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PREFACE

During 1975, Practical Concepts Incorporated (PCI), under contract

to the Agency for International Development, (Contract Number: AiD/
CM/otr-C-73-200 WO #10), performed a study designed to determine the
extendability of AID's Projec:c Evaluation System to all classes of
project assistance. The initial results of this study were presented
to the Agency in a discussion draft entitled: Extension of Project
Evaluation to A1l AID Projects. Study findings and major conclusions
were presented orally to AID's Project Evaluation Committee and, in
December 1975, to the Agency's Senior Operations Group (SOG).

The discussion draft prepared by PCI and discussed with AID detailed

a research effort and its conclusions. The present volume, a final
report on Phase I of the above noted contract, summarizes the findings
and conclusions of the research effort and provides AID with PCI's
recommendations as to how the expansion of the praétice of project
evaluation is to be facilitated through evaluation requirements,
modifications to the current evaluation system (design), and system
guidance materials that address evaluation implementation issues

for specific classes of AID projects.

Practical Concepts Incorporated



CHAPTER ONE

SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & APPROACH

A. STUDY UBJECTIVES

1. General

The objective of this study was to develop a basis for expanding

the practice of evaluaticn to the full range of project assistance
carried on by the Agency for International Development. It was
expected that the primary mechanism for expanding evaluation cover-
ag» would be the Agency's existing project level evaluation system.
It was further expected that refinements to the current system might
be required if the Agency was to achieve its simultaneous objectives
of (a) expanding project (level) evaluation, (b) making project eval-
uation a more flexible tool for the AID manager, and (¢) increasing
the contribution of project level evaiuation to the Agency's program,
budget and implementation management processes.

2. Specific Study Objectives

The present study was the first part of a planned two-phase effort
designed to assist the Agency in expanding its project level evalua-
ti=n system. this volume reports on Phase One of the study. Five
specific outputs were required in Phase One:

Practical Cbncepts Incorporated
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An inventory and analysis of AID's total project assistance
system to determine the evaluation requirements, impediments
and opportunities in terms of:

a. The kinds of policy, program, technical and implementation
management decisions made by AID and host country decision
makers;

b. The kinds of evaluative data needed for these decisions;

c. Methodological options which warrant, and need, further
exploration and development.

A proposed overall systems design, in preliminary form,
specifying the types, methodologies, range and depth, roles,
organizational arrangements, skill requirements, frequency,
level of reliability, feedback and replanning, reporting
and other key characteristics of the propcsed system.

A set of specific evaluation subsystem designs in preliminary
form, with exposition of functional elements and characteristics
for each type of project assistance; and conduct preliminary
validity and practicability tests.

Definitions and draft outlines of guideline material for the
planning/design standards and methodology nécessary to permit
effective application of the proposed evaluation subsystems.

Findings and recommendations on the feasibility, costs,
benefits, need for field testing and other factors which should
be considered in AID decisions on how to proceed with Phase II.



B. STUDY APPROACH

. [.i b LA'\)

In its June 1975 Project Assistance Handbook, the Agency de 6S
a development project as a "total discrete endeavor to create through

the provision of money, personnel and/or equipment a finite result
directly related to a discrete development problem." Within this
definition AID subsumes its loan and grant activity for technical
and capital assistance, as well as the resources made available
through research grants, institutional development grants, grants
to private voluntary agencies, housing investment guarantees and
Food for Peace (PL480 Title II) projects.

Non-project support is defined, in this same handbook, as the provision of
inputs "to increase the supply of resources" without regard to specific im-
pact on a specific group of beneficiaries. Activities of this type include:
Block grants, budget support, PL480 Title I assistance, self-help, disaster
relief and other contingency measures.

The minimum requirement set on the present study was an inventory and
assessment of those activities that are currently classified by AID as
"project assistance." The inventory and assessment conducted in the
course of this study in fact exceeded that minimum requirement.

In the context of the integrated management system proposed by the
Agency's PBAR Task Force, evaluation has the specitic charter for
selective examination of the Agency's experience to determine what
happened and why. The results of evaluative investigations are to
be used to provide guidance on improved plarning, activity selection
and design, and program implementation.



The Agency project level evaluation system is intended to be an
information system of a specific type.' It is expected to provide
information on the value of an activity, compare value to cost, and
contribute substantively to both retrospective and prospective pro-
Ject assessment.

The approach taken to the present study focused on the information
system functions required of the Agency's evaluation system. In a
review of the classes of project assistance the study team attempted
to: '

a. Identify the types of decisions made about projects during
their life;

b. Identify the data required to make these decisions;

c. Identify, through trial application of the basic concepts
of the existing evaluation system, instances where that
system could be extended;

d. Analyze project and interview data to ascertain how, and
how well, the concepts and processes that make up the
existing project evaluation system, are applied and where
the system concepts, process and guidance required modifi-
cation in order to facilitate its expansion.

Study techniques included interviews with AID/Washington personnel, "
interviews with staff members of U.S. private voluntary organizations,
and examination of project design and evaluation practice in a variety
of project assistance classes. In »ddition to these efforts, the
project team reviewed existing documentation on the Agency's evalua-
tion system, the results of evaluation studies-perfonqed by independent
contractors, and information concerning other systems in the Agency with
which the evaluation system must interface.



PCI's survey of Agency personnel included eighty-seven individuals
representing the geographic and central bureaus of the Agency as well
as AID officers in the Food for Peace and Housing Investment Guarantee
offices. Table I-1 identifies the number of interviewees, the offices
they represent, and the type of interview conducted.

TABLE I-1
TYPES OF INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED AND BUREAU COVERAGE
STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS SEMI-STRUCTURED ?E%GZ:EL

BUREAU PROJEEI’EVPE‘leMGER OF“CEE(V)&ECTOR INTERVIEWS CONTACTS
A/ALD 4
(Augitor) '
((J::blic Affairs) !
for peace) 2 e

PBAR ] 2
WSER HIG 2 1
AA/PPC 1 10 1
M/TA 4 7 2 3
AA/PHA 4 6 4 1
AA/NESA k| 4 1
AA/AFR 2 3
T Resopa | [T
M/EA 2 2
AA/LA 4 2 1
BT A

Panama
TOTALS 25 28 25 9
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Concurrent with the study's survey of Agency personnel, PCI
"inventoried" the Agency's project portfo]id. Projects identified
through this review were classified by technical field and by pro-
Ject classes. Project "classes," for purposes of the inventory
were clusters of projects that AID has identified, over time, as
having important structural and/or management similarities.

Based on the review of this inventory with AID monitors for the
study, a total of 24 projects~representing 20 types of classes of
projects were selected for examination. Table I-2 displays the
project sample. To increase our confidence in the study findings
on this small sample of projects, PCI collected and reviewed docu-
mentation on additional projects in each class.

TABLE [-2
NUMBER AND TYPE OF PROJECTS REVIEWED IN THE COURSE OF THE STUDY
TYPE OF PROJECT BUREAU NUMEER OF PROJECTS
_, | PuRE cAP LoAN NESA 1
g MIXED CAP 8 TA (Loan) LA 1
S | MIXED CAP & TA (Grant) AF 1
SECTOR LA )
g [ CENTRALLY FUNDED PHA 1
© | COUNTRY PROJECT PHA 1
= | REGULAR A i
€A 1
AF 1
NESA 1
200 TAB 1
£TS : TAB )
RESEARCH TA8 1
(oPG PHA 1
o6 PHA 1
PLABO (volag) Title II FFP 1
PL480 (gov to qov) Title II FFP 1
| CoMM_IMPL £A 1
| DISASTER A 1
‘-5 "OLO STYLE" SER/M 1
=8 | “New STYLE" SER/M )
| CASH_GRANT 13) 1
EXPERIMENTAL TAB 1
TAB 1




CHAPTER TWO

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The key findings of the PCI research effort are presented in summary
in the following paragraphs.

1. The present project evaluation is working, though net as well as

it can or should:

®* The PAR (or evaluation system) requirements have led to a
substantial increase in the number of projects evaluated
by the Agency;

Project evaluation results have in fact been used by manage-
ment tc redirect or terminate projects;

* The project evaluation system's requirements for clear project
design, together with the system's Logical Framework Approach
to design, have led to a general improvement in the quality
of Agency project designs where tie system is in use.

2. At a conceptual level the present project evaluation system was
found to be applicable for all classes of project assistance:

®* It is a central premise of the AID project evaluation system
that project evaluations can be carried out for any and all
projects for which a project Logical Framework can be developed;
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* Acceptable, though not necessarily exemplary, project Logical

Frameworks were developed, either prior to or during the PCI
study, for all twenty-four projects selected, with AID, to
represent the full range of classes of project assistance.
® That is, for each sample project the following design elements,
on which evaluation depends, were identified:

(1) The project's linked and hierarchical objectives;

(2) Critical assumptions associated with each of the project's
linked hypotheses;

(3) Performance indicators, and to the degree time allowed,
performance targets for each of the project objectives;

(4) Means of securing evidence, or verifying that actual project
performance,

‘While PCI found the design concepts to be extendable to the full
range of project assistance, it should be noted that there is no
evidence to suggest that extension of the system will be fully
successful unless the problems found in present application of
the system--and identified in the following series of findings--
are acdressed and resolved.

At present, the practice of project evaluation in the Agency does
not live up to the expectations set for the project evaluation

system:

* There is more attention to system products, and less attention

to system processes, than was intended.



* In general the system's approaches are being used to assess

project effects but not to analyze the causes of those effects.
That is, evaluation is being carried out against the horizontal
dimension of project Logical Frameworks--the assessment of
actual versus planned performance--but little attention is

paid to the project's vertical logic--the testing of project
hypotheses and/or a search for unplanned causes, unplanned
effects, or to the isolation of transferable lessons for new

project design.

4. There are a number of impediments to quality project level

eveluation, including:

* Motivational impediments relating to:

- The lack of a parallel, or at least complementary design
and evaluation structure at the program level that demands
quality project plans and evaluations, and the resultant
perception that quality plans and evaluations are not
valued by higher level Agency management;

- The lack of reward for good evaluation, and some "negative
incentives" to developing evaluations that question, or threa-
ten, existing activities and preconceptions. There is also,
in some cases, a perceived inability to take- constructive
action when evaluation indicates that projects or project
elements are unsuccessful:

"...most agricultural projects require a credit
component. Even if credit evaluations are dismal
there are no alternatives..."
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Ski1l impediments :

Some individuals who are expected to use the project
evaluation system are not trained in the system concepts;
of those who are trained many are not good practitioners;

Even among those who are well trained there is a lack of
depth of training in the system's underlying research
design concepts and in the field of measurement and

data collection/analysis that supports the conduct of
valid and reliablz evaluations.

Conceptual and Inrormation impediments:

There is an inadequate theoretical basis for designing
projects to address many of the development problems and
there is inadequate baseline and past project data for
developing quality project designs where adequate theory
does exist.

While some types of evaluative information are available
in the agency, it is not adequately organized or readily
available for use in designing future projects.

There are a few types of AID projects for which adequate
performance measures have not been developed and tested,
e.g., institutional viability and capacity.



~ There is an ambivalence within AID concerning how political
objectives are to be treated that cannot be resolved by
simply demonstrating that the project evaluation system is
neutral and can assess performance against political objec-
tives as readily as it can address developmental objectives.

- Existing written guidance on project design and evaluation
is general in nature, focused primarily on project design,
and is not in fact adequate to "guide" potential users
through the design or evaluation steps in enough detail
to serve as a model for the uninitiated.

- Inadequate methodology exists for assessing the causal
1inkages in projects--for in fact determining whether the
planned causes in AID projects are the source of the
effects on which project evaluations now report.

In addition to these general impediments to full utilization of the
project evaluation system, PCI found two other impediments to use
of the system that stem from the nature of AID's procedurestor
developing and executing the originating and action documents

for projects:

A rerceived inability to conduct evaluations and act on

evaluations for loan funded projects.

