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ABSTRACT
The purpose of the final performance evaluation of the Feed the Future FEEDBACK program was to
examine the extent to which FEEDBACK fulfilled its stated objectives and the extent to which it
established standard operating procedures and systems contributing to activity implementation. The
final performance evaluation is also intended to identify lessons learned that are useful for implementing
similar contracts in the future. The evaluation answered 10 questions across four categories —
intended objectives; systems, procedures, and processes; subcontract management; and learning. The
Evaluation Team (ET) utilized a mixed-methods approach for data collection and analysis. Methods
included document review, key informant interviews, focus group discussions, and a web-based survey
administered to a purposive sample of FEEDBACK staff, subcontractors, and other stakeholders. The
evaluation found that FEEDBACK largely achieved objectives related to the performance monitoring
component, but was less successful in relation to the impact evaluation and knowledge management
components. The top three factors facilitating FEEDBACK success included using local subcontractors
for data collection, using secondary data sources, and involving knowledgeable subcontractors. The top
three resource limitations to FEEDBACK success included cost; time constraints rooted in too many
deliverables; the lengthy protocol review process; and late release of secondary datasets. The
evaluation recommends developing a clear but less ambitious scope of work; building in flexibility for
revisions in scope and deliverable timelines; basing contractor requests on country context; being more
realistic regarding number of deliverables; and both simplifying processes and continuously revisiting
them to ensure programs are meeting intended outcomes.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
EVALUATION PURPOSE
The purpose of the final performance evaluation of the Feed the Future FEEDBACK program was to: 1)
examine the extent to which FEEDBACK fulfilled its stated objectives; 2) understand the extent to
which FEEDBACK’s established Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and systems contributed to
implementation of activities; and 3) identify lessons learned for implementing similar support contracts in
the future. The primary audience for the evaluation is the United States Agency for International
Development Bureau for Food Security (USAID/BFS) staff within the Office of Strategic Planning and
Performance Management (SPPM). A secondary audience consists of wider Agency staff and partner
agencies. The evaluation answered 10 Evaluation Questions (EQs) (see Annex I) grouped according to
four categories: 1) Intended Objectives; 2) Systems, Procedures, and Processes; 3) Subcontractor
Management; and 4) Learning.

PROJECT BACKGROUND
BFS established the FEEDBACK program to promote the use of effective and sustainable agricultural and
nutrition practices by building and sharing evidence through three components: performance monitoring
(PM); impact evaluation (IE); and knowledge management (KM). The intended outcomes/objectives of
the program were to:
•
•
•

Establish and implement a rigorous and scientific IE approach for Feed the Future to enhance the
capacity of the United States Government (USG) and development partners to capture and
analyze the wide-ranging effects of programs;
Support an accurate and comprehensive PM process for Feed the Future that allows the USG
and development partners to track and report on standard Feed the Future indicators while
guiding capacity for data monitoring among local partners; and
Build on the current BFS KM activities to disseminate best practices and lessons learned
garnered through the IE and PM processes.

FEEDBACK was awarded to Westat in May 2012 and ended in June 2017. It was implemented in 16 of
the 19 Feed the Future countries: Kenya, Malawi, Nepal, Zambia, Rwanda, Senegal, Tajikistan, Uganda,
Mozambique, Bangladesh, Haiti, Ethiopia, Ghana, Liberia, Burkina Faso, and Niger. FEEDBACK
underwent two major scope of work (SOW) revisions in August 2014 and September 2016 to reduce
its purpose and objectives, at which point several of the countries listed above were dropped for various
reasons. For purposes of this report, only countries where FEEDBACK activities were completed are
addressed in this evaluation.

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS
The Evaluation Team (ET) utilized a mixed-methods approach to data collection and analysis, which
included a desk review, key informant interviews (KIIs), focus group discussions (FGDs), and a webbased survey (WBS) administered to a purposive sample of FEEDBACK staff, subcontractors, and local
level subcontractors. Forty-four respondents participated in KIIs (27) and FGDs (17), and only 8
responded to the WBS. The ET also reviewed guidance documents and literature on best practices in
international development from the World Bank, United Nations Development Program (UNDP), and
USAID websites, and on websites of communities of practice, such as the American Evaluation
Association, the Abdul Lateef Poverty Action Lab, the Institute of Development Studies (IDS) Program
at the University of Sussex in the United Kingdom (UK), and 3ie, among others (see the summary of
materials consulted in Annex IV – Information Sources). The major methodological limitations to the
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evaluation were limited availability of persons available at Westat, USAID Missions in the 13 program
countries to participate in the interviews, as well as the ET staff turnover. This was due to: 1) Westat’s
unavailability for follow-up requests after the end of its contract on June 5, 2017; 2) Mission staff
turnover; and 3) staffing changes among the ET. The ET also experienced several staff turnovers. It
went through three team leads at different stages of the evaluation process, which may have led to
some loss of knowledge.

