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EXECU 'IVE SIIMMARY

Between June and October, 2004, 63 individuals from USAID staff and USAID implementing partners
participated in the Management Systems International (MSI) Certificate Program in Evaluation, sponsored by
USAID’s Bureau for Africa. The Certificate Program is an experiential learning course comprised of three
phases: two weeks of classroom training, with one week of fieldwork in between during which students
evaluate a small USAID program or a component of a larger program.

The objectives of MSI's course are to ensure that USAID participants:

e Understand the role of evaluation in the program and activity management cycle;

e Improve skills they need to prepare high quality, utilization-focused evaluation Scopes of Work;

¢ Understand the importance of ethics in evaluation;

e Develop the capacity to carry out an evaluation that will produce the kind of information needed to
answer evaluation questions;

e |earn how to review and critique evaluation plans and draft evaluation reports with an eye on
improving them; and

e Utilize evaluation findings to inform management decisions.

The core curriculum for the course covers the full cycle of an activity or program evaluation (see Annex A).
llustrative agendas for Phase | (classroom) and Phase Ill (classroom) are found in Annex B.

Students attend one week of classroom training during which they work in teams to prepare a Scope of Work
and develop a methodology to conduct an evaluation of a USAID project. In Phase I, the teams spend a
week collecting and analyzing data for their evaluation report. In Phase lll, participants return for the second
week of classroom work that focuses on how to systematically review and critique evaluation reports (see
Annex D for the course checklist) and foster their utilization.

This training program was conducted three times during the period; in East Africa for 14 participants, in
southern Africa for 24 participants, and in West Africa for 25 participants.  Of the 63 individuals who started
the Certificate Program, 57 completed all three phases; the remaining participants completed two of the three
phases. (See Annex C for the list of participants and instructors for .

each class.).

The course participants, operating in small teams, conducted 19
evaluations of USAID-funded activities in nine African countries and
one West Africa regional program. The class evaluations shared a
common theme or purpose, either conflict reduction (Tanzania
course), service delivery of NGOs that had received institutional
strengthening (South Africa), or a combination of the two (Ghana).
A list of these evaluations is provided on page 6.

In addition to critiquing each project evaluation, participants

conducted a program-level meta-analysis, using data from all of the evaluations carried out by the class to
determine what general lessons the cluster of projects held for USAID. The meta-analysis work gave
participants experience with the type of analysis USAID expects when it carries out a stocktaking or evaluation
synthesis activity.
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Participants completed a pre-course and two post-course evaluation forms, at the end of Phase | and Phase |Il.
(Scores from all evaluations, including qualitative comments are found in Annex E.) Both the classroom and
fieldwork phases of the training program received high marks from USAID participants and many compared it

favorably to other USAID courses they had taken:

e 90 percent of the participants reported that the course provided the right level of information on the

various topics it covered in the classroom portion of the training.

o 8l percent of participants reported that the field portion of this course was well worth the expense

and effort involved.

e While not all participants had been exposed to USAID training programs prior to this course,
67 percent of all participants rated it as being more useful than other USAID courses they had taken.

Building on the meta-analysis done by participants in
the Tanzania course, one of the course instructors
prepared a formal review of the common findings
from the conflict mitigation projects, as an illustration
of the information and lessons that emerged from
the participant evaluations. (See Annex G. for this
synthesis.) An annotated Guide to Preparing an
Evaluation Report was another new product
developed by an instructor for participants in these
courses (See Annex H).
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I. BACKGROUND

The MSI Certificate Program in Evaluation was first provided to USAID staff in 2003 under a contract between
Management Systems International (MSI) and USAID's Bureau for Europe and Eurasia (E&E). USAID staff in
that bureau had identified evaluation as a field where there was both a need for and interest in enhancing staff
capacity. Originally developed in 1997 for NGO leaders in Russia, the Certificate Program in Evaluation has
been periodically taught by MSI both overseas, to leaders of host country non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) and representatives of universities and private firms, and, in the United States, at George Washington
University's Elliott School of International Affairs.

USAID's Bureau for Africa's Program Office (POSE), in collaboration
with its Regional Office in Kenya (REDSO), contacted MSI to offer two
courses to USAID Staff in the Bureau's missions. The course filled a
critical need to enhance staff skills in evaluation. Two courses were
offered inttially: in Tanzania for the East African (EA) missions and in
South Africa, for southern African missions. West African missions
were invited to send participants to either course. Phase | for EA
began on June 14, 2004, in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania and on August 9,
2004 in Pretoria, South Africa.

As plans for these courses moved forward, three mission directors from the West Africa Region asked that a third
course be added. This course began on August 16, 2004 in Accra, Ghana.  POSE staff planned with missions on
the types of projects participants would evaluate. East Africa focused on community-based conflict mitigation
programs. In southern Africa, USAID decided to evaluate the impact of services provided by organizations that
had received institutional strengthening from PVOs. This theme was continued in West Africa, but with an effort
to address at least some projects that focused on conflict.!

- .l — e I R ol REE

The MSI Certificate Program in Evaluation is an experiential learning course comprised of three phases: two
weeks of classroom work, separated by one week of field work to evaluate a USAID program (see Annex A
for the list of modules).

The objectives of the course are to ensure that USAID participants:

e Understand the role of evaluation in the program and activity management cycle;

e |mprove skills they need to prepare high quality, utilization-focused evaluation Scopes of Work;

e Understand the importance of ethics in evaluation;

e Develop the capacity to carry out an evaluation that will produce the kind of information needed to
answer evaluation questions;

e Learn how to review and critique evaluation plans and draft evaluation reports with an eye on
improving them; and

' The course is similar in approach and style to the USAID Development Studies Program, which, for a number of
years, provided practical training in program and project development for USAID officers,
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The core curriculum for the Certificate Program in Evaluation covers
the full cycle of an activity or project evaluation as well as the role of
an evaluator in that process. Topics normally included in the Phase |
curriculum range from articulating the questions an evaluation must
address to writing evaluation scopes of work (SOWs). Also covered
are methods for collecting data, data analysis techniques, and <
evaluation report writing.

In addition, Phase | incorporates program theory into the curriculum,
that is, the theory of development practice related to the main topic

Utilize evaluation findings to inform management decisions.

of the projects being evaluated.

In the Tanzania course, the program theory module covered current approaches to evaluating activities
that focus on conflict or are carried out in an environment where conflict is present. A number of
readings were provided to participants and discussed. Two course participants from USAID's Conflict
Management and Mitigation (CMM) Office presented conflict models and work that is being done to
support M&E in this field.

In southern Africa, where activities dealing with NGO strengthening had been selected, a generic
model was introduced for looking at the way in which assistance provided by a PVO to an NGO flows
forward to transform services to beneficiaries. A REDSO guide to institutional capacity assessment was
also discussed. This guide contains tools that a number of U.S. private voluntary organizations (PVOs)
use to analyze host country non-governmental organizations (NGOs) capacity.

In Ghana a combination of these reading materials was introduced in a discussion of the kinds of
hypotheses embedded in projects the teams from that training program were preparing to evaluate.

Phase Il curriculum includes a review and critique of participant fieldwork as well as a number of
supplementary modules such as assessing cost-effectiveness through an evaluation. Topics covered in Phase |l
build upon skills that the participants have already acquired.

During the week, each team makes an oral presentation, simulating the presentations evaluation teams are

J

asked to make in missions. While one team reports, the class scores
'| the report and presentation against a set of criteria for judging the

| | quality of an evaluation (see Annex D for the list of criteria for
reviewing an evaluation). During each presentation, participants play
) the role of the Mission Director, technical staff, and representatives
ya ‘ of the organization that had been evaluated.

= Phase lll also includes opportunities for participants to examine
-l patterns in findings from their evaluations through a program level or

meta-evaluation. They are also able to examine approaches for improving the utilization of evaluation findings
in their missions and M&E capacity in the countries in which they work.

While the list of topics this course covers is an important indication of the technical level of the course, the
experiential nature of this training is what distinguishes it from many other courses. At every step, course
participants have to apply what they are learning. Throughout the course they are experiencing steps in the
evaluation process that they will likely use again when they return to their missions, e.g., preparing Scopes of
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Work (SOW) or reviewing draft evaluations. Participants finish the course with a much better sense of what
evaluation SOWs require of those who they ask to carry out evaluations on USAID's behalf. Through the
course, by virtue of the level of detall at which they examine the project they are assigned, most participants
also come away with an appreciation for good project design and a heightened awareness of the relationship
between good design and the achievement of results.

Sixty-three (63) participants, most of whom were USAID field staff from
Africa Bureau missions and regional offices, completed Phase | of the
Certificate Program in Evaluation. Two individuals from USAID/W's
Conflict Management and Mitigation (CMM) Office and two from the
Bureau's Program Office attended. One FEWSNET and three 0.
COMESA representatives participated in the three courses held in |
Africa. A list of course participants and the segments they completed is
provided in Annex C.

Most participants (73%) indicated at the start of the training program '
that monitoring and evaluation are a component of their job, with about :
one fourth of all participants (22%) reporting that monitoring and b
evaluation is their primary responsibility

- STL - N o
CCcJl’ AN" .

Two MSHinstructors presented the Certificate Program in Evaluation

each time it was presented. MSI's instructors for the East Africa and

Ghana courses were Molly Hageboeck, MSI's course designer and senior
I , evaluator? and Richard Blue, the course’s co-designer and an MSI senior
associate3 In South Africa, the MSI team included Molly Hageboeck and
Khoti Gausi.# During both phases of all three courses, Janet Kerley
(USAID/AFR/POSE) served as course manager and co-trainer. For all
three Africa Bureau trainings, Ms. Kerley worked with mssions to
identify both participants and projects they would evaluate. This task

2 Ms. Hageboeck, who, in an earlier era headed USAID/PPC’s Evaluation Systems Division, has been a member of
the teaching staff each time this evaluation course has been taught.

3 Dr. Blue is a retired Foreign Service Officer who led the Development Studies Program and created USAID's
Impact Evaluation program and publication series.

4 Mr. Gausi is the southern African regional M&E Officer for WHO and served as co-trainer for this course when
it was given for NGO leaders in Malawi in 2000.
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proved to be exceptionally demanding and time-consuming, and Ms, Kerley's work was greatly appreciated by
the course instructors.

IR LA P! | IR © IA W A B I

For both Phase | and Phase |ll, participants, instructors and
USAID/Washington course observers received course notebooks
with hard-copy versions of the PowerPoint slides for these modules.
The workbooks also included supplementary reading materials
linked to each module.

The course agenda serves as a loose guide to the sequencing and

timing of presentations and exercises, and is provided at the start of

Phase | and Phase Ill, along with the caveat that it will not be

followed rigidly. Between the Tanzania and South Africa courses, some adjustments were made to the course
agenda, such as shifting the Scope of Work module in front of the Evaluation Questions module to give
participants an overview of several topics within a Scope of Work that would be covered in detail over the
next day. lllustrative agendas for Phases | and Ill, based on the courses in South Africa and Ghana, are provided
in Annex B.

At the beginning of each course, participants were
assigned to teams of three. At least two of them
were to have no previous involvement with the
project they were going to evaluate. For the
purposes of this training program, three is the ideal
number of evaluation team members. This size team
is capable of carrying out all of the assigned tasks L
within the time allotted, as long as the size of the ~
evaluation task they are given is reasonable. The
team can visit only one or two sites; those must be . )
within a reasonable distance of each other and not
inherently inaccessible. This approach was followed,
with only a few exceptions: Gathering Data from Pastoralists Outside of Arusha,

e In the Tanzania course, one two-person team was formed to allow the two CMM staff members to
carry out an evaluation immediately following Phase |.

e In Ghana, where a regional program had been selected, a five-person team was created in order to
ensure that several sites in the region could be visited.

e In the Ghana course, a second large team emerged when two smaller teams, both of which were going
to look at aspects of a single program, decided to merge.
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In the Africa Bureau courses, every team ended Phase | with a manageable Scope of Work in hand and good
preliminary ideas about how they would carry out their fieldwork. Some teams took more time than others in
Phase | to begin developing the questionnaires they would use and identifying the roles that each would play on
the evaluation team. Teams that did this often reported in Phase Il that it helped them to have done so.
Teams that did little by way of detailed preparation before assembling in the field to start their evaluation
ended up wishing that they had, as a group, focused more quickly on practical steps and methods for their

team in Phase .

In addition, the field experiences of several teams, including the CMM team, indicate that some amount of
elapsed time between Phase | and the start of fieldwork actually helped a team do a better job with their
evaluation. That elapsed time allows participants to absorb Phase | and focus systematically on Phase Il in a
manner that jumping directly into Phase Il does not permit.

Participant Evaluation Interview Peacebuilding Project -
West Pokot, Kenya

When they returned for Phase lll, participants made
oral presentations of their findings and critiqued each
other's reports. For each oral presentation, one
participant is assigned the role of Mission Director
and another is assigned to comment on the
evaluation as the head of the NGO whose program
had been evaluated. At the start of these critique
sessions, participants ask only a few questions and the
instructors often carry the burden of the detailed
critique and praise each evaluation team deserves. By
the time the third oral presentation comes around,
however, roles are reversed, with participants out in
front leading the critique, leaving the course
instructors with little to say except that participants
are clearly becoming better and better at spotting

weaknesses and offering constructive suggestions to teams, which is precisely what we expect graduates of this
course to be able to do when they return to their missions.
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7. TOPICAL FOCUS OF PARTICIPANT
EVALUATIONS OF THETHREE AFRICA

‘»J““I‘l |'-:

| MSI Course instructors have learned that it is useful to select a set of
evaluations for the fieldwork that have something in common. This way, in
Phase lll, the individual project or activity evaluations carried out in Phase ||
can be used as the basis for the meta- or program evaluation. Further, this
allows students to draw common findings from several evaluations and use
them to frame conclusions, lessons and, where relevant, draft
recommendations for USAID.

) 1
— =l A list of the |9 evaluations completed by participants in these courses is

provided on in Box | below.> The titles in this list show the country distribution of the evaluations participants
undertook while evaluation titles suggest the range of themes examined. Of the |9 evaluations listed below,
Tanzania course participants prepared five, Ghana course participants prepared six, and South Africa course
participants prepared eight.

-B ﬂ

S ! TE. BY« " 'RE:I1l ., RICIPA. TS

- L A B ETIFIGATLE o ¢ 'L EVALUATION.

] P R |
| ‘

BENIN
|.  Babagbeto, Romain, Lina Piripiri and Eveline Viegas. Evaluation of the Community Action for Girls
Education (CAGE). October 2004.

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO
2. Eagleton, Mary Louise, Pam Fessenden and Victor Mangindula. Strengthening the Capacity of Civil
Society and Business to Promote Sustainable Economic Growth along the Congo River and its Tributaries.
Mid-Term Evaluation. October 2004,

GHANA

3. Donnay, Tim (Team leader); Avril Kudzi, Adeline Ofori-Bah, and Edward Soyir-Yariga. Evaluation of
the Community Mobilization Component of Strategies for Advancing Girls' Education (SAGE). October
2004,

4. Achade, Pierre, Brian Chigawa, and Patrick Fosu-Siaw (Team leader). Evaluation of the Government
Accountability Improves Trust (GAIT) Project. Team |. October 2004.

5. Dembele, Augustin, Yacouba Konte, and Elsie Menorkpor.  Evaluation of the Govemnment Accountability
Improves Trust (GAIT) Project. Team Il. October 2004.

5 Twenty teams were set up during the training course. Two teams from the Ghana training that were assigned
different sites under the Mali World Education Program merged. They designed, wrote and presented their work as a
single team,
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KENYA/USAID/REDSO
6. Kabare, Grace, Sam Kona and Polly A. Mughisha. Intermediate Technology Development Group Eastern
Africa (ITDG EA): Northem Kenya Conflict Resolution Initiative Project. End of Project Evaluation Report.
July 2004.
7. Bacon, Brian, Wangeci Chege, and Issac Ndahiro. Famine Early Waming system Network (FEWS NET) —
Early Warning and Mitigation of Resource-Based Conflict in the Greater Homn of Africa Project. Mid-term
Evaluation Report: Karamoja Cluster Peace Newsletter. Draft. August 2, 2004
8. Karuru, Njeri, Halima Hashi, and Elizabeth Mutunga. Evaluation of the National Council of Churches of
Kenya (NCCK) Community and Development Peace Building Project. July 2004.
\ 9. Msaki, Jimmy, Alice Nibitanga, and Josphat Wachira. Evaluation of the POKATUSA Peace Building Project.
| August 2004.
‘ 0. Mutuale, Stella, Charles Oluchina, and Beatrice Wamalwa. Evaluation of the Impact of USAID NGO
Strengthening Support. PACT/MWENGO ISGM

USAID/KENYA
1. Chilala, Winnie, Pharesh Ratego, and Shireen Strauss. Evaluation of the Impact of USAID NGO
Strengthening Support. Final Evaluation of Lakipia Wildlife Forum, Nanyuki, Kenya. DRAFT. October 6,
2004
i2.  Kenuthia, Henry, Tom Muga, and Ben Wandago. Evaluation Report of the Mwaluganje Elephant
Sanctuary Kwale District, Kenya. Draft. October 2004.

MALAWI
I3, Hackner, Allan, Nyirongo, Mexon and Patricia Ziwa. Umoyo Network-Malawi AIDS Counseling and
Resource Organization (MACRO). October 2004.
4. Gross, Michele, Alick Mtika, and Ramsey Sosola. Evaluation of the Capacity Building and Support for
MANET and People Living with HIVIAIDS (PLWHA) Support Groups. DRAFT. October 2004.

MAL
I5. Lesser, Jo, Ibrahim Litny, and Souleymane Sogoba. Impact Evaluation of the Cooperative League of the
United States (CLUSA) Mali Project. 1997-2003: G-FORCE and Livestock Cooperative Component
October 2004.
6. Farroe, Meryvn, Moussokoro Kane, and Alpha Wade, Laura Burnham, Sikoro Keita, and Sounka
Ndiaye. Evaluation of the World Education Program. October 2004.

SOUTH AFRICA
|7, Challenor, Herschelle, Kalinde Chindebvu and Brian Frantz. The Rehabilitation of Young Criminals in
South Africa: A Case Study of Khulisa.  November 2004.

TANZANIA
I8. Benner, Holly and Adam Reisman. Pastoralist Indigenous Nongovemmental Organization's Forum
(PINGO's Forum): Mid-Term Evaluation Report. DRAFT. August 2004.

WARP (West Africa Regional Program)
9. Aden, Abdi, Dennis Bilodeau, Carolyn Jefferson, Juliana Pwamang (Team leader) and Letitia Sam.
Evaluation of the West Africa Network for Peace Building (WANEP).

Adapted from [Kerley, 12/10/04
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8. PARTICIPANT KNOWLEDGE GAINS FROM
PHASE | C THE CI'RTIFICATE PROGRAM

" TVA L

The phased nature of the Certificate Program in Evaluation provides
multiple opportunities for assessing knowledge gains. The first
opportunity comes at the start of Phase | when a pre-test is
administered to determine participant's prior exposure to concepts
that will be covered in the course. Knowledge gained from the first
classroom phase of the course is directly assessed at the end of the
week. This first post-test covers some items included in the pre-

test. A second opportunity comes during Phase Ill, when instructors
and participants assess the completeness and quality of the evaluations participant teams have produced and
participants complete a Phase Ill course evaluation. This section discusses knowledge gained by participants

during Phase | of the course.

Pre-test responses indicated that roughly one third of all participants had
at least a modest understanding of evaluation concepts at the start of
Phase |. This is consistent with self-reporting by participants which
indicated that two-thirds of the participants in the Africa Bureau trainings
had some prior training in monitoring and evaluations, mostly on-the-job.
Most other participants reported that they had previously read at least
some materials on the topic.

When pre- and post-test answers were compared at the end of Phase |,
substantial changes were found on a number of evaluation concepts, as
Table 1 illustrates. Nearly three times as many participants scored

themselves as understanding concepts “very well” in the Phase | post-test as compared to the start of Phase |.
The number that described themselves as not understanding concepts well dropped for every concept on
which a comparison of ratings was made. This degree of change between the start and end of Phase | is
roughly the same as that which occurred in the 2003 training provided for USAID’s E&E Bureau.
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TABI = | P

3T.. PANT SELF-REPOR!

NG ON UNDERS ANYDING 1 1.
START ANrF. END ™F PHASE |

Matched ltems B d
guened frems 4ez.‘ore a Before After Before After Before After

After Phase | Training
The meaning of the term evaluation | 28 | 20 59
The difference between a finding or fact, a 5 22 5 21 56
conclusion and a recommendation
How to select a sample that is not biased 14 W 28 30 7 26
Why evaluators usually treat beneficiary data 21 0 20 19 40
as being confidential

| When an evaluation is needed 6 25 I3 6 43
How to use a cross-tabulation to display and 34 12 12 29 4 29
analyze the answers to two questions at the
same time
When to use open-ended questions and |7 4 22 23 10 34
when to used closed-ended questions
How to make observation a systematic data 27 2 2 25 3 31
collection tool
The difference between a group interview and t9 0 21 I5 9 48
a focus groups interview
How to create a scale that can be used to 32 9 l6 24 2 22
gather data on opinions or perceptions

Source: Pre and Post Evaluation forms administered by course instructors.

Pre-test and post-test forms from Phase |, as well as final course evaluation forms from Phase llI, are provided in
Annex E, along with a summary of quantitative responses for all three courses on each of the concepts and a
listing of all of the qualitative answers and other comments participants provided.
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9. PRODUCT " AND DISCUSSION
OUTCOM 5 FROM PHASE Iil EXERCISES

In addition to providing participants with feedback on their evaluation reports and oral presentations, Phase |il
provides several exercises that focus at the program or meta-evaluation level to identify patterns of findings
across evaluations. Topics also covered include: the utilization of evaluation findings, host country M&E
capacity, ways USAID could help increase M&E, and individual and mission action plans outlining what
participants hope to do to improve the evaluation enterprise in their missions once they return home.

