PA-RON A

REVIEW OF THE COVERAGE AND
QUALITY OF A.LD. EVALUATIONS
~ FY89 AND FY90 |

Submitted to:

Mrs: Nena Vreeland

- Deputy Miss:on Director

CDIE -

Agency for International Development

hY

.. S ub;mitted by.

MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

 tefephone: (202) 4847170 |
telex: 2990821MANSY fax: (202) 4880754

600 Water Street S/, NBU 7-7
" Washingron, D.C. 20024

155800




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Management Systems International (MSI) study reviewed 286 evaiuations

completed by the Agency for International Development (A.LD.) and submitted to its central

evaluation office in the Center for Development Information and Evaiuation (CDIE) during'

FY89 and FY90. It examined the basic characteristics of these evaluations, their compliance

with A.LD. evaluation requirements, the composition of evaluation teams, the methods they

used to collect data and their conclusions about project performance.

The findings of this review are summarized below:

:
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Evaluanms carried out in FY89 and FY90, on an annual basus examined 7% o
percent of the 1910 A.LD. projects and programs which A.LD.’s Budget Office "
reports were active during FY90. These evaluations covered activities which:
account, annually, for approximately $3 billion (8%) of the $38 billion dollar:
life-of-project value of the projects and programs which were active as of

- September 1990, the last month of A.LD.’s fiscal year.

Of the 268 FY89 and FY9C evaluations included in the dara base, -_fouglﬁy a. .
fourth dealt with projects in Asia and the Near East. Another fourth examined =

' . .with projects in Africa and a fourth dealt with projects in Latin America and

the Caribbean. The final quarter of the evaluations examined projects funded
by A. ID s central bureaus.

'Only 10 (4%) of the evaluations exami.ned. non-project assistance efforts can:iéd'

~out by A.LD. Within the report, these ten evaluations were treated in the same

manner as pro;ect evaluanons

Of ALD.’s evaluanons 224 (83 %) cxammed individual prOJCCtS Another 38
(14%) examined multiple projects, while the remainder examined other aapec_ts :
of A.LD.’s work. Or average, the projects examined by evaluanons were '

carried out over a six-year penod

" Consistent with the find_ings of past evaluation reviews, the majority of the.
'FY89 and FY90 evaluations were interim evaluations. Of the 268 evaluations:

in the data base, 159 (59%) were interim evaluations and 68 (25%) were final -
evaluations. The remainder of the evaluations included a few ex-post
evaluations and reviews of "lessons learned” from a large number of evaluatibnsf_

The scope of interirn evaiuauons as compared to final and ex-post evaluanons

was broader than expected. Only 21% of all interim evaluations confmed thelr B
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sCope to an examination of management and implementation issues. The
majority (70%) exarnined a fuller range of questions ds did final and ex-post
evaluations. The evaluation review also found that of the evaluations that
reached sectoral or multi-sectoral conclusions, a substantial number were
interim evaluations.

Contractors carry out the majority of A.LD.’s evaluations. Nevertheless, A.LD.
staff were found to be included on 26% of all evaluation teams. However, on
interim evaluations of bi-lateral projects managed by missions, where A.LD.
and host ministry participation is sirongly enicouraged, neither of these

“stakeholders” was heavily involved. A.LD. staff participated on 30% of such =
evaluations while host ministry personnel served on interim evaluation teams

that examined mission projects only 14% of the time.

" The number of evaluations that contained scopes of work and methodology

sections was higher in FY89 and FY90 than it had been in earlier years: 74%

“of the evaluations included scopes of work and 89% presented at least a partial

description of the evaluations methods. On the other hand, the frequency with .
which evaluations were accompanied by A.LD. Evaluation Summaries declined.
Only 49% of A.LD.’s evaluations were accompanied by this required summary.

The majority (87%) of A.LD.’s evaluations use single-point-in-time, or
“snapshot,” evaluation design. Yet, among these evaluations there is a great
deal of variety with respect to the types of information collected and the
methods used to acquire it. Both high- and low-quality methods and
approaches were found in these single-point-in-time-evaluations.

Virtually all (94%) of A.LD.’s evaluations used indicators drawn from a

. project’s context as a basis for judging performance. Half of the evaluatons

(52%) utilized performance indicators drawn from project Logical Frameworkﬂ
that were developed at the time projects were designed. '

With respect to project performance:
- 80% of all interim and final evaluations reported that at least some
project outputs were being achieved and roughly 60% of both interim
- and final evaluations reported that projects were achieving their

purposes to some degree;

- Only 37% of all evaluations reported that projects had a medium or
high probability of being sustained,; : '

-~ 'Nevertheless roughly 90% of the evaluations _]udgcd projects to be at
: lcast somewhat succcssful in an overall sense.
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Environmental impact and the gender-specific results of evaluations are rarely
examined and only 22% of A.LD.’s evaluations collected data on a gender-
disaggregated basis.

Only 34% of the evaluations that examined bi-lateral mission projects
addressed the question of whether there was a good fit between a project and
the missions’s overall country development strategy statement (CDSS).

A large percentage of A.LD. evaluations appear to rely more heavily upon the
"expert Judgpment of evaluation team members than on rigorous evaluation -
designs ard structured data collection techniques. Yet 33% of A.LD.’s
evaluations failed to provide any information concerning the skills or expertise
of evaluation team members '

Based on the results of this review, MSI concluded that the A.LD. evaluation S}stem

s servmg its intended purpose of providing management-useful information to large numbers -

of mid-level staff who design and administer A.LD. projects. MSI also identified

improvements that could be made, including a number of steps that A.LD. can take to

improve the compieteness and raise the quality of its evaluation work,
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CHAPTER ONE

OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE

A.  Background

The Agency for International Development’s (A.1.D.) evaluation system, which h'as.'béen
in plziée for over twenty years, was designed to function on a decentralized basis, providing _
project managers as well as program planners and policy makers with management—uscf,ful
infdnnétion-cdncern_ing on-going as well as completed projects. As a complement to this larg_ély
decentralized system, A.LD.’s central evaluation office in A.LD.’s Center for Development -

Information and.Evaluation (CDIE) has, for over a decade, been responsible for developing -

- evaluation guidance, culling lessons from A.LD.’s evaluatons, and defining the need for, as well

as demonstrating approaches to, innovative evaluations that meet the needs of A.LD.’s senior
OHS PP

management team.

In October, 1990, A.LD.’s Administrator announced his intention to sirengthen the role

 of evaluation in A.LD. as part of an overall management improvement initiative. Pursuant 1o that

announccmcnt CDIE s tole has been expanded. Among other things, its mandate with respcct' _-

0 momtonng the coverage and quality of A.LD.’s cvaluanons has bcen strengthencd

Since 1982, CDIE has carried out bi-annual reviews of A.LD. evaluations. The purpb'se '

of these reviews has been to provide ALD.’s management as well as external audiences with an -

- understanding of the scope of A.LD. decentralized evaluation work as well as insights into the

coverage, quality and findings of those evaluations.

~ The prcscnt rcport examines evaluations completed during fiscal years 1989 and 1990 '
The scope of work for the FY89 and FY90 review of A I.D.’s evaluations, like those for pnor _
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reports, called for basic statistics on the evaluations completed during the period. In addition,

1t asked for;

= An assessment of the extent to which A.LD.’s development project portfolio had
been covered by evaluations during the period.

= An assessment of the degree to which evaluations carried out during the period -
focused on strategic, program and impact issues as opposed to issues of project
management and implementation. Differences in the evaluation models and
processes used in these two clusters of evaluations were of particular interest. -

] -An examination of the way in which gender issues, environmental concerns and

the sustainability of AILD.financed activities were handled in projects and
programs evalnated during the period. :

The full scope of work for this study is included as Annex A of this report.
B. - Coverage and Methods

The FY89 -FY90 evaluation review examined a data base of 268 single- and multi—projéct .
. evaluations, which addressed more than 300 projects. These 268 evaluations are themselves a'
subset of the documents Manaqement Systems International (MSI) received from AID at thc _

 stant of this study.

To be included in the final set of evaluations considered by this review, a futl __eiraluatibn_ e
report document had to be available for review. The presence of an A.LD. Evaluation Summair'y,- o
a form used to transmit _e\fal_uations to CDIE as well as provide comments on an évaluation and
a discussion of. follow-up actions, was a desirable elemeit of an evaluation package. AID o
Evaluatibn Summaries for particular evaluations can be difficuit to locate. Rcla.téd documeﬁts |

.of this soxt turn out, w1th surprising frequcncy, to have different CDIE library catalogue numbcrs

Evaluauons that did not have an A.LD. Evaluation Summary were accepted into the MSI data_ E

base. On the other hand, A.L.D. Evaluation Summaries that were not a.ccompamed by full repo_rts

‘were not accepted into the data base as they contained information on too few of the points -
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covered by the rating instrument developed for this study. Roughly forty evaluations were

excluded from the study’s data base for this reason.

In érder to link the evaluation review data base created by this study with ALD.’s
financial data base, at least one seven- digit A.LD. project number had to be associated with each
evaluation. To the degree possible, the evaluation team sought to include only evaluations for
which A.LD. project numbers were available in the review. In the end, two exceptions to this
rule were allowed. Sixteen large mulii-project evaluations, i.e., evaluations that examined ﬁvé
~or more projects, were included in the data base without accompanying ﬁnancml data.: In

“addition, one US A{D/Hr_mduras evaluation for which financial data could not be located was )

retained in the data base.

At the same time, and parily as a function of time constrzints, the team excluded from

the data base roughly twenty-five evaluations that dealt with special programs, including housmg
investment guarantees and food aid. These specialized programs are, perhaps, best cxamlzned
through the kind of focused synthesis that A.LD. recently carried out for a large number of food B
aid programs. A small group of commodity import program evaluations were alsa excluded from

the data baac tor this review for similar reasons.

The data for this study came from two sources. The first and most extensively used
source was the set of FY89 and FY90 evaluations. The second data source. was ALD.s
computerized data base of information on project funding levels as well as the activity and

spccm mterest codes A.LD. uses to describe project characteristics.

The scoring instrument used to extract data from the 268 evaluations included in this
study was developed based on a examinatics of the scoring instruments used in previous
evaluation rcvwws and discussions with CDIE. The scoring instrument MSI used is presented

in Annex B. It is divided into several discrete parts that focus on:
®  The evaluation’s scope, timing and sponsor;
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a Evaluation teams -- their size, skills, host country participation, gender mix and
A.LD.’s direct involvement;

a Audience idcntiﬁcation;

L The degree to which an evaluation was a participatory exercise in which potenual_

evaluanon users were involved;

= The stated purpose of an evaluation;
@ The methods used to carry out the evaluation;
I The degree to which the evaluation’s recommcndanons focuscd beyond the‘

. immediate concemns of a project, i.e., on lessons for similar projects or program
level issues: '

B . Whether the pro;ect was viewed as having succeeded and whether there had been |

' -unplanned consequences;

B - Methods -for-sustainin'g A.LD.-financed activities reported upon by evaluauons
. Envi onmental impacts {hscussed therein, and
M Gender issues on which evaluations commented.

- The MSI evaluation review team was trained in the use of this instrument in a two-day"
workshop at Florida State Unwersny Raters learned to rate aspects of evaluations in the same' E
-manncr through calibration exercises that improved their ability to work mterchangcably on thlS o .'
: pmJect Inter—rater reliability checks were also incorporated into the ratlng process used for the_.
full set of 268 cvaluauons Those few items where inter-rater rehablhty proved to bc Iess than_*_.

_ satlsfactory, i.c., wherever fewer than four of the six raters agreed on a rating, were 1dennﬁed _

and dropped from the analys:s

Data frorn the two sources descnbed above was analyzed using a data proccssmg Drogram _

called the Statistical Package for the Social ch:nccs (SPSS), a commercmlly available and

widely uscd data analysis program To facilitate the full analysis of data collccted darmg l‘hlS _

study, mcludmg the creanon_ of cross-tabulations that display responses on two_ vanab_les_

g0 ' 4




simultaneously, information on several rating form variables had to be compressed into a mere
readily usable form. For example, a number of questions included in the basic study instrument
allowed those who scored the evaluations to check “yes” on several multiple choice answers B

offered in connection with a particular variable. In order to run cross-tabulations these answers

had to be. transformed into exclusive choices. Most often this simply resulted in the creation of .

an analysis category entitled "both” or "combination of responses,” as can be seen on tables -

provided throughout this report.
C. Evaluation Review Team

The evaluation review was carried out in Washington, D.C. and Tallahassee, Florida by

an evaluation team made up of MSI staff and associates, including:

Molly Hageboeck, Team Leader; a Senior Consultant and Director at MSI with

|
over 20 years experience in the evaluation of economic development programs. - _'
a Monteze Snyder, Assistant Professor and Director, International Public

Management and Policy Center, Flonida State University; thirteen years cXperifcnce

in the design and evaluation of deveiopment programs.

I Joseph James Gagnier, owner and Director of Survey Design and Analys1s an.. '

MSI associate with extensive expcncnce in statzstlcal analysis.

- Feter Doan, Assistant Proféssor, Department. of Urban and Regional'Plani;itig,
Florida State University; experience in the design and evaluation of AiI.D
projects; teachcs a course in project design and evaluauon for developmg. :

COUIIIIICS

®  Mark Renzi, MSI Program :Associate; staff experience with ALD; evaluation and -

management consulting experience in developing countries.
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n Julie Koenen-Grant, MSI Program Associate; Deputy Project Manager for MST’s
contract with A.LD. on implementing Policy Change; Master’s Degree candidaie

in International Management.

= Al Bavone Florida State University; Doctoral candidate in Developrnent

Administration; U. S. domestic and international evaluation experience.

a Joanne Snair, Florida State University; Doctoral candidate in Pubiic -
--Admini’stration-' U.SS. domestic evaluation synthesis experience as well. as
experience with benefit-cost and other types uf program evaluations for semce

-dehvery pI'O_]CCtS _

Roles.. of the evaluation team during the evaluation reView were - as follows.
Ms. Hagebeeck and Dr, Snyder developed the evaluation rating instrument. Evaluation documents
were rated by Dr. Doan, Mr. Renzi, Ms. Koenen-Grant, Mr. Bavone, Ms. Srair and Dr. Snyder
The data analysis plan for this review was developed by Ms. Hageboeck and Dr Snyder

o Mr. Gangler prepared and processed the data base. Ms. Hageboeck and Dr. Snyder wrote: the n
| report

| The evaluatlon review team w1shes to acknowledge the assistance of M James Pamter
Mr. Peter Thiel and Mr Frank Lin of ALD.’s Budget Office, wn:hout whose support the financial

. aspects of pm]ects examined by ALD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations could not ‘have b&n o
_ analyzed. '

D. Structure of the Report

| - The remainder of this report on MSI’s review of A. LD. ’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations' is. |

divided 1nto seven chapters that present the study’s ﬁndmgs A final chapter offers MSI’
_ conclusmns based on this review and its recommendanons to A.LD. In brief, the coverage of -

. these chapters is outline beiow:
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Chapter Two presents an analysis of the evaluations in the data base, identifying
the bureaus with which they are associated, the funding levels of the projects that

were exaniined, etc.

Chapter Three examines the degree to which evaluations are complete, i.c., their -

“conformance with ALD. evaluation requirements.

Chapter Four discusses the timing, coverage and purposes of A.LD. evaluations. -

Chapter Five examines the composition of thie teams that carry out A. ID S

evaluatlons

| Chapter Six looks at the question of the degree to which A.LD. and host country

personnel pammpate in the evaluanon process

‘Chapter Seven examines the conceptual frameworks, evaluation designs and

methods used in A.LD. evaluations.

Chapter Eight looks at the types of findings that emerge from A_LD. evaluations

concerning project and program performance, sustainability and other crossfcuttihg

issues.

Chapter Nine presents MSI’s conclusions and recommendations.




CHAPTER TWO

DESCRIPTION OF THE EVALUATION DATA BASE

This chapter provides basic information on the set of evaluations that were examined in -

‘the course of MSI’s review.

A. Number of Evaluations Examined

The data base for this study consisted of 268 evaluations scoréd by the MSI'team The |

268 evaluations included in the review dealt with over 300 A.LD. projects. For the most part,

evaluatlons included in this data base were completed and delivered to CDIE, together with their

_ _rcqulrc_d evaluation summaries, during FY89 and FY90. Sixteen percent of the e_valuatlo_ns

included in the data base were completed prior to the beginning of FY89. In many of -thcsc :

cases, however, evaluation summaries were not signed until after the FY89 fiscal year began.

- For all but 17 of the eva}uations the review team scored, MSI obtaincd financial :

information on the projects the evaluations had examined. The 17 evaluations for which financml E

data were not obtained include one evaluauon of a USAID/Honduras pnvate cntcrpnsc project

- for which A.LD.’s budget office chd not have ﬁnanc1a1 data and 16 evaluations that examined -

more than four prOJects simultaneously. Half of the evaluauons n th1s group. were cfforts to "

synthesize the "lessons learned"” from previous evaluations and related studies. The sixteen

evaluations that make up this 1a_ttcr group are identified in Table 2-1.

sseooe : 8



Table 2-1. Evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 That Examined
a Relatively Large Number of A.LD. Projects Simultaneously

Coverage
Code

Evaluation
Document
Nvmber

Evaluation Title

Multiple: Projects in a Single Country

77

777 PDAAZ(O85 Phlhppme Economic Reform Program, Past Assisiance and Future
Recommendations
7771 PDABBO58 Salvadorian Foundation for Economic and Social Development
777 PDABA337 USAID/Kenya Private Sector Program
777 | PNAAX211 The Sustainability of U.S. supponed Health, Populauon and Numuon =
Frograms in Honduras, 1942-1986
777 | PDAAY457 Overall Program Review'of USAID in Pakistan, 1982-1987
771 | PDABDR30 | USAID/Guatemala, Forty Years on the Altiplano -
777 | PNABE652 | OFDA, Ten Years of Disaster Preparedness Assistance
777 | PNABFS35 | USAID/Dominican Repubhc Retumed Participants in the Agncultural
' ' Sector
777 | PDAAZ022 | USAID/Honduras, Honduras Rural Roads
777 | PDAAX210 | The Effectiveness and Impact of Policy-Based Cash Transfer Programs,
The Case of Jamaica, 1981-1987
PNAAX220 | The Effectiveness and Impact of Policy-Based Cash Transfer Progrmns,

" The Case of Costa Rica

Multiple Projects in a Single Geographic Region

‘888

PDAAZS29

Agriéultural Crop Diversification Export Promotion in Latin America

888

'~ PDABC294

The Impact of Rural. Credit Programs in Africa

Multiple Projects cn a World-w

ide Basis

999 | PNAAX232 | AID.s Experience with Democratic Initiatives
999 | PNAAX227 | A.LD.’s Microenterprise "Stockiaking"
999 | PNAAX230

A.1D.’s Experience with Farming Systems Research and Extension
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~ B. . Distribution of the Evaluations By A.LD. Bureans

Of the 251 evaluations for which MSI was able to develop financial profile information,
80% examined efforts developed and managed by A.LD.’s regional bureaus and field missions.

Table 2-2 displays the distribution of those evaluations by bureau. In this table, and throughcut '

this report, bureau names and portfolios accord with A:LD.’s 1991 reorganization.’

While projects and ﬁon-pmj'ect assistanceé managed through A.LD.’s regional bureaus and

by its Cémz'al- Bureau for Research and Development (R&D) are well represented by thc |

evaluations MSi cxamined only a small fraction of the work carried out by the Bureau for Food

and Humamtanan Assistance (FHA) and its Private Enterpnse Bureau (PRE) is addressed hy the

evaluatmm MSI examined.

“The figures shown in Table 2-2 slightly understatc the number of evaluatons MSI
reviewed for several of the bureaus. The large multi-project evaluations listed on Table 2-1, pius_
the one USAID/Honduras evaluation for which MSI was not able to secure financial data, when
alloéated_ on a bureau basis -r.aisé_ bureau totals as folloWs: the total for LAC rises to 76; Asm
becomes 53; Africa becomes 69 and FHA becomes 6. | -

MS_I used. these higher bureau totals to compare, on a percentage basis, the distrib_uﬁcan |

of FY89 and FY_90 evaluations to the distribution found in reviews carried out for FY'_8_5-86 aﬁd

! Under the reorganmauon wiuch took effect on October 1, 1991, AILD. cstabhshed five geograplnc:
bureaus and three central bureaus. The five geographic bureaus cover Africa; Latin America and the Caribbean

(LAC); Asia; the Near Fast, and Eastern Europe. All geographic regions with the exception of Eastern Europe, the . -
~ newest region, submitied evatuations which are covered by this review. Among A.LD.’s central bureaus, Private

. Enterprise has retained its pre-reorgamzanon name. The Science and Technology Bureau has been renamed Research ~ .
and Development (R&D), with no change in its portfolio. The Food and Voluntary Assistance Bureau has been. .~
renamed the Bureau for Food and Humanitarian Assistance (FHAY), and the Office of Disaster Assistance, which was -~ .
formerly a free standing unit, has been incorporated into the new FHA bureau. '
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Table 2-2. Distribution of Evaluations of One or a Few
Related Activities by Bureau

Number of
Evaluations of
One or a Few
_ Related Activities
Bureau : _ Percent

Asa | 51 o 20% |
‘Near East | - i 17 7%
‘Latin America/Caribbean S 67 . 27%.
Africa | '- 67 2%
Research and Development (R&D) 390 15%
Food and Humanitarian Assistance (FHA) | 5 2%
Private Sector (PRE) | 5 2%
Total S . 251 C 100%

for FY87-88.2 As Table 2-3 1’ndi'c'at“s these percentages have remained reIativeljr stable for ihe
LAC an'd Aﬁ'ica Bureaus. Over the years in which A.LD. has carried out these evaluauon

rewews, the share of central bureau evaluanons has risen 51gmﬁcantly

2 John Kean, etal., Smthesis ~f A.LD. Evalyation Reports: FY1985 and 1986.. AL D. Evaluation Occasional

Paper No. 16., and Hopstock, Par tal., Review of the Quality of A.LD. Evaluations: FY1987 and 1988, ALD. R
Evaluation Occaswnal Paper No. 19 Washmgton D.C, Agcncy for Intemationat Devclopment, 1988 and 1989 e

.. respectively.

_ 3 Had MSI included all of the FY89 and FY90 housing investment goarantee and food aid evaluaticns available _

. in CDIE the central burean share of FY89-90 evaluations would have been slightly higher, L.e., one or two percentage
. points. - : : : L
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Table 2-3. Percentage of Evaluations by Region
Included in Successive Evaluation Reviews

Bureaus ' FY 85-86 FY 87-88 FY 89-99

Asia and the Near 39% 28% 26%
East _ _

Latin America and - 28% 34% 28%
the Caribbean _

Africa S 29% 25% 26%
Central Bureaus 4% 13% 20%
Total 100% 100% 100%

In the remainder of this repbrt, most tables that present data on a bureau basis will show
- the 16 large multi-project evaluations as a separate row rather than on a bureau basis. The one
UsAID/Honduras single-project evaluation for which MSI did not locate financial information
is, however, integrated back into the LAC Bureau in subsequent tables. With the éddition‘ﬁ of

-these 17 projects, tables in subseQuent chapters generaily total to 268, the size of the full déta_' _

. base examined by MSI.

Further details on the share of evaluations contributed by countries within each region and

by the offices in A.LD.’s R&D Bureau are provided in a set of bureau-level tables:

_ o Table 2- 4, which focuses on Asia, where 17 cvaluauons of USAID/Indonesm .
projects consntute 33% of the region’s total;

®w:  Table 2-5, which covers the Near East, and shows that 10 evaluations from
: USAID/Egypt dominate the evaluation work carried out in this region; '

r— - | 12
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Table 2-6, profiles the Latin America/Caribbean region. As this table indicates,
the share of evaluations contributed by Honduras, while large, is not as dominant
On a percentage basis, as are those of Egypt in the Near East region;

Table 2-4. Distribution of Asia Bureau Evaluations

Number of Percent of
Asia Bureau Evaluations | Regional Total
1 Afghanistan 3 6%
Bangladesh 6 12%
India 5 5%
Indonesia 17 33%
Nepal 3 6%
Pakistan 6 12%
Philippines 6 12%
Sn Lanka 2 4%
| Thailand 1 2%
South Pacific Regional 1 2%
Asia Regional o _ 1 2%
Total B - 51 _______m-l

Table 2-5. Distribution of Near East Bureau Evaluations

_ Number of |
Near East Bureau - Evaluations | Percent
Egypt =~ 10 59%
Jordan 3 17%
Morocco 1 6%
| Tunisia 1| 6% ||
Yemen 1 6% |
Near East Regional 1 6%
Total o _ 17 100%

13
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Tabie 2-6. Distrib_ution of Latin America and Caribbean Bureau Evaluations

Latin America Number of Percent of
Caribbean Bureau Evaluations | Regional Total

Belize -2 3.0%
Bolivia 6 9.0%

| Costa Rica 1 1.5%
Dominican Republic 4 6.0%
Ecuador 6 9.0%
E!l Salvador 5 1.5%
Guatemala 7 10.0%-
Haiti 1 1.5%

|| Henduras 13 18.0%
Jamaica 6 9.0%
Panama 1 1.5%

Peru 1 1.5%
‘Caribbean: Regional 6 9.0%
Central American Regional 6 9.0%
ROCAP 1 1.5%
Latin America/Caribbean Regional 2 3.0%
Total 68 100% ) .

‘W Table 2-7, which covers Africa, shows a more evenly distributed pattern of

evaluation than was found elsewhere. There are, however, two exceptions: 15 .

evaluations of regional projects for Afnca and 8 evaluations of USA]D/Somaha -

proiects; and

Table 2-8 focuses on the R&D Bureau. It indicates that while R&D/Population
contributed the largest number of evaluations, other offices, notably
R&D/Agriculture and R&D/Nutrition, contributed quite a few evaluations to thc 8
bureau’s total

14




Number of Percent of
Africa Bureau Evaluations | Regional Total
Benin 1 1.5%
Botswana 3 4.0%
Burkina Faso 2 3.0%
Cameroon 2 3.0%
Djibouti 1 1.5%
Gambia 1 1.5%
Ghana 1} 1.5% |
Kenya 2 3.0% |
Lesotho 1 1.5%
Liberia 2 3.0%
Madagascar 1 1.5%
Malawi 3 4.0%
Maii 2 3.0%
Mauritania 2 3.0%
Niger 2 3.0%
Nigeria 1. 1.5%
Senegal 1] 1.5%
Somalia 3 ) 17.0%
South Africa 1 C15%
Sudan 1 1.5%
Swaziland 6 - 10.0%
Togo 1 1.5%
- | Zambia 1 1.5%
Zaire = 3 4.0%
Southern Africa Regional 3 4.0%
Africa Regional ' 15 23.0%
Total €7 100%

" 1ssmmo

Table 2-7. Distribution of Africa Bureau Evaluation
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Table 2-8. Distribution of R & D Bureau Evaluations

: _ Number of Percent of |
~ Research and Development Bureau Evaluations | Bureau Total
[ Agricuiture ' 8 ' 21%
Education 2 5% '-
Energy 3 8% |
- Forestry, Environment and Natural 1 3% ||
‘Resources '
Health - o 4 10%
Nutrition S 6| 15%
Popuiation ' _ 13 - 33%
Rural and Institutional Dcvclopmcnt 2 - 5%
Total B . 39 100%

 As these tables indicate, several USAID missions, as well as one office in the R&D

Bureau, were found to have completed an unusually large number of evaluations i in FY89 and

: FY90 Prior evaluatlon reviews have also noted instances where missions have. turned in

relatlv_ely large numbers of evaluations in a given two-year period.

