
Final Rep art

REVISICN OF PROORAM DESlrn & EVALUATICN SEMINAR

" .

Submitted to:

PPC/PDRE/PE
Agency for International Development

Washington, D. C.

Contract #AID/~tr-C-1387

Work Order I

March 1977

GROUP SEVEN ASSOCIATES, INC.
815 KING STREET. ALEXANDRIA,VIPGINIA 22314 USA (1D3)548-1878

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle

John M
Cover-Best Available



CONTENTS

RECCMMENDATICNS

INTRODUCTI CN

ACTIVITIES

MATERIALS

APPENDICES

~ ATTACHMENTS

1

2

6

21

37

,

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle



-1-

RECCMMENDATIONS

In order to achieve an upgraded Program Design & Evaluation Seminar

(PilES), G7 recommcnds:

1. that the evaluation component be enlarged and, to some extent,

conceptually disengaged from the design component.

2. that, to that end, the series of HEPTAR Ferti lizer (HFC) Evalua­

tion Workshops be incorporated as a regular element of the PDES.

3. that participant feedback data be collected so as to complete the

analysis presented in Figure 1.

t~. that greater distinction be drawn in the appropriate lectures

between evaluating the design of a project (i.e., the tenability

of its assumptions, its internal logic, and the salience of the

need the project is to meet) and evaluating the implementation

of a projec t.

5. that an exercise be included in the appropriate design lecture to

illustrate the effect of multiplicative probabilities of assumptions.

6. that PDES participant groups be constituted more homogeneously so

that the level of presentation could be more appropriate for more

people at any given time.

7. that the existing Role Playing Simulation Exercise be revamped to

come after the four Evaluation Workshops and to simulate a post­

evaluation "Mission Director's Briefing," with the various "Evaluation
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Teams" presenting the outline of their reports and. their recommenda­

tions for the HFC project to him and being questioned by "him," his

"Program Officer" and the "Agricultural Specialist."

H. that Po t"('ntcr ('mp\\:I8 i s h<:, gi ven i l\ ('va Iun t ion l<:,c tur<:'s to th<:, prne t icn I

ndvnntnges of formativ<:' (i.e., ear1i<:'r) over summntive (i.e., post

facto) evaluations.

9. that greater recognition be incorporated in lectures of the fact that

varying degrees of precision vis-a-vis evaluations may be called for

at different times, depending on purpose and circumstances.

10. that specific skill objectives be specified and made clear at the

h<:,~inning of eBch seminar. G7 identified the following list in con­

sultation with PPC: PDES graduates will be able to:

review and critique designs prepared by others,

prepare a project design using the log frame matrix,

identify appropriate data collection systems,

specify appropriate statistical methods to be applied,

state rules for causality or association with the log frame,

make logically consistent recommendations for improving

evaluation designs, and

specify a scope of work for an evaluation
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INTRODUCTICN

L Tht' nhJt'etivl' lll' Work Ordt'r No.1 l1ntll't" COl\trllct No. AI»/otr-C-13~7

was to recommend and produce materials for uan upgraded Program

Design and Evaluation Seminar (PDES), to be used as a vehicle for

obtaining:

A. For senior AID officials, adequate conceptual skills
to supervise the effective application of AID design
and evaluation methodology, and

B. For operational staff, adequate conceptual and techni-
cal skills to design, review, and evaluate projects in
accordance with Agency qualitative standards of analytical
rigor. "

The internal name assigned to the Work Ord er in Group Seven (G7) was

VALSEM.

2. The elements of the Scope of Work were tasks such as: preparing,

identifying, elaborating, presenting, revising,amplifying, omitting,

analyzing; and delivering.

3. These work tasks were highly contingent on each other (as well as on

circumstances) and thus were difficult to specify beforehand with

much precision. However, close and frequent interaction between G7

project staff and PPC assured that the underlying objective of the

Work Order was being served at all times.

4. As output indications for the effectiveness of VALSEM, we established

rather early the schema shown in Figure 1. Some definitions:

ETI = Time one (i.e., pre-training) of existing PDES

RT2 = Time two (i.e., post-training) of revised PDES
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x • Hcan questionnaire response

> = "greater than" at the 1070 l£'vel of statistical
signi ficancc

Some necessary assumptions:

a. The participation sample to be measured in the revised

PDES ~ closely comparable to the sample of 28 participants

in the June 76' PDES on whom the "baseline" data are based.

b. Xy = XZ, i.e., their expectations are equal.

c. The job functions of the two samples are equal.

5. Existing PDES data has been collected and is presented in this

report.
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Fi~~. 1. VALSEN EVALUATlrn DESIGN

Existing
IDES

Revised
PDES

Indicators
ETl ET2 RTl RT2

Expec tations Xy Xz
Extent to which Expectations XA XB

were met

Self-Perceived Skill level Xc Xn XE XF

Perceived Relevance to XG XH
Job functions

Expected Retention XI XJ

Targets

PDES revision is successful if, and to the extent that:

2. (XF - XE) > (XD - XC) and (XF - XE) > o·

3. XH > XG

4. XJ > XI
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ACTIVITIES

1 0 The two G7 Research Assistants went through the PDES as participant-

ob~ervers beginning April 19, 1976, thus gaining good insight into the

content, the teaching methodology and the students' response and partici..;.

. pation. (The Team Leader had attended the PDES in Fall, 1975.)

2 0 In close conjunction ~.,ith PPC staff, a long list of potential source per-

sons and materials were identified. Some of these were mainly for inputs

to the revised outiine/syllabus, others for inputs to the preparation of

ne~" seminar elements, and some f.or both purposeso The source persons

consul ted were:

Hi11iam AlIi
Rober t Berg
Dan Creed on
Judy Gilmore
Hike Guido
A. C. Handly
H. C. Ladenheim
William Lefes
Irving Licht
Delbert Hyreti.
Bill Pooler
Gerald Sch~.,ab

Joan Silver.
Holly Hageboeck
Joe Hholey
Irv Pi1iavin
Bi 11 Si ffin
Peter De1p

.Dick Blue and Jim

PHA/'PRS
PPC/PIAS
PH/HD
PHA/PVC
PH/HD
PPC/DPRE
TA/ PPU
ASIA/DP
AFR/DP
AA/TA

. Syracuse University
LA evaluation staff LA/DP
NE/DP
PCI, reference on "net~.,orking to causal process"
Urban Institute, Director of Evaluation
Univ. of Hisconsiri, Prof. of Program Evaluation
HUCIA
211D Grant Advisor to Dan Creedon

Heaver, Development Studies Program

3 0 The source documents revieHed were:

AID Project Evaluation Guideliri~s

AID Use of Development Indicators
The eva1ua ti on of general. fi 1es, 1969-1975.
"Evaluation Research, Hethods of Assessing Program Effectiveness.,"

Carol H. Heis~, 1972 0

"The Use of Social Science Techniques in Project Design," Bernstein.
An Evaluation. of the Program Design and Evaluation Seminar (PDE) of the
. Agency for International Development by Development Alternatives.
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Seminar Redesign -- written responses
Horizontal Expansio~ of the AID Evaluation System by Practical

Concepts, Inc.
"Social ExpE.'rimentation, A method for planning and evaluation of

social intl"rvl"ntion," Ril"chNl and Boruch
Evnluati on HllncJhook, Vols. I & II
"Prl"liminary Dc-sign of an Evaluation Methodology Beyond the

. Specific Project Level"
Report OAD-A-127, ATC, Benhart et al.
'''Design and Management of a Program Evaluation" U.S ~ Civil

Service.

4. Sixteen formal meetihgs (or 1.5 meetings per month plus numerous

informnlcontacts) were held between cognizant PPC and G7 staff

from 13 April 1976 to 28 February 1977. (Specific dates are given

as Appendix 1.)

5. At early meetings, the interaction options between PPC & G7 were pre-

s('nted and discussed as follows:

AID assigns and G7 executes.

G7 proposes -- AID accepts or rejects.

Aid proposes -- G7 critiques.

It was agreed that different role models suited different phases of

the Work order.

6. The following substantive issues were developed and discussed for

guidance of VALSEM activities.

(1) Training Method vs. Content. Attention to content is PPC's
first priority in upgrading the PDES; revision of training methodology,
(including presentation strategy and tactics) is secondary.

(2) Behavioral Objectives vs. Intellectual Goals. Although the
importance of attaining behavioral objectives is recognized, this
should not be done at the cost of attaining intellectual goals.

(3) Differential Behavioral Objectives for Various Subgroups vs. the
Omnibus Approach. Although G7 would like to recommend seminar division
into two or three distinct yet interconnected subgroups (based on
recommendations from PDES responses and interviews) this was deemed
impractical and it was stipulated tha t the seminar would retain its
present structure and focus on one general audience.
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(!~) Emphasis~on Lectures vs. Workshops. Although the necessity for
workshop revision and expansion is recognized (many PDES respond ants
criticize the lack of practical training) it Was stipulated that this
not be done at the expense of lecture c ooten t.

(5) Feedback Questionnaire. G7 is to gather some participant feedback
data "before and after" PDES revision as a rudimentary "evaluation."

(6) Mlat Parts of the Analytic Seminar to Cull for PDES. Herb Turner
will s~ecify which, if any, parts of the analytic seminar will be in­
corporated in the PDES.

, '

(7) AID/W vs • Mission Needs. Field needs are deemed the most important
objectives to satisfy in the PDES.

(8) Establishing "Junction Boxes" between PPT and Log Frame. The
benefits of interfacing PPT networking techniques with the log frame
methodology was recognized.

(9) Data Analysis. Increased emphasis to evaluation design and data
analysis is indicated.

7. The principal activity of this Work Order wound up to be the development

of four neW workshops dealing with project evaluation for incorporation

into th('\ PDES. The four workshops simulate various segments of

('valuation work as follows:

Workshop A: Evaluation Planning at the Project Paper Stage.

B. Formulating the Terms of Reference and Speci­
fications for a (subsequent) Project Evaluation~

C. Data Collection and Analysis.

D. Synthesis and Evaluation Report Formulation.

8. The Heptar materials are based on an actual AID project. All names

have been fictionalized and certain alterations were made to fit the

sequential workshop re9uirements and to serve training needs. Thus,

we chose a middle course between realism and pedagogy.

9. The development of the workshop materials and procedures went through

several iter~tions consisting of: preparing materials (G7 in-house,
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try-out, revision) ,submission to PPC, try-out on experimental sub-

groups in regular POES, revision, and so on.

Tryouts were held as part of the following PDES' s:

Sept. 1976
Dec. 1976
Jan. 1977

10. Progress and interim reports were submitted as follows:

Progress Reports
Interim Report I
Interim Report II
Status Report
Presentation Report
Participant Feedback Report
Proposed Schedule for PDES
including 4 new Workshops

17 May 1976
15 July 1976
17 August 1976
29 November 1976
27 December 1976

7 February 1977
10 February 1977

11. The entire set of four Evaluation Workshops 'vas pilot tested for the

flrst time on nine Senior AID participants in the January 1977 IDES.

A narrative description of those 'vorkshops is at the end of this section.

12. Participant feedback data was collected on the 28 participants in the

June 76 POES. The questionnaire is given as Appendix 2. The data

were analyzed and yei1ded the following quantitative results:

Extent to which Expectations were met (=XA in Figure 1)

No. of Trainees

Virtually Zero
About 20%
Abou t 40'0
About 60'0
About 80%

Virtually 100%
No. of Respondants

o
3
·5
8
7
1

24

Mean 58.33%
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Self-perceived skill level (=Xc and Xo in Figure 1)

Pre- Pas t-
Training 'l'rnlning

Mean Mean Percei ved

Topic Xc ~
Growth

D

Logical framework
2~Oo!/design 2.77 +.77

Specification for an
Evaluation scope
of work 2.14 2.60 +.46

Identification of data
collection methods 2.39 2.54 +.15

Data Analysis
MC'thod ology 2.07 2.60 +.53

IdNlti eying veri (iable
indicators 2 .. 32 2.92 +.60

Project Performance
Tracking/Networking 1.93 2.42 +.49

Determining Association
and/or Causality 2.32 2.79 +.47

Social Impact Analysis 1.92 2.19 +.26

Expected retention of knowledges and skills 9 months hence.

No. of Trainees

Almos tall
About 80%
Ab ou t 60'70
Abou t 40'70
About 20/0

Virtually nothing

8
7
5
4
1
o

Mean = XI = 73.60

No. of Respondants 25

The analysis on participant expectation is reported as Appendix 3.

1/
-'Scale: 4

. Extremely
Skilled

3
~oderately

, Ski lIed

2
Slightly

Ski lIed

1
Rather

Weak
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13. In the Decembt:'r 1976 and January 1977 PDES, participant feedback of

tht:' pilot group was recorded on the form presented as Appendix 4.

The' results of the key question asking respondants to compare the

experimental workshop(s) to the rest of the seminar are given here:

Comparison of G7 Workshops with Other Seminar Elements:

No. of Res ponses
Dec 76 Jan 77

Percent
Dec 76 Jan 77

Much less useful than rest of
seminar

+
Somewhat less useful than rest
of seminar

Neutral

Somewhat more useful than test
of seminar

Huch more useful than rest of
seminar

TOtALS

o

2

3

7

20

o

1

2

9

1070

35%

40%

100%

0%

11%

22/'0

67%

100%
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O)jective for Part I

Time:

No. of Participants:

Hethods:

Procedure:

To review, critique and reformulate, as necessary,

the ~valuntion elements in a draft project design

log frame matrix.

February 1, 1977, 12:40 - 5:00

Nine (plus Herbert Turner, as observer)

Lecture, Q & A, trainee participation, discussion

In order to prime tpe participants for the work-

shop activities, Dr. Fiks opened the workshop session

with a lecture on "Concepts in Evaluation." The

hour-long lecture covered the following evaluation

concepts; Evaluation Study Method as a Variable;

Evaluation as a Comparison; Project Success as a

Variable; Alternative Definitions of Success; and

The Phases of Evaluation.

