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FOREWORD

This report is the third review of A.I.D. evaluation studies
sponsored by the Bureau for Program and Policy coordination/
Center for Development Information and Evaluation (PPC/CDIE).
The review covers 287 reports submitted by USAID Missions and
offices during FY 1987 and FY 1988. Unlike the two previous
reviews, which synthesized substantive -lessons learned- from
the findings of evaluation reports, this review focuses on the
quality of the evaluations as revealed by the characteristics of
the studies, including their scope, focus, methods, and
techniques.

The review has given PPC/CDIE an opportunity to assess the
extent to which the Agency has begun to comply with gUidance in
the A.I.D. Evaluation Handbook issued in April 1987. Informa­
tion about the reports submitted during FY 1987 serves as a
baseline for tracking the Agency's performance in particular
areas that may require special attention and support.

Some of the findings of the review confirm what we already
suspected from anecdotal information and from our reading of
particular studies. The review gives us a more complete picture
of our evaluation practice and, thus, a clearer understanding of
its important dimensions. This understanding alerts us to the
possibilities for using evaluation more effectively and effi­
ciently and for bringing into our operations the most recent
developments in the evaluation field.

For many years, A.I.D. was in the forefront of donor agen­
cies in its support for, and use of, systematic evaluations.
More than a dozen countries have corne to adopt a version of
A.I.D.'s Logical Framework, a technique originally developed by
the Agency in the early 1970s to support project planning and
evaluation. However, during the last decade, the practice of
evaluation in the United States and worldwide has undergone many
changes, and the Agency has fallen behind in its efforts to
apply and build on new approaches that seem most appropriate and
usefUl for foreign assistance programs.

Other findings of the review alert us to new problems, for
example, the declining level of participation on evaluation
teams by A.I.D. staff and host country representatives, compared
with earlier years. The review also reopens the question of
what constitutes a useful, actionable recommendation for Missions
and for other entities involved in A.I.D.-supported programs.
Finally, A.I.D.'S continuing difficulty in capturing evaluative
information on cross-cutting issues takes on new significance in
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an environment in which accountability for results is increas­
ingly emphasized. For example, the evaluations reviewed still
tend to ignore issues related to gender and environmental
effects. An exception in this regard is the increased attention
devoted to questions about sustainability.

Our readers are welcome to share with PPC/CDIE their com­
ments on the report and their suggestions for future reviews.

Janet Ballantyne
Associate Assistant Administrator
Bureau for Program and Policy

Coordination
Center for Development Information

and Evaluation
U.S. Agency for International

Development
May 1989
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SUMMARY

This study presents the results of a review of 287 evalua­
tion reports submitted by U.S. Agency for International Develop­
ment (A.I.D.) Missions and offices during FY 1987 and FY 1988.
It focuses on two main areas:

Various measures of compliance with guidance in the
A.I.D. Evaluation Handbook (April 1987)

Various descriptors of the quality of the evaluations
as evidenced in the reports, including their scope,
focus, methods, and techniques

Findings

Eighty-nine percent of the reports evaluated single
A.I.D. projects, 10 percent evaluated more than one
project, and 1 percent evaluated nonproject assistance.

On certain key measures (completeness of report ele­
ments and complexity of evaluation methods), evalua­
tions completed in the Asia and the Near East region
and the Latin America and the Caribbean region were
rated more positively than evaluations for other
regions and bureaus.

A.I.D. staff participated as evaluation team members in
29 percent of the evaluations, 53 percent of the evalu­
ations were conducted solely by contracted evaluators,
and host country evaluators participated in 27 percent
of the evaluations.

sixty-nine percent of the evaluations were interim;
that is, they were carried out during project imple­
mentation rather than at the end of the project or
after project termination.

In terms of the primary focus of the evaluation, 64
percent primarily addressed questions about the
project's outputs; 28 percent primarily addressed
questions about the project's purposes; and 2 percent
primarily addressed questions about goals.

Almost complete or complete data were available on
project outputs in 51 percent of the reports, on pro­
ject purposes in 19 percent of the reports, and on
project goals in 4 percent of the reports. These
ratings were generally consistent across sectors and
bureaus.
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Data collection techniques relied heavily on key infor­
mant interviews and, to a somewhat lesser extent,
on-site visits; little or no use was made of focus
group or community interviews, informal or formal
surveys, or direct observation. This may reflect the
short duration of the evaluations, which averaged about
1 month for fieldwork" and preparation of the first
draft of the report.

Of evaluations using various analytical methods, 11
percent made some use of comparison or control groups;
50 percent analyzed some trend data (over two or more
points in time); and 23 percent undertook a detailed
cost-effectiveness analysis.

Sixty percent of the reports contained information on
the project's financial monitoring and 79 percent
contained information on program monitoring: on a
five-point scale, 66 percent of the projects evaluated
rated high (i.e., at the top two scale points) on the
adequacy of financial monitoring, and 54 percent rated
high on the adequacy of program monitoring.

A total of 59 percent of the reports called for some
form of improvement in the project's monitoring, evalu­
ation, or management information systems.

Two-thirds of the reports included the required Evalua­
tion Summary or Project Evaluation Summary, with a
section listing actions to be taken based on the evalu­
ation.

On average, somewhat fewer than half of the recommenda­
tions in the evaluation reports were considered -A.I.D.­
actionable w; that is, they could be acted on by the
sponsors of the evaluations. The remaining recommenda­
tions were directed toward those implementing the
projects.

Forty-two percent of evaluation reports cited prior
evaluations. Of those, 42 percent (18 percent overall)
noted that recommendations from earlier evaluations had
not been implemented.

Women-in-development issues were addressed in detail in
9 percent of the evaluations, environmental issues were
addressed in detail in 8 percent, and sustainability
issues were addressed in detail in 36 percent of the
evaluations.



-xii-

Cost data (available for 45 percent of the evaluations)
indicate a mean cost per evaluation of $37,130, with 17
~ercent of the evaluations having costs less than
$10,000, and 20 percent having costs more than $60,000.
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GLOSSARY

Bureau for Africa, A.I.D.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and purpose

The Center for Development Information and Evaluation in
the Agency for International Development's Bureau for Program
and Policy Coordination (A.I.D./PPC/CDIE) develops and issues
Agency guidance on program and project evaluation, while opera­
tional responsibility for the conduct of A.I.D. evaluations is
decentralized among the Agency's bureaus and Missions. PPC/CDIE
also serves as the repository of A.I.D.'s evaluation-related
information and uses its store of data to summarize, synthesize,
and disseminate development information of value to managers,
planners, and policymakers. CDIE's information base stems
largely from A.I.D.'s evaluation reports and their accompanying
Project Evaluation Summaries (PESs) or Evaluation Summaries
(ESs).

To help accomplish its mission, CDIE periodically under­
takes a synthesis and analysis of the Agency's evaluations.
This report is a continuation of that effort, which began in
1982. It is based on evaluation data received by CDIE in the
past 2 years and focuses on two areas:

Measures of compliance with guidance in the 1987 A.I.D.
Evaluation Handbook

The emphases of the evaluations and the methodologies
and techniques they employed

1.2 Methods and Procedures Used

In August 1988 CDIE contracted with Development Associates,
Inc. to prepare a written report on the quality and coverage of
the evaluation reports submitted by A.I.D. units during FY 1987
and FY 1988, relative to a list of predefined elements. In late
August, CDIE furnished Development Associates with a list of
evaluation reports to be included in the study.

The process of assembling the needed materials proved to be
a difficult one. Many reports are on the CDIE data system
without a summary, and some summaries are on the system without
any corresponding report; occasionally the same documents have
been entered into the system twice, or the report and summary of
the same evaluation have been assigned different system identi­
fication numbers.
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Although such anomalies are not unusual in large, complex data­
bases such as CDIE's, the lesson to be learned here is simply
that the CDIE evaluation database is not yet working perfectly,
and users should approach it with that realization.

Simultaneous to assembling the materials for review, Devel­
opment Associates, in consultation with CDIE, refined the list
of elements to be assessed and developed a rating and data entry
form for recording the presence, absence, value, extent, or
degree of the information of interest. The resulting form
(contained in Appendix A) provided for more than 100 discrete
entries from each evaluation.

Once the materials were assembled and the data recording
form finalized and approved by A.I.D., the raters were given an
orientation on the coding procedures. The rating process was
divided into two steps. First, an initial rater recorded the
factual elements that involved little professional jUdgment or
required little detailed knowledge of A.I.D. Then, a more
senior and experienced professional read the evaluation report
and the accompanying PES/ES to rate the remaining, more substan­
tive items, such as identifying the principal focus of the
evaluation analysis. Two individuals were responsible for
completing Step 1, and four individuals participated in Step 2.

During the initial weeks of the rating period the raters
met frequently to clarify their interpretations and discuss the
treatment of unusual cases to ensure a high degree of reliability
in the ratings. In addition, Step 2 raters checked the Step 1
ratings, and a random set of 50 reports was rated independently
by all possible pairs involved in completing Step 2. Once a
high degree of reliability was established, the remainder of the
forms were completed first by one and then by a second rater.

Once ratings were complete, the forms were thoroughly
edited, and the data entered into a dBASE III+ file, using a
customized data entry screen identical to the rating/data entry
form. In addition, dBASE III+ was used to calculate values
(e.g., the -life of project-) using variables related to the
project's start and end dates and a sequence of dBASE codes.
Verification of a significant random sample of the data resulted
in the statistical assurance that the data entry process had an
accuracy of more than 99 percent. While dBASE III+ was used for
the initial data entry, calculations, and refining procedures,
SYSTAT was the application software used for the analytical
procedures and for calculating composite variables. Lotus 1-2-3
was used for generating graphs and sorting the file to present a
list of all the projects and evaluation reports (see Appendix B).
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1.3 Contents of This Report

The purpose of this report is to present descriptive find­
ings and selected analyses from the evaluation synthesis.
Section 2 provides an overview of the focus and coverage of the
evaluations included in this study. Section 3 focuses on the
evaluation management process; it addresses the time required to
complete the steps in the evaluation process, the completeness
of evaluation scopes of work and reports, evaluation costs, the
characteristics of implementors of the evaluations, and the
evaluations' perceived utility to A.I.D. Section 4 presents
information about previous monitoring and evaluations of projects
evaluated, and Section 5 provides data on three cross-cutting
issues of interest to CDIE (i.e., women in development, the
environment, and participant training). The final section
presents data on the methods and techniques used in A.I.D.
evaluations. The appendixes include the rating form and
instructions and a list of the projects covered by the evalua­
tion reports.

2. FOCUS AND COVERAGE OF EVALUATIONS

A total of 287 evaluation reports were examined, of which
255 (89 percent) were evaluations of single projects, 29 (10
percent) evaluated more than one project, and 3 (1 percent) did
not evaluate projects, but rather examined other forms of
program assistance (e.g., housing guarantees).

The evaluation reports examined can be described in terms
of the characteristics of (1) the projects and (2) the evalua­
tion processes and reports.

2.1 Characteristics of Projects Evaluated

Because most of the evaluations were of single projects, a
summary of project characteristics can be made. In some cases
reports concerned multiple projects or no projects; in these
cases the project characteristics are listed as -missing- in
tables.

Table 1 shows the number of evaluated projects by bureau.
As can be seen, 87 percent of the evaluations were of projects
in regional bureaus, although there were also a significant
number of projects financed by the Science and Technology
Bureau. Table 2 shows the regional locations of the projects
evaluated, and the most frequent country locations. Projects in
Honduras, Costa Rica, and Egypt were the most frequently
evaluated.
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Table 1. Bureau of Projects Evaluated

Bureau
NO. of

Evaluation Reports Percentage

Latin America and the Caribbean
Asia and the Near East
Africa
Science and Technology
Food for Peace and Voluntary Assistance
Private Enterprise

Total

97
79
73
29

5
4

287

34
28
25
10

2
1

100

Table 2. Regional and Most Frequent Country Locations
of projects Evaluated

Region/Country

Africa
Zaire
Lesotho

Asia and the Near East
Egypt
Bangladesh
Indonesia
Thailand
India
pakistan

No. of
Evaluation Reports Percentage

79 28
9 3
7 2

84 29
11 4

9 3
8 3
8 3
7 2
7 2

Latin America and the Caribbean
Honduras
Costa Rica
Bolivia
Peru
Ecuador

Multiregion

109
13
11

9
8
7

15

38
5
4
3
3
2

5
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Raters categorized projects according to sectors, funding
size, and length of project. As indicated in Table 3, health
and population projects were evaluated most frequently, followed
by rural development and agriculture projects. Analyses relating
sector and bureau indicated that Africa had a higher than
average number of agricultural projects, Latin America and
Caribbean had a higher than average number of private enterprise
projects, and the Science and Technology Bureau had a higher
than average number of projects involving health and population.

Table 3. Projects Evaluated by Sector

Sector
No. of

Evaluation Reports Percentage

Health and Population 76 26
Rural Development 53 18
Agriculture 50 17
Private Enterprise 40 14
Forestry, Energy, Environment, and

Natural Resources 27 9
Education and International Training 21 7
Nutrition 8 3
Urban Development 5 2
Other 7 2

Total 287 100

Note: Percentage totals in this and other tables may not add to
100 because of roundings.

As shown in Table 4, the most frequent functional accounts
were Agriculture, Rural Development and Nutrition, and Economic
Support Fund. Funding size and length of project (in years) are
shown in Tables 5 and 6.
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Table 4. Projects Evaluated by Account

Account
No. of

Project Evaluations Percentage

Agriculture, Rural Development,
and Nutrition 67

Economic Support Fund 40
Health 29
Selected Development Activities 29
Population 24
Education and Human Resources 17
Sahel Development Program 13
International Disaster Relief/Assistance 4
Southern Africa Fund 2
Child Survival 1

Total 226

30
18
13
13
11

8
6
2
1
o

100

Note: Reports missing this characteristic = 61 (21 percent).

Table 5. Projects Evaluated by Funding Size

No. of
Funding Size Projects Percentage

Less than $500,000 10 4
1500'000-$1 million 13 6

1 million-t5 million 50 22
5 million- 10 million 47 21
10 million- 50 million 91 40
50 million-tloo million 11 5

More than $100 million 5 2

Total 227 100

Note: Reports missing this characteristic = 60 (21 percent).
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Table 6. projects Evaluated by Project Length

Project Length
(Years)

No. of
Evaluation Reports Percentage

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10 or more

Total

16 7
20 9
33 14
47 20
30 13
25 11
27 12
12 5
21 9

231 100

Note: Reports missing this characteristic = 56 (20 percent).

Finally, evaluation reports were examined to determine
whether evaluators had rated the project or its components as
Whighly successful. w (Typically, evaluators are not asked to
render an overall summative assessment, so an absence of comment
does not imply a negative judgment.) A total of 41 evaluation
reports (14 percent) reported a highly successful project, and
an additional 32 reports (II percent) reported a highly
successful project component.

Also, an analysis was conducted to determine the types of
projects reported to be highly successful or to have highly
successful components. Agriculture projects (14 percent) and
education and training projects (15 percent) were less likely
than other projects (31 percent) to be evaluated as highly
successful. Also, the longer the project, the more likely it
would be rated highly successful (2-4 years = 16 percent, 5-9
years = 24 percent, 10 or more years = 52 percent). There were
no major differences by bureau or project size.

2.2 Characteristics of Evaluation Reports

The evaluation reports were categorized according to whether
they were interim evaluations (carried out more than 6 months
prior to project completion), final evaluations (carried out in
the last 6 months of the project or within 1 year after project
completion), ex post evaluations (carried out more than a year
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following project completion), or other evaluations (not project
specific). Most of the reports (69 percent) were interim evalu­
ations, though there were also a large number of final evaluations
(29 percent). There were few ex post (1 percent) and other evalu­
ations (1 percent). Also, there were no major differences in
percentages of interim and final evaluations by sponsor or sector.

Evaluation reports were also categorized according to
whether they were internal or external evaluations. An evalua­
tion was characterized as internal if it included anyone from
A.I.D. or the organization implementing the project on the
evaluation team. Using this standard, 31 percent of these
evaluations that could be rated were internal. It should be
noted that only 7 percent of all evaluations are done using only
A.I.D. personnel, so most of the internal evaluations actually
involved mixed teams. The proportion of internal evaluations
was particularly large in Africa (51 percent) and Asia and Near
East (41 percent). Only 13 percent of evaluations sponsored by
other bureaus were done internally.

Scopes of work for evaluations and evaluation reports were
also examined to determine the extent to which inputs, outputs,
purposes, goals, and assumptions were addressed. In each case,
the extent of emphasis in the scopes of work or evaluation
report was rated on a four-point scale: a = not at all; 1 =
addressed minimally; 2 = addressed in detail; and 3 = primary
focus. Table 7 shows the distributions for these variables.

Table 7. Emphases of Scopes of Work and Evaluation Reports
(percentages')

NO. of
Evaluation

Reports

Not
at All

( 0)

Mini­
mally

(1)

In
Detail

( 2)

Primary
Focus

(3) Total

Scopes of Work

Inputs 179 20 50 27 3 100
Outputs 179 1 2 36 61 100
Purposes 179 2 17 51 31 100
Goals 179 27 53 18 3 100
Assumptions 173 21 47 31 1 100

Evaluation Reports

Inputs 287 4 50 43 3 100
Outputs 287 a 4 32 64 100
Purposes 287 2 18 53 28 100
Goals 282 22 57 18 2 100
Assumptions 259 10 49 40 1 100
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As can be seen from Table 7, inputs and assumptions were
somewhat more likely to be addressed in evaluation reports than
in scopes of work for evaluations. In general, however, evalua­
tion reports seemed to reflect the emphases of the relevant
scopes of work.

The emphases of evaluation reports did not differ by spon­
sor, sector, or timing of the evaluation. For every major
category of reports, outputs were most frequently emphasized,
followed by purposes.

3. EVALUATION MANAGEMENT PROCESS

3.1 Seguence and Timing of Evaluation Steps

Each of the evaluations included in this report was logged
into the PPC/CDIE data system during FY 1987 or FY 1988. How­
ever, there was considerable variation in the speed with which
each evaluation progressed from one step to the next in A.I.D.'s
evaluation process.