In Phase ll, course participants were given a short presentation on meta-
analysis techniques and then formed into new working groups. Generally, .

these groups were made up of one participant from each evaluation team in a ‘ |
class. The program level, or meta-analysis, questions given to participants from '

the Tanzania course focused on issues relevant to projects in conflict settings.
Questions for both the South Africa and Ghana evaluations focused on
institutional capacity change, service delivery improvement, and beneficiary
impact from NGO projects. A list of meta-analysis questions given to the
participants in each course is presented in Annex F.

When participants begin using evaluations as data sources to
. answer program level questions, they start to “own" the

- - information they have collected and synthesized in a very
different way than they do when they passively read
evaluation reports. The process almost always brings to light
aspects of their evaluations that could have been stronger i.e.,
more careful data collection, better analysis. Nevertheless,
participants also find their evaluations are rich collective
resources which almost .
always suggest patterns
that explain why a (
particular type of project s 1

was effective or ineffective.

This is precisely the sort of learning experience that REDSO/East Africa [
appeared to be aiming for when it asked that conflict projects be the

focus for the Tanzania training. When participants were asked to use the -
five evaluations they had conducted to answer meta-evaluation questions,
they realized that they had sufficient data to reach conclusions about the » —
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type of conflict prevention projects they had examined. By the end of their meta-analysis task, they had
evidence to support fairly strong conclusionsé including that:

e There is a need for better situation analysis and strategy formulation before NGO conflict
prevention/mitigation projects are funded;

e Longer term and more adequate funding for NGO conflict prevention/mitigation projects is needed.
One year projects are not realistic;

e Institutional development should be an important component of each such intervention; and

e Sustainability is an inherent challenge. It has to be planned and worked at, not assumed.

"'

Participants in South Africa and Ghana had similar experiences. In
South Africa, one group of participants found, by examining several
evaluations, that intended beneficiary impact was not well defined in
the evaluation reports. They blamed this, in turn, on a lack of clarity
about expected benefits in the grant project documentation their
teams had examined. Another group in South Africa found that
NGO service delivery had improved in a number of projects, but
their evaluations did not give them enough of a factual basis to
attribute any particular change to a USAID intervention. Participants
also found that USAID funded training correlated with positive
changes in NGO service delivery. This might not be the only
explanation for the service improvements since their evaluation data
showed that NGOs seemed to be learning from each other and from
their environments, perhaps more than from the training PVOs had
provided them.

In Ghana, where participants looked at five evaluations with an NGO strengthening element, they found that
only a weak link between organizational capacity development and service improvements at the NGO level
could be proven. This team offered clear recommendations for the NGOs and for USAID:

For NGOs:  Improve data collection and record keeping.

For USAID: Commission small studies to examine why linkages, or at least proof
concerning linkages, between PVO “strengthening” interventions and
NGO services seem to be weak.

Commenting on these participant products, course
instructors noted that these kinds of program level
conclusions cannot be reached when one evaluation is
considered at a time. The type of work participants do in the
meta-analysis session is comparable to what the USAID
Automated Directives System (ADS) suggested when it talks
about the needed to undertake broad evaluations that inform
the process of moving from one strategy period to the next.

6 USAID's manager for this round of evaluation trainings found the findings of the meta-evaluation carmed out by
participants in Tanzania evaluations so useful that she asked one of the course instructors to prepare a more formal
version of that synthesis, which is included as Annex G.

MSI EVALUATION TRAINING FOR MISSION STAFF, AFRICA BUREAU I



In order to facilitate a class discussion in Phase lll, participants were

given "homework” questions pertaining to the utilization of

evaluation findings in their offices and missions to research during the

period between the two classroom phases of the course. The

homework questions on this topic are shown in Box 2 below. . a

Does the mission have a formal system through which it records all of the evaluations it
undertakes, i.e., when initiated, by whom, written copy of the SOW, date evaluation received,
review comments, whether and when evaluation report was accepted?

When an evaluation report is received/accepted — in final form — is there a formal mission
process for reviewing the evaluation's recommendations and deciding which to accept and act
upon and which recommendations not to accept?

Is there a formal process for reviewing and accepting/rejecting evaluation recommendations?
Who chairs these meetings?

During a review of an evaluation report’s recommendations, is a written record made of
decisions about what evaluation recommendations for action are accepted, who will be
responsible for taking those actions, and by what deadline?

If a post-evaluation action plan based on recommendations is prepared, who is responsible for
following up and recording whether agreed-upon actions were actually taken?

Who in the mission is responsible for sending final copies of all evaluations to CDIE?
Does the mission also routinely provide the mission library with copies of all evaluations?

Does the mission have a procedure for determining who else would benefit from having a
copy of an evaluation and making sure they receive it, e.g,, implementers, government, other
donors, beneficiary groups, etc! Where does the responsibility for making this distribution lie?

Please provide 2-3 examples of strong mission utilization of an evaluation report. Identify the
SO or project for which the evaluation was undertaken and briefly describe what changed
because of the evaluation.

Please provide 2-3 examples of weak mission utilization of an evaluation report. Identify the
SO or project for which the evaluation was undertaken and briefly describe what makes you
feel that the evaluation was underutilized or not utilized. ‘l
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In class, the discussion of utilization began with an exercise in which participants rated the “evaluation culture’
in their missions, based on their homework. They rated their missions against a set of factors derived from a
course reading. 7 In all three courses, participants scored their missions positively on all but two of these
factors. Missions generally scored high on being “forward looking” and “action oriented” but low on being
“humble and self-critical” and “truth seeking.” Identifying these traits focused the discussion on how the
evaluation climate could be improved in their organizations.

Shifting to the utilization of evaluation reports, instructors offered examples from their own experience and
elicited participant experiences with the utilization of evaluations by missions. These discussions of utilization
brought out the fact that while some participants could talk about instances where their mission had taken
action based on an evaluation, others could not — because their missions had not undertaken any evaluations
that the participants were aware of. Responses of this sort led instructors to ask participants, on a country-by-
country basis, whether and how many evaluations had been carried out in their mission during the past year.
The informal tally, initially carried out in Tanzania, and repeated in South Africa and Ghana, showed that
missions vary considerably in terms of their investment in evaluations as a program management tool.

One of the most important factors associated with a mission’s use of evaluations, participants indicated, was the
presence of a full-time, or close to full-time, M&E officer in a unit. Participant responses on other discussion
items were equally interesting and the cross-talk between participants from different missions on various
utilization questions was particularly appreciated. Some of the discoveries participants made by sharing what
they knew about utilization in their missions include the following:

e Mission Evaluation Plans and Scopes of Work. Mission
evaluation plans are not widely used. Even where the existence
of an evaluation plan was reported, the mission did not have a
central point through which all evaluation scopes of work, draft,
and final evaluations flow, even in missions with a full time M&E

officer. One southern African M&E officer said, for example, , \:l
that while his office prepared a mission Evaluation Plan annually, \ ‘t
he was only consulted on evaluation scopes for work when ‘ b \

Offices felt they needed assistance.

|
L
e Tracking Completed Evaluations. Missions differ on how ’
progress on planned evaluations is tracked and how evaluations
are handled once they are received. Only a few participants
believed that their missions counted up the number of planned I ‘_‘ : '
evaluations that were actually completed during the year for
which they were planned. None of the participants reported that a score sheet showing planned
versus actual evaluations carried out during a year was prepared and circulated to staff, though one or
two thought that this might be occurring as part of the mission’s annual report preparation process.

e Evaluation Reviews. Participants from at least a few missions represented in the trainings reported that
their missions hold formal reviews when evaluation reports are received. Those who did have reviews
indicated that they generally were held at the SO level, rather than on a wide basis with Mission
Director involvement. A few instances of this kind of high-level evaluation report review were
mentioned.

7 William MK, Trochim , “An Evaluation

Culture” available at
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e Ultilization of Evaluation Results. Participants in all courses discussed the actual utilization of evaluation
findings through examples. The most frequent use of evaluation findings was to inform and help design
follow-on activities. Mid-term evaluations were also described as useful, as many led to important
modifications in on-going activities. Participants in every course also indicated that there were some
evaluations where it was not clear that utilization had occurred. These evaluations were not
deliberately set aside, rather they just did not seem to be connected to any important mission
decisions or actions.

e Systematic Follow-Up On Evaluation Recommendations. Responses from participants indicated that
follow-up on evaluation recommendations is occurring in some instances, but missions have not usually
established formal systems for tracking the results to determine the status of accepted
recommendations. Most doubted that this idea had ever come up in their missions. A number of
participants said they found the idea intriguing as a way of monitoring evaluation utilization.

e Dissemination of Evaluation Reports. Most missions do not have standard procedures for distributing
evaluations internally, to implementing partners, government, other donors, or the public. Some
participants indicated that their missions had disseminated certain evaluations quite widely among
program stakeholders, but this was not always done. Only a few missions had posted evaluations on
their websites, and even then postings were not necessarily comprehensive. Missions in French-
speaking countries were more likely to report that the Executive Summaries from their evaluation
reports, or entire evaluations, were translated into a second language, but that process was not
necessarily systematic and universal.

The discussion of utilization provided an opportunity for participants to compare their mission or office to
similar units and to a vision of what an organization that is very pro-active with respect to the utilization of
evaluations might do to promote and establish norms in that regard. Ideas discussed in this session often
reappeared later in the training program in the form of “action plan” items participants included on lists they
developed toward the end of the training to take back to their missions.

The second homework questions focused on the extent to which institutions,
particularly government ministries, in the host country incorporated
monitoring and evaluation into their work. Focus questions for this discussion
are shown in Box 3 below.

While discussions of host country M&E capacity were brief in all three
courses, they did reveal that host country M&E capacity has not been a focus
in USAID-funded programs. Only one mission represented at the South

Africa training reported that the mission had made an explicit effort, through I_\—
one of its projects, to encourage monitoring by a government entity.
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Is there any legislation or an Executive Directive or Order in your country that requires that
government funded programs to be monitored or evaluated? How long has this law/regulation
existed?

Avre there any national ministries or government departments that are known to have a serious or
active program of monitoring or evaluation in place? If so, which ones are viewed as taking these
tasks seriously?

If government requires monitoring and/or evaluation, do government employees carryout these tasks?

Does the government have a training institute or program that teaches government employees about
monitoring and/or evaluation? |
Have you ever seen or heard about a program or project evaluation produced by your government? |
If yes, what was evaluated?

Outside government, is there any national organization that has an established capacity for monitoring
and/or evaluation? What types of organizations, e.g, NGOs, academics, think tanks?

How many local professional program/project evaluators would you estimate there are in your
country?

Does government use the skills of local organizations and/or individuals that have professional skills in
monitoring and evaluation?

Where have the people in your country that you consider to have professional monitoring/evaluation
skills received their training? Do any local institutes or schools teach these skills? I

During these sessions, the instructors shared information about the existence of national-level evaluation

associations in several African countries and the
continent-wide African Evaluation Association. The
accompanying map shows countries that have already
formed national associations of people working in .
monitoring and evaluation. It comes from the African v

T Tt

WUsparehs

Evaluation Association, at N -, which
provides links to each national association website. The
AFREA organizes an annual conference each year
where M&E professionals present papers and exchange . v
lessons. ' 0 Viale .

Few USAID participants were aware of the existence of oy

these African evaluation associations. For most, this

information came as a surprise and a number Zimbalywe

commented to course instructors that they had no idea M
. . s -

that such a broad and organized movement to build

LRI {TT TN

capacity in their region existed, let alone that it had African Evaluation Association’s Map of National Level
been Or‘ganlzed b)/ Afﬂcans and was expandn’]g at a Evaluation Networks and Associations in Africa
fairly rapid pace.
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Course instructors also shared information about the World Bank’s program for assisting countries, and
particularly government ministries on monitoring and evaluation. The Bank held a regional workshop in 2000 in
Johannesburg, South Africa and has an on-going pilot project in Uganda in this field8 In addition, participants
learned about mission-level efforts, such as USAID/Uganda’s development of a roster of Ugandan firms and
individuals who have monitoring and evaluation skills. The list is updated annually and made available to all
Activity Managers and all USAID Implementing Partner organizations.

At the end of Phase lll individuals were asked to develop draft Action Plans that they could share with their
mission colleagues for improving mission monitoring and evaluation activities. Plans were not shared with
course instructors in written form, but at the end of the Action Planning period, participants were asked to
identify the top priorities they had put on their action plans. The major activities noted were:

° ete their mission leve ormance itori ans along with improvements in evaluation;
Complete th level performal monitoring pl | th ts in evaluation

e Set up mission evaluation plans and a process for
comparing these plans to what missions actually
) accomplished;

e Mission orders on evaluation were conternplated by
several teams;

e Establish processes for improving the evaluations, e.g..
carry out formal reviews when evaluations are received by
a mission, record decisions made about what evaluation
recommendations the mission agrees with and plans to
implement, and follow-up to determine whether accepted
* recornmendations were actually implemented.

Entries in Box 4 from the South Africa course illustrate the full range of innovations that participants are
recommending for action in their missions.

" |' RIICIPANTASSESSMEN OF' '™ NT
T~ MHICHTI '« Q' WSE:- =" 1 NPy
SRR A EE VAN

At the start of the Certificate Program in Evaluation the six objectives for the course were shared with the
participants. In the final evaluation, students were asked to judge how well the course had met those
objectives (i.e., fully, partially, marginally or not at all). As Table 3 shows, better than 80 percent of the

55 participants who rated the course on its achieverent of course objectives said that it had fully achieved
three of the six. Over 70 percent of participants said that the other three objectives has also been fully
achieved. Most other scores said that objectives had been partially achieved.

8 Relevant World Bank documents can be found at: |
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South Africa
e Create a PMP database
e Improve data quality checks
® Prepare a Mission Evaluation Plan

e Consolidate evaluation plans on a mission-wide basis
® Improve evaluation SOWs
e Create more momentum for a process that really reviews results

Democratic Republic of the Congo
e Finalize PMP database the mission has started to develop
e Provide staff with data quality assessment training
e Draft a Mission Order on M&E

Ghana
e ‘'Train the Bosses” to be better users of evaluation findings
e Update the Mission Order on M&E

Malawi
e Try an SO level evaluation, a whole program area, including all USAID activities in that area
e Develop a system for tracking the implementation of evaluation recommendations

Angola
e Develop more formal evaluation plans
e Pyt new mechanisms for guiding evaluations in place
e fFollow-up on evaluation recommendations

Kenya

e Provide M&E training to other staff

e  Obtain software that can help with evaluation planning, tracking, content analysis
Namibia

e Develop a sensitization training in evaluation culture

e Institute a more formal process for reviewing evaluations and deciding what recommendations to accept

e Improve data quality assessment

This section reviews participant views on the degree to which the course achieved
its objectives; their sense of how well it prepared them for various practical
exercises they were expected to complete, the applicability of the knowledge gained
to their work in USAID missions, and their sense of the value and cost-effectiveness
of this course compared to other USAID courses. The information is based on the
post-course evaluation of Phase |ll.

The three objectives on which participants provided the most positive ratings
(“objective fully met”) are those that are the most critical in terms of their ability to
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carryout core evaluation responsibilities in USAID, i.e,, understanding the role of evaluation, writing evaluation

SOWs, and reviewing draft evaluation reports.

« BT 1Bl T BT SURSE OBJE( TIVES

inform management decisions.

Understand the role of evaluation in the program and activity 95% 5%

management cycle.

Improve skills needed to prepare high quality, utilization-focused 84% 1 6%

evaluation Scopes of Work.

Understand the importance of ethics in evaluation. 73% 25% 2%
Develop the capacity to carry out an evaluation that will produce 73% 24% 3%
the kinds of information needed to answer evaluation questions

Learn how to review and critique evaluation plans and draft 87% 13%

evaluation reports — with an eye to improving them.

Improve understanding of how to utilize evaluation findings to 76% 22% 2%

Source: Pre and Post Evaluation forms administered by course instructors.

Three quarters of the participants indicated that they have improved their understanding of how to use
evaluation findings to inform management decisions. In addition, participants were asked to describe the
utilization of evaluations in their work environment. However, many participants described their missions as
not being very interested in evaluation, as having weak “evaluation cultures,” or undertaking very few
evaluations. Thus, they found it particularly difficutt to discern how they might improve utilization within this

environment, Many expressed interest in techniques such as formal evaluation reviews, systematic recording of
decisions made on which evaluation recommendations to accept, and steps that could be instituted in missions

to track whether recommendations that are accepted are actually implemented.

p— - —
1
I

Some 88 percent said they had sufficient preparation for fieldwork in
Phase II, (rating a 4 or 5), while 70 percent scored class exercises and 76
percent scored class discussion opportunities at the 4 to 5 level. Most
individual modules also scored high, with an exception being data analysis
and sampling. Most participants scored this module somewhat lower on
the scales, noting the need for more time on these difficult topics.

1 ‘ Participants indicated that they had been provided the right amount of
; ’ information in most areas, as Table 4 illustrates. Fewer than 10 percent
N said they had received too much information in an area. A higher
' percentage (20%) said that “not quite enough” information had been
provided on research design, data collection, and project design. The
e | students requested more time be spent on techniques for data analysis.
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TABLE 3. ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION PROVIDED IN PHASE |

Did the classroom experience in Phase | provide you with sufficient theory on the
purposes, ethics and evolution of evaluation?

90%

4%‘

Did the classroom experience give you enough information on evaluation design to
develop a valid and efficient approach to your field evaluation assignment?

Did the classroom experience give you enough information on methods of
collecting data for you to select and apply appropriate data collection methods to
your field assignment?

9%

8%

71%

65%

20% ‘

27% ‘

Did the classroom experience give you enough information on data analysis
techniques for you to organize, summarize, interpret and display the data you
collected?

9%

42%

47%

2%

Did the classroom experience give you enough insight into good project design for
you to identify project design weaknesses in the projects you evaluated as part of
your field assignment?

7%

71%

22%

Did the classroom experience give you enough information to write a professional
report on the evaluation you carried out during your field assignment?

9%

66%

25%

Source: Pre and Post Evaluation forms administered by course instructors.

Commenting on the field experience, two-thirds of the participants rated their teams as functioning well, while

two percent said their teams did not function well.

The majority of participants said that they did not collect an adequate amount of data during their fieldwork
and did not do enough analysis of the data they did collect. Lack of time for fieldwork was the issue for all
teams as well as lack of time to prepare their written report  Only two percent of participants said they had

sufficient time to complete the Phase Il task to their satisfaction.

s = "‘)'I YRR ot o B

Woas your "“team” able to function effectively as a “team” in the manner that the 59% | 28% 119% | 2%
course had suggested is appropriate for evaluation work?
Looking back, do you feel that your team developed an adequate plan for its 51% | 42% | 7%
fieldwork?
Looking back, do you feel that you collected the data that you needed to prepare 28% | 68% | 4%
your evaluation report?
Looking back, do you feel that you adequately analyzed the data you collected? 40% | 48% 129%
Looking back, do you feel that you had enough time to complete your field 2% 45% | 32% | 21%
assignment?

Source: Pre and Post Evaluation forms administered by course instructors.
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Despite their sense that they did not have as much time as
they would have liked for Phase Il, which is also typical of the
evaluation teams USAID hires, 81percent rated the field work
portion of the course highly, fully justifying the effort and
expense involved. The other |9 percent marked partially
justified on their evaluation forms.

This overall response from Africa Bureau participants was )
virtually identical to the answers provided by participants in the
E&E Bureau in 2003 on this question. There were, however, _ ,
some differences among the three courses given in Africa with

regard to this question. A higher percentage of respondents v ' !
from the course based in Tanzania (75%) and the one based in } ! /
South Africa (80%) rated this question as “fully justified,” el

compared to 50 percent of participants from the course based in Ghana. This lower score from Ghana may be
a function of the larger teams that existed in that class and how well they functioned, though the anonymous
nature of the data on this question means the answers cannot be linked directly to specific participants.

A third set of questions on the course evaluation focused on participant views of the elements of Phase IIl.
Table 6 provides information on the participatory aspects of Phase |lI.

The major tasks of the second week of class - team presentations, discussion on the field work, and feedback
sessions with course instructors - were considered very important to over 80 percent of the participants
(Table 6). The responses to these three questions were similar across the three African courses,

How important to your overall experience was the task of making a 84% 15% 19
presentation on your evaluation?

How important for you was the discussion among all teams of their field 82% 16% 2%
assignment experiences?

How important was the feedback session with the course instructors for your | 85% (5%

team?

How important was your participation in an effort to look across the project ' 61% 30% 7% 2%

evaluations and develop general findings about the whole group of projects,
ie, the cross-project analysis?

Source: Pre and Post Evaluation forms administered by course instructors.
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Participant responses conceming the importance of the Phase Ill meta-analysis
segement of the course differed widely among the three classes. All students
from the Tanzania course (100%) rated this segment as being very important,
compared with 64 percent and 43 percent from South Africa and Ghana
respectively. Participant answers to this question varied directly with the
amount of time allocated for the meta-analysis exercise. In Tanzania, it was
given the full amount of time allocated in the course plan. In South Africa, to
some degree, and in even a more pronounced way in Ghana, time provided to
participants to re-draft their evaluation reports competed for and in the end
encroached upon the block of time set aside for meta-analysis.

In the course evaluation, participants were also asked to identify the impact of
the course on their work in the missions. The most frequent responses were:

e The course gave me enough experience that with some technical assistance | am now confident that |
am able to develop evaluation SOWs that will result in evaluations my mission finds informative and

useful. (67% of the participants).

e Because of what | learned in this course, | am now able to participate on an evaluation as an expert

member of an evaluation team (67%).

e | now feel sufficiently confident of my evaluation skills that | could be a team leader and principal author

of a project evaluation for USAID or any other international donor organization (52%).

e | may not be able to participate in many evaluations in the future, but | now have a good idea of how

to use evaluations to learn more and improve my mission's programs (47%).