As to the evaluations that covered Dro;ects developed and managed by other central BIEEEE S

~ bureaus:
B 2of the 5 cvaluauons of PRE Bureau pro;ects that MSI examined focused on
- projects managed by that Bureau’s Investment Office. PRE’s Offices for Housmg
and Urban Affairs, its Emerging Markets Office and its Office of Small, Mlcrq '
‘and Informal Enterpnses each administered one of the projects that was covercd
by an evaluauan in the set MSI exammed
~® - Inthe FHA Burcau, all five of the evaluations MSI examined focused on projects o

e managcd by the Office for Prlvate and Voluntary Cooperation.
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While the evaluations identified on a regional basis in Tables 2-4 through 2-7 present a
broad picture of the level of evaluation activity in each region, they do not draw a sharp
distinction between evaluations of bilateral projects, or "mission-owned" projects, and evaluations

of regional projects. Table 2-9 makes this distinction, which is utilized in subsequent chapters '

Table 2-9. Degree to which Evaluations for Regional Bureaus
Examined "Mission-owned" Projects

Evaluations of

Evaluations of
"Mission owned"

Regional Office

and Bureau Level

Total

Bureau Projects Projects Evaluations
Asia 49 2 51}
Near East - 16 . 1 . 17
Latin America and 52 16 68
the Caribbean ' _
Africa. | | 15 18 67

-

of this report 1o highlight the degree to which hosi country personnel are involved in ﬂios_é_:
evaluations where their participation is most logical. As Table 2-9 suggests, the share of regiimal
projects evaluated in the LAC and Africa Bureaus is quite a bit higher than is the case for Ama

or the Near East Bureaus.
- C.  Project Versus Non-Project Assistance

The evaluations examined in the course of this review overwhelmingly focused on ; g"o_]ects
- as opposed to non-project assistance efforts. Of the 251 evaluations for which such mform.atson_
is available, 241 (96%) exammed projects while only 10 (4%) evaluated non-pro;ect assmance :
activities. The share of non-project assistance evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 data base was

somewhat higher than was found in the FY87-88 review. Of the ten non-pro_lect activmes
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exa_mihed_ by evaluations in the data base, 8 were from countries in the Africa Bureau; one came
from USAID/Indonesia, and the final evaluation of a non-project activity came from the
Caribbean regional office. Given the small number of non-project assistance evaluations in ‘the-
- FY89 and FY90 data base, they were not given special treatment in MSI's review. In subsequent

“ chapters these evaluations are treated in the same manner MSI treated project evaluations.
- D.  The Duration of Projects and Non-Project Assistance Efforts

Using information about the beginning and ending dates of the projects and non-project

assistance efforts discussed in the evaluation rcports, MSI found that the average actlv:lty'

examined through the evaluations lasted 5.8 ycats The range for activity length was found to

be from less than one year to 16 years. Table 2-10 provides a frequency distribution on ﬁlc- o

length of projects examined through evaluations included in this review. For a total of 31_

evaluations, information on project length was not available.

Table 2-10. Length of Projects Examined by the Evaluations

Length of the Longest Project Evaluated Number of Evaluations E ~ Percent of
o _ : _ Evaluations _

[Tess Than 1 Year : _ : 17 1%

1 Year _ T - 5%

2 Years _ ' - o 7 3%

3 Years 16 . T%:

4 Years - - 5 1%

5 Years N . T EL 3 T 15%

6 Years ' 33 ' 14%

7 Years - R - ' - 28 2% §F .
8 Years _ — 9 8% |

9 Years T _ _ . 17 7%

10 Years or More _ _ 29 %
]'—T;.’.rvaluaxions tor which data was available B 237 100% |
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E. - Sectoral Affiliation of Projects Examined by the Evaluations

In recent years, A.LD. has shifted its approach to identifying the sectoral nature of its
projects. The system it currently uses identifies all aspects of a project using a set of activity
codes. Projects may be coded as having a number of subsector. characteristics, including

characteristics from a number of sectors.

| Using this system, the MSI team prepared Table 2-11, which shows the frequency with

- which evaluations in the data base involve various aggregate activity codes. Table 2-12 provides

a more detailed, subsector view of this distribution. Only 141 evaluations, or 53%, of the full

set of 268 evaluations are included in this table. Projects covered by the other 127 evaluations

‘had not been assigned activity codes by A.lD?* The sum of the observations on Tables 2f-11 L

- and 2-12 exceed the number of evaluations in the data base berause some evaluations were

‘assigned more than one activity code.

As these tables indicate, evaluations frequently focused on projects linked to 3thé
agricultural sector. Health was also a frequent descriptor of projects examined by the ev aluauons
MSI reviewed.: Educanon private enterprise and natural resources codes were also used wnth.

considerable frequencv to descnbe projects which were examined by these evaluations.

While MSI used the new activity codes as the primary means of characterizing the |
sectoral nawre of the evaluations it examined, some infOr_:hation was also obtained from _-A.I.D.’_s
; budgct ofﬁcebn the way in Which the.fur*c.tional accouhf codes which A.LD. had previously 'uSed-
10 track sectoral activity related to the FY 89 and FY90 evaluations. Table 2- 13 presents tlus
| information and compares it to the information on the distribution of evaluanons by funcnonal ,
_accounts in prior evaluation reviews. What MSI found was that roughly a quarter of the

evaluations _it eXamined included projects which were.funded from several functional accom:xts-

¢ MSI coded multi-project evaluations as mcludmg a particular sector if any Dl'Q]eCt in the set that had'
‘been examined the muin-project evaluation had that particular sectoral code. '



All of the projects invoiving education activities as well as those involving the private sector

were of this nature.

Table 2-11. Frequency with Which Aggregate Activity
' Codes Were Found in 141 Evaluations

Aggregate Activity Codes Number of | Percent of Evaluation w;t?:
: o Evaluations Activity Codes
" Agriculture | — 100 . ~ 1%
- Education : o 58 1 - 41%

[ Energy 4 3%
Infrastructure _ 2 o 1%
Health _ 70 50%
Human Rights/Democratic - 101 ' 7%
Initiatives B - _
Natural Resources _ 1 34 24%
Nutrition _ 25 - 18%

- Private Enterprise . 40 ' o 28%

Population 29 ' . 21%

|| Public Sector , _ 20 14%
il Project Development B - 3 2% |
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Table 2-12.
by 141 Evaluations Were Associated

Activiiy Codes with Which Projects E» imined

T e ————————

AGRICULTURE GROUP
Agribusiness

I . Activity Codes - Number ]j

10.

Agriculturai Credit

Agriculural Education

15

Irrigation

10

_Agriculiral Land Use and Settlement -

Agticultural Markering

11

_Agriculural Management Planning and Policy -

15

Pest Management

Agricultyral Technology Dcveiopmem and Dissemination

21

Sub-Total Agriculture

- (100)

~ EDUCATION GROUP

7

Basic Education for Adolescents and Aduhs
Education for Children =~

10

Human Rescurces Develooment for Education?

14

Human Resources Development for Individuals

14

General Public Education and Enmsmn

Sub—Tota! for Educanon

58

ENERGY GROUF
Energy Management, Planmng, and Policy

Sub-Total for Energy

162

INFRASTRUCTURE GROUP
.- Rural Roads

_ Sub-Total for Infrastructure . ) )

e ——— —
HEAILTH GROUP o

Chile Spacing/High Risk Births

[ *] [&)

- Diarrheal Diseasé Control/Oral Rehydration

—

HIV/AIDS

Immunizarion

Malaria

Women's Health

Acuie Respiratory Infection

Health Sysiems Development

Vector Control

Water Quality

winwol<ldlolelulola

Subloul for Health

HUMAN RIGHTS GROUP
Democratic Institution Building

Strengthening Legal Systems

" Techmica! Electoral Assistance

Subtotal for Human Rights

NATURAL RESOURCES GROUP
"+ _Forestry

Hazardous Wastz

T Agriculiural Land Development

Environmental Management

Seils

Water Quality Improvement

Water Resousces Management

- Subtotal for Natural Rescurces
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A [ - Activity Codes Number

i : - NUTRITION GROUP

. - Breast feeding 6

! § Growth Monitoring and Weaning Foods 8

i ' . Nutrition Management Plarning & Policy 3

i ' Vitamin A - 4

__Nutrition of Women . ’ 4

Subtotal for Nutrition ) 25)
PRIVATE ENTERPRISE GROUP

; _ | ._Business Development Promotion 13

P .-_Financial Markets . - 13

i : Trade and Investment Promotion ) 14

j _ o Subtotal for Private Enterprise ' )

5 | POPULATION GROUP -

: o Famijy Planning Contraceptives . -5

! *_Family Planaing Program Development : 12

: Family Planning Service Delivery . : 12

i . Subtotal for Popuiation : : : (29)

! o B PUBLIC SECTOR GROUP - _ _

: Administration and Management ’ ’ - 206

: Subtotal for Public Sector - — (20)

g PROJECT DEVELOPMENT GROUP

- : Project TDevelopment and Support 3

? Subiotat for Project Davelopment 3

: ' TOTAL NUMBER OF ACTIVITY CODE ASSOCIATIONS FOR EVALUATIONS 395

|

|

I . Table 2-13. Relation of Evaluation to Functional Accounts -

: o : : ' : FY85-86 FY87-88 FY89-90

7 : Functional Accounts Review ~ Review Review

; Agriculture, Rural

Development and ' 52% ' 38% 56%

] || Nutrition - : '

; Educational and Human ' - _ _-

; Resource Development | = 14% ' 7% -

'~ || Healthand Population 14% 26% 13%

|| Special Development
j - |l Account, ie., Private

! : -Sector, Energy and the | 19% - 25% -
.~ || Environment _ '
| - {| Combination of Several | - |

Accounts B R - _ 25%

oo _ : 22



‘F. Special Interest Codes

The system A.LD. uses to identify the sectoral characteristics of its projects also contains
an element that is used to assess whether projects respond to special Agency and Congressional
concemns. As part of this effort, MSI obtained information on how the projects it examined
scored on several of these special interest codes. As is the case with sectoral activity co:des,'- '-
projects may bc'assigned a number of different codes. MSI coded an evaluation as having a

special interest as long as at least one project considered by that evaluation was coded as having

that inierest.

Of the special interest codes MSI examined, training was the code most frequently |
" associated with projects covered by evaluations the team reviewed. The frequency with which =

training and other special interest codes were associated with the 141 evaluations for which such

data was obtained is shown below in Table 2-14.

Table 2-14. Frequency with Which Special
Interests Appear in 141 Evaluations

. Percent of
, Number of Evaluations with
Special Interest Codes Evaluations Special Interest -
- Codes _
Training 94 67%
Institution Building 75 53%
“Rescarch 73 52% |
Private Voluntary 39 28%
Organization - _
Policy Reform 30 21%
Women in Development 29 21%

15587004
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G. Sources of Funds

The project and non-project activities examined by the evaluations MSI reviewed were

funded through a number of different foreign assistance accounts, including the Dcvclopmcnt

- Assistance account, wh1ch until recently has been divided into several functional accounts as

shown on Table 1-13: the Economic Support Fund; and a number of smaller forclgn assmtancc -
accounts. '

] 159 (or 63%) of the 251 evaluations for which financial profile information Was
' available examined projects funded through the Development Assistance.account’
.(DA J, which constitutes 27% of all U.S. bilateral ass:stance,

= Another 22 (or 9%) of the evaluanons examined projects: funded through the
~ Economic Support Fund (ESF), of which the Development Fund for Africa (DFA).

is techni ically considered a part, ESF, together with the DFA, accounts for roughly
66% ©of U.S. bilateral assistance. .

- Of the 22 evaluations that focused on ESF- financed activities, 15 Were

from the Near East Bureau; Africa and Asia each contributed 3; and thc N
ﬁn& 2 came from the Latin Amcnca and Caribbean Burcau

" 3(or 1%) of the evaluations focused on projects funded through the Internauonai o
Dlsaster Assistance account, a relatively small element of U.S. bilateral assistance.

. ‘The final 67 evaluations (27% of the total} were funded through a combination of

these accounts, with the most frequent funding combination in this category bcmg o

- DA and ESF.

- The largest set of evaluations in this final cluster, 40, came from Afnca
The Latin America and Caribbean Bureau conmbuted another 16.

H.  Funding Levels of the Activities Evaluated

Single- pro;ect and multi-project evaluations for which MSI acquired ﬁnancm mformauon -

covered projects with funding levels ra.ngmg from under $999 thousand to over $100 million, as-
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| Table 2-15 indicates. At the low end of this spectrum, 7 of the 13 evaluations in the under $1
million category examined projects in the Africa Bureau. At the high end, 16 of the 18
evaluations that examined activities worth over $100 million came, primarily from the Asia and

Near East Bureaus.

The average value of the projects examined by the evaluations MSI reviewed was found
1o be $24.5 million. On a bureau basis, the average value of projects examined by evaluations
- MSI reviewed ranged from a high of $39 million for PRE to a low of $13 million for Laﬁn_ _

‘America and the Caribbean, as Table 2-16 shows.

Table 2-15. Value of Projects and Non-Project
Assistance Activities Covered by the Evaluations

Value of Projects and . ]

_ - Non-Project Activities - Number Percent.
Under $999,999 o 3] 5%
$1 million $9,999,999 _ 74 30%

- $10 million to $24,999.999 o 88 . 35%
$25 million to $49,999,99¢ 38| : 15%
$50 million to $99,999,999 | 19 8%
Over $100 miltion | - 18| 7%
Tot_all Number of Evaluations for which e ' 250 100%
Data was available ' _

L. Share of the A.LD. Portfolio Examined by FY 1989 and FY 1990_Evaluat_i0ns

" In order 1o assess the degree to which the evaluations A.LD. had carried out in FY 1989 and
FY 1990 covered the agency’s portfolio, MSI queried A.LD.’s budget coffice concerning the total E

" number of projects active in FY 1990 and the total value of these projects. The answers that -
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were received were compared 1o the number of evaluations MSI had examined and the total value

of the projects assessed through those evaluations to create the rough estimates of the fraction

of its portfolio A.LD. evaluates shown in Table 2-17.

Table 2-16. Value of Projects and Non-Project

Activities Covered by Evaluations®

Total Value of Average Value of
Projects and Non- Projects and Non-
Project Activities Project Activities :
Covered by Covered by Evaluation Lir
Evaluation (In Thousands) ||
Number of (In Thousands)
Bureau Evaluations ' _
Asia ' ' a7 | $1,595,135 . 833939
‘Near East 17 1,231,395 76,962 1
Latin America and the ; 67 873,572 13,308 | :
Caribbean |
Africa 66 1,135,196 17,191
R&D 39 872,808 | 22,379
FHA 5 94976 ' 18,995
PRE ' 5 198038 | . 39.607
[ TowmlAverage T 246 $6,001,120 |  $24,494

Table 2-17. Share of the A.LD. Portfolio Evaluated through

FY 1989 and FY 1990 Evaiuations

Nuamber of

Value of Projects (Life of -

Project Value or Obligations, ||
. _ Prajects Whichever is Greater) -
Half of the Level and Value of Evaluations More than 123 $3 billion.
incleded in the FY 1989 and FY 1990 Review i
End of Year Agency Totals for FY 1990 1910 $38 billion
One-Year Equivalent of The Percent of A.LD.’s - 6.5% 7%
Portfolio That was Evaluated ' _ __J :

s The number of evaluanons in this table is shightly lower than in Table 2-15 because MSI ehmmated
several situations where a project was examined by more than one evaluation from this calculation.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE COMPLETENESS OF A.LD. EVALUATIONS

As the A.LD. Evaluation Handbook makes clear, an evaluation report is not complete
unless it contains an evaluation scope of work; a discussion of the data coliection and analysis
methods that were used, and an A.LD. Evaluation Summary.® The completeness of A.LD.’s

FY89 and FY90 evaluations, in all of these regards, is summarized below.
A.  Evaluation Scopes of Work

The preparation of an evaluation scope of work is the responsibility of the organizational

unit that sponsors an evaluation. As the A.LD. Evaluation Handbook indicates:

" The scope of work is critical to obtaining the type of information needed. It must
articulate as clearly and precisely as possible the questions managers need addressed
- through an evaluarion. Experience clearly demonstrates that the time and effort required
for writing a sound scope of work acceptable to host country as well as A.LD. managers
is easily jusiified by improvements in the quality, utility and acceptance of the evaluanon a
results."” : o

In reviewing the 268 evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 evaluation data base, MSI noted
whether evaluation repbrts contained full or partial scopes of work. As Table 3-1 indicates, 74%-
of the evaluations were found to contam either a full or- partial scope of work. The fact that

scopes of work were not included in evaluation reports cannot be taken to mean that such'

¢ A.LD.’s FY85- 86 evaluation review, which examined the completencss of these reports in greatcr
dctall used a longer list of items to judge report adequacy, including the presence of a table of contents and
executive summary. MST’s rating form examined the subset of items included on the FY85-86 completcness llSt
whxch seemed to be cnucal for A.LD. evaluations, as opposed to reports in general. : :

7 Agency for International Development, A.i.D. Evaluation Handbook, Supplement to Chaptcr 12,

“ALD. Handbook 3 Prmect Assistance, Washington, D.C., 1989, Section 3.5.
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documents did not exist. It simply means that 26% of the evaluations failed to comply with this

A.LD. evaluation requirement.

" Table 3-1. Frequency with which Evaluations
Had a Full or Partia! Scope of Work

Evaluation for ' . Percent of __
Which There was Totai Number - Evgluatiens for - |}
_ a Fuli or Partial of Burean - Which There was"
Bureaus _ Scope of Work Evaluations a Scope of Work
Asia - 2 51 82%
Near East 13 17 ' 72%
Latin America and the Caribbean . 53 1 e8 8%
Africa ' o 45 ; 67 67%
R&D _ - 30 I 39 "%
FHA ' . 4 -5 - 80%
“PRE - o - _ 2 _ 5 - 40% B
Large Multi-project Evaluations 9 16 56% |
All Evaluations - - 198 268 4% J} -

Single-project evaluations, as a .group, were found to contain - scopes _()f work mni:)re "
“frequently than were multi-project evaluations. As Table 3-1 illustrates, one of the clusters 'of '

‘projects for which scopes of work seemed to be lacking was the set of 16 large, multi-project

evaluations that were listed in Table 2-1. In addition, reviews of "lessons learned,” which terid. .

. to drawn upon the ﬁndmgs of existing evaluvations, frequently failed to include scopes of work S

- Among the reglonal bureaus, evaluations that focused on projects in Africa seemed to 1ack scopes '-
more often than did evaluanons of projects in other regions. The same was true for PRE a

bureau for which the data base includes only a small sample of evaluations.

_ MSL also found that evaluations that examined projects with a high dollar value had
scopes of . work more frequently, on a percentage basis; than did evaluations that exammed

'pm}ects of lesser value. Of the evaluanons that examined projects valued at under $1 mlllmn
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only 61% conained scopes of work. At the other end of the spectrum, 83% of the evaluations

of projects valued at over $10 million contained scopes of work.

Recognizing A.LD.’s interest in taking gender issues into consideration as projects are
designed and in the course of evaluations, MSI raters noted when evaluations indicated that

women had been consulted as the scope of work for an evaluation was developed. The number |

of times such references were found may weli understate the frequency with which this type of | B

consultation occurred, since there is no requirement for scopes of work or evaluations to indicate
whether women participated de'veloping'the initial plans for an evaluation. With that caveat in
mind, MSI notes that only 12 evaluations (5%) in the data base reported that women had been

consulted as evaluation scopes of work were prepared.

Companng the evaluanons included in this FY89 and FY 90 evaluation review to
evaluauons included in earlier reviews, MSI found that the frequency with which scopes of work,l B
are included in evaluation reports has steadily risen. As Table 3-2 indicates, that improveme_nt-

has been substantial. .

Table 3-2. Share of Evaluations that Include Scopes
~ of Work Across Several Evaluation Reviews

Number of : Percent that ;
_ Evaluations included a f
Evaluation Reviews Received Scope of Work =
[ FY 85-86 Review | 212 | 49% ]
FY 87-88 Review _ - 287 : 54%
FY 89-90 Review 268 _ 74%

B.  Descriptions of Evaluation Methods in Evaluation Reports

* The methods used for gathering and analyzing evaluation data directly affect the validity ©

and credibility of evaluation conclusions and recommendations. For this reason, the AlD.
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Evaluation Handbook requires that evaluation reports include a description of an evaluation’s

methodology, i.e., a brief summary of what information was gathered by an evaluation, how that

information was obtained during an evaluation, and how it was analyzed.

In scoring the evaluations it reviewed, MSI made a distinction between (1) cvaluatio;_is_ '
which presented a discussion of both data collection and data analysis methods and (2) those
- which discussed only data collection. While evaluations in the former category were considered

to be in full compliance with A.LD.’s requirement, those in the latter group were not.

Overall 234 (87%) of AID.’s FY&9 and FY90 evaluatlons were found to contam
explanations of their methodology. However, only 30 (11%) of these 268 evaluations mcluded
methodology sections which discussed both data collection and data analysis and were thereby _
in full compliance with A.LD.’s requirements. Another 204 (76%) of the evaluations mcluded -

methodology sectlons that only discussed data collection.

Table 3-3 displays information on a bureau basis with respect to the inclusion of
methodology sections in evaluation reports. Most of the bureaus for which MSI had relanvely
large numbers of evaluations’ did well with respect to this reqmrcment Evaluations of pro_;ccts
in the Africa Bureau did less well than the overall average for including discussions of cvaluaupn

methods in evaluation reports.

With respect to evalaation types, approxim’étely the same 'proportion.' of interim and final
- or ex-post evaluations contained methodology sections. - However, evaluations differed, asf__ei |
- function of number of skills p_reéent on an evaluation team, with respect to the frequency w1th -
wh'ich-'they presented methods sections. Nearly 95% of the evaluations with teams that
incorpo;ate four or m_ofe. skills included methodology sections. Teams that wcre'characterizod

as offering only one skill presented evaluation methods discussions only 65% of the time.
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Table 3-3. Degree to Which Evaluations Described the Data
‘Collection and Analysis Methods That Were Used

Table 3.4. Frequency with which A.LD. Evaluations
- Discuss Evaluation Methods

Full
Description of
Evaluation -
Methods (Data Partial | Total Number Percent -
Collection and | Description of || of Evaluations Total of of with '
Analysis Methods (Data || With Methods Bureau Methods ||
- Bureaus cedures) Collection Only) Sections .Evaluations | . Sections -
Asia 8 39 47 51 92%
Near East 1 13 14 17 82%
Latin Armerica and the - o j
Caribbean 13 48 61 68 W%
Africa 1 52 53 67 9% ;|-
R&D 2 35 37 39 95%
FHA 1 4 5 5 100%

-l prRE ~ 4 4 5 80%
Large Multi- .
Project Evaluations 4 9 13 16 81% | |
All Evaluations 30 204 234 268 81%.

" Evaluation Methods * Number of Evaluations Percent that Included a Discussion *
: ; - Received ' of Evaluation Methnds

FY 85-86 Review 212 5%

FY 87-88 Review 287 76%

FY 89-90 Review 268 8% .

'Table 3-4 compares the findings for this evaluation review to previous evaluation reviefws

‘with respect to the inclusion of evaluation methods discussions.
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From the data, it appears that evaluations are improving in terms of the frequency with which

they include- discussions of evaluation methods. However, as Table 3-3 indicates the ma]onty

_of these discussions are incomplete. They do not conform to A.L.D.’s requirement to describe

 data analysis as well as data collection procedures.

C . A.LD. Evaluation 'Summa'ries

Al ID evaluation summaries, which present ALD.’s comments on an evaluation as well -

as a follow-up plan have been required in one form or another for nearly twenty years

'Nevertheless, only 132 (49%) of the 268 evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 data base were

accompanied by A.LD. Evaluation Summaries.

~In this regard it is worth noting that the boxes cf evaluation documents MSI received -
from A.LD. contained a number of A.LD. Evaluation Summaries which were not attached to
evaluation reports. In some cases, MSI was able to determine that some evaluation reports and

A. LD, Evalua;tion Summaries that had different A.LD. card catalogue numbers actually refe:rre'd-'

- to the same evaluation. Where reports and summaries referred to the same evaluanon, _MSI_

lmked them together and treated them as or : document for the purpose of thlS review.

- 'ALD.’s FY87-88 evaluation review also pointed out the fact that A.I.D.'evaleations and o

their Evaluatien Summaries were apparently being entered into A.ILD.’s library usiﬁg differem'

- card catalogue numbers. MSI’s experience with the FY89 and FY90 evaluanon in CDIE’

possessmn suggests that htﬂe has been done to eorrect this problem.

- Of the 132 FY 89 and FY90 evaluauons that included A.LD. Evaluatlon Summanes 443._ -

_ (33%) indicated that their preparauon had been preceded by a formal evaluanon review in wh1ch !
ALD. staff exa.mmed the evaluation’s findings and recommendanons and reached decmons

_' concumng fO].IOW“le actions.
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Table 3-3 presents a frequency distribution by bureau showing that evaluations of projects
in the Asia Bureau were accompanied by evaluation summaries 71% of the time. This was far
mor_e'frequent than the average for the Agency as a whole. Interim evaluations and evaluations
of single projects did.sligh_tly better than the Agency-wide average of 49% for turning in A.LD.

‘Evaluation Summaries, while final and ex-post evaluations and multi-project evaiuationsgd'id
slightly worse. ' .

Comparing the frequency with which evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 data base V:VGE '
accompamed by A.LD. Evaluation Summanes to the findings of prior evaluauon rev1ews, it
appears that A.LD.’s performance 18 worse today than it was five years ago. There has been |

overall decline in the frequency with which A.LD. Evaluation Summanes are submlrted as TabIe

3 6 111ustrates
Tabie 3-5. Frequency with which Evaluation Report.é
were A_ceompanied by Evaluation Summaries
L - Number for Which ) I-'_ermhicil
~ an Evaluation Total of All an _Evelnation .
| Summary was . Bureau Suhlmary'.was.g-'f '
Bureaus . - Submitted ~ Evaluations ~ | Submitfe_d
Asia - o ) % I - %
Near East — " | Ky _ 17 - 53%
Latin America and the Cari_bbean | 32 68 “6%
.' Africa - 34 _ '67_'”_- | 51%
R&D DR B
PRE — T T 5| 2%
Large Maulti-project Evaluations ._ _ 2 B { T ' '13%'
All Evaluations - | T 132 %8 | ..'49%
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Table 3-6. Share cf the Evaluations that are

Accompanied by A.LD. Evaluation Summaries

Number of Evaluations

Percent that Included

- 268

~ Evaluation Re;/-iews Reviewed A.LD. Eveluation
| Summary
FY 85-86 Review 212 58% -.
FY 87-88 Review 287 64%
FY 89-90.Review 25%

Lookmg across these three measures of comphance it appears that there may be some |
-tendency for evaluations that are cornplete in one regard :o be complete in other ways as well
Thus, for example, MSI found there was a greater tendency for evaluations to mclude ALD.