At 1:40, the participants were given the Heptar

Background data. They were then given the "Draft

Log Frame Matrix" and asked to individually critique

the log frame paying special attention to columns

2 & 3 -- the Indicators and Means of Verification.

The assumed time for Workshop A is September 1975.

There was some discussion at this point as some of the

participants felt hemmed in by having to concentrate

on the two columns and prefered discussing the log



:vnluation Workshop A: Part II:

a,j('ctive for Part II:
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framE:' matrix as a whol{'\. (ConsE:'qucntly; tht'\

instructor spellt a great dC'lll of time explaining the

ncC'd to focus in on the Ina icator and MOV columns

of the log frame.) "Considerati oris for Evaluating

the Log Frame at the Project Design Stage" was

the Workshop Guide against which the participants were
, ; : I ~ • '.

to critique the Draft Log Frame.

After discussing the individual and group solution

to amending the draft log frame matrix, the parti-

cipants were handed the Workshop Standard Solution.

The group recessed at 3:40 to reconvene at 4:00

for Part II of Evaluation Workshop A.

To develop an appropriate Evaluation Plan, at the

PP stage of project design, based on information

learned from seminar lecture; activities of Part I

of this workshop, Standard Log Frame Matrix; PPT

network chart and narrative, and background informa-

t~on.

The participants were given 15 minutes to individually

plan an evaluation(s) based on a workshop guide,

"Evaluation Parameters" and the other workshop

mater ials. At 4: 15 the lead er outlined the Eval-

uation Parameters·on a flip chart and discussed the

individual solutions to developing the evalua~ion
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plan(s). TIle various solutions were compared

nnd diACUBAt'd, tht' It'm)pr t1H'1l hnnd(\d out tht'

workshop Stnndard Solution stressing that there

was no "right" solution, but rather a "standard"

was necessary for continuity in the ensuing

wo~kshops. The workshop ended at SPM.
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Training Objective:

Time:

No. of Participants:

Methods:

ProcC'dure:

-15-

Workshop B

To plan the scope of work and specify other

details for a project evaluation.

1:10 - 4:40, February 2, 1977

Nine (plus Herbert Turner)

Trainee participation and discussion

The workshop opened with a 30-minute lecture

by Dr. Fiks concerning a "Case History on

Assumpti ons."

At 1 :35, the participants were asked to refer' to

the: Standard Log Frame, Background Information,

arid Standard Evaluation Plan from Evaluation

Workshop A. They were then given a Situation

Report and divided into groups of two and threes

a~d asked to design a detailed Scope of Work and

specifications for the current, September 1978

evaluation. After reading the situation report

and a brief discussion, the groups went at 2:00

to individual rooms to complete their assignments.

The participants reconvened at 3 :00 to discuss

their findings. As with Evaluation Workshop A, their

findings were compared to a "Standard Solution."

The workshop ended at 4:40.
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I1:J1lull\~ U>J cc l i yc :

Time:

Trainees:

Method :

Hntcrials:

Pr occdure:
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Evaluation Workshop C

To l.'ntl(\ct d:tl"a 01\ ~pt\c{rl(\d i,\(Ucnltll"s nl t·lw

output, purpose nnd/or subgoal levels.

To analyze the verbal.data and reduce the

quantitative data found, as appropriate.

February 3, 1977 •. The workshop started at 11:25

and lasted until 5IM.

Eight (senior AID employees) PDES participants.

Trainee participation, lecture, questions and

answers.

Evaluation slides, Evaluation Specifications,

Complete- files of HTC, MOA, Heptar USAID mission

a~d the Heptar Meteorological Institute.

The workshop objectives anrl procedures were ex­

plained at the beginning of the session (11:25),

after which the trainees formed subgroups of two

and three and set about the task of collecting

data on the indicators identified in the evaluation

speci fication. Data collec tion took place in di f­

ferent rooms. At approximately 12:25, the subgroups

reconvened to discuss their progress before break­

ingfor lunch. According to the group, there were

no significant problems in carrying out their task.
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The subgroups were asked to resume their data

collection efforts at 1:30 (after lunch) and to

reconvene as a group at 3:00 to discuss their

findings.

"The group was also told to pay particular attention

to the rain data contained in the files of the

Heptar :Hetero1ogica1 Institute, because the rain

was an external factor which would be examined for

significance in Workshop D. The group reconvened

at 3: 10 p. m. to discuss their findings. A person

from each subgroup (subgroups A, B, and C) reported

the findings and the workshop assistant recorded

the fi nd ings on the board.

In most instances, the findings were the same;.

however, there were situations wherein the finding

was different.

This was due to the different interpretations
of the output statements and the au tput indicators.

A very good discussion evolved from this exercise.

Evaluation slide "Evaluation as a Comparison" was

used. At approximately 4:10, the workshop leader,

Dr. Alfred Fiks, started to lee ture on the us e of

basic statistics for determining the significance

of differences in a project.
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1. l'IOllA :mdl'unA n[ tlw "'{'till as An J.ndil'.nll.on
or nvprllgC'.

2. Useful characteristics of the standard
deviation.

3. The chi-square test of contingency between
two fac tors.

4. Using the t-test for interpretation of a
difference between two means.
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Eva lust! on Workshop n

Trnfnlng Ob 1ective:

Time:

Workshop Leader:

Workshop Assistant:

Trllirwcs:

N(·thod:

Materials:

Procedure:

To.carry out statistical hypothesis tests.

Formulate recommendations for Phase II Project
Redesign.

Write a draft evaluation report in outline form.

9:~5 - noon (approximately), February 4, 1977.

Alfred Fiks

Irene G.Miles-Prescott

Nine (Senior AIO employees) POES participants

Trainee participation, lecture, questions and

answers.

Evaluation Slides, Heptar Meteorological Institute

files and flip chart.

The workshop leader explained the objectives of

Workshop 0 and the procedures which would be

followed. Afterwards, he explained that the

participants were to carry out a statistical

hypothesis test to determine the importance of

rainfall in the decrease of wheat .production. The

worksh op leader then explai ned how this was' to be

executed using the rainfall tables and the t-test.

Approximately forty-five minutes (9:15 - 10:00) were

used illustrating how one could use ·the t-test to
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interpret the rainfall data. After questions about

the illustrations were answered.the group formed

:lnS'~el" the questiol\ ()f the importance of rainfall

in the decrease of wheat production. The sub-groups

were asked to reconven~ as a group at 10:50., When

the 3 sub-groups reconvened, they were ,as,~e.d to

write on sheets of paper (which were taped to the

walls around the room) 'their Recommendations based

upon the results of the tests and the synthesis

achieved in Workshop C, as well as to outline their

Evaluation Report.

At 11:15 each subgroup (A, B, and C) presented their

recommendations and the rationale to the entire

Workshop. Attached are those recommendations and

the structure, in outline form, of their evaluation

report. These outlines were also discussed, com-

pared and criticized.

The group was asked to complete a feedback question-

naire on the four workshops developed by G7. The

w,orkshop ended at approximately 12 :00 noon.
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NATERIALS

1. Five' transparencies for an Evaluation Concepts lecture' are submitted as

Attnchml'tlt 1.

2. Lesson scripts to accompany the above are presented at the end of this

section.

3. Evaluation Workshops A, B, C, and 0 materials are given in Appendix 5.

t.. Much material had tobe "dummied up" to constitute the information pool

from which trainees could collect data in Workshop C. Among the items

l1('velop...'<.t were:

• NUl1lh ...'r of Farmers Pcr Siz0 Class of Area FertilizNJ and Total Fertilizer
Application Per Class. USEAGE -- Baseline for comparison.

· "Fe Distribution Network·
USEAGE -- To illustrate location of farmer population, and location
of retail outlets.

· Agrochemical and Small Farm Equipment Department Procedures
USEAGE-- Operating procedures established for that particular department.

• Fertilizer Recommendations -- complies with indicator in log frame.

• R0port of DAP Procurement for HFC -- indicator of top management competence
in business transactions.

• Inventory Report (Figures) covering a 5-year period to illustrate if
indicator has been achieved.

• Business Letters -- Heptar top management conducting business.

• Overall Summary of Accomplishments During Contract Period -- Baseline for
comparison.

• HFC Fertilizer Sales by Regions -- will complement the distribution network
and its shortcomings.

• Monthly (1) Progress Report -- of no value.

• Profit and Loss Statement for 27 months of HFC operation -- Baseline.

• Chart illustrating small wheat farmer use of fertilizer -- will verify
or disprove project level indicator.

• Map of Distribution Network.
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s. A Revised PDES OUtline is given in Appendix 6.

6. Comm~ntary on "Program Evaluation in AID: Lessons Learned," July 1976.

H. l'hnt document is nil "attempt tosummnrize a few of the principle's,

methods, and. operational lessons learned in program evaluation••• "

Ch page 1, lines 11-13, program evaluation is defined as "the

retrospective analysis of experience to see if (AID) achieved (its)

stated objec tives and to determine hCM and why it happened."

In light of Group Seven's work order wi th PPC to "redesign the Pro-

gram Design and Evaluation Seminar" and specifically those parts per-

taining to evaluation planning and implementation, we would like to
•

submit our critique and reaction to "Lessons Learned."

h. Definition of Evaluation. Although the discussion on evaluation is

ini tiated by defining "program evaluation" the body of the paper

repeatedly uses the term "program" interchangeably wi th project. We

believe this confuses the discussion of evaluation as the distinction

b£'twcen program and project evaluation is never made. Consequently,

the uninformed reader is led to believe they are synonymous while the

reader familiar with evaluation concepts and implementation is con-

fused as to the discussion of the paper.

G7 understands project evaluation to be the primary concern of AID in

its Program Design and Evaluation Seminars. Program evaluation deals

more with sector analysis and may incorporate various project eva1ua-

tions within its scope. To date, this latter type of evaluation is

done primarily by AID/Wand thus is not a primary focus of the FOES or

of major concern to the majority of AID officers.
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PPC might be well advised to revise the definition of project evaluation

as well in the beginning of the paper. Indicate that both types will

h(' discusA('d and define their differences. Point out in the body of

the paper ~o1here the discussion relates to program evaluation and where

it relates to project evaluati~, where appropriate give examples.

Moreover, since there are different evaluation types within these major

categories, define the types as they relate to each' aspect of AID evalu­

ation -- program and project.

c. Methodological Process and Distinction between Evaluations Types/Purposes.

Although evaluation is the theme of "Lessons Learned" a system through

\<1hichnn evaluation may be conducted is never defined. Mention is made

of. ('valuation typ<.'s ,i.e., formative vs. summative, however the distinction

of the evaluation process in these different types is never discussed. If

there is no difference in the evaluation process, then it should be so

stated; if, on the other hand, a difference does exist, it should be

noted and the differences defined. Furthermore, the person(s)/agency

responsible for the evaluation should be identified.

The discussion of different evaluation types/purposes should be so

identified. Thus, on page 3, paragraph lwould begin "Performance

Evaluation. An integral element in project management is the evaluation

of project performance ;or effectivenes~. It includes •••• " (h page 4,

paragraph. 2 would begin: "Impact/Significance Evaluation. A device for

improving resource allocation and program management is impact/significance

evaluation. It consists' largely of centrally managed ••• " Similarly on

the bottom of page 4, paragraph 3, would begin: "Ex post Evaluation ••• ".
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d. Distinction between centralized and decentralized evaluation.

Consistent with the recommendations in the preceeding paragraph,

the distinctioos between centralized and decentralized evaluations

should be spelled out. Who manages the different kinks and who is

responsible for their review should also be identified.

('. Inclusion of PPT data/time element. At no time is the Project

Performance Tracking Network, (PPT) system discussed. G7 believes this

is a serious omission and should be included in "The Preconditions for

Evaluation: The inclusion of the PPT system is important as the pre­

scheduled yearly evaluations should coincide with critical points to be

mrt in the life cycle of the project. With regard to other evaluations,

it is important that the timing of the evaluation consider critical

points on the PPT. The PPT incorporates an element of time not available

in the log frame matrix.

f. Distinction between evaluation of log frame design and program results.

In the "Preconditions for Evaluation," six and a half pages are devoted

to discussing the design of the log frame matrix. While G7 agrees with

importance of good project design in helping perform' good eva1uatioos,

we disagree with the amount of space devoted to the concepts of project

design under the aforementioned heading. While the design of the log

frame is indeed one precondi tion to evaluation, it most certainly is

not the only one. Definitely the PPT network system should be discussed.

We believe this emphasis on project design as the only precondition for

evaluation helps to further the confusion between the evaluation of the

log frame design and the evaluation of the project results -- two very

disti~t.forms of evaluation. The time for discussi~g the evaluation of
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a pt·ojf'ct d('si~n is in a discussion of log frame formulation and not

,,, It dltll'utHllo" Ill' "Lt'HfhHltl Ll""nnwd '11\ ProAr~", Evnllllltlol\. ~1ort""ov('r.

L"IA F'C'l'H.lm Ahould ",o~t l~('rlnlI11y tl\l'hHh' I"rl>r"':ttlon on how l\l

('valuate a proj('c t that does not have a log frame and does not have

targeted indicators.

~. Terminological confusion -- e.g., "goal" as in 'goal achievement model

does not equal "goal" in log frame; formative, summative and post

facto evaluation; systems evaluation model.

7. An Evaluation Planning Aid was developed and is presented as Appendix 7.
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One of the most straightforward definitions

of wha t evaluation is is also one of the mos t

expressive. We can define evaluation as: the

procedures by which a pr01ect or program is

studied to ascertain the extent of its success.

It is a definition which is straig forward be-

cause it is understandable even to laymen. It

is accurate and expressive in that it points out

that evaluation can be carried out by various

procedures and it states that success is a mat-

ter of degree.

