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EVALUATION TASK FORCE IMPLEMENTATION WORK GROUP: CURRENT STATUS
 

The Evaluation Task Force Implementation Work Group is an interbureau committee
 
constituted for the purpose of defining workable approaches to implementing the
 
recommendations approved in by the Administrator based on AID's 1980 Evaluation
 
Task Force Report. (A list of the members of this Work Group is provided at the
 
end of this section of the interim report).
 

The Work Group began its effort to define implementation approaches at a Conference
 
which began on February 19, 1981, and continued for a period of three weeks as a
 
series of 1-2 hour meetings of the full Work Group, Through the Conference, the
 
Work Group reached a number of tentative decisions and it identified several topics 
which needed to be addressed before decisions could be made. The products produced
 
in connection with the Conference sessions inc'uded:
 

-- a briefing book, prepared prior to the Conference as a guide 
for Work Group action; 

--	 a set of "instant replay" notes which captured the sense of 
each Conference session and summarized decisions made, and 

--	 an "action board" that identified the topics which needed to 
be addressed in detail before Work Group decisions could be 
made as well as those who would participate in "small group" 
or sub-committee efforts to address these topics. 

During the period from March through June, 1981, several actions were carried out
 
by the meMbership of the Work Group, acting in smaller units:
 

--	 Four of the "small groups" concluded their deliberations and 
submitted reports for the full Work Group to consider. (These 
reports are transmitted in this interim report). 

--	 The "small group" on evaluation training completed a portion of 
it's work and began a series of "diagnostic tests", with the
 
assistance to PM/TD, to determine how well students in AID's
 
IDI, PDE and Orientation courses were learning core design and
 
evaluation concepts. 

--	 Using the minutes of the Work Group Conference and the products 
of the "small groups", PPC/E/PES prepared AID's FY 82 Evaluation 
Planning Guidance cable and secured comment/clearance from those 
Work Group members who also represent bureaus which must submit 
FY 82 evaluation plans. The guidance issued by the Agency reflects 
several of the recommendations included in the 1980 Evaluation Task 
Force Report. 



Two of the "small groups" have action agendas that will be completed during August,
 
1981:
 

--	 The "small group" on evaluation training will review the findings 
from its "diagnostic tests" and prepare a final report for the 
Work Group, and 

--	 The "small group" on the storage/retrieval of evaluation information 
will review the submissions from other groups and prepare a report 
for the full Work Group. 

In September, 1981, the full Evaluation Task Force Implementation Work Group will
 
reconvene its Conference to consider the reports of the "small groups", reach de­
cisions based on the recommendations in those reports, identify remaining issues/
 
topics that the full Work Group must address, prepare a final/integrated version 
of its full set of implementation action recommendations, and circulate that draft 
for wider comment. (Preliminary work on an integrated Work Group report will be
 
undertaken by PPC/E/PES during August, 1981, and submitted to the Work Group as a
 
"working draft" prior to the first Conference meeting in September.)
 

Once the Work Group has circulated its draft report and received bureau comments, 
a final version will be prepared. The final version will incorporate such action 
recommendations as require clearance at the level of bureaus or the Administrator. 

It is anticipated that the final report of the Evaluation Task Force Implementation 
Work Group will be ready o/a October 30, 1981, 

IV 



Exhibit A
 

A. List of the Members of the Evaluation Task Force Implementation Work Group
 

AFR/DP, Henry Miles 
 DS/DIU, Lee White

LAC/DP, Bernice Goldstein 
 PM/TD, Ken Smith

LAC/DR, Carl Leonard 
 DS/DIU/DI, Maury Brown
ASIA/DP, Barbara Pillsbury NE/TECH, Graham Kerr
ASIA/DP, Robert Halligan 
 NE/PD, David Mandel
 
DS/PO, Frank Campbell 
 SER/CM, Frank Caulkins
DS/PO, Fern Finley 
 PPC/PDPR/PDI, Frank Kenefick
PDC/PMS, Judy Gilmore 
 PPC/E, Robert Berg
PDC/FFP, Carolyn Weiskirch PPC/E/S, Richard Blue
AA/LEG, Peter Theil 
 PPC/E/PES, Nena Vreeland

AG/PPP, Susan Gaffney 
 PPC/E/PES, Robert Thompson

NE/DP, Richard Rhoda LAC/DP, David Erbe
 
ASIA/ DP, Maureen Norton 
 PPC/PDPR, John Welty

AFR/DP, Frank Dimond
 

B. "Small Groups" on Topics and Their Members
 

"Small Group" Number Topic Group Members 

I An Issue Driven Approach to 
.AID's Evaluation System 

R.Rhoda, M. Norton, 
R. Blue, J. Gilmore, 
H. Miles, J. Welty 

2 Evaluation Planning B. Goldstein, F. Camp­
bell, M. Norton, R. 
Blue, D., Mandel, D. Erbe 

3 (a) Evaluation Report Format L. White, F. Campbell, 
H. Miles, G. Kerr, F. 
Diamond, N. Vreeland, 
M. Norton 

3 (b) Information Processing: DIU L. White, N. Vreeland 

4 Synthesis R. Berg, G. Kerr, M. 
Norton, B. Goldstein 

5 Utilization of Evaluations N. Vree.and, R. Rhoda, 
H. Miles, J. Welty 

6 Evaluation Training M. Hageboeck, K. Smith, 
F. Finley, R. Thompson 
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DECISION AND ISSUE SUMMARY
 

A. DECISIONS TAKEN
 

In the course of its spring Conference, and as a result of the process used
 

to prepare the FY 82 Evaluation Planning Guidance cable, the Implementation
 
Work Group has made/implemented the following decisions concerning the recommend­

ations of the Evaluation Task Force:
 

-- Recommendation 1 on Leadership Interest 

AID's new Administrator, Peter McPherson, has already
 
shown strong interest in AID's evaluation system. His
 
remarks on this subject to Congress and his cable to the
 
Missions on evaluation is exactly the type of leadership
 
reinforcement sought by this recommendation.
 

-- Recommendation 2 on New Information Needs 

This issue is being addressed by "Small Group" # 4, (see
 
attachment). Inaddition, PPC/E/S is placing additional
 
emphasis this year on preparing reports that synthesize
 
the findings of impact evaluations within sectors. Alice
 
Morton (PPC/PDPR/HR) and John Harbison (ST/RAD) have led
 
an effort to review the findings in impact evaluations on
 
a series of "cross-cutting" issues. PPC/E/PES is under­
taking several efforts in this area including a follow­
up review of the evaluations and audits on projects identi­
fied in AID's Portfolio Supervision Report. PPC/E/PES is
 
also planning reviews of the findings of past evaluations
 
of projects that involved issues of current interest, e.g.,
 
private sector involvement in development, technology trans­
fer, institution building.
 

-- Recommendation 3 on the Purposes of Evaluation 

This issue is being addressed by "Small Group" # 1 (see
 
attachment). In addition, it should be noted that the
 
FY 82 evaluation planning guidance cable has incorporated
 
a new instruction which deals with the specification of the
 
reason why evaluations are to be undertaken.., The wording
 
in those sections of Handbook 3 (the current draft) is being
 
modifed to focus attention on this dimension of evaluations.
 

-- Recommendation 4 on Information Management 

This issuetopic is being addressed by "Small Group" # 3
 
(see attachment). Additional work will be carried out in
 
August, 1981.
 



--	 Recommendations: On Evaluation Planning 

AID's FY 82 evaluation planning guidance cable has taken into
 
account the substance of this recommendition and the impleme­
ntation recommendations made by "Small Group" # 2. Additional
 
action in this area is anticipated for FY 83.
 

--	 Recommendation: On Impact Evaluations 

The program is being continued. Several "small groups" are
 
identifying ways in which these evaluations can be better
 
integrated into the main system.
 

--	 Recommendation: On Training 

Issues in this area are being addressed by "Small Group" # 6, 
see attachment. 

--	 Comments on Constraints in the Evaluation Task Force Report 

(a) Information is being collected on expenditures in the FY 82
 
mission evaluation plans, this information and other factors
 
will be considered by the Work Group in the fall. Ways of
 
rationalizing evaluation needs and financial resources will
 
be addressed as part of the topic: evaluation planning.
 

(b)Handbook 3 is already being modified to reflect the work of
 
the Task Force and the Work Group.
 

B. EXPERIMENTS UNDERWAY
 

Through its FY 82 Evaluation Planning Guidance, AID has undertaken what is
 
in effect a set of experiments to test the feasibility of acting -on several
 
of the Evaluation Task Force recommendations. The FY 82 Evaluation Planning

Guidance cable included instructions that incorporated the Task Force reco­
mmendations concerning: 

--	 the adoption of a multi-year evaluation planning process; 

--	 the identification of the issues to be addressed by AID
 
evaluations, i.e., the reasons for undertaking them;
 

--	 the identification of reasons for not undertaking evaluations 
of projects, where no evaluation is scheduled. 

This guidance also includes experimentation with the estimation of evaluation
 
costs, including direct hire time. The experiments will be concluded in two
 
stages: (a) submission of the FY 82 evaluation plans to bureaus (September 1,
 
1981) and to PPC/E for summarization as the Agency Evaluation Plan (September

30, 1981) and (b) the submission of Mission comments on their experience with
 
the FY 82 Evaluation Planning Guidance (o/a October 30, 1981),
 



C. PENDING ISSUES/DECISIONS
 

There are issues/decisions pending in all of the areas addressed by the "small
 

groups' of the Implementation Work Group. A preliminary review of the products
 

of these groups suggest that some of the main issues/decisions before the Work
 

Group include:
 

-- when
 
--	 Issues/decisions concerning the evaluation planning cycle 

commences and how it fits into other Agency decision/documentation
it 

cycles. It is already clear from our FY 82 evaluation planning guidance
 

exercise that the bureaus have different approaches to deciding how
 
The problems this presents concerning
their bureau funds are to be spent. 


the inclusion of costs on evaluation plans need to be addressed/resolved.
 

-- Issues/decisions concerning evaluation reporting formats and their 

Right now Asia has its own format and AID's impact studies
 coverage. 

The use of different approaches presents
use their own summaries. 


problems on both a theoretical and practical level. Ifwe have one
 

Agency system, we ought to be able to come up with one Agency approach
 
If we
for summarizing evaluation findings that's useful to everyone. 


are to automate evaluation data, our requirements for evaluation summaries
 
evaluations, not
that can be processed by DS/DIU need to apply to all 


The issues here need to be reviewed and resolved.
just some of them. 


types of
 
--	 Issues/decisions concernirig formats and contents for several 

evaluation plans, e.g., ruroject evaluation plans in PPs, mission and 
degree, the FY 82 Evaluation Plans
bureau evaluation plans. To some 


will illuminate the realism of various options in this area.
 

--	 Issues/decisions con:erning the duplication of effort evident in 

the area of evaluation abstracting and the optimum roles for 
DS/DIU 

and bureau evaluation offices with respect to summarization/synthe­

sis of evaluation findings.
 

The issues/decision noted above are illustrative of areas 
that the 'small group"
 

reports suggest require attention. PPC/E/PES anticipates the devetUpment of a
 

detailed list of "issues/deci.ion" during August, as a by-product 
of an effort
 

a full-scale draft report.
to 	integrate the comments from the "small groups" into 

group" reports


The detailed list of "issues/clecision" found in individual 
"small 


and between such reports will be provided, with the report draft, to the Work
 

Group members prior to their first meeting in September. The detailed list of
 

"issues/decisions", together with the draft report and this.-interim 
report, will
 

form the agenda for that meeting.
 



The following sections of this interim report contain the reports from "small
groups" covering the following topics from the "Action Board":
 

I. An Issue-Driven Approach to AID's Evaluation System
 

2. Evaluation Planning:
 

(a)The substance of evaluation plans
 

(b)The evaluation planning cycle
 

3 (a)Evaluation summary format (submitted as 
part of 4, below)
 

4. Synthesis of evaluation findings
 

5. Utilization:
 

(a)Promoting it
 

(b)Proving it
 

6. Evaluation Training (interim statements only)
 

The final section of the interim report contains copies of the "instant replay"
notes from meetings of the full Work Group as well 
as supplementary "minutes"
taken by PPC/E/PES, Sallie Alvin during the sessions on 2/17/81 and 2/23/81.
These are provided as background material which, together with the 2/17/81
Briefing Book for the Work Group provide the full record of the work of the
Evaluation Task Force Implementation Work Group and its antecedents.
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Second Draft
 

Proposeu TssUe-f- el , ,or A, 

I. 	 Purposes of this Paper
 

1. 	Define "issue" in this context.
 

2. 	Define "issue-driven evaluation system."
 

3. 	 Specify ways to: 

a. 	Identify issues. 

b. 	Decide when an issue should be addressed by an evaluation
 

rather than by alternative means.
 

II. 	Assumptions
 

1. 	Administrator's Evaluation Task Force and Work Group have concluded
 

that AID should have an issue-driven evaluation system.
 

2. 	The Task Force and Work Group feel that the existing AID evaluation
 

system (both as described in handbooks and guidance and as practiced)
 

does not constitute an acceptable issue-driven evaluation system.
 

III. 	 A Spectrum of Possible Evaluation Systems
 

In any evaluation approach, decisions must be made concerning who is
 

responsible for initiating and conducting the evaluation, what and when
 

to evaluate, and how comprehensive the evaluation should be. There is a
 

broad spectrum of methods for making who, what, when, and how decisions
 

concerning evaluation. At one end of the spectrum is the mechanical
 

approach, at the other is the decision-driven approach. The issue-driven
 

system envisioned by the Task Force is between these two extremes.
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are made once and for all at the outset and become standard evaluation
 

procedures which are mechanically applied to all activities. For example,
 

a mechanical evaluation system for AID might dictate that all projects
 

receive: (1)annual routine evaluations conducted by the Mission,
 

and (2)in-depth evaluations by outsiders every three years.
 

r,!eec =c ,,,em 4-k z " a IT!ecYcrsd 

WAizh a purely decision-driven system, evaluations are undertaken in
 

response to decisions that have to be made. At the extreme, evaluations
 

respond only to specific decisions for which the decisionmaker and
 

point at which the decision has to be made could be specified. A less
 

extreme example is a system inwhich evaluations respond to a general
 

set of potential up-coming decisions which the Agency may have to make.
 

An issue-driven evaluation system issomewhere between the mechanical
 

and decision-driven systems. Itisunlike the mechanical system
 

in that evaluations inthe issue-driven system respond to issues
 

and not a set of predefined rules. It is more similar to the decision­

driven system but less concrete because it focuses on issues which
 

potentially may feed into numerous future decisions rather than specific
 

decisions which must be made.
 

IV. 	What isan Issue
 

Before going any further, an acceptable definition of the word "issue"
 

isneeded. The definition from Webster's which seems most appropriate
 

is: "amatter that is in dispute between two or more parties; a point
 

of debate or controversy." Inthe AID context, this definition might
 

be expanded to say: a matter or topic about which we have insufficient
 

information to reach a conclusion. Even ifnobody is directly challenging
 

<'I 
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evidence and potentially can be challenged. Given this general
 

definition of an issue, a large number of issues can be identified;
 

for example, all the assertions that appear in the AID legislation,
 

CDSSs, handbooks, PPs, etc.
 

issues can range from the very general to the very specific. Six 

examples of issues ranging from the most general to the most specific 

are provided here in an attempt to clarify the discussion. 

1. 	Is the new directions approach an obstacle to AID's efforts to
 

stimulate self-sustaining development?
 

2. 	Should AID continue to support basic education projects? What are
 

the 	characteristics of successful and unsuccessful projects? 

3. 	Can AID effectively capitalize on the remittances from workers in
 

oil rich Gulf States who have migrated from AID coUntries? What 

catylists or constraints to rapid development are provided by the 

absence of male migrants from villages or the rising expectations of 

the migrants? 

4. 	What are the crucial problems with the health project in country 

X? Can the problems be overcome by redesigning the project or 

changing the basic approach to implementation? Should the project 

be 	terminated?
 

5. 	The education project in country Y is considered a success, but is
 

it really having the intended impact? Can the impacts be objectively
 

documented? Should AID support a follow-on activity? 

6. 	 Why haven't the pumps for the irrigation project arrived? What can 

be done to speed delivery of the pumos? 
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Agency for International Development 

Advice of Program Change 

Country: Egypt 

Project Title: 
 Basic Education
 

Project Number: 263-0139 

Data Base Reference: Near East Programs, p. 22
 

Appropriation Category: Economic Support Fund
 

Life of Project Funding:, $45.0 million 

Intended FY 81 Obligation: $45.0 million
 

This is to advise that A.I.D. intends to obligate $45.0 million for the
 
subject project in FY 1981 rather than $21.0 million as previously

indicated in the Data Base. The life-of-project cost is also increased
 
from $21.0 million to $45.0 million. Since the FY 81 CP and Data Base
 
were prepared, revised statistical data indicates the nunber of class­
rooms required to meet estimated demands is higher than originally

projected, so the scale of the project has been increased accordingly.
 

A revised Activity Data Sheet is attached.
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum
 
TO 	 PPC/E/PES, Ms. Molly Hageboeck DATE: April 29, 1981
 

FROMj 	 LAC/DP/PPE, Bernice Goldstein
 
DS/PO, Frank Campbell
 

SUBJECT: 	 Draft Report of Working Group on Evaluation Planning 

Attached 	is our draft report on Evaluation Planning, covering both
 
substance and process. We initiated our discussions and developed
 
the attached draft in the absence on TDY of other members assigned
 
to our small Horking Group.
 

We are not able to carry our work any further, since very basic issues
 
remain to be resolved, for which we need the views of the full Working
 
Group, i.e., agreement on terminology, relationship to other action
 
assignments including what is meant by an "issue-driven" approach,
 
evaluation reporting formats, etc. We recommend that you either
 
circulate the draft for review and comment to the full Working Group

and/or that we meet soon again to see how the various pieces are
 
going to fit together.
 