This perception stemmed from the legal restriction on AID
action after a loan agreement had been signed with a host
country. In good part these perceptions are justified where
the originating documentation has left no options for evalua-
tion/replanning open. PCI's study found, however, that this
problem has been resolved in some of AID's newer loan funded
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projects by a process of building the evaluation and replanning
elements into the loan agreement. While this modified approach
to originating documents will not resolve the evaluation dilemna
of a major structure located in the "wrong" place, it will open
opportunities in many loan projects to deal with new information
that emerges after the loan is signed.

A perceived inability to ensure that quality project plans

and evaluations were part of the procedures employed by
AID implementing agents, particularly under grant-funded

projects.

The general form of this concern is that AID cannot impose

upon unwilling grantees the Agency project evaluation system.

To the degree that AID is determined to support such unwilling
grantees this concern is valid. However, there is no requirement
that PCI could discern for AID to support grantees that are
unwilling to use the AID, or an equally rigorous, evaluation
system. The pfoject evaluation system is a form of discipline
AID imposes on the projects it supports both to ensure that they
are good projects, and to prepare itself to present Agency
efforts and their results to the U.S. Congress. The Congres-
sional Mandate for evaluation is sufficiently strong as to
suggest that AID might well deal only with those grantees

that will employ AID's design, implementation, and evalua-

tion approaches.

this same vein the study found:

A perceived inability to ensure that quality plans and
evaluations were prepared for projects in which AID funded
only a small portion of the project, e.g., multi-donor

projects.
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5. In its present form, the Project Appraisal Report (PAR) has
Tittle value other than as a focal point for the project
evaluation review:

‘ The PAR is not being used as a quality check on the evaluation

process, nor does it appear to fulfill that function well.

The PAR is expected by some to serve as an in-depth evaluation
report--a role which it was not designed to play. As an in-
depth evaluation report, the PAR is inadequate.

As a result of its examination of the extendability of the AID project
evaluation system, and the adequacy of that system for meeting the
Agency, and its host country partner's needs, for evaluative data,

PCI reached the following conclusions concerning the design and
implementation of an overall project evaluation system and attendant
subsystem designs.

(1) The current practice of evaluation, while not fully meeting
AID's needs for evaluative information, is providing managers at
the project level with information that is of value to them;

(2) Improvement in the handling and organization of even AID's existing
volume of evaluation can be made and will increase the probability
that new projects will avoid problems jdentified in past project
efforts.

(3) The Agency's additional needs for evaluative information could be
met either by:
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(a) Altering the character of the present project evaluation
practices--strengthening the regular project evaluation
Process and bringing it to the level where causality
could be and would be assessed through efforts mounted by
project teams; and where in- depth evaluation could be carried
out by USAID staff, -

(b) Adding a second liyer, or tier, to the present évaluation sys-
tem, to be specifically concerned with the conduct of in-depth
evaluation analyses--the assessment of causality, impact, pro-
ject strategies, unplanned causes, etc.

Recognizing two alternative approaches for adding these dimensions

to the Agency's evaluation practice, and recognizing also the addi-

tional skills required to carry out the in-depth evaluations, PCI

further concluded that the Agency could better, and more efficient-

ly add these dimensions by the second alternative: A supplementary

centra11zed evaluation capab111ty and respons1b111ty

4. The impediments to the development of quality evaluation in all
classes of AID projects can be overcome, and are not sufficient
reason to defer the process of extending project eva1uat1on to new
classes of projects.

5. Many of the impediments to quality evaluation are within AID's
control to remove, pariicularly:

* The lack of a rigorous program level design and evaluation

process ;

* skin impediments (as identified earlier);
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Problems related tu inadequate guidance materials;

Informational impediments associated with the absence of
information of past projects and the lack of baseline data
in projects;

Resolution concerning the treatment of political objectives within
the project design and evaluation process;

Impediments created by the Agency procedures for developing.and
executing the originating and action documents for projects;

Inadequate means to assess the quality of evaluatidn system
processes.

This 1ist identifies the impediments that are both within AID's
control and addressed easily. None of the impediments identified
are beyond AID's influence, nor should any be neglected over the
long run.

The Agency project level evaluation system is basically appropriate
for the types of projects funded by AID. While several modifications
are clearly suggested, and some additional guidance is needed to
support the expansion of the system into additional project classes,
the Agency has improved its project management process in part as

a function of the existence of the system. With further efforts,
further improvement should be expected.



CHAPTER THREE

THE PRESENT PROJECT EVALUATION SYSTEM
AND PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS

A. OVERVIEW OF THE PRESENT AID PROJECT EVALUATION SYSTEM

The project level evaluation system in AID is performance oriented
The system defines a project as a set of activities aimed at a central
objective. The system further assumes that each project is in fact

a coherent part of a larger Agency program, a collection of projects

directed toward the achievement of some higher 1eve1 objective<{b\/;au7»0‘“

The evaluation system for projects was designed to provide performance
assessments at the level of the project, normally the USAID Mission,
in terms of the project's progress toward the achievement of its
identified purpose. The nature of the assessment made in the project
evaWiation system is a determination of the extent to which a project
is successfully producing the results intended from the activities
that constitute the project. The system, as it is designed, relies
heavily on the existence of a clear and coherent project design, and
includes among the system tools a process and a documentation approach
for synthesizing the hierarchical and linked objectives of the project.
As part of the design process the system requires that project objec-
tives not only be identified, but that the targets and indicators of
performance against objectives be prespecified. The system defines

the completion of project to be coincident with the achievement

D
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of purpose as demonstrated by achievement of each of the ‘targeted,.
purpose-level, indicators.

Evaluation in this context is viewed to be a cooperative, participatory
review, at various points in the project life, of project performance
against the targets prespecified in the project design. The evaluation
process, or the review, is the heart of the evaluation component of

this system. Indeed the system is focused on this participatory review
rather than on the productlon of 1engthy wr1tten analyses. The
wrttten product produced in association with this system is not an
evaluation document per se. That is, the written project appraisal
report (the PAR) does not and was not intended to provide the evaluation
analysis. The PAR was designed to be a document which certified that
the evaluation process had occurred. As such, it was intended more as
an audit tool than an evaluat1on 1nstrument However, to ensure that
the audit function intended for the PAR was fulfilled the instrument
was designed to be easier to produce if in fact the evaluation process
at the project level had occurred than if it had not occurred. That
is, the system design intended that there be a high_cost associated
with efforts to complete PARs in the absence of a project evaluation
review in the Mission or in other project locations.

Thls evaluation system was not intended to absolve the Agency of the

e e e i e g e T e

respons1b111ty to undertake full-scale, analytical evaluations and
produce wr1tten in depth performance analyses Rather the system

' recognizes that in- depth ‘evaluations are not necessary in every

project, nor can the Agency afford to undertake such analyses per-
fodically for each of its projects. Hence, the project evaluation
process was intended to provide a careful systematic review of pro-
gress that would assist project and program managers in determining
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whether (1) the project performance was acceptable, (2) corrective
action was required, (3) long-term impact was in doubt, and/or (4)
factors related to but not necessarily internal to the project indi-
cated that a full-scale, possibly independent evaluation was re-
quired.

The present AID project evaluation system was designed to be a
management tool. The system accepts the qEESQEralizangp of AID
management functions as a reality and attempts téméuppori nroject
management and project design in that context. Its output formats

are minimal: a design statement called the Logical Framework and

a certification of an evaluation precess called a PAR. In both the
design and the evaluation aspects of the system the process rather

than the products were intended to be central. This minimal system

was designed not to provide a wealth of evaluative data and information
for AID/W or a general audience but rather to focus_sharply upon the
immediate problems faced by project managers and to assist them in
tﬁei;“é¥%5;ig‘fﬁuhsiémBEEEEr decisions and better manage the Agency's
projects. The logic of this approach suggests there are a number of
things that the A{Eﬁgrgiggg\]gvel evaluation system does not do: It does
not provide a written record on the analytical process of project design;
it does not provide an analytical record of the process, the data, or the
full set of conclusions of a project evaluation; it does not provide
data specifically targeted on program level decisions; it does not
provide data and information specifically targeted for the future
project designer who is concerned with the transferability of past
experience.
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B. SUMMARY OF THE KEY MODIFICATIONS TO THE EXISTING EVALUATION SYSTEM

The .proposed evaluation system design modifies the existing AID system
for project level evaluation in the following manner:

It splits the evaluation workload by establishing a second,

centralized tier of the evaluation system. The system thus

has two levels: A Performance Tier, similar to the current

Missicin evaluation process, and an Impact Tier. Both levels
of the evaluation system are further described below.

It revises the quality check dimension of existing project
evaluation procedures, as discussed in (3) below.

1. Performance Tier Evaluations

The Performance Tier of the evaluation system retains, and extends to
additional classes of projects, the type of project performance eval-
vations, conducted during the life of a project, the project management
has found to be useful and feasible.

Within this performance tier two evaluation regimes have been defined:

(-]

A regular, or episodic, evaluation regime that is used for
project assessment during all but the last project evalua-
tion conducted during the life of the project.* This eval-
uation regime is designed to ensure that actual performance
has been reviewed in the 1ight of project plans, and that
appropriate modifications to the project are made when the
evaluation process indicates that changes are needed.

A "pre-termination,” "turn-over," or "momentum" evaluation
regime, that differs from prior project performance evalua-
tions in that it:

* A variant of this second regime is used when projects are considered
for extension, etc.
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- Addresses a series of questions concerning whether project
purpose will be achieved, and what is required if a continuing
Stream of benefits--the continued operation of the project
by the host, the utilization of the results of research,
etc.--are to be realized following project temination;

- Addresses the question, before the project is terminated,
of when, how and whether it should be terminated, i.e., are
all the outputs in place, and adequate to achieve purpose
and goal impact as intended, or is there something more AIN
ought to do to realize the benefits of its investment;

- Addresses a series of questions concerning the tranferability
of the project design that can be employed in AID's long term
Process of improving project planning.

Within the Performance Tier, the requirement for annual evaluation is
removed for projects where:

Episodic evaluation, based on the specific implementation plan
for the project, will provide adequate and timely information for
project management decision making, and vhere.

Plans for episodic rather than annual evaluation are defined, ex-
Plained and approved through the AID project design submission

and approval process. Specifically, where such plans for episodic
evaluation are incorporated in approved project evaluation plans and
in CPI networks.
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Evaluation reporting requirements for Performance Tier evaluations
continue to be by-products of an evaluation process in the modified
system, thus retaining the original system's bias that: It is by

the evaluation process, rather than through lengthy reporting, that
the Agency's projects and programs will be improved. Evaluation pro-
ducts, or reports, are continued as a requirement insofar as they

are designed and used to facilitate the transfer of decign and eval-
uation Tessons that support the long-term process of project im-
provement within the Agency.

2. Impact Tier Evaluation

The Impact Tier of the evaluation system is defined as a centralized
stream of evaluation that identifies and conducts in-depth project
evaluations. Two basic types of evaluation have been identified
within this tier:

° Assessment of Project Impact:
Evaluations that have as their primary focus the assessment
of the project's developmental impact and significance.
These evaluations can be carried out either during the pro-
Jject life or ex-post facto depending on when evidence con-
cerning project impact will be of greatest value to the
Agency.

° Assessment of Project Approach

' Evaluations that are designed to assess the effectiveness,
relative cost, and transferability of a project's methodo-
logy. These evaluations can be carried out either during
the project's 1ife, through the incorporation of a research
element (control groups, etc.) in the project design, or
ex-post facto. Such evaluations will be conducted when in-
formation on project strategies and methodologies can pro-
vide useful information for AID planners and policy makers.

It is not expected, or intended, that in-depth evaluation will be under-
taken for every AID project. Identification of where Impact Tier
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evaluation resources are to be directed will be one of the central
tasks of the centralized managers of this evaluation tier,

Reporting on Impact Tier evaluations is expected in the modified sys-
tem. In this tier, the evaluation report is expected to be a basis
for planning of new, or continued, activity in AID, and within the
developing countries. Because of this potential for wide use, the
modified system requires that these evaluation reports address a set
of standard evaluation reporting issues, e.g., the methodology used
in the evaluation, and the evaluation findings, conclusions, and
recommendations, each of which are to be separately discussed.