Evaluanon Summanes whe'z a scope of work was also present. Of the 132 evaluanons for whlch -

-evaluam_)n summaries were submitted, 78% also contained either a complete or partial scope of L

work.
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CHAPTER FOUR

EVALUATION COVERAGE AND OBJECTIVES

- As the A.LD. Evaluation Handbook points out:

"The primary purpose of monitoring and evaluation is to assist the managets' of

~development activities to make well-informed decisions. Monitoring and evaluaton must-
‘meet the information requirements of managers at different organizational levels within

the Agency and, correspondingly, the information requirements of their counterparts.
Although the types of information needed by managers at different levels are often similar
or complzmenmry each organizational level also has its own specific mformat;on_

requirements. ‘Therefore, it is A.LD.’s policy to support a variety of monitoring and
evaluation activities to obtain the range of information needed by Agency and counterpart

managers."®

In pracnce the types of management 1nformat10n that evaluations provlde are a funcnon

- of their sponsorshlp, timing, coverage and objecuves This section reviews MSI’s findmgs with.

respect to each of these defining characteristics.

A

The Sponsorship of A.LD. Evaluations

There is a great deal of flexibility within A. ID' ’s evaluation system  with .respe'(:t to |

evalnation sponsorshlp ‘While the system’s basic demgn encourages hne managers to arrange '

for the evaluauon of their own pI'O_]CCtS on an interim and final basis, other orgamzanonal umts

- also become involved in these activities. Bureau-level evaluation offices in rcglona_l and ccntral .

bureaus, as well as CDIE itself, often sponsor complex evaluations. At the same time, several

ambitious evaluations of entire mission portfolios have been sponsored by the missions

themselves. .

'- $ ALD. ‘Evaluation Handbook, Sectidh 1. This perspective on the purposes of evaluation in A.LD. |

“wasina 1990 ALD. paper on "The A.LD. Evaluation System: Past Performance and Future Directions”, whlch

- 1558006
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MSP’s review of A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations illustrates the diversity of
evaluation sponsorship found within A.ILD. As Table 4-1 indicates, overseas missions
independently sponsored the 163 (61%) of the 268 evaluations in the data base. Regional and
: c_ehtr_a_l_ bureaus which have direct responsibility for projects independently sponsored 73 (27%)

of these evaluations. In addition, a number of instances were found where more ihan one -

organizational unit participated as an evaluation sponsor.

Table 4-1. Organizational Sponsors of Evaluations
Examined Through This Study

| Organizati-onal Unit within A.LD, ' Number _J_ -.Percéﬁt _
USAID Mission Acting Alone 163 T - 61%' ]
Regional Burcaus Acting Alone . IR 2 | 8%

S & T Acting Alone - - % | 4%
Other Central Bureau (FHA or PRE) Acung Alone - _ 13 5%

CDIE Acung Alone - : - _ 7 T 3%:
Combinations of any of the above, acting together - 2 o am
Can’t Tell _ - _ B sa% ;
Total R - ! e8| 100%

In order to determine the frequency with which evaluations are ”sclf—sp_onso_rcd“_f, ie.,

financed by the bureau that is responsible for the funding and management of ‘the projétt or

* projects those evaluations examined, MSI compared information on evaluation. sponsor‘ship" o :

data on 'pr(iject ownershlp" for the 251 evaluations on which it had financial data. Table 4,2 _
prcscnts the rcsults of this companson As the table suggests, 85% of A.LD.’s evaluatzons are .
self-sponsored Evaluanons that were not "self-sponsored” include, by way of example six -

reviews of "lessons leamed sponsored by CDIE on behalf of the Agcncy as a whole.
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Table 4-2. Relationship Between Project
Financing and Evaluation Sponsorship

Self-Sponsored
Evaluation Self-Sponsored
(Evatuations Evaluations as
Total Number of sponsored by the - Percent of All
Bureaus Evaluations Bureau that funded | pyalyations for a

the activities) Bureau -
Asia 51 _ 42 82%
Near East | 17 16 94%
Latin America and the Caribbean 67 57 85%
Africa 3 ' 67 58 - 87%
R&D 39 35 - 9%0%
FHA ' o | 5 . 3 . 60%
PRE | 5 3 60%
“TOTAL - 251 | 214 85%

MSI’s ﬁndmgs concermng the.’ ‘self-sponsorship™ of evaluations are completely consrstent :

w1th the guldance ALD. provides to its bureaus and missions. As noted already, the basic

purpose of evaiuatlon in A.LLD. is to provide managers with the mformanon they need.

| B. . Evaluation Types and Timing

A.LD.’s evaluation system recognizes the immediate and longer-term purposes evaluation's- :
can serve, but it dees not claim that every evaluation can serve all po;enual purposes, or be of
equal utility to pro;ect managers overseas and those who supervise geographic and techinical

portfolios from Washington. - Over the- years, several categories of A.LD. evaluations :h_ave -

- evolved. EXpectatiOns concerning these evaluations are summarized below. As -eubsequent-' o

secnons of th1s report mdlcate the coverage of these evaluations did not always conform to

expcctauons
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= Interim evaluations, which are undertaken during the financial life of projects
- and programs. These evaluations are often designed to provide information that
can be used to guide on-going activities.

n Final evaluations are undertaken at the end of the financial life of projects, or
' when a follow-on project is contemplated. "Final" evaluations may take place
"even though the pro_]ect may have a year or more to run before its (financial -
termmatlon date)."®

m  Ex-post evaluatlons are undertaken at some point after A.LD.’s funding. for a -
- project has ceases. These evaluations often move beyond implementation issues

to ask whether ob]ecnves were achieved and whether activities and benefits are

being sustained in the absence of A.LD. funding. Both final and ex-post

evaluations are expected to prov1de information that helps with the formulanon of .

future. projects and programs.

@ Reviews of "lessons learned" usually draw upon a number of evaluations in a

particular geographic area or technical field. These evaluation studies atternpt to-

aggregate the information generated by evaluations of specific projects and
programs and present it in a form that is of potential use to policy makers as well

‘as 1o those who are designing new projects and programs: - '

In numerical terms, these evaluation categories have formed something of a pyramid for '

- which large numbers of interim evaluations serve as a foundation. Historically, the vast majority

of interim evaluations have dealt with a single project Or'program. Final and ex-post evaluations

~ form a second and smaller tier of the-pyramid At the top rest the relatively few réviéWs of
" "lessons learned” that A.LD. completcs each year In contrast to interim evaluanons reviews of -

“lessons- Ieamcd almost by definition, tend to examine multiple projects or programs.

Of the 268 FY89 and FY90 evaluations that MSI examined, 159 (59%)'tumed out fib be:

interim' evaluations, as Table 4-3 indicates. Final evaluanons constituted the second largcst

: clustcr accounting for 25% of the data base. Ex-post evaluations were few in number as were

reviews of "lessons learned”. In addition, 8% of the data base could not be clasmﬁed accordmg |

to these four basic evaluation types.

? Ivid., Appendix D, p.8.
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Evaluations by Type

Table 4-3. Distribution of FY 89 and FY 90

- Type of Evaluation Number Percentage
Interim: 159 59%
Final 68 25%
Ex Post - 6 2%
Lessons Learned 13 - : 5%
Other B e 0 4%
Cam't Tell | | o - 2. 5%
"TOTAL. S 3 268 100% |

Companng these findings to the ﬁndlngs of previous evaluation reviews, it appears that,i'

the share of interim evaluations was shghtly lower than had been the case in prior TeViews,’ ‘as

Table 4-4 indicates. Pmal cvaluanons also declined somcwhat as did ex-post evaluauons Thd

category in which the FY 89 and FY90 review showed an increase was an "other evaluatlons CHENE |

category, whlch mcludcs reviews of "lessons learned".

" Table 4-4. Perce_ntége of Evaluations by.Evaluatio'n Type
Across Several Evaluation Reviews

- ‘Evaluation Interim Final =~ -Ex-Post. . th__er g
 Reviews Evaluations Evaluations | Evaluations Evaluations ji-
FY 85-86 Review 0% 30% 7% 3%
FY §7-88 Review 69% 29% . 2%
| FY 89-90 Review 59% 25% 2% 14%

- Looking at the types of evaluétions it had rc'viéwed from a geographic pérSpective‘, MSI'

. found that of the final and ex-post evaluations, which together account for 28% of the data base

_more were. focused on projects in the Latln America and the Canbbean Bureaun than was the case '
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for other bureaus. Table 4-5 shows the distribution of different types of evaluations by
bureaus.’® The share of evaluations of FHA Bureau projects that fell in these categories was
also high, but the total number of evaluations focusing on activities within this bureau was small.
Also of note is the fact that over half of the large multi-project evaluations that MSI analyzed

as a separate group fall into the reviews of "lessons learned” category.
C.  The Coverage of A.LD. Evaluations
- The coverage of an evaluation, for purposes of this report, refers to the number of projects

examined by an evaluation and their concentration in a single country or distribution across: .

several countries. The vast majority of FY89 and FY90 evaluations were found to limit t_hcir‘

coverage to a single A.LD. project. Of the evaluations in the data base, 84% fell into this

category, as Table 4-6 illustrates. This finding is similar to that of the FY87-88 review, in which
89% of the evaluations dealt with a single project. Evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 data base
which focused on muitiple projects were found to be evenly divided between those undértak_en _

within a single country and those in which projects in several countries were examined.

- Table 4-7 presents the distribution of evaluations in the data base by their type and scope.
A total of 143 evaluations, or 53%, were interim evaluations that dealt with progress in a single
- A.LD. project. Of these 143 evaluations, 101 (70%) can be characterized as exatﬁining projécts"
that are “mission-owned", i.e., financed and managcd by bilateral missions overseas rather than

regional offices or Washington bureaus.

0 m this table, as in many others in this report, the 16 large multi-project evaluations, listed in Table .
~2-1, for which no financial data was collected, are displayed on a separate line. - As previously noted, this
approach helps in identifying the characteristics of the most ambitious of A.LD.’s evaluations, while it slightly
understates the share of evaluations dealing with projects financed by the Latin America and Caribbean Burean

(LAC). The slight distortion caused by this choice of data presentation was viewed as being worth the trade-oft .- . =

in terms of information potentially gained concerning A.LD.’s largest and most complex evaluations.
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Table 4-5. Types of Evaluation by Bureau

Final and Ex-Post

Other Evaluations/ .

g o _ l "Lessons Learned" Total
Interim Evaluations Jj Evaluations ' Syntheses Can’t Teil Number of
- e _ l _ Bureay
. Bureau : _ Percent of Percent of - || Percent of Evaluations
Number Bureau . Number Bureau Number Bureau Number Percent of _
_(159) * Total (14) Total (13) Total (22) _Bureau Total
Asia 39 76% 9 18% 1 2% 2 a% 51
| Near Bast 6 35% 5 29% 1 % 5 29% 17
C C . S . i
Latin American and 34 50% 27 40% B § 1% 6 %% 68
the Caribb¢an . '
Africa 46 69% | 16 24% 0 . 5 % 67
|R&D 2 67% 1 28% 0 : 2 5% 39
FHA 2 0% 2 40% 0 : 1 20% 5
PRE 2 40% 1 20% i 20% 1 20% 5
Large Mulii-Project 4 25% 3 19% 9 S6% 0 i 165
Evaluations . '
Ik




Table 4-6. Coverage of Evaluations Included in the Review

Evaluation Coverage Number Percent
Single Project 224 84% '
Multiple Projects in a Single Country 19 7%
Multiple Projects in Several Countries ' 19 ' T%
Oher - 6 2%
TOTAL _ -! 268 _ 100%

D.  The Purposes of A.LD. Evaluations

As MSP’s review proceeded, it became clear that the term “evaluation purpose” has two

meanings, both of which warranted review:

= The first way in which an eva‘iuation communicated its purpose was through a
formal statement of its intentions, €.g., to examine project performance, or impact,

or both

= The second way in which evaluation purposes were revealed, albeit implicitly, was
in the scope of an evaluation’s eonclusions and recommendations. While sdm‘e '
evaluations only commented on the project that had been evaluated, others denved

1rnpheat10ns and lessons at the sectoral Ieve1 or on a multi-sectoral basis.

In the paragraphs below, the findings of the evaluation review with respect these two

d1fferent perspectives on evaluation purposes are rewewed
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Table 4-7. Scope Of Evaluations

Can't Tell

. <I Evaluatlon ol' a [waluahon of Several B Evaluation of .Other Evaluations - Total by
Type of E'va!_uation__ - Single Project Projects in One Country fi - Several Cnun!ri_es _ ' Evaluation Type
| Number Percent Number Percent _Numbcr Percent Number -| Percent

(224) of Type (19) of Type (19) of Type (6) of Type
Interim Evaluation 143 90% 3% 7 4% 4 3% 159
Final Evaluation - 59 87% 6 9% 3 4% 0 - 68
Ex-Post Evaluation - 3 50% i 17% 2 33% 0 . 6
“Lessons Learned” 4 31% 3 23% 5 38% " 1 8% 13
Syntheses
Other Evaluations/ - 15 68% 4 - 18% 2 9% 1 5% 22




1. The Stated Objectives of Evaluations

_ While 2 goed deal can be inferred about an evaluation’s objectives from its timing and
' coverage, A.LD. also requires that each evaluation include a clear statement of its pl_lrpose.11
| Among the FY89 and FY90 evaluations, MST found that evaluation purposes were identified for_ :
virtually all (99%) evaluations. Differences between bureaus with regard to the inclusion ofa

- clear statement of purpose were minor as were differences by type of evaluation.

In the evaluation literature as well as in A.LD. documents dealing with evaluation, it is _
frequently. suggested that interim evaluations: limit their 1nvest1gat10n to management - and |
_ 1mplementat10n issues, while final and ex-post evaluations move beyond these issues to examme- -
quesuons of impact and atiribution. In order to examine these prcposmons empmcally, MSI
* clustered the detailed statements of evaluation purposes listed in its review form into three

primary groups__and coded the FY89 and FY90 evaluations as belonging to only one group, 51._e.:

- A set of evaluations that stated their intent to examine only. rnanagement and
' implementation issues. '

~ ® A setof evaluations that cited an examination of management and implementation .
issues as well as other purposes, including, for example, an assessment of the .
prospccts for rephcatmg a project or program in othcr countries; and '

L _A set of evaluations that cited pulposes other than, and excludmg an exammauon
of management and 1mp1ememauon issues.

Of the 268 evaluations in the data base, 221 (82%) stated that an eXaminatiori of :
_management and implementation issues was one purpose of the evaluation. However, these were
normally not the only objectives on which evaluations focused. In fa_ct; only 45 (17%) of the 221
thet cited management and impl.em_entation purpose indicated these were the only purpose o;f' an .
evaluation. | Ta_ble 4-8 illustrates this point. It also indicates when other purposes,% —o'r

| 'combinaﬁons_'qf purposes were identified. Table 4-9 identifies illustrative purposes, beyoﬁd an

"' A.LD. Evaluation Handbook., op. cit., Section 3.5 and Appendix B.

1558006 - o - ' 44



examination of management and implementation issues, for which evaluations were reportedly

undertaken. Some evaluations cited more than one of these purposes.

Table 4-8. Purpose for which Evaluations Were Carried Out

Purposes for which Evaluations Were Carrled
Out Nuomber of Evaluations Percent

Only Managemeny/Impiementation Purposes 45 17%
Managememﬂmplcmcmauon Purposes and Other 176 65% N i
ZOther Purposes, without regard 10 -~ 45 : 17%
Management/Implementation Concerns _

None of the Above | 2 _ 1%

All Evaluations _ 268 - 100%

Tabie 4-9. Frequency with which Illustrative Purposes Other than
- Management/Implementation Reasons Were Cited
as at Least One Reason for Conductmg Evaluations
L L . Number of Times | Percent of Evaluati'oli'- )
_ Appropriateness of the Project Design .| Reason was Cited Citing this Reason -

Decide whether to continue or terminate. a project . 34 13% |

Assess overall Atainment of Project Purposes and Goals 18 7%

Determine Project Effectiveness in Achxevmg its Outputs | |

and Purpose 28 _ - 10%
Redesign the Project - | 24 9%

Facilitate design of Follow-on Project 55 ) 21%.

Provide Input for the Des1gn of Slmllar or Related : | o

Projects. - - _ 44 16% _
Assess Prospects for Replication Elsewhere o 16 ' - 6% “ J '
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_Wi_th respeét 1o the evaluation purposes claimed by different types of evaluations, data

from the evaluation rev_iéw suggest that the conventional wisdom on this topic is not completely

accurate. Among the 159 interim evaluations A.LD. undertook, only 33 (21%) were scored as =

having only management and implementation purposes. The majority of A.LD.’s impact
evaluations, 111 {70%) out of 159 cited purposes in addition to a review of management and -
‘implementation issues, and 14 (9%} of these interim evaluations indicated that their purposes did

not even include an examination of management and implementation issues.

Findings for final and ex-post evaluations also ran somewhat counter to conventional
| wisdom. Of the 68 final evaluations in the data base, 57 (84%) included, rather than excluded,
an examination of management and implementation issues among their purposes, as did 3 (5_0'%')_
- of the 6 ex-post evaluations in the data base. Even reviews of "lessons leamed‘f occasiorially
included an examination of management and implementation issues. Management and =
implementation issues were reportedly considered in 5 (63%) of the 13 evaluations in:this o

category.
2. Implicit Objectives of Evaluations
CAll cvaluations in A.LD. are expec'ted to formuiate recommendations and to draw out the

lessons that have been learned through an evaluation. Zvaluations that reach beyond the projccts

they cxamme t0 comment upon future projects, sectoral issues or mult- sectoral matters are

'potennally of use o' a vancty of audiences within A.ID. and in host countries. From a

management 1nf0rmat10n perspectlvc they are dlfferent from evaluauons that comment only on

the projects they exammed.

The evaluation literature suggests, somewhat inaccurately, that interim evaluations fel_id 5
to be limited to an examination of management and implementation issues. This implies -itha'.t
interim evaluations of individual projects have little of relevance to saly to anyone outside of '._the-. '
immediate project context. MSI’s evaluation review sought to test the validity of thlS -

_proposition.
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Irrespective of their stated objectives, data from the evaluation review suggests that the
majority of A.LD.’s evaluations reach no further in their implications than the immediate project
or program they examined. At most, they claim that their conclusions and recommendations can

be applied to other projects of ‘a similar nawre.

As Table 4-10 indicates, 112 (429%) of the 268 evaluations in the data base limited their
concl'.u'si.Ons and recommendations to the projects they had examined. In _93. (35%) of the
evaluations, evaluation tearhs also drew explicit lessons or coﬁclusions from the prdjects-;hey- _ :
eveluated.for' orojects which were similar to those they had examined. Only 61 (23%) of the .
~FY89 and FY90 evaluations reached beyond the project level to comment on broader i issues. ‘Of -
these, 50 evaluations noted implications at the sectoral level while only 11 reached conclusmns' -
'that had 1mphcat10ns for muitiple sectors. On a bureau basw, Table 4-11 shows the nequencv_ ‘
- .with which evaluanons that reached beyond the pl‘O_]CCt level in Lhen' conclusmns and

recommendamns

Table 4-10. Evaluatior Implications Beyond the Project Level

. Levels of Conclusions, - o " Number |- Percent
Only the Project that was evaluated | | '._112 '4.2%'
~'Only the project that was evaluated and similar projects - - | 93 35% &
Sectoral level issues as well as the project or program . o _ | 50 E : -18% j
Multi-sectoral issues as well as the project or program _ : 11 4w
Evaluation did not provide clear conclusions or recommendation s 2 | 1% | '
| Al Evaluations o - | b 28 | 100% 0

Whlle the overall percentage of evaluauons that offer A.LD. managers conclusmns and'-

' recommendatlons reaching beyond the project level is somewhat low, a detaﬁed exammatmn of _' - CoEL T

these 61 projects provides some useful 1n31ghts about the kinds of evaluauons that are yleldmg

this type of 1n‘0rmat10n



Table 4-11. Distribution of Evaluations with
Implications Beyond the Project Level

Bureau Sectoral-Level Conclusions l[ Multi-Sector Conclusions
_ : Number Percent | Number | 'Perceht
Asia 13 26% 3 2%
Near East 2 4% . -
Latin American and 15 30% 2 18%
the Caribbean
Africa 12 249, 1 9%
'R&D 3 6% ; -
PRE ] . " . ]
Large Multi-Project 5 10% s - 46%
Evaluations ' : '
All Evaluations g 50 100% 11 100%

| Of the 50 evaluations that reached conclusmns ‘at the sectoral Ievcl 40 (80%) werc

evaluanons of smgle pro;ects, as were 4 (36%) of the evaluations that reached multl—scctoral_. :

: conclu_s:ons.. None of the 19 cvaluanons. of mulnple projects across several countries prov;;_lcd-
. multi.—_se.c_mral conclusions and only 1 of tthc evaluations reached 'c_onclusions at the sectoral :

level.

With feSpect to evaluation typés 27 (54%) of the 50 evaluations that reachéd sectbral

onclusmns were mteri’n evaluauons and 22 of these evaluations were of "nuss:on owned“'

' bilateral- prcgects rather than projects funded and managed by regional offices or Washmgtonf- PR

 bureaus.  In addition, 5 (46%) of the 11 evaluations that reached multi-sectoral conciusmns were -

. mtenm evaluat:ons, and four of thcsc were m1ss10n—owncd’ bilateral projects . None of the 6

- ex-post cvaluanons in the data base reached multi-sectoral conclusions and only 2 (18%) of the

| 68 final cvaluat:tons in the data base did so. Reviews of "lessons learned" reached mulu-sectoral,'- -

conclusmns in 3 out of 13 evaluations, and scctoral conclusions in only 2 evaluations.



What these detailed findings suggest is that the sources of evaluation conclusions and

‘recommendations that have significance at the sectoral and multi-sectoral level are varied and not




selects ~This chapter describes the composition of A.1D.’s evaluation teams. It also examines . -

the skills team members bring to their task and the way in whlch technical knowledge and

CHAPTER FIVE

TEAM COMPOSITION AND QUALIFICATIONS

-.evaluanon skills are blended on teams.

A

the msmbunon of ALD.’s evaluation teams by their size.. Only a small number of evaluauons' :
. were found to have very large evaluation teams, but two of these had 17 team’ members each

; At the other end of the spectrum 28 ( 10%) of the evaluations were found (Y] bave heen carned :

out by a smgle 1nd.w1dual

o sssoor

The Size of A.I.D.'Evalﬁation Teams |

The quality and ultimate uuhty of evaluations rest heavily on the evaluation teams A LD.

MSI s Teview of AL D $ FY89 and FY90 evaluations found that the majonty of AL D s

'FY89 and FY90 evaluations were carried out by teams of two to four people. Table 5-1 shows '

Table 5-1. Distribution of Evaluation Teams by Size

Number of People

‘Number of Evaluation

Percent of Teams in this _

~ on Team Teams of This Size Size Category .
1 - 28 0%
2 50 19%
3 49 18%
4 54 20%
5 28 11%
6or7 29 11%
8 or more 8 1%
Can’t Tell 22 8%
TOTAL - 268 | 100%.
50




B.  Team Structure and Composition

- This section examines the degree to which various U.S. and host country organizations,
including A.LD., contribute ieam members for evaluations undertaken by A.LD. The presence
of A.LD. staff members, and personnel from sponsoring host coun.try ministries on evaluation
teams opens the question of the degree to which A.LD.’s evaluations are "cxternat",'i.c., carried
out by individuals who are have not been involved in a project’s design or irnplemcntatidﬁ
versus “internal”, i.e., carried out by teams which include members of the pro}ect $ demgn or

implementation tearn. ThlS section takes up both of these issues in turn.
i The'Orga_nizational Composition of A.LD. Evaluation Teams

" In the course of its review of ALD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations, MSI separately
* examined the U.S. and host country composition of A.LD. evaluation teams. On.the U.S.f--_si'de,
contractors who are ﬁssociéted with U.S. firms were found to be involved in more évaluations
than were representatives from any other U.S. entity. The next most frequent member ')f'__
evaluanon teams, from an institutional perspective, was ALD. 1tse1f These levels are conmstent-'
with the findings of the FY 87-88 evaluation review. Table 5-2 illustrates the freq_uencyf_wnh-

- which Qaﬁous U.S. entides .'carri_'ed out evaluations. This table indicates when particular groups-
_ wbrked alone on an evaluation and when they worked as part of an evaluation team that incitxdé_d

~ representatives from several U.S. organizations.

On a bureau basis, MSI found that A.L.D. staff served as team members on 45% of the

: evaiuanons of pro;ccts in the Africa Bureau. This percentage is hlgher than the 29% rate of

ALD. staff pammpauon on teams for evaluations of projects in the Near East Bureau and the - ge

 13% rate of A.LD. staff participation on tcams for evaluations.of LAC Bureau projects, as Table
5-3 pomts out. '
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- TABLE 5-2. Nature of U.S. Participation on Evaluation Teams

U.S. Participation on Evaluation Teams Number Pef_cei:t '
ALLD. Staff Only 21 8%
ALD. Staff with Others 50 18%
Subtotal for A.LD. participation on team an ©6%)
U.S. COntr:ctors (Firms) Only 153 57%
- U.S. Personal Services Contractors (PSCs) only 10 4%
U.S. Universities only 5 2% 3
- Combinations of Non-A.LD. Evaluators 16 6%
Subtotal for no A.LD. participation on team | (184) 69%)
' U.S. Aspects of Team Composition Could not be Determined 13 5% |
TOTAL | B 28 | 100% |

Table 5-1. ALD. Pa_rticipation by Bureaun

Evaluations in Percent of - . B
Total Number Which A.LD. Staff Evaluations That
_ of Bureau . Participated as Included ALD. =
Bureau Evaluations - Team Members Team Members
Asia | | 51 13 25%
Near East | I 17 5 - 29%
Latin America and the Caribbean 6812 9 13%
- Africa o : 61 0 45%
R&D | 39 6 15%
FHA o 5 0 -
PRE 5 0 -
Multi-project Evaluations _ 16 8 50% __
i TOTAL -~ ol 268 o | 26% _—ﬂ
| N S

12

whxch ﬁnanmal data was not avallablc _
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With respect ‘to host country participation, MSI found that in 180 (67%) of the 268
evaluations it examined, there was no host country involvement on the evaluation team. Table -
5-4 shows the frequency with which personnel from the host country ministry that sponsored a
project served as team members. It also shows the frequency with which other host country

representatives Served on teams.