Finally, participants were asked to indicate whether they had already begun to apply what they were leaming.
Forty-eight of the 57 participants who returned for Phase IIl (84%) provided answers that demonstrated that
they had begun to use what they had learned. The most frequently cited were preparing evaluation Scopes of
Work and reviewing evaluation reports. Participant responses are shown in the text boxes in this report and in

Annex E.

In a final question, participants were asked to compare the Certificate Program in Evaluation to other USAID
courses they have taken. Sixty seven percent (6/%) indicated that the course was more useful than other
USAID training courses they have taken, as Table 7 indicates. The high ratings on this question exceeded those

given for this course by E&E Bureau participants in 2003.

--‘.‘ . v F, ;-:-I-I:E‘ ) AQEA |I [ERRN-T

0%

67%

Source: Pre and Post Evaluation forms administered by course instructors.
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Written comments on the course as a whole were consistent with participants overall high ratings; a number
of participants in each class wrote that this was the best USAID training course they had attended.

Participants provided a number of suggestions for improving aspects of the course. The most common
suggestions were:

e Provide more training in data analysis, sampling, and evaluation design in Phase |.
e Put some readings on CDs.
¢ Provide more time for the field work.

e [nsist that teams stay together after collecting data to begin their analysis and
start a draft of their report, agreeing, at a minimum, on the key findings.

e Give even more guidance on how to write good reports, both before and after
they do their fieldwork.

e Provide even more detailed feedback and coaching on finalizing reports
(instructor feedback was greatly appreciated).

In response to participant recommendations at the end of Phase | of the Tanzania course that additional
guidance be provided on writing evaluation reports, Richard Blue, one of the course instructors, produced a
small guide on this topic. The pamphlet was subsequently handed out in Phase lil of the Tanzania course and in
Phase | of the South Africa and Ghana courses. This new document is provided in Annex H, as it may be
worth USAID's consideration as the basis for a new TIPS.

Participants’ narrative answers to all open-ended questions are provided in Annex E, on a course-by-course
basis.
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This section summarizes observations and conclusions of the course instructors and presents the
recommendations for future courses that follow from them.

Generally speaking, the results for participants from the MSI Certificate -
Program in Evaluation courses given for USAID in Africa paralleled results
elsewhere for this course.

Course

Participants in all three of the Africa Bureau presentations of the
MSI Certificate Program in Evaluation were actively engaged in all 1
phases of this course.

The small number of individuals who did not complete the course
all faced either insurmountable logistical impediments to doing so
or were drawn away by personal emergencies and commitments
they could not ignore. To the best of their ability, individuals who
found themselves in this situation appear to have tried to heip
their team mermbers complete the exercise and produce solid
evaluation reports and presentations.

All of the fundamental characteristics of the course — a team [ e -
approach for the participants and the application of concepts at
every stage of the program— continue to work exceptionally well.

Tearmns and fieldwork remain the heart of the course.

Africa Bureau participants gained the most by applying concepts presented in class to a real evaluation,
as with other classes that have completed this course. It is the practical experience combined with
classroom training that they appreciated. For the instructor team, the growth of their capacities during
Phase | over the course of their fieldwork, and in Phase Il is practically tangible. We see their ability to
think critically improve, and then improve again. We see the fear that some have of standing at the
front of the room or offering critical advice in a public setting fade away. Their confidence, presence,
and certainty that they can handle evaluations for USAID and do it well grew right before our eyes.

instructors also observed that:

When this training is organized around a specific theme, a good deal of time is needed in advance to
synthesize available matenials and provide them to teams in an orderly and easily accessed form. This
happened in South Africa and Ghana, where background information on NGO strengthening projects
provided to participants was carefully selected and limited to a simple logic diagram of how most NGO
strengthening projects work and a small REDSO/East Africa guide to the key characteristics of NGOs
that such programs are expected to strengthen. By contrast, in Tanzania, the instructors, with the best
of intentions, provided participants with the equivalent of a state-of-the art ibrary on monitoring and
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evaluation in program settings where conflict is a factor or the central focus of the program.
Participants were cverwhelmed by the volume of paper they received and were not atle 1o use it
efficiently during the course.

e Exceptions made in the Ghana round of the course to the practice of T
limiting the number of participants on an evaluation team to three did
not produce better results than were realized by teams of three in
Ghana or in the other two courses. Large teams, among other things,
tend to reduce the responsibilities of each team member. With smalier
teams, every team member has to function in multiple roles, which is
what the instructors intend. In addition, a three-person team is
intentionally uneven, creating a natural mechanism for decision making
as the team does its work.

e [bvaluation reports delivered at the start of Phase Ill by course L.
participants represent a good first effort, but they all needed work to move from a first draft stage to
final. One problem that appeared in most evaluation reports was that they failed to provide a clear
explanation at the start of the project’s intentions, i.e, the results they were expected to produce and
the theory of change underlying the intended transformation of activity or program resources into direct
results (outputs) and broader impacts. The instructors noted that this is perhaps a problem that could
be addressed in Phase | and if that were done, other aspects of participart "draft” evaluation reports
from Phase Il might benefit.

e | ooking back, in a "lessons learned” sense, the course instructors noted that the time taken away from
meta-analysis and re-allocated, in South Africa and Ghana, for participants to finalize their evaluation
reports had adverse effects, Course evaluation forms completed by participants indicated that
differences in the amount of time devoted tc meta-evaluaticn mattered in terms of the value received
fram that course segment. As program level evaluation skills are a central objective of the course, the
instructors concluded that this “trade-off” had more costs than benefits.

I.  Retain the time frame established for the three-week course. While some participants lamented that
they needed more time for their class and field exercises, it is MSI's sense that most participants
learned what the course is intended to teach within the time frame established for this three-phase
Certificate Program.  Three full weeks, plus additional time on-line for planning a field visit and
producing an evaluation report, is a significant investment. With less time, however, participants would
be unlikely to complete the full cycle of formal and practical training included in this curriculum.

2. Use small teams of three for the fieldwork. MSlinstructors also came away from this round of three
classes more convinced than ever that small teams produce the optimal leaming experience. Instructor
perceptions in this regard are supported by ratings give by participants on certain aspects of their
experience. In the future, MSI instructors will work with USAID course managers to screen out
projects that might require large teams or mergers among small teams.

3. Select the projects for field evaluations sooner and always select a few more than appear to be
needed. MSI encourages USAID missions to identify candidate projects earlier in the planning process.
More than the minimum number is needed to avoid situations where two teams are looking at the
same project, albeit at different sites and regional projects, i.e., the situations that led to larger and
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merged teams in the Ghana course. Having additional options ready also helps in situations where
logistical arrangements do not permit a team to go to a particular site, for logistical or country
clearance reascns.

4. Start asking participants to draft the introductory section of their
evaluation report, i.e., the program description and the broad
outlines of their methodology, during Phase | and expect instructors
1o review these draft sections and provide comments to teams
within a week, e, in advance of the start of fieldwork. This
feedback should help teams reduce the time they need for rewriting
in Phase Il after they receive an oral critique of their draft report in
class

5 Require students to stay together during their fieldwork, and for at
least a full day after collecting their evaluation data to begin to
analyze it and agree upon their strongest findings, conclusions and
recommendations. in these courses, as in the E&E course in 2003, differences between reports
prepared by teams that had worked face-to-face on their main findings, conclusions and
recommendations and those that had not were apparent in their documents and oral presentations.

6. Add more time between the participants' deadline for delivery of their draft reports in Phase Il and the
start of Phase Ill. During the additional time, have at least one instructor read each report and
e-rmail pre-Phase Il comments to the teamn. This should help them improve their oral presentations,
on an g priori basis as well as give them advance warning regarding structural issues in their drafts. This
would also give participants more time before Phase Il starts to read each other’s reports.

7. Restore the onginal amount of time allocated for program level, or meta-analysis of the evaluations
participants produce. Find an alternative to reducing the time for this Phase Ili course segment to allow
participants to finalize their evaluation reports. Class time allocated for report rewriting does not take
good advantage of the limited time participants and instructors have to work together to build
participant skills in program tevel evaluation.

8. Require participants to send some information on their homework on utilization and host country M&E
capacity to the instructors late in Phase Il, thus allowing the instructors to tabulate results prior to
Phase Ill. This wili help to improve the Phase Ill class sessions on these topics by grounding them in
facts generated through the homework process. There is insufficient time in these sessions to bath
collate participant's findings and fully discuss them.
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Annex A: Core Phase | Curriculum - MSI Certificate Prori'nm
in Eval' ation

= Evaluation — The Evolution of the Concept introduces participants to a range of ideas about the purpose of
evaluation, the role of stakeholders in the evaluation process and other concepts that help to define this
discipline,

* Evaluation in the Project Cycle places evaluation into the context of development programs.

= Evaluation and the Evaluation Officer in USAID. This module, which is linked to evaluation culture, was
designed to provide participants with an understanding of the pioneer role USAID has played in evaluation
among development agencies and the importance it continues to attach to evaluation as a management
tool.

= Monitoring and Evaluation — What's the Difference? This module highlights the evolution of monitoring from
a concem with budget and schedule to the kind of performance monitoring systems found in development
organizations today. The different and complementary roles of monitoring and evaluation are defined.

* Evaluation Scopes of Work (SOW). This module focuses on all of the elements of an evaluation scope of
work and the role these elements play in procurement and in guiding the work of an evaluation team:.

= Bvaluation Questions. This is a core module that highlights the importance of questions as the focus of an
evaluation. Differences in the types of questions that are appropriate for mid-term, final, and impact
evaluations are examined.

= Evaluation Schedule and Budget. This module complements the SOW module by providing guidelines from
experience about the level of effort needed for each stage of an evaluation. Basic scheduling concepts are
also reviewed, The module focuses on the fact that time and budget constraints on evaluations require
evaluators to make practical choices with respect to the methods to be used for data collection and analysis.

= Values and Ethics in Evaluation. Basic concepts are discussed, including the need to guard against bias, the
need to avoid leading questions, and other common problems in evaluation.

= Building an Evaluation Team. This module briefly introduces basic team selection and management
concepts appropriate to evaluation.

= Evaluation Design. This module focuses on the development of a framework for carrying out an evaluation.
The methods that are used to develop evaluation questions play a central role in soliciting responses that
are appropriate and manageable. Evaluation plans are presented as composites of the best methodologies
selected to address the questions in evaluation SOW.

= Sampling. This topic is included to assist participant evaluation teams in selecting sites they will visit as well
as individuals they will interview. Probability and non-probability sampling are explained and the appropriate
uses of both defined.

= Data Collection Toolbox. This module introduces participants to a wide range of data collection
approaches including observation, the use of instruments to collect information and interrogation, or the art
of asking questions. Reactive and non-reactive methods of data collection are discussed.

= Data Analysis is a module that teaches participants to focus on how data will be analyzed when an
evaluation plan is prepared. Basic analysis techniques are presented for quantitative and qualitative data.

= Evaluation Reports. This module focuses on the differences between findings, conclusions and
recommendations. A sample report outline is provided, highlighting these three elements and indicating
what kinds of materials are best relegated to an evaluation report annex.
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Additional Topics — MSI Certificate Program in Evaluation

Program Theory. This segment focuses on the underlying logic of the types of projects participants will
evaluate.

Evaluation in the USAID Automated Directives System. This module, which is sometimes useful as a closing
to Phase | review module, takes participants through the USAID ADS on evaluation, allowing them to
discover at the end of the course that they already understand all parts of this guidance.

Utilization of Evaluations. This module focuses on steps that can be taken both at the start of an evaluation
and once it is completed help ensure that utilization occurs. This issue is introduced in Phase | through
discussions and key readings. The issue is addressed in greater detail in Phase Il.

Assessing Cost-Effectiveness through Evaluation. This module provides an overview of techniques for
incorporating a cost-effectiveness analysis in an evaluation. Given time constraints, and that participants are
not expected to incorporate this type of analysis in their field work in Phase II, this module is often
presented during Phase |ll.

Multi-Method Evaluation. As evaluations increasingly utilize a multi-method strategy for gathering data, the
need has arisen for techniques that help evaluators integrate information from different sources in their
analysis. The module introduces an innovative approach for weighting data from different sources.

Data Quality. The module on data quality helps participants put the experience they gain in assessing the
quality of evaluations carried out during the course into a broader context. This module draws on USAID’s
ADS data quality assessment guidance.

Program, Cross-Site and Meta Evaluation. This module introduces participants to program level evaluation,
which for USAID includes evaluations undertaken at the level of a Strategic Objective. The module also
covers cross-site evaluations, which for USAID, often means topical evaluations of similar activities in several
missions. Meta-evaluation, a term that is generally used to describe reviews of existing evaluations to assess
either their quality or the substantive lessons they provide is also included in this module. Practical
application of both meta-evaluation techniques and cross-site evaluation techniques takes place during
Phase lll of the course.

Gender in Evaluation. The module focuses on a variety of issues that may trigger data disaggregation, e.g.,
concemns about differential impacts on people living in different locations; of different age groups or ethnic
backgrounds; with different levels of education or income, etc. Participants learn to address gender in
evaluations and how this variable may impact data collection and analysis.

Participatory Evaluation. This topic, touched on in Phase |, is revisited, in the light of participant field
experiences. Having carried out an evaluation, course participants have a better basis for understanding
both the complexity and potential value of involving a range of stakeholders, including beneficiaries, in
evaluations at the design stage, during data collection and analysis; in the framing of recommendations, and
as recipients of evaluation results.

Evaluation Standards. This module introduces participants to a set of standards for practitioners of
evaluation that have been established and promulgated by the American Evaluation Association. The
module also examines the cross-cultural validity of these standards, drawing upon participant knowledge of
their own cultures and upon published research into the cross-culftural validity of these evaluation standards.

Evaluation Capacity in the Region. This module introduces course participants to efforts underway around
the world to build evaluation capacity at the national level in developing and transition countries.
Participants receive information on grass-roots evaluation networks and associations that are emerging in
these countries. In Africa, this discussion focused on the continent wide African Evaluation Association and
linked national-level organizations at the national level in a number of countries,
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Annex B: lllustra ive Class Agendas for Pl ase | and Phase Il

Phase | Class Schedule

Time Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday
8:30 Course Opening, Teams present key Selecting Samples from
Introductions, and Evaluation SOW a Population
Needs Assessment elements:
Course Structure,
Objectives and Sampling Exercise
Requirements
Evaluation: The
Evolution of a Concept
10:00 Break Break Break Break Break
10:15 Evaluation in the Evaluation Process Discussion of the
USAID Management The Q&A Matiix — an | Data Andlysis Strengths, Weaknesses
Cycle Schedule and Budget Evaluation Planning Tool and Complimentarity of
Considerations the Evaluation Plans
Scope of Work (SOW) _ .
for an Evaluation Evaluation Design
Exercise on using
comparisons to answer
evaluation questions
12:00 Lunch Lunch Lunch Lunch
1:30 Effective Evaluation The Data Collection Consolidation of Values and Ethics in
Teams Toolkit Evaluation Plan Evaluation
The Art of Asking
Questions Evaluation Reports
(Written and Oral)
3:45 Break Break Break Break Break
4.00 ’ Considering Costs in Participant Evaluation
Evaluations of Phase |

Planning for Phase lll

Closing of Phase |
Session
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Phase 11l Class Schedule

Time Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday
8:30 Welcome Back Program, cross-site and Utilization of Evaluations '
meta-evaluation
Overview of Team approaches and USAID Missions -
Experiences/key methods A
problems faced home task analysis and
Break out sessions discussion
work on cross-site
analysis of three
questions and three
cross-cutting issues
10:00 Break Break Break Break Break
0:15 Break out sessions Role of the USAID Evaluation in Africa
continue Evaluation Officer
Current Practices and
Discussion with focus Capacity Building —
on evaluation planning home task analysis and
and utilization discussion
12:00 Lunch Lunch Lunch Lunch
1:30 Presentations from Program Evaluation
break out sessions & Standards
discussion/finalization of
cross-site findings,
conclusions and .
recommendations for Lourss eveliamon
USAID
3:45 Break Rreak Break Break Break and Certificates
4:00 Oral Presentations P Synthesizing Findings . Issued. Course ends.
and Cr‘|‘t|ques ﬁom Mixed Method
Evaluations
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Annex C: Participant List

Name, Surname Office/Mission Phase | Phase il Phase Il
Tanzania Course _]
Brian Bacon USAID/REDSO ' o @
Holly Brenner USAID/CMM ® o
Wangeci Chege USAID/REDSO ® ® [
Halima Hashi USAID/Tanzania | ] o [
Grace Kabare USAID/REDSO ] o [
Njeri Karuru USAID/REDSO ® L [
Samuel Epokhorr Kona FEWSNET [J [ (]
Jimmy Rama Msaki USAID/Tanzania o L [
Polly Mugisha USAID/Uganda o L o
Elizabeth Ntue Mutunga COMESA | ] o [
Issac Ndahiro COMESA o ®
Alice Nibitanga USAID/Burundi ® | ] [
Adam Reisman USAID/CMM o [

Josphat Kabinga Wachira USAID/REDSO ® ] ®
Pierre Achade USAID/Benin @ L [
Romain Babagbeto USAID/Benin | ] ® ]
Herschelle Challenor AAAS Fellow USAID/AFR [ ] [

Brian Chigawa COMESA o @ [
Winne Chilala USAID/Zambia o o o
Kalinde Chindebvu USAID/Malawi L o L
Mary Louise Eagleton USAID/DROC o | ] [
Pamela Fessenden USAID/REDSO ® L] o
Patrick Fosu-Siaw USAID/Ghana ] ® [
Brian Franz New Entry Program USAID/AFR @ | J [
Michele Gross USAID/Mozambique e ® e
Allan Hackner USAID/South Africa ® ® e
Victor Mangindula USAID/DRC L | ] (]
Alick Mtika USAID/Malawi L) L ®
Stella Mutale-Nalwamba USAID/Zambia @ ® o
Mexon Nyirono USAID/Malawi [ ] [ [
Charles Oluchina USAID/Kenya L o [J
Lina Pirpiri USAID/DRC o L] o
Pharesh Ratego USAID/Kenya [ [ [
Ramsey Sosola USAID/Malawi L L [ ]
Shireen Strauss USAID/Namibia [ L
Eveline Viegas USAID/Angola o ® o
Beatrice Wamalwa USAID/Kenya [ ] ® [
Patricia Ziwa USAID/Malawi [ [ ®
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Name, Surname Office/Mission Phase | Phase Il Phase lli
Ghana Course
Abdi Aden USAID/Ethiopia [ ] [ ] [
Dennis Bilodeau USAID/Mali o o o
Laura Burnham USAID/REDSO ) [ @
Mamadou A. Dembele USAID/Mali ] { ]
Timothy Donnay USAID/Ghana o o ®
Mervyn Farroe USAID/Mali L [ ] [ )
Moussokoro Kane USAID/WARP o ® ®
Sikoro Keita USAID/Mali o e ®
Yacouba Konate USAID/Mali o o e
Avril Kudzi USAID/WARP o [ ] ®
Henry Kinuthia USAID/Kenya | ] o o
Jo Lesser USAID/Mali o o o
Ibrahim Litny USAID/Mali [ ] [ J [
Carolyn Jefferson USAID/REDSO | ] o [ ]
Elsie Menorkpor USAID/Ghana | J ] o
Herrick Mpuku USAID/Zambia | ] [ *
Tom Muga USAID/Kenya ® ® ®
Sounka Nydiaye USAID/Senegal o [ ] [
Adeline Ofari-Bah USAID/Ghana o ® [ ]
Juliana Pwamang USAID/Ghana L | ] o
Letitia Sam USAID/WARP (] [ ®
Souleymane Sogoba USAID/Mali o [ ] ()
Edward Soyir-Yariga USAID/WARP [ J [J [J
Alpha Wade USAID/Senegal [ @ [
Ben Wandao USAID/Kenya | ] o [ ]

Course Instructors and Observers
Name, South
Surname Office/Mission Email Address Tanzania | Africa | Ghana
Molly Hageboeck | MSI mhageboeck@msi-inc.com L ® L
Richard Blue MSI Senior Associate richardblue@earthlink.net ® @
Khoti Gausi WHO Southern Africa Regional | GausiK@whoafr.org o
Evaluation Officer & MSI
Associate

Janet Kerley USAID jkerley@usaid.gov o L o
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Annex D: Evaluation Review Criteria

Evaluation Review Criteria Rating’
Does the Executive Summary concisely state the main points of the evaluation?
Does the report adequately summarize the context in which the activity took place and the problem it
was supposed to address?
Does the report include a copy of the full evaluation Scope of Work as an annex?
Does the report clearly state the purpose of the evaluation?
Does it describe the evaluation guestions clearly in the body of the report?
Does the report adequately separate and specify the project’s inputs, its direct results (outputs), higher
level results and goals, so that a new reader would understand the logical structure of the project and
what it was suppose to accomplish?
fthe logical structure of intended results was unclear in the project’s documentation, does the report
attempt to restate the project’s intentions in a more logical sequence or manner, i, setting the stage for a
systematic review of accomplishrments?
Does the evaluation state how the team planned to determine whether activities and intended results
were achieved! Does it identify the indicators the project expected would be used to judge success at
each level of the project’s logical structure?
Does the evaluation provide a clear description of how it went about collecting data on activities and each
of the levels of results it examined, i.e, are data collection methods described in terms of the specific kinds
of data they were used to gather, or simply listed all together?
Did the evaluation team describe any creative or innovative solutions they used deal with data collection
problems they faced?
Are the evaluation’s data imtations, i.e., its weak areas from a methods and data standpoint identified?
Are the evaluations FINDINGS clear and related to major dimensions of the project, i.e., activities, direct
results, higher level results or goals? and to the evaluation questions the team set out to answer?
Are FINDINGS supported by relevant quantitative or qualitative data?
When quantitative data are presented as percentages, is it always clear what the total number of cases
was for which the percentage was calculated, i.e. is the N (denominator) abways stated?
s there an effort to explain FINDINGS about the project through an analysis of its "if-then” hypotheses
about cause and effect relaticnships in the project design? Are atternative hypotheses considered, ie,,
alternative reasons for success or falure other than the project activities?
Is there a clear distinction in the evaiuation report between CONCLUSIONS and FINDINGS?
Is every CONCLUSION in the report supported by a specific or clearly definel d set of FINDINGS?
Are RECOMIMENDATIONS preserted separate from CONCLUSIONS?
Are CONCLUSIONS that may have wesak evidence to support them clearly identified?
Are all RECOMMENDATIONS presented in the evaluation report clearly supported by a specific or

| clearly defined set of FINDINGS and CONCLUSIONS?
Are the RECOMMENDATIONS presented relevant and practicall
Are the RECOMMENDATIONS responsive to the purpose of the evaluation?
Does the report have a Table of Contents
Does the report have a Glossary, where acronyms are used extensively
Does the report have guestionnaires or other study instruments — as an appendix
Are reference materials and works cited identified in an annex?
is the organization of the report clear, delineating each topic well and providing enough subheadings for
easy reading!
Does the presentation highlight important information in any special way?
Is the analysis of data the team collected reasonably complete, ie, data from all scurces used and
analyzed?
Are charts and graphs used to present or summarize data?
DCoes the evaluation report give the appearance of a thoughtful, well-researched and well organized effort
to objectively evaluate what worked in the project, what did not and why?

