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Projec't Design and Eva,lu.e:hicll MJ~+,hodclog:'f

Th:ts is a. su.mmary description of the A~,IctDe met,!lo(i,i)lcSl" for: d,esign1.ng
and evaluating development projectrJ Q Ib inclu(lcs ~

Elements of the design nl~rhhod()J.ogr'· '" t;hf; log:tc~tl

framework.

/-- Application of the design met~hoc101ogy.,,

Building evaluation elements into the px'ojedj designo

The evaluation processu

Characteristics and limitations~

The logical structure of a development project~

The logical framework ~trixo

J2lements of the Design Methodology - The_Logical )?l'am~~~

The key element in project design and evaluation is the establishJuent of
a logical framework for the project. The logical frmuework structt~as

the project design in the foll~ling w~raler:

1. Defines project inputs, outPU·tiS, P'I.ll.->posc;J 2..nd high!?:Z" goal
in measurable or objectively ver:i.fiG.ble terms:

Project Outputs are defined as the specifically intended
kind of results (as opposed to 'Gheir magnitude) that can
be expected from good mEU1agement of the inputs provided8
outputs are also defined as the preconditions necessary
to the achievement of the project purpose.

Example: Manpower, training, nl,?..chinery· a.nd 'building
materials (inputs) can be mallaged to p~oduce ~n irri
gation network, ·crained operati0L1,~,1 st~~ff, t'. -:;,w;'c,e:L'"
utilization schedule and a us~~ rate scale (ou:~puts)q

Project Purpose is defined as the primary reason fOT -the
project, i.e., the development wr~ch is expected to be
achieved or the problem which is -te be solved if the
project is completed successfully and on tin~e

Example: An irrigatioll :rlc:t~'v102k <;1r.d ~:ssociated facil·"
ities and services (out?utS) ~~6 irrtendeQ "Coproduce
increased per hectare yield (project; purpose).,

Sector/Program Goal is defined as the progra~rrdng l~vel beyond
the project purpose, i •eo, the neX1i n:.:,g~1e~c obj ec"di'<J'E.: 1;;0 'uhich
the project is intended to cOi,1trib::Lte"
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Example: Increased per hectare yield (project purpose)
is intended to result in expanded exports of agric~tural

crops (sector goal).'

2. Hypothesizes the ca.usa.l (means-end) linkage between inputs,
outputs, purpose and goal:

a. There is a causative linkage between project outputs
(irrigation network) and the ultimate project ~~ose
(improved crop yield). The outputs must' exist before
the purpose can be achieved. The existence of the
outputs does not however guarantee that the purpose
will be achieved. Factors outside the project design
(farmer attitudes and access to credit) may prevent
achievement of project purporse" ThuS the caUJMive' re
la.tionship·, bej;l'1aen projact outputs and· purpose must be
sta.ted as a hypothesis, the external factors (assump
tions) must be explicitly identified; and evaluation
must then verifY whether or not the hypothesis was
realized.

b. Similarly, there is a causative linkage between project
nll~nose (improved crop yields) and progress toward a
higher sectoral or program goal (expanded export of
agricultural crops). The achievement of project pur
pose does not guarantee that the goal will be reached.
Factors outside the project design (price and market
conditions, spoilage and other losses) may prevent
planned progress toward the higher goal. Thus the
causative relationship between project purpose and
higher goal Imlst be stated as a hypothesis, the external
factors (assumptions) identified, and the hypothesis
validated.

c.. These linkages should be proportional as well as causative.
Thus, the improved crop yields will mean little' for export
earnings if they occur in a relatively small area.
Analyzing a project in terms of means-ends linkages may
highlight a lack of realism in the original plans, i.e.,
a disbalance between modest means and grandiose targets.
It is1mportant to determine if the means are' sufficient
in quality and quantity to produce~:the desired end'
product.

3. Articulates the assumptions (external influences and factors)
which will affect the causal linkages:

Assumptions are defined as situations or conditions which
must be assumed to exist or to be brought about if the
project is to succeed, but over which the project manage
ment team has little or no control.



~xample: Increased crop yield (project purpose) will
contribute to expanded export of agricultural crops
(sector goal) only if price and market conditions are
1'avorable (assumption),

The concept of causality rests on the basic premise that each level in
the hierarchy of causa.,1liive lj.rucages can be sho~'1n to be not only necessary
but a.lso suf'fic!enolG to cause 'che next higher level to ·oe achieved. Since
each causal linkage is sUbject to external factors beyond the control of
project management, each linkage must be tested to assure that a given
target level (e.g., outputs), in concert with the assumptions at that
level, are necessary~ sufficient to achieve the next level (purpose).

OUTPUTS ASSUMFTIONS

4. Establishes the progress indicators which will permit sUbsequent
measurement or verification of achievement of the defined out
puts, purpose, and goal.

Progress indicators are defined as pre-established criteria or
meaSUl·es of an explicit and specific nature designed to provide
objective assessment of project progress. Progress indicators
should be objectively stated so that both a proponent of a
project and an informed skeptic would agree that progress has
or has not been as planned. Pre-establishing objectively veri
fiable progress indicators and targets helps focus discussion
on evidence rather than opinions.