First, let us develop the last thought a

little more thoroughly. Normally, we speak of

projects which are successes or successful on the

one hand and projects which are failures or mar-

ginal on the other hand. If one were to picture

such a distribution of projects plotted as we

have just characterized on a scale of success,

the shape would be bimodal with a large hump at

the low end of the scale representing failures

and another large hump toward the high end of the

scale representing the successes with few cases

in between. Careful analysis would suggest,

how"ever, that how we think of projec ts as ei ther i

successes or failures is probably due to the
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Whorfian effect of our language and that n more

accurate picture would be one like this 0 in

which projects distribute themselves on a scale

of success very much like most other variables

in nature: i.e., they probably distribute them-

selves in a normal bell-shaped curve. Note in

this distribution 0 that there are relatively

few projects which are out and out successes.

Most projects or programs fall in the central

areas of the scale.

If we accept this distribution as a'fairly

accurate representation of reality, one ramifi-

cation that comes out is an increased burden on

project evaluation. Why is that, you may ask.

This is so because relatively less demand is

placed on the evaluation activity when looking

at projects that are reputed to be eithe~ suc-

cesses or failures. Afier all, it is fairly

easy to identify and describe.a project which is

either a total failure or a total success. It is

in the middle ranges of the scale again that most

'of the ambiguity, disagreement, and possibilities

for different interpretations lie. Therefore,

if we recognize that it is in the same middle

ranges that most of the projects fall, it follows
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that an additional burden is placed on the evnl-

uators and on the evaluationnc ti vi ty, through

this realization. 0

ferred to procedures and implied a variety or a

range of procedures. To amplify that thought,

it is useful to think of the procedures as falling

along a scale of,for want of a better term,

scientific rigor in a parallel fashion to the

project success scale. However, instead of a

continuous scale, such as percent of success, in

~ instance we have only a three categqry scale

for our present purposes. 0 At the lowest point

on the scientific rigor scale we have here what

may be called implementation monitoring. This is

actually a misnomer. A better term for it would

be input monitoring. As is widely known, this

generally deals with timely arrival and numbers

of technical advisors or materiel or some other

input element in the project. It deals with the

logistic and administrative problems involved in

the input effort. <h occasion, it may go beyond

that but in general we can characterize the pro-

ceduresinherent in this sort of activity as

informal, impressionistic, gross, and/or
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anecdotal. One cannot, in general, base important

decisions on evaluation results generated by such

procedures.

At the highest point on the scale, we have

evaluation research which requires a rigorous

research design. It requires deliberate attention

to the matters of validity and reliability of the

m~asurements. It requires systematic sa~pling.

It requires loads of qunntitative data. The pur-

pose of ("'valuation research is· not to makt' r('colll-

mendations to project staff, but rather is to

allow for attribution and for adding to social

science and economic and social development

knowledge. It seeks to explain. The report of

an evaluation research study should be publish-

able in professional journals. It may, for

example, concern itself with the attempt to

demonstrate whether furnishing agricultural tech-

nical advisors and establishing agricultural

credit programs and facilitating fertilizer use,

indeed. has an effect on the standard and quality

of life of small farmers In country X. Thus it

would test empirically and scientifically what

exists on a logical plane in the log frame. The

general approach in attempting to test such an
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hypothesis would require either a long-term

longitudinal design~ with the research study

beginning during the life of a project but ex-

tending long beyond its termination, or a design

which is cross-sectional in that it deals with a

, I

o Transparancy 2 off

number of different projects with parallel input,.

purpose, "and goal-level objectives. The hypo-

theses are then framed in a generic way so as

to b(' abl<.' to utilize data from all thp vnriOUR

projects. Clearly in the way we have defined

evaluation research, it should be centrally

funded, centrafly organized, and centrally

utilized.

The middle category, what we call here

project evaluation, is the category of most

general interest to international development

workers. The rigor of the procedures differs

. from monitoring in that it is more systematic,

more thorough, includes speci~ic questions and

hypotheses and reports only verified information.

It differs from evaluation research in that the

. purpose is not adding to knowledge or explication

but rather problem identification and formulation

of recommendations to improve the probability

of succesg for the project. 0
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Thus, evaluation is what you do to find out

the success of a project with both the procedures

and the success varying on their respective under-

lying scales.

o Now we need to become more specific re-

garding what we mean by success. Sometimes,

much of the analysis is limited to the design

documentation to see whether or not the blueprint,

as it were, is still lined up with current environ

mental realities. The assump~ions of the project

~re examined to determine whether they are still

tenable or should be revised. Affirmative answ~rs

to these questions might establish the success of

project design but would not constitute adequate

project evaluation. Examining the alignment of

the design and checking the tenability of assump-

tions is properly thought of as a ~-evaluation

activity.

To go to another extreme, in a sense~ 0

it is possible to define success only in terms

of the significance or impact of a project, i.e.,

you do not have success if you do not have impact.

Generally, impact must be gauged by looking at

the goal or sub-goal objectives of the project.

Impact may then be thought of as a multiplicative
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function of effectiveness and the "ripple effect"

so that it is also theoretically possible for

small projects to achieve impact ultimately.

The efficiency definition would require us

to have a project in which the costs are com-

mensurate with the benefits reaped, before one

can claim any degree of success. The difficulties

in quantifying project costs accurately (i.e.,

including negative costs), to say nothing of the

problems in quantifying the value of planned and

unplanned benefits yielded are well known. In
some projects this type of evaluation is clearly

more feasible than in others.

A definition of success which deals with

efforts exerted exclusively, 0 (such as in a

health program, the number of beds set up or the

number of man-hours of medical personnel pro-

vided) is an additional option. That definition

of success fits in'best with a monitoring pro-

cedure and would be insufficient, by itself, for

a project evaluation or an evaluation research

study. However, if we consider what is called

process here, then we aTe very much in the pro-

ject evaluation procedure. What is alluded to

with this heading. is the process of applying the
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inputs: How inputs are being inputted and why

that process is or is not working. It is· a

definition of evaluation with great utility in

early stages of projects when there is still

time to make corrections in the process of im-

plementing inputs.

o The most frequent definition of success

used in AID project evaluation is the effective-

ness of performance of project. This requires

looking primarily at the outputs and sometimes

the purpose level of the designs: to determine

whether objectives have been reached. When

success is defined in this way you are in a

situation where the judgment will always be a

comparative one. 0

o If the evaluation focus is effectiveness,

you will be comparing where your project is now

o with where you were at the beginning;

o or where you are now with where you are sup-

posed to be; 0 or where you are now with where

some other group or some other area is· now that

has not received the presumed benefit of your

intervention. 0

Question: Can the amount of change produced, i.e.

B-A be legitimately ascribed to the project?

John M
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Answer: No, not unless observations D and E

are available from a control area without the

development project and either B is significantly

greater than E (assuming A & D were equal at the

beginning) or otherwise that B-A is a greater

amount of change than is E-D. As a rule in AID

projects such control data do not exist. There-

fore, the issue of causality and ascription is

always moot until and unless a more rigorous

and costlier and lengthier evaluation research

L1 Transparancy 4 off

Cl Transparancy 5 on
Uncover title and 1st
line only

project is undertaken. 0

Let us turn to identifying the various time

points for the AID evaluation process in general,

and for a specific project evaluation. 0 We

indicate here that early attention must be

given to evaluation at the project design stage.

In terms of the log frame, the evaluation con-

siderations will be those of columns 2 and 3,

namely the Indicator column as well as the Means

of Verification. If these are inadequatE7,'or

unrealistic in the project design, it will make

subsequent evaluations difficult. In addition

to that, and still at the project design stage,

some attention needs to be given in a general

way to how many evaluations and at what points----_.•,-,-----------'----'......

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle



-35-

PROGRAM DESIGN & EVALUATICN SEMINAR

LC'flAon No:

'1'itl.': Evnl\\lltlol\ COlW('pt'R

InRtnlct"or NotNl

o Uncover next 2 lines

o Uric over next line

LCAson Script

in time in the life of the project these mi~lt

take place.

Then, perhaps six months or a year or eight-

een months or two years later the time for the

first evaluation .arrive. 0 ' At that time, armed

with the general evaluation plan from the PP,

(Project Paper) and knowledgable about the

current situation in the country and in the pro-

ject, the detailed tasks of a project evaluation

need to be carried out. First, someone or some

committee must set down the plans for the eval-

uation. They may be a scope of work, they may be

terms of reference, and whenever possible, they

should include technical specifications of ex-

actly what is required and what hypotheses are to

be examined and which indicators need special

consideration, and so on. 0 The next step then

is for the evaluators, whether they are the same

people who wrote the specifications or not, to go

out and collect data. Note that data is not

limited to numerical information. Data can be

records, as in files! Data can be interview

information, as from respondants. Data can be

visual information, as from field trips.' I f the

data are other than numerical, however, the
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evaluator must give some thought to methods

of recording and reduction of the information.

o The subsequent step is to analyze and

synthesize the information collected in line

with the guidance provided by the terms of

reference for the evaluation and aimed toward

formulation of recommendations to be used by

project decision makers. 0 The resulting project

evaluation report should be wri tten lucid ly and

keyed, insofar as possible, to the kinds of op-

tions and decisions which await the outcome ·of

the evaluati on.
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APPENDIX 1

Vn,lsem Neetings W/AID - Turner, et a1

Hny 3 1976

JUIl(' 2 1976

.hml' 3 It)76

June 24 1976

June 28 1976

July 30 1976

Aug 12 1976

Aug 18 1976

Ckt 5 1976

Ckt 14 1976

Nov 2t~ 1976

Nov 29 1976

Npv· ]0· Ziglt'r & G7

Jnn 6 1977

Jan 13 1977

Feb 7 1977



APPENDIX 2
GROUP SEVEN

PDES Participant Questionnaire
14 June 1976

P10:lSP d~) nut sign your name to this form. (Theusefulnes5 of the conclusions
fr,'l11 tld~'· Slll'Vl'Y \.;i.ll nl' llirc>ct1y relat~'d tl) the accur:lcy and Cand()f or yout~ anSWPl"s.)

1. l\i~~ht \W\" , how ~;kf lled lH" lInski lled do YIH' consider yOllnh'1.l to h(' 1.n _\:!J_QLol lit,"'

I"l'\ lIMing ~ll:tlv.ltil's·? Plensl' 1)(' ":~llll.1id. H.1rk an X in tilt" appropri:lt(' {·('ll.

Logical framework design

Sr~ciEication for an
Evaluation scope of '1\7ork

Id~nti(icntion of data
l.'olll'ct:ion methods

,Fox t rl'1\\l'ly
Skilled,

(Am able
to teach
others)

Houerately
Ski lled
(Am able
to do it

'1\7i thou t
help)

I S ll~~htly

Skilled
(Can do
it but
need
help on
occasion)

Rathpr
h'eak
(Can do
it given
detailed in­
structions)

Data Analysis Hethodology

Idl'\l t i. lyIng vt'ri fiab ll' .
\n111cators

Pru j l'C t Performance
Tracking/N eavorl<ing

Determining Association I
and/or Causality

)

Social Impac t Analysis
I

2. Right no\V', what do you consider to be the most serious problem(s) one has to
deal with in designing a project? (If you have no idea, check here: ~

A.

B.

c.

3. Risht nm", \.Jhat do you consider to be the most serious problcm(s) one has to
deal with in evaluating a project? (If you have no idea, check here: 0)

A.

B.

c.



!. • "yp"rlH"'ticall~', i ( this s('minar could hi.' "cltstomi7:cd" to fIt tlll' h~lC:lq;rollncl

.11\11 \'t'qll[rl'IIlI'~\I~~ ,If~ part:'{,'il';ln~, \Jhat h'iHlld V,lll l1kt' t~") )'.PI. frdill it ::h,~;t·.'

-~------._----

R.

(~ .
r;. Rl'a1.i~tic311y, \",hat (if anything) do you expect to learn i.n this S('rnillllr

llt.tt you don't already knO\~? (If ym,lr ans\"'er is "nothing", please check here:--=')

A.

B.

c.

6. HOiv \.,ould you describe the extent, if any, ,of y:Jur 'past experience in
prl' j('c t design?

('

NO\1f'

[j

Ninimlll
Cl

Hoderate
[]

Extensi.ve

7 • 11 en", \110lt 1d you d t • ~: l: rib l~ tIle (\x tell t , i r any, of your pnst ('xppr l.pncl' in

~"j\'ct t' Va l.u a tiL' II ?

[; [; [1 O'
Extensive Noderate Hinimal None

8. What is your present position title or major function?

9. Location of current work assignment (check one)

Overseas 0
AID/W, 0
Ot~er (Speci Ey)

10. Who is your present employer?

r'
LJ
U
[J"

AID
Oth('r U.S. Government agency
Private voluntary agency
Other country Government

o
[J

Q
o

U.S. state or local government agency
Private firm
International agency
Other (S pec i fy)

Thank you for your cooperation. Your answers may indeed make a difference.

BEST AVA ILAfJLE copy



APPENDIX 3

FOES Participant ~\ll,~tionnaire R<'spollses

ll. ,hill\', \976

Ilypnl\\l'tically, if this seminar could b(l "customizpd" to fit the background
and rl'quirl'llll'nts of (;'uch participant, \oJhat \:olould you lU{e to get from it mJst?

SUhjl'l't if

1

2

3

A :B

No response

No respo.nse

General concept of
program design and
evaluation

-- ! .~-._._~ ..- ..-_.. _._-- .... -. _... __ .

C
--- -r

No response No response

No response No response

No response No response

To IH'com(' (lxtfmely skil-!
]r'd in lop. [ram(l (h-.sign
\\ p Oil L' OlllP .I (' t i on 0 f t 11 J s
l' nu r l4l'

l'kthodology f\)r evalu­
ating a program

Upgrading design
and ('va lua ti on
ski 11 s

Social impac t
analysis

No responsp

Nor(' s pons e



AID/\.) Sub j l'C ts

llYl'lJthetically, if this seminar could be "customized" to fit the background
and rL'quirements of each participant, ,,,hat would yoi like to get from it most?