9 QO = No; | = Partial; 2 = Yes
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Annex E: Pre-Test Results

End of Phase | Evaluation

End of Course Evaluation
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USAID/Africa Bureau
MSI Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |

Three Country Summary — Quantitative Respenses

Name;

(optional)

A, How would you describe your previous experience with monitoring and evaluation? Put only one X in
each column, one to describe your formal knowledge of monitoring and one for evaluation.

Level of Prior Experience Monitoring Evaluation
| have previously received formal training on 20 15
this subject before
| have been informally trained on this 12 13
subject by colleagues
| have read materials on this subject by 13 15
never been trained by anyone
| have not read much nor been trained in 9 11
this subject. It is new to me.

B. Are you directly responsible for monitoring or evaluation in the organization for which you work?

8 (22%)____ Yes, it is my main job
27 (73%) _ _ Yes, but it is only part of my job
2 (5%) No, it is not one of my direct
responsibilities

D. Even if you have not been trained before, there are some concepts with which you may be familiar.
Please complete the table below by putting an X in the column that best describes your famitiarity with each
idea.
Concept or Idea Presented in the Training How Well | Understand the Concept or Idea
Program Not well Somewhat Very well
The meaning of the term evaluation i 28 20
20%) (57%) @3%)
The difference between a finding or fact, a 5 22 2|
condlusion and a recommendation (10%) (46%) (44%)
How to select a sample that is not biased |4 28 7
28%) (57%) (15%)
Why evaluators usually treat beneficiary data as 21 20 9
being confidential. (42%) (40%) (18%)
When an evaluation is needed 6 26 16
(13%) (54%) (33%)
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‘ Concept or Idea Presented in the Training How Well 1 Understand the Concept or Idea
Program Not well Somewhat Very well

How to use a cross-tabulation to display and 34 12 4
analyze the answers to two questions at the (68%) (24%) (8%)
same time.

| When to use open-ended questions and when 17 22 10
to used cdlosed-ended questions (35%) (45%) (20%)
The difference between monitoring and 7 26 I8
evaluation (14%) (51%) (35%)
How to make observation a systematic data 27 12 3
collection tool (64%) (29%) (7%)
What to do to increase the likelihood that an 3l 17 I
evaluation will be utilized (63%) (35%) (2%)
The difference between a group interview and a 19 21 9
focus groups interview. (39%) (43%) (18%)
How to create a scale that can be used to 32 16 2
gather data on opinions or perceptions (64%) (32%) (4%)
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USAID/Africa Bureau
MSI Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |

Dar Es Salaam, Tanzania

Name;

(optional)

A How would you describe your previous experience with monitoring and evaluation? Put only one X in
each column, one to describe your formal knowledge of monitoring and one for evaluation.

Level of Prior Experience Monitoring Evaluation

| have previously received formal training on 4 4
this subject before

| have been informally trained on this |
subject by colleagues

| have read materials on this subject by 5 3
never been trained by anyone
| have not read much nor been trained in 6 6

this subject. It is new to me.

B. Are you directly responsible for monitoring or evaluation in the organization for which you work?

3 Yes,itis my main job

B Yes, butitis only part of my job

2 No, it is not one of my direct
responsibilities

C Have you every participated established performance indicators for a real program. Strategic Cbjective
{50O), Intermediate Results (IR) or USAID Implementing Partner Activity?

4 Once _4 Morethan Once _5  Never

If yes: __|_Individually 9 Partofateam

D. Have you ever collected the data for a perfonmance monitoring report directly from an onginal or
secondary source described in the Performance Monitoring Plan or Indicator Data Sheet for an SO, IR or?

_ 2 One _4  MorethanOnce _8___ Never
I If yes: 1 Individually B As part of a team
E. Have you ever prepared monitoring and evaluation information for use in an Activity Review or a

USAID Mission Portfolio Review?
I_ Once __S5_ MorethanOnce __B__ Never

If yes: Individually 7___ Aspart of a team
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F. Have you ever prepared or reviewed a draft Mission Order on Monitoring and Evaluation for a Mission
or other USAID operating unit.

Once __I___ Morethan Once __ 14 Never
If yes: Individually 2___ Aspartofateam
G Have you ever participated in making the decision to evaluate a USAID SO, IR or activity

2__ Once 2 More than Once 9  Never

If yes: Individual decision 4 Decided as part of a
team
H. Have you ever prepared a Scope of Work for an evaluation for USAID or another development

organization (donor, government, or implementing partner?)
_l_ Once _3 More than Once 10 Never

If yes: individually As part of a team

l. Have you ever supervised the work of a comtracted evaluation team?

_4 Once __ | __ MorethanOnce _ 8 Never
If yes: 2 Individually 5 As part of a team
] Have you ever written an evaluation report for USAID or another development organization (donor,

government, or implerenting partner)?

_l_ Once _lI__ MorethanOnce __ll_ Never
if yes: I_ Principal Author 2 As part of a team
K. Have you ever been responsible for substantively reviewing a draft evaluation report and personally
deciding whether it should be accepted or that more work was needed before it could be considered
adequate?
4 Once _|___ MorethanOnce __ 9  Never
If yes: |__ Individually 5 As part of a team
L Even if you have not been trained before, there are some concepts with which you may be familiar.

Please complete the table below by putting an X in the column that best describes your familiarity with each
idea.
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How Well | Understand the Concept or Idea

Concept or Idea Presented in the Training Program Not well Somewhat Very well
The meaning of the term evaluation I 8 5
The difference between a finding or fact, a conclusion 3 6 5
and a recommendation
How to select a sample that is not biased 2 10 |
Why evaluators usually treat beneficiary data as being 4 8 2
confidertial.

When an evaluation is needed 3 7 3
How to use a cross-tabulation to display and analyze the 13 |

answers to two questions at the same time,

When to use open-ended questions and when to used 5 6 2
closed-ended questions

The difference between monitoring and evaluation 2 9 3
How to make observation a systematic data collection 9 | 2
tool

What to do to increase the likelihood that an evaluation I 2

will be utilized

The difference between a group interview and a focus 5 8 I
group interview.

How to create a scale that can be used to gather data 10 4

on opinions or perceptions
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USAID/Africa Bureau
MSI Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |

Pretonia, South Africa

Name;

(optional)

A How would you describe your previous experience with monitoring and evaluation! Put only one X in
each column, one to describe your formal knowledge of monitoring and one for evaluation.

Level of Prior Experierce Monitoring BEvaluation
| have previously received formal training on (B 6
this subject before
| have been informally trained on this 7 7
subject by colleagues
| have read materials on this subject by 3 7
never been trained by anyone
| have not read much nor been trained in 3 4
this subject. k is new to me.

B. Are you directly responsible for monitoring or evaluation in the organization for which you work?

__16_ Yes, butitis only part of my job
_ 2 No, itis not one of my direct
responsibilities

4 Yes, it is my main job

C Have you every participated on a team that camied out a formal or planned evaluation of a project?
_ Yes _ 10_No

D. Even if you have not been trained before, there are some concepts with which you may be familiar.

Please complete the table below by putting an X in the column that best describes your familiarity with each

idea.
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Concept or Idea Presented in the Training How Well | Understand the Concept or Idea

Program Not well Somewhat Very well
The meaning of the term evaluation 13 9
The difference between a finding or fact, a 2 |0 |0
conclusion and a recommendation
How to select a sample that is not biased 10 9 3
Why evaluators usually treat beneficiary data as I 5 6
being confidential.
When an evaluation is needed 3 I 8
How to use a cross-tabulation to display and i3 6 3
analyze the answers to two questions at the same
time.
When to use open-ended questions and when to 9 9 4
used closed-ended questions
The difference between monitoring and evaluation 3 9 10
How to make observation a systematic data I3 7 I
collection tool
What to do to increase the likelihood that an I 10 |
evaluation will be utilized
The difference between a group interview and a I 5 5
focus groups interview.
How to create a scale that can be used to gather 14 7 I
data on opinions or perceptions
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USAID/Africa Bureau
MSI Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |

Accra, Ghana

Name;

(optional)

A How would you describe your previous experience with monitoring and evaluation? Put only one X in
each column, one to describe your formal knowledge of monitoring and one for evaluation.

Level of Prior Experience Monitoring Evaluation
| have previously received formal training on 5 5
this subject before
| have been informally trained on this 5 5
subject by colleagues
| have read materials on this subject by 5 5
never been trained by anyone
| have not read much nor been trained in l
this subject. ft is new to me.

B. Are you directly responsible for monitoring or evaluation in the organization for which you work?

_4  Yes itis my main job
Il _ Yes, but it is only part of my job
— No, it is not one of my direct

responsibilities

C Have you every participated on a team that carried out a formal or planned evaluation of a project?
_ B  Yes _6_ No

D. Even if you have not been trained before, there are some concepts with which you may be famitiar.

Please complete the table below by putting an X in the column that best describes your familiarity with each

idea.
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Concept or Idea Presented in the Training Program

How Well | Understand the Concept or

Idea

Not well Somewhat Very well
The meaning of the term evaluation 7 6
The difference between a finding or fact, a conclusion and a 2 6 6
recommendation
How to select a sample that is not biased 2 9 3
Why evaluators usually treat beneficiary data as being 6 7 |
confidential.
When an evaluation is needed 8 5
How to use a cross-tabulation to display and analyze the 8 5 |
answers to two questions at the same time.
When to use open-ended questions and when to used closed- 3 7 4
ended questions
The difference between monitoring and evaluation 2 8 5
How to make observation a systematic data collection tool 5 4
What to do to increase the likelihood that an evaluation will 9 5
be utilized
The difference between a group interview and a focus groups 3 8 3
interview.
How to create a scale that can be used to gather data on 8 5 !

OpINions or perceptions
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USAID, The Africa Bureau
MSI| Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |
Participant Assessment

Three Country Summary — Quantitative Responses

Name:

(optional)

A Understanding of Concepts
(Ptace an X in the box that describes your level of understanding)

Concept or ldea Presented in the Training How Well | Understand the Concept or Idea
Program Not well Somewhat Very well
The meaning of the term evaluation | 59
2%) (98%)
The difference between a finding or fact, a 5 56
conclusion and a recommendation (8%) (92%)
That both monitoring and evaluation gather 4 56
information about what happened in a project 7%) (93%)
or program
That evaluations are expected to provide 2 58
information about why projects arefare not (3%) (97%)
succeeding
That evaluation is different from auditing i 10 48
N %) (17%) (81%)
How to select a sample that is not biased 3 30 26
(5%) (51%) (44%)
Why evaluators usually treat beneficiary data 19 40
as being confidential. (31%) (69%)
That the questions asked by clients and other 14 47
stakeholders should be the main focus for an (23%) {77%)
evalyation team
What to do to increase the likelihood that an 21 40
evaluation will be utilized (34%) (66%)
That comparison — before and after, or 7 53
Project A to Project B is almost always an (12%) (88%)
element of a good evaluation
How to use a cross-tabulation to display and 12 21 2|
analyze the answers to two questions at the (22%) (39%) (39%)
same time.
That evaluation teams have a right/obligation i2 52
to ask sponsors and clients to clanfy the (16%) (81%)
evaluation purpose and questions if they are
not clear in an evaluation Scope of Work
When an evaluation is needed 13 43
(23%) (77%)
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Concept or Idea Presented in the Training How Well | Understand the Concept or Idea

Program Not well Somewhat Very well
How to write a closed-ended question 5 19 37
(8%) 31%) (61%)
When to use open-ended questions and 4 23 34
when to used closed-ended questions (6%) (38%) (56%)
That creating more precise definitions and | 17 42
measures for projects is often part of an %) (28%) {70%)
evaluator's job.
That most project evaluations try to compare I 8 51
planned to actual performance (2%) (13%) {85%)
The difference between a probability and non- 2 23 29
probability sample {5%) (43%) {52%)
How to make observation a systematic data 2 25 3!
collection tool (2%) (43%) (53%)
That an evaluation team must make a special 9 5l
effort if it wants to learm about the unplanned (15%) (85%)

resufts of projects and programs

That when an innovative project is evaluated, 5 24 30
the evaluation comparisons are sometimes (12%) (39%) (49%)
built into the project design in the form of a
“companison” group that does not receive
project services

That existing data and information may be I 49
used by an evaluator. Evaluators do not have (2%) (98%)
to rely only on the new data they collect

themselves.

That the process of data collection can cause 3 57
a reaction, i.e,, that people often try to give (5%) (95%)

evaluators the answers they think the
evaluators want.

How to prepare tables and other formats for 3 28 28
recording data from different interviews and (6%) (47%) (47%)
site visits in a common way
The role of an evaluation officer in USAID 2 33 25
(3%) (55%) (42%)
The difference between a group interview and 15 48
a focus groups interview. (24%) (76%)
That evaluation teams actually design a 5 55
structure or framework for an evaluation (8%) (92%)
P before they go out 1o gather data
I How to create a scale that can be used to 9 24 22
gather data on opinions or perceptions (16%) (44%) (40%)
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B EVALUATION OF THE WORKSHOP

Please rate the usefulness of workshop elements listed below using a ¥ in the appropriate

column
Participant Ratings of Usefiilness of Training Elements
Workshop Element (One = low and Five = high)
One Two Three Four Five
Trainers Molly Hageboeck 10 48
(17%) | (83%)
Richard Blue/Khoti Gausi I I 19 37
(1%) (1%) [ (34%) | (64%)
Evaluation - Evolution of Concept | 6 24 29
Course (2%) (10%) {40%) (48%)
Content: USAID Evaluation Through the 2 7 26 23
Presentations | Decades (3%) (12%6) (45%) (40%)
and Slides Evaluation in the Management Cycle 2 6 2\ 30
(3%) | (10%) | (36%) | (51%)
Evaluation Questions 4 19 35
%) | (33%) | (60%)
Scope of Work 2 I5 43
G¥) | (25%) | (72%)
Evaluation Process ! 20 37
%) | G4%) | (64%)
Evaluation Teams I 2 26 31
2%) 3% | (43%) | (52%)
Evaluation Schedule and Budget I I3 18 29
(1%) | 1%) | (30%) | (48%)
Values and Ethics 2 (B 19 24
(%) | (20%) | (34%) | (43%)
Evaiuation Design 4 15 39
@) _| Q6% | (67%)
Data Collection Toolbox/Asking 4 n 33
Questions (7%} (37%) (56!
Sampling 2 4 10 8 24
@6 | 7% | (7% | GI1%) | @
Data Analysis 4 7 19 27
(8% | (12%) | (33%) | ¢
Evaluation Reports 7 16 35
(10%) (30%) 60%)
Participant Notebooks — Readings and Handouts 3 14 26
7%) | (33%) | (60%)
Class Exercises | In Class Exercises I 17 17 25
(2%) | (28%) | (28%) | (42%)
Team Preparation for Phase |l 7 18 35
Evaluations (12%) (30%) (58%)
Opportunities for Participation and Discussion 4 9 19 22
@) | (7% | (35%) | @l
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USAID, The Africa Bureau
MSI Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |
Participant Assessment

Dar Es Salaam, Tanzania

Name;

(optional)
A Understanding of Concepts

(Place an X in the box that describes your leve! of understanding)

How Well | Understand the Concept
orldea

Concept or Idea Presented in the Training Program

Not well | Somewhat | Very well

The meaning of the term evaluation | 13
The difference between a finding or fact, a conclusion and a 14
recommendation

That both monitoring and evaluation gather information about i4
what happened in a project or program

That evaluations are expected to provide information about why | 13

projects are/are not succeeding

That evaluation is different from auditing [ 4 9
How to select a sample that is not biased 3 10 ]

Why evaluators usually treat beneficiary data as being confidential. [ 4 9
That the questions asked by clients and other stakeholders should 5 9
be the main focus for an evaluation team

What to do to increase the likelihood that an evaluation will be 7 7
utilized

That comparison — before and after, or Project A to Project B is 3 (1
almost always an element of a good evaluation

How to use a cross-tabulation to display and analyze the answers 8 6
to two guestions at the same time.

That evaluation teams have a right/obligation to ask sponsors and | 12

clients to dlarify the evaluation purpose and questions if they are
not clear in an evaluation Scope of Work

When an evaluation is needed 3

How to write a dlosed-ended question 5 9
I When to use open-ended questions and when to used closed- 3

ended questions

That creating more precise definitions and measures for projects is I 2 0
often part of an evaluator's job.

That most project evaluations try to compare planned to actual I I3
performance

The difference between a probability and non-probability sample |
How to make observation a systematic data collection tool |

on N
~I
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How Well | Understand the Concept
Concept or kiea Presented in the Training Program or Idea

Not well | Somewhat | Very well |
That an evaluation team must make a special effort if it wants to 2 12
learn about the unplanned results of projects and programs
That when an innovative project is evaluated, the evaluation I 8 4
comparisons are sometimes built into the project design in the
form of a “comparison” group that does not receive project
services
That existing data and information may be used by an evaluator. | 3
Evaluators do not have to rely only on the new data they collect
thernselves.
That the process of data collection can cause a reaction, i.e., that 14
people often try to give evaluators the answers they think the
evaluators want.
How to prepare tables and other formats for recording data from 10 4
different interviews and site visits in a common way
The role of an evaluation officer in LUSAID 2 9 3
The difference between a group interview and a focus groups I 12
interview.
That evaluation teams actually design a structure or framework for | i3
an evaluation before they go out to gather data
How to create a scale that can be used to gather data on opinions 2 8 4
or perceptions
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B. EVALUATION OF THE WORKSHOP

Please rate the usefulness of workshop elements listed below using a ¥ in the appropnate

column
Participant Ratings of Usefulness of Training
Elements
Workshop Element (One = low and Five = high)
One Two Three Four Five
Trainers Molly Hageboeck 4 10
Richard Blue 5 9
Evaluation — Evolution of Concept 2 6 [
Course USAID Evaluation Through the | 2 5 5
Content: Decades
Presentations Evaluation in the Management Cycle 2 3 3 6
and Slides Evaluation Questions 2 3 8
Scope of Work I 4 9
Evaluation Process 8 6
Evaluation Teams [ 8 5
Evaluation Schedule and Budget | 5 2 6
Values and Ethics 2 4 4 3
Evaluation Design | 3 8
Data Collection Toolbox/Asking | 7 5
Questions
Sampling 2 2 2 2 3
Data Analysis 2 | 7 3
Evaluation Reports 2 3 9
Participant Notebooks — Readings and Handouts 2 4
Class Exercises | In Class Exercises I 9 5
Team Preparation for Phase | 3 7 4
Evaluations
Opportunities for Participation and Discussion 3 5 4

C What was most useful in Phase | of the Course?

All were useful

The generic introduction to the concepts in evaluation and the topic of evaluation itself.
Evaluation design, process, data collection, analysis, report writing, etc.

Preparation for the plan to conduct evaluations, including SOW, methodology and method of data
analysis. The most useful part was also how the groups were formed and the interaction mode
between them.

Team work

Experiences of trainers in the field

Complementing materials for review

Participants role playing interviews

All the information was very useful, including the homework
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¢ Practical side of evaluation process (i.e., design, toolbox, data analysis). Sampler of past evaluations.
Deep knowledge and experience of the trainers.

e Writing an evaluation SOW

e The most useful was when we got tc the ‘toolkit” needed for evaluators and leamed nuts and bolts

procedures/evaluation design. Being forced to do our own plans was painful but helpful. 1would

recommend making the course less top heavy (theory and definitions) and spend more time on

questions and tools. It would be useful to read as a class some good and bad evaluation reports and

pick them apart. In this way we would have a better sense of what we are trying to get to. Instructor

stories are helpful illustrations — but too much experience.

Evaluation reports and scopes of work

Evaluation reports

Construction of scopes of work and questions matrix

Utilized and demonstrated knowledge presented in sessions

Top quality trainers and AlD/W expernence

Very useful for understanding the concepts and processes related to evaluation. And | believe all the

documentation will increase not only my understanding of evaluation but also conflict programming

and analysis

D. What was least useful during Phase It

None

USAID evaluation through the decades

All was useful.

Too little time was available for teams to work on their exercises

Way too much paper. Weed out all but the most important stuff and put the rest on a CD Rom.
Consider doing all the phases of the course together, so that D.C. based staff could do it all without
having to buy a second (or third) airfine ticket.

Too much paper. CD Rom

Bit of over-stimulation, burying us in lots of matenal. It would have been useful to prune.

Less theory, more practical.