Attachment
 
a/s
 

cc: 	 PPC/E/PES, NVreeland
 
PPC/E/S, RBI ue
 
ASIA/DP, MNorton
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EVALUATION PLANNING
 

I. Introduction
 

Our discussion of evaluation planning in AID is based on certain assumptions:
 

1. "Evaluation" refers to true evaluation (not monitoring or implementat..
 

review, which often is called evaluation). As we develop guidelines, formats,
 

procedures, etc., we should try to simplify the unnecessarily complex classi­

fication of types of "evaluation" currently in use and aim for some precision
 

and agreement in our terminology. For example, we would like to clarify and/or
 

eliminate from our vocabulary terms like "routine," "regular," "special,"
 

"in-depth."
 

Basicaily what we are 
talking about in the following discussion of
 

the AID evaluation planning process are two broad categories of evaluation:
 

1) Interim/Ongoing/Formative. 
 Undertaken during implementation, this
 

kind of evaluation at a minimum would challenge and clarify the original proje't
 

design and the assumptions under which the project operates; would measure
 

actual compared with planned progress; would explaini results, both planned and
 

unplanned. The process would make use of the logical framework. Certain issues
 

could be examined more deeply if these required r'esolution.. The interim/
 

ongoing/formative evaluation could be undertaken as 
planned in the original
 

PP Evaluation Plan, or could be triggered by special circumstances. It could
 

apply to a single project or to multiple projects or a sector/sub-sector program.
 

2) Terminatinq/Completion/Ex-Post/Summacive. 
 This kind of evaluation
 

would be carried out when the project is near "ts completion or on an ex-post
 

basis. It would attempt to "sum" things up and would measure the impact of
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the project on some program, sector or economy to which it was to have
 

contributed. Itwould be concerned with the difference the activity has
 

made in the lives of the target population and would attempt to answer
 

questions like: What socio-economic effects took place as a result of
 

; the project? Are project effects found beyond the original implementation
 

area (spread effect)? Was the project followed up and expanded by national
 

"k or other donor efforts (replicability)? Were changes brought about by
~ 

factors other than the project (alternative explanation)? What lessons 

have been learned of relevance to other AID projects? As in the case of 

interim/ongoing/formative evaluation, the terminating/completion/ex-post/ 

summative evaluation could be undertaken as anticipated in the original 

project design or could be carried out as a result of a later decision; 

it could apply to multiple projects or sector/sub-sector programs, 

as well as to a single project.
 

Criteria governing the utilization of one or both of the above 

described evaluations will have to be developed; and procedures for 

implementing such evaluations and reporting them will have to be worked out.
 

If we can reach agreement on what evaluation realiy is, in the
 

context of Agency usage, and if we can educate ourselves and our colleagues
 

as to evaluation's true nature, then much of what currently passes for
 

evaluation will become part of a management information system, separate 

from the evaluation system. 

2. Since project management will continue to be a major concern to
 

Missions and Regional Bureaus, management's need for interim (formative)
 

1,0
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evaluation should continue to be an important part of any revised Agency
 

evaluation system. Similarly, Mission and AID/W need for evidence of impact
 

will have to be given increased attention through improved efforts at
 

completion (summative) evaluation.
 

It follows that AID project management should be responsible For
 

evaluating all AID funded activities at least once during project lifetime,
 

i -k 	i.e, during implementation and/or at completion. (Missions will, of course,
 

want to continue to carry out monitoring and management reviews more fre­

quently); 
some projects will also be evaluated on an ex-post basis. Exceptions
 

to this requirement for evaluation during project life will have to be
 

determined on a case by case basis (criteria and procedures to be worked out). 

NOTE: We believe this position is consistent with Task Force 

Recommendation No. 5 "...In the selection of activities for 

evaluation through a planning process, an evaluation need 

not be required for all projects." 

3. Our third assumption is that all project design will continue to
 

incorporate evaluation elements (making use of logical frameworks) and will
 

include evaluation plans.
 

NOTE: There is a need throughuut the Agency for improved understand­

ing of the logical framework methodology and skill in its use.
 

Based on the above assumptions and using the above definitions, and
 

also acknowledging that a final draft will have to take into account the
 

write-up of an "issue-driven" approach, we suggest the following planning
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process, at the project-specific, Mission, Bureau, and Agency levels:
 

II. Project-Specific Evaluation Plan
 

At the time of project design, project developers and designers
 

includinq social scientists\ho participate in project development) together
 

with Mission management should make preliminary judgments as to the kind of
 

evaluation which would be appropriate for the project. According to criteria
 

to be established, the project-specific evaluation plan would spell out the
 

rationale for the evaluation, assure adequate funding, indicate frequency
 

and level of effort to be undertaken. (A pilot project, a Phase I project,
 

a project which has replication as its major justification, and a project
 

that is experimenting with or demonstrating new technologies would clearly 

require careful evaluation). Since subsequent events and information needs
 

may also call for evaluation activities not anticipated at the time of design,
 

the evaluation plan together with the logical framework of all projects should
 

meet certain standards that will ensure that the project is "evaluaLle."
 

Attachment No. 1, "Evaluation Plan Checklist," together with the material in
 

the August 1980 draft Evaluation Handbook provide a basis for drafting more
 

specific guidelines on what constitutes a good project-specific evaluation
 

plan and for addressing the..issue of baseline data and project monitoring
 

data. An evaluation plan should be developed in preliminary form at the PID
 

stage; the plan would be elaborated in the PP and could be incorporated in
 

the project agreement. The plan may be further refined prior to actual
 

evaluation.
 

V~
 



III. 	 Mission Evaluation Plan
 

As recommended by the Task 
 Force, the Mission's evaluation plan, at
 
a minimum, should look two years into the future, subject to annual review
 

and revision. 
 The process should begin with the early identification of
 

key policy and program issues which the Mission wishes to have addressed
 

over 	a three to five year period. The planning process should be linked
 

to the AID programming cycles, especially preparation and review of the
 

Country Development Strategy Statement (CDSS) and the Annual Budget
 

Submission (ABS). 
 In this way, the CDSS could identify program issues
 

requiring evaluation; and evaluation results could be used to influence 

or justify chahges in development strategy and programs. Similarly,
 

evaluation planning could identify evaluation funding requirements, either
 

through specific project budgets or through PD and S funds, both reflected 

in the ABS. Attachment No. 2 proposes a timetable designed to strengthen
 

the connections between the various AID planning processes.
 

The Mission evaluation plan should reflect not only the project-specific
 

and multiple project (sector or subsector) evaluations which the Mission
 

proposes to undertake during the planning period, but also should identify
 

Mission information needs, e.g., 
for future program development, that will
 

have to be met from sources outside of the Mission's portfolio. These needs
 

could be met from existing Agency information (DIS or Bureau information)
 

or by 	studies to be carried/elsewhere in the Bureau or Agency. 
 Identifying
 

and reporting these information needs will facilitate the transfer of
 

experience within the Bureau and will 
also 	help AID/W establish priorities
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for planning AID/W evaluation activities. Attachment No. 3 proposes a format
 

for the submission of a Mission's annual evaluation plan.
 

IV. Bureau Evaluation Plan
 

As in the case of Mission evaluation planning, individual Bureaus should.
 

identify key policy and program issues to be addressed over a three to five
 

year period. 
 In this process, the Bureaus would draw on CDSS submissions and
 

an analysis of Mission evaluation plans, as well as Bureau-specific policy
 

and program planning concerns. The Bureau evaluationplan should cover two
 

years and identify evaluation activities to be undertaken by the Bureau either
 

in collaboration with individual Mission efforts (e.g., incorporating Bureau
 

concerns into Mission scopes of work) or as 
an AID/W activity. The Bureau
 

plan would also provide an opportunity for Bureaus to promote collaboration
 

among individual Mission that are proposing efforts in the same project area
 

(e.g., addressing common substantive questions).
 

V. Agency Evaluation Plan
 

The Agency Evaluation Plan, to be developed by PPC/E in collaboration with
 

the Bureaus, would build on the aggregation of Bureau evaluation plans. In
 

this process, PPC/E would identify common issues being addressed across Bureaus
 

S-which might be susceptable to collaboration either among Bureaus or with PPC/E.
 

The Agency plan would also include PPC/E-initiated studies, designed to meet
 

Agency-wide policy/program information needs not otherwise being addressed by
 

evaluation activities planned by the Bureaus and Mission during the planning
 

> period. 

Attachments: 
a/s
 



ATTACHMENT NO. 1
 

EVALUATION PLAN CHECKLIST
 

1. The plan includes a rationale for evaluation, i.e., why evaluation is

planned; what issues it will address; what specific questions it will be
 
expected to answer.
 

2. The plan specifies the approximate frequency of evaluations; these are
 
scheduled to--coinc-de with critical project decisions.
 

3. The organizations and/or officers responsible for conducting the evalu­
ation are clearly identified. 

4. The plan clearly addresses host country participation in the evaluation
 
process, including such activities as planning for the evaluation, data
 
collection and analysis, and actual evaluation review,
 

5. If orientation and training in evaluation concepts and methods are
 
warranted for those responsible for conducting the evaluation, estimates
 
of the amount and costs, as well as the timing, are included.
 

6. Provision has been made and responsible parties identified for the
 
collection of data (including data from a control area/group, if appro­
priate) necessary for evalua*ion purposes.
 
7. Provision has been made for the procurement of outside assistance in
 
connection with data gathering and/or evaluation, if appropriate.
 

8. Provision has been made for ex post evaluation, if appropriate. o"
 

9. The overall evaluation plan, e.g., the scope, frequency, intensity

and required resources, is appropriate to the size and complexity of
 
tne project.
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June 1, 19:1 

NOTE
 

Ms. Molly Hageboeck
 
PPC/E/PES
 

Molly,
 

Assignment 4 was drafted by Graham Kerr and benefitted from
 
two meetings attended by Frank Dimond, Maureen Norton, Bernice
 
Goldstein, Nena Vreeland and myself. Some of us may have a
 
few additional comments, but that can await our review of 
the whole package. 

Bob Berg
 
AAA/PPC/E
 

cc: 	 Mr. Dimond, AFR/DP
 
Ms. Norton, ASIA/DP
 
Ms. Goldstein, LAC/DP
 
Ms. Vreeland, PPC/E/PES
 
Mr. Kerr, NE/TECH
 



ACTION BOARD WORKING GROUP ASSIGNMENT 4 - (some ideas) 

The Contents of Evaluation Reports and Their 
Subsequent Synthesis 

Y. INTRODUCTION 

Prior to outlining the contents of the evaluation report
 

it is important to clarify the difference between monitoring
 

and evaluation.
 

Monitoring is anessential, but often neglected aspect of
 

the implementation of all projects. It is the basic component
 

of good management. A.I.D. project officers are responsible
 

for arranging for adequate monitoring of each of their projects 

to assure both the substantive direction of monitoring by host
 

country/organization counterparts and that an appropriate flow 

of data comes to A.I.D. The latter should assure that the 

responsible A.I.D. officers in the field or Washington will be 

able to provide a complete status report of the project within 

five working days of being asked for a report. The purpose of 

monitoring is to tell us if the resources (inputs) are being 

delivered to the project site(s) and are they being managed to 

produce the planned outputs; monitoring keeps track of the
 

input-output relationship and also warns of deeper problems that
 

need more detailed attention by project management.
 

Good communication between all parties involved in, or
 

affected by, the project must be a part of its monitoring.
 

Representatives of all parties: host government, contractor,
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USAID and AID/W staff, should participate in regular meetings
 

to review monitoring reports. 
 To the extent possible, thought
 

should be given to involving participants (beneficiaries) at
 

least as points for data collection, but in some cases possibly
 

as participants in the regular review of projects.
 

The basis for adequate monitoring is a well-designed,
 

operating management information system which supplies relevant
 

information to beneficiaries, implementation managers and A.I.D.
 

project officers.
 

Evaluations tell us if projects are bringing about develop­

ment in the desired way. They look at the project in greater
 

depth and seek to answer the questions, "Is this project achieving
 

its purpose(s)?; Is the project making a valuable contribution
 

to development?; Is the development hypothesis upon which the
 

project is based sound?; What lessons can be learned from this
 

project for future policy and programs?"
 

The group assigned to draft this action is 
divided as to
 

the purpose for evaluations. 
 Some believe that evaluations
 

should be done for quality control and/or for policy and program
 

decision-making. 
In this view, either or both rationales are
 

sufficient to conduct an evaluation. Others in the group believe
 

that evaluation should only be conducted to collect information
 

for policy and program decision-making.Since the former view is
 

standard practice in the Agency, this paper will present the
 

rationale for the latter view. 
The formats suggested for
 

evaluation reporting do not essentially differ, in any case.
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Rationale for evaluation only for policy purposes.
 

Evaluations collect information for policy and
 

program decision-making. They should be conducted
 

when policy-makers in the Agency have specific
 

issues and questions which can be answered by
 

evaluating selected projects. Evaluations should
 

not be done as a matter of routine because the
 

consume too many of the Agency's resources and
 

also produce far more information than the Agency
 

can use - (too many evaluations go unread by the
 

Agency staff). A project should only be evaluated,
 

provided that it is adequately monitored, when it
 

can contribute information to the discussion of a
 

policy issue, or a project extension is anticipated
 

and an assessment of the project's value is needed
 

by Agency management. The redesign of a current
 

project should not be the occasion for an evaluation,
 

but should be indicated by the information from the
 

monitoring and management information system. It
 

should then be handled by a redesign team, rather
 

than an evaluation team, followed by a redesign
 

team, as often happens at present.
 

It is understood, regarding the latter point, that an evaluation
 

team might well carry out redesign work should that work appear
 

necessary during the course of an evaluation.
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Based upon the abov considerations the evaluation summary should be
 

tailored specifically to meet precise agency information requirements.
 

Note the outline presented below concerns only the summary of the
 

evaluation report - not the evaluation report which should provide the
 

details of the evaluation.
 

Part I of the present PES form (AID 1330-15,15A,15B), which records basic
 

project identification and financial data, and actions to be taken as a
 

result of the evaluation is more suited to a monitoring reportas conceived
 

above, and should be retained for that purpose. It is more appropriate for
 

an evaluation summary to present the "lessons learned" first - as this is
 

the key information needed by the agency managers, and programmers who
 

are (should be) the primary users of evaluations. Additional information
 

should only be included in the summary if it is needed to give essential
 

support to the lessons learned and establish the content of the evaluation.
 

The entire summary should be entered into the DS/DIU's computerized data
 

base and thus should be succinct. The contents will be analyzed and
 

coded with keywords so that it can be retrieved as required.
 

The full evaluation report should be kept at DS/DIU on microfiche so
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that it can be made available to any agency officer on short notice after
 

its usefulness has been established by a review of the summary.
 

,.The Purposes of the Summary
 

1. 	Provide a record of lessouIs -earned from evaluations for policy
 

and program planners, and project design officers.
 

2. 	Provide the basis for a synthesis of agency experience, in various
 

sectors ani' with important development issues, that can be used to
 

answer questions from host governments. other agencies, the Congress,
 

the 	public and the press.
 

.7 
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III. The Contents of the Summary
 

Part I (existing form on next page). 

This should be modeled closely on A.I.D. Form 1330-15, with
 

the following items being retained:
 

3, 5, 6, 7, 12.
 

1, 2 should be combined and enlarged to allow several project numbers
 

and titles to be recorded.
 

Section 4 should be enlarged to include information on the timing
 

of the evaluation and its level of analysis.
 

I. Was the evaluation done:
 

/-7 during the project/program 

/-7 at the end of A.I.D.'s funding 

/_/ after A.I.D. 's involvement/funding ended
 

II. Level of analysis would indicate which of the following the
 

evaluation considered: 

/_7 single project /-7 multiple projects
 

L7 sector/program in one country
 

/-7 country program 

/7 several countries
 

9, 10 can be eliminated, as contents will be covered in new section 8.
 

Section 8 should present for the policy and program planners, the
 

lessons learned from the evaluation regarding the issue(s) being
 

investigated. In this space the implications of the project experience
 

for future policy and other projects, should be briefly stated. There
 

is no requirement that this section be filled out. It is only to be
 

used when the evaluation surfaced lessons applicable beyond the
 

project's last program being looked at.
 



-

in the case where current projects are being evaluated in
 

order to decide about an extension or solve a major design
 

or implementation problem, the recommendations for future
 

agency action and the officers responsible for those actions,
 

with action dates, should be noted in Section 8, in much the
 

way as is done in the present form.
 

Another section should be added to indicate whether other
 

donor activities were examined. 
It should include the donor
 

acronymiC.
 

Section 11 should be enlarged so that all team members,
 

together with their A.I.D. office and professional area of
 

expertise, can be entered.
 

Part II - Form 1330-15k- next page
 

This section will summarize all the information required to
 

explain and substantiate the lessons learned which are noted
 

in Section 8 on the front page. It should be presented
 

briefly - concentrating upon information that is needed and
 

will be used by most readers. Hopefully the entire summary can
 

be entered into the agency computer files so that it will be
 

readily available to a reader. The summary would be made
 

available to staff after they have identified the evaluation as
 

being useful from a review of the abstract.
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PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY (PES) - PART II
 

The following topics are to be covered in a brief narrative statement (averaging about 200 words or half a page per item) and 
aattached to the printed PES facesheet. Each topic should have an underlined heading. If a topic.is not pertinent to 

particular evaluation, list the topic and state: "Not pertinent at this time". The Summary (Item-13) should always be 

included, and should not exceed 200 words. 

13. SUMMARY - Summarize the current project situation, mentioning progress in relation to design, prospects of achievir.g 

the purpose and goal, major problems encountered, etc. 

14. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY - What was the reason for the evaluation, e.g., clarify project design, measure progr6ss, 

verify program/project hypotheses, improve implementation, assess a pilot phase, prepare budget, etc? Where appropriate, 

refer to the Evaluation Plan in the Project Paper. Describe the methods used for this evaluation, including the study design, 

scope, cost, techniques of data collection, analysis and data sources. Identify agencies and key individuals (host, other donor, 
public, AID) participating and contributing. 

15. EXTERNAL FACTORS - identify and discuss major changes in project setting, including socio-economic conditions and 

host government priorities, which have an impact on the project. Examine continuing validity of assumptions. 

16. INPUTS - Are there any problems with commodities, technical services, training or other inputs as to quality, quantity, 

timeliness, etc? Any changes needed in the type or amount of inputs to produce outputs? 

17. OUTPUTS - Measure actual progress against projected output targets in current project design or implementation plan. 

Use tabular format if desired. Comment on significant management experiences. If outputs are not on target, discuss causes 

(e.g., problems with inputs, implementation assumptions). Are any changes needed in the outputs to achieve purpose? 

- Quote approved project purpose. Cite progress toward each End of Project Status (EOPS) condition. When18. PURPOSE 
can achievement be expected? Is the set of EOPS conditions still considered a good description of what will exist when the 

purpose is achieved? Discuss the causes of any shortfalls in terms of the causal linkage between outputs and purpose or 

external factors. 

and subgoal, where relevant, to which the project contributes. Describe status19. GOAL/SUBGOAL - Quote approved goal, 
by citing evidence available to date from specified indicators, and by mentioning the progress of other contributory projects. 

To what extent can progress toward goal/subgoal be attributed to purpose achievement, to other projects, to other causal 

factors? If progress is less than satisfactory, explore the reasons, e.g., purpose inadequate for hypothesized impact, new 

external factors affect purpose-subgoal/goal linkage. 

20. BENEFICIARIES - Identify the direct and indirect beneficiaries of this project in terms of criteria in Sec. 102(d) of the 

FAA (e.g., a. increase small-farm, labor-intensive agricultural productivity; b. reduce infant mortality; c. control population 

growth; d. promote greater equality in income; e. reduce rates of unemployment and underemployment). Summarize data on 

the nature of benefits and the identity and number of those benefitting, even if some aspects were reported in preceding 

questions on output, purpose, or subgoal/goal. For AID/W projects, assess likelihood that results of projects will be used in 
LDC's. 

21. UNPLANNED EFFECTS - Has the project had any unexpected results or impact, such as changes in social structure, 
environment, health, technical or economic situation? Are these effects advantageous or not? Do they require any change in 

project design or execution? 

22. LESSONS LEARNED - What advice can you give a colleague about development strategy, e.g., how to tackle a similar 

development problem or to manage a similar project in another country? What can be suggested for follow-on in this 

country? Similarly, do you have any suggestions about evaluation methodology? 

23. SPECIAL COMMENTS OR REMARKS - Include any significant policy or program management implications. Also list 

titles of attachments and number of pages. 
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The following topics should be addressed in the summary:
 

a) Abstract of the evaluation
 

b) The reason(s) for doing the evaluation
 

c) The evaluation methods 

d) The reason(s) for doing the project/program
 

e) The findings and conclusions from the evaluation which
 

pertain just to the project's last program being evaluated.
 

f) The lessons learned which pertain to projects and
 

programs beyond those which were evaluated. For example, how
 

should the Agency's policies and programs be reinforced or
 

changed as a result of the findings and conclusions from the
 

evaluation. 

g) For project's only: attach the logical framework on
 

which the evaluation was based and any revised logical framework
 

created as a result of the evaluation.
 

a) Abstract of the Evaluation
 

The abstract is not a complete summary of the evaluation. It
 

is a guide to people who may want to read the summary and/or
 

the full'report and should tell them, very succinctly, the
 

contents of the evaluation.
 

The abstract should contain a sentence (or two at the most) on the
 

following topics:
 

i. the reason for doing the evaluation
 

ii. the evaluation methods 
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iii. the development hypothesis underlying the project
 

(based upon the logical framework, where applicable)
 

iv. the topics covered in the findings, conclusions
 

and lessons learned.
 

rhe findings, conclusions and lessons learned, should not be
 

presented in this latter section. Only the issues, problems
 

and policies discussed in this part of the evaluation should be
 

listed so that the reader who is reviewing the abstract will
 

know that the evaluation contains information that may be useful
 

to him/ ,Ak.
 

b) The Reason(s) for Doing the Evaluation
 

A brief statement pf why the evaluation was done should be
 

given. If a scope of work was developed prior to the evaluation,
 

a synthesis and/or the major issues and problems addressed
 

during the evaluation can be listed. Was the evaluation to
 

~%e information to a policy and program issue posed
 

by agency management? Or, was it to help to solve a project
 

specific question concerning extension, or a serious implemen­

tation problem?
 

c) The Evaluation Methods
 

Present the essential details about how the evaluation was
 

conducted.
 

i. Team membership, with office and professional
affiliations has been presented on the face sheet 
of the summary. 

ii. A brief chronology of the evaluation 

iii. Methods used to collect data: document review, site 
visits, interviews with project staff and/or beneficiaries, 
etc. 
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d) The Reason(s) for Doing the Project/Program 

Describe the conditions which produced the need for the project.
 

What "development" was the project designed to bring about? 
What
 

is the development hypothesi. 'es) being tested by the project?
 

(This should be linked to the logical framework, wherever possible.)
 

What has to be changed for us to say that "development" has happened
 

and what does the project propose to change in order to cause the
 

desired "development?" For example, the "development" hoped for
 

is "improved health" and the project will do the following: (a)
 

assist local organizations develop and manage their own health pro­

grams, (b) assist communities construct appropriate health facilities,
 

train staff and establish drug supply systems, (c) start sanitation
 

projects and health education, (d) organize feeding programs and
 

nutrition education, etc.
 

e) The Findings and Conclusions about the Project/Program
 

This section presents details of the results of the project/program.
 

They may be physical changes in the environment, such as buildings
 

and equipment, or they may be changes in people's behavior brought 

about by the project/program. In order to be considered "findings" 

the evaluation team must be able to link the results directly to 

project/program activities--the "findings" are a summary of the 

consequences of the project/program activities as seen by the
 

evaluation team.
 

Both intended--those specified in the project/program design--and
 

unintended results should be recorded. 
Often, fundamental questions
 

not asked during the design phase which need to be answered.
 

For example:
 

J't 
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Who benefitted--farmers, landless laborers, women,
 
children, rich people, poor people--and how?; income,
 
education, social mobility.
 

What were the economic and social costs and how were
 
they allocated? This may involve both "hard" economic
 
data and qualitative data at both the personal and
 
societal level. Wherever possible a cost-benefit
 
conclusion should be reached, or at minimum, a com­
parison of costs and benefits.
 

Were there environmental consequences? Specify.
 

Were there "access" benefits, such as access to markets
 
through roads, or access to health, or to agricultural
 
inputs?
 

What were the institutional and organiz-ational changes
 
brought about by the project/program?
 

What did women do in the project?
 

How were women affected by the project--both as
 
members of the project staff and as beneficiaries?
 

Is appropriate technology--both hardware and
 
software--being used? 

Analysis of the findings should not be included in the summary
 

because it will present more detail than most readers will need.
 

It is, however, an essential part of the full evaluation report.
 

Conclusions about the activity (IES) which were evaluated, based
 

upon the findings, should be presented in this section. Conclu­

sions should be project/program specific and tell us what to do
 

with this project--and, to a certain extent, with other very
 

similar projects.
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f. The Lessons Learned - these are included in Section 8, earlier
 

in the report. They may be written out more fully in this part
 

of the summary.
 

Here the evaluation team looks beyond the specific project
 

being studied and thinks through the implications that the
 

findings and conclusions have for broader policy and programs.
 

In this section the team should address the policy issue(s)
 

which were stated as the reason for doing the evaluation. In
 

this way the evaluation (feedback) log is completed, and
 

the agency is learning from its past experipnces.
 

It is particularly important that findings about the development
 

hypothesis be stated. 

Notwithstanding the above, it is expected that not every project 

will have a development lesson applicable throughout the Agency 

or to wide parts of the Agency. Care should be taken not to 

over-extend the findings from the evaluation. If the evaluation 

provides information that can be used to address additional
 

issues, these should be reported at this point if they are
 

important enough to warrant most readers' attention.
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g) The Logical Framework of the Project
 

The most recent logframe for the project should be attached
 

to the summary. Often, this will be the logframe as clarified
 

at the beginning of the evaluation. If there is a logframe
 

which has been revised as a result of the evaluation that, too,
 

should be attached. Wherever the logframe provided in the project
 

paper is inadequate or badly dated, it should be revised by the
 

team. If goal and purpose statements are proposed to be changed 

in any way, a formal amendment to the project will usually be
 

necess.ary. Inputs and outputs can be revised (again, noting
 

any implications to formal agreements) as can any necessary
 

changes in verifiable indicators, assumptions or the development
 

hypothesis...allof which should be discussed briefly.
 

This completes the summary of the report written by the evaluation
 

team. 

The mission and/or AID/W may wish to add the following sections
 

to the summary: 

h) The Quality of the Evaluation 

For mission evaluations, a comment by the mission evaluation
 

officer regarding the usefulness of the evaluation would be
 

helpful. Similarly, for Washington evaluations, a comment by
 

the bureau evaluation officer on the usefulness of the evaluation
 

would be helpful. 



i) Complementary Findings
 

AID/W Regional staff may wish to add to a section to the summary
 

indicating if other evaluations have studied similar issues and
 

projects. 
A list of the "lessons learned" which are substantiated by
 

similar results in other projects from a number of countries
 

are much more useful to policy planners than isolated findings.
 

This section will be the first step in the synthesis of lessons
 

from a group of evaluations which address the same 
"issue"
 

or development hypothesis.
 

IV. Synthesis of Evaluation Findings
 

The synthesis of the results of several evaluations are an
 

essential part of the evaluation cycle. It is the most useful
 

way of presenting findings and lessons learned to the policy and
 

program planners in agency management because it combines the
 

conclusions of several evaluation teams about the same issues,
 

and/or similar development hypotheses being tested by our projects.
 

a 
Use of such/synthesis in the design of new projects will show
 

Congress that we are learning from our past experiences and
 

also should improve new project designs. Syntheses cannot
 

provide specific guidance on the details of project organization
 

and imDlementation because our projects have to be designed to
 

fit a region, culture and country. They, however, alert us to
 

topics and issues that should be addressed during the design and
 

implementation of a project. Information about strategies which
 



have worked in other projects is also very useful.
 

The synthesis will indicate which development hypotheses
 

have strong support, i.e., 
have worked in other circumstances,
 

and those that have weak support. For example: does our
 

experience indicate that "improved health" happens more often
 

in projects where villages and local organizations are involved
 

early in project design and implementation, than in projects
 

when local groups are only asked to "cooperate" with the project
 

after the planning has been completed? Or, what are the
 

characteristics of a basic health care 
system which can
 

continue (be sustained) after the project support has ended?
 

The synthesis can be organized around the issues being studied
 

during the evaluations. Evaluations concerned with the 
same
 

development issue or question are 
collected together (this is
 

one reason why a clear statement of the issues is essential in
 

the evaluation scipe of work and the evaluation report).
 

Information and lessons learned about the issues are reviewed
 

and summarized. 
Relationships between the desired development(project
 

purpose) and the changes(project outputs) more directly related to the
 

project, such as 
new buildings, new organizations, new training programs,
 

and changes in people's behavior, are the ones which interest 
us. These
 

are the development hypotheses upon which the project is based, and are
 

being tested during the conduct of the project. A list of the expected
 

relationships should be made 
 and the relevant evidence from the
 

evaluation reports recorded under each relationship. Other aspects of
 

the pr@ject which bear directly u on -..
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the relationship should be studied carefully and noted briefly
 

in a discussion of each relationship. This information provides
 

an indication of the conditions 
(economic, social and geographic)
 

in which the relationship holds and those in which it does not
 

-- crucial data for project design staff.
 

The synthesis will be an inventory of development propositions
 

surrounding an "issue" and a brief discussion of each. 
A
 

proposition is a statement based upon project experiences, which
 

relates two variable concepts, such as "purpose" and "outputs".
 

When evidence from se-eral evaluations supports the proposition,
 

it becomes useful in policy making and project planning.
 



UTILIZATION OF EVALUATION FINDINGS
 

SMALL GROUP # 5
 



UNITED 	 STATES GOVERNM[ 
DATE: June 2, 1981memor ndu 

*REPLY TO 
A 'rN OF: 	 AFR/DP, Fenry miles, PP/PDPR, John Qty'
 

PPC/E, Nena Vreeland 4r

su.JcEc: 	 Report of Group 5, Evaluation Utilization 

TO: PPC/E/PES, Molly Hageboeck 

The following are our recomndations for pronting the utilizationof evaluative findings 
-
 and proving that findings are being
used ­ through a set of actions and procedures that can be made
generally consistent throughout the Agency. The fourth mnber ofour group, Richard Rheda, was on MDY and was unable 	to participate
in the 	final preparation of this report.
 

Several 	of our suggestions call for strengthening the coordination
functions of PPC/E and the Program Evaluation Conmittee (PEC).
a decentralized evaluation system 	
In 

- which we assumed wuld be
continued ­ the pronotion of utilization requires stronger coordi­nation 	for at least two reasons. First, utilization involves ex­change 	of information between, and not only within, Bureaus;
Congress expects to see evidence of use of AID evaluation findings
regardless of the source of t/is information. Second, the experience
of one 	Bureau evaluation office in involving senior-level users
(e.g., through establishment of an Evaluation Committee as inAFR)and in disseminating findings (e.g., AFR and NE preparation of ab­stracts, LAC newsletter) can help other offices in undertaking similar

efforts.
 

We have attached a few examples that might be used to help establish
some basic models for Agency-wide application. In general, w felt
that the Agency needs nre practical examples of what can be and
 
is being done.
 

1. Why 	evaluate? There still seems to be some disagreement
on this question. We suggest that AID make absolutelyclear in guidance and reporting to Congress and others
that our evaluation work is selective and user-oriented.
It is not a comprehensive system which enables the
Agencyt-

te 

measure progress and outcomes in cost/benefit
for all its activities. It is a system designed

principally t enable the Agency to-learn from its
experience, and to measure progress and outcomes on 
a sampled basis. 

a. Bureau evaluation offices continue efforts to engage
senior executives in evaluation planning, application
of findings to program development, and evaluation 
support for activities authorized/approved in the
field. Evaluation offices report to the Program
 

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan OPTONAL.ORMNO.,0
 

(REV. 7-75) 
GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-I 
3010-112 
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Evaluation Committee (PEC) on experience in involving
senior executives and "translating" evaluation results
 
into guidance/policy. 

b. PPC/E/S continues efforts to seek annually A/AID

and AA agreement on Agency-wide concerns for 
evaluation, and reports to PEC on these efforts.
 

2. Tvluation Planning: 

a. Evaluation planning focuses on asking specific questions
of selected projects/programs. Missions/offices
describe in their evaluation plans not only the questions
to be addressed in their own evaluation wvrk but also
their questions that would need inforration from other
Missions/offices. Include this in annual guidance
 
on evaluation planning.
 

b. Evaluation plans clearly specify purpose/use of evaluation,

in relation to ongoing projects/programs and their
 
anticipated future direction as envisioned in strategy

docurments. Evaluations are realistically scheduled 
so that information will be available to the Mission 
(and others) to support decisions that users antici­
pate having to make. Evaluation plans specify "prime"
users. Include these reqirements in annual guidance 
on evaluation planning. 

c. Evaluation planning incorporates a "question-asking" 
process initiated by PPC/E (see below, "Asking the
 
'Right Questions' for Evaluation").
 

3. User Involvement:
 

a. Since it is not feasible to establish linkages with
 
every potential user of a specific evaluation before
 
the study begins, evaluation offices attenpt to
 
i) select for continuing attention what they consider
 
to be key evaluation efforts in relation to Bureau­
wide program direction and enphasis; and ii)consider
 
creating a rough "utilization plan" for their
 
Bureau/office based on planned evaluation work.
 

b. Bureau technical offices are involved in
a process

of further interpretation of evaluation findings
at request of evaluation offices; they are con­
tacted before PID and PP review meetings and
 
supported during such meetings with evaluation
 
evidence (see Attachment A).
 

c. The Program Evaluation Commtittee (PEC) regularly invites 
types of users (e.g., DP program analysts, PPC/PB budget

reviewers) to clarify their distinctive needs for
 
evaluative information and critique evaluation studies. 
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PEC 	schedules at least two meetings every year 
to this question 

d. 	 PID review/approval cable (which is also thePP guidance cable) identifies those factors whichthe user interests represented in the review will
need to have reported on in an evaluation. 

e. 	 PPC/E/S more clearly identifies the "prire" users
of its studies, including impact evaluations it
manages; the specific questions asked duringthe 	evaluation; and the procedures and 	tire-tables
for getting findings ("answers") to its prixeusers. PPC/E/S formulates Age ncy-wide evaluation 
concerns for ex-post evaluation not as %topics"
but as probl.ns or questions requiring evaluative
information; ensures that these are the questionsthat effectively address user needs; and reports
annually to its "prize" users. 

f. 	 Bureau evaluation offices and/or PPC/E systematically
check on the 	usability and usefulness of evaluationsby providing sumaries/abstracts to potential usersand querying thei as to what information they canuse; how they uld use it (e.g., CDSS preparation
review, design of similar projects); and what in­formation they might have used but was not 	covered 
in the evaluation.
 