3. Quality Checks of Evaluation in Both Tiers

The modified evaluation system design addresses the issue of quality
in two ways:

° By lowering the system's expectation that a project report
will provide adequate information on the evaluation process
by which that report was generated.

° Explicitly assigning to the newly established centralized
- stream of project evaluation, and its Bureau and PPC managers,

a requirement to assess the quality of the evaluation system's
processes, partly in conjunction with the conduct of its
special evaluations, in the Missions and AID central offices,
as well as in those implementing agent organizations that
take the project evaluation function within their management
and control.

Guidangg~gggggigl§ for this two tiered system, and project design
standards that must be applied if such evaluation is to be carried
out, are discussed in the following chapter.



CHAPTER FOUR

OVERALL SYSTEM CONCEPTS AND REQUIREMENTS

It is proper for a "system" to specify what is to be done, when

it is to be done, and the criteria for acceptance of system outputs.
At the same time, it is inevitable that the individuals and organi-
zations that respond to a "system's" requirements will have the

basic responsibility and a good deai of autonomy, regarding how

the system requirements will be met, and wino, within the organization,
will be responsible for meeting these requirements.

In specifying the elements of the overall project evaluation system
for AID it is important to differentiate between the system's re-
quirements and that which is system guidance. In this chapter and the
following chapter these two dimensions of the overall system are
discussed. This chapter deals with system requirements and the basic
system concepts; the foliowing chapter discusses system guidance,

and advisory material concerning the approaches that might be taken
for various classes of AID prcjects.

The overall AID project evaluation system has two basic elements:

* A project evaluatiun process, the by-product of

which is an evaluation report;

A project design process, the key elements of v'.ich
are (1) a design summary, the 4 x 4 Logical Frame-
work matrix, and (2) an evaluation plan.
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The system further sets standards for acceptance of these processes
and products, and monitors adherence to these standards through a

set of "quality check" procedures. Beyond these basic specifications,
the overall system provides, in a subsequent chapter, guidance
concerning compiiance with the system's requirements. This guidance
takes into account the differences in project classes, and the

manner in which various types of projects can best responu to the
total system, ‘

The requirements set by the overall project evaluation system design
are intended as requirements for all classes of project assistance
supported by AID. There are no project evaluation requirements that
are unique to project classes. On the other hand, the approaches,

the organizational arrangements, and specific evaluation methods will -
differ by project class. These differences, on which guidance but

not requirements are provided, are differences in procedures for
meeting system requirements rather than differences in the re-
quirements, per se.

A. Elements of the Overall Project Evaluation System

The mandate for project level evaluation within the Agency calls for

a system that provides a "...selective egggjnation of our experience
to determine what happened and why, and the"results of which pravide
guidance for improving p]aggjgglﬂgqgjgigy selection and design, and
Qf§g[gm_19219932535129;f* To fulfill this mandate, at a cost (in
terms of time and skills) that is reasonable for the Agency to bear,
the evaluation system is divided into two tiers. These two tiers
split the workload between regular,.gggggfralized,‘E;EEEEZ‘EEF?§E@gnce
evaluations, and in:depth_sxudies-o#—preéecl:EEEEiegx*and impact. The

division of the project evaluation system into these two tiers
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addresses the Agency's need for, and constraints on, manpower with
specialized evaluation skills, as distinct from its need to
acqﬁETHE_Tfs decentralized staff with basic design and evaluation
concepts that prepare them to conduct regular project performance

evaluations. The two tiers are:

* Tier 1: Performance Evaluation
A decentralized evaluation stream that has as
its primary focus the evaluation of project
effect]veness, or "what happened" in a project.
.

Tier 2. Impact and Strategy Assessment

A centralized evaluation stream that has as its
primary focus the in-depth evaluation of project
Jimpact and significance, and the relative value
of a]ternat1ve project strategies;

The [he two tiers of the system are not mutually exclusive in that when
1mpaezﬂessessments are made performance data must be reviewed, or
when performance evaluations are conducted they wilT normally provide
insight, but not full understanding, of project impact. The  differences
between the two tiers relate to who performs the evaluation, at what
depth and with what rigor, the degree cf intensity applied in

//(V(’—nc/)

P 1
analysis of causality, etc. </i,/1 [ ,LLO.}f',)(,"es. G L u ¢ il

The decentra11zed evaluat1on stream close]y resemb]es the current.

. — e e e

pract1ce of Mission prgqepﬁ_eva1qgglon with its assessment of actual
versus p1enned pe#%a;;ance in B?ﬁJects The centralized evaluation
stream is established in recognition that there are Bureau and Agency
requ1rements for evaluative data that are not met through the type
of performance evaluations that the Missions, and the central AID

project offices, find useful and feasible.
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Procedures and requirements for "quality checks" on the project
evaluation system's processes and products are also considered
within the framework of the overall system.

1. System Requirements for Evaluation

The overall project evaluation system requirements for the decentralized,
performanc: evaluation tier and for the centralized, impact and

strategy assessment tier are summarized in Tables 4-1 and 4-2. These
tcbles outline system requirements for two types of evaluations within
each tier., These sub-types of evaluation are:

o Tier 1: Performance Evaluations

Regular assessments during the life of the
project, and a final "pre-termination" or
“turn-over" evaluation are considered to be
two project evaluation sub-types within this
tier.

Tier 2: Impact and Strategy Assessments

Regular as-essments during the life of the
project, d a final "pre-termination" or
“turn-over" evaluation are considered to be
two project evaluation sub-types within this
tier.

Evaluation frequency for the regular performance assessments within
the decentralized tier (Tier 1) is flexible, within the constraint
that in the project's evaluation plan (developed as part of the
project approval submission) the proposed timing of regular per-
formance evaluations is demonstrated to be consistent with project
management's need for evaluative information. Review of the timeliness
of evaluation must be coordinated with review of the total project

and its CPI network.

The frequency of evaluation within the centralized tier must initially
be set on an experimental basis. In setting an initial minimum number
of impact and strategy assessments, both Agency staffing and.the ability
of AID to absorb and utilize the results of these evaluations must be
considered. That is, were there an unlimited pool of evaluation

e

specialists that could be called upon to perform such evaluations,




JABLE 4-1:

PROJECT EVALUATION

DECENTRALTZED PERFORMANCE TIER

TYPE OF EVALUATICN

PERFORMED BY

FREQUERCY

PURPOSE & DEPTH OF ANALYSIS

PROCESS/REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Qegular prolect | Decentralized

performance Mission or

assessments, central AID
project
office.

a.fpisodic during 1ife of nroject
for all projfeects with approved
episcdic evaluation plans and
CPl networks;

b.Annual for all projects rnot
meeting the two conditions,

Support project ranagment decision making/implemen~
tation processes, Identification of projects that
require rore in-depth evaluation.
requiremente {nclude anaiysis nf actual versus plan-
ned prosress, to date, at all project levels (G, P,
0, IV end examin:tion of the continuing validity of
project assumptions, lentificalion of major chanjes
in the project cnvirepment and revalidation of the
continued valus and priority of the project.

Minimum analysis -

Collaborative process involving
all parties to the project in
the evaluation (host, contrac-
tors, PASAs, etc.). Evaluation
review based on standard per-
formance evaluation agenda.
Evaluation report (modified
PAR} required.

ot

Formal* project Decentralized

urnover™ “pre-| M{ss{on of

termination® central AID
evaluation. project
office,

T

Normally once during the project
Vife** at a point In the project
1{fe where the majorfty of pro-
Ject action 1s compieted, but de-
fore the prriect team becins to
leave, f.e., 95% complete,

Finai examiration of project progress, per above.
Identification of projents for which followun or
other ex-post facto assescwont s desirable. Supple-
mentary assessments of (1) what 1s required to en-
sure the project's "ctreanm of benefits” will be sus-
tained, {e.g., through coerational host project,
through use of research, institutional capacity,
etc.) and {Z2) "the lessons learned" that can affect
future project design and implementation.

Normally but not necessarily
collaborative as above. Spec-
fal "turnover" evaluation re-
view dgenda. “Turnover” and
“lesson” reports substitute
for (subsume) evaluation re-
port {(modifie¢ PAR) require-
ment,

Yariants of the formal project evaluation are undertaken for ail projects by the end of each threa-year peried; e.g,, 211 grants at thefr end, and loans

and for projects that are baing considered for extension or early termination.
with the report fm'masts.° and process requirements for formal project evaluations.

The exce;tion here is where a project, as a result of the “turnover” evaluation, {s extended for more than 12 months and an update of the "turnover®

assessment {s required.

§-AI

These variants are further discussed in Section V, which deals in more detail



JABLE 4-2:

PROJECT EVALUATION

CENTRALIZED IMPACT.Y:ER

TYPE OF EVALUATION{ PERFORMED BY FREQUENCY PURPOSE & DEPTH OF ANALYSIS PROCESS/REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
® Impact (ends) . |Centralized: |Specified by Bureau not by project. Generally,- targeted on program or Bureay decisfon Collaborative when carried out
evaluations of Regional or |Response to Mission or Central AID making process. Valid-tes (and thereby ‘audits) priordurirg Vife of project. Evaly-
project signifi- |[Central office request, or based on Buyreau performance evaluatfons of the project. Analyzes ef-ation review at level affected
cance and analy- |Bureay. determineation of need for the fects created by project--planned and unplanned, and by evaluation findings (can be
sis of causality evaluation. Can be undertaken dur- tests causality--planned and unplanned, in producing both the prolect and program
in project. ing the project 1ife or after its these effects, considers particularly purpose to evels). Detiiled report using
termmination, goal linkages and the project impact on progran utline evaluaticn report for-
goals. ' at, and "evaluation action®
. acesheet resulting from evalu-
tion review.
* Strateqy (means or Centralized: |Specified by Bureau and by project INormally targeted on strategic and policy decisicn Benerally parallel to 3. -
modaiities) evalu-|PPC and class, not by project. Normally making process. - Includes, for the project class or :
ations for classes|Bureau, initiated by Bureay or PPC, may be |mode assessed, through the project the analysis, as
of projects. during project 1ife or after its in 3. abdbove.
" termination. *

©.9=A1
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it would still be necessary to recognize that information flows
in the Agency, e.g. between regional bureaus, or between a regional
and a technical bureau, are such that AID's capacity to absorb
information, and to reprogram based_ upggrzhat information, ‘is_

Yess than optimal. Thus the preliminary requirements for

T —

evaluat1on frequency within the centralized evaluation tier

are set at a modest level. The centralized evaluation staff,

in the regional and technical bureaus and in PPC, must monitor
the centralized evaluation tier's operations using these trial
minimum frequencies, and determine,after an experimental period,
whether to raise or lower these Tevels. A tentative "experimental
minimum frequency" for centralized evaluations is outlined in
Table 4-3 for Agency review.

The AID project evaluation system intends that evaluation be

a process that focuses on replanning projects and programs.
Evéjuation "products", or reportég'are intended to be by-products

of this process -- not the driving force. The system's requirement
for an evaluative process applies in both tiers, though the character
of the process varys slightly for each of the specific

evaluation sub-types within the tiers., The process intended in

all cases is an interactive one in which all parties affected by

the evaluation, and concerned with further planning for the project
or the host or AID program that subsumes the project, participate,

Evaluation reports are required by the AID project evaluation system.
Past Agency experience indicates that while the PAR (Project Appraisal
Report) in its current form is not generally useful, the existence

of the requirement was necessary to effect installation of the original
system. Further, new Agency requirements for “transfering" past project
exper1ence into the des1gn process for new projects creates a_ need

for sys;emat1c rgtent1on of evaluat1ve data on projects. PCI's

recommendation that the system retain evaluat1on reporting as a
requirement is based on these two factors.



TABLE 4-3:

o

IV-3 /

FREQUENCY OF EVALUATION IN THE fENTRAL
\

;;:B IMPACT TIER*
/

TYPE

PERFORMED BY N\ |/

ks

FREQUENCY

Impact Evaluation

Regional Bureaus / Major
Offices

TAB/Research

TAB/211d

TAB/GTS Field Support
PHA/POP

PHA/PVC

Food for Peace (FFP)

SER/H: Housing Invest. Guar.