Evaluation through the decades

Evaluation in the management cycle

Fewer slides, less hurried schedule and presentations, group work late in the day can be less than
efficient

e Though | appreciate the background and related handouts, it is unlikely that | will have time to read 1/3
of them — possibly more selective (less academic, more generalist focused)

e More foreign service officer involvement (it would help to reinforce M&E as important to the mission)

e Nothing, but | wish thee was more room for dlass exercises, although | recognize constraints and the
usefulness of all the training materials handed out

E Suggestions for topics { would like to learmn about in Phase Il of the course (the second dassroom
phase, after teams have completed their field work).

Content suggestions:

e Data analysis methods
e  USAID evaluations
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e Uses of the evaluation report and if the organization denies the information from the report,
what happens. | would also like to know the problems encountered when presenting the
evaluation report.

No specific topic but | may identify one after the fieldwork.

Methods used for evaluations

Designing instruments for evaluations

Analysis of data/report writing/drawing conclusions from findings

Cost-effectiveness in evaluations

Mixed-method evaluation.

The topics that were not covered

The role of the evaluation officer in USAID

Reading more examples of completed reports — good/bad.

More on the rule of evaluation in USAID programming context

Assess whether models of M&E fit for conflict situations

Cost-effectiveness

Analysis of mixed methods

Evaluation standards

Detailed data analysis

Tools and instruments for measuring attitude change

Report writing skills

More evaluation reports reviewed

Sector specific considerations for M&E

Sampling, data analysis, including cost-effectiveness analysis and other analysis methods

Logistical suggestions

A photocopier and printer would be useful in a training secretariat

Please arrange for a well stocked secretaniat

The class should end at 5:00 pm. or there about

More energizers

The course is short, more time would be useful

Some of the training hours were too long and could probably have used more breaks
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USAID, The Africa Bureau
MSI Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |
Participant Assessment

Pretoria, South Africa

Name;

(optional)
A Understanding of Concepts

(Place an X in the box that describes your level of understanding)

How Well | Understand the Concept or

Concept or Idea Presented in the Training Program |dea
Not well Somewhat Very well

The meaning of the term evaluation 22
The difference between a finding or fact, a conclusion and a 23
recommendation
That both monitoring and evaluation gather information about 23
what happened in a project or program
That evaluations are expected to provide information about why 22
projects are/are not succeeding
That evaluation is differert from auditing S5 17 |
How to select a sample that is not biased 10 i3
Why evaluators usually treat beneficiary data as being 8 15
confidential.

| That the questions asked by clients and other stakeholders 2 2i
should be the main focus for an evaluation team
What to do to increase the likelihood that an evaluation will be 6 17
utilized
That comparison — before and after, or Project A to Project B is )

almost always an element of a good evaluation
How to use a cross-tabulation to display and analyze the answers | I I
to two questions at the same time.
That evaluation teams have a right/obligation to ask sponsors and | 2 |
clients to clarify the evaluation purpose and questions if they are
not clear in an evaluation Scope of Work

When an evaluation is needed 3 20
How to write a closed-ended question 2 6 IS
When to use open-ended questions and when to used closed- 2 10 I
ended questions

That creating more precise definitions and measures for projects 7 16

is often part of an evaluator's job.
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How Well | Understand the Concept or

Concept or |dea Presented in the Training Program \dea
Not well Somewhat Very well
That most project evaluations try to compare planned to actual 3 19
erformance
The difference between a probability and non-probability sample I 10 12
How to make observation a systematic data collection tool | 10 I
That an evaluation team must make a special effort if it wants to 2 21
learn about the unplanned results of projects and programs
That when an innovative project is evaluated, the evaluation I 10 I
comparisons are sometimes buitt into the project design in the
form of a “comparison” group that does not receive project
services
That existing data and information may be used by an evaluator. 22
Evaluators do not have to rely only on the new data they collect
themselves.
That the process of data collection can cause a reaction, i.e, that | 2l
people often try to give evaluators the answers they think the
evaluators want.
How to prepare tables and other formats for recording data I b 9
from different interviews and site visits in a common way
The role of an evaluation officer in USAID 9 i3
The difference between a group interview and a focus groups 7 14
interview.
That evaluation teams actually design a structure or framework 2 20
for an evaluation before they go out to gather data
How to create a scale that can be used to gather data on 2 7 8

opinions or perceptions
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B. Eveluation of the Workshop

Please rate the usefulness of workshop elements listed below using a ¥ in the appropniate

column
Participant Ratings EI:f Usefuiness of Troining
ments
Workshop Element (One = low and Five = high)
One Two Three Four Five
Trainers Molly Hageboeck 3 \7
Khoti Gausi [ | 8 10
Evaluation — Evolution of Concept { 2 9 9
Course USAID Evaluation Through the I 4 13 4
Content: Decades
Presentations | Evaluation in the Management Cycle 2 9 {0
and Slides Evaluation Questions | 4 17
Scope of Work [ 4 17
Evaluation Process | 6 t5
Evaluation Teams ] 10 12
Evaluation Schedule and Budget 2 8 13
Values and Ethics | 10 I
Evaluation Design | 4 17
Data Collection Toolbox/Asking I 7 14
Questions
Sampling | 3 7 11
Data Analysis 2 8 12
Evaluation Reports 2 4 14
Participant Notebooks — Readings and Handouts I 6 I
Class Exercises | In Class Exercises 2 8 13
Team Preparation for Phase i | 6 6
Evaluations
Opportunities for Participation and Discussion 3 7 10

C What was most useful in Phase | of the Course?

Practical exercises, teamwork
Designing evaluation SOW
Involving major stakeholders in designing evaluations
Evaluation questions that are necessary to give the right picture of project performance
Sampling techniques that make evaluations widely acceptable

Team work to design SOW, evaluation plan, Q&A matrix, GANTT chart
Practical planning for fieldwork and applications of theory learmed to anticipated evaluation exercise
Presentations and discussions
The idea of doing an evaluation or at least being able to look at evaluations done in missions with a
critical eye

The mix of countries and missions represented
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The experience of the trainers

The selection of class materials

The presentations and written information were very useful

Knowing that the course is designed around doing an active evaluation; preparing the SOW and

evaluation design to be used in that evaluation

o All was useful. Being in the evaluation area, everything ranked equally important as | could link
knowledge to what | know already
Understanding the concept of evaluation, its usefulness and how to go about it
Concepts and practices presented in such a way that the novices and students with some evaluation
experience could both find it valuable
Coursework/classroom exercises extremely helpful, as was the presentation and class feedback session.
Preparing the scope of work for the evaluation and developing an evaluation plan, and also collecting
and analyzing data

¢ Probably the most stimulating topic was evaluation design - developing the theory to explain a chain of

causality and how to go about testing/investigating that theory.

Overall, an excellent course

Sampling and data analysis

Evaluation design and teamwork

The reading materials

Team building

Pre-arrangements for field evaluations

Cral presentation of plans and open critique is a positive way to better enable the teams to be

prepared -- would have been better if even more critical

e More one on one time with course instructors and teams to help develop the Q&A matrix would

have been useful

Gaining understanding on how to prepare for an evaluation vis scope of work development, questions,

schedule

Actual field evaluation process vis interviews, data collection

Data analysis and reporting

Why, when and how we should conduct evaluations

Evaluation, in all aspects treated, as well as active participation on the part of both trainers and trainees

Writing SOW and Q&A matrix

Difference between monitoring and evaluation
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What was least useful during Phase R

Covering important topics in the afternoon

Evolution of evaluation

Rushing through some very important topics that are crucial in evaluation

Not giving participants adequate time to discuss experiences dunng specific lectures

Sometimes lectures were too fast as presentations tned to capture too much within a short time
Complex ways of calculating and analyzing data. | won't be using it again soon — too complicated

In certain cases there was not enough time to talk through a concept or a set of “musts” particularly
for those who have not been doing USAID evaluations

Some of the presentations could have been shorter with more time for preparing the team evaluation
plan

Everything was useful

Would have appreciated some teacher imposed discipline on the binder readings and a bit more
discussion of the handouts that were included in the binders. | started out that way in Days | and 2,
but tapered off.

Biggest suggestion for the future is that since the class involves a lot of reading, it would be good to
circulate certain basic readings (or references to key readings) in advance so that they might be read
before entering the course

All topics were very useful

Not the least useful, but 1 felt that data analysis and sampling should be addressed in more depth to
facilitate comprehension

Lack of group work

Too confined to classroom

Budgeting information and detail

Values in evaluation

Bias in evaluation

Suggestions for topics | would like to leam about in Phase Il of the course
(the second dassroom phase, after teams have completed their field work).

Sampling error

Data analysis

Cross-tabulation

Increasing the possibility of getting evaluation resufts used by management

How to go around distributing results without distorting the evaluation credibility

Areas not well understood, per ratings on prior pages

More on data analysis

Sampling techniques

Summary of multivariate method of analysis and documentation of cause and effect determination

It is critical that the hotel have business facilities and adequate space to work there, that people be
informed in advance to bring laptops and certain supplies or that supplies be provided, Since there is
so much information, perhaps some could be sent to the field as well, rather than having to camry it
back on the plane

There needs to be quiet in the room, as it is difficult to hear with a lot of background noise. [Note: the
hotel was doing construction in @ nearby wing of the hotel.]

Relationship between project monitoning and evaluation, and how the concepts can support each
other,
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o It will be good to learn from each others evaluations in Phase lll - hopefully we will spend significant
time on that

Good feedback from course teachers on our field work (honest feedback)

More on utilization of evaluation conclusions/recommendations — how to ensure that decision-makers
pay attention

How to review and critique an evaluation report

More on generalizability of evaluation findings

| think | need more understanding of how to read evaluation reports critically

How to review an evaluation

Data analysis

Presentation skills

How to evaluate an evaluation and demand results reporting that you requested from a team and how
1o ask for rewrites and when to accept or give up on rewrites

Utilization, utilization, utilization!!

More about section and chapter linkages in evaluation reports

Designing community level M&E systems

Role of M&E point person in reviewing M&E components of proposals submitted by implementing
partners

Make slides more readable

More information on open-ended questions
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USAID, The Africa Bureau
MSI Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |
Participant Assessment

Accra, Ghana

Name

{optional)

A Understanding of Concepts
(Place a X in the box that describes your leve! of understanding)
How Well | Understand the Concept

Concept or ldea Presented in the Training Program or Idea
Notwell | Somewhat | Very well

The meaning of the term evaluation 24
The difference between a finding or fact, a conclusion and a 5 19
recommendation
That both monitoring and evaluation gather information about 4 i9
what happened in a project or program
That evaluations are expected to provide information about why | 23
projects are/are not succeeding
That evaluation is different from auditing | 22
How to select a sample that is not biased | 10 12
Why evaluators usually treat beneficiary data as being confidential. 7 16
That the questions asked by clients and other stakeholders should 7 17
be the main focus for an evaluation team
What to do to increase the likelihood that an evaluation will be 8 16
utilized

| That comparison — before and after, or Project A to Project B is 4 20
almost always an element of a good evaluation
How to use a cross-tabulation to display and analyze the answers 2 10 12
to two questions at the same time.
That evaluation teams have a right/obligation to ask sponsors and I 23
clients to clarify the evaluation purpose and questions if they are
not clear in an evaluation Scope of Work
When an evaluation is needed 7 12
How to write a closed-ended question 3 8 13
When to use open-ended questions and when to used closed- 2 10 i2
ended questions
That creating more precise definitions and measures for projects is 8 6
often part of an evaluator's job.
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How Well | Understand the Concept

Concept or Idea Presented in the Training Program or Idea
Not well | Somewhat | Very well

That most project evaluations try to compare planned to actual | 4 9
performance
The difference between a probability and non-probability sample 8 16
How to make observation a systematic data collection tool 9 13
That an evaluation team must make a special effort if it wants to 5 18
learn about the unplanned results of projects and programs
That when an innovative project is evaluated, the evaluation 3 6 15
comparisons are sometimes built into the project design in the
form of a "comparison” group that does not receive project
services
That existing data and information may be used by an evaluator. 24
Evaluators do not have to rely only on the new data they collect
themselves.
That the process of data collection can cause a reaction, i.e, that 2 22
people often try to give evaluators the answers they think the
evaluators want.
How to prepare tables and other formats for recording data from 2 7 5
different interviews and site visits in a common way
The role of an evaluation officer in USAID I5 9
The difference between a group interview and a focus groups 7 22
interview.
That evaluation teams actually design a structure or framework for 2 22
an evaluation before they go out to gather data
How to create a scale that can be used to gather data on opinions 5 9 10

or perceptions
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B. Evaluation of the Workshop

Please rate the usefulness of workshop elements listed below using a ¥ in the appropriate

column
Participant Raungzl of Usefuiness of Training
lements
Workshop Element (One = low and Five = high)
One Two Three Four Five
Trainers Molly Hageboeck 3 21
Richard Blue 6 i8
Evaluation — Evolution of Concept 2 9 14
Course USAID Evaluation Through the [ 8 4
Content: Decades
Presentations Evaluation in the Management I 9 14
and Slides Cycle
Evaluation Questions | i2 10
Scope of Work 7 |7
Evaluation Process 6 16
Evaluation Teams [ 8 14
Evaluation Schedule and Budget 6 8 10
Values and Ethics 6 5 10
Evaluation Design [ 8 14
Data Collection Toolbox/Asking 2 8 14
Questions
Sampling { 5 9 10
| Data Analysis 2 4 4 i3
Evaluation Reports 3 9 i2
Participant Notebooks — Readings and Handouts 2 6 I
Class Exercises | In Class Exercises 6 4 12
Team Preparation for Phase |l 3 5 15
Evaluations
|
Opportunities for Participation and Discussion | } | 8 12
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C WHAT WAS MOST USEFUL IN PHASE | OF THE COURSE?

e Team/small group work
All technigues and components equally useful
| was amazed at the wealth of information provided. The manual is the best | have ever seenin a
USAID training course. The facilitators are highly skilled and experienced and bring real life examples
to the curriculum. Fabulous course.

e Developing and refining a SOW

* Working through the evaluation questions to develop criteria, identify sources of data, etc.

» | really felt it was all useful. Presentations were clear and so were exercises for starting our evaluations.

» The practical experience shared by experienced evaluators

e The handouts on evaluation

e The explanation of concepts

* The course was very useful

» Evaluation design, group exercises, illustrations from past evaluations

s Process of data collection

e Evaluation process and design

e FEvaluation Design

¢ Al

¢ Scope of work, reporting presentation, evaluation questions, evaluation process

e Data collection toolbox and data analysis

e Elements of an SOW

e Preparation for an evaluation

s Defining evaluation and all segments on conducting field evaluations, THEN realizing that we had to
apply the leamning very soon, pushing ourselves to design a good evaluation

e Readings and field experience

¢ Understanding how useful evaluations are for projects/programs

As a beginner in evaluation, the understanding of the concept and the practical field work are very
useful to me

e Al of the modules were useful and relevant. However time did not permit us to absorb the amount
of information provided by the trainers. The mix of theory and practice was a great approach
Team presentations and exchanges of expenience
| learned about the functioning of USAID projects and programs and about the difference between
monitoring and evaluation
Lectures and Phase Il preparation
Drafting a scope of work and allowing time for comments from colleagues.
The process of using concepts with the design of evaluations, especially doing so with all the details
needed.

¢ Evaluation SOWs, designs and reports
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E

What was least useful during Phase I?

Role-plays — if role plays are overused (and | like role plays), have the participants "play” a real role
whereby they read what happened. Use a true-life situation.

| can’t think of anything that wasn't useful, but if | had to pick, I'd say the module on the history of
evaluation in USAID

All very useful

| can't say that anything was not useful. 1 think it would help though to have missions provide Section
C of the contract for the projects we are suppose to evaluate so that we have them when we do the
SOWs in dass. It would also help if missions told us why they picked specific projects and how they
wanted to use the evaluations of them. 1t would also help to have project documents electronically,
even if they have to be scanned to make that happen.

Course materials could be provided on a CD

Sampling

None, all was useful

Exercise on group interviews

Sampling

Evolution of the concept

All was useful, but it would be better to put group work after lunch to ensure people don't fall asleep.
Add “unit of analysis' to the Q&A matrix and possibly remove “relevant criteria”

Understanding that projects throughout Africa have challenges, whether East or West

All useful — I'm interested in the whole thing

Everything was useful

Everything was important, only time was short. More time is needed for class to prepare for the field
evaluations

Not enough detail on evaluation tools. Most of us do not have Excel or SPSS skills.

Suggestions for topics | would like to learn about in Phase It of the course (the second dassroom

phase, after teams have completed their field work).

How to set up a data set for SPSS and constructing quantitative data sets, so that participants can
brush up on these skills

More on data analysis and presentations. Statistical methods and procedures

More discussion of sampling, reducing bias, and having confidence in findings

More in-depth discussion of exposure to evaluation technigues

After the field phase, and a chance to read more of the information in the handbook, I'l have a better
idea of what | need

More on creating evaluation questions and more hands on experience in analysis/analysis methods.
Presentaticn skills

A brief session on monitoring would be useful for comparison and better understanding.

Having documentation and requirements clear

Private sessions with trainers

Sampling

Data Analysis

Evaluating through performance indicators

More on values and ethics

More on methods for determining sample size. How to calculate them and determine confidence
intervals.
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s Returning to the beginning and focusing on how to get others to be thinking about evaluation at the
time a project is designed.
Steps to follow to carry out a program evaluation
More about sampling, writing questions and systematic data collection
After the evaluation, what next — who uses these reports and how are they used
How to better prepare an evaluation schedule and budget
Analysis and interpretation
More on data analysis
Evaluation report presentation to mission leadership
More focus on project monitoring

PN Ly .
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USAID, The Africa Bureau
MS! Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase 1
Final Phase lll Participant Assessment

Three Country Summary — Quantitative Responses

A Purposes of the Certificate Program

The Certificate Program in Evaluation had six objectives:

2.

Understand the role of evaluation in the program and activity management cycle.
Improve skills needed to prepare high quality, utilization-focused evaluation Scopes of Work
Understand the importance of ethics in evaluation.

Develop the capacity to carry out an evaluation that will produce the kinds of information needed
to answer evaluation questions.

Learn how to review and critique evaluation plans and draft evaluation reports — with an eye to
improving them.

Improve understanding of how to utilize evaluation findings to inform management decisions.

Overall Achievement of Course Objectives

Keeping in mind these objectives, please give us your honest assessment of this course:

Fully Partially Marginally No
| | Did the course achieve Objective | 52 (95%) 3
(5%)
2 | Did the course achieve Objective 2? 47 9
(84%) (16%)
3 | Did the course achieve Objective 3? 40 14 I
(73%) (25%) %)
4 | Did the course achieve Objective 47 40 13 2
(73%) (24%) (3%)
5 | Did the course achieve Objective 57 48 7
(87%) (13%)
6 | Did the course achieve Objective 3? 42 12 I
_agm | @ | ex
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B. PHASE i: CLASSROOM TRAINING

Thinking back to Phase | of this course, please answer the following questions

=)

N 3

= 5
E £ = =
b3 < O ®
3 50 ke 2
(o o Z z

7 | Did the classroom expenience in Phase | provide you with 3 45 2
sufficient theory on the purposes, ethics and evolution of (6%) (90%) (4%)
evaluation?

8 | Did the classroom experience give you enough information 5 39 I
on evaluation design to develop a valid and efficient (9%) 71%) | (20%)
approach to your field evaluation assignment?

6 | Did the classroom experience give you enough information 4 36 15
on methods of collecting data for you to select and apply (8%) 65%) | (27%)
appropnate data collection methods to your field
assignment?

7 | Did the classroom experience give you enough information 5 23 26 i
on data analysis techniques for you to organize, summarize, %) | (2%) | (47%) (256}
interpret and display the data you collected?

8 | Did the classroom expenence give you enough insight into 4 39 12
good project design for you to identify project design (7%) 71%) | (22%)
weaknesses in the projects you evaluated as part of your
field assignment?

9 | Did the classroom experience give you enough information 5 35 13
to write a professional report on the evaluation you carried (9%) (66%) | (25%)
out during your field assignment?

C. Phase ll: On-Site Bvaluation

Thinking back to the evaluation you carried out as part of a team, please answer the following questions. If you
did not participate in the fieldwork portion of this course, please skip to Section D of this questionnaire.
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Il | Was your "“team” able to function effectively as a “team” in 32 |5 6 |
the manner that the course had suggested is appropriate for | (59%) | (28%) | (11%) (2%)
evaluation work?
12 | Looking back, do you feel that your team developed an 27 22 4
adequate plan for its fieldwork? (51%) | (42%) 7%)
I3 | Looking back, do you feel that you collected the data that 14 34 2
you needed to prepare your evaluation report? (28%) | (68%) “%)
I4 | Looking back, do you feel that you adequately analyzed the 19 23 6
data you collected? {40%) (48%) | (12%)
I5 | Looking back, do you feel that you had enough time to | 24 17 11
complete your field assignment? (2%) (45%) (32%) 2i%) |

|8. Did the Phase Il on-site evaluation research and report writing phase of this course justify the expense
and effort involved?

39 (81%) Fully 9 (19%) Partially____ Marginally ___ Notatal

D. Phaselll: Classroom Work

= = >t =
08 EE s
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20 | How important to your overall experience was the task 46 8 I
of making a presentation on your evaluation? (84%) (15%) (1%)

21 How important for you was the discussion among all 45 9 !
teams of their field assisnment experiences! (82%6) (1 6%) (2%)

22 | How important was the feedback session for your team 46 8
with the course instructors? (85%) {15%)

23 | How important was your participation in an effort to 33 16 4 |
look across the project evaluations and develop general (61%) (30%) 7%) (256)
findings about the whole group of projects, i.e, the cross-

_project analysis?

24 | How useful were the additional training sessions
presented during this classroom phase (see list below)

25 | Data Quality 38 i 3
(72 | 3% | (5%)
26 | Program, Cross-Site and Meta-Evaluation Approaches 33 18 6 |
G7%) | G1%) | (10%) | (2%)
27 | Bvaluation Standards 28 24 4

(50% (43%) (7%)
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Final Thoughts

29. Please mark the statements which best describe the overall assessment of the impact of this course on
your knowledge and skills. (Put a mark in the 3 column for as many statements as many as apply)

a

work.