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The evaluation’s findings, conclusions, and recommendations for EQs 1-8 are summarized in the table
below. Overall lessons pertaining to EQs 9 and 10 are included after the table.
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EQ1: To what extent were the intended objectives for Feed the Future FEEDBACK in relation to the three major types of activities (PM, IE, and
KM) achieved?
Findings
Conclusions
Recommendations
FEEDBACK largely achieved objectives related to the PM
component, but was less successful for the IE and KM
components. Under the PM component, FEEDBACK
completed baseline and interim studies using both Feed the
Future required indicators and a choice from those
designated as “required-as-applicable.” Under the IE
component, FEEDBACK collected six IE baseline and
interim measures. Additionally, three survey organizations
(local subcontractors) reported learning how to use
improved data collection techniques (tablets), and three
Missions (Rwanda, Kenya, and Malawi) reported using
indicators in program management. However, key
informants interviewed stated that FEEDBACK’s capacity
building in IE was focused largely on local subcontractors to
facilitate effective field data collection, not on how to design
an IE or how to use IE information in designing future
programs. FEEDBACK conducted one offsite regional 10day training in 2012, but was unable to repeat it due to
changes in its SOW and financial shortfalls.
FEEDBACK received only moderate scores for
achievement of program objectives when ranked by
stakeholders on an ascending 5-point scale. Stakeholders
ranked Objectives 1 and 2 of the PM component 3.8 and
3.5, respectively. For the IE component, stakeholders
ranked both objectives 2.8.
The SOW was revised in August 2014 and September 2016
due to resource and time constraints. Under these
revisions, KM objectives and capacity building (CB) activities
under it were eliminated from the SOW.

Driven by resource constraints, multiple
changes in the FEEDBACK SOW during the
course of the project made it difficult to
measure how well formal objectives were met.
Overall, FEEDBACK was more successful in
achieving objectives related to the PM
component than the IE and KM components.
The use of the PM indicators and improved use
of data collection techniques (tablets) were two
successes.
The extent to which IE-related objectives were
met was affected by the reduction in the SOW.
Expectations related to the final six IEs were
met partially as endline data were not collected
in any of the six countries because FEEDBACK
ended before the evaluated projects were
completed. Moreover, the scale back of CB
and funding prevented meeting the objectives
related to increasing knowledge application.
The same shortfalls in budget and ineffective
KM activities (i.e., blogs) led to the transition of
the KM component to another mechanism, thus
releasing Westat from its obligations for KM.
Consequently, KM objectives pertaining to use
of evidence-based knowledge in promoting
effective practices were eliminated under the
SOW revisions.

•

•

Use of time and resources by all stakeholders
can best be anticipated through the development
of a comprehensive strategic plan that foresees
all activities and guides the management and
communication systems that will foster success.
Suggestions for improving program achievements
in a future program include:
 Have a smaller scope initially and add new
activities as necessary;
 Include monitoring and evaluation (M&E)
capacity building objectives for Missions and
local subcontractors to build local
organizational capacity beyond data
collection;
 Ensure that program objectives are reflective
of Mission and implementing partner (IP)
objectives;
 Provide opportunities for learning to
regularly assess progress against objectives;
and
 Include KM and CB champions to ensure
that these components are planned and
implemented throughout the program life.
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EQ2: To what extent did the intended objectives and the associated SOW remain viable during the life of the program? What types of events,
shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to revisions in the SOW?
Findings
Conclusions
Recommendations
Documents reviewed by the ET identified several significant
shifts in the FEEDBACK SOW, as demonstrated in its work
plans. IEs were scaled back from 27 to 20, then 18, 7, and,
finally, 6. Interviews and reports cited a number of
complications that led to the SOW revision, including:
budget constraints; absence of eligible projects for IEs; shifts
in timelines; an excessive number of deliverables; difficulty
coordinating with stakeholders; and micromanagement of
the technical quality of deliverables.
KM objectives were removed from the SOW because they
were considered to be too expensive and ineffective in
knowledge sharing, collaboration and creating synergies
with other USAID activities like Knowledge-Driven
Agricultural Development (KDAD) and Knowledge-Driven
Microenterprise Development (KDMD) as envisioned.