Table 5-5 shows the frequency with which host countwry personnel participated in A.LD.
evaluations on a bureau basis. As this table indicates, host country representatives participated
in evaluations as team members for projects in the Asia Bureau far more frequently than was the -

case for other bureaus. As Table 5-6 alsc incicates, the set of large multi-project evzluations,

- which MSI analyzed as a separate group, included host country team members on a rcla:iveiy s i

frequent basis. However, the majority of all muld-project evaluations on which host cénntry :
persbnnel participated were .those multi-project evaluations, whether large or small, that were
undertaken in a single country. Only 1 instance was noted where a. host country team mémbé:_r-
participated in a multi-project évaiuation thar was carried out in several countries. In tcfms of B |
the types of evaluations in which host country personnel participated, Table 5-6 indicates that

56% of the evaluation teams on which host country personnel served were teams for interim

‘evaluations.
Table 5-4. Host Country Participation on Evaluation Teams
Host Country Participation Number of Percent of
on Evaluation Teams Evaluations 'Evaluation
Personnel from the _ o 29 ' 11%
Sponsoring Ministry _ _
Personnel from Other Clearly Defined Host Country 35 13%
Institutions, e.g. Other Ministries, Firms, etc. '
Other Host Country Personnel, : 24 9%
Institutional Affiliation Unclear _ _
Subtotal for Host Participation Teams . 88 33%
- No Host Couﬁtry Tnivolvement on Team ' 180 - 67%
Total - - 268 100%

15M- . . 53



Table 5-5. Frequency with Which Bureau Evaluations
Include Host Country Personnel as Team Members

Percent of Bureau
Evaluation in
Host Participation Which Host
as Evaluation Total Bureau Personnel Served
Bureau - Team Member Evaluations - on Teams

Asia 25 51 49%
Near East 6 ' 17 35%
Latin America and the Caribbean 20 68 - 29%
Africa 25 67 3%
R&D 2 39 _ 5% .
FHA 2 5 40%
PRE 0 5 a .
Multi-project Evaluations 8 16  50%
TOTAL 88 268 26%

‘Of interest also is the fact that there was a good deal of overlap between ALD. and host .

country: participation on evaluation teams. Of the 71 evaluations ‘in which A.LD. staff
: part1¢1p&ted 32 (45%) also included host country téam members. Stated in a slightly mffcrent
way, A.LD. staff served as team members in 32 (36%) of the 88 evaluations in which host '

country nationals were reported to have been on the evaluation team.

2. The Frequency_With A.LD. Evaluations are "Internal"” Versus "External" ‘in

Character

In the A.L.D. Evaluation Handbook the advantages and drawbacks of "internal” evaluajtions.

are carefully oudined and A.LD.’s policy on this issue is set forth. Simply put, ALD.
encourages "internal” evaluations, or the participation of members of a project’s implementation.
staff, on interim evaluations. A.LD. specifically discourages this type of involvement on final -

and ex-post evaluations.
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Table 5-6. Host Country Participation

as Evaluation Team Members

Percent of

Total Number of Evaluation Tmn_ls
Fina! or Ex | Teams on Which on Which Host
Mid-Term Post Other Host Personnel Country Persoinel
Host Country Personnel on Teams Evaluations | Evalustions | Evaluations Participated Participated
Sponsdr'mg ministry personnel
par:igipated as team members (whether
or not other host country personnel _
were on the evaluation tearn. ) 18 10 1 29 11%
Other host country personnel with clear
organizational affiliation participated as
team members (There were no
sponsoring ministry personnel on lhese o
teams.) 18 9 8 35 13% -
 Host country persounel participated on
evaluation teams but their
organizational affiliations were not clear 13 B 3 24 9%
Subtotal for Host Country {49) N (12) (88) (33%) .
Participation
Evaluation team had no host country 110 47 23 180 6%
members :
' TOTAL . 159 74 35 268 100%

"To avoid conflicts of interest, final or ex-post evaluation teams must be composed
entirely of individuals with no previous connection {(from initial design through
implementation) with-the activity being evaluated.. This includes both U.S. and host

country personnel. (Nevertheless), including A.LD. direct-hire staff on evaluation teams =

who. are not associated with the project..is encouraged wherever possible. :

participation serves as a direct link to Agency operations, expediting the transfer of
- experience and lessons learned from the evaluation.”

Using this guidance, MSI coded evaluations as being "internal” or "external” in character.

The results of this coding suggest that, overall, 66 (25%) of A.LD.’s evaluations are "internal” |

~ in character, while 193 (72%) are "external”. Nine gvaluations could not be scored in this rcgzird.-

These proportions are quite similar to those found in A.LD.’s FY85-86 evaluation review. This

3 A.LD. Evaluation Handbook, op. cit., Section 3.5.6.
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earlier review reported that 21% of A.LD.’s evaluations were "internal” while 77% were

"external” in character.

If ALD.’s guidance concerning the involvement of its own staff and the staff of _hdsr
country ministries were b_eing strictly followed, one would expect to find no cases where a final

or ex-post evaluation was coded as being an “internal" evaluation. Conversely, it would also be

reasonable to expect that a large number of interim evaluations would be scored as being

"internal". That is not, however, what the evaluation review found. Of the 159 mtcnm '

evaluations in the data base, only 41 (26%) were scored as being "internal” in character. This -

is a low frequency compared to what A.LD.’s evaluation guidance suggests. On the other hand, :
MSI found that 18 (26%) of A.LD.’s 68 final evaluations were coded as being "mternal",' as

‘were 2 of the 6 ex-post evaluations in the data base.'*

_ The issue of A.LD. and host country participation in A.LD. evaluations is taken up again,
from a utilization perspective as well as from an institutional development pcrspecuvc, in Chapter '

_ Slx which focuses on the degrce to which A.LD.’s evaluations have a participatory style.
C. The Skills Provided By Evaluation Team Members

The evaluauon process Tequires not only general knowledge of a technical area, but aIso .
.the skills that are needed to gather evidence concerning changes whlch are often dlfﬁcult to
~ measure in developing co_untry environments. It is this need for a variety of skills on an
évaluation team that makes it difficult for one-person evaluation teanis to provide results cﬁﬂai,

in quality terms, to the evaluation products produced by somewhat lar_ger teams.

- Irrespective of whether evaluations use informal or survey research approaches for :
gathering data, teams generall v need to have at least one member who understands the strengths ) '_

and weaknesses of alternative information gathering approaches and the validity and rehablhty

- ' ALD. participation on a team was scored as beirig "internal." The same was true for A.LD.’s
FY85-86 evaluation review. ﬁ Lo
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of the evidence which these and other approaches yield. For that reason, A.LD.’s Evaluation

Handbook requires that relevant skills be present on its evaluation teams.

“In general, an evaluation team requires technical specialists as well as at least one
evaluation specialist...A social scientist with field research experience or a management
specialist with development project experience can often serve as the evaluation
specialist.""* -

While the A.LD. Evaluation Handbook requires. that such skills be present on teams, it

does not currently require that evaluation reports describe the skills which team members bring
10 an evaluation. In the absence of a clear requirement to identify team skills, it was not
surprising to find that some evaluations failed to provide this type of information. The fraction -

of A.LD. evaluations which failed to specify .&cam member skills was, however, quite high.

Of the 268 evaluations MSI examined, 87 (33%) contained no information cbnccrriing
the skills of evaluation team members. On a bureau basis, MSI noted that evaluations of prOJCCtS'
in the Near East Bureau were notably deficient in this regard, with over 40% lacking mfonnamm

on the skill composition of evaluation teams.

As to the skills provided by team members in evalnations that reported on this matter' '
Table 5-7 shows the frequency with which various disciplines and skills were available on-
E evaluation teams. Sectoral disciplines, e.g., health and agriculture, are represented on many -

evaluanon teams as are other technical skills such as economics. With respect to skills listed in

A.LD.’s guidance on the | presence of evaluation skills, the data suggest that this requirement is - -

more often filled by individuals with a background in social sciences or management than 1t is

by individeals who are described as having a spec1ahzed knowledge of evaluation.'

5 Ibid.

6 Unlike the other disciplines listed in Table 5-5, academic degrees in evaluation are not common.
Individuals who. concentrated on evaluation in an academic environment would most likely be listed as havmg
a degree which falls within the general province of the social sciences.
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Table 5-7. Distribution of Skills Across 181 Evaluation
Teams Where Team Skills Were Identified

Number of Times Each Percent of Instances
Discipline was Present Where Disciplines -
_ : on 181 Evaluations were Stated
Disciplines Represented Teams '
Economics 62 R
Accounting/Fihance 19 5%
Sectoral Disciplines 130 35%
Social Scienc_es 47 }2_%..
Statistics/Mathematics 6 - 2%
Business/Trade | 16 _ _ . 4%
Manégeh‘lentjAdmmistration ' . 48 12%
Evaluation - o e b s,
Development Disciplines _ 7 : T o B
Other Disciplines 27 %
Total Occurrences g o 9 0%

Clustering the three skill areas that correspond to A.LD.’s broad definition of "evaluation |

disciplines", i.c., cvaluation, managernent or social sciences, MSI found that 96 (53%), of the 181

evaluation teams for which information on team skills was available, met A.LD.’s requirement . =~ - .

concerning the presence of an evaluation specialist on each tcam. There were few differences -
between bureaus or by evaluation type or scope with regard to the presence of an evaluation

specialist on teams.

D.  The Blending of Skills on A.LD. Evaluation Teams

In addmon 0 valumg the prescnce of relevant skills on an evaluation team, the htcrature "

on cvaluauon suggests that there is a benefit to having a mix of skills.on an evaluanon team.

In order to assess the degrce to whlch A.LD. evaluation teams 1ncorporate a mlx of skﬂls, MSI

created a composite variable that was used to code evaluations as having one, two, three or four
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or more different skills present on an evaluation eam. Table 5-8 presents MSI's findings with

respect 1o team complexity.

Table 5-8. Complexity of Evaluation Teams

I Nimiber of Disciplines/Skills Present on an | Number of Evaluations at " Percent of Evaluations |
Evaluation Team ‘this Skill Complexity Level at this Level
One Discipline/Skill 55 ' 21% o
Two Disciplines/Skills | 71 o 26%
Three Disciplines/Skills 38 ’ 4%
Four or more Disciplines/Skills : 17 o 6%

Can'tTell 87 - 33%
TOTAL | 1 268 - 100%

For those evaluations where the skill cbmposi:ion of teams was known, MSI founr_i that
70% of the evaluations used teams with a blend of skills. The remaining 30% of e{raluations' )
‘where skill composmon was known used teams that drew upon only one discipline or skill. The

number of evaluanons for which only one skill was listed was about double the number in whlch

~ a single individual carried out the evaluation. On some teams, including a few relanvely Iarge

teams, there were several 1nd1v1duals all of whom had the same basic skill. Team size and skﬂl

diversity are not necessarily related in A.LD. evaluations.

~ In order to determine whether teams that offered evidence of skill divérsity were more
likely to include evaluation specialists, using A.ID.’s broad definition of that term, MSI

compared the number of skills on a team to its measure of whether evaluation skills are present

on teams. Figure 5-1 illustrates this relationship for the 96 (36%) A.1D. evaluations f'tl-.lat_ o
' _1ncluded at least one individual with evaluaaon skills, broadly defined. As the ﬁgure suggests,
the more skills that are brought to bear on an evaluation, the more likely it is that evaluation

| slctlls be part of the mix. 'Evaluation teams. consisting of four or more people almost always

included at least one team member who met A.LD.’s requirement conceraing the presence of

evaluation skills on teams. -
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| Figure 5.1. The Relationship Between Skill Complexity and
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E. = Gender Considerations and Team Composition

While there are no A.LD. evaluation guidelines in this regard, A.LD. generally encourages
its staff to take such steps as are necessary fo ensure that project designs as well as evaluations
are carried out in @ manner that is sensitive to gender considerations. In practice, this involves-.
the coilection and analysis of data on the ways in which projects may provide different degrees

of access to services or have differential effects on men and women.

‘One approach for ensuring that gender is considered as a factor as an evaluation is carried

out is to 1ncorporate this concern into an evaluation scope of work. Another involves havmg one

member of an evaluation team take special respons1b1hty for ensuring that gender issues are

examined. A third approach is to send out evaluation teams which have both male and female

team members. This last approach, however, may do less to guarantee that gender will be

considered than the first two.

In examining A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations, MSI found 221 (82%) cvaluations in

which the gender of team members could be determined. Of these, 105 (48%) evaluatioxis had o
at least one female team member. ‘Of these evaluations, 71 had one woman on the' evaluation

- team, while the remaining 34 teams included more than one woman.

- Looking at the question of gender and the rolc of the evaluauon team’ Ieader MSI'

_ 1dcnt1ﬁed 187 evaluatlon teams that had male team leaders as compared to 32 cvaluatlon teams
- with female team leaders In addition, MSI found that only 9 (3%) of the 268 cvaluauons m the -
 data base stated that one evaluanon team member had been given a spec1al respons1b1hty for R |

: ensunng that gender issues were cons1dcred in. the course of an evaluation.
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CHAPTER SIX

EVALUATION STYLE: A.LD. AND HOST COUNTRY
PARTICIPATION IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS

From a management information perspective, the value of an evaluation lies in the degree

to which its findings and recommendations are understood and utilized by the immediate and

sccondary audiences for such reports. Because the value of an evaluation is so closely Imked to

uuhzatlon the general hteraturc on evaluation as well as A.LD.’s own evaluanon lirerature place -

a premium on audience 1dcn'1ﬁcauon and on the direct pammpauon of AL D. and sponsonng

host ministry staff in some types of evaluatons.

The AID Evalnation Handbook discusses a variéty of ways in which the primary

-audience for an evaluation can participate in the -evaluation process, thus hetghtemng the

probablhty that thls audience will utilize the evaluation’s resuits. In summary, the parnmpatory

steps that A.LD. views as facﬂltaun_g the eventual utilization of evaluation results include:

1558008

Pérticipation by A.LD. and host ministry personnel in the prepération of evalué,t;idn

- scopes of work, including the clear identiﬁcation of an evaluation’s audién(:e.:

Encouraging and fac1htatmg donor and sponsormg host ministry partlcipatlonr :

- on interim evaluatmn teams, as discussed in Chapter Five, as well as in this =

chapter.

Interaction with an evaluation team at all stages of the evaiuanon process, e. g
using such approaches as User Advnsory Panels. : :

.Orgamzmg pre-evaluation Team Plannmg Meetmgs that bring an evaluauon team

and the evaluation’s sponsor and primary audlence together 0 d.lSClISS the

evaluauon s objectives.

A.LD. and host country involvement in oral debriefings in which cvalua'non"_

- teams present their findings and recommendations and participation in the '

review of written drafts of evaluanon reports, and

Conducting a formal A.LD. Evaluation Review, in which the sponsor and"

primary audience for an evaluation, inciuding senior managers, reviews an -

evaluatlon s findings and makes decisions based on its recommcndanons
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Through its rating process, MSI scored the evaluations it reviewed with respect to this
range of utilization-oriented steps. The following paragraphs present the findings of this review
with respect to the various audience identification and participation measures outlined above.

A, Participatioh in the Development of Scopes of Work and Audience Identification

While the A.LD. Evaluation Handbook makes it clear that both donor and host ministry

staff need to participate in the development of evaluation scopes of work, there is no way totell -
frorn A :LD. evaluation reports whether th:s kind of participation occurred, even when scopcs of
work. are mcluded as evaluation ‘report annexes. All that can be determined is whether Scopcs_ :

- of Work are mcluded in such documents, ThlS question was examined in detail in Chaptcr Three-

of this report.

Turning to the question of audlencc rdcntiﬁcauon the A.LD. Evaluation Handbook notes_'__' |

- that such 1dcnnﬁcat10n is one of the tasks of an evaluation scope of work. Evaluanon reports L
are expectcd to restaie what is. known about the mtended audience far an evaluation. In the case
of interim cvah.auons of bilateral projects, for example, A.LD. normally cxpects that the pnmary
audxenbes wﬂl mclude the mission and 1ts implementation contractor as well as the sponsormg'
host country mmxstry At other times, the audience for an evaluation may be a regmnal bureau

._"or the Agency as a. whole. _

~ Table 6-1 dxsplays MSI’s findings concemmg the aud1ences 1dent1ﬁed in AL D s FY89 :
and FY90 evaluations. As the table indicates, only 57% of these evaluations explicitly 1dent1fied '
'thelr audlences W‘nle this percentage is low relanve to the share of evaluations that 1ncludcd '
a scope of work, it is high corzpared 1o the: ﬁndmgs of A.LD.’s 1988 examination of a small .

number of evaluations as part of a study of the utilization of A.LD. evaluation reports.” -

' Yin. Robert K., ¢t. al. "Preliminary Smdy of the Uuhzauon of A.LD.’s Evaluation Reports.”

‘Washington, D.C., The Cosmos Corporation, 1988, p. 39.. This report found that only 2 of 33 CDIE evaluanons .

-1dent:ﬁed their audiences slcarly
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Table 6-1. Frequency with YWhich Evaluations
Identified Specific Audiences

e e — — e i
——bie—re — —

_ Audiences for An Evaluation Number of Evaluations. . Percent j .
Only the Mission or AID/W Office that Funded | I _i '
the Froject(s) Which were Evaluated 74 28% :
The Implementation Team (Mission or Regional | |
Bureau and the Sponsoring Ministry) 35 13% -
Only a Sponsoring Ministry _ 2 1%
Only a Regional Bureau. ' - 11 4%
Only Project Beneficiaries | - | 1 -
Only CDIE or the Office of the Administrator _ 5 _ 2%
‘Audiences in Other Combinations - 24 | 9%
| Subtotal for Audience Identified | as» | o) ]
| Audience Not Identified T 116 : 4%
Totl X | B 268 100%

Data from the FY89 and FY90 evaluation review suggest that some types of Cchll&thllS

* conformed with ALD.’ s requirement concerning audience identification more frequently than_ SR

_ others. Only 54% of the interim evaluations and 59% of the evaluation of smglc pro;ects -
which in some cases are the same evaluations -- 1dent1fied their auchcnccs In contrast, =MSI '
'~ found that over 75% of all muiti-project evaluanons and reviews of "lessons lcamcd" inciuded |

'an 1dcnt1ﬁcat10n of their audiences.

On a bureau basis, evaluations of Asia and PRE Burcau projects were the most cons1stcm:
w1th respect to the 1dent1ﬁcat10n of evaluation audiences. Evaluations of Asia Bureau prOJects'

included clear descriptions of their audiences 73% of the time. In the PRE Bureau, for wluch

' only a small sample of e"aluatlons was examined, audiences were 1dennﬁed 80% of the ume T

At the other end of the spectrum were cvaluauons of projects in the R&D Bureau. Only 46%'

of these evaluanons 1dent1ﬁed their audiences.
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B. A.LD. and Host Ministry Participation on Evaluation Teams

As indicated above, A.LD.’s expectations concerning audience participation as evaluation

team members is not the same for final and ex-post evaluations as it is for interim evaluations.

'A.LD. actively encourages. the participation of its staff and the staff of the counterpart host

country ministry as team members in interim evaluation. It specifically discourages the

participation on evaluation teams of any staff member, A.LD. or host ministry, who has been

closely involved in project design or implementation for final and ex-post evaluations.

-~ 'With respect 10 the participation of A.LD. staff and the staff of sponsoring host'mihisu-i'e's_ '

on interim evaiuanons the A.LD. Evaluation Handbook defines two Ob_]eCtIVCS The ﬁrst

" objective, Wthh apphes equally o A.L D and host ministry staff, focuses on the utlhzatton of o

‘evaluation results:

"Combining project staff with outside evaluators is encouraged for interim ;irbcess
evaluations...This adds to the perceived legitimacy of the evaluation and facilitates more_" '
' raptd use of the findings and recommendations.”® '

' _"‘Moreover -the ﬁnd.mgs of evaluation(s) will have more credibility for host coum:ry'
managers if they have had a direct role in carrying ovt these activities.” **. '

'The second purpose served by mvolvmg host country, and particularly host mm.stry staff

focuses on irstitutional deveIOprnent

"The capability to collect and analyze useful data on a timely basis to guide decision- -
making is certainly a key component of such institution butldmg Therefore, A.LD.’s
monitoring and evaluation activities provide an excellent opportunity for improving the
: capabthnes of host country counterpart organizations to collect analyze and use data""m

13 ALD, Evaluation Handbook, op. cit., Section 3.5.6.
¥ Ibid., Section 2.5.

© ™ Ibid,
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With this guidance in mind, MSI first took a broad look at overall A.LD. and host country

- - participation on evaluation teams. The results of this review of the full data base of 268 projects

was.presented in Chapter Five. As that Chapter indicated, A.LD. staff participated as team
memb_crs in 26% of the 268 evaluations in the data base, while host count:ry personnel

- participated in 33%.

MSI then examined in greater detail the participation of A.LD. and host ministry staff
in interim evaluations of ' ‘mission-owned" projects, i.e., those projects which are ﬁnanced and

rnanagcd by A ILD.’s b11atera1 rnwsmns The 106 evaluations in this subset represent mstanccs

in Whlch the partlc1pat10n of both A.L.D. staff and host m1rusr.ry staff as evaluation team mcmbers o

~ is clearly recommended in the A.LD. Evaluation Handbook. Thus, the data for this sub_sct of
evaluations provides a good measure of whether AILD.’s guidance in this regard is 'being =

followed.

~In its examination of ‘the 106 evaluations in the subset of "mission-owned" interim |
: evaluanons MSI found that ALD. staff had participated as evaluation team mcmbers in 32
(30%) of the 106 evaluations in this subset. Host country participation on such teams was also.
limited. Overall MSI found that only 43 (41%) of the evaluations in this subset had any host_. "

.country representanves on the evaluation team. A still smallcr group ot only 15 (14%) of the.j —

. evaluanons n thls subset included rcprescntauvcs of the sponsormg mlmstry on the evaluanon '

tcam

Table 6-2 displays host country part1C1panon in the 106 evaluanons mcluded in t.he subset

of “mlssmn owned" mtenm evaluations.  As the table indicates, regional bureaus falled to

‘include host country personnel on evaluanon teams for interim evaluations of "rmssmn—owncd" Sl

projects more than 50% of the' ume In the Near East Bureau, the share of interim evaluauons

' whlch did not mclude host country personnel on the team was substantially higher.
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Table 6-2. Host Country Participation in Interim
Evaluations of "Mission-Owned" Projects

Sponsoring Ministry | Other Host Country No Host Country
Participation or Personnel on Evaluation Personnel on Evaluation
Number of "Mission- Evaluation Teams Teams Teams
Owned" Interim :
Bureau Evaluations Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Asia _ 38 3 : % 14 38% 21 55%
Near East 6 I - - 1 17% 5 83%
Latin America and 28 2 7% 7 25% 19 68%
the Caribbean _
Africa 31 10 32% | 4 13% 17 55%
Large Multi-Project 3 0 - 2 66% 1 4%
Evaluations |
Total ]I 106 || 15 14% || 28 27% " 63 59%




With respect to sponsoring ministry participation, MSI found that the Africa Bureau was
almost twice as likely as the Asia or LAC Bureaus to include sponsering ministry personnel on
interim evaluations of "mission-owned" projects. While neither the Asia or LAC Bureau included
sponsoring ministry personnel as team members in a large percentage of their interim evaluations
of "mission-owned” projects, both bureaus included other host country personnel on teams at least
25% of the time. In comparison, MSI found no instances in the Near East Bureau where
sponsoring ministry personnel had been included as team members on interim evaluations. In
only one of six interim evaluations of "mission-owned" projects in the Near East Bureau did MSI

find any host country team participation whatsoever.

Looking across the 15 interim evaluations of "mission-owned" projects in which
sponsoring ministries participated as evaluation team members, MSI noted that A.LD. staff also
participated in 11 (73%) of these evaluations. Of the 15 evaluations in this cluster, 14 were
found to be single-point-in-time, or "snapshot” evaluations, which used unstructured or
impressionistic methods for collecting interview data. In addition, 12 of the 15 were found to

include site visits,

As the foregoing suggests, A.LD. and host country participation, particularly sponsormg
mmlstry participation, on interim cvaluauon teams for “mission-owned" projects, occurs much
less frequently than the A.1D. Evaluation Handbook suggests is desirable. Conversely, MSI
found that for final evaluations of "mission-owned" projects, A.I.D. and sponsoririg host ministry

participation on teams was occurring, in spite of guidance discouraging such participation:

a While 62% of tne evaluations of "mission-owned" projects in which A.LD.
participated as a team member were interim evaluations, 38% were final or ex-

post evaluations, and
. In much the same manner, 60% of the evaluations in which host ministry

personnel participated as team members were interim evaluations, while 40% were

final or ex-post evaluations.
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C. Users Advisory Panels

While the A.LD. Evalyation Handbook does not specifically discuss such panels, it does,

however, recommend that the A.LD. officer who is responsible for an evaluation maintain
"periodic and open communication with the (evaluation) team.” User advisory panels can
function in this manner for evaluations that involve multiple audiences or complex technical

1ssues.

Within the set of evaluations MSI reviewed, it found only 12 cases in which user advisory
panels had been integrated into an evaiuation process. Of these 12 cases, 10 were mission- -
sponsored evaluations that examined a single project. Of the 12 cases where user advisory panels
were developed, 7 were developed in connection with interim evaluations and 4 were associated

with final evaluations.

The smali number of evaluarions in which user advisory panels were used suggests, on
a.prospective basis, the need for a different indicator to assess the degree to which the sponsor
of an A.LD. evaluation maintains an open line of communication with an évaluation team

throughout the process.
D. Team Planning Meetings

Team Planning Meetings (TPMs), which bring together an evaluation team and'itS sponsor
or audience together at the start of the evaiuation process, are believed to serve a number of _.
- useful functitns. They are less cumbersome than user advisory panels, yet, from a Utﬂizat_ibn .
pcrspectivé, ‘TPMs can effectively increase the interest or "stake" an cva,luétion’s audicnéc-has
in the evaluation’s findings and recommendations. It does so by fostering sponsor and audience
involvement in refining the questions an evaluation will examine and the means it will use to

answer them. The A.LD. Evaluation Handbook states that TPMs are "highly recommended for -

orienting ‘the evaluation team.” In this document, TPMs are described as facilitating the

- development of "a basic consensus among team members concerning the objectives -of their
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assignments (which) will expedite work on the evaluation and conmribute to producing a useful

report.” %!

While the A.LD. Evaluation Handbook encourages the use of TPMs, MSI’s review of
FY89 and FY90 evaluations indicates that only 52 evaluation reports {(19%) stated that TPMs had

been held. It is possible that a larger share of A.LD.’s evaluations involve TPMs, but from
evaiuation reports alone, this could not be determined. Neither could the composition of the
group that participated in a TPM be determined from ¢valuation reports. In some cases the
evaluation sponsor and audiences may have been involved. In other cases TPMs may have only |

involved evaluation team members.

MSI found no important difference by evaluation type, i.e., interim, final, etc., with

respect to the use of TPMs, although their use did seem to relate positively to team size, with

-evaluations involving large team employing this participatory step more frequently than did those

with smaller teams.

On a bureau basis, evaluations that focused on projects in Asia and in the Near East use

TPMSs more frequently than was the case in other bureaus, as Table 6-3 indicates. As this table :

also points out, large multi-project evaluations, which the MSI review ireated as a separate

category, included TPMs more frequently than did evaluations that examined fewer projects.

2 Ibid, Section 3.6.2.
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Table 6-3. Evaluations for Which a Team Planning Meeting (TPM)
was Part of the Evaluation Process

E.