4. 	 Utilization Focus in the Progranning Cycle: 

Efforts to promote utilization concentrate on the pre-PPstages in the progranming cycle, principally PID andfeasibility studies. Wile it is also desirableProject Paper developrent to utilize experience, 
for 
parti­cularly with the regard to specific implementation andmanagement constraints, the selection from anonaalternative approaches that takes place at the PDstage is the most appropriate tire to consider evaluationfindings. Handbook 3 already calls for considerationof evaluations at the PID stage. A change in emphasiswould primerily affect priorities in the work of Missionand 	AID/rd evaluation offices. (See 	Attachment B for anexample of an issues paper raising evaluation findings,

and 	Attachment C for example of use of evaluation*findings in PID). Conversely, Bureau evaluation officesinvest fewer resources in reviewing project/program designdoL--nnts. 

5. 	 Asking the"Right Questions" for Evaluation: 

a. 	 Specific evaluations in the evaluation plan state the purose of the evaluation and 	the set of questionsto be addressed to meet this purpose. Otherwise, astudy is not 	considered an evaluation and is not 

http:probl.ns


included in the plan1..' ,2 

b. 	 The PEC considers the feasibility of developing

sets of basic evaluation questions and questions

"generic" to certain types of developmnt inter­
ventions. Mission advice, particularly with regard
to host country question/concerns, is included in
this effort. 

c. 	 The evaluation plan included in project/program designdocuments (e.g., project papers) defines key assump­
tions, hypotheses and issues that ought to be in­vestigated during an evaluation. Currently, these
plans are more in the 	way of a schedule of wrkthan an opportunity to describe substantive
questions about the project/prograu. Revised "AIDEvaluation Handbook" includes adequate guidance
for preparing this aspect of project/program evaluation 
plans.
 

d. 	 In general, PPC/E initiates and maintains with Bureauevaluation offices a "question-asking" process bydeveloping examples of questions which have surfaced
from previous work, including "impact" evaluations. 

e. 	 Specifically in the area of policy-related questions,
procedures are established to ensure the following: 

i. 	 PPC/E identifies issues/questions reflecting the 
concerns of "users" at the policy level; 

ii. 	 Bureau evaluation officers transmit PIDs to PPC/E
in good tine for review (this action will have tobe quick - turn-around time between PID receipt
in AID/W and the review cable ranges from 15 to 
30 days). 

iii. PPC/E selects in coordination with Bureau evaluation
offic.s feasible candidates for evaluation ofpolicy-related issues, and 	ensures that these 
issues are identified to the Mission/office forinclusion in the evaluation plan in the design
dcc.nent, feasible data requirements suggested,
and estimates developed for inclusion in design
document budget (e.g., project paper financial plan)
to cver data collection and evaluation. 

iv. 	 PPC/E clears the review/approval cable for those

PIDs selected in e. iii above.
 



calls for short, self-contained sumries which 

at least describe the purpose of the project/program
being evaluated (in tenm of the development constraint 
or problem) and the purpose of the evaluation,
questions/issues considered during evaluation, findings,
conclusions, and recoiRrmendations.­

b. 	 All evaluation studies/reports are submitted under a 
standard face-sheet; this requirenint includes
"impact" evaluations. 

c. 	 All evaluation reports consist of a 2-3 page summary,
and a 1-20 page "short forn" of the report; as well as 
a longer report as necessary to explain in further 
detail the inforration, interpretation, and judgement 
on which conclusions and rec=nendations are based 
(see Attachment D for example). This model essentially
follows the one used for "impact" evaluations. 

d. Standard "boilerplate" for inclusion in scopes of work 
for contracted evaluation studies is prepared to convey
the above requirements. Identical wording is included 
in Agency-wide evaluation IQC scope of work, and in 
guidance on issuance of work orders under these 
IQCs. 

7. 	 Dissemination: 

a. 	 Dissemination is made more effective (and less wasteful 
in terms of reproducing long reports) by the vigorous 
use of short summaries and one-page abstracts. 

b. 	 Currently, "too many" people are preparing abstracts 
in an essentially duplicative effort (e.g., DS/DIU,
Bureau evaluation offices, some contractors, PPC/E for 
annual GAO reporting) ( see Attachment E for exmple
of abstracts prepared by Near East and Africa 
evaluation offices and by tS/D7.). A more efficient 

.	 approach would be to develop agreed Agency guidance
 
on what is to be included in an abstract and assign
 

' ..... resppnsibilityth luator forto.DS/DIU;abstract preparation either to
or 	 and to have Bureau 
eVauation offices focus instead on preparing user­
focused.,','digests" tailored to the particular interests 
of 	potential users and providing Bureau feedback to 
the Mission/office generating the evaluation. (These
"digests" are subsequently incorporated into the 
automated "mnry" along with the main abstract). 

c. 	 Several related actions seem to be called for, including
consolidation of present distribution system, issuance 
of an annual evaluation reference report, possible
changes in the automated "namory", and possible nodifi­
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cat-ions on the form requesting infonration fromDS/DIU (see Attachmnt F). 
 This entire package
of actions requires further work by a 
PEC 	group
including DS/DIU representation.
 
8. 	 "Proving" Utilization: 

a. 	Evaluation offices review PIDs to ensure that requirements
in Handbook 3 
are being followed with respect to re­cording previous experience of to kinds: 
 i) actual
evaluation reports as cited or footnoted; and
ii)relevant experience, represented in PID design
team, in similar projects elsewhere. Issues papers
prepared for PID reviews query PID use of evaluative

information (see Attachment B).
 

b. Bureau evaluation offices keep file on PID/PP issues
papers and cables associated with the review/approval 
process.
 

c. Agency guidance requires that CPs record instances of
impact of evaluations on AID/host country policies,
program direction, program composition, continuation/
expansion/terminatin of activities (see Attachment Gfor an exple of follow-on Bureau guidance for 	in­cltding such evidence in CT). 
d. 	 DS/DI-J creates automated record of all PIDs, and marksfor retrieval those which indicate the 	use of
evaluation findings and experience.
 

e. DS/DIU provides PPC/E with annual list of requests for
evaluative information met by DS/DIU. PPC/E transmits
this information to Bureaus. 

f. Random checks are made by IG during audits on whether
or not actions recommiende 
by a Mission/office on the
basis of an evaluation were actually undertaken.
 

9. 	Feedback: 

Procedures ensure feedback t Mission/office on at leastselected evaluation reports (the Africa Bureau abstract formincluded Ln Attachment E has the advantage of providing sub­s-tantive feedback to Mission evaluation officer). PEC
examines the feasibility of paneling selected or key
evaluation studies for peer review/conert and feedback.
 



TO : PPC/E, Nena Vreeland 

FROM : AFR/DP/PPE ,/7. Miles 

SUBJECT: Utilization of Evaluation Results 

REF : PPC Meeting of Monday, March 20th. 

As mentioned in the referenced meeting I believe that evaluation people
 
can unconsciously step on almost everyone's toez. To prevent this from 
occurring and also to enhance the acceptance of evaluation findings by pro­
ject review committees, I have limited my role almost to supplying information 
to appropriate technicians and to supporting them during review meetings. 
Communicating evaluation findings in this way does not challenge the techni­
cians role as resident expert and permits the evaluation officer to have 
findings presented by the person best qualified to relate them to a larger 
body of technical knowledge. Attached is an example of how evaluation and 
agriculture worked together at a recent PID review. AFR/DP ended up 
asking me to brief the PP design team regarding my concerns. 

cc:AF.R/DP/PPE :FDimond 
AFR/DP/PPEA: JHicks 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMEN"
 

memorndur
 
RPI[..Y TO 

A1'rN OF" r. eny L. Miles, AWDP/E 

ricultura Support ProjectSUJ g: Production 

(683-0234) (Niger) 

TO: Y. Qu-nc-v Benbow, AJ/DR 

In accordance with our discussion df 9 January and the results of 
the PiD review this morning for the subject project I am sending you the 
attached materials. Lhe materials consist of selected excerpts from an 
evaluation of an agriculture productior. project in Senegal. Michigan 
State Universitycarried out the evaluatii in-. 1979. The Senegal project 
has at least two features similar to the subject iger project: it pro­
motes similar technology and it claims to draw upcn years of research. 
Nevertheless, the evaluators could not obtain a precise definition of 
the technological package promoted by the project. The technology 
package that the evaluators finally settled on does not seem to meet 
the needs of the farmers. The project paper seems ove'-fyop4timistic on 
vi_ ,.aly ever ! element of the project. I hope you fInd the excerpts 
helpful. Please call if you need the entire evaluation document. 

Att-achment 

c :AF/DP/PEA, Dr. :ritz Gi!.exJt 

W" Buy U .S. Savings Bo nds R eg u larly on the Payro ll Savings P lan O ,1O ,ALFO RM NO. o 
GSA FPMR(AI C") 1oi 

OPIO N .1O-N 



Methcdoioiy 

Because the Senegal Cereals P-oluction PrjCect involves a ]ar,2
 

number oF imorov=d :u'turl meth-.ods ard tec~nolcqicai innovations, 

iffif cul t to construzt repr en atiiv farm budgets 

and ,analyze eithier Che financial or uc,.omic impact of the project. 

,';0o
project 

evauation stdies conducted in 1978 arrived at ooosite conclusions 

about the incidence of oi2Lct benefits. The USAID evaluation claimed
 

that most of the project's success was achieved with the "lightleel"
 

of technology 
USAID, 1978a], whereas SOCEVA's own1 evaluation stated 

that all project benefits resulted from -dootionof the heav'er
 

technological packages [SATEC-SODEIVf, 19731.
 

Farm budgets are shown for two theoretical standard far,,.s--a "base 
fI" not affected by the project and an "int which has 

adopted,m.any of the recommended practices and inputs on a Corticn
 



of its area. Althciugh data exist on the number of intensified 

hectares in the project area, there is not a standard definition 

of intensification. The most ccnon characteristics of an 

intensified farm are that on some portion of it 1) land is plowed 
y, . 2) a crtive dose of phosphate fertilizer has been 

applied, 3) the use of NPK fertilizer is above average (1C0-150 kg. 

;WK/hectare) , and 4) imronpved cult.ural practices are used , such as 

early planzing, millet thinning, etc. 

Su.m.ary and imnl ications 

A1 thnttrh the r_.7ai Careoais _Ir-od=o-n Project offers some 

financial b,-iefits zo the participants and some econonic benefits to 

Senegal, th. costs of this project far outwieigh the benefits accrued. 

Tis conclusion ShOul_ be supplemented by a review of four considerat'I 

not addressed in the preceding ana.lys's. 

1. Labor inputs were not used in this analysis because of the 

unavailabi ii:y of imonthly labor profiles showing time allotted to 

specific task(s for each of the farm types aralyzed. The differences 

in labor required and the naturedof labor bottlenecks for each system 

are ndt known. Research on labor inputs is urgently needed in order 

to compare Farns at different levels of technology and to identify 

seasonal labor bottlenecks. 



2. The budgets mask the enormous differences in farm' size and
 

areas culhivated per adult that exist in 
 the area [SOEVA, .1977]. It 

is certain that farms operating at different levels -of labor intensity 

and with differert areas to cultivate have different andcosts returns. 

The sta.ndardized "average farm budget which was used in this analysis 

glosses over such differences.
 

3. By focusing on an average year, this study does not. deal with 

the effects of intensification in a drought year such as 
1977. Indeed,
 

during 1977, SCOEVA officials believe that an intensified farm had
 

lower net returns than a base 
 farl of similar charact ris'tics. The 

-iFsW-in,.,S v-d in gong udge 

show increased returns in average and good years) probably discourages
 

intensi iFcation. 

4. NLo allowance is made in this study for the costs of 

feeding animals used for traction or the value of groundnut and 

millet straw, whi4ch are used mostly for animal feed. Estimates 

cf these were not available. Sir.ce the feed costs and the value 

of the str-:w probably balance cut, this omission does not greatly 

affect the results of the analysis.
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Discussion Points for Project Committee
 

THAILAND: Rural Water & Sanitation Project
 

1. Prior Evaluation: Congruency of proposed project with findings/

recommendations of recent Impact Evaluation in Thailand.*
 

2. Institutional: Implementing institution for.tbe water activity in
 
communities of less than 2,000 population.
 

(a) Rural Water Supply Division (RWSD) of Ministry of Health or
 
Provincial Water Works Authority (PWWA).
 

(b) Relationship between these two institutions.
 

3. Technologies: Choice and source of low cost water technologies.
 

(a) Mechanism for introducing/modifying water technologies;

possible utility of experience in other countries.
 

(b) Possible need to vary technology with respect to size/population
 
density of villages.
 

(c) Cost'effectiveness of piped water systems.
 

4. Beneficiaries: Equity concerns; feasibility of reaching all
 
dwellers in target communities.
 

5. Inter-Project Relationships:
 

(a) Subject proposal, nutrition and populations PIDs.
 

(b) Feasibility of combining these separate projects into a
 
broader sectoral effort; institutional and regional relationships.
 

6. Other:
 

(a) Concept of community loan fund.
 

(b) Approval authority.
 

(c)
 

*AID Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 3. The Potable Water Project in 
Rural Thailand, May 1980. 
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S. Relevant Experience with Similar Projects 

a. Morocco - UNICEF Pumpo Installation Project 

A 1977 evaluation of the 1972-76 UNICEF-GOM/M3I hand pump installation
project for existing wells and cisterns in three pilot provinces revealed

the following: 
 .
 

1) General/Proj ect Organization
 

In 1975, the .MOIunderwent internal reorganization. As a result,
responsibility for overseeing this project was shifted from the central
level to that of the provinces as part of general MOI decentralization

plans. Itisnow apparent that the organization was done without
sufficient care and attention to important details: 
 in sun, the provincial

level designate was often unmotivated, uninterested, uninformed of his
specific responsibilities, or too busy with other matters to devote much
attention to hand pumps. 
This, in turn, resulted in greatly diminished
project coordination and liaison among participating organizations and
ministries, inadequately defined maintenance responsibilities and an
inability to stimulate and follow through on muti-sectoral community

development efforts at the local level.
 

2) Maintenance 

A high percentage C65%) of pumps installed were found to be in
need of repair, often from overuse, and usually three months to two years
after installation. The UNICEF evaluation team identified several reasons
 
for this:
 

"	responsibility for maintenance was never clearly defined,
resulting in no central records/maps on the whereabouts of
the installed pumps, nor systematic plans for monitoring
of pump functioning; 

"
training and motivation inmaintenance were insufficient;
 

" spare parts were not available and coiuld not readily be
attained, as provincial level designates often did not have
 
the technical background to give precise specification an
 
parts needed.
 

An interesting observation made was that those pumps still in
operation seemed to correspond to a motivated/appreciative population

and/or a personally interested local leader.
 



-8­

3) Health and Sanitation 

Prior to 1975, collaboration between the MOI and the MOH

(Ministry of Health) on this project existed and worked well at the 
provincial level. In fact, it was declared that the NOH, despite evident 
gaps inpersonnel, time, materials and facilities, did its job (water
quality control, health/sanitary education) quite well. However, MCH
health education efforts were not supplenented by other organizations 
as had been hoped. With the reorganization-of the MOI, cooperation
between the MOI and MCH broke down and possibilities for extension work 
through other ministries were not pursued or activated. 

Many of the water systems under the UNICEF project were not sealed and,

thus, were more likely to be polluted. In general, the evaluation team
 
noted an insufficient appreciation by the population of the relationship

of clean, well-maintained water sources and local health conditions.
 

b. General - Lessons Learned 

Local participation inpotable water projects has been shown to be an

extremely important factor in successful, sustained programs. Projects
that address user perceived needs and.that encourage and use beneficiary
collaboration, are more likely to be cost-effective for the donor and
beneficial to the "recipient" population. 

Reduction of water-borne diseases is normally one of the prime justifica­
tions for improved water supply projects. However, studies have shown
that clean water supplies provide a necessary but not sufficient
condition to improved health. A health education program leading to 
improved sanitation and hygiene, carried out in conjunction with the
installation of clean water supplies, can lead to health benefits
unachievable by either activity alone. Most beneficiary countries have
had little first hand experience with this kind of undertaking; thus 
as in this project, it will be up to the donor organization(s) to help
structure, within the existing MCH programs, a health/sanitation package
aimed at improving water use patterns. 

Experience with rural water systems in other countries has shown that 
lack of government and/or conmunity camnitment to maintenance, once the 
project has ended, has resulted in disrepair and disuse of systems. As 
with a health program, donors should help incorporate project elements
that will assure sustained maintenance and, therefore, sustained 
benefits from the improved %atersupply. 

anduse 

B. Specifics 

1. Project Description 

There are three major activities under this project: (1) physical up­
grading of existing water (2)systems; systems maintenance and (3) health 
and sanitation. 
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Abstract of Interim Evaluation of Botswana Horticulture Develooment Project 
(633-0215) (OPGI Covering period 10/1/79 to 9/30/80, Estimated AID Funding 
$227,000, Project Period FY-79 to FY-83. 

This project proposes to expand horticultural production in Botswana to a 
level approaching self-sufficiency by relieving existing technological constraints. 
Both commerical and subsistence farmers lack improved varieties of cabbage, 
onions, carrots, potatoes, tomatoes and green-mealies. These farmers also lack 
immroved techniques for growing fruits and vegetables. The project supports 
adaptive research in variety screening, fertilizer responses, time of planting, 
various methods of staking tomatoes, and trickle and sprinkler irrigation 
methods. The deliver system which develops and transfers im.oved technology 
to subsistence and commericia farmers consists of a horticulture research unit, 
an agricultural extension system and temporary technical assistance from IVS 
vol.unteers. This system uses the following techniques to transfer technology: 
radio programs, a newsletter, demonstration vegetable gardens and extension 
agent assistance to primary schools and groups of and individual farmers. 