The evaluation found that the intended
objectives included in the original program
SOW were overly ambitious and did not
remain viable during the life of the program, as
evidenced by the scaling back of IE activities
from 27 to 6, and the reduction or elimination
in KM and CB activities. These shifts were
mainly driven by: an insufficient budget;
increased deliverables; delays in the start of
projects being evaluated by IEs; and delays in
receipt of secondary data from population
based surveys (PBSs) that created problems
with the timeliness of activities and deliverables.

For BFS:
• Develop a clear but less ambitious SOW; build in
more flexibility for revisions in scope.
• Allow technical staff to manage SOW and be
more realistic about staff capacity; involve
Missions’ staff in the program’s design phase.
• Select contractors with more international and
USAID experience.
• Build flexibility into the SOW to adapt to annual
changes.
• Provide sufficient resources for KM and CB.
For Missions:
• Facilitate collaboration among IPs,
subcontractors, and consultants.
• Generate a joint development process between
Missions and contractor that will better address
country needs.
For Subcontractors:
• Build more flexibility into deliverable timelines
and account for country conditions.
• Develop more flexible methodologies for IEs;
synchronize IEs with project implementation.
• List all local subcontractor deliverables at the
beginning of the program to ensure better
compliance.
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EQ3: What factors facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of the Feed the Future FEEDBACK program? In instances where the program faced
challenges, what actions were taken and what processes were followed to address said challenges?
Findings
Conclusions
Recommendations
The top three factors facilitating FEEDBACK
successes included: the use of local subcontractors for
data collection, use of secondary data sources, and
involvement of knowledgeable subcontractors. The
top three resource limitations hindering FEEDBACK
success included: cost limitations/high implementation
cost; time constraints rooted in too many deliverables
and the lengthy protocol review process; and late
secondary data release. Strategic planning-related
factors included communication breakdowns, which
led to one subcontractor’s departure from the
program, and Westat’s management practices and lack
of international development experience.
A top-down communication structure placed BFS as
an intermediary between Westat and Missions, while
Westat acted as intermediary between subcontractors
and BFS, both of which prevented smooth interaction
among the different program stakeholders. In
response, the program implemented streamlined
activities to overcome some of the above limitations,
which included reducing the SOW, and prioritizing
where possible.

FEEDBACK faced significant challenges that
interfered with program implementation.
While Westat did take a number of actions to
address some of the above challenges, these were
mostly reactive rather than proactive, and thus
several challenges (especially related to strategic
planning) continued to adversely affect program
effectiveness throughout its implementation period.

For resources:
• Allocate appropriate amount of time and financial
resources to plan for large-scale surveys.
• Use a contracting mechanism that is more
flexible than MOBIS.
• Allow USAID Missions to directly fund activities
in the countries through task orders/work
assignments.
For strategic planning:
• Coordinate with all stakeholders including
Mission staff, IPs, and local government to
understand program needs and expected results.
For communication:
• Devise a system that facilitates open and flexible
communication processes that allows Mission
staff to speak directly with IPs and to facilitate
Mission buy-in.
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EQ4: As part of managing the workflow under Feed the Future FEEDBACK, how were systems established for each major type of activity? As
part of the overall technical approach for the program, what SOPs were developed for each major type of activity? In what ways did the overall
implementation process work well, expand, and face challenges?
Findings
Conclusions
Recommendations
Working groups set up for each type of activity
established workflow systems. The working groups
brought together activity-wide expertise on
methodological and technical topics to share ideas and
develop best approaches for project implementation.
The working groups consisted of Westat staff,
subcontractors, and BFS Activity Managers. The
working groups developed process documents that
that were used in implementation. As part of the
technical approach, the evaluation team identified 22
process documents, including design templates,
research protocols, field manuals, data management
(DM) protocols, analysis procedures, and reporting
templates that cut across IE and PM activities.
Seventy-five percent of BFS staff and 50 percent of
FEEDBACK staff (contractors and subcontractors)
reported that the process documents worked well in
providing guidance and streamlining activities;
however, the same percentages of respondents
reported that the systems were cumbersome and
inflexible. BFS also used a communication protocol
that required Missions to channel all requests for
implementation through them with no direct Mission
contact with Westat. This led to communication
bottlenecks, as reported by 36 percent of FEEDBACK
stakeholders.