Written Drafts of Evaluation Reports

Evall:ation for Percent of |
Which a TPM was All Bureau Evaluations that
3 Bureans n Held Evaluati_?ns Had a TPM
Asia ) 12 51 24%
Near East 4 17 24%
%.atin America and the Caribbean 13 68 19% i
Africa 8 67 12%
[R&D 7 39 1% |
FHA 2 5 40%
PRE 0 5 --
|| Large Multi-project Evaluations 6 16 38%'_______
All Evaluations 52 268 19%

A.LD. and Host Country Participation in Oral Debriefings and the Review of

Oral briefings and the circulation of draft copies of evaluation reports are. perhaps:thc o

most common methods used to ensure that the audience for an evaluation is aware of its findings,

conclusions and recommendations and has an opportunity to interact with the evaluation team on

these matters. These steps, while important from a utilization perspective; are not always =

documented in evaluation reports. Nor are such events always reported in the A.LD. Evaluation

Summaries.
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Table 6-4. Evaluation Participants Involvement in
Reviewing Evaluation Findings

Participated in an Reviewed the I
Oral Review of the Written Draft of the
Evaluation Evaluation Report
Participants Number | Percent | Number | Percent l‘
Only the Mission or AID/W Office that Funded the '
Project{s) Which Were Evaluated 26 10% - -
The Implementation Team (Mission or Regional Bureau _ o
and the Sponsoring Ministry) . 4 16% 37 14%
Other Participants Alone or in Combinations 17 6% 57 21% 1
I' Subtotal for Participation (87) (32%) ©4) | (35%) :
|| Can’t Ten | | 181 _68% ' 65% |
All Evaluations T 268 100% _u | 100% '

During its review of A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations, MSI found evidence ofAID

and host country participation in oral briefings in 87 (32%) of the 268 evaluations in the data

~_base. Evidence of A.ID. and host country involvement in the review of draft versions of - o

evaluation reports was found for 94 (35%) of these evaluations. Data on the frcqucncy with

which various parties were reported to have participated in these activities are summanzcd in

Table 6-5. MSI also found that there was roughly an 85% overlap between thcse two actlvmes, e

i.e., in most of the cases where A.LD. and host country personnel had parUClpatcd in‘an. oraI B

bneﬁng they had also exammed draft versions of evaluation reports.

| ‘As to the types of evaluations that did report on A.LD. and host country involvement 1n

~oral briefings or through the review of draft reports, it appears that participation of this sort is
more likely in interim evaluations and in evaluations that examine multiple pro;ects in a smglc
couniry than in other types of evaluations. On a bureau basis, there was slightly more 'eported
audience involvement i in these activities in evaluations that focused on projects in the Asia, Afnca

and LAC Bureaus than in evaluations which focused on projects in other bureaus.
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F. Forma) Evaluation Reviews

Evaluation reviews in A.LD. differ from oral briefings on evaluation findings in the
following way. In an oral briefing an evaluaton team describes its findings and
recommendations to members of the evaluation’s audience. An A.LD. Evaluation Review has.
a broader scope. In an A.LD. Evaluation Review, those who would be expected to implement
evaluation recommendations are encouraged to examine their merits, and if action is warranted,

to discuss, if not decide, how and when it will be taken.

In the FY89 and FY90 evaluations MSI reviewed, it found only 47 evaluations Whlch. :

made reference to a formal evaluation review, as Table 6-7 indicates. The abscnce of

information on formal evaluation reviews cannot, however, be mterprcted to mean that evaluauon. o

reviews only occur 18% of the time. The place where MSI most often found 1nformat10n on -

formal evaluation reviews was in A.LD. Evaluation Summaries. Given that only 49% of A. ID’s

- FY89 and FY90 evaluations included such summaries, the true frequency with which formal S

evaluation reviews occur is probably understated.

- Table 6-5. Frequency with Which Evatluations Indicate
that an Evaluation Review Meeting was Held by A.LD.

T Number for Which | Percent for Which | =
Total of Bureau an Evaluation - ‘anEvaluation :
Bureaus - Evaluations Review was Know | Review was Held ~
' ‘ to Have Been Held
Asa 51 | 9
Near East T 17 2
|| Latin America and the Caribbean 68 - 11 |
Il Africa . ' | 67 11
R&D L 39 13
i PRE | 5 1
|! Large Mulii-project Evaluations 16 -
“ All Evaluations 268 _r a1
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G. A Composite View of A.LD. and Host Country Participation

In order to obtain an overall picture of A.LD. and host country "end-user” partcipation
in A.LD. evaluations, MSI developed a composite rating. This rating applies A.LD.’s guidance,
which encourages user participation in the evaluation process. It is thus biased in favor of, and
should only be applied to, interim evaluations. Given the degree to which A.LD.’s guidance |
concerning user participation in the evaluation process focuses on host country peréonnel, :
particularly the staff of ministries that are involved as co-sponsors in A.LD.-financed project,
MSI has only applied its composite participation rating to those 106 projects that are interim in
nature and are also "mission-owned" bilateral projects. The rating scale for participation that
MSI deveioped has three ievels: high, medium and low, as defined below.

High This rating was applied only in situations where both A.LD. and
the sponsoring ministry participated on the evaluation team and, in

addition, each party either participated in oral briefings or revxewed -

a draft of the evaluation.

Medium Evaluations in this category include those in which A.LD. either
' had a representative on the evaluation team or participated in oral
briefings or reviewed a draft report and a representative of the
sponsoring ministry participated at the same level, ie., was
involved in one of three possible participatory activities.

Low A rating of "low"” on partlc1pan0n was given 1o evaluations where
either A.LD. or the host ministry, but rot both, had a representative
on the evaluation team. A code of "low" was also assigned if one,
but not both, of these parties participated in oral bneﬁngs on the
evaluation or reviewed a written draft. .

Can’t Tell Evaluations in this category did not clearly indicate that either

A.LD. staff or representatives of sponsoring ministries pamapated o

as team members. In addition evaluations provided no evidence
suggesting that either of these parties had participated. in oral
briefings or reviewed written drafts of evaluations.

Of the 106 evaluations which were both interim in nature and “mission-owned" only 6
(6%) were scored high on MSI’s cornposztc rating on participation. Another 35 evaluations
(33%) scored medium on this composite rating while 29 (27%) scored low. Of the 106
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evaluations in this subset, 36 (34%) did not provide enough information on participation to be

scored.

On a bureau basis, evaluations of project in the Africa Bureau received the greatest
number of high scores for participation, i.e., 5 of the 6 evaluations receiving this score were
evaluations of Africa Bureau projects. The missions involved in these highly participatory
evaluations were Malawi, Mali, Kenya, Swaziland and Somalia, with one evaluation each. The
one final evaluation that received this score was an evaluation in the LAC Bureay, speciﬁc’ally
in Jamaica. In all other regards, the evaluations which were found to be highly participatory

were very much in the mainstream of A.LD.’s current evaluations.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

EVALUATION FRAMEWORKS AND METHODS

This chapter examines the conceptual frameworks that A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90
evalvations used to form judgements about project and program performance. It also considers :_

the methods the evaluations used to gather and analyze information.
A, The Basis Evaluations Use to Judge Pe_rformance

The determination that a project or program has been successful or unsuccessful requires
a judgement. If the basis by which projects are judged is transparent, then the audience for an
evalu’a_tion has a rational foundation against which to consider evaluation conclusions and
recommendations. Where evaluationé fail'to share definitions of "success” that are applied in an :
evaluanon, it is as if evaluators are asking their audience to trust their Judgcmcnt rathcr thanl

share in a open and verifiable process

The-A L.D. Evaluation Handbook encourages evaluation teams to make judgem'cn'ts abolit -

: performance by comparmg the information they collect concerning a project to notzons about'.g -

what that project was expected to accempli ish. Project design d_ocume’tts, especially’ a project -

- - de_Sign tool called the Logical Framework, articulate the Agency’s substantive t:xpf:ctatijor_zsi about B

project accomplishments. - Project costs are a second frame of reference to which project Q'

: porfonnance can be compared. Th‘is section examines the degree to which A.LD.’s FY89 and -

FY89 evaluations ut1hzed either or both of these conceptual frameworks as a basis for makmg' g

: ]udgements about performance
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1. Use of the Logical Framework in A.LD. Evaluations

A.LD.’s evaluations system is linked to the approach it uses to design projects by a device
called the Logical Framework. The Logical Framework. which A.LD. has been using since the
early 1970s, is a tool for organizing information about a project’s hierarchy of objectives. It uses
the following terminology to characterize levels of objectives and the relationships among their

levels:

E Inputs (actions and resources),

u Outputs (immediate results),

L Purpose (reason for the project and primary outcome), and

®  Goal (higher level, e.g.,, sectoral or national objective, to which the pro.]ect’ g
conmbutes)

~ In a Logical Framework, indicators of performance and specific targets in terms of the
quality, quantity and timing of results are specified. Since a Logical Framework identifies the =
criterion a project design team established for assessing performance, it is often viéwe_:d' ‘as

offering a "fair” basis for judging the adequacy of a project or program’s performance.

The A.LD. Evaluation Handbook makes numerous references to proyect Loglcal_

'Frameworks It includes a requirement for evaluation reports to include Logical Frameworks as

an eva}uauon appendlx where such frameworks exist. It also calls for interim evaluations "to S

rev1ew actual versus planncd progress towards the outputs, purpose and goal of (a) prOJcct.

" 25‘. .

; However on a contrasting riote, a recent A.LD. paper on evaluation asserted that "by the early' o

1980s, the popularity of this-(Logical Framcwork) approach was declining in A.LD...in fact it had B
never really been widely used..."?

3 ALD. _Evaluation Handbook, Section 3.3.5.

o ~ % Agency for International Development, Bureau for Program and Pohcy Coordinaton, "The A LD.
' Evaluauon System Past Performance and Future Directions.”, 1990 p 12. B
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In order to gain a clearer understanding of whether, and to what degree, Logical
Frameworks are being used as the basis for A.LD.’s current evaluations., MSI included questions
in its rating form on this issue. Two elements of the rating form were used to determine whether

and tc what degree evaluation teams were using the criteria established in a project’s Logical

Framework as the basis for assessing project performance:

® - Evaluations were first coded on whether they explicitly referred to a project or
program’s design and discussed its inputs, outputs, purpose and goal, and'
addressed their status in the course of the evaluation.

- a _Evaluations were also coded concerning the types of indicators which were used
to measure performance.  Indicators taken from project Logical Frameworks were
specifically noted in the rating form

Of the 268 evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 data base, 180 (67%)_ evaluations made
explicit reference to using a project’s desigri as the basis for assessing project performancé. On
‘average, 70% of the evaluations in regional bureaus and in the R&D Bureau indicated that the
prOjéét design served as the conceptual basis for judging project performance. Only _thg-Neal_f_ :
- East 'Buréau fell well below this average, reporting that project designs were used to' assess

- progress in 'onljr 47% of the bureau’s evaluations.

- MSI also found, quite understandably, that use of project designs as a basis for assessing |
- pérfo’nnance was more likely in evaluations of single projects, on both an interim and ﬁnal ba'sis.,_
" than it was for multi-project evaluations. Of the 224 single preject evaluations in the data base;
163 (73%) reported that projeét designs were used as the basis for judging project perforfnancé,_
whereas only 1_4 (37%) of the 38 multi-project evaluations in the jda.tz:l base made this:claim. - |
Interim and final evaluations both utilized project designs as the basis for judging project
performance about 73% percent of the time, while ex-post evaluations used them somewhat less

frequently.
With resjﬁect to the types of indicators used to measure project and program performance:

B - 252 (94%) of the evaluations were coded as having used indicators drawn from
the project context as a basis for measuring performance, and :
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= 139 (52%) of the evaluations explicitly stated that performance was being assessed
using indicators taken from a project’s Logical Framework.

The overlap between these two measures consisted of 117 evaluations scored as using
indicators from the project context and, more specifically, using indicators from a project’s
Logical Framework. Given this overlap, it appears that 135, or about half of all evaluations that
‘used projéct-related indicators to measure success, drew their indicators of performance out of

- the project context without recourse to project Logical Frameworks.

On a bureau basis, indicators taken from Logical Frameworks were used to. assess

- performance in over 50% of the evaluations in all regional bureaus except the Near East. Théy

werte also used in slightly more than 50% of the evaluations of projects in the R&D Bureau, as -

© Table 7-1 indicates.

~ The use of indicators drawn from project Logical Frameworks was found to be higher for

interim evaluations, where they were used for 62% of the time, than it was for final and ex-post

evaluations, which used indicators drawn from Logical Frameworks 50% and 33% of the ti_m_c‘,. B

_ r(_:spectively. ‘Reviews of "lessons learned” were found to use indicators from Logical

Frameworks only 15% of the time. With an overall frequency for use of indjcators'from.-_project STl

Logical Frameworks of about 50%, this tool does not yet appear to have lost its value fdr-thc

: A.LD. evaluation system.

~ In contrast to a strong tendency to use indicators of pcrfonnance drawn from a pro;ect s. 3
context, only a small fracton ‘of the evaluations MSI examined, 31 (or 12%), relied totally on

externally defined, standardized indicators for drawing conclusions about project perfonnance._



Table 7-1. Frequency with Which A.LD. Evaluation Use
Performance Indicators from Project Logical Framewerks
as the Basis for Judging Success and Failure

Total Evaluations That Used Percent of |

‘Number of | Performance Indicators from | Bureau-

Bureau Evaluations | Project Logical Frameworks | Evaluations ||
(Asia | T 51 27 B 53%
Near East 17 4 . 24%
Latin America and ' | N
the Caribbean 68 39 58%
Africa 67 40 ' - 60%
R&D | 39 | 20 51%
FHA 5 "2 40%
PRE 5 2 40%
Large Multi-project : : | |
Evaluations | 16 -5 - 3%
Total , 268 139 52% ||

© 2. The Comparison of Performance to Cost

In order to determine whether evaluations used cost as one lo_f. the bases fbr' their
assessment of performance, MSI noted when costs were considered in relation o pioject Bcnéﬁts
Its ratmg form also pursued the somewhat more complicated question of whether the costs and _
.appa:ent benefits of a project were considered in relation to other options which had. been or
- were _currently available to A.LD, ie., was the project (given its benefits in relation to-costs) a

 better investment than something else.

With respect to the first of these questions, MSI found that only 55 (21%) of _'A;I.D'.;s .
FY89 and FY90 evaluations examined project effects in relation to costs. . This suggést’s that
roughly 80% of all A.LD. evaluations make no comment on whether the cost-effectiveness

analyses undertaken at the point of a project’s design still seemed valid. Still fewer evaluations

155809 : o 30



examined costs and benefits in relation to some definable alternative. Only 29 (11%) of the 268

evaluations in the data base were coded as having examined this second question.

Not surprisingly, final and ex-post evaluations were found to consider project effects in
relation to cost about twice as often as interim cvalﬁations, i.e., 32% of the time in the former
case as compared to 16% for the latter. In addition, evaluations that examined projects whose
funding level was under $10 million were found to be somewhat more likely to have included
a cost analysis as part of the evaluation than were evaluations examining projects that had been
funded at much higher levels, i.e., over $50 million. Roughly 30% of the evaluations that
examined smaller projects included cost analyses, while only 12% of the evaluations of very large
projeci considered cost. The presence of economists on evaluation teams did not appear to _-be

related to whether cost data was collected or not.

On a regional basis, MSI found that 29% of the evaluations of projects in the Near East
Bureau and 25% of the evaluations of projects in the LAC Bureau considered cost factors. The
frequency with which these two bureaus examined cost issues was higher than was found for
other bureaus. PRE, a bureau for which MSI had only a small sample of evaluations, also

appears to consider costs in relation to performance on a fairly consistent basis.
B. Evaluation Designs and Methods

The approaches evaluations use to gather and analyze data have a clear and direct
relationship to the credibility of their conclusions and the regard in which their recommendations -
are held. This is not to suggest that there is only one "right way" to gather and analyze
information. That is not the case. There are in fact many legitimate approaches for gathering
and analyzing information in evaluations. What is not credible or acceptable is an evaluation thélt
asserts conclusions and makes recommendations without offering a comprehensible factual basis

for such statements.

This section of the report examines the evaluation designs and information gathering

meihods which were used in A.LLD.’s FY89 and FYO0 evaluations. At the end of the section a
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composite measure is used to identify those evaluaticns that were the strongest from a

methodological standpoint.
1. Evaluation Designs Used in A.LLD. Evaluations

The design, or basic siructure, of an evaluation conveys the choices an evaluation team
makes concemning the degree of rigor that is to be applied in seeking answers to questions
regarding changes brought about by project activities. In most evaluations, tcams face questions
about changes that have occurred since a project began. Their ability to answer those questions
depends, in good part, about what is known about the pre-project situation, e.g., whether the
kinds of goods and services a project provides were already available; general economic
conditions; etc. Despite the fact that A.LD. requires its staff to include baseline information on
such conditions in its project design documents, the information it acquires is often t00 general
to be used to attribute or isolate casual relationships regarding the changes brought about by

A.LD. projects.

Evaluation designs that do aitempt to measure the specific changes that can be atiributed
to A.LD. projects are relatively expensive. They tend to demand answers to exactly the same
question, from almost exactly the same farmers or children for at least two points in time, i.e.,
before the project started and after project goods or services have been provided. Evaluation
designs of this sort must be put in place at the time a project is funded. As other reviews of
A.LD. evaluations have already suggested, such designs are rarely used. More common are
studies that gather data on an "after only" basis and attempt to use reason to deduce whether
changes occurred and whether such changes are more likely to be attributable to A.1.D.’s projects

or to other factors in the environment.

As a practical matter, the factors that influence the choice of a basic evaluation design
include the questions to be answered by an evaluation and the financial resources which can be
devoted to obtaining those answers. During the active financial life of an A.LD. project,

questions about impact may not yet be answerable, obviating the need for at least a portion of

A.LD.’s interim evaluations to consider complex evaluation designs. Similarly, where projects
P g Yy PrOj
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introduce a service that was not previously available, but which is known io have specific effects,
©.g., vaccinations, relatively simple evaluation designs are often adequate. Complex, multiple-
point-in-time evaluation designs are most useful when A.1.D. undertakes projects where the likely
outcomes are somewhat uncertain and where there are a number of other factors in a project

situation that couid plausibly bring about the very changes on which A.LD.’s project is focused.

In reviewing A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations, MSI coded evaluations with respect
to the basic evaluation design they applied. Experimental and quasi-experimental designs a_re
those which, as described above, attempted to systematically acquire data at two points in time
(¢.g.. before and during or after the period when goods and services are delivered to the project’s
intended beneficiaries). Single point in time, or "snapshot”, designs, on the other hand, are those
evaluation approaches that collect data an a single point during the life of a project, often only

ter it has provided the goods and services it was intended to deliver.

In addition to noting whether evaluations used single- or multiple-point-in-time approaches
for measuring changes brought about by project activities, MSI also recorded when evaluations
did neither. A number of reviews of "lessons learned,” for example, did not collect new data.

Instead, they drew conclusions by comparing the findings of existing evaluation reports.

Table 7-2 presents MSI’s findings concerning the distribution of A.ID.’s FY89 and FY90
evaluations in terms of their basic design. As the table indicates, single-point-in-time or
"snapshot” studies are by far the most common, accounting for 87% of ail of the FY8S and FY90
evaluations.  Single-point-in-time evaluations are even more common when only interim
evaluations are considered. This type of design was used in 145 (91%) of the 159 interim

evaluations in the data base.
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Table 7-2. Distribution of Evaluations According
to Their Basic Approach or Design

Evaluation Design Number Percent "

“Snapshot"” of Project Performance (no before/baseline “
measures and no comparison/control groups) 234 87%

Experimental or Quasi-experimental (before and after
measures, sometimes involving comparison/control groups) 21 8%

Analyses/syntheses based on the results of other studies and .
other designs 13 5%

All Evaluations 268 - 100% -

Attempts to apply more complex and expensive experimental and quasi-experimental
designs to obtain information for more than one point in time accounted for only 8% percent of
ali evaluations and were most often carried out in Latin America and Asia. Interestingly, 9

(43%) of the 21 evaluations that were coded as being experimental or quasi-experimental were

interim evaluations rather than final or ex-post evaluations.

A.LD.’s heavy reliance on single-point-in-time or "snapshot” evaluation designs reflects
practical constraints. Since A.LD. is already aware of the high frequency with which single-
point-in-time evaluation designs are being used in evaluations, it has shifted some of its emphasis
toward the identification of ways in which single-point-in-time studies can produce high-quality
data. It has invested, for example, in the development of guidelines concerning the use of
innovative evaluation methods, e.g., the use of group interviews and other approaches catégorized

as "rapid appraisal methods.”
2. Sources of Information for A.L.D. Evaluations

Turning to the question of the quality of the information obtained by evaluations,
irrespective of their design, MSI coded evaluations for all of the types of information they used.

Answers to detailed questions on MSI’s rating forms were used to identify the patterns and

categories of information sources used in evaluations. The first of these source clusters focused -
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on pre-existing information, i.e., records and documents that an evaluation team could draw upon
instoad of, or in addition to, any new data it collected. Two categories of new data were also
identified: (a) direct measures, e.g., birth weight, and (b) site visits or case studies through which

interview or observational data could be obtained.

In practice, MSI found that most teams identified the sources of data they used to reach
conclusions. Only 13 (4%) of the 268 evaluations in the data base failed to specify any of their
sources of information. Of the evaluations that did specify their data sources, MSI found that
virtually all included pre-existing data as one of their sources. The pre-existing data category
also included other types of information, e.g., progress reports on projects, earlier evaluations,
etc. These other pre-existing sources were cited far more frequently than were baseline data.

Of the 268 evaluations in the data base, only 54 (20%) were coded as having baseline data.

Since virtually all evaluations utilized pre-existing data, the analytic question then became
whether they used only pre-existing data or whether it was used in combination with one or more
types of new data. Table 7-3 provides the answer to that question. As the table indicates, the
most frequent combination involved the use of pre-existing data and a site visit or case study.
Site visits and case studies were also used in combination with direct measures and pre-existing

data. When aggregated, the information in this table indicates that:

[ 2 A total of 198 (74%) of the evaluations A.L.D. undertook in FY89 and FY90)
involved site visits or case studies in combination with pre-existing data and, at
times, also in combination with direct measures.

= Another 102 (38%) of the evaluations used some type of direct measure of
progress in combination with pre-existing data and, in some cases, in combination
also with site visits or case studies.



u Of the 40 evaluations that used only pre-existing data, 37 (92%} used single-point-
in-time, or "snapshot,” evaluation designs and 31 (76%) were interim evalnations.

Table 7-3. Frequency with Which Various Sources of

Evidence Were Used by Evaluations

Types of Evidence Obtained & Used in Evaluations Number Percent

Primarily data that pre-existed the evaluation, e.g., progress

reports from projects (minimal interviews/no site visits) 40 15%

‘Pre-existing data plus direct measured, e.g., physical

evidence/records 17 6%
Pre-existing data plus site visits or case studies 113 | 43%
Pre-existing data, plus direct measures and case studies or site | 85 32%
yisits

Sources of evidence not specified 13 4% ||
All Evaluations 268 100%

3. Types of Data Acquired Threﬁgh A.LD. Evaluations

In addition to considering the sources of evidence that evaluations used to develop their
findings and conclusions and frame their recommendations, MSI also attempted to .discern-
whether evaluations were gathering data that tend could be used to make valid statements about
the changes that occur in or are brought about by A.LD. projects. Also of interest in this regard

was the degree to which evaluation teams acquired three types of data: (a) trend data; (b) data
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directly from beneficiaries; and (c) gender-disaggregated data. MSI also noted whether
evaluations collected data on cross-cutting issues, i.e., sustainability, environmental impact and
the gender-specific effects of projects and programs. Informarion on the collection of data on
cross-cutting 1ssues is presented in Chapter Eight, together with information on evaluation
findings in these areas. Information on the collection of trend, beneficiary and gender-

disaggregated data in evaluations is discussed below.
a. Trend Data

To the degree that A.LD., as a practical matter, relies on single-point-in-time evaluation
designs, the use of end data offers evaluators a means of widening their perspective on a project
or program. At times, trend data can be used to substitute for the baseline data, which prcjects

often lack.

MSI coded evaluations with respect to whether they used trend data to assess changes that
had occurred in or been .brought about by A.LD. projects. Some evaluations cited progress
reports- and earlier evaluations as information sources. Still other evaluations indicated that
secondary data sources, €.g., government statistics, etc., had been used. All of these sources offer
evaluation teams opportunities to assess changes over time. In particular, they add perspective "

and depth to evaluations that use a "snapshot” design.

With respect to the specific question of whether evaluations had utilized some form of
trend data, MSI coded 197 (74%) of the 268 evaluations in the data base as having used some
type of trend data to formulate their findings and conclusions. The use of trend data was, ‘as
might be expected, more frequent in final and ex-post evaluations than it was in interim
evaluations. Of the 74 final and ex-post evaluations in the data base, 63 (85%) reported using

trend data, as compared to 108 (68%) of the 159 interim evaluations in the data base.
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b. Data from Project Beneficiaries

The credibility of an evaluation’s conclusions about impact tends to be strengthened when
evaluation teams gather information from a project’s beneficiary population about a project’s
outputs as well as its impact. Information from beneficiaries is often just as useful during interim

evaluations as it is in final and ex-post evaluations.

Table 7-4 shows, on a bureau basis, the frequency with which A.LD. evaluations collected
data directly from project and program beneficiaries. Of the 286 evaluations in the data base,
158 (59%) acquired data directly from project or program beneficiaries. A total of 131 (83%)

- of the 158 evaluations that gathered beneficiary data examined projects that delivered services

directly to people, i.e., they were primarily service projects rather than institution-building or

policy-reform endeavors.

Table 7-4. Frequency with Which Evaluations Gathered Data
Directly from Project or Program Beneficiaries

Number of Total Number of
Bureau Evaluations | Bureau Evaluations | Percent

Asia 32 51 63%
Near East ' 11 17 65%
‘Latin America and the Caribbean 50 68 75% I
Africa 36 67 - 54%
R&D | 12 39 31% |
FHA 4 5 80%
PRE 4 5 80%
: Muiti—_project- Evaluations 9 16 56%
All E;aluatgons %I 158 268 39%
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On a bureau basis, evaluations of projects in the Africa Bureau were found to collect
beneficiary data less frequently than was the case for other regional bureaus. With respect to
types of evaluations, beneficiary data were obtained for 83 (52%) of the 159 interim evaluations
in the data base. Final evaluations and ex-post evaluations did somewhat better in this regard,

including beneficiary data 69% and 83% of the time, respectively.

While the percentage of evaluations that included beneficiary data did not vary
dramatically as a function of evaluation design, MSI found that 84% of the evaluations used only
structured interview approaches gathered beneficiary data, whereas only 54% of the evaluations
that used only impressionistic methods gathered data from beneficiaries. Of those evaluations

that used a blend of both interview techniques, 75% gathered beneficiary data.
c. Gender-Disaggregated Data

As A.LD.’s general guidance makes clear, the collection of information on a gender-
disaggregated basis during project design, and in monitoring and evaluation activities, is essential,
if A.LD. is to understand the gender-specific effects of its project and programs. In order to
determine whether A.LD. evaluations were in conformance with this guidance, MSI coded
evaluations with respect to whether they had collected data, of any sort, on a gendcr—.
~ disaggregated basis. Overall, only 56 (22%) of A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 presented data on a
gender-disaggregated basis.

On a regional basis, evaluations of projects in the Near East Bureau did the best in this
regard, with 35% of its evaluations presenting gender-disaggregated data. -E.valuations that used
structured approaches for collecting interview data as well as those that used direct me.asﬂres,'-
e.g., birth weight records, as a source of data were slightly more likely to include gender-
disaggregated data than were other evaluations. Not surprisingly, evaluations whose purposes
- focused on questions other than project management and implementation issues, e.g., project.

impact or replicability, were also more likely to include gender-disaggregated data.
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MSI also examined the relationship between the presence of women on evaluation teams,
or the assignment of the responsibility for ensuring that gender issues were considered in the
evaluation to a particular team member, and the frequency with which evaluations collected and
presented data on a gender-disaggregated basis. The data provided by the evaluation review on

these topics comes from a very small set of evalnations that reported on such matters.