Screening trlals have surfaced a number of vegetable varieties that grow 
well in Botswana. The evaluation contains no information on adoption of pro­
ject technology. The evaluation recommends that the project intensify efforts 
to train the staff, that it investigate more closely constraints faced by small
 
vegetable gardeners and that it attempt to link research and small farmers more 
closely.
 

For Mission Evaluation Officer: I appreciate the specificity of some parts of
 
this evaluation. I would appreciate your reviewing my coments for accuracy
 
and suggest changes. We have used information from a number of evaluations 
recently to prepare briefing papers for Congressional Hearings. Accordingly, 
we would like the abstr-acts accurate in fact and tone. I abstract the 
following items: purpose, characteristics of project beneficiaries, their 
constraints, their present technology, project promoted technology, delivery 
system used, transfer techniques (teaching methods), adoption of project 
technology, and results experienced by adoptees. 

Abstracter:Henry L. Miles, Bureau Evaluation Officer, AFR 
4/22/81:sb
 

cc : AF./DrP/PPEA: Ji cks 
AFP./SA: LPompa 
AFI/DR:WWdIff 
AFR/DR:LHoldcroft 



Community-Based Integrated Rural Development in Siliana
 

(664-0307) USAID/Tunisia
 

The purpose of this project is to establish local community self-help development
 
systems in selected areas of Makthar and Rohia delegations in Siliana province.
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Emily 2aldwin, ,NE/DP/PAE Gerald Miller, NE/TECH/SPRD T@Mn" 

January 21, 1981 

The report (by Practical Concepts Inc.) on which this PES is based,covers the mid-term
 

evaluation of the Community-Based Integrated Rural Development (CBIRD) project, one
 

of a number of rural development projects in Siliana province. This project is being
 

implemented by the Save the Children Foundation (SCF), which is encouraging local­

level development collaboration through the establishment of local village committees
 

in selected villages. These committees are to identify local needs, prioritize those
 

needs, translate them into implementable projects, and monitor project progress. The
 

evaluation finds that at the local level, SCF is working effectively; that is, the SCF
 

self-help approach has been accepted by rural villages, and the SCF staff is working
 

effectively at the local level to help put its strategy in motion. While SCF is con­

sidered also to have developed good working relationships at the national level, it is
 
considered less successful in gaining GOT commitment to the CBIRD methodology.
 
(Apparently the GOT has had trouble implementing local cooperative projects in the past
 

and for this reason maintains a degree of skepticism toward the concept.) This
 
skepticism within the GOT raises some concerns about the host government's continuing
 
with and expanding on the CBIRD concept once SCF has left.(These concerns are discussed
 
only briefly and very vaguely.) For this reason, it is recommended that SCF expand
 
its responsibilities to include the training of Tunisian extension workers capable of
 
developing and implementing local self-help projects once SCF itself has left.
 

The PCI evaluation report contains two concerns with the self-help strategy and SCF's 
role in this project which are not mentioned in the PES. 1) The potential socio­
economic changes brought about by cooperative efforts appear to be less important than.. 
the cooperation itself in the SCF approach. 2) It follows from this that."technical 
'matters" (presumably_ project _omonnt&s_to_ address potenti al socio-elconomic changes) 
donot receive a great deal of attention in the project implementation.
 

Lessons Leaned:
 
IT The CBIRD approach can be introduced successfully and accepted at the local level
 
in such rural areas as in Tunisia. However, the longer-term success of such projects
 
may be dependent on host government commitment to the CBIRD concept and on its willing­
ness to supply and train extension workers to expand the extent of village cooperation.
 
2) There is a need in project implementation to communicate with national level
 
government figures on project progress and results in order to maintain (or, in
 
Tunisia's case, create) support for the CBIRD.project.
 
3) In project implementation, care should be taken to focus not only on village
 
cooperation but also on working to improve local level socioeconomic conditions
 
through cooperative efforts.
 
4. Not mentioned in the PES or the evaluation report but worthy of ID's consideration
 

is t.he need to assure host government comitment and support prior to project approval
 
if there is an, doubt that the project may fail in its absence.
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum
 
TO : PPC/E/PES, Ms. Nina Vreeland DATE: May 11, 1981 

FRoM : NE/DP/PAE, Richard Rhoda /" 

SutBjFcT: Use of Evaluation Finding in NJE CP's
 

Several weeks ago I promised to send materials on how we incorporated evaluations
 
into our CP's. Attached are copies of cables giving Egypt, Jordan and Morocco
 
specific guidance on CP submission and requesting a discussion of evaluation
 
in the narrative. We did similar cables for all Missions but I can't track
 
them all down at the moment. The Missions responded well to our suggestion.

Egypt devoted a full five paragraph section to evaluation in their CP (AID CP
 
Annex IV,iear East pp. 34-35). Jordan sprinkled evaluative findings through

theirs (pp. 74-75). Morocco had 23 lines on evaluation (pp. 135 and-137, right

side columns). Of course, things could be better and we'll try harder next time.
 

Attachments: (3)
 
a/s
 

M~~e. Buy U.S. Savings Bendi Regudarly an the Payroll Savings Plan/ 
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EVALUATION TRAINING
 

SMALL GROUP # 6 (Interim Notes)
 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
DATE: 
July 24, 1981 
 memorandumREPLY TO 

ATTNOF: PPC/E/PES, Molly Hageboec 
,
 

ikor Small Group #6
 

SUBJECT: Evaluation Training 

TO: 
Implementation Work Group
 

The work of the "small group" on evaluation training is still underway.
Attached you will find two interim products:
 

(a) A list of the key points to be considered in making
recommendations for improvements in evaluation
 
training.
 

(b) A statement concerning the constraints that will
affect the implementation of evaluation training

recommendations..
 

Other efforts are underway, including an examination of.the constraints
identified in (b), 
a determination of the feasibility and level of effort
involved in acting upon elements of (a). 
 Pursuant to both, the
"small group" and PM/TD have been conducting "diagnostic tests" with the.
IDI, PDE and Orientation students to gain a better understanding of.what
these courses actually teach today (as opposed to simply present
orientation/briefing information), 

as 

During August, 1981 the results of the diagnostic tests and the review of
constraints will be examined and a final 
set of recommendations will be
prepared for the Work Group,
 

Attachments: 
 A/S
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TRAINING IN DESIGN AND EVALUATION: Key Points
 

1. All of AID's professional staff, i.e., individuals who work directly 
with projects and programs, either as development specialists, contra­
ct officers or in supervisory positions, require training in the design 
and evaluation approaches AID uses.
 

2. Four topic areas in which some level of training is required are: pro­
ject design, implementation planning, evaluation and, related to all
 
three of these, data collection and analysis.
 

3. We distinguish several clusters of personnel within AID's professional
 
staff atid view the level of training the require in each of the above
 
areas as differing. We consider the clusters of personnel to include: 
exceutives, design specialists, evaluation specialists, and all other
 
professional staff. 

3. The diagram below suggests the level of competence required by each 

professional cluster on each training topic:
 

Design Evaluation All
 
Executives Specialists Specialists Other
 

Design Low High Low Low
 

Impl ementation 
Planning Low High Low Low
 

Evaluation Low Low High Low 

Data Collection 
& Analysis Low High High Low
 

4. The term "high" is used to suggest that the skills required to use a 
variety of specific techniques in the topic area have been acquired. 
The term "low" is used to suggest that individuals understand what 
techniques and procedures AID uses, why they are used, and how to
 
work with the products those techniques and procedures produce. The
 
difference between "low" and "high" is that in addition to knowing
 
everything a "low" category individual knows, the "high" category
 
individual can actually apply/use techniques and procedures.
 

5. The table in (3) and the distinction between "high" and "low" suggest 
the need for two versions of training on each topic. Modules, if you
will, which could be presented on a "mix and match" basis, depending 
on the focus of a course and the course participants composite description. 



6. For all courses, behavioral objectives should be set. In the modules 
designated "high" the behavioral objectives would include statements 
about the student's ability to carry out specific procedures and apply 
various techniques. In the-modules designated "low" or "high", there 
is a need for behavioral objectives which focus on the students ability
 
to:
 

o Identify what techniques are used for which purposes;
 

o Explain why they are used and what they do/don't do;
 

o Review and/or interpret the products that result from
 
the application of specific processes/techniques;
 

o Tell a good example from a bad example; state when
 
remedial action is needed before a product can be used;
 

o Etc.
 

7. The achievement of behavioral objectives should be tested on an individual
 
basis during and at the end of AID courses. Individual names need not be
 
kept. The point of individual testing is to determine what improvements
 
are needed in training to better prepare the next groups of trainees. If
 
a way could be found to feed back achievement ratings to individuals it
 
would be useful; if not, feed back to classes should be provided.
 

8. Two volumes now available in AID, plus two more that are in preparation
 
should be considered to contain most of the material pertinent to the
 
development of course modules, at two levels, for the four topics. These
 
volumes are:
 

o Design and Evaluation of AID-Assisted Projects
 

o The Manager's Guide to Data Collection 

o AID Handbook 3: Project Assistance (in revision)
 

o AID Evaluation Handbook (in preparation)
 

9. The material in these volumes exceeds what is needed by individuals who
 
should be considered in the "low" category; it may exceed what is needed
 
by those in the "high" category in some ways. The volumes may also be
 
deficient in some very basic areas.
 

10. Trainers should not assume that individuals in their classes come to the
 
classes with any preparation, i.e., it should not be assumed that because
 
everyone in the course has a college degree they can all formulate an hypo­
thesis, untangle a mixed up means-ends chain, etc. Logic and research de­
sign are not part of every college and graduate school curriculum. They
need to be learned in AID's training programs by those who will go on and 
use the Agencys' design tools and its evaluation approaches. 

11. Material available in the volumes listed in (8) needs to be sorted in two
 
ways: (.a) as "basic" and "supplementary", to show what must be covered
 
verses assigned as reading and (b)within "basic", a further sorting of
 
the material for those who are taking modules designated "high" or "low".
 



12. 	The sortings discussed in (11) should be done by AID, not by outside
 
experts. Similarly, the identification of which Agency staff fall
 
into each of the four personnel clusters should be made by AID.
 

13. 	The implications for current course of the above are not clear. We
 
do not know today how well individuals perform after completing AID's
 
various training courses. To determine where we stand today, PPC/E/PES

and PM/TD have agreed to carry out a diagnostic experiment in June. The
 
experiment will test the skills and knowledge of individuals who complete
 
the June orientation, IDI and PDE courses. The degree to which design
 
and evaluation is covered by other Agency courses is being considered to
 
determine whether they too should be included in the diagnostic experiment.
 

14. 	Based on the outcome of (13), AID will be able to define the need to
 
upgrade its training programs so that behavioral objectives with respect
 
to knowledge and skills can be met.
 

15. 	While the results of (13) are not known yet, some ideas for altering
 

the 	basic course, PDE, have been discussed, including:
 

o Lenghtening the course
 

o Breaking the course into four 1 week modules (on each topic)
 
and rotating them so that individuals could complete "high"
 
modules over a period of time;
 

o Using the current 1 week course to serve those designated in
 
"low" personnel categories and developing advanced courses in
 
one or more of the topic areas;
 

o Putting whatever is needed to achieve "low" in the basic AID
 
orieitation program and requiring that all Agency personnel
 
achieve "low" behavioral ubjectives;
 

o Breaking out the current design and evaluation segments of the
 
IDI course and giving them to more people, e.g., everyone who
 
is going overseas on assignment.
 

The best options from among these will be pursued based on the results
 
of (13) and other exercises discussed above.
 

16. 	Any review of AID's training courses should examine options re the
 
training techniques used, e.g., workshops vs lectures vs audio-visual
 
aid, such as videotapes. The current combination in the PDE may or
 
may not be optimal. Such a review should consider each option in terms
 
of (a) effectiveness and (b)staff requirements. Less staff intensive/
 
contractor intensive approaches may warrant more consideration now than
 
in the past.
 



17. 	It is the judgment of the full work group that AID's training priority
 
should be AID personnel. In that light, a reexamination of the PDE and
 
other courses that cover design and evaluation should reexamine current
 
choices about the frequency with which courses are provided in Washington
 
vs field locations. The best ways to train the largest number of AID
 
staff vs non-AID personnel are to be preferred. Even when AID training

focuses on just AID staff it may not be sufficient in its coverage to
 
ensure that AID approaches are used and used correctly throughout the
 
Agency.
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Memorandum
 
TO 	 PPC/E: Molly Hageboeck DATE: May 	7, 1981
 

FROM 	 PM/TD/MD: KennetY ith 

SUBJECT: 	 PROJECT DESIGN & EVALUATION TRAINING - Considerations for the Task 
Force. 

1. David Kitson and I appreciate the time that you spent with us

yesterday discussing the "needs" analysis for training personnel in
Project Design and Evaluation, and current efforts undErway by the

Task Force to improve the level of understanding and utilization
 
within the Agency in these topics.
 

2. 
In the attached paper, I categorized the major operational concerns
 
and constr3ints under which we have operated in the past (and which in

all likelihood will continue for the forseeable future) as we discussed

yesterday, as 
these shouTd be taken into consideration by the Task
Force in developing its recommendations for future training programs.
 

3. Hopefully, from this process, a more effective program will emerge.
 

A,.
Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the PayrollSavings Plan 



PROJECT DESIGN & EVALUATION TRAINING IN AID
 

Some Operational Considerations in Developing
 
Recommendations for Change
 

May 1981
 

Kenneth F. Smith, PM/TD
 
PD&E Course Project Manager
 

BACKGROUND
 

Courses in Project Design & Evaluation have been designed by PPC and conducted
by, and for, the Agency for International Development; in-house and/or under
various contracts in conjunction with individual consultants, contractor business
organizations and universities, with minor changes in level 
of effort, content
and 	emphasis, for some ten years now.
 

Despite these efforts, and even taking into consideration the fact that the
total Agency staff has been reduced over the years and the low priority accorded
training by AID in allocating Operating Expenses; given the resources available
for training (staff and Budgetary support) we have been iritable in the past, and
will be unable in the future to 
keep up with either the projected need or the
 
anticipated demand.
 

SCOPE
 

The Agency staffing level -isapproximately 5,500 (US and Foreign Nationals), of
whom approximately 65% probably have a need to be acquainted with the Project
Design and Evaluation Process in something other than an awareness of acronyms
or approximately 3,600 people at any given time. 
 With our current contract to
DIMPEX Associates, we are currently reaching about 360 people per year, through
12 monthly courses of about 30 people each. 
 In addition, IDl's have been
singled out for special attention and given extra, intensive training beyond
that offered in the standard course. 
 Thus if things were to remain static, we
could reach the total in-house target audience in about 10 years, and indeed
might reasonably even have been expected to have attained it by now, given the
long PD&E training experience during the decade. 
However, the situation has
been, and still is complicated by two factors:
 

1) 	Even though the personnel levels have been almost
 
stationary for the past five years after an earlier

five year period of rapid decline, the population

is far from stationary. There is about a 17%
J 
annual turnover -- or about ii@Lnew people each
 
year with a need for PD&E training.
 

Thus, many people are proceeding directly to overseas

missions and working with little or no 
exposure to
 
the fundamental procedures by which the Agency

operates. 
They are expected to acquire such knowledge
 
on the job, and indeed this is their only recourse.

From the training standpoint, after a substantial period

of on-the-job experience, the necessity for a formal
 
course in PD&E may be obviated.
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However, at this juncture, we don't know who they are, or how many;

what they have acquired and/or what they lack, and there is
no objec­
tive test or provision for "certifying" them. Consequently most

people who attend the courses have had some exposure to the process,

but it has all been different, and we cannot assume any common base.
 

2) Our target audience for PD&E training is not (and cannot be) limited

to-AID direct hire staff. 
 Numerous contractors, universities, and

Private Voluntary Organizations who work lith AID (or who hope to do
 
so in the future) need to be familiar with the concepts of AID's PD&E
 
processes in order to be effective in theil work. 
They are now

designing and implementing projects which require a full 
understanding

of log-frame and other AID-specific processes. It is to the Agency's

interest to provide such orientation and training to them, rather

than enduring the frustrations that occur on the job from unfamiliarity.

Currently, approximately half of our PD&E participants are non-AID

personnel, and the demand from this sector seems to be increasing,

rather than abating.* AID personnel receive priority in scheduling

participants for courses, however.
 

Thus, for the forseeable future there will continue to be a heavy demand for PD&E
 
training from several diverse sources.
 

Participants
 

In the past, we have been unable to control the type of participants who attend the
 courses, (except IDIs) to establish homogenous groupings. We have announced the
content of the 
course and suggested those for whom it might be appropriate, and
also (inother programs) established *pre-requisites". Nevertheless, in the final
analysis, about all 
we can control is the number of participants.
 

From time to time, certain courses have been suggested as "desirable," or even
"mandatory" for certain categories of personnel. 
 However, there is presently no
way of enforcing a "mandatory" requirement. First we do not have the capacity

to provide training to all those for whom it ismandatory within any reasonable

time-period (due to funding limitations and geographic dispersal of personnel

already in operating positions). Second, deferring assignments or penalizing
individuals who have not met requirements (such as withholding promotions, or
consideration) would cause an operational "log jam" in reassignments and grievances
filed by individuals "denied" the opportunity to take the pre-requisite because
 
of the Agency's inability to offer it!
 

The AID composition of any class is a function of time, place, and availability of
personnel. 
 These may vary from a Mission Director, an administrative staff officer,
a 
technical officer, to a newly hired foreign service national technical assistant;
all with widely diverse experiences and interests. Outsiders add even more variety.
 