2

1

e cnd  aml emed el

1

1

ferent countries)

year, e.g., VolAg, government
to government, etc.

per Bureau per year (dif-

per year
per year
per year
per year

0PG per year (with Mission)
DPG per 2 years

of each major type per

per year

Strategy Evaluations

PPC and responsible
Bureau

-}

For example:

1 Toan and 1 grant per year,
plus

1 sector loan per year, plus

1 VolAg project per year,
plus

1 each for each of the major
budget categories, e.q.,
food and nutrition, selected
to assess optimum approaches
to the basic problems, plus

1 direct transfer, e.g., com-
modity loan, cash grant, etc.
per year

* Final mix here requires additional discussion wit

reconsidered over time as AID's approaches change.

h AID, and normally would be
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2. Requirements for Design

The Agency specifies, in its Handbook #3: Project Assistance a series
of project design requirements. Two of these requirements are closely

related to the Agency evaluation system: the design matrix and the
project evaluation plan. While not eliminating any of the requirements
identified in that document, this section focuses on a clarification

of existing requirements for project design in so far as such
clarification of requirements facilitates the conduct of project
evaluations.

The Agency currently requires a Logical Framework matrix for all
projects, as well as a narrative statement of the project's design
in Logical Framework terminology. While the requirement for a
narrative of the Logical Framework aliows individuals to further
express themselves concerning the projects basic elements, this
narrative is highly redundant with the matrix, and only the matrix
was originally envisioned as a pre-requisite for project evaluation,
The Logical Framework, in its matrix format, was explicitly designed
to show the interdependancies of the project design in summary form,
While Agency personnel in some bureaus do use the Logical Framework
to summarize project design and as a basis for determining the
nature of the evaluation task, personnel in other bureaus either

do not currently use the Logical Framework, or use a modification

of the framework -- such as the 3 x 3 matrix employed in the
Technical Assistance Bureau for its budget presentation.

The need to identify all aspects of the project logic for use in
the conduct of project evaluations has led PCI to conclude that the
project evaluation system's original requirement for a full 4 X4 .

.mqgrjxm§hqu]d,be maintained, and applied throughout all classes
of project assistance. In general, it was found that where the
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4 X 4 was used it provided a reasonably full framework for defining
project evaluation, and where it was not used, or was used in a
modified form, there were difficulties either in the structure of the
Bureau program into which the project was supposed to fit, or there
were difficulties associated with the number of logical linkages, or
hypotheses, that exisied between a Project purpose and goal. That
is, where the modified version of the Logical Framework was used--
generally in AID's central bureaus--themlggi;a]wﬂleapi_frgm_ggzggse
to goal was found to be excessive; intermediate hypotheses were not
made explicit and testable. Guidance on developing 4 X 4 Logical
Frameworks for all project classes is further discussed in the following
chapter.

The second element of the project design that pertains to evaluation

is the project specific evaluation plan, as required by Handbook #3,
Appendix 3 H. In some areas this guidance repeats the requirements
incorporated in the instructions concerning the development of Logical
Frameworks. It does not however appear to provide sufficient guidance

on the definition of interim measures of project performance. An adequate
evaluation plan must identify both iterim and technical performance targets
for the indicators of achievement defined for each level of the projects
Logical Framework

Additional definition of a cgmglggg‘gzgject evaluation plan is needed.

The form of this further specification should include a clarification

of how much progress is expected on each performance indicator at

the various times when evaluations will be concluded. Figure 4-1 pro-
vides a preliminary draft of the type of information that is recommended
for inclusion in a project evaluation plan (to comply with Section 2:
"Targets," page 3H-1 of the Project Assistance Handbook). This format

for disaggregating performance targets at specific evaluation points merges
with the PPT system's requirements, and provides the "planned" column
against which "acutal" performance is assessed in each regular project per-
formance evaluation.
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DISAGGREGATED PERFORMANCE PLAN (OVIs and Assumptions)

BASEL INE

AS OF REGULAR
PERFORMANCE
EVALUATION]

AS OF REGULAR
PERFORMANCE
EVALUAT IOK,

AS OF REGULAR
PERFORMANCE
EVALUAT10N3

AS OF REGULAR
PERFORMANCE
EVALUATION

4q...

AS OF “TURNOVER®
EVALUATION
(€0PS, etc.)

GOAL :

INDICATORS:

2.

3.

Key goal level assumptions
during this evaluation
period:
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PURPOSE :

INDICATORS:
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Key purpose level assump-
tions during this evalua-
tion period:
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INDICATORS:
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Key output level assump-
tions during this evalua-
tion period:
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oo
« o
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n.

INPUTS: 31....n

INDICATORS:
1

2.

3.

n.

Key input level assump-
tions during this evalua-
tion period:

a.
b.

b.
n.

a.
b.
n

(=~
D

o o
P

b.
n.

Figure 4-1
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3. System Requirements for Evaluation "Quality Checks"

The "quality check" component of the system is designed to ensure that
the system is in use, and 1s useful to local (project, Mission, and
host) management. The specific function of the evaluation quality
check is to determine that the evaluation data provided by the system
ds valid, reliable, useful, and used. Evaluation is a key management

func;jpg3*ggg;g§jjj;y”is thev;entra1}quajitwaactor. Useful information
is the ipterface between the evaluation system and AID management's
decision making functions.

The proposed form of evaluation qua]ity\check is actual on-site review
of the validity, re1iability'and utility of the data developed by

past evaluations. As is the practice for most review functions,

these quality checks will not be conducted for all evaluations, but
rather for a sample. The sample, to the degree possible, and to the
degree that such a sample is without consistent bias, will consist

of those project evaluations reviewed in the course of conducting
in-depth (Tier 2) evaluations.

To the degree that the volume of the sample projects selected for
quality review by the above noted method is not well distributed
among types of projects and Bureaus, the system will need to require
that an additional number of project evaluations be reviewed. That
is a random sample--within stratified cells that represent the Agency
bureaus and classes of projects--be selected for quality review.

Key elements of the quality check process will be the review of past
regular project performance evaluations to determine:

o Whether evaluation was performed and written records are
generated?
¢ Whether these written record: include identification of:

a. raw data and methods by which data were obtained
for each "level";
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for each indicator and assumption;
methods of analysis;

conclusions;

alternatives considered;
recomiendations ;

action and follow-up on (f)

a -4 O o 0 o

* Whether host action agents were involved?

¢ Whether staff were encouraged to be candid?, etc.

B. Acceptability of System Process and Products (Quality Standards )

The criteria for acceptance of a system's products and process forms

the basis for carrying out quality check, or system supervision require-
ments. Iu prior sections the frequency of evaluation system quality
checks and the responsibility of various offices for conducting these
quality checks were identified. In this section the standards that

are to be employed in making those quality checks are outlined. Process
standards and product standards are discussed separately.

1. Evaluation Process Standards

The AID project eva]uation process intends that parties involved in

the management of a project, and parties whose programs are affected by
project success utilize evaluation as a method of developing and
applying evidence to their project and program management decisiens.
The quality standards for this process focus on four elements of
evaluation:
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¢ Type and quality of participation of interested/
affected parties;

o Validity and reliability of procedures for
collecting evidence;

® Methods of arriving at, and actionable nature
of recommendations/decisions resulting from
evaluation;

o Type and quality of follow-up on evaluation
recommendations/decisions.

For each of these elements, a set of specific expectations, or
standards, are defined that form the basis for review of the system's
evaluation processes.

(3) Type and Quality of Participation

The basic quality check on participation in the evaluation process
would be made through a review of who participated in the process,
and to what extent these individuals participated. The minimum
adequate set of participants to the evaluation process are:

¢ Representation of all parties involved in supporting
the project, i.e., all contributing parties, from a
financial or in kind standpoint;

® Representation of all parties involved in managing
the project, i.e., all parties with direct production,
supervision or other responsibilities for project
deliverables.



[v-15

A basic form of the check on the participation of these parties in the
evaluation process will be through sigpaturejmeAFhe participating
parties, on the report emanating from the evaluation.

Where more detaiied quality checks are to be made on a specific
evaluation, or where tnere are questions concerning the evaluation
process, these signatures will provide the evaluators with an

immediate set of references concerning the evaluation process.

(b) Data Collection Validity and Reliability

The quality of the evidence presented to the evaluation review is
the second area where quality checks on the project evaluation system
are required. In the course of regular evaluations, and in the
reports that are their by-product, as well as in the project's
initial evaluation plan, the methods of data collection are to be
identified. The basic quality check will be performed during the
review of the project's evaluation plan. At this time the methods
of data collection, and the type of data to be collected are to be
assessed. In the evaluation reports, developed after project
evaluations, methodology and data collection will be discussed only
insofar as they diverge from the data collection approaches outlined
in the project's evaluation plan.

When more detailed reviews of the evaluation process are conducted,
i.e., quality checks in conjunction with impact and strategy
evaluations conducted for projects, the data collection procedures
used in regular proy- - evaluations will be reviewed by the team
conducting the impact or strategy (Tier 1) evaluation. The form

of this rigorous quality check on data validity and reliability wil
for the most part be a revalidation of prior data by the Tier 1
evaluation team. However, specific projects may require that a
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different approach, tailored to the situation, be employed 1n under-
taking a quality check on this aspect of the evaluation process.

(c) Quality Checks on the Evaluation Review

The evaluation review is maintained in the modified project evaluation
system as the forum in which decisions are made, and actionable
recommendations for project and/or program management are formulated.
The current procedure of identifying actions to be taken as a result
of the evaluation in the evaluation report is maintained in the modified
system. The recording of both th2 basic project performance data

and actions based on the evaluation will continue to provide the

basis for a central, e.g., AID/W review and quality check on this
aspect of the evaluation prgcess. It is expected that central

Bureau and PPC evaluation officers will begin to attend evaluation
reviews for regular project performance evaluations, both in the
field and in AID/W. The role of these centralized evaluation

officers in the project evaluation reviews will be limited to
observation during the review. In making these observational

visits, Bureau and PPC evaluation officers will be expected to
summarize their observations in terms of:

® The extensiveness (number of part1es) and inten-
siveness of the dialogue concerning the project;

o The degree to which evidence rather than unsub-
stantiated advocacy is the basis for decision making;

® The quality of the analysis of cayse when actual
+ project performance deviates from project plans, etc.

(d) Monitoring Evaluation Follow-Up

Where actions are identified as part of an evaluation review, and
where these actions are summarized in the evaluation report, it
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is expected that the Bureau evaluation officers will monitor sample
projects to determine the degree to which these actions are

carried out, e.g., modifications made to PP, change in project
contractors, etc. While it is not expected that every project
evaluation will be so monitored, it is expected that every project
for which a strategy or impact evaluatioa is conducted a review will
be made of follow-up on past evaluation action recommendations.

2. Evaluation Product Standards

The products of the evaluation system are, written summaries of the

key elements of the evaluation. Formats for these written summaries
are discussed further in this section. In addition to these written
sumnaries, it is expécted that the full evaluation file, including

raw data and information on how it was developed, will be maintained
by the project manager.

(a) Tier 1: Performance Evaluation Reports

The two types of evaluations in the decentralized, Mission-managed
evaluation tier will use the same basic reporting format. The final
Tier 2 evaluation for a project, the "pre-termination" or "turn-over"
evaluation report format will differ from the regular report format
in that it will call for discussion in a few supplementary areas,
not covered during the regular episodic evaluations.

Draft forms to be used for reporting Tier 1 evaluations have been
fully designed during this phase of the PCI work.
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(1) Regular Performance Evaluitions

The report for regular project evaluations, a Project Performance Report
(PPR), will be a summarization of the findings of regular evaluation

for all classes of AID projects. The proposed report will have two ele-
ments: (a) A facesheet summary of findings, actions and evaluation
participation and (b) a review of planned versus actual progress in the
project, with clarification as to the role of assumptions and external
and unanticipated causal factors affecting project performance. Part A
of the PPR f%cesheet will be required for all projects. Appendix A-1
shows a draft of this two-sided facesheet.) Completion of Part B

is also required for all projects, but projects will be allowed to

elect one of two formats for reporting on Part B. Option A is a succinct
report, using standard section headings that responds to specific questions
coencerning project performance. With Option B projects may elect

to report by submitting a completed set of project evaluation worksheets.