Nevertheless, for the full set of 268 evaluations, there were 105 teams that included
female members and 116 that had no female team members. Insufficient info. ‘ation was
available on team composition to code the cther 47 teams. Of the teams that included fernale
tearn members, 31 (30%) presented data on a gender-disaggregated basis, whereas only 19 (16%)
of the ail male teams presented data on a gender-disaggregated basis. It appears that the -simple
presence of women on evaluation teams leads to almos a doubling of the frequency with which

gender-disaggregated data is presented.

Similarly, the presence of a female team leader, or the assignment of an explicit
responsibility for gender considerations to a specific individual on an evaluation team seemed to
make a difference in the frequency with which data were presented on a gender-disaggregated
basis. Of the 32 evaluations that had female team leaders, 11 (34%) presented data on a gender-
disaggregated basis. While this percentage is not high, it is higher than the 20% share of teams
led by men that presented gender-disaggregated data. Only 11 teams incl.udéd individuals who
were assigned special reSponsibilities for gender considerations. Yet 7 (78%) of these teams used
gender-disaggregated data as compared to only 20% of the 258 teams which did not assign the

responstbility for considering gender issues to a specific member of the evaluation team.

While all three of these measures suggest that the involvement of women or.of an'_ '
md1v1dua1 who has special responsibilities for considering gender issues within the context of an
evaluation i improves the likelihood that gender-disaggregated data will be presented, the small
number of cases in which gender-disaggregated data were presented at all place some constraints

on the degree to which generalizations can validly be made using these data.



4. The Use of Interviews in A.LLD. Evaluations

Interviews as a means of gathering new information during an evaluation cuts across

evaluaton designs and often enhances evaluations that depend heavily on other sources of
information. Overall, 259 (97%) of the 268 FY89 and FY90 evaluations MSI reviewed used

interviews to some degree. Even those studies that did not use either direct measures or site

visits as a means of collecting data appear to have supplemented the pre-existing information they

examined with some interviews.

In coding A.LD.’s evaluations, MSI distinguished between structured interview

approaches, in which standardized interview forms are used, and impressionistic approaches,

‘which includes all types of informal and unstructured interview approaches, whether used with. -

individuals or groups. As Table 7-5 indicates, impressionistic approaches to interviews

Table 7-5. Interviewed Approaches Used by Evaluation Teams

R [ All Evaluations | 268
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Interview Approaches Number | Percent
Impressionistic (informal interviews for which no formal
instrument or interview structure used) 188 70%
Structured (interviews utilized a formal instrument or followed | |
structured guidelines) ' 31 12% §
Combination of Impressionistic and Structured Interview
Techniques 4G 15% |
Subtotal Involving Interviews (259) | (97%ﬂ |
No interviews or interview techniques cited 9 3%

- 100%



are used far more often than are structured approaches. Alone, or in combination with structured
interview techniques, impressionistic approaches were used in 228 (85%) of all evaluations. In
comparison, structured interview techniques were used, alone or in combination with

impressionistic approaches, in only 71 (26%) of A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations.

On a bureau basis, there were some variations with respect to the use of impressionistic
and structured interview techniques. The use of only structured techniques was highest in the
R&D and LAC Bureaus. Yet, evaluations in each of these bureaus used this approach only in
15% of their evaluations. The most frequent use of only impressionistic methods was in the Near
East Bureau, where 82% of the interviews were carried out using this type of approach. In
evaluations of projects in the Latin America and Caribbean Bureau, impressionistic approaches .
alone were used only 66% percent of the time, and the R&D Bureau used these approaches alone

even iess frequently, ie., 62% of the time.

While there was not much difference with respect to the interview techniques used in -
cvaluations by evaluation type, single project evaluations were found to rely on only
impressionistic methods more frequently that were multi-project evaluations. This was also the N
case for single point in time, or "snapshot” evaluations as compared to those that obtained
information for muitiple points in time. MSI’s review also noted. that in the evaluations carried .
out by A.LD. staff, acting alone rather than serving as part of a mixed team, the evaluators
depended on only impressionistic interview methods far more heavily than did evaluation teams

which included representatives of other U.S. entities, e.g., contractors, universities, etc.

| In order to determine how well evaluation teams documented their use of structured
evaluation methods, the MSI team examined whether evaluations included copies of the formal .
‘questionnaires that had been administered, as well as sampling plans used to select individuals
to be interviewed during an evaluation. With respect to the first of these questions, MSI'found _
that only 48 evaluations included questionnaires or outlines of interview plans. A total of 40.
(56%) of these evaluations were among the 71 which had been coded as using structured

interview approaches, alone or in combination with impressionistic methods. What this indicates
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is that roughly 56% of the A.i.D. evaluations that used structured methods for their interviews

also included the questionnaires they employed.

As to the issue of sampling plans, they were included in only 41 evaluations. MSI found
that 30 (42%) of these evaluations were among the 71 that used structured interview methods,
alone or in combination with impressionistic methods. Another 10 evaluations that u_sed only
impressionistic methods only were coded as containing the equivalent of sampling plans, ie.,
descriptions of how "focus groups” or community interviews were set up. These 10 evaluations

represented 5% of the 188 evaluations that used only impressionistic methods.

With respect to regional bureaus, evaluations of projects in the LAC Bureau more .

frequently included both questionnaires (21% of the evaluations) and sampling plans (25% of the |

evaluations) than did evaluations for other regional bureaus. Evaluations of projects in the R&D

Bureau, with formal questionnaires for 23% of its evaluations, did nearly as well as LAC in this

regard, but these evaluations included substantially fewer sampling plans.

What is particularly interesting to note with regard to the inclusion of formal
questionnaires and sampling plans is the frequency with which these kinds of evaluation 100ls
were incorporated in evaluations in the "snapshot” category. Single-point-in-time, or "snapshot”
evaluations, are- sometimes thought of as always being impressionistic in nature. Yet that is

clearly not always the case.

While single-point-in-time evaiuations do include a large number of projects that use only
impressionistic interview methods, ie., 171 (73%) of 234 evaluations in this category, some
single-point-in-time studies use more structured approaches. Of the total of 71 evaluations that
used structured interview approaches with any evaluation design, 57 (80%) were associated with
single-point-in-time, or "snapshot” evaluations, in terms of their design. Similarly, of the 48
evaluations that included formal questionnaires in connection with any type of evaluation deSign,
41 (85%) were single-point-in-time evaluations. Finally, 31 (76%) of the 41 evaluations w_hich
described a sampling plan in connection with interviews also used a "snapshot” or single-point-in-

time evaluation design.
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Looking broadly across the data, it is clear that the range of detailed methods used in
single-point-in-time, or "snapshot” evaluations is quite wide. Further efforts to document and

understand that range may be warranted.
5. The Quality of Methods used to Obtain Evidence In A.L.D. Evaluations

In order to develop a broad picture of the quality of evaluation methods reported in A.LD.
evaluations, MSI created a composite measure out of severai of the more detailed technical
characteristics of evaluations discussed above. The composite measure MSI generated scored
evaluation methods as providing evidence at three quality levels, poor, adequate and good.”

Definitions of these levels are provided below:

Poor Evaluations were scored as being poor on methods if they did not specify
their data scurces or if they used only pre-existing-data, i.e., did not collect
any new data. Projects were also scored as having been. deficient in their
methodology if they collected new data using structured data cdllec’:ti(_)ii

techniques but provided neither their instrument nor their sampling plan.

Adequate Evaluations scored as being adequate on evaluation methods were those

that used structured methods to collected new data and provided either a

complete or partial data collection instrument or their sampling plan. =~

Evaluations that collected new data using impressionistic data collection
methods, but which did not obtain beneficiary data, were also scored as

being adequate.

Good The term good was reserved for those evaluations that used structured data

collection approaches and that presented both a data collection instrument

_ - ¥ While this methods composite treated interim and final evaluations, which account for the bulk of - |
the evaluations in the data base, with an even hand, the way in which it score evaluations which used only pre-
existing data operated as a bias against reviews of "lessons learned” and other studies which drew only upon previous
evaluations.
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and sampling plan. It was also applied tc those evaluations that used
impressionistic data collection methods and which also obtained

beneficiary data.

Applying this composite score to the 268 evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 data base,
MSI found that 69 (26%) of the evaluations received scores of "poor” on the methods c_omposité; _

180 (67%) were scored as being "adequate” and only 16 (6%) were scored as being "good."

Of the 16 evaluations that received a rating of "good" on the methods composite, 7 (44%_)'_
were cvaluan'o_hs of projects in the LLAC Bureau and another 4 (25%) were evaluations of projects
in the R&D Bureau. The majority of evaluations rated as "good"” on the methods composite*wefc _
interim evaluations and evaluations thai dealt with single projects. However, this disuibuﬁon:was -
only proportional to the frequency of these kinds of evaluations in the data ba’si:._ The preéerice
of individuals with evaluation ék_iiis, broadly defined, on evaluation teams appears t0- be

positively related to higher scores on the evaluation methods composite, but o‘hly slightly $O.



CHAPTER EIGHT

THE FINDINGS OF A.LD. EVALUATIONS

This section examines the conclusions and recommendations provided in A.LD.

evaluations.

With regard to the general manner in which evaluvations handled findings,

conclusions and recommendations, MSI found that:

Roughly 40% of the 268 evaluations in the data base clearly distinguished findings
(or facts) from conclusions (or interpretations).

-~ But only 22 (8%) of the evaluations presented possible alternative
interpretations of the facts they had gathered.

A larger share of A.ID’s evaluation, %9%, clearly identified their

recommendations, and

- Of the 157 interim evaluations in the data base, 58 (40%) recommended
modifications in project Logical Frameworks.

In the paragraphs below, MSI reviews in greater detail the general conclusi_?ons' that

evaluations reached about project and program performance as well as their specific conclusions

with regard to three cross-cutting issues: the sustainability of A.LD. projects and pfograms; -

environmental impacts; and project effects on a gender-specific basis.

A.  Findings and Conclusions About Basic Project Performance

In order to aggregate evaluation conclusions concerning project performance across a large S

- number of evaluations, MSI coded each evaluation in terms of the answers that the c\ialuation

provided to a set of questions about general project or program performance, including whether:

1558010

Projéct outputs had been or were being provided;

The project’s purpose had been or was still likely to be achieved.
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L The project was judged as being efficient, i.e., costs in relation to performance
were as planned.

L Unplanned project effects, of either a positive or negative character had been
noted.

L Cn an overall basis, the evaluators had judged the project or program to be
successful.

u There was a good fit between the project or program and a mission’s Country

Development Strategy Statement (CDSS), where applicable.

The answers provided by A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations are discussed in the
following paragraphs.

I. Actual Performance As Compared to Plans

Overall, MSI found that 205 (76%) of A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 cvaluétions rE:aéhe;d"
conclusions about progress in creating project outputs. Only 165 (62%) of the 268 evaluations
in the data base reached conclusions concerning the realization of a projéct Or program’s purpose.

A much smaller share; (22%) reached conclusions at the goal level of a project.

When only final and ex-post evaluations are considered, the percentage that reached

conclusions at the purpose and goal levels of projects did not change substantially. Thé -

percentages, con51denng only final and ex-post evaluations were 59% and 27%, respecuvely As

these data suggest, interim evaluations turned out to be just as hkely 10 consuier purpose—levci .

ach1evements and almost as likely to reach conclusioris at the goal level.

At both the output and p'urpose levels, cvaluators concluded that, in most instances, all

Or some aspects of a project’s outputs and purpose had been achieved. Very few evaluatlons _': )

- concluded that no progress whatsocver had been made ~ At the output level, only 3 (1%) of thc-

evaluations reached this conclusions, while 10 (4%) came to a similar conclusmn at the puxposc
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level. On a bureau basis, Tabie 8-1 shows the frequency with which evaluators reported that

projects had achieved some or all of their outputs and either fully or partially realized their

N
-L

purpose.
Table 8-1. Degree to Which Evaluations Report That Projects are
Achieving Their Outputs and Realizing their Purposes
Percent of All or Some Percent.of Al
All or All Projects of the Projects That
Some of That Parpose Reportedly
the Project | Reportedly Level | Achieved Some ||
Total of Qutputs Achieved ‘Objectives or All of Their || -
Bureau Were Some or All Were Purpose Level
Bureaus Evaluations Achieved Outputs Achieved Objectives
Asia 51 38 75% 20 5%
Near East 17 12 71% 8 47% |
Latin America and | | .
the Caribbean - 68 59 87% _ 47 - 69%
Africa | 67 50 75% | 39 58%
R &D | 39 32 82% || 22 '56%
FHA _ 5 4 80% 3 60% || :
PRE s 3 60% 3| 60% |
Large Multi- | e
‘Project Evaluations | 16 4 25% 4 25%
All Evaluations 268 202 75% 155 58%

As the table indicates, the tendency for evaluations to reach conclusions at l_;he Oufpug_ but_' :
not the purpose level, was more pfonounced in the regional bureaus and in the R&D Bureau than

it was, for example, _in'large multi-project evaluations. In a related vein, MSI found thaé at boih
the purpose and the output levels, single-project evaluations were a good deal more ﬁkély to’ .:

reach conclusions about project progress than were evaluations of multiple projects. While there
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were very few evaluations with experimental or quasi-experimental designs in the data base, those
that were included seemed to address the question of output- and purpose-level performance quite

a bit more frequently than did single-point-in-time, or "snapshot” evaluations.

Evaluations were also found 1o differ in the degree to which they reached conclusions at
various performance levels as a function of the evaluation purposes they had cited. At the output

| level, for example:

® - Evaluations stating that their only purpose was the investigation of management
and implementation issues tended to reach conclusions about output level
performance less frequently, only 67% of the time.

K Evaluations identifying a broader range of purposes reached conclusions about
project performance at the output level 84% of the time.

At the purpose level, the gap between evaluations that did and did not examine more than

management and implementation issues was similar..

Tuming 1o project efficiency, i.c., the degree to which project or program outputs were

in line with anticipated costs, MSI found that of 268 evaluations in the data base, only 65 (_24%)'

contained information on the efficiency of projects. This percentage was roughly the same as =~

that found in the FY87-88 evaluation review. In 63 of the evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 S

data base, all or some components of projects were considered to be reasonably efficient. In only

3 of these evaluations were projects found to be inefficient in this sense.

2, Unpilanned Effects

In addition to exarnining the planned results of projects, the A.LD. Evaluation Han_dbook_ L

cnéoﬂra'ges evaluation teams to look broadly at all of the positive and negative effects of_;projec'ts‘ -

before reaching conclusions concerning their impact.! To assess the degree to-which- ALD.

" A.LD. Evaluation Handbook, op. cit., Section 3.4.
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evaluations incorporate this guidance, MSI noted when evaluations identified unanticipated effects

of the projects and programs they examined. Table §8-2 summarizes data on the frequency with

which evaluations discussed the unplanned positive and negative effects of projects and programs.

Evaluations of projects in the Near East Bureau seemed to incorporate this type of information

more frequently than did evaluations of projects in other regional bureaus. On a percentage

basis, large multi-project evaluations identified unanticipated positive and negative effects more

frequently than did smaller evaluations carried out for projects in any of the bureau clusters:

shown on the table.

Table 8-2. Frequency with Which Evaluation Identified
- Unanticipated Effects of Project Activities

Evaluations Reported
Unanticipated Positive

Evaluations Reputed l
Unanticipated Negative §

1558010 -
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Total of Effects - Effects
_ Bureau , _ o
Bureaus Evaluations || Number Percent Number .Percen_t
Asia 51 4 8% 5 C10%
Near East 17 3 18% - 3 18%
Latin America and _ ) o
the Caribbean 68 || 8 12% ) 9 13% )
Africa 67 7 10% 9
R&D 39 4. 10% -3 8%
FHA 5 1 20% - --
'PRE s 1 20%
Large Multi-
I Project Evaluations 16 5 31%
l All Evaluatizons | 268 " 33 12%

13%4[



Consistent with the finding that large multi-project evaluations tended to record
unanticipated project effects somewhat more frequently than did smaller evaluations, MSI found
that, in general, muld-project evaluations reported on unplanned effects, particularly positive
effects, more frequently than did single-project evaluations. In addition, final and ex-post
cvaluations, as well as reviews of "lessons learned,” commented on unplanned effects more
frequently than did interim evaluations. Coverage of unplanned effects in an evaluation also
appeared to be slightly better when evaluation teams were relatively large and when they |
included at least one individual with evaluations skills, as broadly defined in the A.LD. |
Evaluation' Handbook.

3. The "Fit" Between Projects and a Broad Mission Program (CDSS)

In A.LD.’s overseas missions, project success is in part a function of the degree to which

it successfully implements elements of an overall development strategy. To gauge this_aspéct o

of project success, MSI noted when evaluations indicated whether there was a good, poor or )

mixed "fit" between a project and a mission CDSS. This measure makes sense only for the 177

evaluations of "mission-owned" projcéts in the data base. Within this subset, 47 (27%) of the

evaluations of "mission-owned" projects commented on the fit between the project and the -

missi_oﬁ’s CDSS. Of these evaluations, 36 (20%) reported that there was a good _"fit,"' while 11
(6% indicated that the "fit" was mixed. The majority, 130 (73%) did not address this ques:ion._

4. - Overall Performalice of A.LLD.’s Projects and Programs

In addition to coding evaluations on a series of discrete success measures, MSI noted

when evaluations made overall statements about the success of a project or the lack t.hereof This = =

overail measure was viewed as subsuming and balancmg out whatever inconsistencics may havc L

existed at more discrete levels at which performance was judged.

~ For 249 (93%) of A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations, evaluation teams reached an -

overall conclusion about project performance. For 241 (97%) of these evaluatlons, evaluatlon' '
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teams concluded that some or all of the project or programs objectives had been achieved. Only
8 (4%) of those evaluations were judged to be unsuccessful.  Table 8-3 shows the frequency,
by burean, with which evaluators stated that some or all of the objectives of projects or programs

had been or were being achieved.

Table 8-3. Frequency with Which Evaluations Judged that Overall Projects
Were Achieving Some or All of the Objectives

Evaluations Which '
Report That Gverall Percent Which
Projects are Total - Overall are
- Achieving Some or Number of Achieving Some or
_ All of Their Bureau All of Their
| ' Bureaun Objectives Evaluations Objectives
| Asia - 45 51 o oesw |
Near East | 14 7| - 82%
Latin America and the Caribbean - 61 68 | 90%
Africa | | 58 67 87%
iR&D ] 38 39 97%
!FHA | | 5 s 100% ||
PRE - s| s - 100% |
| Multi-project Evaluations e 15 16 . 94%
All Evaluations | | - 90%

As this table suggests, many evaluations which did not reach conclusions with réspect to
the degrcg to which the outputs or the purpose of a project had been achieved, neverthel}esé théy :
- reached an overall conclusion _conccrning_projcct or program success. This pattern =pcrtaiincd for
evalhations w'hich. z_ised-prbject ngical Frameworks as a basis fbr making judgemenfts' é_bout-
performance and for evaluations which did not utilize this tool. Table 8-4 illustrates thé, degree

to which overall conclusions as compared to detailed conclusions were reached in evaluations.

1550010 _ - 102



It also shows how such conclusions differed as a function of the timing or type of evaluations
in which they were drawn. As Table 8-4 makes clear, the number of evaluations in which
overall positive conclusions are reached is quite a bit higher, for every type of evaluation, than

is the number which reached more specific conclusions. The reason for this gap is not at all

clear.
Table 8-4. The Effect of Project Status/Evaluation
‘Timing on Evaluation Conclusions Concerning Achievements
Other Evaluations and
: Those Score Can’t Tei} -
Interim Evaluations Final & Ex-Post With Respect to-
Achievements (N=159) Eva!uatmns (N=74_) Timing (N=_35} :
Cited by The Percent of R
- Evaluations All Final or | Percent of
' ~ Percent of Ex-Post All'of The
Number All Interim Number | Evaluations || Number | Evaluations
Evaluations -
Some or All of the
Project Outputs : : S
Were Achieved 127 80% 59 80% i6 . 46%
Some or All of the
Projeci(s) Purpose
Level Objectives S
Were Achieved ' 100 _ - 63% 44 60% i1 | 3%
Overall the
Project(s) Were
Achieving some or . _ T
' All Objectives 142 89% 691 - 9B%[ 30 8% |

Interim evaluations were only slightly less likely to reach overall positive conclusions than P

were final and eX-post ev_aluaﬁons. Simila':ly,. multiple-project evaluations.in a si_ngl_§ country 'j N

were slightly less likely than single-project evaluations to reach overall positive concl'us_ibhs_.‘ Yet -

these differences were not strong enough to explain why so many evaluations which had no_t o
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drawn any intermediate level conclusions, i.e., about outputs, purpose, efficiency or unplanned

results, reached overall positive conciusions with respect to project success.
B. rindings and Conclusions about Cross-Cutting Issues

In addition to noting what evaluations said about basic project performance, MSI coded
evaluations with respect to what they said about three cross-cutting issues: sustainability,
environmental impact and gender considerations. These findings and conclusions are discussed

in the following paragraphs.
1. - The Sustainability of A.LD. Projects and Programs

The term sustainability has several meanings, including the financial and managerial
sustainability of projects; the degree to which benefits continue to flow to a project’s target:
group; and the appropriateness, from a long-term perspective, of their relationship 10 natural
resources. For purposes of this review, sustainability was used primarily to connote .thc;
continuation of project activities and hence their effects. Environmental impacts were handled

separately, and are discussed in subsection (b) below.

Of the 268 evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 evaluation data base, 116 (43%) assessed
the sustainability of A.LD. projects and programs in at least a minimal way. Of the 116'

evaluations which did s0, only 54 (47%) provided the definition of sustainability they 'ix'i_tcndedé

to apply. As Table 8-5 indicates, evaluations of projects in the Africa Burcau addressed this

issue somewhat more frequently than did evaluations in other bureaus. Both of the b:ui'causi_ for
which MSI had samples, FHA and PRE, appear to consider sustainability quite fredl_ientiy, as.

do large multi-project evaluations.
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Table 8-5. Fregquency With Which Bureau Evaluations

Explicitly Examined Sustainability Issues

‘Evaluations That Pér_cent!of I

| Explicitly Examined | Total Number of | Evaluations That l
Sustainability Bureau Examined
Bureau Evaluations Sustainability

(Asia | 20 51 39%)

I Near East 6 | i? | 35%

h Larin America and the Caribbean | 30 68 | - 44% |
Africa | 32 67 5%
R&D il 39| T 28% |
FHA 3 5 8%
PRE | s 6%
Mulﬁ-project Evaluations 11 | 16 T '__69%_
All Evaluations 116 268 %]

Evaluanons did not appaear to differ with respect to whether they addressed. sustamab:hty ) '_

depending upon whether ore or many projects were involved. Nor were final and ex-post |

evaluations found to be significantly more likely to address sustainability. than were interim

evaluations. - Those evaluations that addressed on sustainability did, however, appear to be -

dlsnngulshablc in two ways. First, a positive relanonshlp was found between evaluanon tcam -

size and discussions of sustamablhty, i.e., of the 55 evaluations that had a single evaluation team' o

' 'mcmbcr 24 (44%) addressed project sustamablhty In contrast, 71% of the 17 cvaluanons with f o

- four or more team members add:essed sustainability. Evaluations that used multiple sources of | R
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data, i.e., existing records, plus direct measurement, plus site visits, also appeared to address

sustainability more frequently than other evaluations.

On the broad question of whether preject benefits would continue after A.LD. funding
ceases, 122 (44%) evaluations indicated that some benefits would continue, while only 77 (29%)
suggested that all project benefits woiﬂd contnue. This percentage compares favorably to
evaluations included in the FY87-88 review, only 36% of which were reported to have addressed
this issue in any detail. Table 8-6 shows the different ways in which evaluations were coded on

these two questions.

Table 8-6. Frequency with Which Evaluations Con_clnde
That Some or All Project Benefits Would be Sustained

: _ Some-B;eﬁm'Wﬂ! Cﬁntinue All Benefits Will Continue Af:ter_-f- _ ..
Evaluation Conclusions After A.LD. Funding Stops A.LD. Funding Stops
oty | | A || Rt
 Issue Not Addressed 146 54% 191 2%
Low Probability 61 23% 54 20% ||
Moderate Probability 38 14% 17 6%
'High Probability 23 9% 6 2%
All Observation 268 100% 268 100%

At a more detailed level, MSI coded evaluations with respect to the probability that .

projects were wholly or partially sustainable. Scores of high, medium and low were given. Their - .

 distribution is shown in Table 8-7. What is noteworthy is that the share of projects prediét_ed o

~ be sustainable and likely to continue providing benefits does not equate with the share wet_ef r_ﬁ_tcd’ : A

as being relatively successful in terms of achieving their overall substantive objectives. -
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including the use of user fees, were mentioned. As the table indicates only a small fraction of
A.LD.’s evaluations identify how projects will be financed on a sustained basis. With regard to
this 1able, MSI also noted that while host country budgets were the most frequently cited source

of funds, other than A.LD., private sector funding was mentioned nearly as often.

Table 8-8. Frequency With Which Evaluations
Identify Other Sources of Project Funding

" Project Fuading During the - Project Funding After A.LD.
_ Life of the A.LD. Project Funding Ceasés )
Other SOI.II:'CCZ of Project : Percent of All Percent of All :
unas Number of Evaiuations Number of Evaluations -
Evaluations | (N=248) Evaluations | (N=268) :
Host Country Government ' 83 : 3% 541 - 20%
i Other Donors 24 _ 9% 28 10% ||
! _ . RINE
Private Sector (User Fees, Eic.) 66 | 25% 71 _ 26%
" Other Sources | 16 6% 18 7% ||
None Identified 85 32% 49| - 56% ||

- Of particular interest 1o A.LD. in recent years has been the incorporation of user fees into
prcgccts as a means of cnsurmg the long term provision of goods and services. Ovcr-all, only

17% of the projects examined through FY89 znd FY90 appear to incorporate user fees intd long--

term ﬁnancmg questions, as Table 8-9 indicates. - User fees were more frequently assoc1ated with

: pTO]eCtS in the LAC and Near East Bureaus than was the case for other bureaus for Wthh MSI B

had relatively large samples. Evaluations of PRE Bureau projects su'ggest that user fees are also -

being incorporated into this bureau’s projects.
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Table 8-9. Frequency with Which Bureau Projects
Reportedly Utilize User Fees During the Life of a Project

)
Number of
Evaluations That
Cite User Fees a=a Total Number of Percent Clting Private -
: Source of Funds During Bureau Evaluations Sector Funding .
Bureau the A.LD. Project Life) :
Asia " 5 51 10%
Near East | 4 17 24%
Latin America and the Caribbean . 18 68 _ 26%
Africa | 10 67 5%
R&D : | 3 39 8%
| PRE - | 2 51 40%
Multi-project Evaluations | L . 16 | 2%
All Evaluations | B 45 | 68 0 11%

Information on a bureau basis does not, however, answer the question of whether user fees

are being incorporated in projects where this makes sense from a substantive perspective. Given = - |

changes A.LD. is making in the way projects are coded from a sectoral perspective, and the fact
that less than half of the projects in the FY89 and FY90 had been assigned codes under A.LD.’s -
new activity code system, MSI did not attempt to answer this question in the course of this |

review.