No charge .ispresently made for our courses, even though it costs the Agency
 
money (through contracting out) to provide them. 
It has previously been raised
with the controller on this and several other programs that a charge be levied

by the Agency on outsiders, which could have the direct effect of compensating

the Agency for the additional level of effort and consequent cost required to
nandle external demands for such trainin. These recommendations have never

been approved however. It might be worth pursuing again, by PPC.
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This situation is not likely to change in the future. Thus, our course -- even
 
though announced as PD&E -- cannot be exquisitely custom-tailored to meet only

the needs of a particular sub-set (such as Evaluation Officers, or Project

Officers) but must be pre-cut to suit the diverse requirements of all-comers
 
(at least within the Agency) with an interest in the topic, especially AID
 
field project officers. Since after initial orientation, the likelihood of
 
seeing a particular individual in more than one training program within several
 
years, is remote, we tend to treat each participant as a fleeting "target of
 
opportunity". 
 While within our reach, we try to sensitize these individuals
 
to collateral aspects of PD&E that will help them in their performance on
 
their return to work. 
 -

For your information, in the near future we do plan to expand the current
 
orientation program for new employees to four weeks, and include in this time
 
period an expanded treatment of PD&E topics over what orientation currently
 
provides (about 2 days now).
 

Recommendations for course redesign should take the lack of class homogeneity
 
into account.
 

Locus, and Level of Effort
 

The greatest need for PD&E training is overseas at the missions, where the bulk
 
of the project design and evaluation work is done. Most new hires in the Agency
 
now overseas, proceeded to their post with a minimum of orientation and/or

familiarization with PD&E. IDIs in the past year have beEn more fortunate. They
 
are now receiving intensive PD&E training before assignment (conducted by in-house
 
personnel). This focuses on Design and Evaluation processes, but has relatively

little attention to statistical evaluation or management information system

methodology.
 

Because of personnel distribution, scheduling opportunities and limited travel
 
costs -- the PD&E courses are given about equally in AID/W, and overseas. We
 
have about six courses a year in Washington which attract AID/W personnel, mission
 
personnel on home leave, TDY and rotational assignment; and another six courses
 
which we attempt to distribute as Regional Courses in each of the Bureaus, and
 
at missions where the greatest need is evidenced by requests for training.
 

In addition to American Foreign Service staff, the overseas courses are generally

heavily subscribed by foreign national staff, who receive little or no other
 
fornal training in AID management processes, but to whom the bulk of the day-to­
day work is gradually shifting.
 

The present PD&E course. lasts one week. 
To .o less than a week would not be
 
cost-effective, particularly overseas. It is conceivable that a 
two week course
 
could be conducted but to do much more would degradate any involved missions

capabilities to function. But-the real 
issue is not one of time in a course,

but of what-the participant needs to know for on-the-job effe tTveness, and then
 
allocating the appropriate time in class to teach him/her.
 

There are tradeoffs that could be made, but they all iacur penalties. Reducing the
 
total nUmber of courses and holding more sessions to accommodate more (or varied)

content, limits the impact in terms 6f the number of participants we can reach.
 
Packing more into the present curriculum on the other hand would tend to water­
down the present coverage.
 



Obvioujly, there is always room for improvement, and we welcome the Task

Force's analysis of needs and recommendations. However, they should be cast
 
in the context that more, and/or longer courses than the present level of
 
effort can only be conducted if funding levels (both for training and
 
Operating Expenses) are increased considerably above current levels; or more
 
direct-hire staff detailed to conduct training courses. 
 Neither of these
 
increases is likely.
 

PD&E Course Content
 

We are confident that the present course material is reasonably well developed
 
to cover the majority of needs for most of the participants in Design, and a
 
familiarization with the bureaucratic process (not the substance) of Evaluation.
 

An outline of the present course curriculum is attached. Within the present
 
one week framework, the logical framework and its 
use in design and development

is emphasized. The tie-in with indicators for design and subsequent evaluation
 
is also highlighted, as well as the limitations in obtaining it. AID procedures

for Evaluation are also reviewed, and a sample PES and evaluation review meeting

provided. An articulated case study is used throughout to provide some continuity

to the process. 
The course is presented as a small group workshop, interspersed

with plenary session lectures on each major topic. Thus ample opportunity should
 
be provided for interaction between participants to share the knowledge they may

already possess, and apply the concepts that they are taught during the week.
 

Within the present one week framework, we are only able to treat networking/

scheduling techniques for planning and monitoring superficially. We also barely

mention fundamental statistical 
concepts (which could heighten awareness of
 
anyone who plays a role in determining data requirements and/or data analysis

in design, implementation or evaluation). Some reference literature on both
 
these topics is furnished to the participants during the course, but without a
 
formal instruction session, very few are likely to develop any proficiency with
 
these tools. No training is currently conducted in management information systems

for project implementation, (which would also facilitate monitoring and evaluation'
 
nor are fundamental administrative management practices covered.
 

We continually look to the course participants as well as other personnel from
 
missions, operating Bureaus and PPC/E for feedback to determine the actual 
needs
 
of training course content. In this manner the PD&E coirse has steadily evolved
 
over the years to its present state. Certainly, we expect that as a result of
 
the task force's in-depth review, further modifications will probably be warranted.
 
We strongly urge however, that any recommended changes be presented as specific,

substantive, constructive, and incremental and well supported by the group as 
a
 
whole. Vague, inconsequential, destructive, sweeping generalities, or a composite

of comments representing the isolated opinions of only a few are not helpful. 
 The
 
bulk of any curriculum redesign effort must rest within the Agency, rather than
 
be contracted out. 
While we in PM/TD stand ready to assist, the initiative for
 
change and responsibility for any redesign must remain with the Task Force until
 
the course is in a format and substance deemed suitable for AID field officer
 
presentation. When it is in a teachable, contractable form, PM/TD will 
take the
 
lead in endeavoring to obtain a contractor to teach this revised course. 
 If we
 
pass the responsibility for course redesign to a contractor by amorphous statements
 
of "objectives" or desired "learning outcomes" we will only invite a long and
 
expensive hiatus, while the contractor tries to rediscover what the Task Group

already knows.
 



The essential thing in designing the course is to keep in mind what the typical
non-IDI, AID field officer needs to know to do his/her job effectively, and then
to prepare the material and teaching units to fit within the available time.
 

Instructors
 

Emphasis in-the past has been to contract out the instruction for PD&E. It can
be reasonably argued that PD&E is an 
"in-house" operational function and that
it takes AID-related (and particularly AID field related) experience to
effectively know and design what AID officers should know. 
However, once course
material 
has been designed, it has generally been-ouLr experience that effective

instructors are harder to come by, and are not necessarily those with operational
experience. 
Because of other operational duties, direct-hire staff who also
 express an interest in teaching are not always available, even for ad hoc
presentations, and can rarely be assigned and committed for frequent repetitive
training stints in AID/W and overseas, often at short notice. 
Without a stabilized
training "crew", the course can be rapidly decimated as random guest lecturers
usually tend to ignore the curriculum lesson plan, and ad lib their own thoughts
of varying quality as the occasion strikes them. 
As an occasional provocative
discussion group leader, or keynote speaker, such tactics can work well. 
 For a
total package, repetition, and less than effective coverage usually result. 
As
a compromise, we have attempted to supplement the contract training staff on
occasion with a direct-hire field experienced project officer on rotation to
AID's training staff. Additionally, contractors have also sought out former
AID personnel to supplement their training stable; in the present situation with
DIMPEX, particulirly Robert Hubbell dnd Philip Sperling.
 

With new personnel ceiling cuts already programmed for FY 1982, and a continuing
policy to contract out whatever work can 
be moved in that direction, it is highly

improbable that the trends of the past will 
be reversed.
 

Contract Funding
 

Funding for the current PD&E Contract with DIMPEX expires at the end of this
Fiscal 
Year, and there are four seminars remaining under the contract 
-- one
 
overseas, and three in AID/Washington, as follows:
 

NE/AFR Region - Cairo - May 24-28, 1981
 

All Sources - AID/W - June 15-19, 1981
 

All Sources - AID/W - July 13-17, 1981
 

All Sources - AID/W - September 14-18, 1981
 

(Iurge any of the task force members who have not had an opportunity to do so
recently, to observe or participate in any of these courses).
 

Any major change cannot be implemented before then, with the possibTd exception of
an individual pre-test and end of course examination, if one could be developed
by the Agency in the near future. Furthermore, no new contract can be negotiated
until 
new fiscal year funding becomes available. Thus, even without any change
in course curriculum, we are facing the possibility of a slow down in the pace
of training, and ad hoc in-house instructor improvization for the first quarter

of FY 82.
 



Contracting-out options are limited; and of the viable options, all take
 
time; some longer than others. The easiest and fastest route, if it is
 
deemed most acceptable to the Agency, is to renew, or renegotiate the
 
current contract with DIMPEX. This could probably be accomplished
 
within a month.
 

DIMPEX is a minority, small business (8a set-aside) contractor with 2 years

experience (albeit mixed) in teaching PD&E, as well 5 years experience
as 

in direct project design and evaluation experience to AID missions abroad.
 
If DIMPEX is not the Agency's first consideration for teaching new PD&E
 
courses, the Agency will have to provide considerable justification to
 
the Small Business Administration to warrant seeking out another contractor.
 
This could be a protracted discussion. If obtaining another contractor is
 
the preferred route, all other "Ba" firms must first be thoroughly screened
 
to determine whether one of them is qualified to undertake the scope of work
 
being contracted. This takes considerable time. If none of these firms
 
is determined to be suitable, and this can be demonstrated to the satisfaction
 
of the Small Business Administration, we can prepare a Request for Proposal,

and advertise competitively. The time frame for obtaining a contractor by

this method may be several months.
 

IQC's are not available to us for this type of program, because we are seeking
 
a capability to perform a service over an extended period of time, rather
 
than a short-term one-time service. Similarly, Personal Service Contracts
 
(to obtain individual instructors) are also not available for stateside
 
service as their use is limited to meet overseas service requirements.
 

Purchase Orders can be used from time to time for small ($10,000 or less)
 
procurements but their extended use for repetitive training programs of the
 
nature of a PD&E course could not be warranted, even if within the dollar
 
limitation.
 

In any event, for any option, (after consensus has been reached by the Task
 
Force and approved by Regional Bureaus) the Training Division will need the
 
active cooperation, participation and technical assistance of concerned
 
Bureau representatives to determine the next contractor, and what they will
 
be required to teach. We anticipate this effort should begin by July.
 

In conclusion, I am pleased to have had this opportunity to contribute to
 
the Task Force's deliberations, and am ready to meet with them in the near
 
future to discuss any of the foregoing (or other) issues pertaining to
 
PD&E training.
 



PD&E COURSE CONVrENT 

DAY 1 

Pre-Seminar BASELINE DATA exercise ( Participants self-evaluation of skills ) 
DESIGN & EVALUATION in the AID Programming Context (Policies, Constraints, Process) 

CDSS Documentation PID, PP, PROAG, PES 

MEANS - ENDS ANALYSIS 

THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK I - Introduction, with emphasis on columns l&4 (Logic & 
Assumptions) 

Case Problem (HEPTAR) workshop to develop logframe to design a project
DAY 2
 

Building EVALUATION ELEMENTS IN DESIGN (Log Frame, Column 2)
 

Planning for DATA COLLECTION (Log Frame, Column 3)
 

Case Problem (Heptar) workshop on developing INDICATORS and MEANS OF VERIFICATION
 

Presentation, Review and Critique of Case Problem LOGFRAMES
 
DAY 3
 

PLANNING AND SCHEDULING using BAR CHARTS & NETWORKS
 

Case Problem (Heptar) workshop to develop network
 

Presentation, Review and Critique of Case Problem NETWORKS
 

EVALUATION PLANNING, and SCOPE OF WORK for an 
Evaluation
 
DAY 4
 

EVALUATION PROCESSES AND METHODOLOGIES -- Overview
 

Introduction to DATA ANALYSIS
 

Case Problem (Heptar) workshop on Data Analysis
 

Presentation, Review and Critique of Case Problem Analyses
 

Presentation: 
 Simulated Project Evaluation Review Meeting, and critique

DAY 5
 

Introduction to SAMPLING -- Reasons for Sampling
 

PLANNING & DESIGN OF SURVEYS
 

Workshop in designing a QUESTIONNAIRE
 

Workshop ­ simulated INTERVIEWING, using questio'inaire, and critique
 

EVALUATION REPORTING 
- PES
 

DATA/INFORMATION RESOURCES -- DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION UNIT Capabilities
 

Post-Seminar Exercise, and critique of Baseline/Post Project Data r"
 



WORK GROUP MEETINGS: "INSTANT REPLAYS" AND SESSION MINUTES
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Notes from 2/17 Meeting on
Implementing the Evaluation Task Force Recommendaions
 

OBJECTIVES:
 

(1) What parameters and who ought to do it?

(2) Define what is 
to be done.

(3) What is authority of this group?
 

Information Needs 
and Evaluations That Meet these Needs;
 

Recommendation--3
 
Recommendation--2
 
Reconmendation--9 

-- 'hat -id iterviews show.: us about what wre The needs? 

-- What were results and werewhat failures? 

Which needs are responsive to evaluations?
 

-- Evaluations come 
from Congress. 
 There is nothing self-initiated.
Congress wanted specific examples of reolfcation.
 

-- Want to show cases where technology and project design or
anything from other bureaus.
 

Three 
sources of information 
needs: (internal, external, 
internal)
 

(1) project management levels
 
(2) policy questions, budget, etc.
(3) assurance that Agency has a system that works.
 

-- Analysis of CDSS of each sector and come to 
general-conclusions

with subsectors of next 
5 years.
 

Most imoortant for Recommendation # 3:
 

Are there ways to make objectives clearer? 
 Does one loose too much
 
by trying to articulate better how to use 
resources and plan activities?
 

Would using the CDSS be generated thru evaluation work be most likely
 
to capture this. 
 Not only CDSS but ABSs.
 
What is upcoming and designing in the future? 
(agri-business, 
small scale enterprise). 

-- Not an explicit process of analyzing. 
Should be initiated thru
 group observations.
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Notes from 2/17 Meeting of Implementing Evaluation Task Force
 
Recommendations
 

Approach in another perspective, what 
are policy needs, funding
needs and program needs? How do we 
define them. 
How to design
research on evaluation. 
We need to do both.
 

We should focus on what evaluations can do. 
 Not on research.

The job is 
to work on the evaluation.
 

Modify a process or policy direction. 
We need not involve
ourselves with out-growth. Research should be 
a different
 
form.
 

-- Look at 
agency policy papers to generate information needs.
 

-- How do we 
gather the elements that 
are within information
 
needs? 

-- The evaluation plan is a strategy for getting information.
 
The process needs 
to be arciculated.
 

-- Get on paper what it is 
the bureaus are doing would be 
a first
 
step to improvement.
 

-- How much guidance should go out to Missions?
 

-- What will happen first? What are substantive things?
 

-- Each level look at its 
own need and articulate bottom up 
to
decide which needs are priorities.
 

-- How long would it take to 
be able to cover your bureau and
reach conclusions as 
to priorities?
 

-- What are equivalent ways to 
do it in a Mission? Working from

CDSSs up. Spell out 
the steps.
 

-- Articulate examples that are best. 
 How one might relate to those
cycles to decrease the whole exercise by fitting in and
 
supplementing.
 

-- Specify what their needs are. It depends on how important

the policy issue is. 

-- Merge mission needs and bureau needs. 

-- Just say what it is and do guidance later. 
 We have to have
some guidance. 
Tell what it is we want but some description

of what is an 
issue driving process. 

-- Use CDSS to generate issues we want. 

-- Write what an issue driving process should produce.
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Notes from 2/17 meeting on Implementing Evaluation Task Force
Recommendations 

issues cannot be addressed across the board

Some issues will be resolved
 
New issues will come up
 

--	 The recurrent costs will be solved.
It depends on primary purpose to 
addregs recurrent costs.
 

Common and standard issues:
 

By 	class of project is 
a common issue, e.g., irrigation.
 

Pay attention to Evaluation Handbook at 
standard generic
 
issues which should be covered in evaluation issues.
 

-- Make 
sure what is done is properly set u; .
 

How do we make
--	 sure that such issues are properly addressed?
How do we get all those things together?
 
Individual efforts will be directed towards individual needs.
 
This cannot impose a system.
 

An 	up and down process when we see what people need.
 

--	 What is process of core issues?
 

Let PEC take a look at'_2Kgency plans; 
basic scope issues; 
just project level. 

Lessons Learned: 

-- Not the same as conclusions.
 
An abstraction.
 

--	 Lessons learned focuses on goal-purpose not 
over burdening

the existing system.
 

--	 The criteria should be at the goal-purpose level separately

from the project-Luirpose level.
 

There are three levels of activities.
 
(1) policy

(2) 
program and project design

(3) implementation
 

--	Must focus on all three levels. Abstract little bit What
more. 

is 	unique?
 

Design lessons learned into process of scope of work.
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Implementation of Evaluation Task Force Recommendations
 
Meeting of 2/17/81
 

Reason for evaluation is 
to learn lessons. 
 We need better
 
guidance to do 
this.
 

-- Is there anything we should do in the future that will get
us at the purpose-goal level that we have not included in

these steps?
 

-- What are incentives Bureaus might take?
 

-- Impress upon Mission in terms 
of doing evaluations.
 

-- Make appropriate monitoring level decisions.
 

Provide funding and assistance in the design of evaluations.
 

-- Get. a picture of ,hat. has been accomplished. Every project
should be looked at in terms of whether it 
should be evaluated
and reasons for not doing an 
 evaluation.
 

Focus on Phase and Pilot projects
 

-T The problem is the timing in the ABSs not 
the evaluation.
 

-- Project purpose and goal 
comes out of presumption.
 

Impact is anything and everything a project does even
in the field. It is an 
out
 

evaluation methodology.