3.1.1 Overview of the System

Figure 1 provides an overview of the A.I.D. evaluation
process, beginning with the preparation of the statement of work
(SOW) and ending with the completion of the actions recommended
in the evaluation report. As shown, there are seven steps in
the process, and this study obtained information on the time
required to complete five of the steps. Since the material
available did not include calendar dates for the preparation of
the SOW, nor, for the most part, the actual start of the evalua­
tion, it is not possible to estimate the overall start-to-finish
calendar time required for the process. However, assuming the
time between submission of a draft evaluation report and comple­
tion of the report's final version was about 1.5 months,l it
can be estimated that a typical evaluation required a bit less
than 3 months between the time the evaluation team actually
began work until a final report was submitted. About 10 months
was needed before the evaluation summary was signed and copies

lThis assumption is based on Development Associates' experi­
ence in conducting over 100 A.I.D. evaluations in the past 6
years.
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of the report were made available to the rest of the Agency, and
the greatest time needed to complete an evaluation's actionable
recommendations was 15 months after date of signature. 2

3.1.2 Time Required for Specific Steps in the Evaluation

The time required to complete each step in the evaluation
management process was analyzed in terms of (1) the date of the
evaluation report, (2) the type of evaluation (internal or
external), (3) timing (interim or final), and (4) sponsoring
bureau. The results of these analyses are provided below.

Oate of Evaluation and the Time Required. The evaluation
reports were divided into two categories based on the calendar
year on the cover page of the evaluation report. Those dated
1986 or before (n=90) constituted one group, and those dated
1987 or after (n=16l) made up the other. In addition, there was
a group of undated reports (n=36), which were excluded from the
analyses.

Table 8 shows the time requirements for the various evalua­
tion steps for the two time periods. There were significant
improvements in the rate of completion of each evaluation step
following the completion of the evaluation report. While the
time needed for the evaluation itself remained virtually the
same, the other time intervals decreased dramatically. The
largest improvement was the reduction of 5.3 months in the
second step, the time from evaluation report publication to
completion of the PES/ESe

Type of Evaluation and the Time Required. As indicated in
Table 9, there was little variation between internal and exter­
nal evaluations in the time required for the evaluation steps.
Internal evaluations required somewhat less time for entry into
the COIE file.

2In obtaining these results, two evaluations that extended for
2 years and a third for 3 years were considered anomalies and
excluded from the time and cost calculations. Similarly, three
evaluations published in 1979, 1983, and 1984 were excluded from
calculations of the time elapsed before the reports were entered
in the COIE database.



-12-

Table 8. Date of Evaluation Report and the Time Required

step

Duration of Evaluation

From Final Report to Director's
Signature on PES/ES (reports
with summaries)

From Director's Signature to
Entry Onto PPC/CDIE File
(reports with summaries)

From Final Report to Entry Onto
PPC/CDIE File (all reports)

From Director's Signature to Most
Distant Recommended Action
(reports with summaries)

1986 or 1987 or
before after
(months) (months)

1.1 1.2
(n=68) (n=105)

8.7 3.4
(n=56) (n=79)

4.1 2.4
(n=53) (n=76)

9.7 5.2
(n=89) (n=16l)

9.0 6.0
(n=42) (n=63)

Table 9. Type of Evaluation and the Time Required

Step

Duration of Evaluation

From Final Report to Director's
Signature on PES/ES (reports
with summaries)

From Director's Signature to
Entry Into PPC/CDIE File
(reports with summaries)

From Final Report to Entry Into
PPC/CDIE File (all reports)

From Director's Signature to Most
Distant Recommended Action
(reports with summaries)

Internal External
(months) (months)

1.0 1.2
(n=59) (n=134)

6.1 5.4
(n=40) (n=95)

2.0 3.6
(n=46) (n=99)

5.7 7.3
(n=73) (n=174)

7.5 6.5
(n=4l) (n=76)
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Timing of the Evaluation and the Time Required. Table 10
shows the mean time for each of the two main timing categories-­
interim and final. Final evaluation reports took 1.5 months
longer from date of report to entry into COlE file than those
for interim evaluations. Likewise, it took an average of 2.6
months longer to complete all the recommended actions listed in
the ESs for final evaluations than those for interim evaluations.

Table 10. Timing of the Evaluation and the Time Required

Step

Duration of Evaluation

From Final Report to Director's
Signature on PES/ES (reports
with summaries)

From Director's Signature to
Entry Onto PPC/CDlE File
(reports with summaries)

From Final Report to Entry Onto
PPC/CDlE File (all reports)

From Director's Signature to Most
Distant Recommended Action
(reports with summaries)

Interim Final
(months) (months)

1.1 1.1
(n=139) (n=55)

5.7 5.5
(n=90) (n=43)

2.6 4.4
(n=96) (n=48)

6.4 7.9
(n=173) (n=73)

6.1 8.7
(n=84) (n=3l)

Bureau and the Time Required. As Table 11 shows, the
relative performance of the bureaus was examined for each step
in the evaluation management process. The lengthier duration of
evaluations in the ·other· category, unusually high at 4.5
months (n=2), was largely due to the Bureau for Private
Enterprise. Perhaps of most interest in the table is that
evaluations completed in Latin America and the Caribbean took
the longest to enter the CDlE system.
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Table 11. Bureau and the Time Required

Step AFR ANE LAC Other
(months) (months) (months) (months)

Duration of Evaluation 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.5
(n=42) (n=60) (n=7l) (n=22)

From Final Report to 7.6 3.7 6.4 3.5
Director's Signature (n=25) (n=45) (n=59) (n=6)
on PES/ES (reports
with summaries)

From Director's Sig- 2.8 2.7 3.9 1.0
nature to Signature (n=29) (n=46) (n=67) (n=5)
on PES/ES (reports
with summaries)

From Final Report to 6.2 5.9 8.4 5.9
Entry Onto PPC/CDIE (n=63) (n=73) (n=82) (n=32)
File (all reports)

From Director's Sig- 6.0 8.6 5.9 4.5
nature to Most Dis- (n=24) (n=39) (n=5l) (n=4)
tant Recommended
Action (reports
with summaries)

The average length of time required to complete all the
actions listed in the Ess--i.e., including the most -distant­
actions--was greatest in the case of evaluations in Asia and the
Near East.

3.2 Completeness of Various Elements

The evaluation reports, the ESs, and the evaluation SOWs
were each examined for completeness of key elements, and com­
posite ratings were developed for each report. Each composite
represents the total number of elements present out of 16
possible for each ES, and 8 apiece for evaluation reports and
SOWs. The ESs were more frequently complete (38 percent had
composite ratings of 16). By contrast, only 10 percent of the
evaluation reports and 5 percent of the SOWs were complete
(composite ratings of 8).
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The completeness of the 287 evaluation reports averaged 5~3

on the composite rating scale of 0 to 8 based on the eight
features listed in Table 12. As the table shows, 90 percent of
the evaluations contained recommendations, the feature most
frequently included. The project's Logical Framework appeared
or was discussed in fewer than one-third of the evaluation
reports.

Table 12. Completeness of Evaluation Report
(percentages)

Included in
Evaluation Report

Feature No Yes

Executive Summary
Table of Contents
Evaluation SOW
Methodology
Conclusions
Recommendations
Lessons Learned
Logical Framework

21
13
46

,'"2 11~)
......~•• __ .O'#

29
10
61
68

Note: Number of evaluation reports reviewed was 287; composite
rating = 5.3

SOW compliance with A.I.D. guidelines was judged against
the checklist of the eight features listed in Table 13. On a
scale of 0 to 8, 8 indicating full compliance, the mean rating
was 4.6. The two features that appeared most frequently (83
percent) were the statement of purpose and the list of study
questions. Only 10 percent of evaluation SOWs contained the
required funding section. However, the SOWs were often edited
or incomplete versions of the original evaluation SOWs--a factor
that should be considered in interpreting what otherwise would
appear to be an extremely low level of compliance.
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Table 13. Scope of Work Compliance with A.I.D. Guidelines
(percentages)

Addressed in SOW
Feature No Yes

Activity To Be Evaluated
Purpose of Evaluation
Background Information
SOW Study Questions
Methods and Procedures
Team Composition
Reports Required
Funding

35
17
54
17
37
43
44
90

65
83
46
83
63
57
56
10

Note: Evaluation reports with SOWs = 156: composite rating = 4.6

ESs were completed for 117 of the evaluation reports. In
addition, PESs were completed for 68 reports, and no summaries
were completed for 102 reports. The completeness rating of the
117 ESs had a mean of 14.7 on a 16-point scale based on the 16
features listed in Table 14. Thus, the ESs were found to be
highly complete. Only one feature, lessons learned, appeared
with a frequency less than 85 percent, and five features appeared
with individual frequencies of 95 percent or greater. The low
frequency (65 percent) with which lessons learned were included
in the ESs may be largely attributed to the absence of separately
labeled -lessons learned- sections in many of the evaluation
reports themselves.

In order to examine the factors related to completeness of
evaluation reports, a series of linear mUltiple regressions were
performed using the composite of report completeness. The
factors included in prediction equations were sponsor, sector,
type of evaluation, timing of evaluation, date of evaluation,
length of evaluation, evaluation cost, and focus of evaluation
report. The results indicated that sponsor, sector, and timing
of evaluation were related to report completeness, but that the
other factors were not. Thus, the evaluation report
completeness composite as well as the other two composites were
examined by bureau, sector, and timing. Composite ratings by
bureau are presented in Table 15.
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Table 14. Information in Evaluation Summaries
(percentages)

Features Included

Reporting A.I.D. Unit

Was Evaluation Scheduled in Current
FY Annual Evaluation Plan?

Evaluation Timing

Activity or Activities Evaluated

Action Decisions Approved by Mission
or A.I.D./W Office Director

Date of Mission or A.I.D./W Office
Review of Evaluation

Approvals of ES and Action
Decisions

Evaluation Abstract

Evaluation Costs

Purpose of Activity Evaluated

Purpose of Evaluation and
Methodology Used

Findings and Conclusions

Recommendations

Lessons Learned

Attachments

Comments by Mission, A.I.D./W and
Borrower/Grantee on Evaluation Report

No

9

3

8

a

a

11

a

1

6

8

10

7

11

35

14

10

Yes

91

97

92

100

100

89

100

99

94

92

90

93

89

65

86

90

Note: No. of reports with ES = 117; composite rating = 14.7
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Table 15. Completeness of Evaluation Documents by Bureau

Mean composite Ratings
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation

Bureau Report SOW Summary

AFR 4.7 4.3 13.7
(n=73) (n=30) (n=9)

ANE 5.6 5.0 14.5
(n=79) (n=52) (n=56)

LAC 5.7 4.5 15.2
(n=97) (n=48) (n=46)

Other 4.6 4.3 13.8
(n=38) (n=16) (n=6)

Total 5.3 4.6 14.7
(n=287) (n=156) (n=ll7)

Table 16 presents the composite ratings by sector.
Evaluations in the private enterprise, urban development, and
energy/environment/national resources sectors had evaluation
reports that were more complete than the average.

The completeness of evaluation documents was analyzed
according to timing of evaluation. The results in Table 17 show
that final evaluations tended to have higher completeness
indicators than interim evaluations.

3.3 Evaluation Costs by Bureau, Timing, and Type

Evaluation costs were reported on 130 of the reports stud­
ied. As stated earlier, three cases were excluded from these
cost analyses because of the unusually high costs associated
with very lengthy evaluations. Also, for the purpose of data
analysis, the evaluation costs denominated in host country
currencies were converted to U.S. dollars by using the exchange
rate for the approximate date of evaluation completion. The
mean evaluation cost was $37,131, with 17 percent of the evalua­
tions having costs less than $10,000, and 20 percent having
costs more than $60,000. Table 18 presents cost data by bureau.
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Table 16. Completeness of Evaluation Documents by Sector

Mean Composite Ratings
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation

Sector Report SOW Summary

Agriculture

Rural and Institutional
Development

Health and Population

Nutrition and PL 480
Title II

Education and International
Training

Private Enterprise

Forest, Energy, Environment
and National Resources

Urban Development

Other

Total

5.1
(n=50)

5.0
(n=53)

5.2
(n=76)

4.1
(n=8)

4.8
(n=2l)

6.1
(n=40)

5.7
( n=27)

6.8
(n=5)

6.3
(n=7)

5.3
(n=287)

4.7
(n=25)

4.0
(n=27)

4.0
(n=43)

3.3
(n=3)

5.0
(n=7)

5.5
(n=26)

5.2
(n=17)

4.0
(n=2)

6.0
(n=6)

4.6
(n=156)

14.8
(n=18)

14.6
(n=18)

14.7
(n=3l)

14.7
(n=4)

14.7
(n=lO)

14.7
( n=2l)

14.1
(n=9)

14.7
(n=3)

15.7
(n=3)

14.7
(n=117)

Table 17. Completeness of Evaluation Documents by
Timing of Evaluation

Mean Composite Ratings
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation

Timing Report SOW Summary

Interim

Final

5.2
(n=198)

5.5
(n=84)

4.5
( n=lll)

5.0
(n=44)

14.6
( n=8l)

15.0
(n=34)
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Table 18. Cost of Evaluation by Bureau

No. of Cost in u.s. Dollars
Bureau Evaluation Reports Mean Minimum Maximum

AFR 13 31,798 2,000 90,000

ANE 50 39,174 1,250 109,400

LAC 55 36,654 1,400 185,904

Other 9 40,900 8,601 107,568

Total 127 37,131

Cost was also examined based on the evaluation timing. As
Table 19 shows, the average cost of the interim evaluations
exceeds that for final evaluations by approximately 14 percent.

Table 19. Cost of Evaluation by Time

No. of
Evaluation Cost in u.s. Dollars

Timing of Evaluation Reports Mean Minimum Maximum

Interim 89 39,033 1,250 109,400

Final 37 34,381 1,400 185,904

The costs for internal, as opposed to external, evaluations
were also compared. As Table 20 shows, external evaluations cost
only slightly more than internal evaluations.
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Table 20. Cost of Evaluation by Type

No. of
Evaluation Cost in u.s. Dollars

Timing of Evaluation Reports Mean Minimum Maximum

Internal 35 36,974 2,000 109,400

External 92 37,631 1,250 185,904

Finally, the relationship between evaluation cost and
length of evaluation was examined. Not surprisingly, signifi­
cant correlation (r=.36) between them was found.

3.4 Characteristics of Evaluation Teams and Contractors

The implementers of the evaluations can be described in
terms of (1) the composition of the evaluation teams and (2) the
type of contractor.

The evaluations, based on the composition of the evaluation
teams, were divided into six categories. Table 21 shows the six
categories and the results of the analysis of team composition
and bureau sponsorship. The results suggest that the Africa
evaluations were most likely to use A.I.D. personnel and least
likely to use contractors.

There were no significant team composition differences for
interim versus final evaluations.

The evaluations were also categorized by the type of
contractor--defined as the responsible organization for
conducting the evaluation, generally the organization supplying
the team leader. The contractor types consist of three main
categories: (1) U.S. contractors, (2) U.S. personal services,
and (3) non-U.S. contractors. If the evaluation was led by
A.I.D. personnel, -not applicable- was coded.
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Table 21. Team Composition by Bureau
(percentages)

Bureau
Team Composition AFR ANE LAC Other Total

A.I.D. Only 15 5 3 3 7

Contractor Only 33 43 67 71 53

Host Country Only 3 4 12 3 6

A.I.D. and Contractor 16 13 5 13 11

A.I.D. and Host Country 1 5 a a 2

Contractor and Host
Country 15 15 5 5 10

A.I.D. and Contractor and
Host Country 15 14 2 3 9

Indeterminant 1 1 4 3 2

Total 100 100 100 100 100
(n=73) (n=79) (n=97) (n=38) (n=287)

As shown in Table 22, the centrally funded projects were
found to use U.S. contractors most frequently, and the Africa
evaluations used U.S. contractors least frequently.

Table 22. Contractor Type by Bureau
(percentages)

Bureau
Type of Contractor AFR ANE LAC Other

U.S. Contractor 36 55 67 84
U.S. Personal Services 20 18 10 5
Non-U.S. Contractors 8 14 15 3
Not Applicable 28 13 4 5
Don't Know 5 1 3 3

Total 100 100 100 100
(n=74) (n=78) (n=97) (n=38)
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3.5 Perceived Utility of Results

A.I.D.'s perception of the utility of an evaluation report
can be judged by two criteria: (1) It can be inferred on the
basis of A.I.D.'s reaction to an evaluation report's recommenda­
tions, and (2) it can be perceived more directly from the
PES/ES's comments about the report's quality/utility. The
following two subsections analyze the evaluation reports accord­
ing to these criteria.

3.5.1 A.I.D.-Actionable Recommendations

The congruence of A.I.D.-actionable recommendations in the
evaluation report with those on the PES/ES facesheet was rated
to infer the utility of the evaluation report. Two other vari­
ables were important in defining this variable: (1) a simple
count of the number of actions listed on the PES/ES facesheet
and (2) an assessment of the percentage of evaluation report
recommendations that were actionable by A.I.D. and thus eligible
for inclusion on the PES/ESe

Of the 185 evaluation reports with summaries, 10 percent
were judged as having no A.I.D.-actionable recommendations. At
the other extreme, all of the evaluation report recommendations
were actionable for 14 percent of the reports. On average,
somewhat fewer than half of the recommendations were actionable.
No significant variations in the number of actionable recom­
mendations were found by bureau, timing, evaluation date, or
type.

Also, the simple count of the number of A.I.D. action
decisions appearing on the PES/ES facesheet showed an overall
mean value of 6.5 (n=185) with a maximum of 51. Not surprising­
ly, the mean was higher (7.7, n=124) for interim evaluations
than for final ones (4.2, n=58). For internal evaluations the
mean was 5.9 (n=123) compared with 7.3 (n=59) for external ones;
before 1987 the mean was 7.5 (n=7l) and after that date it was
5.9 (n=90).

As noted earlier, the congruence of A.l.D.-actionable
recommendations in the evaluation report with those on the ES
facesheet was a means of inferring the utility of the report's
recommendations. This presumed that the greater the congruence,
the greater was A.I.D.'s agreement with the results. The mea­
sure of congruence was based on the percentage of actionable
recommendations that appeared in the PES/ES facesheet. Thus, if
six actionable recommendations were in the evaluation report and
four of them appeared in the ES, the percentage was judged to be
75. Percentages were then categorized on the congruence scale

John M
Rectangle

John M
Rectangle



-24-

that appears in Table 23. As the table shows, the congruence of
actionable items between the evaluation report and PES/ES was
judged to be Wtotal Wor Walmost total Wfor 43 percent of the
evaluations.