FEEDBACK established systems and processes
through a structure that consisted of working groups
led by Westat and included BFS staff and
subcontractors. Working groups were a good
management tool, but they created vertical
communication patterns that did not promote
information sharing. Overall, the systems worked
well in planning and streamlining activities; however,
they fell short during implementation due to their
complexity and limited flexibility.

For protocols/communications:
• Develop a communications strategy in which all
stakeholders are engaged in protocol
development and revisions.
• Establish a Technical Working Group that
includes all stakeholders and addresses sharing
information and problem-solving.
For in-country presence:
• Choose a contractor that can establish local
presence in one of the countries to strengthen
relationships among Missions, IPs, and local
governments during planning and implementation
activities.
For Mission involvement:
• Appoint a point of contact at each Mission.
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EQ5: To what extent did the systems, SOPs, and processes remain viable during the life of the program? What types of events, shifts in thinking,
complications, and other factors led to challenges in terms of following the established systems, SOPs, and processes?
Findings
Conclusions
Recommendations
FEEDBACK updated processes over time to meet the
changes in the SOW or in-country conditions.
Twenty-seven percent of respondents reported that
communication processes were changed in response
to the need to mitigate communication issues
between Missions and Westat. In addition, it was
noted that quality control (QC) processes were
established after a communications breach was
experienced during the baseline PBSs. Respondents
also reported complications in following established
systems that included: adherence to country
conditions (e.g., cultural sensitivities, weather, and
security); time constraints; logistical challenges (e.g.,
team composition, availability of electricity and the
Internet, and slow tablets); and administrative
challenges (e.g., procurement, approvals, and
stakeholder cooperation). Resource constraints
deterred the implementation of the PBSs and may well
have been the source for many of these challenges.

To a large extent, FEEDBACK systems, SOPs, and
processes did not remain viable during the life of the
program. FEEDBACK’s processes were adjusted
over time to meet changing project demands
stemming from in-country conditions, USAID’s
evolving demands, and deliverable challenges. The
selected processes evolved leading to better
outcomes. However, the communication solution
(although well-intended) led to undesired outcomes.

For BFS:
• Base requests for contractors on country
context and be more realistic in terms of
number of deliverables.
• Simplify processes and continuously revisit them
to make sure programs are meeting their
intended outcomes.
• Anticipate and prevent any unwanted outcomes.
For future mechanisms:
• Improve or create more flexible SOPs that can
be adapted to better respond to country
circumstances.
• Allow for exceptions in internal bureaucracy to
facilitate program implementation.

EQ6: To what extent were the systems and SOPs for each major type of activity under Feed the Future FEEDBACK based on recognized best
practices in the international development context?
Findings
Conclusions
Recommendations
There were four major systems and SOPs developed
under this activity: 1) protocols that mapped out
planned activities; 2) manuals that governed
implementation of planned activities; 3)
questionnaires/data collection instruments; and 4)
report templates used to disseminate findings on each
activity. FEEDBACK based all of these mainly on
recognized best practices in international development
with special emphasis on USAID and World Bank
guidelines. Systems that governed workflows during
data collection and management were based on
Westat’s institutional knowledge and experience.

Westat designed IEs and PBSs based on the standard
international development best practices, including
Feed the Future guidance, World Bank standards, and
World Health Organization (WHO) practices. As a
result, Missions reported that IEs and PBSs
successfully met international standards, and the data
produced maintained integrity and could be used to
inform projects.

For future mechanisms:
• Involve IPs and Missions in IE design to ensure
that country context is addressed.
• Include data collection partners in the
development of data collection systems, including
field training manuals.
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EQ7: How effective was Feed the Future FEEDBACK in managing local subcontractor and primary subcontractor SOWs? What challenges were
faced?
Findings
Conclusions
Recommendations
FEEDBACK management was ineffective in the initial
year of implementation, but was streamlined in Year
2. At this time, BFS requested a reorganization that
produced a new management structure to provide
effective oversight of subcontractor SOWs and
outline Westat institutional controls. The change
enabled Westat to oversee subcontractor SOWs and
report directly on deliverables, timelines, and planned
activities. Overall, this was effective in planning
because work assignments informed the design
protocols, which informed the SOW for the data
collection partners. Including subcontractors in
activity planning enabled Westat and subcontractors
to be mutually invested in implementing SOWs.
The reorganization, however, led to the termination
of International Food Policy Research Institute’s
(IFPRI’s) subcontract, as the firms did not agree on
many management issues, especially USAID’s mandate
that all communications go through Westat. Other
challenges in managing subcontractor SOWs included
costly implementation, staff changes at BFS that led to
subcontractor delays, and a high volume of
deliverables required by BFS (342 between Year 3 and
Year 5).