It is suited to 
uncover a certain degree of validity. 

-- What is this evaluation design best suited to produce? 

-- There is a need for the Agency to initiate evaluations that
are not being met by Missions or bureaus. 
 Assess the impact
evaluation with process and substance in 81 because so 
much
concentration has been on individual projects. 
Make tests of
value on 
final product than on individual.
 

-- Do we keep adding topics?
 

-- Some consideration on how the Agency gain credit. 
 May need
a peer review publication board to 
think about what gets into

publications.
 

A 
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Implementing the Evaluation Task Force Recommendations
 
Meeting of 2/17/81
 

Evaluation Planning:
 

Recomrendation--6
 
Recommendation--5
 
Recommendation--8.
 

The basic process will be bottom up.
 

--What do 
we want in evaluation plans?
 

-- Should plans be more than a collection of initiatives taken
by all levels and units and should it be a product

which allocates resources?
 

-- if PESs are taken out of the zame then there is an automatic
drop and what is left is mcre than seen.
 

-- Should priorities be set? They were 
set by the Administrator.
Mostly small scale irrigation. 
Only 1 where something else
 
was done.
 

-- If we are going to have evaluations that 
are essentially

done, then irrigation is one.
 

-- To rationalize some of this is reason for planning evaluations:.
It has to provide everyone to state what they need.
A procedure for discussing these needs.
 

To identify what they anticipate doing and what needs they have
which come from outside of their missions.
 

(1) 
What they are planning.

(2) What kind of information they need.
 

-- Form small working group to 
address methods, substance and
 process for evaluations.
 

-- To identify needs has to be connected with time frame.
principes to keep in mind. Key

The plan must provide a review and
feedback to 
the Missions. Full opportunity- for the Missions to
respond. It has to 
come 
up with a definite plan. 
A portfolio 

-- There is an opportunity to 'und for ex-post evaluations in the
project budget.
 

C% C 
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PageImplementing 
the Evaluation Task Force Recommendations

Meeting og 
2/17/81
 

-- Project papers initiate dialogue.
 
Very well developed evaluation plans. 
 Evaluation plans
not always executed.
 

-- Should deal with do 
we need 
to evaluate
value? Sometimes project is 
this? Is it of
 

too intermediate.
 

-- Have someone 
take 
a look at 
Handbook 3.
 
-- Create 
a management monitoring plan and 
use information for
evaluation.
 

-- Maybe we should 
say who 
should design.
 
Could evaluation and 
monitoring be 
integrated into 
system?
Look at 
both.
 

-- Do 
not need 
to evaluate 
the economic and 
social principles.

What design needs to 
be in the plans and in
Those evaluations which relate 

the project papers.
to 

but not 

the need in the beginning
ex-post evaluations.
 
-- A Project Paper needs 


stands on 
certain minimal elements.
its own. Each project
When looked at, 
are
said they doing what 
they
they were going to do?
 

The plan 
cannot elicit 
long 
term planning.
 
-- In 
a project paper review you 
can instruct.
 

In writing the 
project paper do not 
omit 
the ev..luation.
 
The guidance should 
say at least minimal what is 
needed.
 
Link budget and plans with monitoring and 
once
project level what that is at the
about mission plans?
 
Consult evaluation plans 
in 
the approved project papers. 

-- It establishes 
a linkage that 
there is
project paper some connection in
as to what the
they said they were
want to be able going to do.
to look at We
the
rationale common issues and
we not the
want the issues 
to be addressed in 
substantive
evaluations.
 

"- Everything funded 
out of 
the project will be 
specified out
the project paper stage. 
of
 



-- 
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Meeting of 2/17/81 
on Implementing the Evaluation Task Force
 
Recommendations
 

Start with Project Papers for the 
portfolio in Mission plans. 

-- What is it they have to get of
out it?
 

-- Reasonable plan of 
action.
 

-- What information we will generate and 
what information we 
need. 

-- Bureau plans would include the negotiation process.
 

-- The Bureaus have needs 
that missions don't require.
 

-- Justify doing 
an evaluation; 
review process which is 
the active
 
thing to do.
 

Common analysis, coordinate parallel process.
a 


-- One problem of bureau plans 
is not looking into programmatic
 
sectors.
 

-- Build into the process; here is a set 
of things we think we 
should

Approach it flexibly. 

-- The plan would be a two-stage process. 

-- The draft would be a suggestion 
to get a response. 

-- Maybe Mission draft could be included as annex to CDSS 
or ABS. 

-- Some mechanism should control the process. It 
should be given

limited resources. 

-- We need some sort of joint review of the whole plan. 

-- Provide the form of brokering to take 
place.
 
-- Have a final Stage I and Stage II, not a rough draft.
 



-- 

2/17/81 (a.m.)
 

INSTANT REPLAY 

Without the details that a full 
set of notes will provide, we have reached
the point of defining two basic actions to be taken with respect to Task 
Force Recommendations 3, 2 and 9: 

Recommendations 1 and 2 
 These come together as one action:
 

o Someone --
an as yet to be named action agent/group -- will pre­
pare a draft descrition of an "issue driven" process for identifying
evaluations. The description will cover what the process should pro­duce, how it might work and will provide one or more examples. The
description will recognize that there are three main sources of info­rmation needs: 
 Congress (external), specific projects (internal) &
 
a third (internal) 
cluster that includes AID/W, program planners and
 
policy developers who may/may not be AID/W staff.
 

Notes on this 
include:
 

o the description will focus on the identification of issues, and
hence, evaluations that look beyond the Output level of projects,
but it won't discourage Missions from doing input-output level
work, as needed, for management purposes.
 
o Itwill focus on the internal process 
-- not the Congressionalone. Though it will look at how the two work together toto final 
decisions about what evaluations need to. examine. 

lead 

o Itwill use examples and describe real 
rather than imaginary
processes, e.g. Asia's bureaus' "COSS up" and POC's "policy
down" and India's "into the future" examples. (That will mean
that the authors will need to get information on these examples.)
 
o As part of the "process" this draft will describe -- it will talkabout how the preparation of plans by missions might trigger bureaus
to identify issues that several 
evaluations have in "common" 
-- andmake decisions concerning such special 
treatment as
quire. these might re-
In a similar fashion bureau plans should trigger PPC/E
reviews of "common" issues across evaluations/bureaus, and some
form of coordination on these. 

o In the description, terms such as 
lessons learned -- that may nowhave several meanings, if used, can be clarified 
-- by descriptionsand through examples. 
 Similarly, distinctions between an evaluation
"issue" and an evaluation "question"
ations eventual and the role of the evalu­user in specifying these can be clarified and examples
provided. 
 r) i 



-------------------------------------------------------------------

The description envisioned is one that could be the eventual 
guidance on the
 
type of planning process the Agency is trying to put into place 
-- with this 
portion of the description paying attention to how information needs are de­
fined -- and another, "evaluation planning" portion; defining the form in which 
decisions about actions to be taken on infomration needs are conveyed.
 

ACTION ASSIGNMENTS When come back to-- we this we need to remember that some 
of the data will need to be secured from those with ex­
perience in the "processes" to be described.
 

Recommendation 3: Somebody -- to be defined -- will, during this year, take 
a look at the methods, substance and process for impact
 

evaluations. 

Notes on this include: 

o Looking at all impact evaluations -- not just the Admini­
strator's series is what's needed. 

o The question of whether a "topic" approach continues to be 
appropriate must be raised. 

o Way's to institutionalize impact evaluation need to be
 
addressed. 

o Incentives need to be identified/made real -- how this 
will be done needs to be addressed.
 

ACTION ASSIGNMENTS -- When we come back to this we need to remember that it
 
seems like the action must be an interbureau one, rather
 
than a one office action. 



2/17/81 (p.m.) 

AFTERNOON S ESS ION REPLAY 

Evaluation Planning: Recommendations 5, 8 and 6
 

The order of discussion at the afternoon session differed from the order
 

proposed in the agenda. The participants used the following sequence:
 

o Which projects need plans (Recommendation 5)?
 

o What goes in those plans (Recommendation 8)?
 

o 
How do these project plans, and other evaluation plans,

fit together into an expaneded Agency plannining process

(Recommendation 6)?
 

The overall action assianment for these three recommendations called for
 
a small group to develop a draft evaluation planning processs statement
 
that would encorporate the answers given on each of the three questions

above.
 

Answers, by Recommendation, were:
 

Recommendation 5: Identifying projects that will be evaluated
 

Notes on this included:
 

o At the time of project design, the question of whether a project

should be evaluated needs to be raised. The participants in the
 
work group anticipated an affirmative answer when the project is
 
a pilot project, a Phase I project, a project which has replica­
tion as a major aim or justification, and projects that are ex­
perimenting with or demonstrating new technologies or interesting
 
technology improvements.
 

o In addition, other projects could be identified as requiring eval­
uations -- for reasons specific to the project, mission, bureau,
 
etc. 
 The range of reasons here cannot be prespecified, but they

could be known at the time of project design. What is important

in this statement is that evaluations (beyond monitoring) not be

scheduled without some explicit and clear reason that fs 
identified.
 

o Further, the participants expected that the proposed changes in
 
evaluation planning at the time of project design would result in
 
some post-design (and post-project) decisions to evaluate projects.

These evaluations could be scheduled when project circumstances in­

\CI 



Recommendation 6: An overall evaluation planning process
 

Notes on this include:
 

o In general, the process will be a "bottom-up" process that
 
works from project-to-mission-to-bureau-to-Agency, 
One factor
 
which acts as an exception is the impact series managed by PPC.
 
This series must specify its topics in a manner which allows
 
the overall bottom-up process to take into account what PPC
 
needs to address -- which can be developed based on policy/
 
program issues, the Administrator's wishes, etc. Thus, the
 
planning process will need to specify a time -- in advance
 
of the point when missions prepare plans -- for identification
 
of impact series topics. All levels will supply budgets.
 

o The elements of the Mission plan will be information the Mission
 
will seek plus-an identification of information the Mission needs
 
from outside Ce.g., other Missions, the bureaus, the Agency). The
 
sub-elements in the portion of a Mission plan that addresses inform­
ation the Mission will secure can include:
 

-- project information (via planned evaluations in project 
designs) 

-- project information via evaluations planned after the 
design of a project -- ad hoc, special circumstances, etc. 

-- non-project information from evaluations of what some 
other entity than AID is doing in country, or old-project
information (country program histories), or program-level
information from program-level evaluation.
 

o 
Bureaus will have a review and approval role with respect to Mission
 
plans -- including timing and budgets.
 

o Bureau plans will identify all evaluations in the missions if the
 
bureau is 
a geographic one, 3nd identify bureau initiated evaluations.
 
The participants anticipated that bureau-initiated evaluations in
 
the geographic bureaus woull 
examine sectoral issues, cross-cutting

issues, and other information needs not addressed by Mission evaluations.
 
As at the Mission level, both a rationale and .budget would be prepared,
 

o The central bureau evaluation plans will follow somewhat different
 
patterns. The information needs identification process for the
 
central buroaus (Recommnendations 1 and 2) will be the basis for
 
evaluation planning. In these plans too a rationale and budget will
 
be expected. Additional plan sub-elements would need to be examined
 
on a central bureau-by-central bureau basis,
 

o The Agency evaluation plan would be prepared in several steps (drafts)
with the first draft stating each bureaus plans as presented, the second
 
showing how bureaus had reconciled differences/duplication based on the
 
first draft. The second draft would be reviewed by the PEC, from an
 



that an evaluaticn was warranted, or when mission, bureau or
Agency information needs suggested that an evaluation of a pro­
ject be undertaken either during the project's life or on an
 
ex-post basis.
 

o Thus, the participants felt that it was important for all pro­
jects to continue to have a design basis for evaluation -- a

Logical Framework of objectives, indicators, assumptions, etc.
 

In this discussion the participants raised but did not resolve questions
about the need for baseline data and project monitr.rinqcdta, In theory,
these data bases facilitate evaluation; in practice, tre impact evaluation

series has been undertaken in spite of the absence of such data.
 

ACTION ASSIGNMENTS: 
 When we come back to this recommendations, we will
 
need to:
 

1. Define what small 
group should draft materials
 
on determining when an 
evaluation should/should

not be planned, including material that does away

with existing requirements which run counter to
 
the decisions/recommendations 
in this area,
 

2. Decide how/who should continue to investigate the
 
questions about baseline and monitorina data that
 
we rasied but did not resolve.,.and to the degree

that further work in this 
area needs to be written
 
up, who will be responsible?
 

Recommendation 8: 
 What goes in a project evaluation plan and how is it reviewed?
 

Notes here include:
 

o The elements of such plans would be (1)a rationale that answers

three questions: why an evaluation is planned? what issues it

will address? what specific questions it will be expected to answer?
and (2)an evaluation budget. in addition, the plan will need to

specify roughly when the evaluation is to take place (interms of
accomplishments, rather than a 
calander), what monitoring plans
exist, what baseline data exists, etc, 
 (The baseline and monitoring

issues need further discussion per Recommendation 5),
 

ACTION ASSIGNMENT: The small 
group that addresses Recommendation 5's drafting

task will also draft material on project evaluation plans,

and will include examples of what is intended.
 



Agency wide perspective --
 this review would examine the
 
patterns of evaluation choices, omissions that appear to
 
be important to a cross section of the Agency, the overall
 
resource expenditure plan, etc, 
 The PEC review would lead 
to a third draft, final circulation among the bureaus, and
 
printing.
 

o The timing of this process would follow/fit with other Agency

processes -- appropriate timing for specific events needs
 
to be examined/proposed,
 

ACTION ASSIGNMENT: The small group assigned to, drafting material for
 
Recommendations 5 and 8 would also draft material
 
regarding chese processes, together with examples
 
of what plans look like at each level.
 



-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

NOTES FRM K!TqG ON 2/23/81: Iblementation of the Evaluation Task Force
Recami--ndations 

Recomendations discussed were #4 and #7
 

- A synthesis is 
 the pulling together findings of mltiple evaluations. The
gathering of a trend.
 

- Summary was 
 said to be the conclusions of an evaluation. Sunmary is whyabstracts never get read or used.
 

- Synthesis and summary relates back 
to the planning process.
 

- Resources are involved at the bureau level.
 

Where should process happen? 
 How nich would be on the shoulders of
 
the unit?
 

- Do we want a single process?
 
Three processes we now have:
 
(1) DIU abstracts 
(2) Lessons learned 
(3) Bureau surmries
 

- We want to connect to 
the user. Reduce the amount of information in the 
evaluation before we pass it on.
 

- An evaluation team is helpful to be 
asked to summarize.
 

- Verify that summaries are active but find needs.
 

- De-erphasize reports which 
 should not be guidance for acting further. 

- DIU prepares abstract to go into system.

It is difficult to put in abstract 
and later on go in and modify.Could create separate fields and add fields to existing abstridt. 

-- If report is not worthy of being abstracted it would be cost saving.
 
We should not depend on DIU buc add assurance and offer assistance.
 

Identify coverage and make sure emphasis is op 
content. 

-- Something has to be done on development problem.
 

What purpose of evaluation was 
and little about how much effort. 
-- An abstract is useful if it assesses the evaluation. 
 It should not
be misleading at all. 
 Point out some limitations of the evaluation
so 
that people will not have to dig through the whole document.
 

Describe general type of methodology used.
 



-- 

-- 
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-- Provide context to note what changes occurred or if there wasno evaluation prior to that since the project started. 

Questions asked would be included in issues addressed.
 

There are two things we are trying to do: 
(1) 
improve quality of evaluations
 
(2) insure that they get used
 

-- The bureaus should have more use 
of its evaluations than anyone

else does.
 

-- Some responsibility should be left in the bureaus and responsibility

should. rest with thie initiatin7 offices.
 

-- For aII evaIuations-we are t-akinga aout-author summaries. 

Distribution of the PESs was discussed and explained.
 

The PESs are sent to MO/PAV to reproduce 30-35 copies. A copy is
sent to bureau evaluation offices 
with original and sent to other
offices in the Agency. DrU receives 4 copies. 
Within 6 working days
all relevant offices will have received them. 
PPC/E keeps monitoring

of what evaluations have been done.
 

All evaluation offices 
prepare a report of all evaluations received
and DIU check to 
see if each of those have been received.
 

Should we only send to evaluation offices 
 for screening or
 
to MO/PAV?
 

-- DIU would like to have more guidance on abstracts. They do abstracts
 
from all PESs.
 

Multiple projects demand good evaluation and substance of knowledge.
Some sets are too narrow when synthesized. 

-- What is it that we really need to synthesize?

Look at ones that seem to have some truth. 

-- We need technical experts involved in doing multiple evaluations.
It is an 
issue driving process. Pattern analysis may not worth it. 

-- Integrated into means that the design of an avaluation and the
determination should be influential in making of decisions reflected
into the CDSSs and the CP. The exercise would create the demand and

also reflect results of work already done.
 



-- 
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--	 Project officers in the field and missions should say what reportsthey actually see and what they are using. We need a better notion
of what project officers see and what they are using.
 

See about some incentives for amendment.
 

--	 Further attention should be paid to what the Agency now does 
to utilize findings. 

--	 Include some reference. 
 Sometimes reference is 
more general.

List the evaluation.
 

N
 



-- 
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Meeting on 
2/25: Implementation of 
the Evaluation Task Force Recmmmendations
 

Recommendations Discussed were #10,#11, 
and #1.
 

- Content of basic evaluation techniques are reasonable design and reasonable
monitoring so that understanding of an in-depth evaluation is knonw.
 

The premise of the PD&E course is to be able t6 handle evaluations. 
Have
sufficient understanding of more sophisticated types of evaluations.
be able to conduct an evaluation. To

Should have core understanding of the
role of evaluations.
 

It depends on how high a priority the Agency places on evaluations
to determine how many and who does an evaluation.
 