Subj~ct #

6

7

.H

A

Better appreciation of
world-wide and inter­
regional design accep­
tance of the hierarchy

No responsE'

Famlliari ty '011. th re­
qui rt'd dOl'\lllll'll tntin"

B

No re~ponse

No response

No res pons e

r--
i C
i......._.•.....,..........-----_.-. -~.~. --_ .. ~-'--~ .,..~..._---_."'-".~--"

No response

No response

No response

l)

lO

n~tt('r instruction in
data collection method

Better understanding of
cost and impact analy­
sis tools

Insigh t into program
(project) design

No response

Emphasis on projec t
ta~lt orien tation

No response

11

12

13

Proper evaluation methods No response

Design of project other No response
than tradi tional
"bi-lateral"

A clear understanding of No response
program approval sequen-
CPS

No response

No response

No response

14

15

No response

No response

No response

No response

No responsE'

No response



PDES Participant Questionnaire Responses

14 June, 1976

QU('~ ti on #4 continued AID/W Subjects

18

17

Hypothc>tically, if this seminar could be "customized" to fit the background
and r('Cluirc'mpnts of each participant, what would you like to get from it most?

-~l~l-:::~:~-lA :;;;~;~;--~-'a;:i~o~O~-- ~~_::~~--:~~:s:-----_·-tc_~0res ~~ns (-,---...---:...---.-.==---~~
I::::::::: information No response I No response

I US" of log frame No response I No response

19

20

22

Abi Ii ty to wri te a
program without
conflic t

Design and ~va1uation

techniques

Thorough training in
\.18(' of log [ramp

Clf'iU' thinking on
linkagps \l1i thin
projPct

No response

No response

Knowledge of PPT
system and relation­
ship to othpr projec
d oeumPIl tati on

Some techniquffi on
prying useful infor­
mation out of
project technicians

/

No response

No response

Practical experience'
in log franw use
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PDES participant Questionnaire Responses

14 June, 1976

Ql\('S t i on if l.. "Other" Subjects

I\Ylh
'
ll\('l(cally, il thls sl'minar l'l)l\\d bc "cllsllnlizl'd" to fit the hackground

and ,'('quirt'mcnts of ('uch participant, '''hat '''ould you like to get fran it most?

~\1hJl'ct .._I. A

23 SimplC' tools to be used
by 3rd world project
ini tiators

c

No response

24 A logical procedure that'
could apply to any pro­
ject or even a phase of
life in any business

No response No response

No response

No response

I
I

Greater ~nderstandingll
on how ev aluati on can I

contribute to a pro- i

ject well designed

No response

!
I
r
i

Increased skills in maki~g
projC'ct proposals more !
specific and relevant ;

F ami liari ty wi th AID ter-:
. minology approaches and

tC'chniques

26

2S

27

28

Astrong program design
componcn t

Analytical techniques
common to AID staff

No response

(7)
Better quali~y to
expedite analysis
function

No rc>sponse

(8)
A better understand­
ing of ,AID requirements

John M
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Cl HorkHhop

APPENDIX 4

PARTIe[PA~T FEEDBAC~

D('(:embpl" 1916

1. Nha~ y'Oll lik~d bp.st about this workshop:

2. Hhat you liked least about this \o1orkshop:

3. Suggestions for this workshop:

4. Hmo1 this \-1orkshop compares ~Hit.h other Semi::lar elements so far:

Much less useful than rest of seminar

Somewhat less useful tha~ rest of seminar

Somewhat more useful tha~ res t .Jf semii1ar

l-1u.::h more usC'ful than rest :>f seminar

Comments:

'-
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ApPENDIX 5

EVALUATION

WORKSHOP

A

Project Design Stage

Part I

Participant Materials



Qb lec tive:

M:atcrillls:

Procedure:

. Evaluation Workshop A: Part I

To review, critique and refonnul~te, as necessary, the

evaluation elements ina draft project design log frame

matrix.

1. Workshop A~ Part I: Objective/Materials/Procedure Sheet

2. Background Data: Heptar Fertilizer Project I

3. "Draft" Log Frame

4. Considerations for Evaluating Log Frame at Project
Design Stage

5. "Standard" Log Frame.

You will first read the Heptar Background Data. Then, you

will rpceive a "Draft" Log Frame Matrix which you will

c ri tique ind ividuall y llgains t the "Cons iderations for

Evaluating Log Frame at Project Design Stage." The group

will then orally discuss the "draft" and proposed changes

and refonnulate the log frame based on a consensus of

necessary additions, deletions, or corrections. The group

solution wi~l then be compared ·to the "Standard" Log Frame.

Differences-will be discussed.



A8aum~d Date:
~t\l'tt\",h~r }91S

BACKGROUND DATA: HEPTAR FERTILIZER PROJECT I

Heptar is one of the least developed countries in the world. A land­

locked riatfon, 'it encompasses roughly 250,000 square miles of substantially

mountainous or arid wasteland. The soils are characteristically sterile

as they are high in alkaline and calcium and low in organic matter.

Consequently, they are unfavorably suited for high crop production, a

problem further magnified by low or intermittent rainfall, occurring

primarily in thp fall and winter and averaging 10 to 15 inches.

The nation's most important industry is agriculture. The
most important crop and staple diet is wheat. Primary
exports are livestock, cotton, and sugar. Other important
crops include corn, rice, fruits, nuts and barley. More
than 80 percent of the population is directly dependent on
agriculture. Thus, even though Heptar is not a heavily
populated country--popu1ation estimates are 16 million with
two percent annual increase--the pressure on the arable
irrigated land is heavy. Per capita income is less than
$100 per year and as low as $35 for the rural majority.

ThpGovernment. of Heptar (GOH) has placed strong emphasis on becoming

self-sufficient in agricultural production--especia11y in wheat--inorder

to resolve its dire social and economic predicament. The strategy has

consisted of encouraging the use of, and making available, ferti1izer--

Di-amonium phosphate (DAP) and Urea. In 1972, after consultation and

advice from international donor agencies, the Heptar Fertilizer Company

(HFC) was established as ~he agency 'responsible for producing and distributing

fertilizer to all parts of the country.
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Additionally, HFe plans to include such agricultural
products llR pPRtil'ld('s, v('terinary pharmaceuticals. and
upr~y('r~ in (I lIt~lri,hution SyRtt'lll locate'd in ('v('ry
significant farming/market Arra in Hcptar. Moreov~r.

the GOH is subsidizing the price of imported fertilizer
to maintain a low price on the chemical fertilizer and
thus encourage small farmer use. To wit. 85 percent of
fer ti1izer s'ales to small farmers is financ ed through
the Agricultural Development Bank.

As a result. fertilizer use has i~creased, although it is still quite

low in the case of subsis tence farmers (farmers who plan t 10 kyahs

(4.8 acres) or less with wheat). Fertilizer is, however, in ,such short

supply that no more than five to eight percent of Heptar's'irrigated

land can be fertilized each year. Presently, 75 percent of the fertilizer

f R nppli(\(} to whC'st wi th the majori ty of the balance applied to sugar and

cotton.

The alternative to not using increasing amounts of commercial
fertilizer is the importation of wheat. However, economics
are clearly in favor of increased fertilizer use over wheat
imports as the cost/benefit ratio is around 3:1 in favor of
increased fertilizer use.

USAID ASSISTANCE

AID's involvement in the HFCproject, to begin June 1976 and end December

1978, is .to assist the GOO to achieve its goal of increasing the income

of small subsistence farmer families who account for 70 percent of the

population. It is anticipated that increased small farmer income will be

achieved through increased agricultural productlon, which hopefully will

be a direct result of the AID project purpose--to increase small farmer

use of fertilizer.
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Thl' mnin thrus t of tht' projec t wi 11 bE:' to bui ld a viable,
PH'l(-A\lfltnil\in~ ml\nl\R('l\wnt RyRtt'l\1 within lIFC. Improvt'd
nHtllngc-llwtll capnbl11tirs will inc\"":\f'(l lIFC's c:lpacity to
procure and distribute both domestically produced and
imported fertilizer to farmers. This. in turn, should
lead to increased use of fertilizer by small farmers in
partictilar~ Concurrently, this will result in higher
agricultural yields as additional a~ounts of fertilizer
are applied to the principal crops--wheat, cotton, and
sugar beets.

USAID will provide the services of: three advisors for 30. months each,

a number of short-term specialists, and contractor home office support

as well as participant training. The three advisors and short-term

spt:'cinlists will work with the HFC Executive COl11llittee and will assist

in furth t:'ring the' d t:'ve lopm£'n t of the business c apabi Ii ty and ('ffie i ency

of tht:' company. Additionally, USAID has provided development loans

to~alling$27 million for the importation af fertilizer.

In the past, other donor agencies assisted in establishing
the management structure at HFC through loans for financing
management services (from 1973 to 1975) and through advisory
services grants (from 1975 to 1976). A thorough evaluation
of HFC operations and performance was carried out by one of
the donors in November 1975. The major findings of the
evaluation led to a recommendation of additional technical
assistance and management training at HFC.

THE GOVERNMENT OF HEPTAR AND HFC CONTRIBUTIOOS

The GOH has taken several steps to increase the availability and consumption

of fertilizer. There have been sporadic campaigns as well as long-term

programs conducted by the Ministry of Agriculture's Extension Service:

Fertilizer trials have been conducted, fertilizer production has been

·subsidized, an Urea plan t has been cons truc ted ,0 and a ferti lizer credi t

program has been developed with emphasis on ways to finance small purchases.

John M
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Additional GOR contribution to this project consists
of:

Subsidies to RFe operating budget

Housing for USAID advisors

The services of one full-time bilingual secretary to
the advisory team to type 40 wpm or better

Administrative support for the foreign advisors
and their project activities including, but not
limited to, office space and equipment, official
transportation, office supplies, road passes,
permits, visas, customs clearances for commodities,
.and translation ~ervices

Trust funds administered by USAID/GOH to cover
participant travel costs on government airlines and,
as available, funds to pay for U.S. contractor support.

OTHER EXTERNAL SUPPORT

In the past 20 years,' therp has been considerable foreign assistance in

H(\ptar. As far as fertilizer is concerned, thpU.N . Development Program, the

Gi'rmans, the Japanese, Russians, Iranians, Saudi Arabians, Iraquis and

Kuwaitians have all made varying amounts of fertilizer available under a

wide variety of concessionary terms, including grants. Such assistance is

likely to continue but gradually diminish.

The World Food Program, IBRD, Agricultural Development Bank, and
the UNDP have projects underway promoting agricultural credit,
cooperative development, irrigation, and rural roads--projects
essential to the success of the fertilizer projec t. However,
no donor apart from the U.S. has shown any interest in fer­
tilizer distribution, as such, and is not likely to do so in
the 'foreseeable future. Hence, the USAID involvement.
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To increase small farmer.
income.

(*Farmers producing 10 or less
kyahs (4.8A) to crops)

If'ginning in 1976:

Annual incrf'ases in small
farmer purchase of:

bicycles • 5~

oxen - 31
cloth - lot

USAID/GOH survey of small
farmers' living accommodations:
1976. 1977 and 1978.

Visual observations.

GOH price support programs (10
wheat. cotton. &ad .ugsr) for
small fa rme ra beiaa carried out.

Subgoal: To lncrease agri­
cultural production of small
farmers.

Annual increases in small
farmer agricultural produc-
tion by 1978: -

wheat - at least 3t
cotton - at least lot
other - at least5~

Ministry of Agricultural
Reports (HOA).

GOO reports.

Food Procurement Department
Reports.

Agrlcultural Developmeot Bank
(ADB) will con~lnue to improve
its credit prograa, including
credit to small farmers.

Project Purpose: (B-1) Conditions that will indicate
purpose haa been achieved:
End-of-Project Status; (B-2)

(B-3) Assumptions for achieving purpose:
(B-4)

To increase small farmers'
aQnualcusage of fertilizer.

l.a. Number of .mall farmers
using fertilizer increased
.from 33,658 in 1974 to 65.000
in 1978.

1. b. ~ount of fetti Uzer
sales to small farmers in­
creased from 13.424 MT'in
1974 to 24.543 HT in 1918.

USAID monitoring of HPC
ope ra tions •

ADB reports.

No natural di.asters or insect
infestations.

Other donor and GOH agricultural
sec tor activ1ties'-wbich impinge
upon the project purpoae are main­
tained at current level. of effort
and efficiency.

RFC plans are economically feasible
for small far-ere

BESTAVAILABLE COpy

John M
Rectangle



DRAFT LOG -FRAME
&"'1 ••••·n II·'"
..,.......... , I

• PROJECT DESIGN SUUARY
LOGICAL fIWIEIOIX

((·JI

Lih"P~ .
F,. 1976.. __1_9_7_8 _
T.... U.s.. f':"'IIl4J _
c... P,--.4~ ._ _

_P .AGE 2

1. HFC is independently producing
timely. comprehensive. and t

realistic plana.

2. HFC operates without adv~8~ry

assistance.

3. arc has developed a distribu­
tion network with adequate supply
and marketing aability.

l.a. Plans for 1911 and 1978
prepared and approved before
beginning of re~pective years.

l.b. HFC management prepares
quarterly progress targets
start.ing June 1977.

2. Top management is conducting
international business tr~s­

actioos including interaational
fertilizer procurement by
September 1978.

J.8. Delegations of authority
operating effectively.

J.b. one or more retailers in
each agricultural district.

HFC recorda and reports.

USAID monitoring of HFC opera­
tions. USAID evaluation.

COH reports.

HFC record8and reports.

HFC monthly survey of distribu­
tion.

con agricultural extension se_vict
records.

USAID monitoring of HFC.

HFC remains an independent
business entity in accordance
with the. terms of the cbarter.

Sadl farmer participatioo in
HFC fertilizer distribution
program.

USAID advisors terminate aS8is­
tance to HFC by 1918.