Table 23. Congruence of Actionable
Evaluation Report and PES/ES Recommendations

Congruence

None (0%)
Minimal (1-25%)
Some (26-50%)
A Lot (51-75%)
Almost Total (76-99%)
Total (100%)

Total

No. of
Evaluation Reports

28
16
24
38
44
35

185

Percentage

15
9

13
21
24
19

100

Note: Reports missing this characteristic = 102 (36 percent)

The six points on the congruence scale were used to calcu­
late mean values by sponsor, timing, date, type, and sector.
The Africa and central bureaus had the highest mean values.
Interim evaluations placed higher on the scale than final ones,
evaluations dated 1986 or before had slightly higher congruence
than those after 1986, and internal evaluations had higher means
than external evaluations. A comparison of the various sectors
based on the mean value of their evaluations on the congruence
scale yielded no significant differences.

Since the congruence scale is largely a measure of the
degree of exclusion of items from the PES/ES that had been
deemed actionable by the evaluation team, the reasons for their
exclusion were also of interest. Table 24 lists these reasons
and the percentages of cases in which they applied.

3.5.2 Comments on Quality/Utility

Of the 185 PES/ESs examined, III contained comments on the
quality or utility of the evaluation report. These comments
fell into three groups: (1) entirely positive; (2) entirely
negative; and (3) mixed, containing both positive and negative.
Comments (or the lack of a comment) on each of the 185 PES/ESs
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Table 24. Reasons Actions Recommended in ERa Were
Excluded From PES/ES Facesheet

No. of
Evaluation

Reason Reports

ER recommendations are more specific/
detailed than those of ES. 62

PES/ES recommendations are more specific/
detailed than those of ER 30

Mission/Office said recommendations are
impractical or not feasible 19

percentage
of Cases

41

20

13

ER recommendations are moot because project
ended

Recommended action already underway/
implemented

Basis for recommendation(s) questioned/
disputed

Mission opted for course of action that
obviated ER recommendation

PES/ES actionable items are consistent with
ER text but not specifically cited as ER
recommendation

Adoption of some ER recommendations
eliminated need for others

No reasons specified/discernible

Total

19

7

5

5

4

2

23

176

13

5

3

3

3

1

15

aER = evaluation report.
bMore than one reason could be cited. Thus, the number of

responses (n=176) is greater than the number of cases with
responses (n=150), and the total percentage is greater than 100.
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were categorized as follows: 41 percent (n=76) entirely
positive, 15 percent (n=28) mixed, 4 percent (n=7) entirely
negative, and 40 percent (n=74) with no comment. Analyses by
date and by timing showed no significant differences.

Table 25. PES/ES Comments on Quality/utility of
Evaluation Report by Bureau

No. of Type of Comments
Bureau Reports Negative Mixed Positive None Total

(percentages)

AFR 42 2 2 10 86 100

ANE 58 7 16 52 26 100

LAC 78 3 22 49 27 100

Other 7 0 14 57 29 100

Total 185 3 13 42 42 100-

Note: Reports missing this characteristic = 102 (36 percent)

Analyses of the quality/utility comments by bureau revealed
significant differences in the percentage of PES/ESs with
comments. As shown in Table 25, 14 percent of the Africa
PES/ESs contained comments, compared with 73 percent for the
other bureaus.

4. MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Evaluation reports were examined to determine the adequacy
of monitoring systems and the presence and outcomes of prior
evaluations of the projects. The results on these topics are
described in this section.

4.1 . Adequacy of Monitoring

Reviewers were asked to rate, on a five-point scale of 0
(wholly inadequate) to 4 (wholly adequate), the adequacy of
financial and program monitoring of projects based on comments
in the evaluation reports (see Table 26).
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Table 26. Adequacy of Financial and Program
Monitoring of Projects

Financial Monitoring Program Monitoring
No. of No. of

Reports Percentage Reports Percentage

0 (Wholly inadequate) 2 1 2 1
1 20 7 28 10
2 36 13 74 26
3 84 29 96 33
4 (Wholly adequate) 29 10 28 10
5 (Information 116 40 59 21

unavailable)

Total 287 100 287 100

Perhaps the most striking finding from this table is the
large number of evaluation reports that did not include any
evaluative comments on financial monitoring (40 percent) and
program monitoring (21 percent). Financial monitoring (mean = /
2.69) was rated somewhat higher than program monitoring (mean =
2.52). In both cases, 3 was the most frequent rating.

Table 27 shows the percentage of missing responses (i.e.,
data unavailable) and mean ratings by sponsor and sector.
projects in Asia and Near East received the lowest ratings on
both financial and program monitoring. Agricultural and
energy/environmental projects got the lowest ratings on
financial monitoring, and education/training and energy/environ­
mental projects got the lowest ratings On program monitoring.

A total of 59 percent of the reports contained recommenda­
tions on monitoring and evaluation, management information
systems, or information planning (see Table 28). The most
frequent recommendation was to upgrade existing information
systems using present resources.

4.2 Prior Evaluations of Projects

Forty-two percent of the evaluation reports cited previous
evaluations. Final evaluations were cited more often than
interim evaluations (58 percent as opposed to 36 percent).
Previous evaluations of education and training, rural develop­
ment, and health and population projects were most likely to be
cited. There were no major differences on this item by sponsor.
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Table 27. Financial and Program Monitoring by
Bureau and Sector

Financial Program
Monitoring Monitoring

No. of Data Mean Data Mean
Reports Missing Ratinga Missing Ratinga

(% ) (% )

Bureau

AFR 73 32 2.72 19 2.66
ANE 79 52 2.50 23 2.34
LAC 97 30 2.72 15 2.55
Other 38 61 2.93 32 2.65

Sector

Agriculture 50 36 2.31 22 2.62
Rural Develop-

ment 53 30 2.81 21 2.62
Health and

Population 76 47 2.82 25 2.54
Nutrition 8 62 3.00 12 2.57
Education and
Training 21 52 2.50 19 2.18

Private
Enterprise 40 38 3.12 15 2.68

Energy and
Environment 27 41 2.36 19 2.27

Urban Development 5 60 2.50 40 2.67
Other 7 14 2.33 0 2.14

aScale = 0-4
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Table 28. Evaluation Reports With Recommendations on
Monitoring and Evaluation

Recommendation

Upgrade information systems without
additional inputs

Create new information systems

Improve coordination/communication
between project and A.I.D.

Add new project inputs (staff, materials)
to improve information systems

Change timing/frequency of evaluations

Provide outside technical assistance or
training to improve information systems

Other

No. of
Reports Percentage

56 20

32 11

26 9

21 7

17 6

14 5

2 1

Raters also indicated whether reports cited any unimplemen­
ted actions suggested by previous evaluations. Eighteen percent
of all reports cited unimplemented actions from prior evalua­
tions, a figure that represents 42 percent of the evaluation
reports that cited previous evaluations. The percentage of
cited evaluations with unimplemented actions was higher for
Latin America and Caribbean (53 percent) and Africa (48 percent)
than for other bureaus (31 percent).

5. CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES

Three major cross-cutting issues were examined as part of
the assessment of A.I.D. evaluation reports: women in develop­
ment (WID), the environment, and participant training.
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5.1 Women in Development

Raters indicated the extent to which WID issues were
addressed in evaluation reports using a three-point scale:
o = not addressed, 1 = addressed minimally, and 2 = addressed in
detail. The overall results showed that WID issues were not
addressed in 67 percent of reports, were addressed minimally in
24 percent of reports, and were addressed in detail in only 9
percent of reports.

There were significant differences in the treatment of WID
issues by sponsor and sector. Table 29 shows the percentage of
reports addressing WID issues by subgroups. The evaluations in
Asia and Near East and central bureaus were more likely to
address WID issues than were evaluations in Africa and Latin
America and Caribbean. WID issues were also particularly likely
to be addressed in evaluations of projects in the rural
development and education and training sectors.

Table 29. Percentage of Reports Addressing WID Issues

No. of Not at Mini- In
SUbgroup Reports All mally Detail Total

( %) ( %) ( %) (% )

Bureau

AFR 73 75 19 5 100
ANE 79 57 28 15 100
LAC 97 71 22 7 100
Other 38 61 32 8 100

Sector

Agriculture 50 80 16 4 100
Rural Development 53 55 30 15 100
Health and Population 76 66 25 9 100
Nutrition 8 100 0 0 100
Education and Training 21 57 29 14 100
Private Enterprise 40 72 18 10 100
Energy and Environment 27 63 33 4 100
Urban Development 5 80 20 0 100
Other 7 43 43 14 100
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5.2 Environment

Raters indicated the extent to which environmental issues
were addressed in evaluation reports on the same three-point
scale as was used for WIn issues. The overall results showed
that environmental issues were not addressed in 75 percent of
reports, were minimally addressed in 17 percent of reports, and
were addressed in detail in 8 percent of reports. As might be
expected, environmental issues were particularly likely to be
addressed in reports related to energy, environment, and natural
resources (addressed = 78 percent), but less likely to be
addressed in reports on other sectors (addressed = 20 percent).
There was also a difference by type of evaluation, with internal
evaluations (33 percent) more likely to address environmental
issues than external evaluations (22 percent).

5.3 Participant Training

The third cross-cutting issue examined in the evaluation
reports was participant training. Raters first indicated
whether the evaluation report mentioned participant training as
a project component,and if so, to what extent (0 = no mention
of participant training, 1 = minor component of project, 2 =
major component of project, and 3 = entire project was
participant training).

As shown in Table 30, 60 percent of evaluation reports did
not mention participant training, and only 3 percent of reports
concerned projects that consisted entirely of participant
training.

Table 30. Extent of Participant Training in
Projects Evaluated

Extent No. of reports Percentage

No evidence of participant training
A minor project component
A major project component
Entire project was participant training

Total

173
70
36

8

287

60
24
13

3

100
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Data on participant training were examined by bureau and
sector. The results indicated that projects evaluated in Latin
America and Caribbean and the Food for Peace and Voluntary
Assistance Bureau were less likely than average to include
participant training, while projects evaluated in the Science
and Technology and the Private Enterprise bureaus were more
likely than average to include participant training as a major
or sole component. Projects in the following sectors were also
more likely than average to include participant training:
agriculture, health and population, and education and training.

Evaluation reports that addressed participant training were
also checked on whether they addressed (1) training management
and operations (selection, processing, assignment, support, and
follow-up); (2) number of people trained or who completed train­
ing; (3) appropriateness of post-training employment/activities;
(4) short-term or micro effects of training (e.g., on workplace,
colleagues); and (5) long-term or macro effects of training
(e.g., on institutional or public policies, economy, targeted
beneficiaries). The treatments of these topics were rated on a
scale of a = not addressed, 1 = addressed minimally, and 1 =
addressed in detail. The overall results on these items are
shown in Table 31.

Table 31. Treatment of Participant Training Topics
in Evaluation Reportsa

(percentages)

Not Addressed Addressed
Addressed Minimally in Detail

Topic (a) ( 1 ) ( 2 ) Total

Management and
Operations 32 47 20 100

Numbers Trained 22 34 44 100

post-Training
Employment 55 29 16 100

Short-Term Effects 75 21 4 100

Long-Term Effects 74 14 12 100

aNumber of evaluation reports = 114.
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Evaluation reports were most likely to discuss the number
of participant trainees and least likely to discuss short-term
and long-term effects of training. There were no major differ­
ences on these variables based on sponsor or timing of evalua­
tion. That is, final evaluations were no more likely than
interim evaluations to address the effects of training; the
issue was ignored by three-quarters of the evaluations of
projects with training components.

6. METHODS AND TECHNIQUES USED IN A.I.D. EVALUATIONS

A series of ratings were made concerning the methods and
techniques used in A.I.D. evaluations and the manner in which
results were presented. This section describes (1) the specific
methods used in evaluations; (2) the availability of data to
evaluators to assess aspects of the project; (3) the treatment
in the reports of sustainability and unexpected positive and
negative impacts; and (4) the presentation in A.I.D. evaluations
of conclusions and recommendations.

6.1 Methods Used

The evaluation reports reflected a wide variety of
approaches to and techniques of data collection. Seven specific
techniques (key informant interviews, focus group interviews,
community interviews, direct observation, informal surveys,
formal surveys, and site visits) were assessed (see AppendiX A
for detailed definitions of these techniques). For each tech­
nique, raters gave a score of 0 to 3 based on the following
scale: 0 = not used, 1 = limited use, 2 = extensive use, and
3 = extensive and exemplary use (see Table 32). As can be seen,
key informant interviews and site visits were most frequently
used. Focus group interviews and community interviews were
little used.

Raters also examined reports to determine whether com­
parison or control groups were used, and rated them on the
following scale: 0 = none reported, 1 = unplanned and limited,
2 = unplanned but extensive, 3 = planned but limited, and
4 = planned and extensive (see Table 33). As can be seen, use
of comparison groups in evaluations is relatively rare.

Reports were also examined to see whether trend data were
used in the analyses of outputs, purposes" or goals. Use of
trend data was rated as follows: 0 = none reported; 1 = yes,
two points in time (e.g., pre-post); and 2 = yes, three or more
points in time. The results are presented in Table 34. This
table shows 'that trend data were used in half of the evaluations.
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Table 32. Methods Used in A.I.D. Evaluations
(percentages)

Extensive
Exten- and

Not Limited sive Exemplary
Method Used Use Use Use Total

Key Informant Interviews 11 44 43 2 100
Focus Group Interviews 99 1 a 0 100
Community Interviews 96 4 1 a 100
Direct Observation 73 18 9 a 100
Informal Survey 80 11 8 1 100
Formal Survey 90 3 6 1 100
Site Visits 31 37 31 1 100

Note: n = 284, Missing = 3 (1 percent)

Table 33. Use of Comparison or Control Groups in
A.I.D. Evaluations

Use of Control Groups No. of Reports Percentage

None reported 254 89
Unplanned and limited 11 4
Unplanned but extensive 2 1
Planned but limited 14 5
Planned and extensive 6 2

Total 287 100

Table 34. Use of Trend Data in A.I.D. Evaluations

Use of Trend Data No. of Reports Percentage

None reported 143 50
Yes, two points in time 40 14
Yes, three or more points 104 36

Total 287 100
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Finally, raters examined reports to determine whether cost
effectiveness analyses were presented. Reports were categorized
according to whether the issue was: 0 = not addressed, 1 =
addressed minimally, or 2 = addressed in detail. These results
are presented in Table 35. They indicate that cost effective­
ness was addressed, at least minimally, in approximately 60
percent of reports.

Table 35. Treatment of Cost-Effectiveness in
A.I.D. Evaluations

Treatment

None addressed
Addressed minimally
Addressed in detail

Total

No. of Reports

114
108

65

287

Percentage

40
38
23

100

In order to create a measure of the overall methodological
complexity of the evaluations, a composite was developed of the
10 items presented in this section. Because formal surveys and
use of comparison groups were considered to be particularly
complex and difficult, they were double weighted in the compos­
ite. The scores on the composite ranged from 0 to 17 and were
well distributed, as shown in Table 36.

The factors associated with methodological complexity were
examined through the use of a series of multiple linear
regression analyses. The variables included in the prediction
equations were project sponsor, type of evaluation, sector,
primary focus of report, evaluation cost, evaluation duration,
evaluation timing, and date of report.

The results of the regressions suggested that bureau and
type of evaluation were related to methodological complexity.
Interestingly, neither length of evaluation nor evaluation cost
was significantly related to methodological complexity. The
mean scores for subgroups of evaluation reports based on sponsor
and type of evaluation are shown in Table 37.
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Table 36. Methodological Complexity of A.I.D. Evaluations
(composite)

Score No. of Reports Percentage

0 4 1
1 13 5
2 27 10
3 45 16
4 41 14
5 30 11
6 37 13
7 20 7
8 20 7
9 16 6

10 13 5
11 9 3

2-17 9 3

Total 284 100

Table 37. Methodological Complexity by
Bureau and Type of Evaluation

(composite)

Bureau and
Type of Evaluation Mean Score No. of Reports

Bureau

AFR 4.93 73
ANE 5.99 79
LAC 5.62 95
Other 4.58 38

Type of Evaluation

Internal 4.77 86
External 5.70 195
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6.2 Data Availability

The availability of data for evaluation reports to assess
outputs, purposes, goals, and assumptions of projects was evalu­
ated. As shown in Table 38, data were most available on outputs
and least available on goals.

Table 38. Data Availability Concerning Outputs, Purposes,
Goals, and Assumptions

Data Availability (percentages)
Almost

Mini- A Com- Com-
No. of None mal Some lot plete plete
Reports ( 0) (1) ( 2) ( 3 ) ( 4) ( 5 ) Total

Outputs 285 a 3 14 32 42 9 100
Purposes 285 1 18 32 31 18 1 100
Goals 274 16 46 24 10 4 a 100
Assumptions 234 4 22 33 36 3 0 100

Table 39 shows the mean ratings for each of the four data
availability items based on timing of the evaluation and sector.
Slightly more data are available for final evaluations than for
interim evaluations. There is generally a high degree of con­
sistency among sectors, as well as across project sponsors and
types of evaluation (internal versus external).

6.3 Treatment of Special Issues

Raters examined each report to determine the extent to
which it addressed the issues of sustainability, unexpected
negative impacts, and unexpected positive impacts. These were
rated on a scale of 0 = not addressed, 1 = addressed minimally,
and 2 = addressed in detail (see Table 40). Sustainability was
a frequently addressed issue, but unexpected positive and nega­
tive impacts were infrequently addressed.
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Table 39. Data Availabilitya by Timing of
Evaluation and Sector

No. of Assump-
Timing and Sector Reports Outputs Purposes Goals tions

Timing
Interim 162-198 3.33 2.46 1.33 2.12
Final 69-83 3.59 2.63 1.58 2.23

Sector
Agriculture 43-50 3.24 2.36 1.35 2.23
Rural Devel. 42-53 3.41 2.57 1. 55 2.43
Health & Pop. 62-76 3.30 2.43 1.24 1. 84
Nutrition 6-8 3.12 2.88 2.14 2.18
Educ. & Train. 14-21 3.29 2.24 1.24 1.93
Private Ent. 33-39 3.67 2.80 1.60 2.18
Energy/Env. 24-26 3.54 2.50 1.67 2.21
Urban Devel. 4-5 3.80 3.60 1.25 2.25
Other 6-7 3.71 2.14 0.57 2.33

aO = none, 5 = complete

Note: The range of the number of reports reflects some
variation in the inclusion of data on all four data items.