Once FEEDBACK’s management system was
reorganized, it was effective in managing
subcontractor and local subcontractor SOWs, with
the exception of IFPRI. The program’s ability to keep
up with the production and submission of an average
of 38 deliverables per quarter with only 12 percent of
submissions delayed demonstrates effective SOW
management. Moreover, only one out of the 15 PBSs
recorded a data loss.

For future mechanisms:
• Improve communications between primary
subcontractor and local subcontractors.
• Identify a more effective local subcontractor
selection process.
• Hire in-country data managers to help local
subcontractors to aid in real-time decision
making and troubleshooting for data
management and collection.
For subcontractors:
• Develop a more flexible contracting system.
• Allow local subcontractors to make real-time
decisions.
• Provide clear guidance on priorities for
implementation activities.
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EQ8: What protocols or systems were established to ensure quality control of local subcontractor and primary subcontractor deliverables?
Findings
Conclusions
Recommendations
Quality control protocols used for FEEDBACK IEs
and PBSs included: a work plan that detailed
deliverable timelines and QC guidelines; regional
advisors who oversaw data collection; diverse and
rigorous field QC measures overseen by field
supervisors; and data cleaning and case management
protocols that included an Open Data Kit, data entry
checks, case management system report review, QC
report review, Statistical Analysis System data checks,
and analysis checks. Stakeholders ranked local
subcontractor and primary subcontractor deliverable
management a 4.8 on an ascending 5-point scale on
their ability to complete deliverables, a 5 on their
management of deliverables, and 4.5 on their technical
capacity.

FEEDBACK established a number of effective systems
to ensure data QC. Evidence for the effectiveness of
the QC protocols includes Westat’s high levels of
satisfaction with subcontractors and local
subcontractors and primary subcontractors’ high
level of satisfaction with local subcontractors in
terms of their ability to complete deliverables,
deliverable management and technical capacity.