___ -0-: J.c. Warehouses using orderly HFCreports.
operational procedures includ-
ing inventory systems by 1911.

3.d. Inventory lQsses 0.51 of HFC records and reports.
sales by eai of 1971.

3.e. Procurement at least 6 HFC records end reports.
mon ths ahead of demand by 01917 •
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY

Output. (Cont'd.)

06JECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION

3. (coot'd.) 3.f. Facilities and procedures HFC records and reporls.
at regional level adequate to
support Fall 1977 sales in all USAID monitoring.
five regional locations.

GOO records.

4. HFC markets other agricul­
tural inputs.

4. By end of 1977, sales
regularly include agricultural
inputs other than fertilizer.
such as pesticides, veterinary
supplies, agrochemicals, seeds
etc •

HFC records and reports.

Sales of other agrl­
cultural inputs are $2 K by
1977 and $2.5 K by 1978.
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nfe budget .approvC!'CS

e~ntract ad~laorl arr1ve ~L!

Jail 1971

I

Pn'sc'nce of Adv1,ora

PIOIT ta6ucd

USAID aonLtorLng of the' proJC'ct

I

2 x 4r.lII:

13 X 41

6 arJ'll
411III
2 on 0

6 DIll

o 2 DID2aw

6r:uD
4am
2nw
4mm

Q. 'f.S.: 2 x4 mra
b. Third C~untry:

13 x' tt PUn

c.
d.

4.
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u,~: Advhory Scorvlct,s I' '~.11 .1. lit:.. 12 ~~7 I~ruAg
a. :i:ln.I}~"lnt'llt lc Tr'\lnlng b. l~ 11m 12 DUll

b. Fln:ln~lal I c. 12 am 12 11'III
c. H.lrk,·tlnH ,Inti Supply (to

1nc ludt' lntl-rn·ltl ,mal II

f.'rtL llz('r proJ..:urt'~t'nt)

2. Short-T,,-\'m Coosulc<lncs 2, a.
oJ. ,\gru-cht'mlca1s b.
b. A~rlculcural e~on~nl.t

c. Tr~LnLnK Spl-d,llls t
d. OttU'r 0

3. Ilor.tco DeucC' H.lck.copplng
Suppurt (or oHshl)rCO Fl'rtL­
ll':"r Procur,-mt'nt:

It. USAY':' Dlra'c t P"rt1d.p<lnt
Tr.linlnK
4. f.~"",U[1v,- L"va'l HKlnt

Tr .• lnlnH
b. C.'urs," 1n fhl· .. l. acrlJ:'

d"·lnlc.ll. t.nvt'n tury con­
trol, murkvtlng, ~tc.

1. O{(lc,'s nnJ Traniportat1on
2. F.·rtUh,-r
i. P.-raull'''' 1
it. s tora~c:

1. Alh-quat(" fad,U UC's, off1cC' anJ tranlportatlon cn,lJ" avaUab c.
2. Y('rtUI~.-r 9uppU"8on htand ~&dl-quatC' to .. (,t f'x!lt1ng net,J p UI 6 month, lnventory .txk.a.
3. Counterpart ItaH in-place n~ fu-, ,;1oo1ng.
4 •. lIfe Repor tI. 0

0 1,

BESTAVAILABLE COpy

•
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Consideration

COOSIDERAnooSFOR EVALUAnNG THE LOG FRAME
AT THE PROJECT DESIGN STAGE

Definition Yes No

Veri fiabi Ii ty Are the Means of Verification readily
accessible and are t~ey adequate to
determine whether or not the indicators
exist and the goal, subgoal, purpose,
and output(s) achieved?

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
Plausibility Do the indicators depend more on p~ogress

in the project than on unrelated factors?

----------------- ---------------------------------------------------------
Objectivity Could both a skeptic and an advocate of

the project be expected to agree on the
facts shown by the indicators?

----------------- -------------------------------------------- ------------
Independence Are indicators at the goal, subgoal,

purpose and output levels distinct from
each other?

Targetting

-----------------.--------.------------------------------------ ------.-----.,

Are indicators explicit in magnitude,
time, and if appropriate, audience and
area?

--- --- - - - -- -- ---.- -- ---- ------ -- -- -------------------------- -_. --- --- -.-- ---
Comprehensiveness Do the indicators adequately measure the

scope of achievement?
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"'-OIUl..... Goal~: (.... 2) (.... 3)

B~ginnin8 1n 1976:

p' Sect. Goal: The ......~M ..
willa. ,..;ee. CMI_illu".: V.·I)

To increase small farmer· income

.* Farmers producing 10 or less
'kyahs (4.8A) to crops.

Annual increases in small
farmer purchase of:

Bicycles - 51-
OXen - 3%
Cloth - 10'%

USAID/BOH survey of small
farmer~ living accommodations:
1976, 1977 and 1978 •

Visual observations.

GOH price support programs (in
wheat, cotton, and lugar) for
small farmers being carried out.

SUbgoal:

Report Agricultural Development Bank (ADB)
will continue to improve its credit
progran, including credit to small
farmers.

Ministry of Agricultural
(MOA). .

GOO Reports.
Food Procurement Deparoment

Repor ts.

';:- '<

Wheat - at least 31
Cotton - at least lot
Other - at least 51

Annualiricrpases in small
farmer agricultural produc­
tion by 1978:

To increase agricultural pro­
duction of small farmers.

Projec t Purpose: (B-1) Conditions that will indicate (B-3)
purpose has been achieved:
~nd-of-ProJect Status:(B-2)

Assumptions for achieving purpose:
(B-4)

.. -.

To increase small farmer's
annual usage of fertilizer.

l.a. gumber of small farmers .HFC Records and Reports.
using fertilizer increasedUSAID monitoring of HFC opera­
from 33,658 in 1974 to 65,pOO tions.
in 197~~ ADB Reports.

l.b., Amount of fer t1 Uzer
sales to small farmers in­
creased from 13 ,424 HT in
1974 to 24,543 KT in 1978.

No natural disasters or insect
infestations. ~

Other donor and GOH agricultural
sector activities which impinge
upon the project purpose are main­
tained at current levels of effort
and efficiency.

HFC plans are economically feasible
for small farmer.
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RFC records and reports.
USAID monitoring of Hie opera­

tions. USAID evaluation.

. PROJECT DESlGMSlJMJWty
LOGaCAL fUMfWORX
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HFC remains an independent
business entity in accordance
with the terms of tbr charter.

STANDARD LCG FRAME

Ht>ptar Fertillzer Pr01ect 1 - 112367

1. hFC ia indeppndpntLy produc1~8 l.a. Plans f~r 1977 and 1978
t!lDely. comprphensive. 4Ild . prppare>d and approved befoM"e
realistic plans. b~ilnning of re8pectiv~ year••

" ._.~~Al.iVe SUWURY
~. GleCI. ~.lp"U: \~·I,

~o '_'.·1. (l....

1U••~&aoS'" ,

1.b.HPC managemp.nt preparf's
quarterly pr:>gress t4rseta
starting June 1977.

Small farmer participation in
HPC fertilizer distribution
program.

a. HFC ope~ates without advisory
88sis tanc e.

2. a. Top management is con~

4ucting international business
transactions including inter­
national fertilizer procur,.­
m~nt by September 1978•

GOO reports..
RFC records and reports.

USAID advisors terminate assis­
tance to HFC by 1918.

. b. HFC conduc ting national
·business transactions includ­

1ng fertilizer distxibution
independpnt of foreign
advisors by September 1978.

~lte visits by USAID to HFC
checking on fertilizer pro­
curement and distribution.

3. HPC has devploped a distribu­
tion n..Nork with adequate:
supply and marketing capabili­
ty.

3. a. Delegations of authority
operating effectively by June
l~78.

~. One or more retailers in
each agriculturaldlatrict
by Sept~ber 1977.

RFC monthly survey of distribu­
tion.

GOR agricultural exteasion
service records.
USAID monitoring of HFC.

c. Wart>houses.using orderly
operational procedures includ­
ing inventory systems by"
1977.

BFC reports.

BESTAVAILABLE COpy
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3. (cQGt'd.) d. Inventory losses 0.51 of HFC records and repor ts.
sales 'by end of 1971. :

•• Procurement at least.6 HFC records and repor ts •
months ahead of demand by 1977 .

f. Facilities and procedures
at regional level adequate to
support Fall 1977 sales in all
five rt'glonal locationa.

HFC records and reports.
USAID monitoring.
GOR rec ords •

4. HFC markets other agricultural
inputs.

4.a. Sales of other agricul- .
tural inputs are $2 H by 1977
and $2.5 H by 1978.

HFC recorda and reports.

b. By end of 1977, sales
regularly include agricultural
inputs other than fertilizer,
such as pesticides, veterinary
supplies, agrochemicals, seeds,
etc.
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PACiE •
NARRATIVE SUMMARY

P,oject I"p,,"; (0-1)

O~JECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS

1""'1•...,.ion TGIg.' (Typ. 0"" QIICI'\li',) (o.])
(0-2)

..fANS OF VERIFICATION IMPORTAHT ASSUMPTIONS

~ FY 1976 FY 1977 _. .,../

1. Advisory Services 1. a. 12 aD 12 mID ProAg signed Contract advisors arrive NLT-. Hanagement and training b. 12 IDIII 12 IDIII January. 1971.
b. Flnucial c. 12 IDIII 12 lID Plo/T issued
c. KarketiDg and supply (to RiC budget approved " 1976

Include international fer- Presence of Advisors
t1 lizer procurement)

2. Shor t- term Consul tants 2. a. 6 DIm 6 IDID USAID monitoring of the project
a. Aaro-chelllicals b. 4 mm 4 IDID

b. Agricultural Economist c. 2 lIIID 2 DlD1

c. Training Specialist d. 4 DIm 6 DIll .

d. Other
3. Home Office Backstopping 3. 2 am 2mm

Support for Offshore Fertilizel
Procurement.

4. USAID Direct Participant 4. a. u.S. : 2 x 4mm 2 x4mm
Trainlns b. Third Country:
a. Executive Level Management 13 x 4mm 13 x4mm

Training
b. Coursel in fiscal. agro-

chemlclla. inventory con-
tro1 ••arketing. etc.

B

1. Offices and Transportation
2. 'ertiUzer
3. Personnel
4. Storage

1. Adequate faclH ties. offiCE 8. and transpor tation made availa ~le.

2. Fertilizer supplies on hane adequate to meet existing need p us 6 months inventory stocks.
3. Counterpart staff in-place and functioning.
4. HFC reports. '/
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E V' A L U A T ION

WORKSHOP

~

Project Design Stage

Part II

Participant Materials
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Ob jec tive:

Materials:

Procedure:

Evaluation Workshop A: Part II

To develop an appropriate Evaluation Plan based on information

learned from seminar lecture(s), activities of Part 1 of this

workshop, Standard Log Frame Matrix,PPT network chart and

narrative, and background information.

1. Workshop A, Part II: Objective/Materials/Procedure Sheet

2. "S tandard" Log Frame (From Par t I)

3. Evaluation Par'ameters

4. PPT Network Char t

5. PPT Network Narrative

6. "Standard" Evaluation Plan.



Date(s):

Specification of:

E.VALUATIW WOltKSHOP A Part II - Evaluation Parameters

I-- ~F.;;..re~!q&..;;;u;..;;.e.;.;;"nc~:v~_,r__-------__---- : : : :'
(1) (2) I (3) I" (4) I

t---=~=~~.....------f---~-~...-........~---&--l - - - - - -,

I I I
I

I I
Type(s):

Major Hypotheses:

Method(s):

·Data Location(s):

Evaluato~

I

t I
I ,
I I

----I

I :
f I
I I
I I
I - f

I l
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HiPTAR -- pr01ecd ~o.l123~7 ! PROJEGr PERPORMANCE TRACltING SYSTEM (PPT)

,
Jun !.Jul ~ug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Peb ~r !Apr Hay ~n

CYs

Month

I I
1976 I ... 1977 1978

,~ I
Jul Aug Sep' Oct Nov Dec !.Jan ~eb Mar Apr Hay un LJul Aug Sept Oct "ov Dec

Staff
Trainlnll 4.

I rlter a tn
P ocu Imnt 6.

HFC Diet.
Part I.clp 'Net ~ork 8.
Trailllol( 5.

10
I
I

Dl leg of I' II I I
A tho Ity 11. I

! ,I 1
I ,
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Country:
HEPTAR

Project:
#12367

Project Title:
Management Support for HFC

Date:
Apri 1 1976

CPI Description:

DATE

1. June 76

2. Jan 77

3. Apr 77

4. Apr 77

5. Jun 77

6. July 77

7. Aug 77

8. Sept 77

9. Sept 77

10. Apr 78

11. Jun 78

, 12 ~ "Jun 78

13. Nov 78

14. Dec 78

.~

CPI

FY 76 Pro Ag Signed

Three advisors arrive: Management & Training,
Financial, and Marketing & Supply & short-term
spec L~1ists.

FY 77 Budg~t

USAID1HFC conduct staff training

USAIDIHFC conduct participant training

"FC completes international procurement with
limited advisory assistance

FY 77 ProAg Signed

HPC developed distribution network with adequate
supply and marketing capability

"FC ma rkets other agr icu 1tura 1 products

FY 78 Budget approved

Written delegations of authority operating
p-ffec tively

Termination of short/term specialists-

nFC operates without advisory assistance

Departure USAID Advisors

RESPONSIBILITY

USAID/GOH

AID!W

GOO

HFclUsAID

HFCIUSAID

HFC/Contrac tor

USAID/GO"

"FC

HFC

GOH

"FC

USAID

"Fe
USAID
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STANDARD EVALUATICN PLAN

Frequency: Twice

1. First Evaluation - June 1977, 6 months after the advisor's

arrival. ~: Alignment, Input and Output Effectiveness,

Process.