Application of the Design Methodology

The logical framework is primarily a project planning device. It also is
used for re-examination of the original design of ongoing projects as a
necessary prelude to evaluation, i.e., it sets the stage for determining
and valid~bing whether or not the project outputs are being produced,
whether these outputs in fact are serving to achieve the project purpose;
and finally whether this achievement is making a significant contribution,
as planned, to the higher order goal.
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'rbe l(JgicaJ. frarnE:",ork also establishes the practi(:al limits of xoespol1si
bility of project management. Articulating tihe projee'c pla:J11:tng
assumptions in explicit and operational terms permits a clearer separa··
tion between w~nageable interests and those factors which appear '~o be
beyond the control 01' the project management 'cev.nlll The il:PU:i:i··to·"ou't.pu-c
level is largely susceptible to managerial control TtJi·c'b. :L·el~.i'ci"v\;;ly frE)'I;>;

uncontrolla.ble external factors. At the output-to...purpose :i.e"/t;l;,the
possibili'by of managerial control decreases '''hile eJ-..--ternal i"'ac'hoJ;."s 'become
more important. At the purpose-'co-goal level, the abili'cy of' :p:i."ojec'~

management to predict and control events usually is further diminished"

Building Eva.luation Elements into the Project Design

To make a project eva.luable:

The project design must contain precise and explicit descriptions
of those elements upon which evaluation sUbsequently depenci.s;

targets expressed in terms which are finite and verifiable~

progress indicators at the output, puxpose and goal levels~

a clearly delineated causal connection between the project
purpose and the sector goal to which the projec·t contributes 4)

clearly defined internal causal linkages between inputs,
outputs and project purpose.

design assumptions, based on prior feasibility analysis,
about the external factors affecting the projecto

baseline data.

The project design must contain an evaluation action plan lllcluding:

review of prior experience with similar projects elsewhere,
to the extent possible.

specific provisions for collecting progress daca d~'ing

implementation.

periodic evaluation a

The Evaluation Process

The evaluation process comprises three separate but integral s·teps:

Changes in the Project Settigg - The evaluatO~ aS~e8GeS c~aug8s

in host country circumstances, policies and priorities -Co see
if they are substantially affecting the relevance and desi~1

of the project or progress.
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!.ll!J,d.1:1r;1J,tJ.!JCJ. 01' p!,!!~~~~ D(~jJ'~~2! .. 'fhfJ evaluator clarifies the
existir~ project design elements, including: targets at output,
purpose, goal levels; assumptions; and indicators; to assure
that the design elements are stated in terms which are suffi
ciently precise, explicit, finite and verifiable to permit
mea,ningful evaluation 0

Evaluation of p£'0gress a.nd Search for Causal Factors - The re
examination of project design is followed by an evaluation pro
cess which (a) assesses the performB,nce of all input factors
(personnel, commodities) and all action agents (contractor,
other donor, host country), (b) measures actual quantitative
and qualitative progress toward outputs, purpose and goal, and
(c) attempts to identify causal factors and weigh their impact.
Guidelines, advisory material and worksheets have been developed
for this purpose.

The evaluation findings are considered in an interactive group
aimed at reaching sound eValuation conclusions and deciding
future actions. These reviews include such people as the A.I.D.
Mission Director, contract party chief, representatives of the
host country and other donorso The review is designed to be a
collaborative and constructive effort, not a judicial inquiry;
replanning, not recrimination is the intento The process is
guided by a designated evaluation officer who helps the project
managers analyze the project within the logical framework,
organizes the group review and assures follow-up on decisions
and action assignmentso

The process produces, as a low-cost by-product of the evaluation
process, a report which smml~rizes the evaluation findings and
the proposed replanning actions. It is intended to demonstrate
that a rigorous evaluation has occurred.

Characteristics ~~d Limitations

# All aspects of project planning (ioe., the formulation of
targets, causal linkages, indicators and assumptions) are
defined by the project planner and are project-specific.
Similarly, the degree of rigor and the level of effort in
collecting and analyzing data for the evaluation are
determined by the action officer and are project-specifico

# The logical framework methodology does not assure that the
project is optbnal, i.e., that the project directly addresses
the most critical constraint to goal achievement, and is the
most effective means for overcoming that critical constraint,
unless the planners and/or evaluators choose to explore
alternative approaches.

# The J.ogical frame-Hork methodology is progrannnaticaJ.4r and
technically neutral. It gives no guidance on proven strate
gies and techniques, cost and feasibility of replication,
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effects on ecology, concentration on ke'1J problem e..reas ~

reliance on the privateaector, etc. Guidance in theBe
programs e..nd technical areas is available in AoI.,D ...

# The logical t"rameworlt itself gives no guidance Oll (;[ttcs'biol1t:

of equity or benefit incidence such as equitable inccrae
distribution, ~~plqyment opportunities, access to ~0sources~

popular participation in decision-making and in the i~uits

of development projects, unless such aspects have been
explicitly included in the statements of goal or p~'poseQ

Guidance on benefit incidence policies and criteria has
been issued periodica.lly and will continue to be developed
and disseminated.

# The logical framework methodology permits, but does not re
quire, cost/benefit and cost/effectiveness ana~ysis0

# The logical framework matrix can be modified by the user for
special circumstances, e.g., one or more horizontal rows can
be added to provide for intermediate stibsectoral· goals~

The process produces, as a low-cost by-product of the evaluation process,
a report which summarizes the evaluation findings and the proposed re
planning actions. It is intended to demonstrate that a rigorous evalua
tion has occurred.
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