For BFS:
• Provide greater oversight in document
production.
• Present all findings to relevant stakeholders.
• Include QC checks in contractor SOWs.
For future mechanisms:
• Appraise and train USAID on the QC systems.
• Limit the number of questions posed in any
interview to reduce response fatigue and ensure
that respondents are willing to participate.
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EQ9: What technical, programmatic, and management lessons can be gleaned from the Feed the Future FEEDBACK
Program?
Programmatic Lessons
Management Lessons
• Resource constraints made it difficult to implement • Have full time local project staff in-country for the duration of the project to
foster relationships with Missions, local governments, and data collection
three different components concurrently.
organizations. Consistent in-country presence would also aid in real-time
• Complex projects with three complex and taskdecision-making, so that field staff would not need to delay data collection
heavy components are overly ambitious.
activities while waiting on a decision.
• Shifting activities from one contractor to another is
• Relations between BFS, Missions, and Westat became problematic due to
costly in the long run, as evidenced in the initial
complex communication processes. Clear communication on procedures
transfer of Feed the Future Monitoring System
would help mitigate confusion on when different processes take place in(FTFMS) to Westat.
country and lead to better relationships and better outcomes.
• USAID should review and approve contractor SOPs so that all
communication procedures are clear between Missions, contractors, and
subcontractors helping to reduce any confusion around proper
communication channels.
• Implementing large-scale PBSs is a cost- and time intensive activity. Each PBS
should be well-planned and well-resourced to ensure optimal completion.
• Both Mission and BFS staff are stretched thin; the volume of work required
in handling FEEDBACK activities required full time roles at Missions and at
BFS.
• A consortium is not effective in undertaking a FEEDBACK-type of project as
it requires more resource-intensive management in contract delivery.
Moreover, if one partner is released, the lead partner is left responsible for
implementing components in which it may not have expertise.
• Capacity building was an initial priority, but it required considerable funding
and ongoing monitoring to document results and application of information.
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EQ10: Based on lessons learned, what are some recommendations that BFS can adapt to improve the effective implementation of similar
programs in the future?
Programmatic Recommendations
Management Recommendations
Technical Recommendations
• Synchronize all KM activities to be in • Generate a management structure and
• Incorporate evaluation planning as the intervention is being
accordance with USAID’s Learning,
process to expedite communication, decisionplanned, this would include involving Missions in planning
Evaluation, and Research (LER)
making, and deliverable review required of
to align all stakeholders’ indicators with the evaluation and
initiative, and Collaborating,
each contractor. Establish a technical
promote Mission and IP staff interest in the IE.
Learning, and Adapting (CLA)
working group (TWG) to meet quarterly in
• Once the evidence is collected, disseminate findings in brief
process in similar initiatives in the
each implementing country, consisting of the
5-page papers. Convene knowledge sharing meetings with
future.
contractor, subcontractors, local partners,
stakeholders in a venue conducive to interaction with the
Missions, host-country governments, and
• Consult with all relevant
data where the program can pose questions and obtain
selected other stakeholders, at which issues
stakeholders early in the project
assistance in how to best use the data for program
are raised, progress is reported, data are
design phase to create realistic and
improvement and design.
shared, and thorny issues are resolved.
fine-tuned objectives in an open
• Make a formal commitment to CB. Contractors and
communication setting regarding
• Contract should require an M&E “Veteran”
subcontractors should commit to making this a priority
what an M&E support program can
to be embedded at the Mission for inclusion
throughout the project and ensure funds set aside for CB
achieve with available resources.
in PM, IE, and KM projects to: liaise with
are used for such. This requires realistic planning (both
USAID Missions and BFS professionals;
• Stakeholders should define the
from contractor and BFS) and a thorough understanding of
oversee all activities and contractors/IPs
purpose and goals of the program in
the level of effort required to implement all the project
related to each Feed the Future project;
terms of PM, IE, and KM as well as
components so that funds are not siphoned from CB to
maintain up-to-date communications with all
CB. In so doing, specify which
support other higher prioritized activities.
relevant stakeholders; and provide support to
ongoing or soon-to-be awarded
project M&E staff.
Feed the Future projects will be
included in which component.
• Hire more BFS internal staff, build capacity of
current staff, or engage with other
• Integrate FTFMS with a USAIDexperienced office across the agency with
managed platform that has the
experience in measuring and implementing
capacity to improve and manage data
PBS processes.
intake, analysis, and output.
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1.0 EVALUATION PURPOSE AND
EVALUATION QUESTIONS
1.1

EVALUATION PURPOSE

FEEDBACK was launched when the United States Agency for International Development Bureau for
Food Security (USAID/BFS) awarded a $57.7 million, 5-year contract to Westat, Inc., in May 2012. The
contract ended in June 2017. The overall goal of FEEDBACK was to promote the use of effective and
sustainable agricultural and nutrition practices by building and sharing evidence. The objectives of the
program were to:
•
•
•

Establish and implement a rigorous and scientific impact evaluation (IE) approach for Feed the
Future to enhance the capacity of the United States Government (USG) and development
partners to capture and analyze the wide-ranging program effects;
Support an accurate and comprehensive monitoring process for Feed the Future that allows the
USG and development partners to track and report on standard Feed the Future indicators
while guiding capacity for data monitoring among local partners; and
Build on the current BFS knowledge management (KM) activities to disseminate best practices
and lessons learned garnered through the IE and performance monitoring (PM) processes.

The purpose of the final performance evaluation of FEEDBACK was to:
•
•
•

Examine the extent to which the FEEDBACK program fulfilled its stated objective;
Understand the extent to which FEEDBACK’s established standard operating procedures
(SOPs) and systems contributed to implementation of activities; and
Identify lessons learned for implementing similar support contracts in the future.

The primary audience for this final performance evaluation is USAID/BFS staff within the Office of
Strategic Planning and Performance Management (SPPM), and USAID staff and partner agencies.

1.2

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The Evaluation Team (ET) was tasked to answer the following 10 Evaluation Questions (EQs) falling
under four categories: Intended Objectives; Systems, Procedures and Processes; Subcontractor
Management; and Learning:
Intended Objectives
1. To what extent were the intended objectives for Feed the Future FEEDBACK in relation to the
three major types of activities (PM, IE, and KM) achieved?
2. To what extent did the intended objectives and the associated Scope of Work (SOW) remain
viable during the life of the program? What types of events, shifts in thinking, complications, and
other factors led to revisions in the SOW?
3. What factors facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of the Feed the Future FEEDBACK
program? In instances where the program faced challenges, what actions were taken and what
processes were followed to address said challenges?