(a) Performance Reporting Option A

For each level of the project (inputs, outputs, purpose, and goal), the
performance analysis requires that planned versus actual performance be
defined. Further, the validity of assumptions and unanticipated causal
factors are to be reviwed for each level of the project. The following
outline is provided as a guideline for performance analysis reporting.
The substance of the outline if not the order is to be complied with

in all PPR Part B: performan;e analysis, reports. The suggested outline
is,presented in Appendix A-2.
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(b) Performance Reporting Option B

In preparing for and reporting on regular project evaluations, project
teams will have the option of using all, or some, of a set of performance
analysis worksheets. These worksheets are forms that provide a structure
for performance analysis reporting. The worksheets, presented in
Appendix A-3 are divided into four sections (A-D), each section deals
with are of the levels at which the project is being assessed, i.e., goal
inputs, etc.

(2) Elements of the Report for "Pretermination” or "Turn-Over" Evaluations

In the report on these final evaluations all of the elements described
for the regular performance evaluations will be included. In addition
this report will provide information on:

’ Effectiveness of the project strategy and supporting

technologies;

Requirements for continuation of the project activity by

a different action agent or long term operating authority;
or requirements related to the distribution of information
to ensure utilization of a research or development product
created under a project;

Other transferable lessons concerning the project, its
design and implementation.

The format for this additional information will require further specifi-
cation, and perhaps some experimental trials to deterfnine what informa-
tion is most useful to the various audiences, e.g., the host country,
designers of new prujects, etc.
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Utility is the core of acceptance standards for the various evaluation
reports generated by the system. That is, while it will be necessary to
review these reports for comprehensiveness and apparent quality, it will
also be necessary, perhaps through the DIS, to review from time to time
their absolute value in terms of communicating results and guidance to
others.

///f:) Tier 2: Impact Evaluation Reports

Following impact and strategy assessments undertaken for specific AID
Projects, reports are to be submitted that will be (1) available for

Agency review and action in appropriate offices, and (2) entered into
the files of the AID Development Information Service (DIS) for use by
future project designers.

In general these reports will consist of three parts:

1. An action/recommendation facesheet, similar to the facesheet
used for regular project evaluation reports. (A modification
of the current PAR, page 1.)

2. An evaluation summary. A brief sumary of the key findings
and conclusions and recommendatians of the evaluation. A
«ghort paper for wide distribution, and for quick reference.

3. An evaluation report. The evaluation reports will vary
widely in subject matter and in approaches used, but it
s expected that each of these reports can be prepared in
standard sections, including:

a. Project Objectives: The project's Logical Framework
matrix can normally be in this section. A background
and project strategy statement would normally be
presented in this section.
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b. Evaluation Objectives: The reason for decisions
affected by evaluation of the project at this time.
This section also identifies the main audience for
the evaluation, e.g., the project managers, program
personnel, the host, etc.

c. Evaluation Methodology: This section must provide
enough specification of the methods by which data
was collected and analyzed to allow the reader to
determine for himself the probable quality of the
data resulting from the.evaluation.

d. Evaluation Findings: The facts or evidence generated
by the evaluation, e.g., the status of actual versus
planned project performance. This material must be
presented without value judgement. Other readers
must have available the factual basis that is sub-
sequently used to draw conclusions.

e. Evaluaticn conciusions: The interpretation of the facts
made by the evaluators and to a degree the value judge-
ments resulting from review of the facts.

f. Evaluation Recommendations: The course of action, or
alternative courses of action, defined by the evaluators
based on the evidence and analysis that has been under-
taken.

The use of a consistent set of section headings for evaluation reports

has several benefits for users of the evaluation reports and is not a

high cost form of discipline for the evaluators. Use of the standard
section neadings in evaluation reporting does not constrain the individ-
uals who prepare these reports unduly; it does allow the DIS, as well as
individual officers, to find and compare elements in different evaluations,
e.g., methodology used in institution building evaluation, findings, in
several cooperative projects, etc.

Tier 2 evaluation reports, far more than the regular (Tier 1) performance
eva]uatipn reports, are a reference and resource for the Agency. Hence,
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it 1s expected that Agency officers will actually write up these
evaluations, and make the results generally available. There are no
space limitations placed on the Tier 2 evaluation reports (item 3),
though in general shorter reports are more widely read. The evalua-
tion summary should be brief, and the action facesheet (item 1) will
normally be one page in length.

3. Dasign Processes and Product Acceptance

While the project design and approval process, and the products re-
sulting from that process are not part of the project evaluation system,
per se, the two are integrally related. Thus, this section defines

some specification for the project design process, and clarifies the
criteria for acceptance of design products from the point-of-view of
project evaluation.

(a) Design Process Standards

The intent of the design process is a meefing of the minds of the

parties to a project concerning project objectives, and achieving those
objectives. While a single individual may be able to comply with the
design requirements per se, only joint consideration of project objectives
and assumptions by all parties can lead to an effective "meeting of the
minds." This is particularly true for the development of a project's
Logical Framework. Thus a multi-party sign-off procedure, similar to .
that incorporated in the draft PPR facesheet, is also recommended for

the project design process.
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(b) Design Product Standards

There are two evaluation related products developed during the project
design process for which criteria for acceptance must be set: the
Logical Framework matrix and the project evaluation plan. This section
outlines criteria for these products; primarily it sets standards for
acceptance of a Logical Framework.

(1) Standards for Project Logical Framework Matrices

In general the definitions provided with the original descriptions

of the Logical Framework approach have been adequate. However, in

one area--the definition of the time frame of a project--inadequate
definition has led to inconsistencies in the use of the approach. A
clarification of the time frame for indicators, which is consistent with
the system's original intent is required.

Ine initial focus of the system's design approach was on the specification
of a set of linked objectives, and the measures used to asscess project
achievement. The concept of End-of-Project-Status was created to
characterize the point in time when the AID involvement in a project
would be complete. EOPS did not necessarily mean the end of the stream
of benefits that would derive from the project; it did mean the benefit,
or performance status, as of the end of the Agency's formal project
effort. It is this term then that needs to be reinforced, and associated
with a time frame for the entire Objectively Verifiable Indicators
column. It is the system intent that a project's results can be

measured within the project life. Hence, the time frame for performance
is, by definition:
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A1l OVIs stated in terms of their status as of the end of
formal AID involvement in a project.

With this modificaticn of the system's definitions of the Logical
Framework concepts in Place, a set of review criteria for Logical Frame-
work matrices has been designed. Projects that meet each of these re-
view criteria should be accepted as having an adequate logical basis

for evaluation. (The substantive basis for project action, i.e., the
technical feasibility of a project is a separate issue which is al-
ready separately addressed in the guidance on the project design and
approval process in AID's Handbook #3).

Table 4-6 presents a 26 item review checklist for assessing the soundness
of a project design as recorded in a Logical Framework matrix. The
checklist is designed to be used for up to three drafts of a project
Logical Framework (PID--if one is prepared, PRP and PP). Use of the
checklist by project designers and its use in project approval reviews
by evaluation officers is designed to ensure that the review focuses

on the logic of the project as well as its substance. It is intended
that this review sheet be used and returned to the project designer as

a basis for revisions between the PID and PRP, and the PRP and PP.
Wherever reviewers write "no" in the review column against one of the 26
review items it is expected that the designer will consider the quality
of his design product to be inadequate, and with his design team anc host
co-planners, review and revise the thinking that lies behind the summary
made in the Logical.Framework matrix.

The second element of the design package that affects evaluation is the
project's evaluation plan. An approach for the prepartion of a dis-

aggregated performance plan against which evaluations during the project
life can be made has been shown in Table 4-5. Preparation of this dis-
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4
TABLE IV-5:

CHECKLIST FOR ENSURING PROJECT LOGFRAME IS
BASED ON CORRECT CONCEPTUAL THINKING

REVIEWS

CHARACTERISTICS OF "GOOD" LOGFRAME

PID

PRP | PP

The goal is a single goal

2. The goal is stated in explicite, finite, verifiable terms

3. Goal indicators are objectively verifiable in terms of
quantity, quality and time, as well as target area/ audience
if such exists.

4. The project has a single purpose

5. The purpose is stated in explicit, finite, veriable terms

6. The purpose is apbove the manageable interest of the
project manager

7. The indicators at the purpose level (EOPS) measure what
is important in the purpose statement

8. The EOPS indicators are not merely a restatement of the
outputs

9. The EOPS indicators jare objectively verifiable in terms
of quantity, quality, and time, as well as the target
area/audience if such exists

10.  The purpose together with the purpose level assumptions,
e.g. by reference other related projects, e.q., IBRD dam
project, etc. create the necessary and sufficient conditions
required to achieve the goal

11. The "if - then" relationship between purpose and goa]iis
the next logical step in the project hierarchy -- an
important intermediate linkage has not been omitted.

12. Outputs are stated in explicit, finite, verifiable terms

13. Outputs are stated functionally, as results or as clear
conditions

14. Outputs indicators are objectively verifiable in terms

of quantity, quality and time, as well as the target
area/audience if such exists

1/76
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LOGFRAME CRITIQUE

PAGE TWO

PID

PRP

PP

18.

Inputs are listed as activities

19.

The indicator_column at the input level makes it clear
what it will cost to achieve the purpose (e..g, dollars,
manpower, equipment and materials).

?0.

Assumptions stated at the input level do not include
project pre-conditions

21,

The inputs together with the input level assumptions
create the necessary and sufficient conditions to
achieve the outputs .

R2.

It is clear from the MOV column where data will be found
to support the: a) Goal level indicators

B) Purpose level indicators

c) Output level indicators

23.

As necessary, the MOV column defines, at each level, how
hard-to-get data or evidence will be collected.

24,

The statement of inputs reflects the requirements for any
special data gathering efforts outlined in the MOV column.

25.

The vertical logic of the project is sound; all three
linkages (I-0; 0-P; P-G) if reviewed simultaneously, are
plausible

26.

Given output target dates, is it plausible that the
proposed level of EOPS achievement can be reached?
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aggregated performance plan ideally should be an evaluaiion plan
requirement. Further, the points defined for evaluation in the CPI
network should match the points for evaluation in the disaggregated
performance plan, such that the evaluation plan and the CPI network
taken together, define total project performance at the series of points
in the project 1ife. The criteria set for accepting an evaluation

plan for a specific project require further specification; it is antici-
pated that a checklist, a standard evaluation plan review form would

be developed to fulfill a function similar to that intended for the
Logical Framework matrix review checklist abcve. Figure 4-2 displays
this intended relationship.between the Logical Framework, the CPI
network and the Evaluation Plans Table of disaggregated performance
targets. '
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LOGICAL FRAMEWORK TABLE IV-6:
GOAL. AIDs planning tools for design,
. performance monitoring during
PURPOSE . {mplementation and evaluation
“H. are leveled and rely upon a
~ — . shared view of the project.
OUTPUT
INUT
(] ‘§~
GPI NETWORK s
\\~

!
!
1

)

PROJECT EVALUATION SCHEDULE

X X X
: : '
: :
] )
] [
: :
H H
DISAGGREGATED PROJECT PERFOR@ANCE TARGETS/EVALUATIONEPLAN
1
BASEL INE LEVEL PERFORMA&CE AS OF PERFORMANCE AS OF PERFORMANCE AS OF
EVALUATION #1 EVALUATION #2 TURN-QVER EVALUATION

Goal Level Indicators
8 Key Assumptions

Purpose Level Indica-
tors & Key Assumptions

Qutput Level Indicators
& Key Assumptions

Input Level Indicators i
& Key Assumptions '




CHAPTER FIVE

EVALUATION SYSTEM GUIDELINES

In the previous chapter the requirements of AID's project evaluation
system were identified. While these requirements are designed to
apply to all classes of Agency projects, it is also important to
recognize that there are differences among project classes, and to
support efforts to meet the evaluation system requirements by
various project classes. Guidance material, the subject of this
chapter, is a traditional AID format for assisting its various
offices in meeting Agency-wide requirements. In this chapter
guidance materials for the project evaluation system are presented
in outline form,

Two formats for the project evaluation system guidance materials
were considered by PCI, and reviewed with AID's technical monitors
for the contract. The two forms considered were:

¢ Separate guidance materials on design
and evaluation for each of AID's project
classes; .

e Topical guidance materials on (1) project
design, (2) Performance Evaluation (Tier 1),
and (3) Impact/Strategy Evaluation (Tier 2).