Early evaluation is necessary if the results are to be used

as feedback to correct any problems that may arise. The

purpose ther~fore will be to determine if project input and

output statements are still appropriate and have been properly

defined, and to evaluate input timeliness and process and

determine whether output indicator targets are being reached.

Main Hypotheses:

1. Inputs are on schedule and effective.

2. Project has achieved the targetted output progress
ind ica tor s .

Performed by: Interim joint USAID/HFC evaluation.

2. S(,c_~I!.ci.._F.v~~uation - September 1978. Type: Ou.tput, Purpose,

and Subgoal Effectiveness.
\!

An in-depth evaluation to measure performance of the management

advisory team and achievement by the HFe of the project purpose.

The results of this project evaluation will be prepared in report

form and distributed to the GOR, AID, and contractor. AID will

base any Phase II plans on this evaluation report.

Hypothesis: End-of-purpose status indicators have been achieved.

Performed by: Joint USAID and GOH evaluation; AID/W invited to
par td.cipa te.
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E' V A L U A T ION

WORKSHOP

B-
Planning 8 Project Evaluation

Participant Materials
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Objec tive:

Materials:

Procedures:

EVALUATION WORKSHOP 8

To plan the Scope of Work 911(1 specity oth~r d~tlli.18

for a project evaluation.

1. Workshop B: ObjectivelMaterials/Procedure Sheet

2. ttSt~ndard Log Frame" (from Workshop A)

3. Background Information (from Workshop A)

4. Standard Evaluation Plan (from Workshop A)

5. Situation Report (Aug. 1978)

6. Evaluation Planning Packet

7. Standard Solution

Given items 2, 3, 4, and 5 you will first study the

situation report. Then you will work in subgroups to

write a detailed Scope of Work for the upcoming Sept. 78'

evaluation. This should specify adequately the what, how,

and where of the evaluation activity. The participants will

then reconvene to discuss their findings and reach a group

consensus. The group solution will then be compared to the

Standard Solution.



EVALUATION WORKSHOP B

Sequence of Steps:

1. Leader hands out statpment of training objective/
materials/procedure.

2. Leader instructs group to get:
- Standard Evaluation Plan from their Workshop A notes
- Standard Log;Frame from their Workshop A notes.

3. Leader hands out Situation Report as of May 1978.

4. Questions.

5. Group individually reads Situation Report.

6. Leader hands out Special Evaluation Planning Packet.

7. Group works individually to fill out blanks in Evaluation
Planning Packet.

TOTAL TIME:

BREAK:

TOTAL TIME:

8. Group discussion on thrust of Special Evaluation (can be
based on evaluation cueing questions).

9. Leader passes out Frame of Reference and asks group to
designate a reporter to fi~l out frame according to group
consensus.

10. Leader distributes Standard Frame of Reference.

11. Group compares Workshop Frame with Standard Frame.

12. Leader sums up the results of Workshop B and leads into
Workshop c.

TOTAL TIME:

10 min.

5-10 min.

10 min.

50 min.

80 min.

15 min.

95 min.

40rnin.

20 min.

20 min.

5 min.

180 min.
3 hours.
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Assumed Date>:
Aug. 178

SITIJATION REPORT F"Yl USAID HEPTAR FERTILIZER PROJECT I

The first evaluation of this project completed in August 1977 (becaus p

of a month's delay in the arrival of the USAID advisors) revealed that

the project was proceeding fairly well without significant delays and

with effective input implementation methods. Output progress targets

were being achieved to a large extent at that time.

In light of the fact that previous GOH and HFC attempts to
encourage small farmer use of fertilizer failed to generate
m~aningful support. USAIO decided to concentrate a portion
of its managprial support 1/ in assisting an HFC publicity
effort aimed at persuading the small farmer to use fertilizer
and othpr crop aids. This effort included such activities as:

Placing HFC signboards containing various simple
slogans on fertilizer use.

Promoting school tours through the HFC and through
its "one-s top" stores.

Preparing signs comparing the advantages of using
fertilizer against their non-use and the advantages
of utilizing pesticides on cotton.

Addi tional means of outreach to the small farmer have been the set up

of "one-stop" storps and the development of an expanding distribution

network. The attractiQn of the "one-stop" stores rests in the fact that

they enable the> small farmer to make one stop for all. his agricultural

needs saving him time and transport costs. Not only do these stores sell

such agricultural products as small farmer tools and equipment, chemicals

for control of plant disease and pests, agro-chemicals, veterinary products

and the like. but they also allow thE' small farmer to receivE' immediate

instruction and demonstrations 'on how to apply these products from specially

trained retailero in each district.



-2-

The tactics to involve the small farmpr in fprti1izer usp
sppm to bp paying off. Fprti1izpr sa1ps appear to bp
increasing, although exact figurps can only bp pstab1ished
through program pva1uation.

Thr two ypar timr span for Phase I has madp it difficult to ass~ss

Bccurat p 1y thp impact of the projPct on s,:tua1 sgric.ultural production.

Npvprthpless. US AID , GOR, and HFe advisors have bpcome som~what a1armpd

at reCf'nt hints from thp Minis try of Agricu1turp suggpsting a dp:rpasp

in whpat production from 1975 figurps. Cotton production is said to

havt" inc:.reast"d slightly and "other" production may havp incrt"ast"d

minutply if at all. This informal information, if true, would be

pspe~ial1y confusing since the experimpntal plots~ meeting thpir

targpttf'd production goals. The advisor Team Leader admits to bping

s ompwha t puzz 1pd .

The officials of thp Agricultural Dpvf'lopmpnt Bank arp also
undprstandably concernpd ovp.r this statp of affairs and arp
auditing HFC's marketing departmpnt. This audit, which will
bp complptpd in August 1978, will invpstigate any operational
problems with rpsppct to distribution, othpr marketing
a:tivities, and HFC adminis trativf' fa.: tors.

It has been suggpstpd by s~e that therp werp unusually heavy rains in

Apr.1977 whi:h may have affectpd a certain pprcentagp of agri~ultural

produ~tion by washing away planted acrpage. (Since Heptar's soils arp

unusually low in organic material hp.avyrains in the mountainous arp8S

could wash away n~wly planted crops.)
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Another story going around is that the retailers who are
supposed to instruct the farmers are really "bad news".
It is further believed that misuse of fertilizer could
result in reducing agricultural production. Moreover,
if excess fertilizer were being ~sed, it would tend to
drain the GOH economy. Farmers would spend more money
than is npcessary and as a result the GOR would spend
more foreign e~change than necessary for the import of
'fer ti liz er •

Thus J the planned USAID program evaluation in Sept. 1978 will be very

timely indppd. The report is eagerly awaited by several organizations.

!/ There is some doubt as to whether HFC could opprate at all
without advisory assistance.
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6.
GOAL ALlGiMENT

1. Is the need implied in the G. still operative? Yes--- ___ No

2. Are the specified G. indicators still appropriate? Yes--- No Which?--- ---------t
It " " " " tt accessible? ___ Yes No Which?--- -------i

3. Are the specified sub-G. indicators still appropriate? --- Yes No Which?------------1
tt " " " " " accessible? Yes--- ___ No Which? -I

I
N•

4. Does achievement of stated purpose and
application of stated assumptions still hold
reasonable assurance of achieving the G.?

~.a.Have any new G. indicators (not previously
specified) become appropriate since the last
evaluation or beginning of project?

b.If so, are they accessible?

Yes---

Yes---
Yes---

___ No

No What?--- --------1
No Where?--- ------....



6.
PURPCEE ALIGNMENT

1. Is the specified Purpose statement still appropriate? __ Y N

If not, specify change(s) : _

Y N---
,
w
•

2. If yes, are all the specified purpose indicators still
appropriate?

Are all the specified purpose indicators still
accessib 1e?

3. a. Have any new P indicators become appropriate since
the las t rn1uation?

b. If so, are they accessible?

4. Does achievement of stated outputs and application of
stated assumptions still hold reasonable assurance of
achieving the Purpose(s)?

y---

---y

y

y

___ N

N---
N---

___ N



6.
ourptITS ALIGNMENT

1. Is the specified output statement still appropriate? _ Y N

2.

3.

If yes, are the specified output indicators still appropriate? Y N---- ----
a. Have any~ output indicators become appropriate since the last evaluation?

Y N--- What?--------------
b. Are they accessible? Y N Where?--------------

•~
I

~. Does provision of stated inputs and application of stated assumptions still hold
reasonable assurance of producing the output(s)? Y N



7.
TENABILITY OF ASSUMPTIONS

Specify assumptions cJitical to the evaluation:

GOAL:

SUBGOAL:

PURPOSE:

OUTPUT:

...



8.
EFFORTS 00 IN PtITS

1. a. Specify any input element(g) that geem(s) to be causing problems at this time:

b. Where is most accurate current indicator data located?---------------------1
c. Suggested method of col lee ti on:

d. Suggested method of analysis:

~. a. Specify whether probing for reasons of problem(s) is desired at this time:

b. If so, specify: Source(s) :

Yes No---

•0'\
, Collection method:

~. a. Specify indicator data location for other input elements: -;
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'9.
t- -.EF;;;..:F:..:E:.=c:r~IVENSSS (GOAL LEVEL)

1. Specify which of listed goal indicator(s) to concentrate on (if all, so state):

2. Data Source(s):

3. ~yslcal Location(s):

4. a. Method(s) of data collection:

b. Degree of precision necessary: Gross Normal Exacting

~. Hypotheses:

I....,
p.I Proposed Analyses:

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle



9.
EFFECfIVENBSS (PURPOOE LEVEL)

~. Specify which of the listed Purpose indicators is most relevant for the
objective of the present evaluation:-----------------

2. Data Source(s) : ....... _

3. Physical Location(s): _

~. a. Method(s) of data collection:-------------------
b. Degree of precision necessary: ___Gross Normal--- ___Exacting

•(X)
I

~. Hypotheses : _

6. Proposed Analys es : _



9.
EFFEC'TIVENE~S '(OUTPUT LEVEL)...-------------------

~. Specify which of listed Output indicators to concentrate on: (If all, so state):

2. Data Source(s) :

tJ. Physical Location(s):

~. a. Method(s) of data collection:

• b. Degree of precision necessary: Gross Normal Exacting
\0

•
5. Hypotheses:

~. Proposed Analyses:



10.
ADEQUACY/IMPACT/SIGNIFICANCE

1. State hypothftses in terms of output-purpose", purpose-goal or output-goal
linkages:

2. List other projects that may provide data:

~. Specify level of confidence required in conclusion(s):

Minimal--- Normal--- Extremely high----



11.
PROCESS

Specify the points of difficulty or success to be identified in the
evaluation (check as many as appropriate):

Project-USAID Mission
----Project-He institution(s)
--Projec t-HC government(s)
--Projec t-Othpr donor agenc les
=::=Project-AID!W
__Projec t-Suppliers
___Intraproject
_Other What 1 _



,
....
N,

12.
EFFICIENCY

- .. - -

1. What is the total cos t of the proJec t inputs (to date)?

Specify in terms of direct and indirect cos t:

2. Are the cost estimates still realistic? y N

If not, what new estimates shoo 1d be used 1

B. Specify basis of assessing value of achieving outputs, purposes, goa1s1

4. Specify period for which input to effectiveness indices are to be calculated:



STANDARD 5OLUTI rn
WORKSHOP B

SCOPE OF WORK & SPECIFICATIONS

Evaluation of Heptar Fertilizer Pro3ect I Sept. '78

This evaluation must deal with the following questions to determine

the extent of the project's effectiveness:

At the output level -

1. Is HFC now operating without advisory assistance, as shown
by Indicator 2a1

a. Data Source: Correspondence. and documents

b. Location: HFC and/or USAID Mission

c. Collection Method: search files, get copy or make notes

d•• Degree of Precision needed: normal

e. Hypothesis: HFC top management is now conducting
international business tt1insactions,
inc luding fertilizer procurement.

f. Analysis: find evidential records to support or refute
the hypothesis.
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2. Has HFC developed an adequate distribution network, as
shown by Indicator 3b?

a •. Data Source: Records

b. Location: HFC and/or USAID Mission

c. Collection Method.: search files , make" notes
, ".~ , \ -~'. ;. { , .

d. Degree of Precision needed: normal

e. Hypothesis: At least one retailer ~ in place in each
agricultural district (as of Sept. '77).

f. Analysis: find evidential records to support or refute
the hypothesis.
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3. ·Is HFC now marketing sgricul tural produc ts other than
fertilizer, as shown by Indicator 4a1

s. Data Source: Records

b. Location: HFCand/or US AID Miesion

c. Collection Method: search files, make notes

d. Degree of Precision needed: normal

e. Hypothesis: Sales of other agricultural inputs were
$2M by 1977 and!!! $2.5M in 1978. ----

f. Analysis: find evidential records to support or refute
the hypothesis.
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At the Purpose Level

4. Has small farmers' usage of fertilizer increased, as shown
by Indicators la and lb?

a. Data Source: Records

b. Location: Ministry. of Agriculture and/or USAID Mission

c. Collection Method: search files. make notes.

d. Degree of Precision needed: exacting

e. Hypothesis:

la. Number of small farmers using fertilizer
has increased to 65,000 by end of 1977.- .

lb. Total amount of small farmer fertilizer
sales has increased to 24,543 MT by end of 1977.

f. Analysis: find evidential data to support or refute
each of the hypotheses. Compare with baseline
figures.
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At the Sub-goal Level

5. Has agricultural production of small farmers increased, 8S shown
by the specified sub-goal indicator?

a. Data Source: Records

b. Location: Ministry of Agriculture

c. Collection Method: search files, make notes

d. Degree of Precision needed: exacting

e. Hypothesis:

.. 1977 :·Wheat produc tion~ increased at leas t 3'7. over 1976
. j

1977 Cotton production~ increased at least 10% over 1976

1977 Production of other crops ~ increased at least 5t over 1976

"f. Analysis: find evidential data to support or refute each
of above.