1

Systems, Procedures, and Processes
1. As part of managing the workflow under Feed the Future FEEDBACK, how were systems
established for each major type of activity? As part of the overall technical approach for the
program, what SOPs were developed for each major type of activity? In what ways did the
overall implementation process work well, expand, and face challenges?
2. To what extent did the systems, SOPs, and processes remain viable during the life of the
program? What types of events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to
challenges in terms of following the established systems, SOPs, and processes?
3. To what extent were the systems and SOPs for each major type of activity under Feed the
Future FEEDBACK based on recognized best practices in the international development
context?
Subcontractor Management
1. How effective was Feed the Future FEEDBACK in managing local subcontractor and primary
subcontractor SOWs? What challenges were faced?
2. What protocols or systems were established to ensure quality control (QC) of local
subcontractor and primary subcontractor deliverables?
Learning
1. What technical, programmatic, and management lessons can be gleaned from the Feed the
Future FEEDBACK Program?
2. Based on lessons learned, what are some recommendations that BFS can adopt to improve the
effective implementation of similar programs in the future?

2.0 PROGRAM BACKGROUND
Feed the Future is USAID’s major effort to address the overarching goal of sustainably reducing hunger
and poverty in 19 countries in five regions in Asia, Africa, and Latin America and the Caribbean. Feed
the Future interventions in each country target select geographic areas known as Feed the Future Zones
of Influence (ZOIs) where hunger and poverty are endemic.
Feed the Future has two key objectives: 1) inclusive growth in the agriculture sector; and 2) improved
nutrition, especially for women and children. Feed the Future supports Millennium Development Goal
1 – to halve the proportion of people living in extreme poverty and suffering from hunger, and
Sustainable Development Goal 2 – to end hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition, and
promote sustainable agriculture.
To reduce poverty and hunger in the ZOIs, Feed the Future designs policy and investment decisions to
support effective, innovative, and sustainable development practices. Feed the Future recognizes that
these decisions cannot be made unless empirical evidence is readily available on development practices
that have been field tested, carefully monitored, and evaluated. To this end, BFS designed FEEDBACK
to employ program evaluation and, subsequently, performance monitoring and knowledge sharing to
validate and support future Feed the Future program design and investment decisions. FEEDBACK
operated in 16 of the 19 Feed the Future countries: Kenya, Malawi, Nepal, Zambia, Rwanda, Senegal,
Tajikistan, Uganda, Mozambique, Bangladesh, Haiti, Ethiopia, Ghana, Liberia, Burkina Faso, and Niger. 1
While planning of activities had started in all the 16 countries, by the end of the contract in 2017,
activities in Bangladesh, Haiti, Ghana, and Liberia had been removed from the SOW. Only those
countries where activities were completed by the end of the contract in 2017 were included in the
evaluation.
1
The 19 Feed the Future focus countries are: Ghana, Tanzania, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Honduras, Kenya, Mali, Rwanda, Uganda, Cambodia,
Guatemala, Haiti, Liberia, Malawi, Mozambique, Nepal, Senegal, Tajikistan, and Zambia.
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To meet the intended results stated in the program’s theory of change (TOC) (see Figure 1), three
major types of activities were identified in the original SOW:
1. PM: Provide support for Feed the Future monitoring, including:
a. Hosting, maintaining, and improving the Feed the Future Monitoring System (FTFMS),
the primary database used to track annual results across Feed the Future Missions;
b. Improving the quality of data entered into FTFMS;
c. Building the capacity of Missions, implementing partners (IPs), and host country
governments to monitor performance and collect, manage, and analyze data; and
d. Conducting primary data collection of population-based indicators in nine focus
countries.
2. IE: Conduct 27 IEs, one each in 15 countries, two each in 5 countries, and two regional
evaluations.
3. KM: Develop and implement a KM and communications strategy for Feed the Future, maintain a
web-based KM system, develop mechanisms to track distribution of reports, create design
assistance support teams that provide technical assistance (TA) in design and implementation,
and hold workshops on Feed the Future best practices and lessons learned.
As implementation progressed, however, it became very clear to Westat and BFS that given time and
resource constraints, FEEDBACK would not be able to achieve all its original objectives. As a result,
several of the objectives were either reduced or deleted in August 2014, then again in September 2016.
Consequently, the data collected in this evaluation were limited to the objectives in the scaled-back
SOW. Specific changes made to the SOW include those described below:
1. PM: Change in FTFMS support efforts from maintenance and development of new features to
routine maintenance, some developments were made to the FTFMS program, but were
restricted due to the rigidity of the inherited program; an increase in the collection of primary
data to 16 population-based indicators (at baseline and first interim study) in seven 2 PM focus
countries; annual PM training was eliminated in the revised SOW in 2016.
2. IE: Reduction from 27 to 6 IEs to be conducted, and a reduction in amount of capacity building
and mentoring of stakeholders in favor of the provision of TA for BFS, Missions, and host
country institutional partners.
3. KM: Transfer of knowledge dissemination activities to another IP and funding mechanism, i.e.,
Knowledge-Driven Agricultural Development (KDAD).