The course was interesting but it is not likely that | will be able to use much in my future

b

I did not find much in this course that was relevant or useful for my work at USAID.

| may not be able to participate in many evaluations in the future, but | now have a good
understanding of how to use evaluations to leam more and improve my mission's programs

30

The course gave me enough experience that, with some technical assistance, | am now
confident that | am able to develop evaluation scopes of work that will result in evaluations
my mission finds informative and useful.

43

Because of what | leamned in this course, | am now able to participate on an evaluation expert
member of an evaluation team.

43

organization.

I now feel sufficiently confident of my evaluation skills that | could be a team leader and
principle author of a project evaluation for USAID or any other intemnational donor

33

By funding my participation in this three week off-site course, my mission is uniikely to fund
my participation in other key USAID courses such as CTO training or the Planning, Achieving
and Learning (PAL) Course on ADS 2000.

long

Because | am a part time Evaluation Officer in addition to other duties, this course was too

E1R

Reflecting on what you have leared in this course, how would you compare it to other USAID training
courses you have take — considering both the length of the course and its cost to your Mission?

Much less useful | Somewhat less About the same | Somewhat more | Much more
than other useful than other | as other USAID | useful than other | useful than other
USAID training | USAID training | training courses | USAID training | USAID training
courses | have courses | have courses | have courses | have
taken taken taken taken
5 [ 32
(10%) @3%) (67%)
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USAID, The Africa Bureau
MSI Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |
Final Phase lll Participant Assessment

Dar es Salaam, Tanzania

A Purposes of the Certificate Program

The Certificate Program in Evaluation had six objectives:
7. Understand the role of evaluation in the program and activity management cycle.
B. Improve skills needed to prepare high quality, utilization-focused evaluation Scopes of Work.
9. Understand the importance of ethics in evaluation.

10. Develop the capacity to carry out an evaluation that will produce the kinds of information needed
to answer evaluation questions.

!|. Learn how to review and critique evaluation plans and draft evaluation reports — with an eye to
improving them.

12. Improve understanding of how to utilize evaluation findings to inform management decisions.
Overali Achievement of Course Objectives

Keeping in mind these objectives, please give us your honest assessment of this course:

Partialy | Marginally No
|

I Did the course achieve Objective 17

Did the course achieve Objective 27
Did the course achieve Objective 37
Did the course achieve Objective 47
Did the course achieve Objective 57
Did the course achieve Objective 37

E.I
oo |0 o=
q-

ovUn| AN

1
3
3
|
I
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Phase I: Classroom Training

Thinking back to Phase | of this course, please answer the following questions

Mot at all

| Right Amount

N[ Not Quite Enough

W| Too Much

Did the classroom experience in Phase | provide you with sufficient theory on
the purposes, ethics and evolution of evaluation?

-+
-+

Did the classroom experience give you enough information on evaluation design | |
to develop a valid and efficient approach to your field evaluation assignment?

Did the classroom experience give you enough information on methods of | 8
collecting data for you to select and apply appropriate data collection methods
to your field assignment?

Did the classroom experience give you enough information on data analysis I | 4| 4
techniques for you to organize, summarize, interpret and display the data you
collected?

Did the classroom experience give you enough insight into good project design 2 | 4|3
for you to identify project design weaknesses in the projects you evaluated as
part of your field assignment?

Did the classroom expenence give you enough information to write a 1| 6 | 2
professional report on the evaluation you carried out during your field
assignment?

What suggestions do you have to make about improving Phase | of this course?

My feeling is that the section on history of the evaluation should be simplified to a few words to allow
more time on, for example, data analysis.

More time needed to review. Make existing secondary data on projects available.

Projects should be identified and vetted through the Activity Manager before the commencement of Phase
L

it was a crash program — too much information was shared with little time to “inhale”

Pre-project information to be provided at this point

Make explicit what is expected in a quality evaluation report.

Ensure course participants write the background of their evaluation projects before embarking on
fieldwork.

As discussed in the sessions, i.e., we should talk more about changes that we would have made if we were
10 repeat our work

More details on data analysis, conclusions and recommendations. .

Better guidelines for field research.

Expected results from the field — what would the trainers want from the field?
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C. Phasell: On-Site Evaluation

Thinking back to the evaluation you camied out as part of a team, please answer the following questions, If you
did not participate in the fieldwork portion of this course, please skip to Section D of this questionnaire.

= | =
= | 2 S
2 ks g +
= Fn i} (o}
e a. b prd
[l | Was your “team” able to function effectively as a “team” in the 4 4 |
manner that the course had suggested is appropniate for
evaluation work?
|2 | Looking back, do you feel that your team developed an 4 4 I

adequate plan for its fieldwork?
|3 | Looking back, do you feel that you collected the data that you | 8
needed to prepare your evaluation report?
I4 | Looking back, do you feel that you adequately analyzed the data | 4 4 |
you collected?
I5 | Looking back, do you feel that you had enough time to 5 3 I
complete your field assignment?

l6. If you did not have enough time, what aspect of your evaluation suffered from insufficient time?

e Because the planning phase was also the same time we had office assignments, we did not concentrate on
gathering project background inforrmation, prepaning and pre-testing instruments, etc.

* Analysis and report writing suffered because the team separated and some members did not complete

their tasks in good time,

Data analysis and report writing

Analysis and report writing

Report writing

Reaching conclusions with imperfect data sources and report writing.

Report writing

Data collection. There was too much out there and more data would have removed/reduced any bias.

Team building — differences members had different outlooks from the training. This ended up with

individuals bnnging personal experience in, which was not good for the exertise.
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17, Was the choice of evaluating community development projects a good idea?

Yes
Yes, this made me understand the problems facing the community and | can now identify with the
problems the region is facing.
o Yes
Yes
Excellent! Because the most effective and sustainable change has to be supported by community-level
pillars.
Yes, conflict was an appropriate focus.
Not good, but rather excellent.
Very.
Good, but there was limited information available and USAID had a minimal role in the project, which
posed problems for information.

18. Did the Phase Il on-site evaluation research and report writing phase of this course justify the expense
and effort involved?

_9__Fully Partily ____ Marginally  ____ Notatal

I9. What suggestions do you have to make about improving Phase |l of this course?

e More guidance on data collection, analysis and report content, before letting people go into the field.
e More days (3 more days) should be set aside for report writing immediately after the field work phase.
Insistence of data collection should be emphasized.

Officers should be given enough time for field work and report writing. Our organizations should be
informed of such.

More time for analysis

Extend Phase Il to two weeks.

Give more time for data collection.

More time to discuss problems, i.e,, insufficient data.

Be very clear about report and particularly the link F—C—-R
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D. Phaselil: Classroom Work

= >, —_
>3 2 |58 8
>E| E |ZE| 2
20 | How important to your overall experierice was the task of making a 9
presentation on your evaluation?
21 How important for you was the discussion among all teams of their field | 9
assignment experiences?
22 | How important was the feedback session for your team with the course | 9
instructors?
23 | How importarrt was your participation in an effort to look across the 9
project evaluations and develop general findings about the whole group
of projects, i.e, the cross-project analysis?
24 | How useful were the additional training sessions presented during this
classroom phase (see list below)
25 Data Quality 9
26 | Program, Cross-Site and Meta-Evaluation Approaches 9
27 | BEvaluation Standards 7 2

28. What suggestions do you have to make about improving Phase |ll of this course?

Maybe it is unrealistic but if people could have the opportunity to present their revised evaluation reports.
Reduce presentation time so that we can have more time for the meta exercise.

How to sell the idea to management without sounding like, “I've just been trained and | know it...."
Presenters should be given time to respond to questions raised after the presentation.

Participants should be given enough time to read each other’s reports so as to make positive criticism.
Reduce team presentations time and invest more in ¢ross-site and meta-analysis; and knowledge/skilt
transfers.

Phase Il should be preceded by a day of consolidation of reports by the trainees who come from different
places. The presentations teams do would be more helpful and well prepared this way.

Give participants time to read each other's reports and enough time to rewrite their reports.

More on polishing reports.

Role of the M&E Officer in USAID

Importance of the roles in M&E for effective management and evaluation in the missions.

Instruments that could be used by M&E officer and other staff on M&E.

[ ] * & 9 & & »
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E. Final Thoughts

29. Please mark the statements which best describe the overall assessment of the impact of this course on
your knowledge and skills. (Put a mark in the 3 column for as many statements as many as apply)

a | The course was interesting but it is not likely that | will be able to use much in my future work

b | | did not find much in this course that was relevant or useful for my work at USAID.

¢ | I may not be able to participate in many evaluations in the future, but | now have a good
understanding of how to use evaluations to leam more and improve my mission's programs

d | The course gave me enough experience that with some technical assistance, | am now confident 6
that | am able to develop evaluation scopes of work that will resuft in evaluations my mission
finds informative and useful.

e | Because of what | learmned in this course, | am now able to participate on an evaluation expert 6
member of an evaluation team,
f | F now feel sufficiently confident of my evaluation skills that | could be a team leader and principle 5

author of a project evaluation for USAID or any other international donor organization.

g | By funding my participation in this three week off-site course, my mission is unlikely to fund my |
participation in other key USAID courses such as CTO training or the Planning, Achieving and
Leaming (PAL) Course on ADS 2000.

h | Because | am a part time Evaluation Officer in addition to other duties, this course was too long

30. Is there any information you leamed in this course — or skills you developed — that you have already
applied in your mission? If you have already found ways to apply what you have learned to your work in your
mission, please briefly describe those applications.

s After Phase |, | was called to sit on a briefing by the evaluators on one of our projects. | felt so confidant
and raised questions that were found sound. And then it was proposed that | should also be shown the
draft evaluation report for review.

* | had the chance to discuss the progress of some of our projects with our partners with more

understanding of our focus on expected outcomes.

Not yet, but will as now | am fully equipped with evaluation skills.

Developing SOWs for evaluations — this way related to mission evaluations.

Participated in reviewing questions developed by a consultant for interviews.

Reviewed draft evaluation reports.

31. Reflecting on what you have leamed in this course, how would you compare it to other USAID training
courses you have take — considering both the length of the course and its cost to your mission?
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Much less useful Somewhat less Somewhat more Much more useful
than other USAID useful than other About the same as useful than other than other USAID
training courses | USAID training other USAID USAID training training courses |
have taken courses | have taken training courses courses | have taken have taken

| | 6

32. Reflecting on what you have learmed through this course, can you suggest any other type of training
course or experience that would have provided you with the same level of knowledge and skills — but at a
lower cost, intenms your mission’s investment of time, travel and other costs your mission bore directly to
provide you with this training?

¢ | don't see any because to have been able to do a class training, followed by a so real field practice, then a
review in class seems to me to be the best form of training. What else?
Doing the training in Kenya
i think this is the lowest cost every possible
Management of program portfolio

33. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your experience with this course?

e This course has given me a very interesting amount of information. | realized that by reading all the
material we have, | can get really knowledgeable, not only in evaluation but on a wide range of topics, ie,
conflict theories. I'm also excited by the practical action that | can undertake, at various levels. This has
been a wonderful opportunity, thanks so much Janet, Richard and Molly and the trainee team.

e | have particularly learned a lot on writing skills from my team members (Sam Kona and Polly Mugisha).
Thank you for the evaluation skills, training....before which | hadn't realized | so needed to perfect and
improve my work as a program specialist. Thank you again. This is great for Africa.

e |t was fantastic and informative.

Yes! The course was enriched with practical experience of the instructors making it real, practical and
possible.

s The course timetable is too packed and there was a chance that a few of us could loose concentration
within the week.

e ltis an excellert course; we never had such a course before. All the courses that | attended were only
theoretical, but this was real, as | “learned by doing.” | also arranged to get both “conflict” and ‘evaluation”
skills. Thanks to the facilitators and Janet.

¢ Doing an actual evaluation was invaluable. No amount of class work could have accomplished this.

This has been one of the best courses I've had in USAID and | hope they will follow-up with training that
would look at program planning and management (not PAL), which would be in line with program
evaluations.
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USAID, The Africa Bureau
MS| Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |
Final Phase lll Participant Assessment

Johannesburg, South Africa

A Purposes of the Certificate Program

The Certificate Program in BEvaluation had six objectives:
13, Understand the role of evaluation in the program and activity management cycle.
14. Improve skills needed to prepare high quality, utilization-focused evaluation Scopes of Work.
|5, Understand the importance of ethics in evaluation.

| 6. Develop the capacity to carry out an evaluation that will produce the kinds of information needed
to answer evaluation questions.

[7. Learn how to review and critique evaluation plans and draft evaluation reports — with an eye to
improving them.

I8. Improve understanding of how to utilize evaluation findings to inform management decisions.
Overall Achievement of Course Objectives

Keeping in mind these objectives, please give us your honest assessment of this course:

Fully Partially Marginally No

I Did the course achieve Objective |? 22

2 | Did the course achieve Objective 2} 20 3
3 | Did the course achieve Qbjective 3! 17 5
4 | Did the course achieve QObjective 47 19 3
5 | Did the course achieve Objective 57 2] !
6 | Did the course achieve Objective 37 16 6

|
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B. Phase |: Classroom Training

Thinking back to Phase | of this course, please answer the following questions

o
2
E | &
T E|E =
T 2|0 ®
O i £ e
e 22| 2
7 Did the classroom experience in Phase | provide you with sufficient theory on I ] 16
the purposes, ethics and evolution of evaluation?
8 Did the classroom experience give you enough information on evaluation 2 (17 3
design to develop a valid and efficient approach to your field evaluation
assignrment?
6 | Did the dlassroom experience give you enough information on methods of 2 |13 7
collecting data for you to select and apply appropnate data collection methods
to your field assignment?
7 | Did the classroom experience give you enough information on data analysis 2 (9 (10] 1
techniques for you to organize, summarize, interpret and display the data you
collected?
8 Did the classroom experience give you enough insight into good project I [ 18] 3
design for you to identify project design weaknesses in the projects you
evaluated as part of your field assignment?
9 Did the classroom experience give you enough information to write a 2 (14 6
professional report on the evaluation you carried out during your field
assignment?

* One participant wrote, with reference to (7): Not enough on attribution, espedially controlling
environmental factors.

e One participant wrote with reference to this set of questions: Could have done more group work instead
of presentations.

* One participant wrote with reference to these guestions: Need more on muttivariate analysis to establish
cause and effect relationship with confidence.

0. What suggestions do you have to make about improving Phase | of this course?

o The course was too condensed. Need more time to absorb some of the reading references. Need to
send participants to websites of some of the matenial.

e Too much details and reading materials within a very short time. There was too much of a rush to cover a
very large ground and it times it became difficult for participants to cope.
e Simplify data and sampling to facilitate comprehension or have an entire comprehensive session

o More time for the course implementers to critically look at people's SOWs and more importantly survey
instruments to be used by teams. Allow course time to develop them.
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s Not everybody has a background in data collection, analysis and interpretation, so consideration needs to
be given to this aspect of the course. Also, there is a need to work more thoroughly with teams, as
necessary, to walk them through writing a professional report.

Spend more time on how to rigorously demonstrate impact of projects (i.e,, sorting out attribution).
Provide more insight into data collection and analysis methods.

More focus on how to organize and analyze data for evaluations. What to do in the absence of good data.
How to be consistent with questions and answers and well prepared.

¢ Provide more teaching on data analysis

¢ More information on the analysis and packaging of data/results of evaluation.
e [mprove the presentation of sample size estimation

e  Just two more days.
LJ
L J
L]
L]

Presentation needs to be improved.

Extend the days for the classroom work

A couple of themes need elaborate explanation. They were more or less treated as a crash program.
Enough time should be given for data collection and analysis in the course.

C. Phase I On-Site Evaluation

Thinking back to the evaluation you carried out as part of a team, please answer the following questions. If you
did not participate in the fieldwork portion of this course, please skip to Section D of this questionnaire.

Z | ®
= | £ 8
> | e | 5| B
2 £ b3 z
Il | Was your "team" able to function effectively as a “team” in the 16 3 2
manner that the course had suggested is appropriate for evaluation
work!?
12 | Looking back, do you feel that your team developed an adequate 1 8 |
plan for its fieldwork?
I3 | Looking back, do you feel that you collected the data that you 8 4
needed to prepare your evaluation report?
4 | Looking back, do you feel that you adequately analyzed the data 8 i |
you collected?
I5 | Looking back, do you feel that you had enough time to complete | 9 6 4
your field assignment?
l6. If you did not have enough time, what aspect of your evaluation suffered from insufficient time?

Data collection — the area to be covered was too big without accessibility, making the team spend too
much time on the road

Data analysis and report writing due to pressure from office

Time together to work as a team to complete the report as opposed to completing the work via e-mail.
More time needed to collect appropniate data.

Field work and report writing

The evaluation suffered because too much time had to be spent understanding a lot of background and
sorting out logistics.

N S
[ ]
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t would have improved the evolution had time been allocated to follow-up on questions once analysis of
data had been completed.

Data collection

Consistent data with a good sample size

Data collection and analysis

Field work - not encugh time to prepare for field work due to office work
Number of sites visited, information collected

Joint preparation/drafting of report

Validation of quality of secondary and pre-project data

Collect data from comparative sites

Primary data analysis during and after data collection while we are together.

We managed 10 finish everything but we had to sgueeze our selves and worked very long hours to meet
the deadline.

Fact finding and analysis of resufts

Report writing

Sample size should have been larger for better resutts.
Data collection, analysis and report writing

Was the choice of evaluating community development projects a good idea?

Yes

Yes, but | think all of the evaluations didn't look at institutional strengthening projects (Khulisa) and some
had many layers {Manet) that should have been more pinpointed as to institutional development at what
level.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes, NGO strengthening was a good topic, but also difficult as this area is very broad.

Yes

Yes and no. Very difficult evaluations but now that they are completed, | feel confident that | could
evaluate other types of projects.

Yes

Yes

Very

Yes, it was also in line with policy on implementation of health programs and their impacts at the
community level.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Great idea
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8. Did the Phase Il on-site evaluation research and report writing phase of this course justify the expense
and effort involved?

_t6_Fuly  _2__ Partaly Marginally Not at al

e  Once participant commented that it depends on the quality of the final report to be produced. If it is
purely for the value of the experience, then the answer is yes.

19. What suggestions do you have to make about improving Phase |l of this course?

Need two weeks of field visits if the teams can or resources allow.

Mission management should be made to understand the importance of this course so that they can
facilitate rather than blocking

Giving more time

Discourage teams from going directly from Phase | to Phase I, because we had to do most of our
background reading after the fieldwork.

Allocate more time to this phase, eg., two weeks,

For teams to send in a draft report while they are still together.

More time

Need time to prepare for fieldwork — perhaps | /2 weeks.

More time for teams to do |+ draft together — stay two days after fieldwork

Additional 3 days to draft the report before team departs field site

Perhaps more vetting of the projects selected for evaluation.

Perhaps more guidance regarding the advisability of sticking together as a team 1o write the first draft
Encourage planning for adequate time for data analysis and report writing.

Have teams formed early enough and have documentation early enough before field work.

The phase needs more than one week.

Adequate time needs to be given for the fieldwork.

Extend the number of days for data collection.

Participants need to be freed from Mission work over the period of Phase Il to be able to coordinate our
data collection and report writing,

e There should be enough time for the team to write up the report together in one place.
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D. Phase lll: Classroom Work
El B |2E| T
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20 | How important to your overall experience was the task of making a 20 2
presentation on your evaluation?
2| | How important for you was the discussion among all teams of their field 20 2
assignment experiences?
22 | How important was the feedback session for your team with the course 19 3
instructors?
23 | How important was your participation in an effort to look across the i4 6 2
project evaluations and develop general findings about the whole group of
projects, i.e., the cross-project analysis?
24 | How useful were the additional training sessions presented during this
classroom phase (see list below)
25 | Data Quality 16 6
26 | Program, Cross-Site and Meta-Evaluation Approaches 13 12 i
27 | Bvaluation Standards 12 14
28. What suggestions do you have to make about improving Phase |ll of this course?
* More time should be allotted for teams to work on their final reports.
Some of the additional training sessions would have been better done in Phase 1.
e Instructors should float with the teams during individual team time set aside to finish reports to help that
process.
e Give more time 1o train evaluators to integrate other participants/instructors comments into their draft
reports
Give more time to finalize reports and support to the structure of the reports.
Too much time was given to revise reports. It's good for teams to meet and sort out the changes that
need to be made and how they will make them, but actually doing the rewrite should not take up valuable
class time.
e More time for teams to edit their reports after feedback.
e Build in more time for re-drafting/finalizing the report
* Enforce time limits for team presentations so we get through them more quickly.
* More time on cross-project analysis, information utilization and Mission plans.
e | feei Phase Il was well coordinated.
*  More time should be devoted to practical work, i.e,, data analysis and report writing.
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E. Final Thoughts

29. Please mark the statements which best describe the overall assessment of the impact of this course on
your knowledge and skills. (Put a mark in the 3™ column for as many statements as many as apply)

a | The course was interesting but it is not likely that | will be able to use much in my future P
work.
b | I'did not find much in this course that was relevant or useful for my work at USAID.

¢ | | may not be able to participate in many evaluations in the future, but | now have a good 15
understanding of how to use evaluations to leam more and improve my mission's programs
d | The course gave me enough experience that with some technical assistance, | am now I8

confident that i am able to develop evaluation scopes of work that will resuft in evaluations
my mission finds informative and useful.

e | Because of what | learned in this course, | am now able to participate on an evaluation expert 18
member of an evaluation team.

f | | now feel sufficiently confident of my evaluation skills that | could be a team leader and 16
pnnciple author of a project evaluation for USAID or any other international donor
organization.

g | By funding my participation in this three-week off-site course, my mission is unlikely to fund I
my participation in other key USAID courses such as CTO training or the Planning, Achieving
and Learning {(PAL) Course on ADS 2000.

h | Because | am a part time BEvaluation Officer in addition to other duties, this course was too
long

¢ Commenting on (c) above, one participant wrote that doing more work on evaluations, which falls with the
participant’s job description, really depends on the supervisor's understanding of the importance of this
work.