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle



-6-

Factors outside log fr~e

.!! the suspected discrepancy between fertilizer utilization

(purpose lev~l) and agricultural production (sub-goal level)

is actually found to exist, the evaluation must look into

the following:

1. Is rain a plausible reason?

a. Data Source: Precipitation Tables

b. Location: Ministry of Agriculture

c. Collection Method: get precipitation records for 1977

d. Degree of Precision needed: exacting

e. Hypothesis:

1. Rainfall for 1977 was significantly greater than average.

2. Rainfall for Aprill 1977 was abnormally high.

f. Analysis: Compare 1977 mean rainfall with previous years'
data, (t-test, chi square, or other).

Compare April 1977 data to determine itl
deviation (t-test, chi equare, or other).
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If the di8crepancy exists, ~hen also evaluate:

1. Are the retailers actually giving the farmer/customers
needed instruction and demonstration on proper application
of fertilizer?

a. Data Source: Records

b. Location: HFC

c. Collection Method: .earch files. make notes

d. Degree of Precision needed: normal

e. Hypothesis: Retailers!!£ ~oviding proper instruction
and demonstra~ions to the farmer~.

f. Analysis: Find evidential data to support or refute
the hypothesis.

Use of the services of an outside contractor to carry out this

evaluation has been agr~ed to by the Mission. AID/W, GOH and HFC

since a dispassionate and objective analysis of the project

might facilitate locating and correcting any problems.
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12.
EFFICIENCY

1. What is "the total cost of the projec t inpo ts (to date)? .. ..
~ '.., ..

Specify in terms of direct and indirect cos t:

2. Are the cost estimates still realistic? y N

If not, what new estimates should be used?

3. Specify basis of assessing value of achieving outputs, purposes, goals?

r.. Specify period for which input to effectiveness indices are to be calculated:
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STANDARD SOLunCN
WORKSHOP B

SCOPE OF WORK 6 5 PECIFICATlOOS

Evaluation of HeEter Fertilizer Pro1ect I Sept. '78

This evaluation must deal with the following questions to determine

the extent of the project's effectiveness:

At the output level -

1. Is lIFC now operating without advisory assistance, as shown
by Indicator 2a1

a. Data Source: Correspondence. and documents

b. Location: HFC and/or USAID Mission

c. Collection Method: search files, get copy or make notes

d. Degree of Precision needed: normal

e. Hypothesis: HFC top management is now conducting
international business transac tions J

including fertilizer procurement.

f. Analysis: find evidential records to support or refute
the hypothesis.

John M
Rectangle



-2-

2. Has HFC developed an adequate distribution network, as
shawn by Indicator3b?

a•. Data Source: Records

b. Location: ·.HFG and/orUSA~Mission

c. Collection Method: search files, make notes

d. Degree of Precision needed: normal

e. Hypothesis: At least one retailer is in place in each
agricultural district (as o~Sept. '77).

f. Analysis: find evidential records to support or refute
the hypothesis.



-3-

3. IsHFC now marketing agricultural products other than
fertilizer. as shown by Indicator 4a1

a. Data Source: Records

b. Location: HFC and/or USAID Mission

c. Collection Method: search files, make notes

d. Degree of Precision needed: normal

e. Hypothesis: Sales of other agricultural inputs were
$2M by 1977 and ~ $2.5M in 1978. ----

f. Analysis: find evidential records to support or refute
the hypothesis.
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At the Purpose Level

4. Has small farmers' usage of fertilizer increased, as shown
by Indicators la and Ib?

a. Data Sour.ce: Records

b. Location: Ministry of Agriculture and/or USAID Mission

c. Collection Method: search files, make notes

d. Degree of Precision" needed: exacting

e. Hypothesis:

la. Number of small farmers using fertilizer
.h!.! increased to 65,000 by end of 1977.

lb. Total amount of small farmer fertilizer
sales has increased to 24,543 MT by end of 1977.

f. Analysis: find evidential data to support or refute
each of the hypotheses. Compare wi th baseline
figures.
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At tilt'" Sub-goal I..t'vf'l

5. Has agricultural production of small farmers increased, as shown
by the specified sub-goal indicator?

a. Data Source: Records

b. Location: Ministry of Agriculture

c. Collection Method: search files~ make notes

d. Degree of Precision needed: exacting

e. Hypothesis:

. 1977 . 'Wheat production .h!! increased at leas t3% over 1976
. }

1977 Cotton production~ increased at least 1(j1.. over 197&

1977 Produc tion of other crops ~ increased at leas t 5% over 1976

f. Analysis: find evidential data to support or refute each
of above.
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Factors outside log frame

¥ the 8uspected discrepancy between fertilizer utilization

(purpose level) and agricultural production (8ub-goal level)

is actually found to exist, the evaluation must look into

the following:

1. Is rain a plausible reason?

a. Data Source: Precipitation Tables

b. Location: Ministry of Agriculture

c. Collection Method: get p~ecipitation records for 1977

d. Degree of Precision needed: . exacting

e. Hypothesis:
I

1. Rainfall for 1977 was significantly greater than average.

2. Rainfall for Aprill 1977 was abnormally high.

f. Analysis: Compare 1977 mean rainfall with previous years'
data, (t-test, chi square, or other).

Compare April 1977 data to determine its
deviation (t-test, chi square, or other).

-
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If the discrepancy exists. then also evaluate:

1. Are the retailers actually giving the farmer/customers
needed instruction and demonstration on proper application
of fertilizer?

a. Data Source: Records

b. Location: HFC

c. Collection Method: search files. make notes

d. Degree of Precision needed: normal

e. Hypothesis: Retailers ~ ~oviding proper instruction
and demonstrations to the farmers.

f. Analysis: Find evidential data to support or refute
the hypothesis.

Use of the services of an outside contractor to carry out this

evaluation has been agreed to by the Mission. AID/W. GOR and HFC

since a dispassionate and objective analysis of the project

might facilitate locating and correcting any problems.
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G7, 1-77)

EVALUATION

WORKSHOP

C

Participant Training Materials



Objective:

Materials:

Pr0cedures:

EVALUAnON WORKSHOP C

• To collect data on specified indicators at the output, purpose
and/or subgoal levels.

• To analyze the verbal data and reduce the quantitative data
'found, as appropriate.

1. Evaluation Specifications (Product of Workshop B)

2. Evaluation Analysis Form

3. The complete files of HFC, Heptar Ministry of Agriculture,
USAID Mission, and Heptar Meteorological Institute

You will review the Evaluation Specifications which were developed
in Workshop B. Pay special attention to the indicators and to the
lqcation of data on each of the indicators.

After reviewing the Evaluation Specifications, you will then read
the contents of this Workshop C training packet. The workshop
leader will answer any questions you may have. You will then form
subgroups of two or three. Each group will work together throughout
Workshop C. After the groups are formed, you will have to organize
yourselves and go to the data files to begin the data collection
and analysis efforts. It is recommended that you use the Evaluation
Analysis Form for recording your findings. Any quantitative data
should be reduced (e.g. averages and variation indication rather
than a distribution of raw numbers).

You will reconvene as a group of the whole after you hav~ completed
these activities. The workshop leader will ask a reporter from each
group to report their findings. The various groups' findings will
then be compared and discussed.
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INSTR\lCTI0NS W\lRKSlllP C

Step I - Data Collection

• You are to examine progress toward the appropriate output, purpose

and/or sUbgoal indicator targets based upon data that may be found
y. ' - •• ~

in the files of HFC, Ministry of Agriculture, USAID, and the

Weather Bureau.

• You use the indicators because they are the gauges of project success.

To de termine the"reading" on the gauges, you mus t find the progress

data that the project management team has collected during t~e im-

plementation period.

• Now if the indicators tell you that all is not going well, then you

have some problems because you're going to have to (1) determine

what happened, (2) determine why it happened, and then you're going

to have to (3) come up with suggested corrections for the remainder

of the project, or another phase if such is contemplated.

• You are going to have to search internally and externally for factors

which are causing HFC to go well or not so well. Examples of. the ex-

ternal factors which could slow up the progress of HFC could lie in the

environment in which the project operates, decreases in demand, and the

fact that the small farmers may not be responding to the incentive that

was built into the project, weather, and so on.



~tep '2 - Synthesis
t

formulate tentative recommendations.

Step 3 - Quantitative Data Reduction

• Calculate percentage, means, standard deviations if and as

appropriate.
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~orkshop C

C~~sideratio~s for Collecting Data

• Examine Baseline Carefully

• Baseline Data Includes all Data

- from 1964 (when fertilizer sales were rpcordpd) to

1976 (the bpgin~ing of the Ma~agemeit Support Project)

• Baseline Can be Used in the

- Analysis for a Comparison of Rates of Growth Before thp

Project and After Implementation
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Workshop C

The Analysis

• Breakdown of Data

• Answers Questions

• Permits Usp of Statistics

• Detects Data Flaws

• Addresses Flaws

• Leads to Recommendations
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ANAL YSIS ~VALUI\TIUN t'VKM

Achteved?
Des ign Leve1 Indicators (Yes No Partia lly) Devi.a tion(s) Major Problems / Comments

Subgoal:
To increase agricultural ., - -, - ..

production of small farmers 1.

0- -:

Purpose!
To increase small farmers • l.a. .-

annual usage of fertilizer 1. b. .

Output:
"Fe operates without ad-

,

v isoryassis tance 2.a.

"PC has developed a distri-
bution network with adequatE
supply and marketing capa- 3.b.
bility

HFC markets other agri-
cuI tural inpu ts 4.a.

(G7:-t '1-77)
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EVALUAnrn WORK..c;HOP D

Objt'lt.ive:. Wor~{shop 0 participants will:

• Carry out statistical hypothesis tests

• Formulate recommendations for Phase II Project redesign

• Write a draft evaluation report in outline form

Materials Needed:

1. Rainfall tables and data (from Workshop C)

2. Analysis recording form (Product of Workshop C)

Pr oc (':Ill r e : 1. Workshop partie ipants will fonn groups of twos or threes and

will work in these groups throughout the workshop with the rain-

fall tables, notes, statistical concepts and the analysis recording

form in hand. Workshop D participants ~ill carry out a statistical

hypothesis test to determine the importance of rainfall in the

decrease of wheat production. (Note: The Workshop leader will

assist you in carrying out this test.)

2. After the test has been completed, workshop participants will

then use the results of the analysis of the indicators ( which will

be recorded on the analysis recording form) to formulate recommenda-
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ti0ns which will be used in Phase II project redesign.

3. Once recommendations are formulated, Workshop D participants will

then write a draft evaluation report. This report should cover

problems identified in ·the analysis, shortcomings in the project

design and recommendations.
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ApPENDIX b

Draft Revised PD&E Seminar
Outline - 15 June 76

Title

1. ,St'lllfn~lr

o".i t'e t i Vt'~
and pr(~gt"a\\l

ll\l t 1i t\l'

II. TIll' Program
Conlext

1.II . P1' 0 j l' C t
S(' 1e c t i .01\

PID~ ~Rl~- pp

Dl"scription of Content and Scope

1. D~Hcrirtion of s~minar objec­
tiVl'~ nnd program contl'nt. _1/

2. Bri.('[ ov('rviC'w of tll(' tn("thods
and (orms AID us <'s i.n its <1 ('s ign
and C'valuation of projects 2/

1. OverviC'w of recent AID policy
and procedure changes regarding
design and evaluation

2. AID program policy

3. Reconciliation of H.C. and AID
goals

4. the DAP

5. Sector Analysis and plan

6. the Goal hierarchy

7. choice among alternative program
s tra tegies

8. the G- Plink

1. Problem definition -1/

2. Guidelines for conducting
sector analyses

3. Social ~oundness Analysis - should
be discussed when discussing PRP

4. Means-end analysis

5. Choice among alternative proje~t

strategies

Time

Day
AM

Day 1
AM

-1/ This description should include an explicit sta'trment of the behavioral object­
ivC's, and hmol th(' achievement of thesE' objectivrs might benefit the participants,
USAID's, AID/W, and host countries.

2/ A glossary for tht' acronyms should he provided herp.
3/ Discuss the PIn in the problem definition; PRP witl1alternativc stratC'gips

and PP with the log frame
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Ti tIt' Description of Content and Scope Time

IV. Dl'sip.n 1. D('sc ription of the concepts, Day 1
Cone t'pt~: purposes nnd usC's of the PH
tllt' logll'al log frame' -.!!../
[l":ttUl'\oJllrk

me III Ot!l, logy 2. The in tf'rnal logic and thl'
importance of aSSlunp ti ons

----v. lk~lr,1l

l' cf ti lIlh' Critique of ac tual projpct design Day I
taken from agency [il~s PM

VI. Dl'sign
Workshop A2-..1

Review, critique and correct several
log frame designs with built-in
'"eakness es and errors. -f!../

Day l'
PM

-!!/ State how PPT may be used to monitor and manage the project through the log frame.
It is important to tell the group of the relationship between the log frame and
PPT at this point hut the lecturer should not go into detail about it. He/she
should indicate that PPT \oJill be covered later in the course. In pointing out
tll(' us os of the log [rrune the fac t thatit is a tool of proj ec t des ign, ('va lua tion
and rcdpsign should be stressed.

-1/ Soml' group interaction excC'rcises to develop the proper dynamics should precede
tIle' suhs t.m ti vc por ti on of Workshop I. .