Table 40. Treatment of Sustainability and Unexpected Positive
and Negative Impactsa

(percentages)

Not Addressed Addressed
Addressed Minimally in Detail

( 0 ) ( 1 ) ( 2) Total

Sustainability 25 39 36 100

Unexpected Positive
Impacts 84 14 2 100

Unexpected Negative
Impacts 84 13 3 100

aNumber of Reports = 287
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sustainability was more frequently addressed in reports
sponsored by the Latin America and Caribbean Bureau (79 percent)
and the Asia and Near East Bureau (78 percent) than in reports
sponsored by other bureaus (69 percent). Sector and timing of
the report had little bearing on treatment of sustainability
while timing of the evaluation was a more important factor in
addressing unexpected positive and negative impacts. Final
evaluations were more likely than interim evaluations to address
unexpected positive impacts (21 percent versus 14 percent) and
unexpected negative impacts (23 percent versus 14 percent).

6.4 Presentation of Conclusions and Recommendations

Two items in the review of evaluation reports related to
conclusions and recommendations. First, raters were to judge
the extent to which findings, conclusions, and recommendations
reflected analysis of empirical data. Second, they were to
judge the extent to which the evaluation reports appropriately
distinguished between conclusions and recommendations. Both
items employed a five-point scale ranging from not at all (0) to
completely (4).

The overall results on the first item are presented in
Table 41. Evaluation reports were generally given high ratings
on this item, with 79 percent of reports receiving a rating of 3
or 4.

Table 41. Use of Empirical Data to Generate
Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Rating No. of Reports Percentage

0 (Not at all) 3 1
1 11 4
2 46 16
3 167 58
4 (Completely) 60 21

Total 287 100
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There were minor differences on this item based on sponsor
of the evaluation. Evaluation reports from the Asia and Near
East (mean = 3.05) and Latin America and Caribbean (mean = 3.00)
bureaus were given higher ratings than those from other bureaus
(mean = 2.81).

Evaluation reports were also highly rated on appropriate
distinctions between conclusions and recommendations (see Table
42). Seventy-four percent of reports received a rating of 3
or 4.

Table 42. percentage of Evaluation Reports That Appropriately
Distinguished Between Conclusions and Recommendations

Rating No. of Reports Percentage

0 (Not at all) 8 3
1 28 10
2 38 13
3 96 33
4 (Completely) 117 41

Total 287 100

There were no major differences on this item based on spon­
sor, sector, or timing of evaluation.
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APPENDIX A

RATING FORM AND CODING INSTRUCTIONS

META ANALYSIS
EVALUATION SYNTHESIS RATING FORM/DATA-ENTRY-SCREEN (10/31/88)

==============================================================================
[DIRECTIONS: Fill in the blanks.]

ID: Publication number: Raters: 1- 2- 3-

Documents: 1 = ER only; 2 = ER + PES; 3 = ER + ES

Part A: Project Identification Data
============================~===========-=========================== ========

A(l)-Sponsor: AFR=l; ANE=2; LAC=3: FVA=4: PRE=S: PPC=6; S&T=7; Other=8

A(2)-Sub-Sponsor: (Mission or lID/V Office)

A(3)-Project location:

A(4)-Account: AS=l; CS=2: EF/ES=3; EB=4: FN=S: FD/DR/RD-6: HE=7;
-- HG=8: PN-9: PS=10: SA-11: SD=12: SB-13

l(S)-Sector: Agr=l: Rural' Inst Dev-2: Bealth , Pop-3: Hutr. ,
PL-480 TitleII=4: Educ and Int'l Trng-S: Priv Ent-6:

Forest, Energ, Envir , Nat lesources-7: Urban Dev-S: Other-O

A(6)-Project number: A-

B-Nuabers (if MUtT):

A(7)-Short project title:

(HOLT if aore than one: NP if none)

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
A(S)-Initial FY of obligation:

1(9)-Final FY or 'aost recent PACD':

A(10)-lAount obligated:

*A(ll)-Size category: *

*A(12)-Life of project: *

* Value to be computed.

• (In Thousands)
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Part B: Type & Bibliographic Data

A-2

================================================================================

B(l)-Timing of evaluation: Interim = 1; Final = 2; Expost = 3; Other = 4

B(2)-Actual calendar date of report: / (Month/Year)

B(3)-Type of evaluation: Internal = 1; External = 2: Don't Know = 9

8(4)-Team composition: AID (A) Only = 1: Contractor(C) Only = 2:
Bost(H) Country Only = 3: A&C = 4: A&H = 5;
C&B = 6; A&C&B = 7; Don't Know • 9

B(5)-Type of contractor: 1 = u.s. Contractor: 2 • U.S. University;
3 • u.s. Personal Services: 4 D Hon-U.S.;
5 • Hot Applicable: 9 • Don't Know

8(6)-Evaluation cost: • (In U.S. Dollars) g-Data Hot Available

8(7)-Date ER entered on PPC/CDIE/DI file: /

*B(8)-Tiae between date of ER and date entered on PPC/CDIE/DI file: *

8(9)-Duration of evaluation:

Part C: PES/ES and Follow-up Data

(Bonths, to the nearest quarter.)

..===....=m.-==--==:a:I..............l:c.....aaa_••&&:aaa:aa... c ,ft..-=~-====z__====
C(l)-Suaaary present?: o • Ho:l • Yes (If no, SKIP to D(l).)

C(2)-Date PES/ES signed by Director: / (Bonth/Year)

*C(3)-Tiae froa report publication to signature by Director:

C(4)-Number of actions listed on PES/ES facesheet:

C(5)-Percent of ER recoaaendations actionable by AID:
0=0': 1=1-25': 2=26-50': 3=51-75': 4=76-99': 5=100' ----

* (In Months)

C(6)-Congruence of actionable ER and PES/ES recommendations: (If 5,SKIP C(7).)
0=Zero;1=Miniaal;2=Some;3=A Lot;4=Almost Total; 5=Total

(0') (1=25') (26-50') (51-75') (76-99') (100')
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A-3

C(7)-Reasons actions were excluded from PES/ES facesheet:

(0 = No; 1 = Yes)

A-PES!ES recommendations are more specific/detailed than those of ER:

B-ER recommendations are more specific/detailed than those of ES:

C-Hission!Office said recommendations are impractical or not feasible:

D-ER recommendations are moot because project ended:

E-Adoption of some ER recommendations eliminated need for others:

F-Other: Specify:

C(8)-Date of most distant action completion: / (Month/Year)

*C(9)-Tiae between signature and most distant action: *

C(lO)-Does the PES/IS include a comment on the quality/utility of the

evaluation?:

A- (0 • No, 1 • Yes) B-The coaaent(s) in words:

[1- 2- ]------------------------------------------------------------

Part D: Completeness of ER and PES/ES
========.-======z===za====--===&2=-__-==============~.c--================== =======

D(l)-Executive summary included?:

D(2)-Table of contents included?:

D(3)-Evaluation SOW included?:

o =No; 1 =Yes

o =No; 1 =Yes

o = No; 1 = Yes (If No, SKIP to D(5).)
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A-4

D(4)-SOW compliance with guidelines:

(0 = No; 1 = Yes)

A-Activity to be evaluated: B-Purpose of evaluation:

C-Background information: .D-SOW study questions:

E-Methods and procedures: .F-Team composition:

G-Reports required: B-Funding:

D(S)-Kethodology section included?: 0 =No; 1 - Yes

D(6)-Conclusions section included?: 0 =No; 1 • Yes

D(7)-Recomaendations section included?:

D(8)-Lessons learned section included?:

o = No; 1 =Yes

o • No; 1 • Yes

D(9)-Logical fraaework included (or discussed)?: 0 - No; 1 - Yes

D(10)-Lessons learned included in the PES/IS?: O-No; l-Yes; 2-Not Applicable

D(ll)-Presence of inforaation in IS:

(If no ES, SKIP to 1(1).) (Scale: O. Ro; 1 • Yes)

A-Block A-

D-Block D-

G-Block G-

J-Block J:

• B-Block B-

• I-Block I-

• a-Block a-

.C-Block C-

.r-Block r-

.I-Block 1-

l-Purpose of activity(ies) evaluated:

2-Purpos. of evaluation and aethodology used:

3-Findings and conclusions:

4-Recommendations:

S-Lessons learned:

K-Block K- .L-Block L-
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Part E:

A-s

Quality of Monitoring and Evaluation (M'E) Compliance Data
===============================================================================
E(l)-Adequacy of financial monitoring on the following

scale: Wholly Inadequate =0 1 2 3 4= Wholly Adequate
Or: 9 = Information Unavailable

E(2)-Adequacy of program monitoring on the following
scale: Wholly Inadequate = 0 1 2 3 4= Wholly Adequate

Or: 9 = Information Unavailable

E(3)-Do evaluators make recommendations on MME, HIS or Information Planning?:
A- 0 = No; 1 = Yes B-K&E recommendation(s) in words:

[1- 2- ]-----------------------------------------------------------------

E(4)-Adequacy of data available to evaluators to assess project:

O-Hone; 1-Hinimal; 2=Some; 3=A Lot; 4=Almost Complete; S-Complete; 9=Don't Know
(0') (1-25') (26-50') (51-75') (76-99') (100')

A-Outputs: B-Purposes: C-Goals: D-Assumptions:

E(S)-Coaparison or control group data froa study characterized on the
following scale: O-None Reported; 1-Unplanned and Limited;

2-Unplanned but Extensive;
3-Planned but Liaited; 4-Planned and Extensive.

E(6)-Vere trend data used in the analysis of outputs, purposes, goals?:
O-None Reported; l-Yes, Two Points in Tiae (e.g. pre-post);
2-Yes, 3 or Hore Points.

E(7)-Data collection aethads rated on the following scale:

O-Ho; 1-Yes, Liaited; 2-Yes, Extensive: 3-Yes, Extensive' Exeaplary:
9=Don't Know

A-Key informant interviews:

C-Community interviews:

E-Informal survey:

G-Site visits:

B-Focus group interviews:

D-Direct observation:

F-Formal survey:



A-6

E(8)-Previous/similar evaluation(s) of project cited?: o ~ No; 1 =Yes

E(9)-Did ER cite unimplemented action from prior evaluation(s)?:
o = No; 1 = Yes; 2 = Not Applicable

Part F: Focus and Scope of Data
===========================================-================--=================

F(l)-Principal focus of SOi questions:

(O=Not Addressed; l=Addressed Minimally; 2=Addressed in Detail; 3=Primary Focus;
9=Don't Know)

A-Inputs:

C-Purposes:

a-outputs:

D-Goals: E-Assumptions:

F(2)-Principal focus of ER analysis:

(O=Not Addressed; l-Addressed Kini..lly; 2-Addressed in Detail; 3-Primary Focus
g-Don't Know)

A-Inputs:

C-Purposes:

B-outputs:

D-Goals: I-Assoptions:

F(3)-10 what extent do the findings, conclusions and recoaaendations reflect
analysis of eapirical data?: lot It All- 0 1 2 3 4 -Completely

F(4)-10 what extent does the II appropriately distinguish between conclusions
and reco.aendations?: lot At 111- 0 1 2 3 4 -Coapletely

F(5)-Treataent in II of:

(Scale: O-Iot Addressed; i-Addressed Miniaally; 2-Addressed in Detail)

A-Cost-effectiveness:

C-Unexpected negative impacts:

F(6)-Cross-cutting concerns:

B-sustainability:

D-Unexpected positive impacts:

(Scale:

A-WID:

O=Not Addressed; l=Addressed Minimally; 2=Addressed in Detail)

a-Environment:



A-7

F(7)-Did the ER indicate that the project included participant training?:
(Scale: O=No Evidence of Participant Training Component;

l=Yes, Minor Component: 2=Yes, Major Component:
3 = Entire Project was Participant Training)

(If F(7) = 0, SKIP to G(l).)

F(S)-Did the evaluation address the following
topics related to participant training?:

(Scale: O=Not Addressed: l=Addressed Minimally; 2=Addressed in Detail)

A-Training management and operations (selection, processing, assignment,
support, and follow-up):

a-Numbers trained and/or who completed training:

C-Appropriateness of post training employaent/activities:

D-Short-ter. or micro effects of training (on work place,
colleagues, etc.):

E-Long-term or .acro effects of training {on institutional or public
policies, econo.y, targeted beneficiaries, etc.}:

Part G: Evaluation's Asse•••ent of Project

G{l)-Bighly successful project: o • 110; 1 • Yes (If 'Yes', G(2) = 2.)

G(2)-Component{s) highly successful: o • No; 1 • Yes; 2 • Hot Applicable.
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A-8

Evaluation Synthesis

List of Variable Explanations and Codes

Introduction

ID number -- This is Development Associates internal 3 digit ID
number.

Publication number -- This is the number from the CDIE system;
it is the number of the evaluation report (ER), not the
evaluation summary (PES/ES) if different.

Raters -- These were internal codes the code number for
Development Associate's reviewers; see separate description of
the rating procedure.

DOC = Documents included with an evaluation report (ER).
Codes: 1 = ER Only; 2 = ER + PES; 3 = ER + ES •

. Part A: Project Identification Data

General: The items in this section refer to the project(s)
being evaluated, not to the evaluation report.

~ Al = Sponsor -- The AID Bureau level sponsor of the
project(s). Codes: APR-I: ANE-2: LAC-3: FVA-4; PRE-5; PPC-6;
S&T=7; Other-8.

:A2 = Sub-sponsor -- The mission or AID/W office within the
sponsoring AID bureau responsible for the project(s). (This is
an alphanumeric field.)

~= Project location -- Project location - single country, AID
region, or MULTI-REGION. (An alphanumeric field).

~A4 = Account -- The AID congressional account code, using the
account of the largest expenditure. The following codes are
used: AS - American Schools and Hospitals Abroad = 1; CS =
Child Survival - 2; EF/ES • Economic Support Fund -3; EH =
Education and Human Resources = 4; FN = Agricultural, Rural
Development, and Nutrition = 5; FD/DR/RD - International
Disaster Relief/Assistance = 6; HE = Health = 7; HG = Housing
and Other Credit Guarantee = 8; PN = Population = 9; PS =
Private Sector Revolving Fund = 10; SA = Southern Africa = 11;
SD = Selected Development Activities = 12; SH = Sahel
Development Program = 13. Also, if A6 = -MULT-, then this code
should be 77, and, if A6 = ftNp ft , this code should be 88.
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A-9

~A5 = Sector The development sector encompassed by the
project(s): if more than one, the predominant sector is coded.
Agriculture = 1: Rural & Institutional Development =2: Health &
Population = 3: Nutrition & PL-480 Title II = 4: Education and
International Training = 5: Private Enterprise = 6: Forest,
Energy, Environment & Natural Resources = 7: Urban Develop­
ment = 8: Other = O.

A6A = Project number -- The AID project number, or "MULT" to
indicate more than one project is involved, or "NP" if none.
If A6A = "MULT", A7 through A12 were skipped (i.e. variable
values are "missings" as represented by dots). For more
information on the special treatment of "MULT" projects, see
"Special Instructions for Evaluations Involving Multiple
Projects" at the conclusion of this variable list.

~A6B 2 The numbers of the projects involved if A6A is "MULT".

~A7 = Short project title -- Less than 71 alphanumeric
characters: typically the same title as on the AID data base.

-.-- --- -- ---:~::---

~A8 = Initial FY obligation -- As reported by AID data base.

vA9 = Final FY or "most recent PACD n
-- Date provided on the

evaluation summary or an AID provided printout, whichever was
the most distant.

~A10 • Amount obligated in thousands of u.s. dollars -- As
recorded in the AID data base in September 1988.

All • Size category -- A categorization of the amount
.~ obligated. The coding categories, computed using the amount

obligated from variable A10, are as follows:

1 • less than or equal to $500,000.
2 • greater than $500,000 but not more than $1 million.
3 • greater than $1 million but not more than $5 million.
4 • greater than $5 million but not more than $10 million.
5 • greater than $10 million but not more than $50 million.
6 • greater than $50 million but not more than $100
million.
7 • greater than $100 millton.

A12 = Life of Project -- Calculation based on items A8 and A9:
j the result reported in months.

Part B: Type and Bibliographic Data

Bl = Timing of evaluation -- Based on designation in evaluation
summary: if no summary, based on judgment regarding the
relationship of the evaluation to the life of the project
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BS = Type of contractor -- The contractor is defined as the
responsible organization for conducting the evaluation -­
generally the organization supplying the team leader. Three
types of U.S. contractors are distinguished from non-U.S.
contractors. If the evaluation is led by AID personnel, the
appropriate response to this item is -not applicable-. Codes:
U.S. Contractor a 1: u.S. University -2: U.S. Personal Ser­
vices = 3: Non-U.S. c 4: Not Applicable • 5: Don't Know = 9.

A-IO

(interim = occurred within up to six months of the termination
of the project; final = occurred within final six months or up
to one year following the termination of the project; expost =
occurred more than one year after the termination of the
project). Interim = 1; Final = 2; Expost = 3; Other = 4.

B2A and B2B = Month and Year of actual calendar date of
report -- The month and year on the cover page of the report;
if no date given, code 99/99.

B3 = Type of evaluation -- Focus is on who makes up the
evaluation team; an evaluation is defined as internal if there
i3 anyone from AID or the organization implementing the project
on the evaluation team. Internal = 1; External = 2; Don't
Know = 9.

B4 = Team composition -- The logical combinations of AID,
contractor(s), and host country personnel. Host country
personnel are considered to be anyone from the host country
(i.e., government, contractors, etc.). Contractors include
anyone not from the host country or AID. Codes: AID Only =1;
Contractor Only = 2; Host Country Only ~3; AID & Contractor =
4; AID & Host Country = 5; Contractor & Host Country = 6; AID &
Contractor & Host Country = 7; Don't Know = 9.

'5"~ II.

. 1.,c,. _.,,"... .«.:~~
B6 = Evaluation cost -- This is obtained from the evaluation '
summary and should be reported in U.S. dollars. If the summary
reports the amount in host country currency, the amount entered
is based on the exchange rate for approximately the time at
which the evaluation was completed (i.e. within 3 months of the
completion date). Coded as -9- if missing.

B7A and B7B • Month and Year of date ER entered into
PPC/CDIE/DI file -- The month and year provided by CDIE.

B8 = Time between completion of report and entry on data
file -- Computation in months from items B2A, B2B, B7A and B7B.