The first of these alternatives, separate guidance, was expected to

lead to a highly redundant set of materials, and to emphasize slight
differences between classes of projects -- giving these differences

more weight than is appropriate considering AID's other efforts to
streamline and standardize its approaches to managing project assistance,
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The second alternative, topical guidance material, was found to be
the prefered alternative, recognizing that where there are real
differences between classes of projects these differences can be
addressed within the topical guidance materials. Tentatively it

is expected that development of these guidance materials would

result in the issuance by AID of three separate volumes covering
design, decentralized performance evaluation, and the more specialized
impact and strategy evaluations of Tier 2. It is further possible
that in addition to these basic guidance materials, special small
vclumes on techniques, e.g., questionnaire development, sampling,
institutional viability assessment, etc., might need to be developed,

The remainder of this chapter is used to present, in annotated outline

form, the plan for the development of the three main guidance volumes
for the project evaluation system.

A. Guidance on Project Design

AID's existing guidance on the project evaluation system focuses
primarily on project design, through discussions of the steps
involved in what is called "clarification of the project design"*,
These discussions, in AID's Project Evaluation Guidelines (M.0.
1026.1 Supplement 1), have been reviewed, and partially rewritten
in a series of Bureau Manual Orders that provide advisory material
for specific project classes. In the proposed guidance volume on
project design, much of the material now existing in AID guidance
would be incorporated. However, all material relating to use of

a 3 x 3 rather than a full 4 x 4 Logical Framework matrix would be
deleted. On the other hand, one of the modifications of the Logical
Framework matrix developed by AID, the use of more than four levels,

* This terminiology, and the sections dealing with design clarification
were developed in recognition that many of AID's projects, at the time
the guidelines were issued, had not been designed using the Logical
Framework Approach,



would be retained. in the guidance, and recommended for use in project
designs where (1) a clear relationship to a DAP or DASP objective had
to be shown, and (2) there is more than one obvious and important
hypothetical linkage between the project purpose and the higher level
(DAP or DASP) objective.

In all project designs it will be expected that a clear relationship
to higher level objectives can be identified.* The various project

* The Agency is currently testing new procedures for program design
through its DAP and DASP requirements; and there is an on-going

effort through a second evaluation contract with American Technical Assis-
tance Corporation to define and test prooram level evaluation approaches.

The difficulty of defining the project's rolationship to AID's goals

is in part exacerbated by putting the responsibility for such

definition &t the project level: For example, under current Agency
requirements a Means-tEnd analysis to be prepared as part of the

project design activity. Preparation of such an analysis, particuarly
one that defines the activities that wiil be carried on in parallel

with the project, reguires an overview of the total program into which
the projezt fits. Project design teams are not currently structured

sc as to ensure that an individuzi with such an overview will always
participate in the project design effort. On the other hand, this type
of personnel is normally required for participation in the develop-

ment ot a DAP or DASP. Further, it is well within the scope ot the

DAP I and Il and DASP activity to undertake at least draft preparation of
sectoral and prcblem-basec Means-Ends analysis. If overall Means-Ends
analyses were prepared within the DAP and DASP structure,

a good deal of the difficulty project desicners and project managers have
bad in identifying the relationship between a project purpose and goal
would be overcome. while it is not PCI's task to assess program design and
evaluation, the nature of the interface between project evaluation

and programming is such that a modification of the requirement for the
development of Means-Ends analyses is desirable. Specifically:

Development of sectoral and problem-based Means-Ends analyses
within the DAPs and DASPs prepared by AID;

A Means-Ends analysis during the project design that displays
the project within an existing (DAP or DASP) sector or problem
Means-Ends analysis, adding detail as needed at the pro-
ject's interface with higher level elements of the Means-

Ciias analysis.

Adoption of this suggestion would directly address project Tevel
difficulty confirmed by the PCI study in defining the goals of some
of AID's centrally funded projects, and the current practice of
exempting many of these projects from AID's general requirement for
a full 4 x 4 Logical Framework design matrix,



V-4

- Cclasses are expected to relate to objectives defined by their respec-
tive programming processes. That is, all centrally funded projects,
(with the exception of VOLAG projects, discussed below) would be
expected to show a clear and logical relationship between project
purpose and DASP objectives. Classes of projects included under

this prescription are: 211d grants, research projects, centrally
managed population projects, GTS methodology projects (GTS technical
support projects involving professional support to field projects are
discussed below), and other such centrally funded and managed projects

as the Agency undertakes, including research/development projects
mounted by PPC.

VOLAG projects that are centrally funded and managed, particularly
the Development Program Grants, must also have a clear relationship
to major Agency objectives. The objectives to which these projects
relate may not however be DASP objectives. Rather, the specific
higher level relationship for the DPG projects may need to be
clarified in terms of the Agency's long term objectives concerning
its procedures for conducting overseas operations. It will be

the responsibility of the Agency, not the VOLAG, to formulate a
clear set of higher level objectives for this activity. Within this
context the VOLAGs will be expected, using the standard AID design
procedures, the Logical Framework matrix, and possibly a means-ends
analysis, to show how their particular DPG supports AID's higher
level objectives in this area.

A1l Mission projects will be expected to fit into the structure of
DAP objectives. (VOLAGs, again a potential exception to this general
guidance, are discussed below.) The classes of projects for which
the DAP will provide the source of higher level objectives -- in
project Logical Frameworks and in means-ends analyses -- are:



technical assistance projects, capital assistance projects, housing
investment guarantees, sector loans of the project (and perhaps the
program type as well), and field managed population projects. Re-
search projects carried out in a Mission will not be expected to
formally define their impact in terms of the country in which experi-
ments are being conducted in the Logical Framework matrix. However,
it will be expected that projects which related directly to DASP ob-
jectives, but are carried out overseas, will provide discussion in
the project PP of the second order effects of project efforts --
effects on the country in which the research or experimentation is
being carried out.

VOLAG projects carried out in the field, primarily the Operations
Program Grant projects in this case, will be expected to define
their relationship to either the DAP that covers the area, or to
explicit, written host country objectives (though not necessarily
national plan objectives). Wherever OPG projects are not related

to DAP objectives, the written host country objectives to which

the project relates will be submitted with the project approval
documentation, and a means-ends analysis showing the relationship to
these host country objectives will be required. AID will retain

the right to disapprove projects in this latter category wherever
the connection between the OPG and written host abjectives are
either questionable, or in conflict with basic AID policy directives
concerning the area.

In PCI's draft report on the horizontal expansion of the project
evaluation system, the remaining project classes, including PL4&0
projects, commodity and cash grants, GTS technical service projects
and foreign disaster assistance were grouped under the term "resource
projects." The sense of this grouping was intended to imply that

all of these project classes support field project activity, rather
than central project activity. From a perscriptive design standpoint
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this implies that projects in these classes must relate to the DAP
objectives for the areas in which they are mounted. Further, it

is expected that as such relationships are defined it will become

clear that many of these “projects" are not projects in themselves

but rather are “input" elements for Targer field project efforts,

e.g., a GTS technical support professional as an input in an instity-
tion for thatllarger project, or a PL48O food program that is an “input"
for a larger agricultural or health-related effort.

Where it is found, through clarification of the project's design

and objectives, that projects grouped in this "resource" category are
really inputs to larger Mission efforts, the fiction of two projects
should not be maintained. In such cases the "resource" element should
be incorporated into the Mission project as a regular input for which
the related outputs are clearly defined. In such cases responsibil-
ity for desTEn and subsequent evaluation will require participation by
two AID offices, with primary responsibility falling to the Mission.
Administration of the technical aspects of the "resource", e.g., ship-
ment of the :'L480 food, in response to project requirements Jjointly
identified with the Mission, would remain the responsibility of the
PL480 office in AID, etc. This procedure is expected to lead to less
"double-counting" in AID activities, and further, to better design and
management of the reduced number of AID projects that actually have
full fledged designs.

The guidelines on project design would be developed as a single volume
that can be used by AID perscnnel working with all classes of Agency
projects. These design guidelines would include the following elements:

A summary of the design/evaluation requirements
identified in AID's Handbook #3: Project
Assistance; ¢

Instructional material on the Logical Framework
approach;
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’ Sample designs and examples of indicators,

means of verification and assumptions in
various classes of Agency projects;

Advisory material concerning the procedural
aspects of the design process -- the roles
and responsibilities for design that are

to be used in preparing projects in various
classes.

The summary of the design/evaluation requirements that is presented

at the beginning of the volume would also be used as the introductory
section of the volumes dealing with performance and impact evaluation.
Much of the instructional material that would be included in the volume
will be taken from AID's current guidelines and handbook on design/
evaluation. Some new material will be required in this section, in-
cluding more basic material on experimental design concepts as well

as modified definitions of some system concepts, particularly the

idea of End-of-Project status.* For the following section, a section
that treats with the details of applying the Logical Framework approach
to various classes of projects new materials, including sample designs
that clearly illustrate application of the approach, must be developed.
For ex.mple, methods for stating the project purpose as a discernable
outcome, and then measuring the outcome in terms of an intended

target group will require illustration both for field projects and

for those centrally funded projects that have as their target audience
sectors or sub-sectors in a number of countries. It is not intended
that this section of the guideline materials present model Logical
Framework matrices that can be simply ~opied and resubmitted as designs.
Rather, this section will be designed to illustrate a‘ternative approaches
to the statement of objectives, their measurement and elements to be
considered when identifying project assumptions. In the final section
dealing with roles and responsibilitis, much of the existing AID
material would be utilized, however, new material wildl be needed for

* As noted earlier this concept must be refined so as to ensure that in
applying it project personnel measure EOPS as the end of AID involve-
ment, not the end of the intended stream of benefits resulting from
AID's initial effort.
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explication of the roles and responsibilities for projects where
either an AID intermediary, e.g., a VOLAG, or the host country, will
take the lead in the design process.

A draft outline of the volume of guidance for project design is
presented below:

OUTLINE OF PROJECT DESIGN GUIDELINES

1. INTRODUCTION

A. Planning as a project concept and the re1ationship between
design and evaluation (from existing AID guidelines material).

B. AID's requirements for project design and evaluation
Planning (from Handbook #3, with modifications to the
section on evaluation planning*).

2. AID's PROJECT DESIGN CONCEPTS
A. The experimental nature of projects (some new material

on basic research design, etc.)

B. The Logical Framework Approach (some revisions e.g., revised
definitions, to the existing AID guidelines material are required).

3. THE PROJECT DESIGN PROCESS

This section is to be a step-by-step approach for applying the
design concepts. In each subsection both instructiona] material

and sample applications to various classes of projects are to be
included.

¥ Includes the addition of a requirement to specify performance targets
at all project levels as of the planned time of each proposed evaluation.
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GOAL IDENTIFICATION

(m

(2)

Means-ends analycis (from Handbook #3, and with some
examples, e.g., material on application to.field of
education found in Handbook #2, final section.)

Using the DAPs, DASPs and Country Plans as GOAL
documents. (Section would provide examples of
linkage between these objectives and project designs
in specific classes.)

Goal measurement (sowe new material, and some use of
material in current Capital Project Evaluation guidelines.
This section would treat both indicators and means of
verification at the goal level, and would address the
problem of the differential measurement of a "contribution"
to goal achievement, e.g., the productivity of meat ia the
framework of total food production, etc.

PROJECT PURPOSE

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Purpose and project strategy (summarization of scattered
Agency materials, and some new material discussing trade-
offs and target group impact as well as sample materials

on identifying finite, verifiable purpose level objectives.)