' Asa Zcoumefpointf to .que'stions raised about sources of funds, evéluation _com?';nents L
- concering the affordability of goods and scrviccs provided by projects were notable. Of thc-268
_evaluanons in the data base, only 64 (24%) provided clear answers on this question Of thcse .
26 (41%) said that services and goods prov1ded by A.LD. projects were affordable while 38 saJd
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that they were not. To the degree that user fees are expected to account for a significant portion
of a project’s long term financing, the affordability of project goods and services could be a

critical issue.

2, Environmental Impact

Table 8-10. Degree to Which Evaluations Addressed Environmental Concerns

Evaiuation in © Percent of - | -
Which Evaluations That
Environmental Total Number |  Addressed
_ Concerns Were of Bureau Epvironmental - i -
Bureau Addressed  Evaluations Coricerns:
Asia | 8 -1 16% || -
Near East 2 17 12% ||
Latin America and the Caribbean 8 | 68 12%-|
Africa 13 671 19% |
R&D o 6 | 15% |
FI.iA . | ..-- ‘ . S ) . | -I‘_
PRE | oo s 20%
Muld-project Evaluations o 3 16 _ 38%
All Evaluations C 41 o 15%

A small fraction of A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 evalu_atibns examined cnvironmental:issucs'.j-‘: - -

- As Table 8-10 indicates, only 41 (15%) of the evaluations in the data base set out 10 address

~environmental impact issues. This percentage is lower than was found for evaluations in the =~ -

. FY87-88 evaluation review, where 25% of the evaluations appear to have ex-aminéd.f -

environmental questions. Africa Bureau evaluations included an examination of environmental
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impact more frequently than was the case in other bureaus, but even here the overall percentage
fell below 20%. A somewhat higher than average share of the large mulii-project evaluations

considered environmental impact.

While 41 evaluations set out to examine environmental issues, a much smaller number
reached conclusions about environmental effects. Only 25 evaluations indicated that planned
environmental outcomes had been achieved to any degree. With respect to unplanned
environmental effects, 4 evaluations reported on negative effects while 5 reported that the

unplanned environmental effects of projects had been either positive or neutral.
3. Gender Considerations

In MSI’s review of ALD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluatons, a number of questions were
examined to determine the degree to which gender-specific issues aIc being pursued in
evaluations. As it turns out, only about 70 (26%) of the evaluétions in the data base of 268
evaluations included -information that facilitated an understanding of women’s participation in
projects or the degree to which women received benefits from A.LD. financed project and
programs. This is lower than the 33% of evaluations in the FY87-88 review that wcre:rcpor_téd'

to have examined gender issues in some detail.

From a data perspective, only 7% of the evaluations in the data base reported that the

objéctivesof projects examined were articulated on a gender-disaggregated. basis. As already |

noted, in Chapter Seven, only 11% of ALD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations collected new data
on a gender-disaggregated basis. |

- From a design perspective, 8% of A.LD.’s evaluations reported that the projects that were ~

evaluated had identified obstacles to women'’s participation in their designs. A similar percentage

reported that projects contained strategic plans for overcoming such obstacles. A slightly smaller
percentage of evaluations, 6%, reported that, during the course of the project, obstacles to

women’s participation had been eliminated.
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As to the types of benefits projects were reported, on a gender-specific basis, to have
provided, MSI examined two: training and other project services and benefits. With respect to
training, MSI found that 180 (67%) of the 268 evaluadons in the data base reported that training
had been provided by the projects they examined. Only 66 (25%) stated that women had been
trained by these projects. The percentage of evaluations that reported that women had been
trained was slightly higher for projects in the Asia and Near East Bureaus than it was for other

bureaus.

In the case of other project services and benefits, MSI found a similar situation. Of the
268 evaluations in the data base, 178 (66%) reported that services and benefits had been provided
directly to people in the projects they evaluated. However, in only 50 (19%) of these evaluations.
was there information suggesting that women had received project services or other benefits. In
42 of these evaluations, there' was adequate information to determine the share of beﬂeﬁts -
received by women, as Table 8-11 indicates. However, given the small number of projects. that

reported data of this type, it is difficult to generalize from these answers to A.LD.’s full portfolio

of projects.

Table 8-11. Share of Project Benefits Which
Evaluations Report Are Received by Women

Shar;;‘ Project Benefits | Number of
 Received by Women Evaluations | Percent |

0 - 20% | 2] 4w
21% - 40% | 13 6%
41% - 60% - 5 2%
61% - 80% 2 1%
81% - 100% 8 3%
CamtTell 226  84%

All Evaluation 268 100% J
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CHAPTER NINE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATICONS

MSI’s review of A.LD.’s FY89 and FY90 evaluations indicates that, broadly speaking,
A.LD.’s evaluation system is healthy. By and large, the A.LD. evaluvation system serves the
intended purpose of providing management-useful information to relatively large numbers of mid-
level staff who design and administer A.LD. projects. At the same time, there are improvements
that can and should be made. A.LD.’s current efforts to introduce strategic evaluations that will
benefit the Agency’s top managers are appropriate in this regard. Detailed conclusions and

recommendations for A.LD. are provided in the following thirteen paragraphs.
1. Portfoiio Coverage

Information from this evaluation review and from other sources indicates that:

m:  ALD.s evaluation coverage of its portfolio is substantial for a US -

government program.

On an annual basis, A.LD. evaluates 150-200 projects and program, or 8% - 9.%_, of its
portfolio through a mix of single-project and multiple-project evaluations. As of the end of -
FY90', A.LD:’s portfolio contained 1901 projects that had a combined life-of-project Val'ue of $38 -

billion. In each of the two years covered by the FY89 and FY90 evaluation review, ALD.

completed around 125 smgle and multi-project evaluations that were complete enough to mchzde L

in the data base. The combined life-of-project value of the projects evaluated in each year :

covered by this review is approximately $3 billion.

This level of coverage was approximately the same as was found in earlier reviews. As:

A.LD. itself has reported, it achieves this level of evaluation with expenses that come to less' than:
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.02% of its annual budget. These expenditures are significantly lower than the 1% of budget

which some federal agencies set aside for evaluation.?

Given the size of A.LD. programs, and in the nature of the evaluation work each
‘organization undertakes, anecdotal information suggests that A.LD.’s evaluation performance
compares favorably to that of other U.S. government agencies. It also compares WeH to the
performance of the World Bank. Operations evaluations at the Bank, which do not normally
involve field work, have, on average, examined 130 projects, with a combined value of $11

billion, each year for the past fifteen years.”
2. Report Completeness

Findings from this evaluation review, together which the results of prior evaluation

reviews suggests that:

- With respect to their completeness, A.I.D. evaluations are net making steady -

improvements over time.

Since FY86-87, A 1.D. has been pubhshm g the results of its bi-annual evaluation rewews S

thle each of these reviews has had a unique scope of work, they have ovedapped in thexr o

coverage of several evaluation factors Wthh while not providing a complete longltudmal picture - |
of completeness serve as a pamal basis for assessing progress with regard to the. completeness
and coverage, but not the quality of A.ID.’s evaluations. The changes that have occurred over .

the six years covered by three evaluation reviews appear to be somewhat random.

Over the six-year period, the share of evaluations that include scopes of work has"'ri_sen-

from 49% to 74%. Those that provide at least a minimal discussion of evaluation methods has N

% AILD., "’I‘he A.LD. Evaluation System: Past Performance and Future Disections” op. cit., p. 16

'? Werld Bank, Evaluation Results for 1988. Washington, D.C.: International Bank for Recons!rucuon'
and Development 1996, p. 2.
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risen from 75% to 87%. At the same time, the number of evaluations for which required A.LD.

Evaluation Summaries are provided has declined from 68% to 49%.

In addition to leaving out scopes of work and descriptions of evaluation methods, MSI
found that many evaluations failed to identify the projects they examined using A.LD.’s formal,
seven-digit project numbers. The problems these omissions caused, from an evaluation review
perspective, were compounded when evaluation teams cited the number of the A.LD. project that
paid for their work. Projecis that paid for evaluations were often large centrally funded efforts
that focused on sectoral and technical issues. When evaluations do not cite correct project
numbers for the projects they evaluated the result can be the incorrect allocation of evaiuations

by bureau, country or office.

RECOMMENDATION:  Set annual targets for improvements in the completeness of
' A.LD. evaluation reports and decentralize to bureau and

mission evaluation officers the responsibility for meetmg and

reporting on this aspect of performance. -

-- Develop a clear set of measures of evaluation reporr
completeness that thereafter are to used in all evaluation

reviews and related qualiry-control activities o assess '

performance.

3. Constraints on the Complete Reporting of Evaluation Methods

While reporting on methods has improved, compared to prior years, it is often inédcquate L :

MSI found it difficult to judge their quality when there was only scant reporting on cvaluatlon.
methods Yet evaluations that provided only a brief, single-page description of their mcthods

were fully in compliance with the A LD.’s Evaluation Handbook. Whether mtennonally or not

A.LD.’s guidance is dlscouragmg the presentation of full and completc methodology sectionsin =~~~

evalyation rcports

RECOMMENDATION: That A.LD. revise its evaluation guidance to eliminate
: ' constraints on the full and complete reporting of evaluation
methods in appropriate annexes, if not within the body of

evaluation reports. :
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4. Clear Identification of Team Expertise

Given the types of evaluations A I.D. is carrying out, the findings of this evaluation

review indicated that:

= Too frequently, A.LD. evaluations ask their readers to make a leap of faith
concerning the foundation wupon which their conclusions and
tecommendations rest.

Only a small fraction of A.LD.’s evaluation teams include individuals with c?aluation
skills as they are broadly defined in the A.LLD. Evaluation Handbook. Furthermore, as the large
number of A.LD. evaluations that utilize impressionistic data collection approaches at only a
single-point-in-time suggest, A.L.D. is relying heavily on the "expert judgement” of its evaluation
teams. Yet, in a thir_d.of these evaluations, no description of the skills and experﬁse of the

evaluation team members was presented.

RECOMMENDATION: That A.LD. clarify and reinforce its requirement for
: A.LD. evaluations to discuss team composition. .

-- Revised instructions should explicitly call for the
inclusion of information about the pertinent
experience of team members who are serving as
"experts” in some capacity on an evaluation ream.

- - Descriptions of team composition should also be

required to identify which, if any, members of an

evaluation team have skills and experience that
conforms to AID.’s broad definition of evaluation
skills. ' - |

5. Internal and External Evaluations

- For a number of very good reasons, A.LD. strongly =ncourages the participation of its
staff as well as the staff of sponsoring host ministries in interim evaluations. Conversely; it
discourages the participation of these same actors in final and ex-post evaluations. In the former

case, A.LD.’s position focuses on the value to these parties of the knowledge they gain about the
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projects they are administering. In the latter case, A.LD.’s position is based on the need for

objecdvity.

L Irrespective of what A.LD.’s guidance says in this regard, A.LD. staff and
host ministry personnel currently participate as team members on both
interim and final evaluations.

As a practical matter, MSI’s review of A.LD.’s evaluations found that there: is little
difference in the range of questions that interim and final evaluations examine, or in the methods
they use to answer questions. The difference between them lies in how far along a project is in

its product or service delivery cycle.

Given the many practical similarities between A.L.D.’s interim and final evaluations, one

might argue that, for both a mission and for the ministry with which it is working, participation

in final evaluations is simply another step in a continuing process that helps to build knowledge |

for the future as well as for the present.

RECOMMENDATION: That A.LD. revisit the rationale for discouraging the
B participation of A.LD. staff and sponsoring host ministry
personnel who have worked with a project on final and ex-post

evaluation teams. If the current policy still seems appropnate. e

enforce it. If it does not, change it.

6. Host Country Participation in A.LD. Evaluations

When MST’s evaluation review broadened the question of the level of A.LD. and host
country participation to cover all aspects of the evaluation process, it quickly became 'app_are”nt- i
that: o

m - Host country personne are not being brought into the evaluation pr'océs's to -

the degree that any reasonable "stakeholder analysns" of pr0_|ects and
programs would suggest is appropriate.

Not only do sponsoring host ministry personnel infrequently serve on evaluation teams,
there is little in A.LD.’s evaluations to suggest that they are being included in oral briefings, or -

being asked to review draft evaluation reports.
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From a "stakeholder” perspective, the absence of sponsoring host ministry personnel on
interim evaluations of "missicn-owned" projects is only one aspect of the issue. Large multi-
coungy evaluations that result in the adoption of strategies A.LD. then applies on a sectoral,
continental or world-wide basis almost never include ministry representatives. Yet, the staff of
these ministries have an overwhelming need to understand strategic options and to learn from the

experiences of other countries.

RECOMMENDATION: That A.LD. re-examine its commitment to including
sponsoring host ministry personnel on evaluation teams.
If the commitment remains a serious one,: xmprove
A.LD.’s performance in this regard. '

-- Identify current barriers 1o host . country
involvement in all aspects of AI1D.'s evaluation
processes and define methods of overcoming them.

-~ Experiment with the inclusion of host ministry
personnel on large, multi-project and multi-country
evaluations that have a strategic or: sectoral
orientation from which they could benefit and to
which they could contribute.

7. Evaluation Timing

The evaluation review confirmed the findings of other evaluation reviews concerning the "

composition of A.LLD.’s evaluations from an evaluation timing perspective.

= The AID evaluation system continues to emphasize the. decentrahzed a
production of management-useful interim and final evaluations of mdw-dual
prOJects. - -

Broadly speaking, this is as it should be.

| The A.LD. evaluation system is functioning as anticipated when it is prc)du_cing a .
distribution of evaluations that resembles a series of levels on a pyramid. As A.I-.D.__ already -
- knows from 'prior 'evaluation reviews, its system produces a relatively large number of mid-term

evaluations, a smaller number of final evaluations, a handful of ex-post evaluations and
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occasional studies that review the lessons other evaluations have produced. Of the four levels
in this pyramid, the bottom two levels, which contain interim and final evaiuations of A.LD.

projects and programs, appear to be the most stable.

After twenty years, interim and final evaluations are an accepted and integral part of

A.LD.’s management system. For the most part, they are scheduled and funded by the

management units {e.g., overseas missions or the technical offices in central bureaus) that

administer the projects and programs being evaluated. While the production of interim and final |
- evaluations in A.LD. does not occur on "automatic pilet,” it fits this image about as well as might

be hoped in a large bureaucracy.

A.LD.s investments, over these same years, in ex-post or “impact” evaluatons, reviews.
or syntheses of "lessons learned,” strategic or issue-onented evaluations, and other typcs -of'
evaluations, have been less systematic than is the case for interim and ex-post cvaluanons
'Accordmgly, there are fewer evaluations in these categories. Further, in contrast to the kmds of _. |
family resemblances that can be found among interim and final evaluations over nme the
.substannve nature and coveragc of evaluations that are clustered in the top levels of A.LD.’s .
 evaluation pyramid under the labels "ex-post”, "lessons learned" and "other” can be quite diffcrént :
from review 1o review. New prograrﬁ ‘and policy assessments, and new opcfations and
managemcm assessments, which CDIE is introducing this year, ﬂlustrate both CDIE s
responsibility for advancing evaluation practice in A.LD. and the way in which evaluations in the
top two layers of the A.LD. evaluation pyramid tend to mutate over time in response to 'A_genc_:y :
needs Their introduction represents a net gain for the eiraluation system, as their iriiﬁation_

- is not coming at the cost of more routine evaluations upon which mxd—level mangers depend.

8. Substantive Coverage in Evaluations

MSD’s examination of the range of questions addressed in different types of AILD.

evaluations indicated that:

‘% AID, Handout: "Administrator Strengthens Role of Evaluation in A.LD.", 1991,
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= The range of issues that are being addressed in A.LD.’s interim evaluations
is broader than that term might suggest.

The conventional wisdom, which holds that interim evaluations of individual project tend
t0 concern themselves only with management issues, and thereby have little of value to say to

those who are concerned with sectoral issues and policies, is not accurate.

= Only 30% of A.1D.’s interim evaluations limited their inquiry to management and
implementation issues. Most interim evaluations, like final evaluations, examined
issues such as the appropriateness of a project’s design and the probability it could
be replicated elsewhere.

= Of the FY89 and FY90 evaluations that reached conclusions and offered
recommendations at the sectoral level, 54% were interim evaluations as were 46%
of the evaluations that offered conclusions that were multi-sectoral in nature.

- To the degree that interim as well as final and ex-post evaluations produced at the mission
level reach findings that may have broader implications, they should be captured and fed inito the

- Agency’s program and policy decision-making process on a timely basis.

RECOMMENDATION: That A.LD. develop an "early alert" procedure, which can be
used by mission or bureau staff, to notify CDIE whenever an

evaluation reaches sectoral, multi-sectoral or other broad-

gauged conclusions. Such a system should allow CDIE to feed
pertinent results of evaluations, from any source, into Agency-
wide decision-making processes on a more timely basis. -

9. Evaluation Approaches

Asa practtcal matter, the majority of AL D s evaluations are smglc point-in-time- stud:lcs

Longltudmal evaluations, which collect consistent information before and after a pro_]ect dehvers SRULEN

the goods and services it is designed to provide, are few and far between.

"m Given that the overwhelming majority of A.LD. evaluations are single-point-
in-time endeavors, there is a need in A.LD. for standards of "evaluatlon _
quahty" that are specific to single-point-in-time evaluations.
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A separate definition of "evaluation quality” for longitudinal evaluations may or may not

be needed, since the evaiuation literature is replete with discussions of the standards to be applied

when experimental and quasi-experimental evaluation design are used.

Looking across the 234 evaluations in the FY89 and FY90 cata base, the thing that was

striking was their methodological diversity.

Some used trend data to expand their understanding of changes which may have
occurred, while others did not.

Some gathered beneficiary data, while others did not.

Some used structured interview techniques, and included their interview forms and
sampling plans in their reports, while others did not.

Some gathered data on a gender-disaggregated basis, while others did not.

Some included site visits and direct measures of performance, while others used
only data from existing reports.

Some drew performance indicators cut of project Logical Frameworks; while
others did not. |

Some examined performance in relation to cost, while others did not.

These dimensions are only a few of the factors that could be considered in assessing

evaluation quality for single-point-in-time studies.

Developing broad standards and composite measures of quality, is not, however, an easy

matter. Each of the bi-annual evaluation reviews has taken on this challenge to some degree; as-

have other CDIE activities over the years. When MSI developed a composite methods rating,

using only a few of the factors listed above, it found that high quality almost had to be separately :

defined for several evaluation subtypes, e.g., those that use impressionistic data-collection

methods versus those that use more structured techniques.
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RECOMMENDATION: That AID. develop "working models" of what high and low
quality in single-peint-in-time evaluations means in the A.LD.
context.

-- Test these rmodels retrospectively against existing
evaluations and prospectively with a sample of upcoming
evaluations prior to issuing standards and measuring
conformance with them in future bi-annual evaluatzon
reviews.

10.  The Credibility of Overall Assessments of Performance

In examining the findings of A.LD.’s evaluations, MSI discovered a substantlal'
discrepancy between detailed evaiuation findings and overall Judgemcnt about project success,

which suggests:

. There is a tendency in A.LD. evaluations to give pro;ects the benefii of the
doubt when making overall judgement about performance.

The facts that bear out this conclusion can be summarized briefly:

s In 60% of ALD.’s final evaluations  no concluelon was reached about project
achievement at the purpose level. Yet in 93% of A.LD.’s final evaluations; teams
reached the overall judgement that the projects were succeeding. '

n Of the 268 evaluations MSI examined, only 43% addressed sustainability issues.. -

~ Only 99 (37%) were reported to have a moderate to high probability of being.

sustained. Yet 90% of all evaluations were reportcd on an overail bas1s, to be
succeeding.

Where achievement at the purpose level in final evaluations.is not béing reported; and in -
all evaluations w_hérc sustainability is either not addressed or reported to be low, it is difficult -
to undcfstan_d: what evaluation teams mean when they report that, on balance, projeéts"-aré,. B
succeeding. The standards of evidence for such judgments need to be clearer and higher th.an_?' '

this review suggests they are currently.
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RECOMMENDATION: That A.LD. define standards of evidence concerning project
performance and sustainability that must be met in order to
concluded that projects are either succeeding or failing.

11.  The Coverage of Cross-Cutting Issues in A.LD. Evaiuations
The findings of this and prior evaluation reviews indicated that:

® - ALD. evaluations pay only a very limited amount of attention to cross cutting
issues that are of interest on an Agency-wide basis.

~ Statistics concerning evaluation coverage of cross-cutting issues are even less encouraging.
While A.LD. has tracked evaluation coverage of sustainability, environmental impact and gender
issues for several years, evaluations are not technically required to address these or other cross- -

cuiting issues.

With that caveat in mind, MSI found that the share of evaluations that examined the o
question of program sustainability, at even a minimal level, rose from 36% for FY87-83 0 43%
for FY'8'9-'90. The share of evaluations that considered environmental issues and impacts ddslincd

from 25% in FY87-88 10 15% in FY89-90. Evaluation coverage of gender issues also appears

10 have declinéd somewhat. Whereas 33% of the FY87-88 evaluations considered women in

.'deve}Opﬁlen' issues in some way, only 23% of the FY89-90 evaluations collected data oma - R

| gcnder—dlsaggregatcd basis and only 19% of those projects that provided direct benefits to people L .

' --reported on whether women had received some portxon of those benefits.

RECOMMEND’ATION: That A.LD. decide whether evaluatiohs are to be reqiii"red to- .
R - address cross-cutting issues and, for those cross-cutting issues

‘where the answer is "yes," issue special guidance, or revise the =

A.LD. Evaluation Handbook, to make both the reqmrements
and appropriate procedures clear.

- 12, Impi'o_iring Evaluation Quality

To the degree that MSI was able to examiine evaluation quality issues usihg’.A.I.D. '
evaluation-rcports, it found that bureaus were relatively even, at the aggregate level, in the degree -
10 wh’ich they focused on such matters in evaluations. While the Asia Bureau may have been
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better at one aspect of the overall task, Africa was good at something else, just as LAC, the Near

East, R&D and the other central bureaus all had their swengths.

Relatively even performance at the bureau level with respect to evaluation
completeness, coverage and methods issues, however, masks substantial
quality control problems within bureaus. In each bureau for whlch MSI
examined a substantial number of evaluations, some were quite good and
others were very bad.

A quality control system that brings evaluations to a uniformly higher standard may need
to be administered on a "real time" basis, i.c., as scopes of work are developed or when
evaluations are in draft, rather than after the fact. Such a system need not be complicated.

Theoretically, it could be constructed on a checklist basis.

While CDIE can monitor quality across :the_ Agené_y, it may not be appropﬁatci'fo_r_CDIE

to try to administer an evaluation quality-control program at the mission level or in offices within

AID/Washington bureaus. A “real time" quality control system wo_uld, almost by deﬁnitibn,'need o o

to be administered at the bureau level.

RECOMMENDATION: That A.LD. develop an approach for administering a simple

and effective "real time" evaluation quality control syfstén’n.’ o

-- Test the approach in sample missions ‘and offices across
bureaus, rather than pilot testing such a system in @ single

bureau. Ownership of such a system must be broadly =~ '

based.

Looking beyond the findings of this evaluation MSI notes an opportunity CDIE may wish to act i

upon.

Pursuant to the October, 1990, announcement by A.LD.’s Administrator on strengthening

. evaluation, CDIE’s role in to monitoring the quality of A.LD.’s evaluation work is expected to R

increase. A.LD.’s bi-annual evaluation reviews play a role in this effort, but only if ALD.
clarifies its expectations with respect to what evaluations will include and cover, and how their .

quality will be assessed.
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RECOMMENDATION:  That A.LD. utilize the opportunity that bi-annual evaluation
reviews provide to develop an adequate coverage and quality
monitoring system.

-- Design an standardized evaluation review scope of work
that has one section which deals with basic quality and
coverage indicators that are 1o be measured in the same
way on a longitudinal basis. Other sections can vary with
each evaluation review.

-- Draw upon the experience of past evaluation reviews in
determining what is measurable using A.1.D. evaluations as
the source of data. '

-- Pre-test any new system for assessing quality and coverage
in an off year, e.g., with a sample of FY9I evaluations, so
that modifications can be made before the system must be
used for a full FY91-92 evaluation review.

13.  Maintaining A High Quality Evaluation Library

The degree to which bi-annual evaluation reviews can accurately characterize the

evaluation coverage of A.LD.’s portfolio depends in good part on the quality of the evaluation

library CDIE maintains on behalf of the Agency.

[ - A.LD.’s evaluation library and its automated information systems c_urren_tlyg'
follow two filing practices which impede the conduct of bi-annual evaluation -
reviews and could impede the conduct of other quality control endeavors.

As was first noted in A.L.D.’s FY87-88 evaluation review, the A.LD. library often assigns - |
 different card catalogue numbers to evaluation reports and to the A.LD. evaluation Summaries_ '
that are intended to accompany them. A single card catalogue number is both adequate and -

appropriate.

A.LD.’s automated information systems provides misleading information on cvaluafionSa R

when it reflects evaluation team deficiencies and errors with respect to project identification.
Evaluations that are being entered intc A.LD.’s automated listings at times lack project numbers.

“and at other times include misleading numbers, i.e., the number of the project that paid for t_he} L
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evaluation rather than the number of the project that was evaluated. This procedure encourages
the incorrect assignment of evaluations to missions, bureaus and AID/Washington offices during

evaluation reviews and would have the same impact on other quality-control activities.

RECOMMENDATION: That A.LD. establish library and information system filing
procedures that correct the two problems identified above.

-- AS a special, one-time effort, recode and recatalogue any
FYS1 evaluation documents which have been assigned
mudtiple card caralogue numbers or inappropriate project
numbers, so that future evaluation monitoring activities can’
be carried out in an orderly and efficient manner.



ANNEXES
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SCOPE OF WORK

A.LD. EVALUATION SYNTHESIS: COVERAGE AND PERFORMANCE
BACKGROUND

PPC/CDIE develops and issues Agency guidance on program and project evaluation, and
also summarizes, synthesizes and disseminates lessons learned from development experience.
'In A.LD.’s decentralized program management and evaluation system, most of the evaluation
work, and the resulting evaluation reports (ERs), are generated by field Missions and some
AID/W offices. CDIE is concerned with the coverage of these reports, their focus, quality and
usefulness for a range of program management and decision-making needs.

Since 1982 CDIE has sponsored periodic reviews of all A.LD. evaluation reports. These
reviews have addressed such questions as the incidence of specific categories of findings, the’
quality of the reports, and the substantive analysis and summarization of findings and lessons
learned contained in the reports. :

As a continuation of this "evaluation synthesis” effort, and using approximately 350
reports submitted mainly during FY1989 and FY1990, CDIE seeks a review and analysis of
several predefined elements that constitute important aspects of the coverage of the Agency’s-
portfolio by these evaluations, the issues on which the evaluations focussed, and the treatment
in the evaluation reports of three cross-cutting concerns. CDIE expects the results of this review

to serve three major purposes:

®-  Idendfication or clarification of areas where PPC may need to take furthcr acuon-
in developing and issuing evaluation guidance;

L] Support for CDIE’s ability to track changes in the coverage, quality, focus and
usefulness of Agency-wide evaluation work;

®  Support for CDIE’s ability to develop evaluation standards and models for future .
application. _ g

ARTICLE I -- TITLE

"ALD. Evaluation Synthesis, 1989-1990: Coverage and Performance”

ARTICLE HI .- OBJECTIVE

‘The objective of this delivery order is to provide PPC/CDIE a written report o_n the

coverage and focus of approximately 350 evaluation reports submitted by A.LD. units mamly : |
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. during FY 1989 and FY 1990, relative to a set of pre-defined elements, together with the database

and associated documentation from which the report and tabulated data are generated.