B9 = Duration of evaluation -- The number of months, to the
nearest quarter, devoted to implementing the evaluation; this
includes preparation and reporting time as well as data
collection. If data not available, code 99.99.
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Part C: PES/ES and Follow-up Data

Cl = Summary present
through the data base.
Dl. )

Whether or not a PES/ES was available
o = No; 1 = Yes. (If Cl = 0, skip to

C2A and C2B = Month and Year of date PES/ES signed by the
director -- Month and year of the signature on the PES/ES.

C3 = Time in months from report publication to signature by
Director -- Computation in months based on items B2A, B2B, C2A
and C2B.

C4 = Number of actions listed on PES/ES facesheet
count of items.

Simple

C5 = Percent ER recommendations actionable by AID -- This is
the reviewer's jUdgment of the percentage of the ER
recommendations which are actionable by AID and thus eligible
for inclusion on the PES/ES; frequently evaluators will include
recommendations to the sponsoring organization rather than AID
or include recommendations which do not lend themselves to
specific actions. Code: O· Zero (0%); 1 • Minimal "(1-25%);
2 = Some (26-50%); 3 • A Lot (51-75%); 4 • Almost Total
(76-99%); 5 • Total (100%).

C6 = Congruence of actionable ER and PES/ES recommendations
Congruence is defined as the percentage of actionable
recommendations in the ER which appear in the PES/ESe
Recommendations between the ER and the PES/ES must be
essentially the same in intent and detail, but do not need to

" be worded in a similar manner (e.g., if '6 actionable
. -recommendations are in the ER and 4 of them appear in the ES,

the percentage is 75). Code: O· Zero (0%); 1 • Minimal
(1-25%); 2 • Some (26-50%); 3 • A Lot (51-75%); 4 • Almost
Total (76-99%); 5 • Total (100%).

C7A through C7E • Reasons actions were excluded from PES/ES
facesheet -- Response option C7C is based on specific reference
in the PES/ES, others are based on reviewer's judgment. Code:
o = No; 1 • Yes; ,and, if C6 • 5, all parts of C7 are wmissings·
(dots) •

C7F • Reasons actions were excluded from PES/ES facesheet that
are other than those listed in C7A - C7E. The special codes
for this one are as follows:

1 No reason specified/discernable.
2 Recommended action already underway/implemented.
3 Basis for recommendation(s) questioned/disputed.
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4 PES/ES actionable items are consistent with ER text
but not specifically cited as ER recommendations.

5 Mission opted for course of action that obviated ER
recommendation(s) •

6 PES/ES covered more than one ER (or vice versa).

C8A and C8B = Month and Year of date most distant action is to
be completed -- If there were no actions on the facesheet,
55/55 is entered; if dates are missing, 99/99 is entered.

C9 = Time between signature and most distant action -­
Computation in months is based on items C2A, C2B, C8A and C8B.

CIOA = Comment on the report's quality/utility -- Indication of
whether or not (0 = No, 1 = Yes) the PES/ES comments on the
ER's quality/utility.

ClOBl = If CIOA = 1, ClOBl indicates to which of the following
categories the quality/utility comment belongs or, if CIOA = 0,
then ClOBl = 9:

1 = Entirely negative comment.
2 = Mixed comment; contains some positive and some negative

elements.
3 = Entirely positive comment.
4 = Other.
9 = Not applicable (i.e. ClOA was 0 and no comment was

included).

Part 0: Completeness of ER and PES/ES

01 = Executive summary included -- Whether or not (0 =- No, 1 =
Yes) the executive summary included in the ER.

02 =- Table of contents included -- Whether or not (0 =- No, 1 =
Yes) the table of contents included in ER.

03 a Evaluation ~~ SOW included -- Whether or not (0 = No, 1 =
Yes) the SOW included in ER. If 03 • 0, skip to 05.

04A through 04B =- SOW compliance with guidelines If a copy
of the SOW was included, whether or not (0 =- No, 1 = Yes) it
was in compliance with AID guidelines.

05 = Methodology section included Whether or not (0 = No,
1 = Yes) the methodology included in ER.

06 = Conclusions section included Whether or not (0 = No,
1 = Yes) the conclusions included in ER.
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07 = Recommendations section included -- Whether or not (0 =
No, 1 = Yes) the recommendations included in ER.

DB = Lessons learned section included -- Whether or not (0 =
No, 1 = Yes) lessons learned included in ER.

09 = Logical framework included or discussed -- Whether or not
(0 = No, 1 = Yes) logical framework included (or substantively
discussed) in the ER.

010 = Lessons learned included in the PES/ES -- Whether or not
(0 = No, 1 = Yes: 2 c Not Applicable) lessons learned included
in PES/ESe

DllA through DIlL = Presence of information in the ES
Whether or not (0 = No, 1 = Yes) designated sections and
subsections of ES completed; does not apply to the PES. (If
DOC = 1 or 2, skip to El.)

Part E: Quality of Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Compliance
Data

El • Adequacy of financial monitoring -- The reviewer's
jUdgments which incorporate both the number of project elements
monitored and the quality of the monitoring. Coded on the
following scale: Wholly Inadequate • 0 1 2 3 4· Wholly

. Adequate: 9 = Information Unavailable.
-J
~ El = Adequacy of program monitoring -- The reviewer's jUdgments
~ which incorporate both the number of project elements monitored

and the quality of the monitoring. Coded on the following
~ scale: Wholly Inadequate • 0 1 2 3 4· Wholly Adequate:

9 = Information Unavailable.

~. E3A • Evaluators' recommendations regarding M&E, MIS or
information planning -- Whether or not (0 • N07 1 • Yes)
recommendations are made in the ER.

~ E3Bl· Categorization of evaluators' recommendations on M&E,
MIS·or Information Planning -- Coded using the following
categories:

1 = Create new information system.
2 = Upgrade existing information system without additional

inputs.
3 = Add inputs -- outside technical assistance and/or

training -- to improve existing information system.
4 = Add inputs -- resources such as additional staff,

materials, etc. -- to existing project to improve
information system.
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5 = Timing/frequency of evaluations should be adjusted.
6 = Connection/communication/coordination with USAID

concerning M&E issues needs improvement.
7 = Other.
9 = Not applicable (i.e. E3A was 0 and no recommendations

were made.)

IE4 = Adequacy of data available to evaluators to assess project
outputs, purposes, goals and assumptions -- The reviewer's
judgment of the adequacy of the data available to the
evaluators. Adequacy includes judgments regarding the number
of elements for which data were available and the quality of
those data. Code: 0 = No Data (0%); 1 = Minimal (1-25%) ~ 2 =
Some (26-50%)~ 3 = A Lot (51-75%); 4 = Almost Complete
(76-99%); 5 = Complete (100%); 9 = Don't Know.

'E5 = Extent and nature of the use of comparison/control groups
in the evaluation -- Combined judgment along the dimensions of
planning and extensivity. Planned use of comparison/control
groups implies that they were part of the evaluation plan and
designed prior to data collection. Extensive is defined in
terms of number of variables used in the construction of
comparison groups, in the comparative analyses, and the number
of cases included. Limited implies less than 3 variables or SO
cases. Code: 0 = None Reported; 1 • Unplanned and Limited;
2 • Unplanned but Extensive; 3 • Planned but Limited; 4 D

Planned and Extensive.

(E6 = Use of trend data in analysis -- Whether or not trend data
were used in analysis of outputs, purposes or goals. A
distinction is made between 2 points in time and 3 or more
points. The points can be pre-post, mid-post or other relevant
periods. Code: 0 = None Reported; 1 • Yes, Two Points in Time
(e.g. pre-post); 2 • Yes, 3 or More Points.

IE7 • Extent of use of particular data collection techniques
Descriptions of the techniques are attached (See -Special
Definitions Concerning Item E6- at the conclusion of this
variable list); extent is defined in terms of the number of
variables covered, questions addressed, and effort devoted. An
exemplary designation indicates that the reporting of the
technique's use in the report makes it a potentially useful
teaching/training aide. Code: O· No; 1 • Yes, Limited; 2 •
Yes, Extensive; 3 D Yes, Extensive & Exemplary; 9 • Don't Know.

IEB = Previous or similar evaluation cited -- Whether or not
(0 = No, 1 = Yes) cited in the ER.

/E9 = Citation of unimplemented action from a previous
evaluation -- Whether or not an action cited/discussed in the
ER. Code: 0 = No, 1 = Yes~ and, if EB = 0, E9 = 2 (i.e. Not
Applicable) •
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Part F:· Focus and Scope of Data

Fl = Principal focus of the SOW questions -- To be addressed in
detail means that it was addressed in more than one or two
study questions, or by a series of subquestions. To be the
primary focus means that it was addressed by a plurality of
study questions. Code: 0 = Not Addressed: 1 = Addressed
Minimally: 2 = Addressed in Detail: 3 = Primary Focus: 9 =
Don't Know.

F2 = Principal focus of ER analysis -- Addressed in detail
means that it was addressed at length in the report (i.e.
beyond 1 or 2 pages). To be the primary focus means that it
was addressed in the plurality of pages in the report. Code:
o = Not Addressed: 1 = Addressed Minimally: 2 = Addressed in
Detail: 3 = Primary Focus: 9 • Don't Know.

F3 = Extent to which findings, conclusions and recommendation
reflect analysis of empirical data -- Judgment of the reviewer
of the extent the analysis of empirical data formed the basis
of findings, conclusions and recommendations in the ER. The
term empirical data is defined so as to include statistics,
observations and other information gathered which bear on the
evaluation's study questions. Coded on the following scale:
Not At All • 0 1 2 3 4. Completely.

F4 = Extent to which ER distinguishes between conclusions and
recommendations -- Judgment of reviewer of the extent to which
appropriate distinctions are made throughout the ER. Coded on
the following scale: Not At All • 0 1 2 3 4· Completely.

~5 = Treatment in ER of designated topics -- Reviewer's
judgment of extent of coverage. Addressed in detail •
addressed at length in the report (beyond 1 or 2 pages).
Code: O· Not Addressed: 1 • Addressed Minimally: 2 •
Addressed in Detail.

F6 = Treatment in ER of designated topics -- Reviewer's
judgment of extent of coverage. Addressed in detail •
addressed at length in the report (beyond 1 or 2 pages).
Code: O· Not Addressed: 1 = Addressed Minimally: 2 •
Addressed in Detail.

F7 = Inclusion of participant training in the project -- Extent
of inclusion is based on explicit references in the ER. Code:
o = No Evidence of Participant Training Component: 1 = Yes,
Minor Component: 2 = Yes, Major Component: 3 = Entire Project
was Participant Training.
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F8A through F8E = Treatment in ER of designated topics -­
Reviewer's judgment of extent of coverage. Addressed in
detail = addressed at length in the report (beyond 1 or 2
pages). Code: 0 = Not Addr~ssed; 1 = Addressed Minimally; 2 =
Addressed in Detail. If F7 = 0, all parts of F8 = "missing"
(i.e. dots).

Part G: Evaluation's Assessment of Project

Gl = Highly successful project -- The ER specifically
this is a successful project; this is the judgment of
author(s) of the ER. Code: 0 ~ No; 1 = Yes. (Note:
1, G2 =2.)

indicates
the
If Gl =

G2 = Highly successful component -- The ER specifically
identified a highly success ful component; this is the judgment
of the author(s) of the ER. Code: 0 = No; 1 • Yes; 2 • Not
Applicable (i.e. Gl = 1).
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Special Definitions Concerning Item E7

Key Informant Interview - This is a technique involving a set
of interviews selected so as to represent the various
salient perspectives on a program or subject.
Implementing the technique involves: (1) identifying
relevant groups whose perspe~tive is needed: (2) selecting
a few representatives from each group to interview: and
(3) conducting in-depth interviews with each selected
respondent. Typically, groups from which interviewees are
selected include program beneficiaries, administrators,
government officials, and community leaders. Interviewees
are usually purposively selected in order to insure
respondents are knowledgeable and articulate. Interviews
are conducted using an "elite" or "clinical" interview
style guided by a list of topics and issues to be covered.

Focus Group Interview - This activity involves a small group
(typically 8-12) discussion on a specific topic, with the
moderator's role being to stimulate discussion, to keep it
focused, and to involve as many participants as possible.
It does not involve questions and answers, except in a
very general sense.

Community Interview - This is an interview with multiple
respondents, where some respondents can support, elaborate
on, or contradict the responses of others. It does
involve specific questions and answers, typically on
topics where knowledge is broadly but unevenly held.

Direct Observation - This activity involves planned and
structured observation of specific events,
physical settings, etc. Data are gathered
structured observation protocol/checklist.
include participant observation, or simply
around to get a feel for the setting.

activities,
using a
It does not

wandering

Formal Survey - This is a data collection strategy which
includes probability sampling of a respondent group, use
of moderate to large size samples (typically more than
50), and use of a detailed series of questions (usually
more than 20). It uses a formal instrument, and may be
completed verbally or in writing.
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Informal Survey - This is a data collection strategy that is
less complex than a formal survey. It typically does not
employ probability sampling, and uses fewer respondents
(fewer than 50) and fewer questions (20 or fewer) than a
formal survey. It uses a structured instrument (though
non-instrument questions may be asked), and is normally
completed verbally.

Site Visits - This involves visits to locations where project
services are provided to beneficiaries, or where the
results of project activities can be observed (roads,
irrigation systems, etc.). Visits to the main project
office are not included unless that office directly serves
a significant numbe~ of beneficiaries, and service
activities are observed.
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Special Instructions for Evaluations
Involving Multiple Projects

(1) Enter MULT in A6A, and the relevant project numbers in
A6B.

(2) Complete as many of Al to AS as possible if they are
the same for all projects; otherwise leave them blank.

(3) Leave items A7 to Al2 blank.

(4) In item D9, enter yes only if all logframes are
included or discussed.

(5) On items F7, use 0 only if no projects use participant
training; use 3 only if all projects are entirely made
up of participant training; use 2 if the majority of
activities across projects are participant training_

(6) On items GI and G2, enter yes if at least one highly
successful project or highly successful project
element is cited.

0764y
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APPENDIX B
Lt.t of EwlUBtlon leport. by "lec:ted Ch,recterl.tfe:• ..,

Ov!r.ll I.tt. of the Ewl.tfon !!lI!Olt', ",In FOCUS end of the
InlUBtlon ",thodolOlY" c.lexltx

BY Prolect I!y!qr

Flr.t Final Project T1.lng D.te of Type COIJ1). Type ..,In Coq>lex tty
Project FY of FY o~ Size In of Ev.l. Rept. of Of.,; Docunent. Focus of Ev.l.

COUltry Short Project Iitl. IlUlber Obllg. PACO S1,000 Ev.l. Month/Yr. Ev.l. Te Included of ER Methodology
•••••••••••c ••••••• ......................... ......- •••••• •••••• -_... •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ..cc•••aa •••••• • •••••• :z••a

It.ly South.nn It.ly E.rthquak. 145·00111 81 85 71655 Expost 6 / 87 Internal A1H ER Only OUtputs 4
lecorwtruc:tlon Protr_

Egypt (Nul tI'Project Ev.lUBtlon)133 2]4,0129 Int.rl. 2 / 86 Internal A1C1H ER+ES Ass~. 7

Egypt (Nul tI'Project IwlUBtlon)13 2]4,0144 Int.rt. 2 / 86 Internal A1C1H ER+ES AII~. 7

Egypt Strengthening lur.l 26],0015 76 87 14900 Final 5 / 86 External C ER+ES Purposes 5
He.lth D.llwry

Egypt Technology Trtnlf.r & 26],0026 77 85 40500 Interl. 10 / 86 External C ER+ES OUtputs 3
~D.nl~t

Egypt (MultI-Project Ev.lUBtlon)129 26l-CIOD Other 3 / 87 Int.rnal A ER+ES Purposes 3

Egypt C.lro sewer", I 26]-0091 78 8] 129000 Other 2 / 88 Ext.rnal H ER+ES Purposes 13
lehabl II t.tI on

Egypt lenewabl. Energy 263-0125.2 82 88 l2600 Int.rl. 6 / 87 Internal AlC ER+ES OUtput. 3

Egypt suez c.nsl Ar•• Medlc.l 263-0136 80 88 17100 Fh,.l 5 / 88 External cr.H ER+ES Purposes 6
Ed &H..lth S.r Devel~t

Egypt N.tlorwl Control of 26]-0137 81 87 l6000 Int.rl. 2 / 87 Internal Alcr.H ER+ES Purpo.es 16
DI.rrheel DI ••••• Project

Egypt B••le: EdJc:.tlon 263·0139 81 90 190000 Int.rl. 1 / 87 External C ER+ES Purposes 9

Egypt Pop/Fp Project: Stlt. 263-0144 8] 90 Int.rl. 12 / 87 External C ER+ES OUtputs 5
Info Ser/IEC

Egypt ProductIon Credit Project 263-0147 82 87 88000 Int.rl. 12 / 86 Internal A ER+ES Purposes 4

Egypt (Mul tI -Project Ev.lUBtlon)'29 26]-0160 Other 3 / 87 Internal A ER+ES Purposes 3

(1) An entry of MC· In thl. e:olumn ref.r. to. -Cont'nu'ng- project, I ••• no f'nal·FY.
(2) ·COIJ1)Osltlon of Ev.lUltlon Te.... ba.ed on the follow'ng e:ode: A-A.I.D. Only; C-Contr.e:tor Only: H-Host COUltry Only: A&C-A.I.D. and Contractor:

A&HcA.I.D. and Ho.t COUltry; C1H-Contractor and Hoat Country; AlC&H-A.I.D. and Contractor and HOlt COUltry: and DKcDon't Know.
(3) Multi-Project., ...Igned rulbera lInk,ng th_ to the lI.t by bur.IU, appe.r one. In thl. lI.t for ••ch project fUlber.
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Firat Flnel Project 1I.lng Date of Type Conp. Type Main Conplexlty
Project FY of FY or 511. In of Eval. Rept. of of Docunents Focus of Eval.