You must have good design to evaluate well. 
 Content should be the
technology that is going to be promoted.
 

- It was said that the logframe confuses people. 
You need a system where you
design a causal chain. 
The boxes in the logframe are not defined explicitly

enough.
 

The best workshop was 
the impact workshop.
 

It may be useful to ask what kind of requisite you would need to make
the PD&E course useful to you.
 

- It depends a lot on the prior education of the individual.
 

Any basic tools of social science and economics for requisites.
 

-- Trainers and talented persons should sit down and discuss design of the
PD&E course.
 

- Bring people in groups who are going to 
face design in major evaluations
and give a day or 2 of generics.
 

-- Categories of persons needed to have the PD&E course would help. 
The people we need to demand evaluations who are not very articuiate need 
to be more articulate. 

-- Private tutorial may help if offered to persons who are too high-up 
to take training and just refuse to 
training courses.
 

- The main point should be on giring people a much better idea of doing
evaluations. 

-- Improve the quality of the core evaluation staff. 
 Even people formerly

assigned 
to do it would be 
a key target. 

- The PD&E course should be a lot more rigorous.
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-
 Design what are people supposed to know before and after a PD&E course.
 

- Priority is given to those who l.ave arranged their home leave in advance
 
for the course.
 

--	 Recommend that contractors or other persons outside the Agency supply funds 
for course instead of course being of no charge. 

--	 It was recommended that the PD&E course be made mandatory. 

-- Recommended that you need mandatory skills to take the PD&E course.
 

- We should shift the resources to AID personnel.
 
There is no discipline in AID leadership to back up shifting to mandatory.
 

--	 There have some attempts on testing of the PD&E course. 

--	 Recommendation #11 was not discussed in detail because there are
 
various kinds of constraints.
 

-,It will be set up so 
that the Administrator will want to hear oral
 
briefings.
 

--	Recommended to 
reiterate support from the Administrator. We would like
 
to 	see 
the Bennet impact reports replaced.
 



REPLAY ON RECOMMENDATIONS 4 AND 
7
 

On Monday, February 23, the work group addressed the Task Force recommendations
 
that deal with the dissemination and utilization of evaluation findings. 
 The

action decisions and notes from that meeting are provided below.
 

Recommendation 4: Improved Synthesis and Dissemination of Findings 

Notes on this recommendation included:
 

o Common use of the term "summary" refers to the identification of
important/significant findings from evaluation;one "synthesis"
to the important/significant findings that come out of an exami­
nation of several evaluations (plus other information). No need 
was found for definitions of these terms -- but thei-e was some
feeling that we want/need to distinguish between the findings from 
on evaluation vs. the findings from those analytic efforts which
review multiple evaluations (plus other information). 

o All evaluations were viewed as needing some form of summary of
findings -- and there was a feeling that some effort might be 
needed to distinguish between findings that were important only
for the subject of the evaluation and those findings which might
have implications for other projects, programs, etc. There was
 
some feeling that evaluations teams might not always be able to
make this dfstinction -- and that the identification of findings
which are important for other projects/programs might need to be 
made by others, e.g., in the bureaus. 

o With reference to the "synthesis" of findings from multiple evalu­
ations (plus other information), it was felt that these exercises 
were most appropriate when an "issue" had been identified that might
be clarified through a "synthesis" of the evaluation findings that
related to the issue. Reviews of multiple evaluations (plus other 
information) to "discover patterns" were not felt to be highly pro­
ductive, unless their purpose was to 
identify "issues". (We left
 
this discussion without trying to iron out the details of these 
comments -- but did take away the sense that such reviews should

be done with a reason -- just as evaluations should be undertaken 
for a specific reason.) 

o The work group identified the elements of a summary of a single
evaluatio'n, but did not identify the elements of a multiple evalu­
ation (plus other information) synthesis. The group could not iden­
tify an existing example of a good "synthesis". The elements of asingle project summary identified by the group were: 



a) 	Statement of the development problem addressed by the 
project, program...
 

b) 	Summary of the project/program approach 

c) 	Notation of changes made since the project/program was (1)
designed and/or (2) last evaluated­

d) 	The reason for the evaluation 

e) 	The issues addressed/questions asked by the evaluation 

f) 	 The evaluation methodology 

g) 	Evaluation findings, conclusions and recommendations --­
("lessons learned" goes in here, with the footnote thatunder the ACTION ASSIGNMENT for recommendations 1 and 2
we've said we'd come up with a better definition of thedifference between a finding, conclusion and "lesson", if 
there is any.)
 

h) A 
comment on the quality of the evaluation
 

i)	Comments on which findings/conclusions/"lessons" are
 
significant/important beyond the specific case (project
 
or 	program)
 

j) Supplementary findings/conclusions/"lessons" drawn from
 
a review of the evaluation and other information 

o The elements of the sunnary identified as items to be drafted byan 	evaluation team were (a)through (g). 
 Items (h) through (j),

if added, would be added by some other party, i.e., the bureau

evaluation officer, whoever called for the evaluation,"e.g., the
 
Mission, PPC, etc.
 

o It was further suggested that if an evaluation team could prepare a summary, following instructions related to items (a) through (g), it
might also prepare an abstract coverning those items. 

o Following a long discussion of processes that might be used to store/
disseminate this information, the work group outlined the following: 

-- Completed evaluations that arrive from the field to be
distributed from MO/PAV per current distribution pattern,
with possible amendment, if needed, concerning the terms
(other than PES or in addition to PES) which would trigger
such distribution. 

-- Preparation of an abstract by DS/DIU covering items (a)
through ( ) -- or reworking of the author's abstract if 
provided. 



--	 Completed by not keypunched DS/DIU abstract sent to bureau 
for review and entry of items (h) through (j). Fixed time 
allotted for bureau review/entry. If bureau response not 
received by end of fixed time, DS/DIU draft of abstract on 
items (a)through (g)entered into computer. 

--	 Tentative fixed time period: 2 weeks. 

o 	Evaluations carried out through Washington would go to DS/DIU
 
and follow the same procedure.
 

o 	 Wi.th respect to current DS/DIU backlog, work group decided that 
bureaus should review list of unabstracted evaluations and help
DS/DIU decide'which have priority. 

o 	 In the area of.multiple evaluation (plus other information) syntheses,
work group determined that additional thought/conceptualization needed
 
to 	be undertaken to decide: what they should cover, how they should 
be 	written up, how they should be abstracted/stored/disseminated.
 

ACTION ASSIGNMENTS
 

1. Somebody or small group needs to draft a new summary form that 
covers items (a)through (j) for evaluations of individual pro­
jects/programs as well as draft instrucitons on what goes in each 
element report. An example needs to be prepared along with the 
new draft form/guidance. 

2. 	The process for moving from a completed evaluation into the computer
and out to users needs to be more completely described, with details 
(e.g., time frame for bureau review, OS/DIU turn around time: from 
receipt of evaluation to computer, including bureau review, etc.) 

3. 	 If change in sunary for individual pi'ojects leads to different 
term than PES, MO/PAV needs to be informed re distribution. 

4. 	DS/OIU will circulate list of outstanding evaluations to bureaus 
for help in ranking priorities for entry into system. 

5. Somebody or small group needs to get ideas about what we mean by
 
a multi-evaluation (plus other information) synthesis on paper,

hopefully with something like an example and get it circulated 
for comment, trial use, etc. -- (This will eventually lead to 
another set of actions, as yet to be defined.) 



Recommendation 7: Utilization of Evaluation Findings 

The work group went down two lines of thinking on this one which were
 
characterized as: 

1. Approaches which seek proof of utilization as a proxy

for utilization -- and as a means of responding to
Congressional inquiries about utilization. 

2.Approaches which pay no real attention to documentation
 
but try to "make projects and programs better" when eval­
uation findings suggest ways to do that.
 

In the final analysis, the work group felt that both tactics were appropriate.

The notes that follow identify proposed approaches in each category.
 

Notes on (I): Proofs of utilization
 

o Check and improve existing CP and PID/PP guidance about the use of
evaluation findings to make sure they are on the right track 

o Add to the PID or PP requirement an encouragement or instruction to 
list evaluations reviewed. 

o Put something about evaluation findings use into the CDSS/ABS instru­
ctions --- but keep it SIMPLE. 

o Add elements to the Project Completion Report outline that call for 
some reporting on whether/how recommendations/actions coming out of
evaluations were actually carried out.and/or ask the Auditor General's
office to start checking on whether post evaluation recojmmendations/
actions are followed up.
 

o Put something in the requirements for a project amendment about what
 
evaluations say needs to be done and/or do this for congressional

notifications. 

o Let the missions know that Washington appreciates information on
utilization by telling missions how we've used it andin reports

to "make other projects/programs better"
 

Notes on (2): Promoting utilization 

o Carry out some type of survey to see what "users" of evaluation
findings (e.g., design teams, project review committees, etc.)
actually see, identify where it's coming from, if it will be used. 

o Start a OS/DIU "clipping service" that sends key abstracts to the"right people" -- health evaluation abstracts to known health spe­



cialists in the Agency, mission with lots of health work, etc. 
o Get more AID staff involved in/on evaluation teams --- pick up onthe finding frol the PPE/E/S study which suggests involvement willalter committment and maybe use of findings.
 

o Double check what ever we draft on evaluation planning to make sureit really focuses on anticipated uses of evaluations. 
o Come up with better guidance/help for evaluators in tailoring textbook methodclogies to fit real constraints and get at the informationthat's really needed/likely to be used from evaluations, e.g. just
what methods are appropriate for looking at a Phase I project thatisn't through Phase I to inform the design of Phase II?, etc. 

The work group noted that it had a lot more ideas about howzation at to address utili­the project level than it did at the program/policy levelmore thinking on the latter is needed. 
Some 

ACTION ASSIGNMENTS:
 

1. Somebody or small group needs to flesh out the ideas relating toproofs of evalution use, and define next steps. 
2. Somebody or small group needs to flesh out the ildeas relating topromoting utilization, and define next steps. 
3. Somebody or small group needs to conceptualize how to promotedocument use of evaluation f:, dings and 

at the program/policy level.and define next steps. 
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R E P L A Y 0 N R E C 0 M M E N D A T I 0 N S 10, 11, 12 A N 0 1 

The final session on 
Evaluation Task Force recommendations, from a substantive

perspective addressed evaluation training and steps required 
to 	ensure the
effectiveness of evaluation system changes. 
 Action decisions in these two
 
areas are discussed below.
 

Recommendation 10: Improved Evaluation Training
 

Notes on this recommendation include:
 

o There was agreement that at least three different groups of AID
 
personnel need evaluation "training", though not necessarily a
formal classroom experience in all cases, The three levels identi­
fied were:
 

--	 the executive level, including senior personnel whose under­
standing of the purposes and uses of evaluation is critical
 
if the evaluation system is to be an effective AID manage­
ment and learning tool; 

-- an intermediate level, including those staff members who
need more than a basic understanding of evaluation, eg.,

individuals who are/will 
be 	involved in designing and carry­
ing out major evaluations, evaluation officers, etc. 

--	 a broad/general level, including those Agency personnel who

do 	not fall 
in either of the first two categories, but who
 
in the course of their work must have a clear understanding

of the role of evaluation in AID, their own roles in AID's

evaluation processes, and the type of evaluation work AID
 
undertakes.
 

o Discussions of what knowledge/skills were required at each level
 
did not lead to 
the definition of "minimum knowledge/skills re­quirements" for each level. 
 Rather, the discussions:
 

pointed out that the training process should not assume that

AID staff come into trailing understanding basic social science
 
concepts/approaches, e.q., 
the design of "experiments", hypothe­sis development and testing, and other fundamental premises upon

which AID has based its evaluation system/approach. Training
 
courses must provide these pre-requisites rather than presume
 
them.
 

suggested that there would be differences in what an intermediate
 
level of the organization and a broad/general level needed to

learn about detailed evaluation approaches, i.e., methodologies.
 



-- indicated that "someone" needed to 
identify what various levels
needed to know. 
The workgroup was not able to specify minimum
skills/knowledge, by category of personnel.
indicated that it needed to 
The Training Office
be instructed about what people need
to know if training is to provide appropriate skillsI/knowledge'
Thus, 
a gap exists between the conclusions of the workgroup about
who should be trained and the Training Office, which needs
on informa­tion what AID's staff needs to learn. The Training Office can­not fill 
this gap by itself.
 

o 
The issue of "tests" was discussed, and it 
was noted that
Office already uses the Training
tests, e.g., 
in the POE course.
 
o It was noted that evaluation is 
a topic in many AID courses -- not just
the POE. 
 Whatever changes AID makes in the system for evaluation need
to be reflected in all 
the courses 
that deal with evaluation, e.g.,
DSP program, the the
Or program, etc.
 
o 
The fact that AID provides evaluation training to non-AID staff wasdiscussed, with the following conclusions: 

-- the priority on ensuring that AID staff are training should oe

increased;
 

-- mor. 
overseas training should be considered as a means of reaching

AID staff;
 

-- non-AID staff might well be charged for the 
course --
to increase
the funds available to training, discourage attendance by those
who do not really need the course, etc,
 
o In general it 
was felt that training would be improved by the use of
"real examples" --- the application of evaluation concepts to the real
constraints and types of projects AID deals with.
 
o Discussions of making evaluation training manddtor,'led to the conclusion
that the focus should be on makingit available and more useful
focus -- a
on rules was not expected to accomplish much.
 
o Participation in evaluations was 
viewed positively as 
a "training device";
the experience of PPC/E/S has indicated that participation in the impact
evaluations has positive skill and attitude .effects on AID staff.
 

ACTI ON ASS IGNMENTS:
 

1. Somebody, or a small 
group, needs to define what skills/knowledge AID
staff, in three personnel categories listed above, require.
 
2. The Office of Training, working with the workgroup, needs 
to redefine
course objectives re evaluation based on this skills/knowledge list,
and adjust training to meet those objectives, courselthat deal
All
with evaluation must be considered, not just POE.
 



Recommendations 11, 12 and 1: Supporting Actions
 

The work group did not treat the recommendation for leadership support
 
of evaluation changes, and the removal/reduction of constraints, at a
 
detailed level. They did indicate that:
 

-- The support of top management for a effective evaluations 
system continues to be an important factor in implementing 
evaluation system requirements, improving the quality of 
evaluations, etc. 

-- It will be important to have the new Agency Administrator 
reiterate prior support for AID evaluation efforts and to 
take such supportive actions as reviewing/hearing oral pre­
sentations on impact studies, raising questions: internally 
about the utilization of evaluation iindings, requiring 
evaluative information before approving those projects 
that require the Administrator's approval, etc. 

With respect to Agency guidance, it was felt that the implementationl
 
of Evaluation Task Force recommendations would proceed quickly enough
 
to allow changes to be made in Handbook 3 by the time of its final
 
publication in the spring of 1982, and in such other documents as
 
provide guidance on evaluation.
 

ACTION ASSIGNMENTS:
 

1. PPC/E should seek the support of the new Administrator for
 
the Agency's evaluation efforts, including the changes reco­
mmended by the Evaluation Task Force. It should continue
 
to keep the Administrator informed of impact studies and
 
if possible continue the practice of orally presentihg this
 
work. Broadening of this practice to include bureau initia­
ted evaluations should be examined.
 

2. Somebody or a subgroup or a unit should take on the task of 
defining what general Agency guidance will need to be changed,
 
Handbook 3 plus what? -- and later in the year, some unit or
 
group will need to draft those changes that appear to be
 
necessary based on the Evaluation Task Force recommendations
 
and their implementation. 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
 

DATE: July 27, 1981 memorcandum 
REPLY TO 

ATTNoF. PP./E/P.PCS : Mily. Hageboeck 

SUEBECT: Interim Report from "Smallthe Groups" 

TO: Evaluation Task Force Implementation Work Group
(SEE DISTRIBUTION BELOW)
 

Attached you will 
find a copy of an interim report from the "small

groups". All but one group has submitted draft ideas for your
consideration. 
 During August both the DS/DIU "small group" and the
training "small group" will 
be taking further steps in their work.
A supplement that contains these additional 
products will be forwarded
 
to you later this month.
 

As you review these materials it would be helpful if you reviewed them
from two perspectives. First from the perspective of the "small group"
in which you participated. Now that you can 
see where the other
"small groups" are coming out are there things you and your colleagues
wish to modify/expand in your "small group" report? If there are you
may want to get together and make some changes. 
 Any changes you wish
to have circulated can 
be sent to the full Work Group with the supplement

package later this month.
 

The second review would be one that takes a 
wider perspective. This
review should capture your ideas concerning the overall direction we are
taking. In early September, we'll call a meeting of the full Work Group.
We should use that first fall session to make decisions about those
items that do not seem to 
us to be resolved.
 

If you are taking a vacation this month or just relaxing a bit here, we
hope you'll enjoy knowing that we won't pester you unduly till after
 
Labor Day!
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AFR/DP, HMiles/FDimond 
 DS/DIU, LWhite
 
LAC/DP, BGoldstein 
 DS/DIU, MBrown
LAC/DR, Carl Leonard 
 PM/TD, KSmith

ASIA/DP, BPillsbury NE/TECH, GKerr
 
ASIA/DP, MNorton 
 NE/PD, DMandel

ASIA/DP, RHalligan 
 SER/CM, FCaulkins
 
DS/PO, FCampbell 
 PPC/PDPR, FKenefick

DS/PO, FFinley 
 LAC/DP, DErbe
PDC/PMS, JGilmore 
 PPC/PDPR, JWelty

PDC/FFP, CWeiskirch 
 PPC/E/S, RBlue

AA/LEG, PTheil 
 PPC/E/PES, RThompson
AG/PPP, SGaffn~y 
 PPC/E/PES, NVreeland
 
NE/DP, RRhoda,.
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