-!!../ Such (-'xcercises must be designed for their heuristic value(i.e. to teach specific
concvpts) and as building blocks for ensuing workshops. Feedback should be pro­
vided at conclusion of workshop by facilitator.
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Ti t 1l' Description ·of Content and Scope ~

VII. Ill' ~ ign ] . Target setting - absolute vs. Day 2
Cri.l:eri'l l"('lative targets AM

2 • Good and bad prac tices of
targetse t ting

3. Internal criteria vs.
<'x tern,ll critl'ria

4. Replicability
S. Spread c ffec t
6. Cos t/bene fi t
7 • Cos t effectiveness
8. Functional phasing of long-term proj ec ts

projec ts
9. Experience 'tvi th external

factors/ assumptions
10. Deal fng 'tvi th uncertainty
11. Probabi 1 i ty factors
12. Test of causal linkages

VIII. Building 1. Summary of evaluative elements and Day 2
E\'a1U.:1 t i nn Hc tions which mus t be built into AM
Ell'llll'nts project/program'design and into
i n l 0 Ill·:.;-1 gn implementation plan

2. 11H~ project as nn information system
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Title'

IX. D('~i.gn

\vorl<shop B

Description of Content and Scope

Cl"i tique and correc t LlC tual
projl'ct(S) taken from
Agency files

Day 2
PN

2/ Hore' complex and rp] istic projects than in Workshop I; Feedback to be provided
at conclusion.
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Ti.tl(' Description of Content and Scope

x. Indi.cators
Illl'HS\l n'!nt'll t

. t t'('h\\lq\lt'~;,

IlH'illl!i 0 r
V('J":I f l(.~a ll~l1l

1.
2.

3.
4.
s.

6.

7 •

8.
9.

Criteria for writing indicators
Tests of good and bad practices
of ,,,ritinr. indicators
T.:lr~f'ttillg i lHli eators
V(' ri fica ti. ontt'chniques
Indicntors of instituti.onal
capability
Sources of indicators (PRP and
PAR, Sc1l\"ab I s program)
Sources of information for deve­
loping indicators
Qu('stions indicators must answer
Reasons why indicators are not
targctted and why they are not
usrd on a wide-spread basis.

Day 3
AM

John M
Rectangle



Ti t ll' })l'~l' 1" 1Pti on of C0Ill('1l t ,1\lll Sc 01H' '1':lllH'----
XI. nl'~: I ~·.11 l'r('pan' n l!<,sign using the Day 3

\010,-1,:; 1, op G log erlllH(' \~1 th elH'S -lll PH

...21 SOli1\.' cells of the In<1trix sl\ol'ld be pre-ftlll·d in to serv<:~ as prompts [lod dictate
a crrtain internal logic. Provide Icedback.



XII. nt'Hi gn
l'roh1t'mB

1. Discussion of the errors In the
Cllses in t.zorkshopH I & II and
tIll' m8.1or prob1ems of III

Day 4
AH

2. Modlfication 1 & 2 of log frame

2. Examp!es of indicators for each
type of project AID sponsors.

XIII. Progn'sR
.indieator
Program

1. Demonstration of Schwab indicator
program

Day 4
AM
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Title Dcscripton of ContC'nt and Scope Time

xlv. ])('H l.)~n Pr()pare n complC'tC' d()sign Day 4
\~nrkH1H11) D using the log frame. 9 I PM

-1/ Including measurement and verification aspects given only the narrative
country description. Each trai~cc should do this individually first and
then arrive at a group solution.
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Drscription of Cont~nt and Scope

xv. n~Rign

Crltiqut.,
1. Critique proj~ct designs done in

Workshop IV.
Day 5
AN

XVI. PBAR
RC'vi ('\"

2. Cover modificntions # and 4,5,
6 and 7 of log frnm0

A discussion of the five informatio-
nal systems developed by PBAR Task Force

Day 5
AN

XVII. Imp] «.'\111.'n­

Lltion pbll1­
nin~,

nl' t\"orl<in~
PP'l'

1.

2.

~verview of 11l't\vorkine principles, 1Il1

Description of PPT, including CPIs,
etc. as a managemen t sys tern for monl­
taring

Day 5
AN

] 01 \.,i th pxnmp1es
111 The k~y hcr~ is to show th~ l"C'lationship of PPT to log frame. Str~ss

should b~ given to th~ fact that the PPT system strengthens project
design, implC'mentation~ evaluation ~nd replanning.
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XVIII.

T:J. ti<'

DC'Hi.gn
Worl\shop E

Description of Content and Scope

Mappi.ng PPT and log frame. 11:../

Time

Day 5
PM

12/ Participants will use the project design developed in Workshop IV
for this. Pr ovidf' feedback.
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Ti tIc- ' Dc-scription of Content and Scope

XIV. Rf'vi t'\oJ (\ (

Fi r~; t \v('('l{
Day 6
AH

:\x. In 1 l'o<hlC lion ,1.
to Eva 1\1:\ li,01\ 11/

Purposes

a. target(s) attainment
b. resource allocation 'and funding
c. sector/program level effectiveness
d. confirrn~tion of deve1opment'strategy/

~ec~no1ogy ,
e. 6os~ etfectiveness
f. policy formulation

Day 6
AM

2. Types

"
"
"

11

"

"
c.

C'.

f.

b. assessment of
It "

d.

,a. summativc-formative
Efforts 14/
Effects 15/
Adequacy 161
Efficiency-17/
Process lJi/-

13/ A clear distinction beooJeen PAR and evaluation needs to be made.
141 ..... "inputs" in log frame.
lsI ~ "outputs" and indicators.

1.!:..1 a measure of effects relative to need.
JJJ ratio measures of efforts to effec ts
l.§.1 11m.] and why a project is or is not ~.]orking.



XXI.

XXII.

Title'

Casp studies
in ('valuation
d<'s 19n

EV.l1uallo!l
\oJorlu~hnp F

Dpscription of Content and Scope

Case studies illustrating hO\o1 evaluation
design is chosen to serve different
objectives.

R~viC'w) critique' and correct s~vcrnl

~valuation Study Designs and Scopes
, ) . ~

of '-lork ~ 11/ '

Time

Day 6
PM

Day 6
PM

• 1:1.1 IncludC' caseS of misapplication of designs to objectives; provide
f~C'dbnck at lvorkshop
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1'i t 1e Description of Content and Scope • Time

XXIII. Evaluation
strntegics

1.

2.

Quasi experimental - non randomization

Cross sectional

Day 7
AM

3. 1'in1(' s('rics

I... Formative: evaluating an ongoing projC'ct
,,,i thou tcontrol COlldi tions .

5. . Summativc: evaluating a completed project
without control conditions

XXIV. Evalu:l tion 1. Hypotheses Day 7
Procedures 20/ AM

2. Sampling and defining the unit

3. Da ta collec tion

4. Graphic presentation

5. Causality, association and effec t

20/ The actual behavioral objective must be reaffirmed here: the purpose
is ~ to attempt to make them statisticians or research design
experts but rather to enable them to specify the proper scope of ~vork

for an evaluation and to interpret the findings correctly.
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Ti II (' Description of Content and Scope

xxv. EV;11 \l;ll i Ill)

\~ I H Ii.:ll "'1' (:
1 •

'.~ .
Spc'\cify dl'tdgll giVPll objectivp

Fonnulnte hypothesp9

Identify data collection system

Day 7
PH

(Note: provide partial feedback here only)
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Title' Description of Conte'nt and Scope

11

XVI. Evaluation 1. Significance: statistical and
ProcC'dures (cont. ) prac tical

2. Methods to tes t evaluation
hypotheses ll.l

3. 8. One sample situation 22/

b. Two sample " '!:1./

c. More than two " " 24/

Day 8
AM

t

£11 Simple Tests on: mC'ans, percentages, distributions, correlation and
tr~nds. TIle objective is knowing properties and interpretation,~ how
to calculate .

221 Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.
231 Chi square and t-test, Hann-l·lhitney U test
241 Friedman two way Analysis of Variance
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XXVII.

,

•

TitlC'

.Evalliat i on
laTorkshop II

Description of Content and Scope

Given a filled-in log frame and PPT,
write evaluation of scope of work

Day 8
PM
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Titl" Description of Content and Scope

XXVIII.

•

Case StudiC's
in Evnluution

1. Case studies continued (case studies
should cover the four areas of AID's
project involvement) .

Day 9
A1-1

•

XXIV. F.valuntlon
Proc('chtl"('s
(/~ Oil t(l.)

2. How to rcpl3n based on evaluation
findings

1. Methods to tes t evaluation hypotheses
(cont. )

d~· .Unders tanding corrpla tion '1:.1/

e. Understanding partial correlation 26/

f. Understanding regression-discontinuity
designs

Day 9
AM

~/ Product-moment r, rank order r

26/ Kendall partial rank correlation
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•

•

XX]{.

'1'1 t h·---
Evaluntion
lo1orkshop I TIl

Given documents nornlu11y available
in the field

1. Write evaluation scope of work
~pecifyi~g prefercd strategy
and proc edures

2. Interpret evaluation report

3. Make recommendations based
on evaluation

Day 9
PH

llJ Provide partial feedback
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XXXI.

• XXXII.

xx",{III.

XXIV.

•

'1'i t 1('

Organtzntion~l

and n~anagl'mC'nt

aspcots of
C'valun tiOll

DevC'lopmcnt
Information
SC'rvic.C's
(DIS)

Comp!C'l:I.on of
quC'stionnaire

IHS\H'S and
Anmv('rs

.28/

DC'scriptiotl of Contpnt and Seop"

Description of roles played by
HC, USAID,Contractors, PAS As ,
Vol Ags, and AID/W.

Description of DIS design characteristics,
holdings and service modes

Open-ended discussion of the content of
the seminar and training techniques

Day 10
AH

Day 10
AM

Day 10
AM

Day 10
AM

*

28/ Questionnaire should be administered at this point to avoid
consensual influence on individual respo~.
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~v.

XXVI •.

•

Title

Valedictory
remarks and
presentation
of certificates

Selected non-AID participant gursts
describe design and evaluation in their
own organizations (PVOs, grantf'cs, lICs,
other donors)

Tfm<:'

Day 10
PH

Day 10
PH
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• el.

Revised Outline

PROGRAM DESIGN & EVALUATION SEMINAR
(Group Seven, July 1976)

DAY: 1 2 3 4 5

AM

I Seminar objectives
and program outline

II The program
Context

III Project Selec tion
PID-PRP-PP

Priori ty #1

VII Design Criteria

VIII Building Evalu­
ation Elements into
Design.

Priority #1

X Indicators, mea­
suremen t techn'iques,
means of verification

Priori ty 111

XII Design Problems
!Discussion of the
errors in the cases in
Workshops I & II and
the major problems of
III. Modification 1 &
~ of log frame.
XIII· Progress indica­
tor program.
~emonstration of Schwab
indicator program.
Examples of indicators
for each type of pro­
ject AID sponsors.

Priori ty 111

XV Design Critique
Critique project de­
signs done in Work­
shop IV.
Cover modifications
3, 6, and· 7 0 f the
log frame.
XVI PBAR Review

Priority #2
XVII Implementation
planning, networking
PPT.

Priori ty #2 or 11:

PM

IV Design Concepts:
the logical framework
methodology
V Design Critique
VI Design Workshop A:
review and critique
log frame designs with
built-in errors.

Columns I &IV of .
Log Frame

IX Design Workshop B
Critique and correct
actual projects taken
from Agency files

Columns II & III of
Log Frame

3 - 5 PM
Critique and Integrate
Workshop A & B

XI Design Workshop C XIV Design Workshop D XVIII Design Work­
Prepare a design using Prepare and complete shop E
the log frame with· design using the log Mapping PPT and log
cues. frame. frame

L.
Priori ty iFl Priority 42 Priori ty 11 Priori ty 1/1
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DAY:

AM

PM

•

6

XIV Revi.ev of Firs t
Week

xx Introduction to
Evaluation

Priority #1

XXI Evaluation Strate
gies

XXII Evaluation Work­
shop A:Review, cri­
tique and correct
several Evaluation
Study Designs and
Scopes of 'Work.

Priority 12

7

III Case Studies in
Evaluation design
illustrating how
evaluation design is
chosen to serve dif­
ferent objectives

IV Evaluation Pro­
cedures

Priority #1

xxv Evaluation Work­
shop B:

1. Specify design
given objective
2. Specify s tra­

tegy given history
3. Formulate hypo­

theses
4. Identify data

collection system

Priority 11

8

XXVI Evaluation pro­
cedures (contd~)

Priori ty til

I Evaluation Work­
shop C:

Given a filled-in
, log frame and PPT,
write evaluation of
s cope of work

Priority,H2

9

XXVIII Cas e Stud ies in
Evaluation

Priori ty' t/2

XXIX Evaluation Pro­
cedures( con td.)

xxx Evaluation Work­
shop D:

Given documents
normally availa­
ble in the field

1. Write evalu­
ation scope of
work specifying
preferred strategy
and procedures
2. Interpret evalu

ation report
3. Make recommenda

tions based on it.
Priori ty t/2

10

I Organizational
and management as­
pects of evaluation

II Development
Information Ser­
vices (DIS)

of

and

Priority 12

XXXV Selected non­
AID participant
guests describe
design andevalu­
ation in their
own organizations
(PVO's, grantees,
HC's, other donors)

XXXVI Valedictory
remarks and pre­
sentation of
certificates
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APPENDIX 7

EV:u.t:ATIW ~~n:G CHART

....

~'a::.c 0:: ?~rsOQ ,
P.£'s?Ca:.1~ le for ..
E:-:<:1. r~ n:slng, Tcn~b11ity Effcrts Effr.c tivmcs£ Ad NiUllC yl

i CO:1d';:' ti:'l~ & Hoat Country . Evaluation Align~cnt of Project of or or rJllp;~Ctl

f;'
~:'"! ~.~ l",;,. Participation Staff1n~ Dcsi~n Ass~Ptions Inputs Pc'r fcrmancc Si~n1ficnncl Process Ef!i::1 (,:lC~

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 1.2
I\!D IiC DC Co;l1 Purp. Output G

.
P 0

?l~: Person (9)_,__ ffi]Cont!·.:.=t:
9':r i :~:::;': T1tl~(s)___

· \" . I Oq;a.,ization(s

I:

- I' .-
j t

If __
~;: I; _.1. -y... i..-

I, f
I

L_
I

.
~~:

.r· . 1..·..·-
I 1 I I

I I

I I I
BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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