COU"Itry Short Project Tltl. MlIIlber Obllg. PACD $1,000 Ev.l. Month/Yr. Ev.l. Telllll Included of ER Methodology••••.....~..•.....• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• a •••aa••• • ••••• .c•••:c••••

Egypt (Nultl-Project Ev.tuatlon)129 263-0196 Other 3 / 87 Internel A ER+ES Purposes 3

OlIIIn o.enl-~rlcen co..lliion 272-0101.2 113 89 ooסס4 Interl. 10 / 87 Internel A&elH ER Only Purposes 2
Scholarlhlp &Training

Jordan (Nul tI-Project Evatuatlon)15 278-0258 Interl. Ext.rnel A&C ER Only OUtputs 4

Jordan (Nul tI-Project Evatuatlon)15 278-0260 Int.rtlll Externet A&e ER Only OUtputs 4

Jordan ee-xtl tv IlIpOrt 'NlIr- 278-1C-643 85 87 165549 Interl. 3 / 87 Internel A ER+ES OUtputl 0

Y~n Loc.l I ..ourc.. for 279-0045 79 86 8219 Flnel 9 / 86 Internet A ER+ES Purposes 3
Devel~t

Yemen Agrl Dev SUpport: 279-0052.4 113 89 14385 Int.rl. Internel A&elH ER+ES OUtputs 4
Hortlcul t". I..~t &
Tme SUlproject

Yemen Tlh... Prl..ry H•• lth e.r. 279-0065 SO 87 11500 Int.rl. 3 / 87 Int.rnel A&elH ER+ES OUtputs 4 tIl
I

Yemen S.lf-H.lp Alilitanc. for 279-0077 84 87 12000 Int.d. 5 / 86 Int.rnel A&e ER+ES OUtputs 4
N

leconatructlon of Earthquak.
D......(IHAlED)

"elt Bank, Gaz. (Nultl-Project Ev.luatlon)'11 298-0159 Int.rl. 3 / 87 Ext.rnel e ER Only OUtputs 11

"elt Bank, G.z. Cooperative Devel~t 298-0187 Flnel 6 / 87 Externel C ER Only OUtputl
Project

Nepel ladlo Eu.tlon T.echer 367-0146 84 87 2120 Int.rl. 4 / 87 Externel elH ER+ES OUtputs 10
Tr.lnlng II

Nepal Instltut. of Agrlcultur. & 367-0148 85 92 4100 Int.rt. 4 / 87 Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 5
Anl..l SClenc. II

srt lank. Agrlcultur.l Eu.tlon 3113-0049 82 86 7500 Flnel 6 / 87 Ext.rnel e ER+ES OUtputl S
O.vel~t

srt lanka Olverllfled Agrlcultur.l 3113-0058 84 92 11400 Interl. 10 / 87 Internel A&e ER+ES OUtputs 6
R....rch

Sri lanka PYO Co-Financing 383-0060 79 89 7171 Inter I. 7 / 86 Interne I A&C&H ER+ES Purposes 5
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FIrst FIMl Project TI.lng Date of Type COII'p. Type Haln COII'plexlty
Project FY of FY or She In of Eval. Rept. of of Docunents Focus of Eval.

COI.Iltry Short Project Tltl. Nl.IIIber ObUt. PACO 11,000 Eval. Month/Yr. Eval. Team Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••22••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• ...... •••••• ...... ...... ••••••••• ...... ..... ..,Ea==a=.-: &a.a•• ..aaasaa••:

Sri Lanlta National lnatltute of 383-0062 80 87 1900 FInal 5 / 87 External C ER+ES Outputs 3
Health Selene..

SrI Lanke HIIh....U Envlr~t 383-0075 82 87 5000 Interl. 3 / 87 Internal A&CIH ER+PES Purposes 3
Project

SrI Lanka Prlv.te Enterprise 383-0082 83 as 4000 Interl. 12 / 86 External C ER+ES Outputs 6
Prc.otlon Project (PEPP)

India Raj.sthan Hedl~ 386-0467 80 86 36050 Final 6/86 Internal AIH ER+ES Outputs 8
Irrlfltlon Project

IndIa PYOa for Health (PVOH) 386-0469 81 89 ooסס2 Interl. 11 / 86 Internal AIH ER+ES OUtputs 4

IndIa Alternattve Energy 386-0474 82 as 7000 Interl. External C ER+ES OUtputs 6
Resources Devel~t

IndIa Hmya Prash 386-0475 81 87 18100 Interl. 10 / 86 External H ER+ES Goals 6 OJ
Socl.l Forestry Project I

w

IndIa Integr.ted Child 386-0476 83 90 17000 Interl. 9 / 86 ExterMl C ER+ES Outputs 13
Devel~t Servlen

IndIa Devel~t end 386-0487 82 92 11976 Interl. 9 / 87 External C ER+ES Outputs 7
~t Tr.lnlng

India Contreceptlve D..,.l~t: 386-0500 85 as 4300 Interl. 2 / 87 Internal A&C ER+ES Outputs
ReproctActlve l-.nology

Bsngladesh Rur.l FInance Project 388-0037 83 85 75000 FIMI 9 / 86 Internal CIH ER Only Outputs 2

Bangladesh Rural Finance Project 388-0037 83 as 75000 Interl. 2 / 87 External C ER+ES Outputs 3

Bangladesh Women'. Entrepreneur.hlp 388-0042 81 as 5000 Final 2 / 87 Internal A&C&H ER Only Outputs 12
Devel~t Progr. (UEDP)

Bsngladesh NGO C~t of 388-0050 81 86 159866 FIMI 2 / 86 External C ER+ES IfllUts 9
FP Service. Project

Bangladesh F..lly Planning Servlces- 388·0050 84 89 10200 Interlll 1 / 87 External C ER+ES Outputs 4
SocIal Marketing
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Flr.t Flnel Project Tlalng Dete of Type eClq). Type Main eClllplexlty
Project FY of FY or Size In of Ev.l. Rept. of of Docllllents Focus of Eval.

eCUltry Short Project Title NUliber Obllg. PACD '1.000 Eval. MonthlYr. Ev.l. Te.. Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ......................... •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• •••••• •••••••••••
Banglade.h R........-nt of IMP 388-0050 84 89 10200 Interla External e ER+ES Purpo.e. 4

Objecttvn ... Inf ..... (FP)

Bangladesh Food for Wort III 388-0061 85 90 9400 Final 12 I 86 Ext.rnal e ER Only Goals 17

BangIade.h Woaen'. Marketal Pilot 388-0249 Interla 1 I 88 Ext.rnal H ER Only OUtputs 9
Project Activity

P.kllten (Multi-Project Evatu-tlon)'15 391-0468 Interla 7 I 87 External e ER+ES OUtputl

P.kllten Project D..lgn ... 391-0470 82 91 30000 Interla 3 I 87 External e ER+ES OUtputl 3
IlIIpl~tatton FU'ICI (PDIF)

P.klaten Mal.rla Control II 391·0472 82 91 41000 Final . 4 I 87 External e ER+PES Purposes 8

Pekln.n Rur.l Electrlflc.tlon 391·0473 82 93 ooסס34 Interl. 8 I 86 Internal Ale ER+ES Inputs 4

P.kllt.n I.luchl.tan Are. 391-0479 84 92 45000 Int.rI. 12 I 87 Int.rnal Ale ER+ES OUtputs 4 to
D.vel~t I

~

P.kllten For..try Pllmlng ... 391·0481 83 93 25000 Int.rla 9 I 87 Ext.rnal C ER+ES OUtputs 6
Devel~t

P.klltan North we.t Frontier Ar.. 391-0485 83 93 31000 Int.rl. 9 I 87 Internal AlC&H ER+ES OUtputs 7
D.vel~t

P.klstan (Multi-Project Ev.lu-tlon)'15 391-0486 Interl. 7 I 87 Ext.rnal C ER+ES OUtputs

Uest lank. Gaz. (Multi-Project Evalu-tlon)'11 391-0159 Int.rl. 3 I 87 Ext.rnal e ER Only OUtputs 11

ANE Asi. Mirlcan Fr.. L8bor 391-0263 86 C 7600 Interl. 6 I 87 Int.rnal Ale ER Only OUtput. 6
1..t1tute

Burma Prl..ry H••lth C.re II 482-0004 83 89 9470 Final Ext.rnal e ER+ES OUtputs 7

Philippines Nonconvent IanaI Energy 492-0294 78 87 7150 Final 9 I 86 Ext.rna I elH ER+ES OUtputs 9
D.vel~t Project

Philippines loc.l Re.ource Menageaent 492·0358 82 91 14470 Interla 3 I 87 External e ER+ES Purpoles 0

Philippines R.lnfed R.sourc.. 492·0366 84 89 24252 Interla 9 I 87 External e ER Only Purposes 3
DeveIopIent



Firat FINlI Project TI.lng Date of Type C~. Type Main C~lexlty

Project FY of FY or Size In of Eval. Rept. of of DocUlIents Focus of Eval.
Cotzltry Short Project Title NUllber Obll,_ PACD 11,000 Eval. MonthlYr_ Eval_ Team Included of ER Methodology
•••••=•••~••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• • •••a ••••Kzacc • aK••• •••••••••••
Phil Ipplnes PYO Co-Flnenclng II 492-0367 IS4 88 18639 Intert. 9 I 86 Internal "r.C ER+ES Outputs 6

Thailand Rural PrlMry Health care 493-0291 18 86 5977 Final 9 I 86 External Cr.H ER+ES Purposes 1
Project

Thailand Mae Ch.. Watershed 493-0294 80 87 ooסס1 Interl. 6 I 81 ExterNll elH ER Only Purposes 10
Develoa-nt

Thailand Hill Area Education 493-0297 eo 81 1594 FIMll ] I 81 OK OK ER Only Outputs 0

Thailand Renewable NoncarwenttONll 493-0304 81 85 4316 FIMll 12 I 86 External Cr.H ER+ES Purposes 10
Energy

Thailand Mlcro/lUnl Hydro Electric 493-0]Z4 82 8100 Interl. 1 I sa External C ER Only Outputs 1]
Project

Thailand Private Sector In 493-0329 8] 81 ]375 FIMll 1 I 81 External elH ER+ES Outputs 8
DeveIoa-nt q:J

I

Thailand Rural Develoa-nt 493-0]]9 IS4 89 5000 Interl. 2 I 81 External C ER+ES Inputs 1 U1

Monltorlng/EvalUitlon

Thailand PYO Co-ffMnClng II 493-0342 85 92 5000 Intert. 6 I 81 ExterMll elH ER+ES Outputs 6

Indonesia Expended Progr. on 491-025] 79 89 19100 Interl. Intemal ""elH ER+ES Purposes 12
I-.-Ilatton

Indonesia Secondlry Food Crape 497-0304 8] 88 1400 Interl. 6 I 86 External C ER+ES Outputs 9
oeveIoa-nt

Indonesia ViII.... FP/MOther-Chlld 491-0305 80 86 14000 Final 10 I 86 Internal elH ER+PES Goals 9
Welfare

Indonesia Vllla,e F.Ily Planning 491-0]Z7 8] 9] 1OS4 Interl. 7 I 81 Internal "r.Cr.H ER+ES Purposes 6
Progr. Cc.ponent

Indonesia Training COMpOnent of 491-0321 8] 90 36400 Final External C ER+ES Outputs 5
F.lly Planning
DevelopMent &Services II

Indonesia PYO Co·Flnanclng 11 491-0]]6 81 90 26250 Interlll 10 I 81 External C ER Only Inputs 9
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Firat Flnel Project TI.I"" Date of Type COIl'p. Type Mlln COII'pIex Ity
Project FY of FY or She In of Eval. Rept. of of Oocunents focus of Eval.

COU'Itry Short Project Tltl. llumer Obllg. PACD ",000 Eval. Month/Yr. EVil. Telll Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• •••••• •••••••••••
Indonel Ia Education Polley end 497-C1344 84 90 6500 Int.rl. 7 / 87 Internel AIH ER+ES Output I 3

PlennlllI

Indonesia Cooperative Agrobullneaa 497-PL02 Int.rl. 11 / 87 External C ER Only Purposes 8
Ent.rprla.

ANE ASEAII-US S-ll end 491-0277 as 3200 Interl. 6 / 87 Internal Ale ER Only Outputs
BUilneaa IlIprov.-lt

B.lh, (Multi-Project Eveluatlon)',4 505-0017 Interl. 12 / 87 Externel C ER+ES Outputs 4

B.lIze VIII... Level "at.r end 505-0024 84 as 700 Interl. 5 / 87 Externel C ER+ES Outputs 7
Sanitation

Bell z. Breut la But L..... 505-0029 85 as 62 Flnel 6 / 87 Externel C ER+ES Outputs 3

Belize Belize F..lly Llf. 505-0031 86 as 9a Int.rl. 11 / 87 External C ER+ES Outputs 6
Education to

I

Bellz. (Multl'Project Evaluatlon)',4 505-0032 Int.rl. 12 / 87 Extemel C ER+ES Outputl 0'1
4

Bolivia El ProyKt de lene..lanto 511-0UI 77 SO 4310 Int.rl. 7 / 87 Extemel H ER Only Purposes 10
lural

Bolivia lural Sanitation 511-0\51 71 87 4310 Flnel 9 / 87 Extemel H ER+PES Output I 11

Bolivia lural Education II 511-«KI2 71 87 12129 Flnel Internel C ER+PES OUtputs 2

Bolivia Cheper. _..Ionel Oevel~t 511-054J 83 91 26500 Interl. 9 / 86 External C ER+PES Aas~. 6
Project

Bolivia Prlvat. Sector 511-0567 83 91 1650 Int.rl. 2 / as Externel C ER+ES Outputs 3
Low Coat SheIt.r

Bolivia Prl..ry H.alth Car. 511-0569 83 89 2300 Interl. 5 / 86 External C ER+PES Purposes 2
Financing Project

BolivIa Water Supply &s.ell-Scal. 511-0581 83 85 1750 Flnel 4 / 86 External C ER+PES Purposes 6
Irrigation

BolivIa Handicraft Export 511-0583 85 as 3000 Interl. DK DK ER+PES OUtputl
Oevel~t (A.O.A.M.)
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Firat FlllIl Project TI.lng Date of Type COIIlJ· Type Main COIIlJlex Ity
Project FY of FY or Size In of Evel. Rept. of of Docunents focus of Eval.

COU'Itry Short Project Title IlUliber Obllg. PACO 11,000 Eval. Month/Yr. Eval. Telllll Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• ....z. .:1•••••••••
Bolivie (Multi-Project EyalUitlon).,8 511-PL01 Interl. 1 / 81 External C ER+PES OUtputl 7

Bolivie (Multi-Project E~lUltlon)"8 511·PL03 Interl.. 1 / 81 External C ER+PES OUtputs 7

Costa Rica F..lly Plennl", Self-Rellenee 515-0168 83 92 2500 Interl .. 4 / 81 Externel C ER+PES OUtputs 6

Coste Rice Prlyate Sector Production 515-0116 81 86 ooסס1 Interl. 9 / 81 External H ER+ES Purposes 3
(BANEX)

CoUa Rica Private lector EKpOrt Credit 515-0181 82 86 ooסס1 Final 6 / 86 External C ER+PES Purposes 4
(COFISA)

Costa Rica Private Sector Export Credit 515-0181 82 81 1DODO Final 8 I 81 External H ER+ES Purposes 3
(COFlIA)

COlta Rica Credl t lkllon Strengthening 515-0189 82 81 1000 Interl. 9 / 86 External C ER+PES Purposes 5

COlta Rica 515·0191 83 88 14700 Interl. 2 / 81 External
OJ

Ilorthern Zone H ER+PES OUtput I 7 I
Infreltructure Devel~t ~

COlta Rice De.onatratlon Project on 515-0192 85 81 6130 Interl. 8 / 86 Exterllll C ER+PES Purposes 5
R08d Malnterwnce

COlta Rica Coff.. Technlflcatlon ~ 515-0192 85 90 ooסס2 Interl. 1 / 88 Internal A&C ER+ES Inputl S
Dlveralflcatlon

Coste Rica Private Inveltllent 515-0204 84 88 16000 Interl. 9 / 81 External " ER+ES Purposes 4
Corporation (PIC)

Costa Rica Quepos Oil Pal. Project 515-0221 85 88 8DO Interl. 8 / 81 External C ER Only OUtputs 2

Coste Rica Private Sector 515-8001 83 88 Interl. Internal DI( ER+PES OUtputs· 6
Low COlt Shel ter

DOMinican Republic Rural Developaent Manageaent 511-0125 81 86 1600 Interl. 9 / 81 External C ER Only Purposes 2
(ISA/CAOER)

Doglnlcan Republic GraclJate Manegel*\t Training 511-0151 83 81 6500 Interl. 10 / 86 Externel C ER+PES OUtputs 6

Ecuador Non-Traditional 518-0019 84 88 10398 Interlll External H ER+PES OUtputs 1
Agriculture Exportl

John M
Rectangle



Flr.t Fhwl Project TI.lng Oete of Type eClq). Type Main eClq)lexlty
Project FY of FY or Size In of Evel. Rept. of of Oocunents Focus of Evel.

eOUltry Short Project Title llulber Obllg. PACD '1,000 Evel. Month/Yr. Evel. Tellll Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ......................... •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• .a•••• •••••••••••
Ecuedor lIon-Treell tlonll 518-0019 84 as 10898 FIC\lII 5 / as ExterC\llI e ER Only Outputs 5

Agriculture Export.

Ecuador For..try Sector . 518-002] 82 90 8100 Interl. 9 / 86 ExterC\llI e ER+PES Outputs 5
Oevelop.ent Project

Ecuador Pop.Iletlon Mel 518-0026 81 91 14000 FIC\lII 4 / 86 InterC\llI A&e ER+PES Outputs 4
F.lly Plannlne

Ecuador AlteNllltive Energy Iourc.. 518-0029 81 86 ]950 FIC\lII 9 / 86 ExterC\llI e ER+PES Purposes 3

Ecuador AIterC\llt Ive Energy Source. 518-0029 81 84 2450 FIC\lII 10 / 87 ExterC\llI e ER Only Outputs 6

Ecuedor Melerle Control Project 518-0049 85 90 9500 Interl. 5 / 87 ExterC\llI e ER Only Outputs 5

El Selvlldor SDA SOClel Hertetlne 519-0275 83 86 1000 FIC\lII 2 / 86 ExterC\llI e ER+PES Purposes a
PrOllr. OJ

I
El Sel vlldor EXJ*1Ilon of FP lervlc.. & 519-0215 83 86 7073 FIC\lII ] / 86 Externel e ER+PES Outputs 9 0)

C~ltI..