End-of Project Status (including some new materials and
examples of EOPS as a point-in-time measure that corresponds
with the cessation of AID involvement in a project.)

Purpose level Assumptions (including new illustrative
material dealing with approaches including, by reference,
the other major sectoral or sub-sectoral activities that
will affect goal achievement.)

Pssessing Purpose "Value" (raises discussion of cost/benefit
and cost/effectiveness that will later be raised in approval
process and in preparing project evaluations.)
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C. PROJECT OUTPUTS

(1) Strategy, technology and the output mix (incorporating
AID materials from scattered sources.)

(2) Specifying the outputs (functional division of results
expected and use of oeprational definitions, some new
material will be needed in this section as well as examples.)

(3) Output level assumptions.

(4) Relationship of outputs to PPT (discussion §nd examples con-
cerning simultaneous development of the Logical Framework
matrix and the CPI network.) .

D. PROJECT INPUTS

(1) Inputs as project activities (Discussion and examples con-
cerning the statement of inputs as activities directed
toward the creation of outputs, and the manner in which
this approach to identifying network and the assessrent
of costs required for the development of specific outputs.)

(2) Input indicators (Some new material, and some existing
AID material on costing input activities.)

(3) Enumeration procedures for relating input utlization to
output creation.

(4) Input assumptions.
4. THE BASIS FOR PROJECT EVALUATION

A. Project Design as the basis for evaluation (Discussion
summarizing the manner in which design pre-specifies the
project's view of success, and simultaneously defines the
evaluation approach for the project -- from existing AID
guidance materials.)
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B. Baselines Data (In the body of the guidelines volume a
discussion of the type of baseline dates needed in various
classes of projects would be presented. The methodology
for baseline data collection analysis would most probably
be provided as an appendix to the volume, (and would match
a data collection methodology appendix in the volumes on
project evaluation). The data collection and analysis
appendix would be a condensation of published material in
this area, with specific examples of how data collection
problems in the developing countries, €.g9., sampling when
the size of the population is not known, etc., can be
addressed. )

Section 4 would be intended to assist project designers at the point where
they will need to collect baseline data for later evaluation, but it is

not intended to provide guidance on evaluation per se. Rather this section
must bring to the design process an evaluation perspective that makes the
step of baseline data collection logical and comprehensible.,

5. THE PROJECT EVALUATION PLAN

(1) The form of the Plan (This section illustrates the application
of AID requirements through sample evaluation plans for
classes of projects.

(2) Disaggregating performance expectations (This section is intended
to both provide guidance on when evaluation should be conducted
for a project, i.e., how to select the points at which evaluative
infonnaFion Will be of greatest use, and to provide instruction

put performance preceed purpose and goal performance, but also
showing how leading indicators of purpose and goal achievement
can be assessed early on in the project life. The use of CP]
network and description charts as elements of the disaggregated

To develop Section 5 of this volume a good deal of new material would be
required. Evaluation plans, and project evaluations in the past, have in
general focused on actual performance in relation to the planned level of
performance at the end of the project. Modifications suggested in this .
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report shift the focus of evaluation from planned performance at the end

of the project to planned performance as of the time of the evaluation.

This shift faéi]itates a more rigorous comparison between planned and

actual achievement during project evaluations. As additionql work is under-
taken to develop this section of the design guidelines it is expted that

a review of the statement of evaluation plan requirements in Handbook #3
will be required, and at least some modification of that statement may

be needed.

6. ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES IN PROJECT DESIGN

(1) The AID project team.

(2) Project preparation with VOLAGs (in which support to VOLAGSs
rather than preparation of VOLAG projects completely by AID

officers is defined and a joint process is outlined as re-
commended. )

(3) Co-planning: AID's Host Partners (discussing the roles and
involvement of the host from the very earliest design stages).

The six section volume on design guidelines, outlined above, would supple-
ment AID's Handbook #3: Project Assistance. The guidelines volume on de-
sign, while not going into detail concerning AID's project evaluation pro-
cess, would complement the two volumes dealing with project evaluation.

In the design and evaluation guidance volumes, special attention must be
given to certain aspects of applying the system to specific classes of
projects. For the projects in which AID intermediaries are involved, this
special guidance will deal in good part with procedural matters. However,
there are some project classes where attention to the use of the design
concepts, e.g., purpose, EOPS, etc., with that project class is needed,
Table 5-1 identifies the areas where the guidelines must provide special
instructional material. In the following paragraphs the reasons for this
special material are summarized briefly: |
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Technical Assistance Projects

It is expected that the general guidance
together with examples for this class
will suffice.

4Qperationa] Program Grants

It is expected that the guidance on
project design concept application
together.with examples and a special
section on procedural issues -- roles
and responsibilities -- for VOLAGs will
prove to be adequate.

Field Population Projects

It is expected that the general guidance
together with examples for this class
will suffice.

Capital Assistance

In addition to the general guidance

and examples, special attention will

be given to defining and measu-ing project
purpose for capital projects in which
physical structures are the essential out-
puts. In these projects, purpose level
attention must be paid to the impact of
such capital investments.

Housing Investment Guarantees

It is expected that the general guidance
together with examples for this class will
suffice. Some cross-references to measures
for projects in other classes that address
institutional development would be included.

Sector Lending (Project type)

Since project type sector lending

oftun involves producing a number of
"eutputs" for a cauntry plan the defini-
tion of project purpose can become
problematic, and will require special
attention/examples in the guidance.
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Research

Research projects have two special
characteristics that require special
attention in the guidance materials:
Unkrown outcomes and o concern for
research sethodology. 1)dl tal materials
that address these chacesteristios within
the doesign sporoach are reguived.

Institutional Developrent Grants

Purpase datinition and measurerent and

goal anfirzion ang woazurement requi re
special altention for theus projocts. The
guiduzce osrovided on inst tUL10n’] measure-
ment will be a basis oy crise reforence to
field projects with similar elements,

Developument Program Grants

Like Institutional Dnvglnonent Grants

these projects require special purpese and goal
atLuntion in the nu1danCL mate«iai In DPGs che
specisl attention required is on both the setting
of objectives per sc and ther meas urements

Special procedural auidance for VOLAG DPGs s
also roauired,

Special atiention s required in the guidance
to ”h0°9 Gio orijocts thel provide human re-
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% PL48O Projects

Special guidance on the procedural aspects

of design/evaluation for PL480 government-to-
government and VOLAG projects is required.
Further, attention in the guidance is required
on the objectives of PL480 projects. A re-
examination of the basic issue of whether food
programs are designed to become self-perpetuating
in the developing countries or whether they are
short-term measures in conjunction with other
health and agricultural productivity efforts mav
be a pre-requisite to full development of the
guidance in this area.

PCI found in its study that some areas currently termed "non-project
assistance" can use the Agency's design and evaluation approaches, e.g.,
commodity assistance and cash grants. The degree of attention given in

the guidance materials to such types of projects however will depend

upon the Agency's desire to include such activities in its expanded evalua- .
tion system.

B. Guidance on Project Performance Evaluation (Tier 1)

Existing Agency guidance on project evaluation, the roles and responsibil-
ities of various offices, the procedures for the evaluation review, etc.,
can in good part be incorporated into the proposed volume on performance
evaluation. Further specification of the responsibility within AID for
project evaluation is required concerning activities that have both

a Mission and a HIG, PL480, cash, or GTS element. In general it would vo
expected that the prime responsibility for performance evaluation of

field projects.would rest with the Mission of field office. Feedback on
the project relates both to the Mission program and to the project itself,
making the Mission Director or his regional or area equivalent the logical
chairman for evaluation reviews of such projects. It is not expected that
the field office staff would be required to complete all of the data
collection and analysis for projects in which another AID office had

some management responsibility. Rather the routine data gathering



responsibilities would need to be pre-deteimined during design, and part
of the management responsibility of the non-field AID office would be to
ensure that such data was routinely collected whereever possible under
the aspects of the project managed by the other office. Further it would
be expected that a representative of that other office would participate
in the project evaluation, and/or the evaluation review, since the
evaluative results may have bearing on the management procedures of the
non-iield AID office, e.g. SER/H, PL480 and the various offices of PHA
and TAB that support field activity.

While it is exptected that a similar procedure would be used for OPG
projects mounted by VOLAGs, it is necessary to define alternative
acceptable procedures that these agencies might use. Part of AID's
overall strategy, evidenced in the DPG grants, is to strengthen the
planning ond evaluation capability in these organizations. VOLAG
managed evaluations and evaluation reviews jointly chaired by AID and
the VOLAG are an important opportunity to capitalize on the DPG
investments AID is making. On the other hand, AID should not simply
spin-off VOLAG evaluations. The results of these evaluations impact
on the Agency prograns, ability to meet DAP objectives, etc., and

a partnership role in the VOLAG project evaluation is zppropriate.

Central projects may be evaluated either in Washington or in the field,
but the primary responsibility for conduct of the evaluation would
remain with the central office. Co-chairmanship of evaluation reviews
in the field by the central office representative and the Mission
director is an option that will be discussed in the full volume on
performance evaluation guijdance.
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In all field project evaluations the role of the host government,
and other donors where appropriate, is to be strengthened. The guidance
materials on all aspects of performance evaluation wili identi fy
options for involving the host in the evaluation of AID's field 1 ~jects.

Ideally these evaluations will be a joint effort, in fact, as we:: as
in name.

The main areas in which the guidance volume will raquire development

of new materials, or the adaptation of existing materials developed
outside of AID, are evalnation design, data collection, data analysis,
and the organization of raw data into manageable sets of evaluation
findings, conclusions and recommendations. Th~ development of dis-
aggregdted performance plans in the project's “evaluation plan" and

the identification and monitoring of project CPIs in the PPT systenm

is expected {o be usefyl in structuring the data handling aspects

of performance evaluations, and to reduce the time required to pre-

pare for these evaluations. Assuming that the project has been properly
designed, and that data has been collected during the normal course

of the project, the main efforts prior to the regular project performance
evaluations will be the organization of existing data into a meaningful
package and the verification of project assumptions.

Once valid project designs are prepared for Agency projects in all
classes, and evaluation plans and CPI networks developed, it should

be recognized that the main differences in the evaluation procedures
for various classes will deal with who actually manages the evaluation
process and chairs project evaluation reviews -- the roles and respons-
ibilities differences discussed above. In the evaluation guideline.
volume on performance evaiuation procedures in these areas will be
discussed for all variants that can be identified. Recognizing these
areas of difference, the general format or outline for this volume is
presented below.



In the volume, supplementary sections will be provided to cover the
additional tasks attendant to preparing for and conducting "“pre-
termination" or "turn-over" evaluations. Differences between research
projects, which must disseminate their results, and operational field
projects that are to be turned over to the host will be identified and
approaches for such differences defined.

The outline for the performance evaluation volume thus includes:

1. INTRODUCTION

A. Evaluation as a project concept
B. AID's requirements for performance evaluation
(1) Process and product requirements
(2) Standards for performance evalaution products

and processes
2. AID'S PROJECT EVALUATION CONCEPTS

A. Informed Replanning
(1) Project Level
(2) Program and Agency strategy level

B. Involvement
(1) The project team.
(2) The host

(3) - Other parties affected by the evaluation

(4) Higher level AID management and designers
of new AID projects '
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3. THE PROJECT EVALUATION PROCESS

A. The Basis for Evaluation (discusses the Logical Framework,

the project's evaluation plan, and the CPl network and
monitoring system)

This section of the vclume would review the basic
design tools used by the Agency from an

evaluation perspective. The section discusses

the ways in which data developed by the reporting
system (PFT) can be utilized at the time of
evaluation. It also discusses and provides

examples of how other data that will be required.

for evaluation can be coilected on a routine basis

by the project, rather than requiring a major data
collection effort just prior to evaluation. Included
in this discussion would be means for assessing the
validity of project assumptions on a continuing basis,
The section attempts to put project personnel in a
position of understanding how the design system both
forecasts what is expected in terms of project per-
formance and defines the means for learring, as

early as possible, whether planned performance is
being achieved, and/or whether replanning of the
project is desirable.