30. Is there any information you leamed in this course — or skills you developed - that you have already
applied in your mission? If you have already found ways to apply what you have learned to your work in your
mission, please briefly describe those applications.

¢ Never did this before, or looked at it in a serious way, because there is no evaluation culture exists in the
mission.

Revision of PMP indicators with relevant SOs was done after Phase 1.

Developed the M&E Mission Order (revised the old one)

Having a mission-wide evaluation plan.

Work in multi-sectoral teams and understand technical aspects of difficult sectors can be transferred to the
mission level and establish a coordinating body for evaluations.

Participatory approach to designing evaluation SOWs,

Sharing findings and recommendations of evaluations with stakeholders concerned

Following up on the implementation of recommendations.

| have been asked by the Program Officer if | would like to take the lead on the evaluation of a
Washington-funded education activity in SA. The answer was “yes”.

Writing skills — writing up an evaluation plan for the mission,

Linking evaluations to the PMP

Data quality assessment

PMP and DQA skills

Reviewing and applying follow-up recommendations from evaluations
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31

Reviewed an evaluation SOW from another SO soon after | returned from Phase |,

Developing an appropriate SOW for evaluations.
Not accepting a SOW written by evaluators themselves.
Phase | helped me evaluate/review a mid-term evaluation proposal that had been submitted by a

cooperating sponsor.

Writing SOWs for evaluations
Reviewing and accepting evaluation reports
| have not yet started but will apply them fully.

Reflecting on what you have leamed in this course, how would you compare it to other USAID training
courses you have take — considering both the length of the course and its cost to your mission?

Much less useful
than other USAID
training courses |
have taken

Somewhat less
useful than ather
USAID training
courses | have
taken

About the same
as other USAID
training courses

Somewhat more
useful than other
USAID training
courses | have
taken

Much more useful
than other USAID
training courses |
have taken

2 2 16

*  One participant wrote: | have also taken PAL and they were both very useful.
& One participant who marked “much more useful” added: Without a doubt.

32 Reflecting on what you have leamed through this course, can you suggest any other type of training
course or experience that would have provided you with the same level of knowledge and skills — but at a
lower cost, in terms your mission’s investment of time, travel and other costs your mission bore directly to

provide you with this training?

e ltis difficult to tell

e Same training course, but mission-wide for specific missions

e Intreduce the practical part of topic. This facilitates the understanding and stress applicability

¢ | thought the value of Phase Il was somewhat questicnable. | found presenting reports and getting

feedback to be very useful but too much time was made available for rewriting reports. It would have
been better to (a) spend more time on presentations and feedback or {b)} covering other issues in a format
similar to Phase |.

* Project design

e Participation in evaluation missions

e No. Cost was definitely worth it. USAID needs to make more investments in training its key personnel,
and | believe that the funds can be found if there is the will.

¢ Maybe more courses held at individual missions could help lower the cost but need to look at the increase
in trainer costs (MSI or other).

Performance management course.
Any generic courses, other than AlD specific

33. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your expenience with this course?
¢ The virtue of teamwork is an excellent exercise. Ht taught me how important it is to work with others to

achieve maximum results. Also, differences can be changed into a positive to deliver a solid end product.
e The whole course was a challenge to me and alsc to missions and the way they conduct business.
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¢ One of the few courses that has a good amount of theory and practice.

¢ Great leaming experience, lesson in how to work with teams in various settings and under various
conditions.

® You are great trainers. Keep on doing your work and try to identify follow-up courses for new evaluation
officers you trained — particularly for sampling and data analysis.

¢ It was thought provoking in that it demonstrated that evaluation should be given more consideration if we
want to do a good job.

e The facilitators did not enforce discipline on course participants that were regularly late to class. The result
was a lot of time wasted, | think.

o This is definitely the best course I've taken during my professional career both within and outside of
USAID. The combination of course work and “real life” field work, peer review and critique by course
facilitators has provided the inputs and training whereby | now feel confident to go out and do it on my
own.

¢ leamed a lot. Thanks. The hands on field work was essential. Any course on evaluations that does not

include field work would be a waste of time and money.

This course is very useful.

Very good. Practical training. Instant results and feedback. This course should be replicated in other

regions and cover more mission staff.

Combing fieldwork and theory was most useful. The three phases are validly justified.

Providing training away from normal work area/office is very useful.

It was a good experience to work as mixed teams from several countries.

Thoroughly enjoyed it. Instructors are great. Interest level is always kept very high, much due to the

instructors themselves.

| have a thoughtful and audit trail process for implementing evaluations that | can use in the mission.

The most well designed course!

This was a very useful course compared to all the other courses |'ve taken from USAID. It was unique

mainly because of the fieldwork aspect of it. However, it can be improved especially on logistics. We

needed to have CDs for the entire course, manuals are too heavy to carry and bags should have been
provided.

To be actively involved in mission evaluations.

Network established with other participants and knowledge exchanged.

Best practices of other missions in M&E fittered in.

Strengths and weaknesses highlighted in missions give insights into taking up more M&E challenges.

it has given me in-depth insight into a very important component of project management.
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USAID, The Africa Bureau
MSI Certificate Course in Evaluation — Phase |
Final Phase lll Participant Assessment

Accra, Ghana
A Purposes of the Certificate Program

The Certificate Program in Evaluation had six objectives:
[9. Understand the role of evaluation in the program and activity management cycle.
20. Improve skills needed to prepare high quality, utilization-focused evaluation Scopes of Work.
21. Understand the importance of ethics in evaluation.

22 Develop the capacity to carry out an evaluation that will produce the kinds of information needed
to answer evaluation questions.

23. Leam how to review and critique evaluation plans and draft evaluation reports — with an eye to
improving them.

24. Improve understanding of how to utilize evaluation findings to inform management decisions.
Overall Achievement of Course Objectives

Keeping in mind these objectives, please give us your honest assessment of this course:

Fully Partially Marginally No
| | Did the course achieve Objective [? 22 2
2 | Did the course achieve Objective 2? 19 5
3 | Did the course achieve Objective 3? 18 6
4 | Did the course achieve Objective 47 15 7 2
5 | Did the course achieve Objective 57 19 5
6 | Did the course achieve Oblective 3? 18 5 i
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B. Phase I: Classroom Training

Thinking back to Phase | of this course, please answer the following questions

s 0O EEEGE 0 e
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7 Did the classroom experience in Phase | provide you with sufficient theory 24
on the purposes, ethics and evolution of evaluation?
8 Did the classroom experience give you enough information on evaluation 2 | I1B| 4
design to develop a valid and efficient approach to your field evaluation
assignment!
i 6 Did the classroom experience give you enough information on methods of I 15| 8
collecting data for you to select and apply appropriate data collection

methods to your field assignment?
7 Did the classroom experience give you enough information on data analysis | 2 | 10 | 12
techniques for you to organize, summarize, interpret and display the data
you collected?

8 Did the classroom experience give you enough insight into good project I | 17 ] 6
design for you to identify project design weaknesses in the projects you
evaluated as part of your field assignment?

9 Did the classroom experience give you enough information to write a 2 [ I5( 5
professional report on the evaluation you carried out during your field
assignment? |

s One participant wrote next to these questions; You might want to know respondent's prior knowledge
i and expenence with M&E before asking these questions, e.g., if they have graduate school course work.
¢ One participant wrote with respect to (8), when marking not quite enough: Faor participants with minimal
evaluation experience.

10. What suggestions do you have to make about improving Phase | of this course?

More practical experience on data collection methods

Some more practical exercises would enhance this.

Less intensive, less reading, save for Phase Il

Include sorme data analysis material

Give 2 weeks for Phase |.

To make the course an M&E training

More time should be devoted to data analysis techniques since some participants don't have the math
techniques and skill to use the analysis tools provided.

This course was very intensive, as time was limited.

A bit more emphasis on data analysts

Participant be informed in advance to start prepaning case studies before embarking on this course.
Develop a full module on data analysis methods
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C

During the selection of the projects to be evaluated, you might make sure you have enough information
about the project ahead of time.

Extending time, it is short for this training

Pretty good — perhaps a bit more time for sampling design.

The course may explore ways to build our team building skills

The guidelines for group work should be clear.

Project teams should be from the same Mission/country to enable group work to be done.

Please provide all materials electronically on a CD Rom so they can be shared with colleagues who did not
attend.

Phase ll: On-Site Evaluation

Thinking back to the evaluation you camied out as part of a team, please answer the following questions. If you
did not participate in the fieldwork portion of this course, please skip to Section D of this questionnaire.

| !
= 0w
. 3| & | B
= g ) ©
s a = Z |
Il | Was your “team” able to function effectively as a “team” in the 12 8 3 {
manner that the course had suggested is appropniate for evaluation
work?
12 | Looking back, do you feel that your team developed an adequate 12 i0 2
plan for its fieldwork?
I3 | Looking back, do you feel that you collected the data that you 5 12 2
needed to prepare your evaluation report?
14 | Looking back, do you feel that you adequately analyzed the data 7 8 4
you collected?
15 | Looking back, do you feel that you had enough time to complete 10 8 6
your field assignment? |
l6. If you did not have enough time, what aspect of your evaluation suffered from insufficient time?

Interviewing and report writing

Data collection

Quality of data collected and analyzed — difficult to balance importance of process learning with
outputs/products.

The five-member team did not have the opportunity to meet as an entire team after data collection was
completed and it affected the report writing.

Interviews took longer than team planned. Not enough entry of data as they are collected

Interviewing some stakeholders; development of questionnaire and pre-testing of questionnaires.
Analysis and reporting

Distance between sites was main constraint and we were not able to meet all the stakeholders. Time
should have been given to teams that needed it.

Data collection, analysis and report writing,

The actual fieldwork we did not have time to visit communities that the project was not in so we could not
compare the impact, if any.
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o Fieldwork was not done by entire team. We had to divide into 3 groups, making it difficult to compare
results and discuss findings as a team.

e Field preparation — indecisiveness on the project to evaluate. Time for fieldwork is too short, not leaving

time for analysis.

The field work

The analysis part suffered

Preparation time for field work

Questionnaire development, modification and data analysis

Quality aspects

The team was scattered and had to do field work at different times, could not come together to do

analysis and findings together.

Data collection and report writing did not have enough time.

The interview process — lack of focus group; lack of individual respondents — due to time limitations

Change in composition and understanding of evaluation techniques after reading, so information was

continuously stated, repeated

e Lost time with late arrivals of team members, they were not able to complete assignments due to regular
duties and unexpected requests from Missions.

~

Was the choice of evaluating community development projects a good idea?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes, it was

Yes

Yes, it was

Very good idea, it allowed us to evaluate people ievel impact
Yes

Yes, it helped us realize the flaws in our program design and the kind of data available.
Great idea

Yes, but challenging

Yes, because this is where we can really make impacts.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

It was, but some projects did not follow the pattern
Excellent idea

Excellent

8. Did the Phase Il on-site evaluation research and report writing phase of this course justify the expense
and effort involved?

_l4__Fully 7__ Partially

—_—

Marginally Not at all

19, What suggestions do you have to make about improving Phase Il of this course?

e Ask missions to give priority to evaluation work in the mission (when participants return to their missions).
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Set out a realistic task for a one week period of time (prep, fieldwork, analysis and writing) or be more
realistic up front with Missions and participants about time needed to do the work (2-2.5 weeks)

For field work, teams should be encouraged to work in/near their own countries (recognizing that in the
Ghana course, some are from East Africa, for example)

Team members need better coordination of their schedules so that there is time.

Instructors should give feedback on feasibility/realism of time for fieldwork

Difficulty doing USAID job as well as this course.

More time.

Systematic sampling of the site and target popuiation

For the fieldwork, staff should be given seven working days instead of five so staff in countries where
fieldwork is taking place can stay in the field to do analysis and report writing.

More time is needed for Phase Il. MSI should be given enough time to review and give feedback to the
participants on how to improve the reports before Phase Ill.

Need to let people from within a mission work together, as long as members are from differert 5Os.
More time studying the project and doing the actual fieldwork is required.

Participants should go out for two weeks of fieldwork. One-week data collection and 2d week analysis
and report writing.

Include more time for Phase |I.

More intense planning regarding Phase I\,

Fewer evaluation questions should be addressed.

More time for submitting draft reports

Project teams should be from the same mission or the same vicinity

Long distance locations for study should either be avoided or more time allocated for reasonable
distribution of interviews to obtain quantitative measures from the data

Ensure that field teams are visiting sites and conducting research that they understand.

Ensure that at least two team members are based in the same mission to facilitate field research and report
writing.

Phase lll: Classroorn Work

important
Marginally
Important
Not at all

20

—| Very
o Important

7

How important to your overall experience was the task of making a
presentation on your evaluation?

21

~J

How important for you was the discussion among all teams of their field | 16
assignment experiences?

22

How important was the feedback session for your team with the course | 18 5
instructors?

23

How important was your participation in an effort to look across the 10 10 2 l
project evaluations and develop general findings about the whole group
of projects, i.e, the cross-project analysis!

24

How useful were the additional training sessions presented during this
classroom phase (see list below)

25

Data Quality 13

26

Program, Cross-Site and Meta-Evaluation Approaches I

27

|| o

Evaluation Standards 9 |
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28.

One participant wrote, with reference to (23): Please drop this exercise and have an overview only.
One participant wrote, with reference to (22): Though team members in some cases were unable to use
information unless text was written verbatim,

What suggestions do you have to make about improving Phase lll of this course?

Give lectures before presentations.

Both Phase | and Phase It — put the course book on CD for the ease of the traveler and use back in the
Mission.

Differert hotel

Double sided photocopies

More practical, instructor involvernent in the reports

More time allocated for understanding cost-effectiveness in evaluations and meta-evaluation

Including PMP design and development

Please drop the long session on Wednesday aftermoon and Thursday.

Give more exercises from the field work and more time for ethics

We need to have reports in advance. Evaluations done and incorporated into reports before presentation.
Day | and 2 spent on presentation; Days 3-5 on actually teaching.

More refined schedule is required

The training sessions covered on Friday should come eartier, on Wednesday perhaps

There should be feedback sessions conducted for each team by the instructors after formal presentations
More time could have been set aside for evaluation team group revision work

Data quality should be done in more detail and make reference to the Agency's own

Give team'’s time to finalize report

Rather than the whole document, extracts on specific aspects should be given to teams to evaluate.
Portion will shift attention away from the “project” and reduce the defensive positions. Many did not read
the project materials fully and spoke from residual knowledge rather than the facts on the project. Small
portion of projects for evaluation can therefore be effective for analysis.
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E Fnal Thoughts

29. Please mark the statements which best describe the overall assessment of the impact of this course on
your knowledge and skills. (Put a mark in the 3 column for as many statements as rany as apply)

a | The course was interesting but it is not likely that | will be able to use much in my future ]
work
| b || did not find much in this course that was relevant or useful for my work at USAID.
c | I may not be able to participate in many evaluations in the future, but | now have a good 15
understanding of how to use evaluations to leam more and improve my mission's programs
d | The course gave me enough experience that with some technical assistance, { am now 19

confident that | am able to develop evaluation scopes of work that will result in evaluations
my mission finds informative and useful.

e | Because of what | leamed in this course, | am now able to participate on an evaluation expert 19
member of an evaluation team.

f | | now feel sufficiently confident of my evaluation skills that | could be a team leader and 2
principle author of a project evaluation for USAID or any other intermational donor
organization. |

g | By funding my participation in this three week off-site course, my mission is unlikely to fund 2

my participation in other key USAID courses such as CTO training or the Planning, Achieving
and Leaming (PAL) Course on ADS 2000.
h | Because | am a part time Evaluation Officer in addition to other duties, this course was too |

long

¢ One participant wrote, with reference to (h): Not because | am a part time evaluation officer, just missed
too much time from work.

30. Is there any information you learned in this course — or skills you developed — that you have already
applied in your mission? If you have already found ways to apply what you have leamed to your work in your
mission, please briefly describe those applications.

Identifying the need for a similar course to meet mission’s monitoring needs.

Clear idea of how to write an SOW, set up review committees, etc., for an evaluation that 've been
putting off for 2 years because of the complexity of writing a good SOW for it

¢ Mostly applying Results Framework and PMP development for FY 2005, Analytical skills are valuable,
reminded me of graduate courses in M&E.

Preparing a SOW for an evaluation

Reviewing evaluations; developing SOWs

Being CTO for an evaluation

Data quality

Writing a SOW

Monitoring a project

Writing an evaluation report

Data analysis

Not yet, but it will be very useful, initially in implementing our PMP, but eventually as we move toward
developing an evaluation plan.

I'm now in a position to offer in-house TOT for colleagues.

¢ Share this information with the Program M&E staff and the mission generally and emphasize the
importance of conducting evaluations

*® & & & & ¢ & s
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¢ Am already putting together an evaluation schedule for all REDSO/CT activities for FY05.

schedule

Evaluation plans

Not yet, but in the future
Thinking about complementing monitoring data collection process with the development of an evaluation

responding to DQA learned here.

31.  Reflecting on what you have learmed in this course, how would you compare it to other USAID training

Think about how to transmit practically some of the skills acquired to other colleagues.
Monitoring follow-on evaluation recommendations

| have already sent notice for quarterly reports that will provide measurable data for analysis and reporting

courses yau have take — considering both the length of the course and its cost to your mission?

Much less useful
than other
USAID training
courses | have

| taken

Somewhat less
useful than other
USAID training
courses | have
taken

About the same
as other USAID

training courses

Somewhat more
useful than other
USAID training
courses | have
taken

Much more
useful than other
USAID training
courses | have
taken

2 8 10

| |

e One participant wrote, when marking “somewhat™: Because the field exercises offered a more
detailed, focused and relevant information about a sector that is emerging.

32. Reflecting on what you have learned through this course, can you suggest any other type of training
course or experience that would have provided you with the same level of knowledge and skills — but at a
lower cost, in terms your mission’s investment of time, travel and other costs your mission bore directly 1o
provide you with this training?

e A course that is mission-based using our own activities with field work (2-3 days) and course work (4-6
days), total, with practical tasks that help the mission understand how to systematically monitor programs
and make the best use of fieldwork.

More because there was no travel cost in this case.

Perhaps this approach would not have been as effective without the hands on “real life” field experience
Data analysis training

There are elements of the course that could be placed in a different format at a lower cost but the design
of the course is unique and should probably be preserved but adapted to target individual countries and a
more limited scope.

Bvaluation of evaluation training

Govemment project evaluation

33. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your experience with this course?

¢ You all are absolutely, hands-down, the BEST! | was very lucky to have been able to take the course.
Thanks,

¢ Overall quite useful, atthough cumbersome in both materials and time. Coordination and team-work much
more stressful than expected but in hindsight this probably added value. Good balance of "real” audience
(AID and mission folks) and class participants/instructars.
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Due to the intensive nature of this course, it should have been planned for a less busy time of year.

| enjoyed the course. The participants fully participate in the discussion and it was great sharing
experiences among us. The fieldwork and practical leaming was very useful.

Create an alumni association for all participants to this course to share knowledge and be in touch.

If the course is spread to other organizations/institutions, it can make a difference in development planning.
lts been useful and might want to consider merging it with the PMP workshop.

This is a huge commitment of time, not sure how it could be changed, however, last phase (lll) could be
shortened to 3.5-4 days (if meta-evaluation/cross-project analysis were dropped)

We could have managed better some of the time and topics, and it could have been more focused in
some cases.

it was BY FAR the best training I've had in my 20 years of experience with USAID. The only flaw (but not
the course’s or trainer’s fault) was that my team was essentially dysfunctional.

It was a good learning experience and a worthwhile investment. The time and resources were very cost-
effective.

Suggest to continue providing this training, including to Implementing Partners, with the support of USAID
if possible.

I have acquired a lot of skills and been exposed to looking at evaluations at a higher level.

Just to say it was fantastic. I've just been promoted as a project management assistant for my team and
M&E is part of my job. This course is really going to help me. Before | had problems understanding
evaluation reports. Last night | compared our field work with an old evaluation report done by my team
and ['ve started seeing things differently — in a positive way. That you all.

| feel on a par with older members of USAID through the practical nature of one try and the example used
10 learn evaluation. Thank you.
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Group |

= Using evidence provided in these studies, explain why cattle raiding and violence are occurring in East
Africa. Does the evidence provided in the evaluations show the cause of these two phenomenon to be
the same or different?

= The projects that were evaluated included a wide range of interventions aimed at reducing conflict. ' Which |
specific interventions do the evaluations identify as being the most effective and what evidence proves this?

= None of these evaluations provide encouraging evidence about project sustainability. What is the
I implication for USAID of these findings?

| Group 2

* The proposition that women play an important role in conflict and, potentially, in conflict reduction in East
Africa was embedded in several of the projects that were evaluated. To what extent does the evidence
provided in these evaluations prove or disprove either or both aspects of this proposition?

= Based on the evidence provided by these evaluations, what is the likelihood that relatively small USAID
projects funded through NGOs, of the type examined in these evaluations, will, taken together, change
centuries’ old practices in East Africa?

=  What common conclusions reached in two or more of these evaluations must USAID take seriously and
act upon if it intends its investments in conflict prevention and mitigation to have a significant impact?

Group 3

= Several of these projects sought to develop NGOs as sources of “early warning” information about
conflicts, or to provide NGOs with “early warning” information. Based on evidence presented in these
evaluations, what should USAID conclude about the operational value or impact of ensuring that NGOs
are aware that conflict is immanent?

= The majority of these evaluations report that conflict has been reduced to some degree. Each of these
reports claims that the project played a role in reducing conflict. How credible is this?