El Selvlldor Ollpleced ua.n'. 519-0281 85 as 60115 Interl. 4 / 87 Extemel C ER+ES Purpose. 10
Enterprl.. Oevel~t

El Selvlldor C~ Technlc.l 519-0211 83 as 60175 Inted. 9/87 OK OK ER Only Outputs 4
A••I.tence Project

El Selvlldor Heelth Srat... Vltellzetlon 519-0291 83 85 ]5625 FIC\lII 5 / 86 InterC\llI A&e ER+ES Purposes 2

GueteIIICIle Agrlbullne•• Oevel~t 520-0276 85 as 12500 Interl. 12 / 87 ExterC\llI e ER Only Purposes 6

Guet_le Rurel PrI_ry Ec:b:etlon 520-0282 85 91 13504 Interl. 4 / 86 ExterC\llI e ER+ES Outputs 14
IqH"OY.-nt

GueteIIICIle ASINOES PYO OevelClJlM'lt 520-0348 86 89 1050 Interl. 2 / as ExterC\llI e&H ER+ES Outputs 3
PrOllr.

Haiti (Multi-Project Eveluetlon)18 521-0155 Inter I. 2 / 87 ExterC\llI e ER Only Purposes 9

Haiti (Multi-Project Eveluetlon)14 521-0159 Interl. 4 / 86 ExterC\llI A ER+PES Purposes 4

Haiti (Multi-Project Eveluetlon)14 521-0169 Interl. 4 / 86 ExterC\llI A ER+PES Purposes 4
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flr.t final Project TI.lng Dete of Type CClq). Type Heln CClq)1 ex Ity
Project n of fY or She In of Evel. Rept. of of Docunents focus of Evel.

COU"Itry Short Project Title IIU11ber Obllg. PACO '1.000 Evel. Month/Yr. Evel. TeM Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••c •••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• • ••••• ••••• ••••••••• •••••• • •••••11••••

Heltl Interl. Swine Repopuletlon !521-0170 83 89 7938 final 6 / 87 External C ER+ES Purposes 9

Heltl (Multi-Project E~luatlon)'1 521-0181 Interl. 5 / 86 Internal AICIH ER+PES Purposes 8

Heltl (Multi-Project EvelUitlon)14 521-0181 Interlll 4 / 86 External A ER+PES Purposes 4

Heltl Heltl~ Devel~t 521-0181 84 90 4596 final 10 / 86 External C ER Only OUtputs 4
fOUldetion Ph... IV

Heltl Heltl~ Ae.ocletlon of 521-0181 84 86 4596 final 7 / B6 External C ER+PES OUtputs 4
VolU"ltery Avenel..

Heltl (Multi-Project EvelUitlon)'1 521-0182 Interim 5 / 86 Internal AICIH ER+PES Purposes 8

Heltl Menasae-nt end 521-0183 85 90 2300 Interl. 9 / 87 External CIH ER+ES OUtputs 4
Productivity Center

O;l

Honc1.Ire. Heelth Sector I 522-0153 SO 87 34894 final 8 / B6 External C ER+PES OUtputs 6 I
\0

Honc1.Ire. Urben upgrading Project 522-0155 SO 87 14535 Interlll 9 / 85 External C ER+PES Inputs 6

Honc1.Ire. Rurel Weter end S~ltetion 522-0166 SO 87 20700 Interl. 2 / 86 External C ER+PES OUtputs 3
Project

Honc1.Ire. S.ll IuIlnne Dewl~t 522-0205 84 as eoo final 4 / 87 External C ER+ES OUtput. 3

Honc1.Ires S.ll 'e~r Llvutock 522-0209 83 90 13000 Interl. 11 / 87 External C ER+ES Purpose. 5
I.ov.-nt

Honc1.Ires Ge.eh Institutional 522-0256 84 as 1080 final 6 / 87 External ., ER+ES outputs 8
Strengthening Gr~t

Hondures Advl.ory COU"lCIL for H~ 522-0257 84 92 6325 Intert. 6 / 87 External C ER+ES OUtputs 2
Resources Devel~t

Hondures S.ll Scele Enterprl.e 522-0263 85 87 132 Interlll External C ER+PES Purposes 9
Developlent (fUNADEH)

Hondures PVC federetlon A.eletenee 522-0266 85 90 500 Inter 111I 8 / 87 External C ER+ES OUtputs 4
Project
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Flrn Final Project TI.lng Date of Type C~. Type Main CClq)lexlty
Project FY of FY or Size In of Eval. Rept. of of Oocunents Focus of Eval.

COUltry Short Project Title IIUl1ber Obllg. PACO 11,000 Eval. Month/Yr. Eval. Te... Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• • ••••• ••••• ••••••••• ••••a. • ••••~•••I: •

Hondur.. Centr.l Merlcen Peace 522-0329 85 94 20100 Intert. 5 / 87 External C ER+ES Outputs 5
Schol.rahlpe

Hondural PL-480 TIUe I 522-PLOI 75 86 68600 Interl. 9 / 87 External C ER+ES Outputs 4

Honduras PL-480 TIUe II Progr. 522-PL02 Interl. 9 / 87 External C ER+ES Purposes 11

PInalIIlI (Hultl-Project Eveluetlon)',3 525-01110 Interl. OK OK ER+PES Purposes "
PInalIIlI (Hultl-Project Eveluetlon)"3 525-0227 Interl. OK OK ER+PES Purpolel "
Peru lIon-Tredltlonel Agrlcultur.l 527-0166 Final External C ER+ES Purpoles 6

Export Prc.ot Ion

Peru S.ll Hydroelectric 527-0226 81 as 16106 Interl. 11 / 86 External C ER+PES Outputs 7
Power Plent. Oevelc.-nt

t::J
Peru SEPAl Food for Work 527-<'231 82 86 1300 Interl. 4 / 86 External H ER+PES Output I 10 I

......
5 / 86 External

0
Peru Agrlcultur.l Pl....lne & 527-<1238 83 89 17000 Interl. C ER+ES Outpull

lnatltutlonal Dewl.....t

Peru Upper Huelhg. Are. 527-0244 81 89 23400 Interl. 1 / 87 External H ER+ES Purposes 7
Oevelc.-nt

Peru Oll••ter lellef end 527-0277 83 85 58840 Final 4 / 87 External C ER Only Purpoles 5
1.IbIlIUtion

Peru Technoeerve Cooper.tlve 527-0293 85 87 750 interl. External H ER+ES Outputs 8
......_nt

Jllll8lca S.ll ...1.... Aslocl.tlon 532-0076 77 C 350 Final Internal A ER Only Outpull
Grent

JIllllII c. Prlvete Oevelc.-nt ... 532-0091 84 89 21200 Interl. 6 / 87 External C ER+ES Outpull 6

J_lca J...lc. Agrl Oevel~t 532-0105 85 as 1000 Intert. 6 / 87 External C ER+ES Outputs 3
F~tlon (JADF)TA

J_lca NDFJ Loan Progr_ 532·0108 84 as 870 Intert. 1 / 87 External H ER Only Purposes 11
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Firat Final Project Tilling Dlte of Type Ceq>. Type Main Ceq>lexlty
Project FY of FY or . Sire In of evil. Rept. of of Docunents Focus of EVil.

COUltry Short Project Title IIU111ber Obllg. PACO $1,000 EVil. Month/Yr. EVil. Telllll Included of ER Met hodology..........~........ ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• • •••••••21 •••••• •••••••••••
JllIlllcl Prlvlte Sector Pra.otlon 532-0122 as 90 448 Interl .. 6 I 81 External K ER+ES Purpoael 5

of F_lly Pl....11'lI

Clrlbbeln Region (Mult I-Project Evaluetl on)'25 538-0010 Final 6 I 81 External C ER+ES OUtputs 5

Clrlbbeln Region (Multi-ProJect EVlluetlon)'11 538·0018 Interlll 1 I 88 External C ER+ES OUtputs 3

LAC (Multi-ProJect Evaluetlon)'12 538-0035 Interlll I 88 External C ER+ES OUtputs 11

LAC Populltlon 8nd 538-0039 82 81 600 Final 12 I 81 External UK ER+ES OUtputs 3
Developlllnt-C.rlcOll CQIPOnent

LAC (Multi-ProJect Ev.luetlon)124 538-0042 Final 1 I 88 External e ER+ES OUtputs 6

Clrlbbeln Region Prlv.te Sector Inveatlllnt 538-0043 81 81 3500 Final 6 I 81 Internal Ale ER+ES OUtputs 10
Alilitenee Project

St. Lucll Allied Hellth~r 538-0055 Final 12 I 85 External e ER+ES OUtputs 6 OJ
I

Tr.lnlng-St. lucie CQIPOnent ~

~

LAC Allied He.lth~r 538·0055 Final Eltternal C ER+ES OUtputs 6
Tr.lnlng ......... CoIpnInt

Clrlbbeln Region (Mul t I·ProJect Eveluet Ion)125 538-0051 Final 6 I 81 External C ER+ES OUtputs 5

Clrlbbean Region (Multi-ProJect Evaluetlon)'11 538-0060 Interl.. 1 I 88 External e ER+ES OUtputs 3

LAC Regional lIon-Fo,...1 Skills 538-0073 82 90 1512 Final 1 I 81 External UK ER+ES OUtputs 8
Tr.lnlng

LAC (Multi-ProJect EvaIUltlon)'12 538-0019 Interl.. 1 I 88 External C ER+ES OUtputs 11

Clrlbbeln Region Clrlbbean Agriculture 538-0080 82 88 4410 Interlll External C ER+ES OUtputs 4
Tr.ctlng Co.

Carlbbeln Region (Multi-ProJect Ev.lUltlon).11 538-0083 Interlll I 88 External C ER+ES OUtpull 3

Clrlbbeln Region (Multi-ProJect Ev.luetlon).11 538-0084 Interlll 1 I 88 External C ER+ES OUtputs 3

LAC Regional Devel~t 538-0081 83 81 3488 Interlll 1 I 86 External CIH ER+PES OUtputs 2
Training II
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Firat Flnel Project Tilling Dlte of Type C~. Type Mlln C~lexlty

Project FY of FY or Size In of EVIl. Rept. of of Docunents Focus of EVil.
Country Short Project Title ltulber Obllg. PACD '1,000 EVil. Month/Yr. EVil. Te. Inchned of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• •••••• .m•••••••zz

St. Lucll Agr leul turll Structurll 538·0090 83 118 9500 Interl. 12 / 86 Internel A&C ER+ES OUtputs 5
Adjus~t

LAC Clrdl-flr.lng IyIt... 538·0099 83 118 7550 Interl. Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 4
"selrch Md DIWI~t

St. Vincent St. Vincent Agrlculturll 538·0101 84 118 2000 Flnel 9 / 86 Externel C ER+ES Assurp. 3
DIWI~t Project

LAC (Multi-Project EveIUitlon)'12 538·0102 Interl. 1 / 118 Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 11

LAC 'e,le Needs TrUlt fund '38-0103 84 at 12700 Interl. 6 / 86 Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 9

LAC Project Devel~t 538·0119 84 90 16500 Interl. 6 / 86 Externel C ER+PES OUtputs 5
A"I'tlnee Project (POAP)

LAC (Mul t I-Project EvelUitlon)124 538-0119 Flnel 1 / 118 Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 6
til

LAC (Multi-Project EveIUitlon)'12 538·01:U Interl. 1 / 118 Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 11 I.....
N

LAC (Multi-Project EveIUitlon)'12 538-0135 Interlll 1 / 118 Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 11

LAC (Multi-Project EveIUitlon)'12 538·0136 Inter III 1 / 118 Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 11

Clrlbbeln Region (Mul tt-Project EvelUitlon)125 538'T-007 Flnel 6 / a7 Ext.rnel C ER+ES OUtputs 5

Clrlbbeen Retlon (Multi-Project EveIUitlon)'17 538-"-012 Interl. 1 / 118 Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 3

LAC CHF', ·Cooperltlve 595-0012 85 118 2300 Interlll 4 / 118 Externel C ER Only OUtputs 8
Neighborhood IlIIpI'ov & .lob Prag

LAC Reglonel Coff.. Pelt Control 596-0090 a1 91 6000 Flnel 4 / a7 Internel A&C&H ER+ES OUtputs 7

LAC Reglonel Intetrlted Pelt 596-0110 84 at 6750 Interlll 12 / 86 Externel C ER+PES OUtputs 4
MlOIg-.nt

LAC Orll Rehydrltlon Therepy 596·0115 85 91 1180O Interlll 11 / 86 Externel C ER+ES OUtputs 4

LAC Retlonel Achlnl,trltlon 597-0002 85 92 11837 Interl. 6 / 118 Externel C ER Only OUtputs 11
of Justice Report
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Firat FInIll Project TI.lng Date of Type C~. Type Main C~lexlty

Project FY of FY or Size In of Eval. Rept. of of Docunents focus of Eval.
COtrItry Short Project Tltla lUliber Obllg. PAm 11,000 Eval. Month/Yr. Eval. Tellll Included of ER Methodology
• a ••~.~.~••z ••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• • •••••••• •••••• •••••••••••
LAC (Multi-Project EV8IUltlon)126 59T-0006 Interl. Externel C ER Only Outputs 3

LAC (Mul t I-Project EV8IUlt lon)I2T 59T-0006 Interl. Externel C ER Only Outputs 3

LAC (Mul U-Project EvalUltlon)121 59T-0006 Interl. Externel C ER Only Outputs 2

LAC (Multi-Project Evaluatlon).16 598-0089 FlnIll 9 / IT Externel C ER Only Purposes 8

LAC (Multi-Project EV8IUltlon)126 598-0632 Interl. Externel C ER Only Outputs 3

LAC (Multi-Project Evaluatlon)I2T 598-0632 Interl. Externel C ER Only Outputs 3

LAC (Multi-Project Evaluatlon)121 598-0632 Interl. Externel C ER Only Outputs 2

COIIlOros Islands OperaUOnllI PrOllr_ Grent 602-oo(n 84 19 2530 Interl. 4 / lIS Internel A&C ER+ES Outputs 3
to Care/Ce-oroa

Morocco Drylend Agrlcul ture 608-0136 T8 aT ooסס5 Interl. 5 / 86 Externel C ER+ES Outputs 5 CD

Applied Rese.rch Project I
I-'
W

Morocco SocIoeconc.lc 608-0154 T9 86 450 Flnel 12 / B6 Externel C ER+ES Outputs
Reseerch Project

Zanbl. Ch... Area Development 611-0204 a1 86 116T Flnel a / B6 Externel C ER+PES Purposes 11

Zanbl. Ch... Rice Project 611-0204 11 86 116T Flnel Externel C ER Only Outputs 4

Zanbl. Western Province 611-0205 83 aT 483 FlnIll 9 / IT Externel C ER+PES Outputs 6
Sllall F.....r

Zilbabwe S.slc Educ.tlon Tr.lnlng 613-0208 83 86 45000 Interl. I / IT Externel H ER Only Outputs 4

Zillbabwe Loc.l Currency PrOllr_ 613-0209 82 89 45000 Interl. T / IT Externel H ER Only Outputs 3

Ziababwe (Multi-Project Evaluatlon)1T 613-K-604 Flnel 10 / B6 Internel A ER+PES Goals 6

Zillbabwe (Multi-Project Evaluatlon)1T 613-K-605 FInIll 10 / B6 Interne I A ER+PES Goals 6

Zillbabwe (Multi-Project Evaluatlon)1T 613-K-605-A Flnel 10 / B6 Internal A ER+PF.S Goals 6

Zimbabwe (Multi-Project Evaluatlon)1T 613-1C-606 Flnel 10 / B6 Interne I A ER+PES Goals 6
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flrat final Project T1.lng Dete of Type C~. Type Meln C~lexlty

Project fY of fY or 511. In of Ev.l. Rept. of of Docunents focus of Evel.
COUltry Short Project TJtl. IIU11ber ~lIg. PACD 11.000 Eve I. Month/Yr. Evel. Te... Included of Ell Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ..s...... •••••• •••••••••••
Kenye On·f.MI Gr.ln Stor... 615-0190 81 90 11600 Interl. 3 / 87 External elH ER+PES OUtputs 6

Kenye Keny. CIP (C~lty 615-0213 83 as 76000 Interl. 2 / 87 Internal AIC ER+PES OUtputs 8
IlIpOrt Progr_)

Kenye Rur.l Ent.rprl •• Progr_ 615-0220 83 89 35704 Interl. 11 / 87 Internal A ER+PES OUtputs S
of Kenyll

AfR D.-»grephlc D.t. COllection 625-0927 77 87 m2 final 2 / 87 Internal AICIH ER Only Purposes S
& Anelyal.

Senegel (Multi-Project Ev.luatlon)16 625-0929.85 final 2 / 87 Int.rnal AIC ER+PES lf1XJts 6

C..roon Agrlcul tur.l EdJc.tlon 631-0031 82 89 54877 Interl. 11 / 86 Internal AlC ER+PES Outputs 2
Project

lesotho Rur.l H••lth Developaent 632-0058 79 84 3300 final 11 / 85 External C ER+PES Purposes 11
01

lesotho f.Mllng lyat_ .....reh 632-0065 71 85 11000 final 4 / 86 External C ER+PES OUtput. 3 I
~Project ~

lesotho Gener.l M8f1XIWllr 632-0069 71 84 9970 final 8 / 84 Internel AlC ER+PES OUtPut. 3
D.velopaent end Tr.lnl",

lesotho Instltut. of Extr.- 632-00a0 77 85 5871 Int.rl. 10 / 83 Internal AIC ER+PES OUtputs 0
Hur.l Studl..

lesotho l ..otho Credit tkllon 632-0214 SO- 86 992 Interl. 3 / 86 Ext.rnal C ER+PES OUtputs 6
D.velopaent

Botswena Rur.l Sector Grent Project 633-0077 SO as 7822 Int.rl. 5 / 86 Internal AlC ER+PES OUtputs 3

Botswena Revised H••lth S.rvle.. 633-0071 71 83 3882 final 10 / 86 Int.rnal A ER Only OUtputs
Devel~t Project

The Glllllbl. GllIIbl. AI .....rch end 635-0219 85 92 9920 Int.rl. 5 / 87 Internel AlelH ER Only OUtputs 3
Dlver.lfle.tlon (GAID)

SClIIllllle Pertlelpant Tr.lnlng Progr_ 649-0019 85 91 7700 Interl. 9 / 86 External C ER Only Purposes 3

SOIIIlIlie CDA forestry. Phe.e I 649-0122 84 86 6000 final 12 / 86 Internal C Ell Only OUtputs 5
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Firat Final Project TI.log Date of Type COIIfl· Type Haln COIIflI exit y
Project FY of FY or Size In of Eyal. Rept. of of Docunents Focus of Eval.