A'R'I_'ICLE HI -- STATEMENT OF WORK

The contractor will undertake and complete the following tasks:

AL Assemble and categorize ¢valuation reports

1. Based on PPC/CDIE/DI printouts, listings of evaluation contracts, acmal'cvaluation_
reports, and discussions with bureau evaluation offices, assemble a list of evaluation réports
complcted during FY1989 and FY1990. Witﬁ the assistance of CDIE, acquire copics.c;f.any_ '
'repor:s_-mi'ssihg from CDIE-DI’s collection. Contractor will make arrangements necesséry-‘ to
| transport reports from PPC/CDIE to contractor’s place of business and to return these to _.: '

PPC/CDIE upon completion of the work.

2. Refine a checklist of approx1matcly 30 descriptive elements’ against whlch the
contractor w1lI review and process all evaIuanon reports and their associated A.LD. Evaluanon

| Summanes The: elements will form a database (dBase III + or other appropnate and CDIE— .

approved software) to be managed by the contractor during the performance of this work. Imnal =

| elements for the checklist are listed in the Annex to this Statement of Work. In prepanng the "

checklist and constructing the database, the contractor will consult with CDIE regardmg any.
further refinements or cIanﬁcanon of the elements as may be necessary pnor to the: fmal )

processmg of the reports and entry of data.

3. Process cvaluanon rcports and available Evaluanon Summaries in accordancc wuh o

hc chcckhs; mto program categories and generate descriptive statistics.

B.  Assess evaluation coverage of assistance portfolio

1. Using portfolio lists and values in A.LD.’s Congressional Presentations and related .

tabulations of bilateral assistance program sectors and subsectors, assess the coverage of the

- portfolio répres_entcd by the relevant evaluation reports. This assessment will address coverage
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of individual country portfolics and coverage with respect te sectors and subsectors in the overall

Agency portfolio.

2. This assessment will make particular note of the evaluation coverage of non-

project assistance.

C. Determine the focus of evaluation reports

1. For no more than 350 reports, the contractor will assign and enter into the database -
data that describe the principal focus of each evaluation, based on information contained within

the evaluation report. For this purpose, the contractor will develop and refine a typology of )

criteria or standards, that will serve to identify project, non-project and program evaluations that o

focus primarily on strategic, program and impact issues from those that focus pnmarﬁy on
narrower project management and implementation issues. This typology will also include criteria

elements for assessing the extent to which gender, environmental and sustainability issues were

treated in the evaluation reports.

2. In developing the typology, the contractor will refer to relevant frameworks
- developed by bureaus (e.g., prdgra‘fn logframes, objective trees), as well as use in the evalu?atibn
reports_of methodolbgies for cross-project and cross-program comparison relevant to the use.of
eﬁaludtiori in strategic planning and program decision-making (e.g., cost—cffgctiveneﬁs, cost-

benefit, rélativc impact, analysis of alternatives and prospective evaluation methods). A draft

typology will be submitted to PPC/CDIE o/a three weeks following the s1gn1ng of the contract.- -

The draft and final typology wili be subject to approval by PPC/CDIE.

3. Thc contractor wﬂl submit to PPC/CDIE o/a four weeks followmg the sxgnmg of :
the contract a report contmmng a preliminary selection of evaluation reports that meet criteria in

the draft typology regarding a focus on program, strategy and impact issues.

4. . For cach evaluation report record in the database, the contractor will assign and .

enter into thc database appropriate data on the criteria element, as derived from mformauon -
- “contained in the evaluation report and its associated Evaluation Summaxy Depending on the

clcmcm the data will consist of descriptive terms or characters, or numerical values, mcludmg |

~ scores that measure the degree to which the evaluation report meets the cntena,
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Since almost all the evaluation reports were generated through A.LD.’s decentralized
evaluation system, contractor will recognize that the reports vary in terms of their focus, the
specific questions addressed in each evaluation, the scope and depth of the analysis, and the

methodology and data used to support each report’s findings.

5. Contractor will submit a computer-generated report of data on the criteria elements
for ten evaluation reports o/a ten weeks following the signing of the contract. This will constitute
the interim report for this delivery order. Contractor will use this report as a means for clarifjring

angl resolving with PPC/CDIE any remaining pre-tzbulation issues or problems.

6. Followmg agreement between’ PPC/CDIE and the contractor on final repor:
specxficanons, the contractor will develop report formats and programs as necessary 1o generare-
no more than 50 final summary tables that organize and tabulate data on all evaluation reports
in terms of overall frequency distributions, percentages and other descriptive statistics, and in -

terms of bureaus, countries, sectors and subsectors corresponding to the evaluation reports..

D.  Identify models of program evaluation and assess process aspects

1. From among the evaluation reports that most fully meet criteria of su'ateglc and B 3

program evaluation, the contractor will sclect a sample of no more than 10 reports for further in-

- depth study.

2 Contractor will develop a protocol for studying the principal aspects of the process-
(e.g., develdpment of SOWs, selection of evaiuation methods, team selection and composiﬁon)
that led to these 10 progam and strategic evaluanons On the basis of information contamed in
the evaluation reports, scopes of work, and from personal and telephone interviews, the contractor
will prepare an analysis of significant process aspects of these 10 reports. This analys_ls will b;e.- '
_ incorp_brated' into the. final report for this delivéry_ order, and will group thése aspects int_o

categories that are useful for the derivation of evaluation standards.

e
L
b,
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Prepare written report and oral presentation to A.I.D. staff

The contractor will prepare a written report on the results of the review and analysis.

This report will include 1) assessment of coverage of assistance portfolio; 2) assessment of

evaluaton study focus; 3) assessment of models; and 4) assessment of evaluation processes.

~ The contractor will participate in a two-hour meeting during which the conmactor w1ll

_present the major findings of the review, and answer questions from A.LD. staff regarding the

report and its methodology.

- ARTICLE IV .. REPORTS

' As discussed above, the contractor will submit the following reports to-PPC/CDIE:

AL A prblirninary report o/a four weeks after signing of this contract prc.séntihg:' an

“1mitial selection of evaluation reports meeting criteria regardmg a focus on program -

strategic and lmpact issues.

B. 'An interim report o/a 10 weeks after signing of this contract, in five copies. -

C.  Three verbal reports cn progress submmed toward the end of each consecuuvc

- month follomng the 51gnmg of this contract.

_D. _ A final written report submitted to PPC/CDIE ofa the begmmrm of the fourth

18558023

month following the signing of this contract. This report will be submitted ﬁrst asa d.raft S
1o the CDIE project officer. Followmg any changes required, the contractor wﬂl submlt - |
~afinal report in one unbound copy and 10 bound coples, together wnh the word processor '

~ disc used for the production of the final report.
E. The databasc on diskette containing data on all evaluation report rccords fogether "

with rclcvant documentation (e g., variable names or descriptions, dccodes) developed 1 to :

_ -"gencratc tablc:, and other reports for thIS delivery order.
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SCOPE OF WORK ANNEX

Evaluation Report Identification Checklist

Regional or Central Bureau Sponsor
Country or AID/W Office _
Functional, ESF or Other Assistance Account
Sector Type '

Subsector Type

Project Number

Project Title

Fiscal Year Arnvny Began '
Fiscal Year Activity Compieted (to date)
Amount Obligated to Date

Project Size Category Scale

LOP

EARMARKS

NP assist with Project Numbers (see CP)

NP assist without Project Numbers (see CP)
Evaluation Type (interim, ex-post, final, other)

- Year Evaluation Completed

Date (mo/yr) Evaluation Report Published - need?
Internal or External Evaluation

- Evaluation Team Composition Characteristics (8 types)
Evaluation Cost

Evaluation Summary Present/Not Present
Date Evaluation Summary Signed by Director - need”
Previous Un-enacted Recommenrdations Cited

- Highly Successful Project/Activity? -
“Highly Successful Project/Activity Component?



ANNEX B
Evaluation Report Rating Form

_Rater:
Date:

A. Basic Data:

Al.  Evaluation Report Number (i.e., CDIE document 1denuﬁcat10n number; note
NA if not available)

(5 letters 3 digits)

A2, Project number(s): list all frbm PES or report (note NA if not available)

~A3.  Date of Evaluation Report

| / | Not available -
year month '

Ad.  An Evaluation Summary is attached. -
| Yes ' No

A5, Date evaluation summary was signed by the Mission Director

. / Not available
Year Month '

A6. - A scope of work (terms of reference) is included in the cvaluation '_report:

'Y_es _No Parnally, ie., descnbed 1n
' detail not ' :

A7. Scope of Evaluation: {mark orie).
___ Asingle project

... Multiple prOJccts/same or ob}ccnve/goals sector/single count:y, ie,a:
subsector or sectoral program o

1;53\014_: . o | _ o B-1 _ | : E .f} .




Multiple projects/same or objective sector/multiple countries

Other

Aé. 3 Evalu_ation Sponsor: (Who commissioned the study) mark ail that apply.
___ Regional bureau/LAC AFR ANE
— USAID (missio.n) Or representative
___ PPC/CDIE
— S&T |
- PRE, FVA RHUDO & other central .AID
Can’t tell

Other

A9.  Category of Evaluation (mark one only)
Interim/Midterm
Final
Ex Post
| Lessoné learned
Other
Can’t tell (no final date given)
(Enter answer provided on PES facesheet or in the evaluaﬁon.'report or absent self- o
~ identification in this regard: Interim = evaluation carried out before the final six

E months of a project; Final = within six months of project completion or up to 1 yeaf
- after; Ex Post = beyond 1 year after project completion). :

e
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B1.

B2.

: B3;.

B4.

‘Evaiuation Team

Type of team (mark one): Internal=anyone from mission or implementing
organization was on the team; as a last resort, use organizational affiliation of
authors of report.

Internal/Involved

- External/Independent

Can't teil

U.S. Interests represented on the Evaluation team (check all that apply)
___ AID. staff

—___ U.S. Contractor (for profit or non-profit entity)

U.S. University

U.S. Personal Service Contractor (individual hired _for t.t{raluation). |

Can’t tell

Types of host country personnel on Evaluation team (check all that apply; use o

authors affiliation & any other data avallable )

(public or private sector)
- Staff of other (non-sponsor) ministries

Consultants, University staff and othcr individuals who are not
connected to the project. ' :

Not applicable, there were none
__ Present a‘fﬁliation unclear

What discipﬁncs were rép.rescnted:
— Economics (mcludmg ag. econ., health econ. ,etc)

Accounnng/ﬁnanmal ana1y31s -'

- Sectoral disciplines (health, agriculture, engineering, education, etc.)

Staff of the sponsoring ministry or members of the 1mplementanon team



—— Social sciences (sociology, anthropology, etc.)
Statistics/Mathematics
Business/Trade
Management/Public Administration
Evaluation design/methods
- Urban development;/rural development specialist
| Other
___ Canttell
- BS. _Gender_mix bf- evaluation team: .
Nur’nbef of Tearﬁ members:
Number of Women on Team:
- c'_'an’_t tell |
B6.  Gender of Team Lcadér: a
' _—' Malc'- .
_ .F_cmale'. 3
___ Cant tell

B7. There is someone on thc team who was identified as responsible for assessmg
the gender specific impact of thc project/program that was bemg evaluatcd

Yes No/Can’t tell
C A-udienée
Cl. _Ev&uanon Audwnce is exphcnly identified as:

Mission or AID/W OffiCu fundmg pro_;cct (includes field
RHUDO)

- Regional Bureau (LAC,_AFR, ANE)
- A/AID/CDIE/other PPC

- U.S. Congress |

1550018 . : o _ B-4 ' S



1558014

Implementation TA team /conmactor
Host Implementing Agency Staff

Other Host Country Agencies and Officials other than implementing
agency

Beneficiaries

Audience not explicitly identified

Evaluation Process and Participants
D1. PREPARATORY WORK:

D1.1 Repor noted evaluability assessment prior to this evaluation.(separate exphcn
- step in which three or more of the following occur: clarification of users,
identification of information needed by decision-makers, development of -
agreement on the intervention model linking -activities to outputs, outcomcs, '
goals and purposes, and on measures and testable assumptions, and
identification of information needed to conduct evaluation studies)

Yes ' No.

D1.2 A TPM was held for the evaluanon team at the bcgmmng of this evaluatlon ..
- effort. o

Yes No -

D2.  The report notes that intended users modified the design of the evaluation%- in
response to intended audience concerns. (refer to C1 for audience)

Yes No - | _Can’t tell

D3.  The evaluation notes that the following participated in oral _
discussions/presentations of evaluation findings and/or recornmendanons were
held during the evaluation or at the end of the process. (Check all audiences

. 1denttﬁed) :

Mlssmn or AID/W Ofﬁce funding project
Regional Bureau (LAC ANE, AFR)

A/AID/CDIE/other PPC

B-5
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U.S. Congress
Implementation TA team/contractor
Host Implementing Agency Staff

Other Host Country Agencies and Officials (other than implementing
agency)

Beneficiaries

Other

Oral discussions/presentation not noted
D4. The PES or cvaluatioﬁ report notes that draft versions of the evaluation report
‘were reviewed with the following audience(s). Check all that apply.
Missio‘n or AID/W Office funding project |
Regional Buréau (LAC, ANE, AFR)
A/AID
U.S. Congress
' Implémen_ta_tion TA team/contractor
Host Implementing Agency Staff

. QOther Host Country’ Agencxes and Officials (other than lmplerncntlng
agency)

Beneficiaries
 Other
Review éf ‘draft versions not noted
D5.  The evaluation had a formally identified "users advisory panel” that followed

the development and conduct of the evaluanon and met penod1ca11y with the.
_evaiuatmn team, etc.

— Yes _ __ No
1559014 . B-6 o ‘-?
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D6.  The process involved implementing host country and/or AID personnel in
preparing recommendations or lessons learned.

Yes No

D7. The PES states that A.LD. held an Evaluation Review (formal
meeting) before the PES was submitted.

Yes No Not applicable (no PES)
Purpose of Evaluation
El.  The purpose of the evaluation is specifically discussed:

. Yes __. No

E2.  The stated explicit purpose(s) is/fare: (Mark all that apply).

Project Management/implementation

a. To check on progress in attaining outputs and improve policies,
procedures, and management

b. To assess progress in attaining purposes
¢. To assess progress in attaining goals
- d. To-decide whether to expand implementing organization

e. To determine need 1o use different implementing organization

f. Other

Appropriateness of Project design.

g To decide whether to continue or terminate a project or program

h. To assess overall attainment of purposes & goals (must include
hoth)

i. To determine the effectiveness in attaining Outputs and purposes
{must include both}

_—— }- To redesign same project

B-7
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t-
R

Orther

Use of this project for future intervention

1.

Other purposes

.p.

To facilitate design follow-on (Phase II) programs and pl'(}]CCIS in
the same location/area of country/organization.

To provide input into design of similar or related projects

To assess prospects for replicating the project or program (in the
same country another region or nationally or in other countries)

Other

To acquire information needed for a Bureau or Central A.LLD/W
office need (e.g., on Africa-wide DFA even smaller type indicators;
for annual reports on AIDs or Child Survival or to respond to a
specific Congressional inquiry or instruction, €tc.)

To conduct an evaluabiliry assessment

Other

No Purpose stated.

S.

T

Can’t tell

Purposes were implied but not explicit; see pages -

Methods and Design

Fl.

F2.

The evaluators note/discuss the original project design or some components -
(two or more of the following: inputs, outputs, purposes, goals) and address
their status in the course of assessing project performance.

Yes

No  ___ Not applicable (e.g. for lessons leaméd)

Evaluators note there have already been modifications to the original pro;

Yes

dc31gn componcnts and use them in assessmg project performance.

No . Not applicable (e.g. for lessons-lcarned)

B-8
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F3.

F4.

FS.

Fe6.

ES.

As a result of the evaluation, the evaluators explicitly recommend changes to
the logical framework.

Yes No Not applicable (e.g. for lessons learned)

The methodology is included in the evaluation report or in an annex (make no

judgement about quality or completeness) and includes methods for analysis

(e.g. keeping field notes and conducting content analysis for qualitative
approaches or, statistical techniques noted) as well as data for collection and
sources. '

Yes No

The methodology is included in the report or an annex and includes data

-collc_ction only.

Yes "No

The evaluation design can be characterized as (check one):

"snapshot"/ one shot project study (no before measures, no control
group) | |

Quasi experimental (before and after states are compared)
e‘xpeﬁinental (randomization/control groups) |
comparison based on several one shot project studies
comparison based on results of several studies

Other

The interview/survey approach of the evaluation study can be
characterized as: (check all that apply)

Impressionistic: informal interviews (no formal instrument or'interview
structure) ST

Deliberately structured interviews/surveys with formal guide/instrument. -

Not applicable

Sources from which data was collected or otherwise accessed were: :

yes no

1. PD/PID or log frame document

B-9 g
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12.

13,

Special dats issues:

F9.

. Program/project progress reports; (during LOP)
. Baseline data gathered before intervention was initiated.

- Earlier evaluations of the same project or program

. Other secondary data (e.g., see document list if attached;

pertinent World Bank research reports, evaluations and other

-reports on similar projects/programs in same country or other

countries, etc.)

. Documents of assisted institutions (e.g., ministries, financial

institutions, educational institutions, etc.)

. Direct measurement by evaluators of physical evidence (of |

malnutrition, of road construction, of trees planted)

. Case studies (detailed analysis of single village, firm,

community organization, etc.) conducted by team

. Observational data/site visits of a more general nature (overall - -

improvements in village life -- more market stalls/market days,
changes in housing construction, etc.)

Tests (of water quality, of student achievement, specific skllls,

etc.) conducted by team

. Ratings (by peers, staff, experts, etc.)

Multiple sources of data selected s'péciﬁcally to permit cross- - . -
verification {(includes key informants selected for cross-
verification or other sources) -

‘No sources Spcciﬁcd

Datz on trends of behaviors, activities or performance over a period of time
were used in the evaluation. (Issue is change over timefinclude after pmject if

appropriate)

Yes

_No :

_ ) i 8
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F10.

F11.

F12,

F13.

Findings, Conclusions & Recommendations

Gl.

G2.

G3.

G4. .

Gs.

The evaluation report clearly identifies and distinguishes the recommendations. -

The evaluation contains information obtained directly from beneficiaries (as
indicated in the purpose) by the evalvation team via direct observation,
interviews, surveys etc.

Yes No

Evaluation team present data on a gender disaggregated basis.

Yes No

Formal questionnaires/tests/ instruments. are included in the evaluation report:

— Yes No - Partially; not applicable some
not all
instruments

The procedure for selecting a sample is explained. -

Yes No

The evaluation report clearly 1dent1ﬁes and distinguishes findings separately =
from conclusions.

Yes No

The PES clearly 1dcntlﬁes and dJsungmshcs ﬁndmgs separately from
conclusions. -

Yes - No Not applicable

Yés __No

The PES clcaﬂy i_déntifics and distinguishes the recommendations.
___Yes ___No 'Not-applicable

The evaluation discusses alternative conclusions /interpretations of its findings..

Yes _No

B-11
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G6. The evaluation’s conclusions and recommendations address the following
ievel(s): (check all that apply)

- A single project/program, i.e., the one that was evaluated
Lessons learned relevant to similar projects

Sectoral progrém/sti‘ategy or policies within a si'ngle country

Cross or multi-sectoral goals of the USAID mission, i.e., economic
growth and other objectives for a single country

Strategic approach to projects in-a smgle sector on a regional or world—
wide basis :

No clear conclusions or recommendations

H  PROJECT PERFORMANCE
“H1.  Success/performance rating was based on: (check all that apply) -

- Data on .,tandard indicators”, ¢.g., A.L D.-wide 1nd1cators on child
sumval

Indicators defined in the project context (may or may not mean log .
frame indications) .

Other.
“H2.  The report or PES used AID program log framc/ indicators to assess
performance. :
_ Yes - Ni_) S Not épplicablc

H3. The report or PES assesses the "fit" of the operation to the overall Mission
strategy CDSS/Acnon Plan: (circle one)

1=poor
- 2=mixed
3=good
0O=not apphcable/nst addressec!

1_55:014-_'. ' o . :' S B-12 . jg(;}
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H4.

Note:

The report or PES assesses the "fit" of the operation to the host country policy '
context/strategy in the sector:

I=poor

=mixed
3=good .
O=not applicable/not addressed.

The following are different definitions of performance .

H6.

H7.

HS.

HY.

l I:l[I"

The report concludes. that the intervention(s) will result in satisfactory
attainment of outputs.

all components were effective
some were effective

none were effective

no conclusion drawn

The report concludes that the intervention will result in satisfactory: anammcnt :
of purposes.

- all components were effective
some were effective
none were effective
no conclusion drawn

The report concludes that outputs will result in satisfactory attainment of

guzp_osc (must address output-purpose linkage)

all e:omponents-were effective

some were effective

none were effective

no conclusmn drawn/rclanonshlp of outputs to purpose not addresscd.

_Thc report concludes that goals are being attained as a result of the

mtervcntlon

all components were effective
- some were cffective '
none were effective
no conclusion drawnlgoals not addressed

The report concluded that there were gosmve effect which were not
annmpated in the desxgn

Yes No
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H10.

H11.

H12.

H13.

H14.

“HI13.

1558014

The report concluded that there were negative effects not anticipated in the
design.

.Yes No

- The report explicitly compares what did happen after implementing the project

(effects from intervention, usually purpose level) with what would have

happened if the project had not been implemented or if a different design had
beéen used to meet the same_purpose.

—_ Yes ___No
Based on this comparison (in H11), the report concludes -tha_t the intervention is
successful.

all components were cffecnve

some were effective

none were effective

no. conclusion drawn/comparison not made

‘The evaluators examine the effects of the project in relation to the costs. -

|

Yes ____ No Not applicable (e.g. for lessons learned) - -

The evaluators examine the project costs and benefits in relation to other

- pptions.

Yes _No ____Not applicable (e.g. for lesstms learned)

- The ER or PES draws a conclusion about the cfﬁcwncy of the prOJcct‘

all components were efficient

some were efficient

none were efficient

no conclusion drawn/relationship not cxammch
no PES

AREND

e
- _
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H16.

CHI7.

-If some component is judged to be successful, why is it more successful than

the rest of the project? (check ali that apply)
__ berter design (hypotheses and assumptions more appropriate)

better management

context more favorable to this component

Other

- Not applicable

Can’t tell
The report concludes that overall the project is achieving satisfactory progress
in meeting its stated objectives.

all components were effective
some were effective

none were effective

no conclusion drawn

- Sustainability

~ Instructdons: Use information in the evaluation report or summary to

determine the rating.

I1.

12

I3,

- O=not addressed

~ Sustainability ( survival, viability, continuity to future) is exp'licitly.add_mssed

by the evaluators. (Note: for yes response more than passing mention should |

_be present addressed by the evaluators).

Yes . _No

Definition of sustainability used by evaluators is/are specified.

Yes _No If yes, note page .number(_s)

The report or PES indicates that the likelihcod of one or more components

continuing benefits to intended beneficiaries after AID project funding stops
is: (mark one) ' . :

I=low
2=medium
3=high - ' Note page numbers:__
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4.

I5.

I6.

7.

I8

The report cr PES indicates that the likelihood of all components continuing
benefits to intended beneficiaries after AID proiect funding stops is: {mark
one)

1=low

2=medium Note page numbers:______
3=high

O=not addressed/not applicable/all components not successful

Sources of host country funds during LOP and expected after AID fundmg :
terminates: (mdlcate all that apply for each column) 3

Dunng After
LOP LOP

general revenue
user fees/charges from goods/services provided by project
funds from other govcmmcnta_l agency on contract or fee basis o “

other donors

other

private investment by firm or individual

Can’ttell

Foreign exchange problems were noted during lmplcmentauon which are
expected to coniinue post-project:

- Yes _____No

The service/product for intended beneficiaries will befis affordable for
beneficiaries.

Yes No Not addressed Affordability
mentioned but not

addressed in detail -

Did any host country organizations or entities appear on an uhpianncd basis
which will permit the project to survive beyond the period of A.L D s
assistance?

Yes | | No - Not addressed

R
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19. Host country staff are receiving salary subsidies.

Yes No/not noted Note page number

I10.  Other issues regarding substainability

noted:
Environment
J1. Environmental concerns were addressed by the evaluation report to the

following degree: (circle ong)

1=Addressed minimaily
2=Addressed in detail, e..g., a specific section or focus in the evaluation report
0=Not addressed '

'- J2. Planned environmental effects of the program/project were achieved to the

- following degree: (circle one)

3=Basically achieved

2=Moderate achievement

“1=Little achievement

0=None intended/not applicable {circle one)

J3. Unpianned/envirohmental effects of the project/ program are: (circle one.)

l=negative

2=neutral

3=positive -
=not addressed

Women in Development/Gender Considerations

K1 : The project design (or imiplementation workplan) set objectives that were

disaggregated on the basis of gender, e.g., indicators that specified the number
of men/women to be reached with services, etc.

Yes : No _Can’t tell

K2.. The evaluation indicates that the project de51gn had identified obstacles to
' women’s participation in/ability to benefit from the project program.

Yes - Nd
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K3.

¥4.

- KS.
K6.

K7L

Ki1l.

Evaluators note that the project articulates a “strategic plan” for
reachingf/involving women or otherwise ensuring that they benefinted from a

- program/project.

Yes No

s - ——

If abstacles to women’s participation/ability to benefit from the project/program :
were identified, the project/program over came them. :

Yes - No None identified

The evaluation mdn:ates that women were involved in/consulted conccmmg the
design of the project '

" Yes | No

_ The evaluation indicates that women were involved mfconsulted about progress |

dunng the life of the project.

Yes : No-

“The project/program report indicates that there was baseline or
" monitoring/evaluation data on a gender disaggregated basis before the
- evaluation.

Yes __No

_ Tho evaluation gathers_new d:ita on a gender disaggr_cgatcd b_a_si’s: -

Yés L -No_' o Can’t tell

The U.S. contractfr A team had fcmale membcrs in professmnai (rather than

Yes ___ No ' Can’t tell thefe was no US tc'afn R

The host country implementation agency team or project counterparts mcluded :

' fcmaie members in professional roles, e.g., extension agents

~Yes No Can’t tell

: "I_'hc' project/program contains a training component.

Yes ~____No . _ _Can’ttell

B g



K12.

K13.

K14.

K15,
- projects as indicated by the ER: (circle one)

K16.
- establishing the evaluation’s scope of work.

K17

If there is a aining component, women receive training under this
project/program.

— Yes No Can’t tell No training component
The project provides services/benefits that reached people directly rather than
indirectly (e.g., macro economic policy changes would have indirect
effects/benefits)

Yes No

Where direct benefits were provided, the evaluations report on the degree to
which women receive those benefits, e.g., percentage of loan customers who -
are women, pcrcentage of children vaccinated who were girls.

Yes No Not Applicable

Rate the degree to which women are the direct clients in the

C1=0-20%
| 2=21-40%

3=41-60%
4=61-80%

- 5=81-100%

0=Can’t tell

The evaluation indicates that women were consulted about/involved in

Yes No

The evaluation indicates that women were interviewed concerning prOJcct
outcomes and impact. : :

Yes. No