B. Planning for the Evaluation

(1) Definition of management questions for
the evaluation to address

(2) 1dentification of existing data and further
data collection needs

(3) Identification of participants and
responsibilities (including definition of
an evaluation schedule and selection of
an evaluation manager)

The focus of this section is on how to get the maxi-
mum value -- for the project -- out of each project
evaluation. Thefirst element of the section is
designed to develop an understanding of the fact that
evaluation is intended to support the project's
decision making process. It cannot however support
that process if the evaluators do not understand
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what decisions are pending in the project. Review

of the projects evaluation plan is a necessary element
of getting ready for an evaluation, but it is not
sufficient. Those who will conduct the evaluation must
become sensitive to new decisions and issues that

were not anticipated in the evaluation plan, and
attempt in the course of the evaluation to provide
useful information on these unanticipated issues.

The second element of this section reemphasizes the
importance of knowing what data already exists, e.g.,
data used by the host, data used to prepare CPI reports,
etc. Redundant data collection is to be avoided as is
data collection that will not be useful in developing
answers to the evaluation questions that are to be
addressed.

Part three of this section would discuss roles and
responsibilities, and would perhaps include a checklist
for the evaluation manager to use in preparing both

the participants and the materials for the evaluation.

Data Collection and Analysis

This section would either need to incorporate materials
on definition of data elements, development of data
collection instruments, etc. or would need to refer to
small topical bocklets developed to cover these areas.
The approach taken for this section would parallel the
approach in the design volume section on baseline data.

The Evaluation Review

This section would borrow from existing materials and
provide full discussion of the roles and responsibilities
for the evaluation review for each of the variants on
this process discussed above, e.g., VOLAG projects,
Mission projects, etc.

Evaluation Reporting

This section would inciude blank and completed samples

of the required evaluation forms (the PPR and its associated
worksheets, see Appendix Al-3). Procedures for reviewing
these reports, and for storing their information would

be treated in this section.
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F. Special Methodologies

There are a number of types of AID projects, e.g.,
credit, institution building, etc. for which speciatl
evaluation approaches have been developed that supple-
ment more general materials on data collection and
analysis. This section would be used to introduce
field officers, as well as VOLAGs and central project
managers to these methodological techniques.

C. Guidance on Impact/Strategy (Tier 2) Evaluation

The third volume of guidance materials proposed for this series
would take the form of an advanced guide on evaluation. While
following the outline of the volume on Performance Evaluation

1t would address in detail the special problems of ex-post facto
evaluation efforts, of designing evaluations that can be used

for more than one project in a class, etc. The sections on roles
and responsibilities would differ, in that Tier 1 evaluations will
be performed "outside" the project structure, i.e., by the Mission,
Bureau or PPC. While project team members would be included if
the project was still in operation, the development of the report
and the review of the project evaluation will have a different
structure than is expected in performance evaluations. Report
formats, and evaluation review procedures for these evaluations
would be discussed for both live projects and for completed
projects, since these are conditions under which different procedures
would have to be applied.

In this volume more attention would be given to evaluation design
as well as to special methodological approaches that have been
developed to handle specific technical areas and project types.

In general it is the methodological rather than the procedural
aspeéts of evaluation that would be the subject of this volume,
Techniques applicable for analysis of cause and effect, such as

the "connectwork" discussed by PCI in its draft report would be
recommended for inclusion in the reports on this type of evaluation.
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While the general nature of the outline for this volume would
follow that developed for the Performance Evaluation volume,
further discussions with AID are necessary to fully define the
complete set of sub-sections, and specialized methodolgies

that would be treated in this volume. One aspect of this

needed discussion would be whether special small booklets,

that provide guidance on specific types of advanced evaluation
methodology would be preferable to inclusion of such methodologies
in the main Impact/Strategy Evaluation guidance volume.
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Appendix

A-1:

PROJECT PERFORMANCE REPORT (PPR)

Project #:

PPR for
Evaluation #:

Country:

Project Title:

Project Began:

Duration:

Ends:

PP Approved:

Date Latest PP
Revision:

Date Latest CPI Network
Revision:

Date Prior PPR:

Total U.S. Funding (Life ¢? lCumulative obligation through

Project):
$

prior FY:
$

$

turrent FY estimated budget:

o (3

Estimated budget to completion
after current FY:

EVALUATION PARTICIPATION OF PROJECT PARTNERS

PROJECT AGENTS (ORGANIZATIONS) (List all parties to project):

(USAID, Host, Action Agents, i.e., VolAgs, PASA [please identify name

and type of organization], other donors, etc.)

TYPE OF EVALUATION PARTICIMATION

Signature of
Eval. Participant

Provided Data
for the Eval.

Participated ia
Eval. Review

{only Eval, Part.sign)

—

Summary of Actual Performance versus Planned Performance throy
to be filled cut using percentage estimate of planned performa

Percent of
Planned
Performance
Achieved

150%

100%

50%

0%

gh this evaluation (histogram, or “congruence diagram,"
nce actually achieved).

1 project levels

Replan Required:

Revised or New:

() Project Agreement

Orr 01/ Or1o/c [JP10/P  [JCPI Network |Date of Evaluation

O This evaluation has generated {

project--a PID will follow.

Revfew:

deas/plans for a new

Project Manager:

(Typed, signed & date)

Mission Director:
(Typed, signed & date)




Page 2. PPR Project #:

PPR For Evaluation #: {[Country:

Date of Evaluation
Review:

ACTIONS PROPOSED & REQUESTED AS A RESULT OF THIS EVALUATION

a. ACTION (x)

Key
Action
ants
(initials)

AlON Nission Host

b. LIST OF ACTIONS

c. CRITICAL ACTION
COMPLETION DATE

EVALUATION METHODS

project's Evaluation Plan in the PP,
changes were required.

Identify any changes in evaluation methods, data sources used, etc.

that deviated from plans originally included in the
Where changes will affect further evaluation of the project, identify why such




Appendix A-2: PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS OUTLINE




Appendix A-2
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS OQUTLINE

A. PROJECT INPUTS

1.

2,

. As appropriate, assess the effectiveness of project methodologies

Specify the planned level of. performance on inputs as of
this evaluation,

Specify the actual level of performance on inputs as of
this evaluation,

. Identify whether there has been progress on these indicators

since the project began, i.e., as compared to the baseline
status on these indicators.

e.g. research strategies, and any changes in such methodology
suggested by this evaluation.

. Identify as far as possible the key factors that have caused

any deviation between planned and actual input performance.

. Identify as far as possible problems concerning .he validity

of project assumptions concering the relationship between the
provision of inputs and the creation of project outputs.

. PROJECT OQUTPUTS

. Specify the planned level of performance on outputs as of

this evaluation.

. Specify the actual level of performance on outputs as of

this evaluation.

. Identify whether there has been progress on these indicators

since the project began, i.e., as compared to the baseline
status on the output indicators.

. Identify as far as possible the key factors that have caused

any deviation between planned and actual output performance.

. Identify as far as possible problems concerning the validity

of project assumptions concerning the relationship between
the provision of outputs and the achievement of project
purpose,

PROJECT PURPOSE

1.

2.

Specify the project purpose. Is this the same purpose as
was identified in the PP?

Specify the planned level of performance at the purpose
level -- progress toward the project's EOPS -- as of this
evaluation,



. Specify the actual level of performance at the purposc

level as of this evaluation,

Identify whether there has been progresy on these
indicators since the project began, {.e., as compared
to the baseline status on the EOPS indicators.

Identify as far as possible the key factors that have
caused any deviation between planned and acival per-
formance at the purpose leve.,

. Identify as far as possible problems concerning the

validity of project assumptions concerning the relation-
ship between the achievement of purpose and achievement
at the project's g.al level,

PROJECT GOAL

1.

Specify the project goal. Is this the s
was identified in the PP? s=me goal as

. Specify the planned level of goal impact -- perfor-

mance cn goal level indicators -- as of this evaluation,

. Specify the actual level ¢f performance at the goal

cevel as of *his evaiuation.

. Identify whether there has been progress on these

indicators since the project began, i.e., as rompared
to the baseline status on these goal ach{evemezgp
measures.

. Idertify as far as possibie the key factors that have

caused any deviation betweer planned and a -
formance at the goal level. ctual per

Identify as far as possible problems conc

validity of project assumptions concerningrzagg the
relationship between goa'! achievement and long-term
project impact.
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Appendix A-3: PPR WORKSHEETS

PPR Project #: PPR for Evaluation £: [ Country: Date of Evaluation
Worksheet A . Review:
Planned Performance Actual Performance Planned Performance as of

Prolect Inputs

as of Evaluation ¢ . as of Evaluation ¢

Completion of Project
(E0PS Achieved

Activities/Resources
supporting output §

Activities/Resources
upporting output

Aztivities/Rescuracs
supiarting ovtput §

Sources of deviation: from planned input level performance (identification of cause--input, specifiz, or assumption
related) or other factars not considered in project's original plan.

Validity of or problems concerning critical assumptions affecting achievement of outputs during this evaluation yeriod,




PPR ' Project #:

Worksheet A-1

PPR for Evaluation #: | Country:

Date of Evaluation
Review:

Additional Project Inputs

Planned Performance
as of Evaluation ¢

Actual Performance
as of Evaluation #

Planned Performance as of
Completion of Project
(EGPS Achieved)

Activities/Resources

wprorting outout ¢

Activities/Resources
sugporting output §

Activities/Resources

tupperting eutut ¢

Activities/2esources

supporting oytpul

Activities/Resovrces
supporting evtput #




PPR Worksheet A-2 ;Project Number:

Country:

Narrative assessment of effectiveness of project methodologies: .

Proposed methodological changes suggested by this evaluation:




Project Qutputs

Parformance Indicators

as.of Eval. ¢

as of Fral, ¢

PPR Project ¢: PPR for Evaluation #: |Country: Gate of Evaluation
Worksheet 8 , Review:
Saseline on Planned Performanc Actual Performance Planned Performance as o

Complation of Project
(EOPS Achieved)

Dutput ¢

Qutput #

Qutput ¢ -

re

sources of deviations from planned output level performance ({dentiffcation of cause--output, specific, or assumption
related) or other factors not considered tn project's original plan,

Validity of or problems concerning critical assumptions atfecting achievement of purpase during this evaluation pertod.




Outputs

Performance Indicators

as of Eval, ¢

as of Evat. #

PPR Project I: PPR for Evaluation i:‘ Country: Date of Evaluation
Worksheet B-2 . Review:
Additional Project gaseline on Planned Performance Actudl Perforwmance Planned Performance 43 o

Completion of Project
{EOPS Achieved)

Dutput ¢

Qutput ¢

Qutput ¢

Qutput f

Output {



http:Performan.ce

PPR Project #:

‘PPR for Evaluation #: [Country:

Oate of Evaluation

Worksheet C ] Review:
_1—. Statemant of Project Purpose: L. S as a PP:
: ) QOrs Om

Baseline on End-of-Project
Status EOPS Indicators

Planned Performance on
EOPS Measures as of
Evaluation §____

Actual Performance as of
Evaluation #

Planned Terminal Status
of EOPS Conditions

Sources of deviation from planned purpoke leve) performance
related) or other factors not considered

(1dentificati
n project's original plan,

on of cause--purpose, specific, or assumption

Validity of or problems concerning ceittcal assunptions affecting the goal during this evaluation perfod.
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PPR

Project #:

PPF for Evaluation f:

Country:

Date of Evaluation

Workshcet D Review:
1. Statmnt‘of Goal: 2. Same as in PP:
Ovs QOw

Ssseline on Goal Indicators

Planned Performance on
Goal Measures as of
Evaluation ¢

Actual Performance as of
Evaluation ¢

Planned Terminal Status
of Goal Conditions

Sources of deviation from planned goal level performance
related) or other factors not considered in project's ori

{identification of cause--goal, specific, or assumption
ginal plan.

Validity of or problems concerning critical assumptions affecting long-term fmpact during this evaluation period.
[ ]