=  What recommendations presented in two or more of these evaluations must USAID take seriously and act
upon if it intends its investments in conflict prevention and mitigation to have a significant impact?
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Group |: Institutional Capacity Change

= Evaluations examined NGO projects that received assistance from USAID from an intermediary
i organization, eg, US. PVO. That assistance most often took the form of grant funds plus some type of
’ organizational capacity improvement assistance. What kinds of organizational capacity improvement
assistance were these NGOs given? Using the diagram, indicate how far down the organizational capacity
assistance provided by USAID's intermediary organization reached.

USAID
Intermediary
Organization,
e.g. US. PVO
. I
Joo =i 1 =
NGO NGO NGO NGO
[ [ l
Small Small Small Small
NGO NGO NGO NGO
Or CBO Or CBO Or CBO Or CBO
Community Community
Group Group
=  What kinds of organizational capacity changes actually occurred in these NGOs?  How believably did

evaluations prove whether organizational capacity changes occurred?

Group 2 Service Delivery Improvements

= Did services to people improve in the projects that were examined? How believably did evaluations prove
whether changes in services did or did not occur?

= Did the evaluations establish whether there was a linkage between organizational capacity development
and the improvements in services! How believably did evaluations prove whether changes in services did
or did not occur? [

Group 3 Beneficiary Impacts

* Did the evaluations prove whether there was any impact on beneficiaries or communities! How believably
did evaluations prove whether changes in services did or did not occur?

= To what extent are the impacts the evaluations reported on attributable to the USAID projects that were
examined?
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Group |: Institutional Capacity Change

* Evaluations examined NGO projects that received assistance from USAID from an intermediary
organization, e.g., U.S. PVO. That assistance most often took the form of grant funds plus some type of
organizational capacity improvement assistance. What kinds of organizational capacity improvement
assistance were these NGOs given by the PV0? For each project briefly identify the types of capacity
building assistance the NGO was given. 2. Rate the extent of assistance provided by the PVO, ie. alot or
a little for each project.

USAID

Intermediary
Organization,

e.g. US. PVO

|
| | |
NGO NGO NC
| 1 |
Small Small Small Small
NGO NGO NGO NGO
Or CBO Or CBO Or CBO Or CBO
Community Community

Group Group

*  What kinds of organizational capacity change actually occurred in these NGOs!  For each project provide
a clear statement of what type of change was evident at the time the evaluation was conducted. Then
rate the amount of organizational capacity change that occurred, ie, a lot or a little.

Group 2. Service Delivery Improvements

= What NGO services improved in the projects that were examined? For each project, briefly identify the
service(s) that improved and the nature of the improvement. Then rate each project on the degree of
improvement in services, i.e, a lot or a little.

= Did the evaluations establish whether there was a linkage between organizational capacity development
and the improvements in services! For each project briefly state what proof of the linkage between
capacity building and improvements in services exists. Also rate each project on the extent of evidence of
this linkage, i.e., a lot or a little.

Group 3. Beneficiary Impacts

= What impact on beneficiaries or communities resulted from the services provided by the NGO? For each
project, briefly state what were the benefits communities or people realized as a function of the services
the NGO provided? Also rate each project on the extent of benefits, i.e, a lot or a little.

= To what extent are the impacts the evaluations reported on attributable to the USAID projects that were
examined! For each project, briefly state what evidence proves that the project impacts are linked to
USAID. Also rate each project on extent of evidence for this attribution, i.e,, a lot or a little.
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l. Background

This report was prepared at the request of Janet Kerley, at the time the USAID Bureau for Africa
Bureau Monrtoring and Evaluation Officer responsible for evaluation training in the Bureau.

The report reviews five evaluations that were conducted in late summer 2004. Each evaluation was
undertaken by a three-person team of USAID staff from USAID/REDSO and USAID Missions in
Kenya, Tanzania, Burundi, and Uganda. They were joined by three professionals from two of USAID's
implementing partners'® in that region. All were trainees in an Evaluation Certificate Course taught by
MSI Inc. of Washington, DC. The proprietary training was commissioned by the Bureau for Africa
and USAID/REDSO.

The training, held in Dar Es Salaam, was comprised of three phases:

e Phase | consisted of five days of intensive practical classroom work, during which teams
were formed and charged with going through all the steps of preparing a scope of
work, deciding on a research design and methodology, and developing a management
plan for the conduct of a ‘real world' evaluation.

* Phase Il was the field work phase, in which each team spent one week together
conducting data collection followed by report preparation.

s Phase lll brought the trainees together for an additional week of class room work,
during which they practiced reporting findings, giving and receiving constructive
cnticism, and revisiting weak points in evaluation practice as expenienced by the teams.
Additionally a “meta-analysis” exercise compared results of all of the team's findings on
three predetermined issues.'!

The USAID funded projects evaluated were selected by the Africa Bureau in cooperation with REDSO and
Missions. These are:

POKATUSA - Westem Kenya Pastoralists

Northem Kenya Conflict Resolution Initiative — Turkana Pastoralists
FEWSNET — Karamoja - Regional Early Waming Network

NCCK Peace Building and Development Project — North Rift and west Kenya
PINGO - Tanzania Pastoralists — Primarily northem border but throughout
Tanzania.

Vb —

Most were relatively small projects that could be evaluated in a one-week field tnp; in practice some
of the projects were part of a larger and more substantial activity.'2 All of the projects focused to a
greater or lesser extent on conflict prevention, mitigation, and resolution. One was located in
Tanzania, two were exclusively in west Kenya, and two involved collaboration between Uganda and
Kenya. All involved some form of strengthening of conflict management capacity and the promotion
of active involvement of local communities through existing or newly organized NGOs
{(Nongovemmental Organizations and CBOs (Community Based Organizations). Major U.S. partners

10 COMESA and FEWSNET

1 For a full description of the course, course evaluations, and the substartive conclusions of the meta-analysis
exercise, see the MS| report to USAID written by Molly Hageboeck under contract #623MN-00-99-00294-00

2 Several projects were from USAID/REDSC's Conflict program,
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were engaged to provide training and capacity building inputs in four of the five activities. These were
the Intermnational Technology Development Group (ITDG [Turkana]), Chemonics (FEWSNET), World
Vision (POKATUSA), and PACT (PINGO). The Kenyan National Council of Churches (NCCK) did
not have an intemational partner.

After all the reports were prepared, Dr. Kerley asked one of the MS| team to undertake a rapid
review of the key issues, findings, conclusions, and recormmendations from each teams and present
them in a single summary report. The purpose was to be identify the commonality of the results of
the programs, in response to higher-level interest in the effectiveness of USAID's conflict mitigation
programs, as well as to enlighten senior staff as to the value of objective, field based evaluations.

It is important to note that the evaluations reviewed here were conducted as training exercises as
part of the MSI Evaluation Certificate Course sponsored by the Africa Bureau. Only one week was
allowed for field data collection. The projects were not randomly selected, and may not be
representative of the body of USAID's efforts in this area. Moreover, as trainees, the evaluators were
not expert in evaluation methodology.

The findings, conclusions and recommendations made by the teams nevertheless have considerable
validity, and are worth considering for the following reasons:

e None of these projects had previously been evaluated by an independent team;

e The evaluation teams were made up of experienced USAID officers;

+ The one week in the field was intensively used and efficiently managed for the most part. In
the normal three weeks in the field permitted by most USAID evaluations, much time is taken
up with courtesy calls, logistics, and preliminary report preparation, so that actual data
collection time may be no more than 10-11 days, compared to the 5-6 days used by the
trainee teams;

» The evaluation teams were exceptionally knowledgeable about local conditions and culture, in
that most of them were East African nationals. Of the five, the PINGO team was the single
“all U.S"team;

¢ The team's reports were prepared with considerably more expert guidance and feedback than
would be enjoyed by most evaluation teams.

Although faithful to the final reports’ findings, recommendations and conclusions, this report does not
attempt an exhaustive summary of each, but rather strives to identify some of the key features that
cut across several or all of the reports, as well as put forward some additional thoughts based on the
meta-analysis requested by Dr. Kerley.

. Key Points Common to East Africa MSI Evaluation Certificate Class Evaluations of USAID
Conflict Management Projects.

A MAIN FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

|, The details of conflict patterns can be complex, but may be reduced to one of three types
for companson purposes:

a.  Within a state: usually inter-ethnic or tnbal, but limited to organized banditry and raids on
property and resources;
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b. Cross-border conflict similar to above, but with the added dimension of two
governments, and with somewhat greater scale than within state conflict over

property;

¢. Political conflict over control of ‘the state.” often involving cross border movements
and persistent high level violence.

2. All of the conflict situations involved in the East Africa evaluations were of type a or b.

3. Within these types of conflict, causes are muitiple and complex including:

4. The scale, intensity, and frequency of conflicts are aggravated or accelerated by other factors:

Traditional enmity between warrior cultures with semi-ritualized
behavior for raiding and for reconstituting balance through some
form of justice and compensation;

Pressure on natural resources and competition for them
(water/forage);

Economic incentives such as nising demand for beef in urban
areas;

Low levels of development including transport and
communications infrastructure;

Low levels of formal schooling and Iteracy, especially for young
men in herding cuftures.

Easy availability of modern weaponry;
Tensions ansing from large scale refugee movements;

Manipulation of loca! conflicts by outside persons in posttion of
economic and/or political power.

5. USAID funded projects contained several commeon elements:

Capactty building for local CBOs through vanous types of
trainings provided by the implementing partner;

Focus on a variety of ‘joint everits' bringing conflicted groups
together in common expenences {peace rallies, cultural events,
sports and games):

Emphasis on better communications, especially between groups
and between local people and authorities;

Shifting power and responsibility to local groups as much as
possible so that both problem and solutions are focally owned;
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» Efforts to reformulate local cutture supporting warrior behavior
toward more peaceful forms of male expression {changing songs
sung by young women praising returning warriors, for example).

6. Most projects had completed planned activities and had achieved output level objectives in
the near term.

7. Most projects were found to be usefui to a greater or lesser degree in mitigating conflicts.

B. ISSUES, CONSTRAINTS AND CONCERNS ABOUT USAID-FUNDED PROJECTS

I. The project activities, white having merit, did not seem to be linked 1o a consistent peace
building strategy. In west Kenya especially, there seemed to be considerable overlap in the
activities of different groups funded by USAID and other donors.

2. Solutions to conflict have to be holistic and mutti-faceted if they are to deat with structural
causes of persistent conflict.

3. Conflict mitigation witheut links to active development programs is of limited impact and is
palliative in nature; it does not build Peace.

4. Activity goals and objectives seem extraordinanly ambitious, given very limited funding and
durations, giving the appearance of ad hoc “we need to do something” character.

5. Funded activities do not seem to be based on solid assessments of causal factors underlying
patterns of violence; they appear somewhat like “We have a hammer, let's find a nail.”

6. Single dimension projects such as early warning systems, work only when dosely linked to
other activities.

7. ERarly warning systems have to be timely in projecting possible impending conflict if they are
to be useful; current efforts, while having other benefits, are not performing the “early
warning” function,

8.  Government has to be part of the conflict prevention and mitigation process. NGOs do not
have the kind of authority necessary for dealing with the immediacy of conflict situations.

5. There is evidence that local authonties de not trust NGOs and CBOs, seeing them as
competitors for power, or are otherwise dismissive of their efforts. Authorities have been
slow ta respond to intelligence about looming raids in some cases.

|0, Sustainability of the local level efforts is a key component of long-term impact, but all reports
questioned whether most of the local CBOs organized by the projects would survive and
remain functioral.

1. One report suggested that Peace, the cther side of Conflict, had been neglected, and more
needed to be done to engage in Peace Building efforts. Other activities (i.e. those found in
the [TDG and NCCK projects) attempted to address Peace Building, but with limited
resources and results. This may te more than a semantic difference, as a Peace Building
Strategy might engage in a much broader array of programs usually found in the USAID
portfolic.
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2. Cross border conflict is difficult to deal with, especially when one side lacks capacity and/or
commitrment.

|3, Some evidence suggests that the frequency of raids and related incidents is declining in eastern
Africa, but the data are partial and do not permit direct attribution to the USAID funded
activities as a pnmary cause of this decline.

C. A CAUTION AND A RECOMMENDATION

Again, it needs to be said clearly that these observations are based on a very limited set of field
evaluations of, for the most part, relatively small activities. They may not hold up if a more
comprehensive assessment of USAID's overall conflict prevention and mitigation program in East
Afnca were to be conducted.

However, given the consistency of these reports on the issues raised, there is enough here to
recommend that USAID undertake such an assessment, hopefully one by which the questions raised
above and many others could be more satisfactonly addressed. Given the interplay between conflict
and development, such an assessment might point toward a more comprehensive strategy for dealing
with both.
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Annex H: A General Guide to the Construction of an
Evaluation Report

Richard Blue
MSI Consultant
August 7, 2004-08-08
Dar es Salaam, Tanzania

This guide was developed for the USAID East Africa Certificate Program in Evaluation, offered in three phases
between lune and August, 2004,

One of the central problems in preparing a report is deciding what material goes where, so that the reader is
able to follow the logical thread of the report. The following annotated outline is designed to assist in this
process. Experienced wnters will recognize that constructing a narrative thread is a matter of judgment and
skill. Still, like playing a composition by Mozart or Beethoven, one can interpret but not change the basic
musical structure of the work.

Evaluations are about human efforts to intervene in a situation to “make it better” in some way. They ask,
what was the problem and why, what did people try to do to address the problem and why, what were the
resufts, both intended and unintended and why! And often they ask, “Are the results desirable, affordatle,
replicable, and sustainable?” Evaluation reports are a combination of accurate description, presentation of new
information (data), analysis and interpretation of the facts, and reaching general conclusions about the value of
the intervention. To make evaluations useful, evaluators are usually charged with the task of making
recommendations, and, sometimes, stepping back to say, what more general lessons do we learn from this
expenence?

Evaluation reports do have a basic structure,
l Acknowledgements
This is where you thank all the people who provided support and answered your questions.
II. Executive Summary

This section is an abbreviated version of the most important parts of the report. The busy
executive reader should come away with an understanding of what the project was about,
how well it was implemented, whether it achieved its cbjectives, and what the major
conclusions and recommendations are. Nothing should be in the executive summary that is
not based directly on what is in the report.

Il Introduction

The introduction should inform the reader about the context in which the intervention took
place. This would include a summary statement of the relevant history, demography, socio-
economic status and basic political conditions relevant to the country/region.
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IV, The Problem

Sometimes it makes sense to put this section with the Introduction; at other times a separate
section is better. Much depends on how complicated and well articulated the problem is in
the original project papers. Often the problem is not well stated, so you have to reconstruct
it.

Describe in as much detail as possible the nature, scope, and history of the problem that the
intervention has tried to address. Every effort should be made to construct a pre-intervention
base line that tells the reader, this is the situation that was unacceptable, If the problem is
theft and violence, a credible quantitative baseline should give the reader a fairly precise
statement of how much theft, and how much and what kind of violence prevailed prior to the
intervention.

The problem statement should also describe the plausible theories, propositions and
hypotheses that experts, scholars, other wise people can advance to explain WHY the
problem exists.

The problem statement should be derived from the project proposal. If this is weak or non-
existent, then the evaluation team has to reconstruct the baseline problem as best they <an
from available data.

V. The Theory of the Intervention

Ideally, the design of an intervention follows an analysis of the problem. Such analysis will look
at the context, assess the information available about the unacceptable situation, priontize the
various explanations, extract the main causal factcrs, and develop the main hypotheses about
what are the most important factors to change and/or manipulate in order to bring about a
better outcome.

This process creates the underlying program theory of the intervention.

The theory of the Intervention (Program Theory) can usually be deduced from the project
proposal that lays out the design of the project. This is sometimes modified in the process of
awarding a grant or contract.

At this point, the process of intervention design begins. As the intervention takes shape, it
may become a project, or an activity.

Vi, The Design of the Project

The reader now knows all that is necessary about the context, the problem, and the “theory”
which underlies the project. Now the reader wants to know, “OK, so what were these
people going to do about this, and, did it make sense?”

The evaluator must give the reader a picture of

a.  what the project was going to do;
b. what the objectives were;
¢.  how it was to be done;
d. who was going to do it; and
e. at what cost.
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This part of the report gives the reader a clear picture of what the designers of the
intervention warnted to accomplish and how they were going to go about doing it.

VL. Purpose and Methodology

This section sets out the main questions that the evaluation will attempt to answer, as derived
from the Scope of Work. It will summarize the basic elements of the evaluation design,
including the unit of analysis, selecticn of samples, data collection instruments, types of data
collected, analytic techniques used, who did it and when it was done. This must be
surnmanized, and all the back up matenal placed in an annex.

VIIIL What did the project achieve?

This section is where you put your findings about implementation, achievernent of objectives,
and resutts. This is where the program hypotheses are tested. These findings can be
presented in two subparts:

A. Findings about the management and implementation of the program:

» Were the right people in place,

»  Were the inputs well organized and timely,

o Were reports and evaluations done and used,

» Did the implementation process interfere with or advance the achievement of
stated objectives.

In many projects, how the project is implemented may be as important as
whether the objectives were achieved. Findings about management should cover
issues from bottom to the top

The extent to which the evaluation pays detailed attention to management issues
is a function of the Scope of Work and whether the evaluation is mid term or
final,

B. Findings about the project’s achievements. Here it is very important to have
independently venfiable indicators of achievements, Ideally, if it is a USAID
project, these should be found in the project design, but if not, the evaluator will
have to come up with acceptable indicators. This is a difficult part of the job.

Findings are generally organized in terms of 3 main questions.

I. Did the project realize its predicted outputs and objectives? If not, to what
extent! What factors explain either full or parttal achievernent?

2. Did the project achieve its intermediate and, if appropriate, final results?

3. Did the project have unintended consequences? Were these positive,
negative or bath? Why did they occur?
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D. Some SOWs will ask the evaluator to address additional issues

Examples are: To what extent will the results be sustained, and if requiring
continued organized effort by beneficiaries and participants, what is the likelihood
that this activity will be sustained?

To what extent were there synergistic outcomes from the project’s interaction
with other programs or forces?

Is the project cost effective; are the benefits in monetary terms reasonable in
terms of the costs?

What unintended consequences resulted from the activity?

IX. Analysis

In the analysis section, the job is to interpret and give meaning to the facts as presented above.
The analysis section is the bridge between findings and conclusions. If you found, for example,
that the project achieved ail of its objectives, and that there were positive changes of the type
expected, you must explain why or why there was not a CAUSAL linkage between the
objectives (strengthening of institutional capacity) and the result (reduced level of violence in
the target area).

Sometimes, analysis goes better immediately following findings. For example, a project may
have three objectives: capacity building of local CBOs; sustained interaction of different
peoples on common projects, and the establishment of active early waming networks advising
authorities of rising tensions in a community, Let's say that the capacity building objective was
achieved, So what! An intermediate analysis may be presented on capacity building, for
example, demonstrating that increased organizational capacity of a CBO has led to more
participation from potentially hostile groups in joint resource management activities, such as
water hole restoration and maintenance. A sub-conclusion can then be reached that the
objective contributed to an important intermediate result; buitding trust and cooperation while
reducing scarcity through better resource management.

When you present the final analysis and conclusions, you can re-visit this and integrate it into
the more general analysis of the impact of the project. t may tum out that while cooperative
efforts in resource management did take place, a murder of one of the cooperators by
someone from another tribe led to a withdrawal of support and participation in the joint
enterprise.

Or, one can fay out the analysis of findings about all the objectives in one place. In some cases,
all three objectives may be achieved, and the level of theft and violence still goes up. A more
holistic or system analytical framework may be needed to determine why the project failed to
achieve the desired result.

Back to the beginning

This is where you retum to underlying “theory of the project” and examine whether the

causal factors that the project design put forward as most important were indeed the nght
ones. ft may be that ancther factor turned out to be far more important but was not
addressed. For example, it may be that young males and females were left out of the activities,
but these are the age groups producing most of the theft and viclence. . ..or, it may be that
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early warmning information is ignored by local authorities, who either are not prepared, don't
care, or are cormupt and in collusion with thieves.

This is where you advance altemative explanations. In one report about theft and viclence
connected with cattle stealing among nomadic tnbes in Kenya, it was noted that cattle raids
would occur shortly after an intertnbal peace meeting crganized by the project. It was learmed
that these meetings were the accasion for thieves from one side to check out the resources
and security of the cther tribe, and shortly thereafter, take advantage of the relaxed attitude
following the peace meeting to mount a cattle raid on the other group.

. Conclusions

Conclusions are where you sum up for the reader the findings and analysis. The job here is to
set forth your judgments about the utility and value of the project in terms of the problem it
was supposed to address,

Some reports set out “'Positive” and "Negative” conclusions. Most projects accomplish
something, but there are almost always failures. Both need to be stated in the conclusions.

Conclusions must link up with the findings and analysis presented in previous sections, but they
also go beyond that to establish whether benefits of the intervention were sufficient 1o
warrant the effort, and whether those benefits will be temporary or iong lasting. Conclusions
about unintended consequences may be that while the project did not achieve its objectives, it
may have produced other effects which had very great value.

This section is often the place where the evaluator’s judgment calls are most apparent. ft is
good idea to make that clear, especially when the findings are ambiguous about the projects
achievements. It may that objectives were only partially met, but that the objectives were set
too high, and the project still accomplished much of value.

ﬁ Xl Recommendations

This section is where you get a chance to say what changes need to be made. If the project
was a complete success, you may want to recommend simply continuation, or even replication
in other areas with similar probiems.

i More likely you will want to make recommendations that will improve the project. These can
apply to everything from recommending a different design to restating the objectives and
expected results. The key to good recommendations is:

) that they follow directty from the findings and the conclusions, and
2) they are “actionable”. . .the changes can be made by the project authorities.
XII. Lessons Learned

Not all clients are interested in this, nor are efforts to derive Lessons Learned always
appropnate. Usually, end of project or ex post impact studies are better for lessons learmed,
as the project experience is longer and more mature than would be found in a mid-term
evaluation.
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