COU'Itry Short Project Title NUliber Obllg. PACD S1,000 Eya" Month/Yr. Eyal. Yeera Included of ER Methodology
••••••z •••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• ....... ••••• ."2s•••za ••• :E•• •••••••••• s:

Somalia F8IIIly H.alth S.rYlc.. 649-0131 84 90 10100 Int.rl. 3 / 87 Ext.rnal C ER+ES Outputs 6

Cape Verde Food Crop R....rch Project 655-0011 82 87 4688 Interl. 2 / 87 External C ER Only OUtputs 2

Cape Verda Yat.r.hed Dev.l~t 655-0013 84 90 5611 Interl. 12 / 87 Internal AIC&K ER Only OUtputs 10
Project/TA eo.ponent

Hozaablque Prly.t. Sector 656-0201 84 as 40405 Interllll 12 / 86 Internal A ER Only OUtputs 7
Rehabillt.tlon II,
Cc.KXt1 ty I.rt ColIponent

Mozllllbique Hozllllbique Private lector 656-0201 84 as 40405 Interl .. 9 / 87 Internal A ER Only Outputs 5
RehabII It.t Ion III Progr.

lalre North Sh~ Rural 660-0059 78 86 15125 Final 2 / 87 External C ER+PES OUtputs 5
Devel~t

lalre Area Nutrition lqH"ov--.t 660-007'9 82 as 4300 Final 12 / 87 Internal AIC ER+ES OUtputs 2
OJ

ZaIre (Mult I'Project Ev.lwtlon)12O 660-001IO Int.rl. 11 / 87 External UK ER+fS OUtputs 6 I
.......
lJ1

Zalr. (Multi-Project Ey.luetlon)12O 660-0081 Interl. 11 / 87 External UH ER+ES OUtput. 6

ZaIre (Multi-Project Ey.luetlan)fZ1 660-0086 Interl. 12 / 86 Internal AICIK ER+PES OUtputs 9

Zalr. Applied Agrlcultur.l 660-0091 83 as 12802 Interl. 9 / 86 External UH ER+PES OUtputs 5
R....rch ~ OUtreach

Zalr. PYO Econo.lc Support 660-0097 83 87 5000 Final 5 / 87 External C ER+PES Purposes 7

Zalr. (Multi-Project EVIIlwtlon)fZ2 660-0100 Interl. External C ER+PES Outputs 6

ZaIre School of Public He.lth 660-0101 94 asts Interl. 7 / 87 Internal AIUK ER+ES OUtputs 3

ZaIre (Multi-Project Ey.luetlon)1Z2 660-0103 Interl. External C ER+PES OUtputs 6

Zaire (Mul tI-Project Evaluetlon)12O 660-0104 Inter III 11 / 87 External C&H ER+ES OUtputs 6

ZaIre (Multi-ProJect Eyaluatlon)fZ1 660-0107 Interlll 12 / 86 Internal AlCIK ER+PES OUtputs 9

lalre (Multi-ProJect Evaluatlon)120 660-0113 InterIm 11 / 87 External C&H ER+ES Outputs 6
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first Final Project 1I.lng Date of Type COIl1'. Type Mllin COIl1'I exlly
Project fY of FY or Size In of Eval. Rept. of of Docunents focus of EVIII.

COUltry Short Project Title lulber Oblil. PACD 11.000 Eval. Month/Yr. EVIII. Te_ Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ......................... •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• •••••• •••••••••••
Zaire (Multl·Project EvalUitlon)12 660·0114 Interl. 9 / 86 External C ER+PES Inputs S

Zaire (Multl·Project EvalUitton)12 660·0115 Interl. 9 / 86 External C ER+PES Inputs S

Zaire (Mult I·Project EvaiUlUon)12 660·0116 Interl. 9 / 86 External C ER+PES Inputs S

Zaire (Multl·Project EvalUitlon)122 660·0121 Interl. External C ER+PES OUtputs 6

Zaire (Mul t I-Project EvalUit ton)12O 660-0122 Interl. 11 / 87 External elK ER+ES OUtputs 6

Seychelle, (MuIU-Project EvaIUlUon)1Z3 66O·r-604 final 1 / 87 Internal AlelH ER+PES OUtputs S

SeYc:hell.. (Mul U ·Project EvaIUlUon)1Z3 66O-r-605 Final 1 / 87 Internal A&C&H ER+PES OUtputs S

TI6II,la Central T",lsla 664-0312 79 89 23284 'Interl. 5 / 86 Internal elH ER+ES Purposes 8
Rural DIIYII~t

Liberia Prl..ry Health Csre "'·0165 83 87 15000 Interl. 12 / 87 External elH ER Only OUtputs 10 W
I

Guinea u.s. food Aid In Guinea 615-PL01 Interl. a / 87 Internal A ER Only Purposes 1
/-'
en

Child Health Planning Restoration 677·0041 82 as 8322 Interl. 1 / 87 Externa I C ER Only OUtputs

Mauritania Rural Health Servlc.. I 682·02]0 83 as 5000 Interl. Internal A&elH ER+PES OUtputs 1
Project

Mauritania Dlrol Plain 682-0934 85 87 500 final Internal A&elH ER+PES OUtputs 2
operations ...earch

Niger liger Grain Project 6113·0201 15 81 16087 Interl. 1 / 79 Internal A&elH ER Only OUtputs ·4

Niger Agricultural Sector 6113·0246 84 as 38915 Interl. 12 / 86 Internal elH ER+PES Inputs S
DevelopDent

Senegal Cereals Production II 685·0235 eo 83 7700 Interl. 11 / 87 External C ER Only Purposes 4
Project

Seneglll Ca-munlty and Enterprlae 685·0260 84 90 9000 Interl. 6 / 81 External C ER+ES OUtput, 9
DeveIopDent

Senegal (Multi-Project Evaluatlon)16 68S·PLOl Final 2 / 81 Internal A&C ER+PES Inputs 6
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Firat Final Project TI.lng Date of Type CClq). Type "aln CClq)lex Ity
Project FY of FY or Size In of Eval. Rept. of of Docunents Focus of Eval.

COUltry Short Project Title lUitler Oblil. PACD 11,000 Eval. Month/Yr. Eval. Te. Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ......................... •••••••• ....- •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• •••••• • •••••c ••••

Burkina Faso Strengthening lealth 686-0251 82 90 5750 Interl. 7 / 87 External C ER+ES Purposes 3
Planning Cepeelty

Madagascar "adee.acar Alrlcultural 687-0101 85 as 14844 Interl. 9 / 86 Internal A ER+PES Outputs
Rehab SUIlPOrt (MAli)

"adagascar MARS I Co.odl ty I~t 687-0101 Interl. 11 / 86 External C ER Only Outputs 5
CClq)Onef\t

"all "all Livestock lector 688·0218 82 89 18220 Interl. 2 / 87 External CIH ER Only Outputs 9
Project

"all "all'a Ec~lc Policy 688-0240 85 89 1aooo Interl. 7 / 87 Internal AlC ER Only Purposes 7
Refora Progr.

"all Village Reforeatatlon 688-0937 83 89 160 Final. Internal AlH ER+ES Outputs 7

Lesotho Southern Perl..ter Road 690-"0076 78 82 34000 Interl. 11 / 85 External C ER+PES Outputs 10 OJ
I

Project ......
-...J

Zimbabwe Transport &Strorege 690-0209.10 82 84 4200 Expost Internal A ER+PES Purposes
Devel~t, Makutl-Chlrundl
Road, ZllIIbebwe

2Mbla Regional Tr-.port end 690-0209.2 81 89 19195 Interl. 11 / 87 Internal A ER+PES Outputs 3
Storage Devel~t

South Africa Entrepreneurial Tme 690-0220 83 85 3000 Interl. 4 / 87 External elH ER Only Outputs 3
for Dla~entaged Africans

Zimbabwe IlIp'ovlllent of 690-0234.12 84 87 700 Final Internal A ER+PES Outputs 3
Blantyre-Tete-Harar. Road

Togo Rural Vater Supply end 693-0210 80 85 10989 Final 2 / as External CIH ER Only Outputs 8
Sanitation

Togo Zio River Econaalc 693-0226 84 87 3500 Interl. 3 / 87 Internal AICIH ER Only Purposes 10
Development Project

BurUldI Bururl Foreatry·Project 695-0105 82 87 1144 Final 1 / 87 Internal A ER Only Outputs 2
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Firat FlnIIl Project Tilling D.te of Type CClq). Type Main CClq)lexlty
Project FY of FY or Siz. In of Ev.l. Rept. of of Oocunents Focus of Eval.

COUltry Short Project Tltl. IIL111ber (bUg. PACD 11,000 Eva" Month/Yr. Eva" Te8111 Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ......................... •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• •••••• •••••••••••
Rwanda Afrlc.r.-Refugee Itttl.-ent 696-0502.96 B3 81 Interl. 11 / 86 Internal A&c&N ER+PES Outputs 3

Project

AFR (Multi-Project Evaluetlon)'10 691-0135 Int.rl. 8 / 87 External C ER Only Purpose. 11

AFR Strengthening H..lth 691-0398 17 86 21176 Int.rl. 2 / 87 External CIN ER Only Goal. 3
D.llvary Sylt... (IIDI)

Guinea (Multi-Project Ey.luetlon)19 691-0421 Final External C ER Only Output. 4

Ivory Coast ACSI-CCCD Project 691-0421 79 92 60592 Int.rl. 5 / 87 External C ER Only Outputs 2

Nigeria CCCD-lIlgerl.-Flr.t'Ye.r 691-0421 Int.rl. 11 / 87 Internal AIC ER Only Outputs 2
Ev.luatlon

AFR ACSI-CCCD Fifth Ye.r 691-0421 Interl. 9 / 87 Internal AIC ER Only Purposes
Evaluetlon

CD
I

Malawi COIIbattlng Childhood 698-0421.12 Int.rl. 10 / 86 External CIN ER Only Outputs 8 I-'
Ca..unlcable 01...... CD

lesotho Afrlcen Child Surylvel 698-0421.32 84 sa 648 Interl. OK OK ER+PES Output. 3
Inltl.tlva-CCCD

Centrel African Rep. ACSI/CCCD Project (CAR) 691-0421.16 84, 89 691 Int.rl. 11 / 86 External CIN ER+ES Output. 9

Burundi Combettlng Childhood 691-0421.95 19 9Z Int.rl. 10 / 81 External C ER Only Output. 4
Ca..unlcable 01......

Kenye 1••1. of Plent R..I.tance 691-0432.02 84 89 2500 Interl. 5 / 81 Internal AIC ER+PES Output. 3
to Insect Attack

AFR (Multi-Project Ev.luetlon)'10 691-0453 Int.rl. 8 / 87 External C ER Only Purpose. 11

South Pacific Region Tune and Illlflsh 819-0006 85 90 2600 Int.rl. 2 / 81 Ext.rnal C ER Only Outputs 7
A••••-.,t, Ph•••

South Pacific Region Tune and Illlflsh 879-0006 85 90 2600 Int.rl. 1 / 81 External CIN ER Only Output. 6
A..es.....t: Ph•••II

Solomon I.lands Integrated Rur.l D.v.l~t 879-0251 ao 87 11933 Final 12 / 86 External C ER Only Output.
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Firat Final Project TI.lng Date of Type COlI'p. Type M81n COlI'plexlty
Project FY of FY or Size In of Eval. Rept. of of Docunents Focus of Eval.

COU'ltry Short Project Title NUlIber Obllg. PACD .',000 Eval. Month/Yr. Eval. TeM Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• •••••• •••••••••••
Tonga Tonga Coop Federation 879-0251 80 83 Final 2 I 88 Internal C ER Only Outputs 6

& Friendly ..lands Marketing

Tunilia Second Integrated "2-0007 79 86 10112 Final 4 I 87 External H ER+ES Purposes 2
IlIpI"0v-.t Proor.
for the Urban Poor

J_lca J... lcan Nutrition Ecb:atlon "'-'0'0 84 89 20077 Final 3 I 87 External C ER Only Purposes 10

Multi-Region Soil MM\ItlI.-nt Support "'-'229 79 C 7582 Interll. 10 I 86 External C ER Only Purposes 2
Service

LAC (Multi-Project EvaIUitlon)'" 936-0786 Interl. 4 I 88 External C ER Only Outputs 6

Belize PR IDE/.ellu 936-1406 85 87 10749 Int.rt. 3 I 87 External elH ER Only Outputs 3

Multi-Region Engll ah Language 936-1406 7Z C 10749 Final 1 I 87 External C ER Only Outputs 10
lIJTraining A••••.-ent I
......

Guinea (Multi-Project EvalUltlon)19 956-1406 Final External C ER Only Outputs 4 \0

HonclJras Suetainability of U.s. 936-1406 7Z C 10749 Interl. Internal AlC ER Only Goala 7
Supported Health 'rOlr...

Bangladesh MCH/FP Extension Project 936-3024 84 92 13000 Final 9 I 86 External C ER Only Outputs 3
(EP)

Zimabwe National F.llyPlamlng 936-3024 84 92 13000 Interl. 10 I 86 External C ER Only Inputs 2
COU"lCll

Mul t I-Region JHPIEGO 936-3024 84 92 13000 Interl. 10 I 86 External C ER Only Outputs 4

Multi-Region PAC II Training In 936-3024 84 92 13000 Int.rl. 2 I 88 External A ER Only Outputs 2
Africa and A.ta

AilE PAC II Training 936-3024 84 92 13000 Interl. 3 I 88 External C ER Only Purposes 5

Multi-Region F.lly Planning Training 936-3024 84 92 13000 Interilli 5 I 88 External C ER Only Purposes 2
Vorldwlde Pacll Project

AFR International Statistical 936-3024 84 92 13000 Interl. 5 I 88 External C ER Only Purposes 4
Progr.. Center
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Firat Final Project TI.lng Dlte of Type Coq>. Type Mlln Coq>lex Ity
Project fY of FY or 51 ze In of hal. Rept. of of Docunents Focus of EVIL

Ccx.ltry Short Project Title NUllber ObUg. PACD '1,000 Eval. Month/Yr. EVil. Tellll Included of ER Methodology
••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ••••••••• ..aas. •••••••••••
Multi-Region Population Council 936-3024 84 92 13000 Final 5 / sa External C ER Only Purpo.e. 2

ActlYltt..

Nigeria F.lly Planning ....~t 936-3039 85 89 17679 Interl. External C ER Only OUtputs 4
Trelnlng

Senegll F.lly Planning ....,--.t 936-3039 85 89 Interl. External C ER Only OUtputs 2
Trng

Hul tl-Reglon Agricultural Policy Analysla 936-4084 83 93 9200 Int.rl. 12 / 87 Internal A&C ER+ES Purposes 4

LAC (Multi-Project EYlluatlon)'19 936-4144 Interl. 4 / sa External C ER Only OUtputs 6

Hultl-Reglon Re••arch on Ace... to L..t, 936-5301 79 90 6150 Interl. 5 / 87 Internal A&C ER+ES OUtputs 4
Water, ..t Natural R..ourc..

Multi-Region ExperfMntal Approach.. to 936-5315 82 90 3000 Final 4 / 87 Internal A&C ER Only OUtputs 2 ro
Rural Saying. I

tv

Hultl·Reglon Elplov-nt ..t Enterprise 936-5426 84 90 2426 Int.rl. Internal AlC ER Only Purposes 2 0

Polley Analysl.·(EEPA)

Multl·Reglon A....lMl'lt of Evatt.-ttona of 936-5701 79 85 5839 Other 3 / 87 External C ER Only Goals
AID Renewabl. Energy Projecta

Multl·Reglon Energy Pol Icy Dev.l~t 936-5728 82 92 18000 Interl. 2 / sa External C ER Only Purposes
..t Cona.ryetl on

LAC (Multi-Project Ev.luatlon)'1' 936-5730 Final 9 / 87 External C ER Only Purposes 8

Uganda Nattonal ORT Progr. 936-5927 90 ooסס4 Int.rl. External C ER Only Purposes 3

Haiti (Hul tI-Project Evaluation). 936-5942 Int.rl. 2 / 87 External C ER Only Purposes 9

Mul tI-Reglon Wat.r ..t Sanltatton for 936-5942 eo 89 19700 Interl. 2 / sa External C ER Only Purposes 5
Health II UMSH)

Sudln Interl. Wlter Supply ..t 936-5942 84 89 Final 5 / sa Internal C&H ER Only OUtputs 8
Mlnage.ent

"est Benk, Glze (Multi-Project Evaluatlon)'11 938-0135 Interlll 3 / 87 External C ER Only OUtputs 11
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First Final . Project Tilling Date of Type C~. Type Main C<lq)lexlty
Project FY of FY or She In of EVIL. Rept. of of Docllllents Focus of Eval.

COl6ltry Short Project Tltll IIL1l1ber (blil. PACD 11,000 Eval. Month/Tr. Evsl. Te_ Included of ER Methodology
•••••••••••a ••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• .-..... ....- •••••• •••••• •••••• ••••••••• •••••• ••••• ..a...... •••••• •••••••••••
Belize Toledo Prl..ry "ellth Clre 938-0193 83 86 1350 Interlll 9 / 86 Internal A&c&H ER Only Purposes 4

Project

LAC Wildlands ... H~ leeds 938-0268 85 87 1235 Interlll 9 / 87 External C ER Only Purposes 4

Panama LI Llbertad C~ltY-'lsad 938-0280 86 90 Interlll 6 / 86 External C ER Only OUtputs 6
Enterprl.e-Technoaerve

Peru VillI HeMlOlI Cooperltlve 938-0280 86 90 2536 Interim 9 / 86 External C ER Only Outputs 8

El Salvador Plan de Mayo 938-0280 86 90 Interl. 9 / 86 External C ER Only Purposes 8
Cooperltlvl-Techno••rve

'lest Sank, Gaza (Multi-Project EVlluatlon)'11 938-0515 Interlll 3 / 87 External C ER Only Outputs 11

'lest Bank, Gaza (Multi-Project EVlluatlon)'11 938-0523 Interlll 3 / 87 External C ER Only OUtputs 11

Grant to Young Pre.ldent" 940-0001 82 87 8667 Final 6 / 87 External C ER+ES 2
til

Mul t I-Region Outputs I
Organhltlon N

t-'

LAC Rhudo/Centrll Allerlel lIP Interlll 6 / 87 External C ER Only Outputs 4
Trllnlng Progr_ S_lnars

Mul tI-Reglon Revolving Loan Fmd lIP Interlll 6 / 87 External C ER+ES Purposes 3

DCllIIlnlcan Rep.bllc Growth Monitoring ... liP Interlll 2 / 88 DK DK ER Only Outputs 14
lIutrltlon EdUcltlon
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