2

Senegal and Tajikistan are not counted because interim data was not collected in those countries.
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Figure 1: Development Hypothesis, Theory of Change, Outputs, Outcomes, and Goals
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3.0 EVALUATION METHODS AND
LIMITATIONS
3.1

DATA COLLECTION METHODS

The Performance Evaluation Design Concept Paper and the Evaluation Protocol, both approved by BFS,
served as the guiding documents that determined the evaluation approach and methodology utilized by
the ET (see Annex VI – Evaluation Team, for the roles and responsibilities of each ET member). The
evaluation utilized a mixed-methods approach for data collection and obtained informed consent from
each respondent participating in primary data collection. Data collection methods employed included:
●

●

Desk Review: The ET reviewed over 200 FEEDBACK program documents and work products,
which provided the context for the EQs and generated specific areas of follow-up inquiry for the
key informant interviews (KIIs), focus group discussions (FGDs), and web-based survey (WBS)
(see Annex IV – Information Sources, for a summary of documents reviewed).
KIIs & FGDs: The ET conducted in-depth, semi-structured, face-to-face, and phone interviews
with individual or groups of FEEDBACK stakeholders using a combination of KIIs and FGDs (see
Annex III – Data Collection Instruments, and Annex IV – Information Sources, for a list of
persons interviewed and interview duration). A total of 44 respondents were interviewed (27
in KIIs and 14 in FGDs) belonging to the following stakeholder groups:
Table 1: Interviews Held

Stakeholder

KIIs

FGDs

Interviews

Respondents

FEEDBACK’s prime contractor, Westat

5

1

6

11

Subcontracted partners – Technical Assistance to NGOs
International (TANGO), Carolina Population Center at the
University of North Carolina (UNC), and the International
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI)

3

1

4

6

Data collector subcontractors in Malawi (Lilongwe University
of Agriculture and Natural Resources (LUANAR), Food for
Peace 3), and Kenya (Kimetrica, Nathe Enterprises, and Ronto
Research)

2

3

5

8

USAID BFS

4

0

4

4

USAID Mission

13

1

14

15

TOTAL

27

6

33

44

The ET used purposive (non-probabilistic) sampling method to select individuals who were the most
knowledgeable of FEEDBACK in each respondent group to participate in the KIIs and FGDs. The BFS
Data Steward/Support Specialist conducted the initial recruitment of the key informants at Missions and
BFS further assisted with logistical arrangements for the interviews.
Web-Based Survey: To triangulate the emerging themes from KIIs and FGDs, the ET distributed a
self-administered WBS to Mission staff in Ethiopia, Rwanda, Senegal, Uganda, Nepal, Niger, and Zambia
(contact information was not provided for Mozambique and Tajikistan). These Missions received a
survey as KIIs and FGDs were not conducted in their respective countries. After the launch of the
3

Due to an overlap in the data collection areas in Malawi, FEEDBACK shared data collection responsibilities with another USAID mechanism
(Food for Peace). Consequently, data collection in Malawi was completed by both FEEDBACK and Food for Peace.
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WBS, three follow-up requests by the ET and one follow-up request by the USAID Activity Manager
yielded eight completed surveys (three from Zambia, two from Rwanda, and one each from Nepal,
Senegal, and Niger) representing a 36.4 percent completion rate.
Other Sources: The ET conducted a literature review on recognized best practices in international
development relating to monitoring and evaluation (M&E). Significant guidance was found on the World
Bank, United Nations Development Program (UNDP), USAID websites, and on websites of
communities of practice, such as the American Evaluation Association, the Abdul Lateef Poverty Action
Lab, the Institute of Development Studies (IDS) Program at the University of Sussex in the United
Kingdom (UK), and 3ie, among others (see the summary of materials consulted in Annex IV –
Information Sources).

3.2

DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

Each ET member involved in data collection generated a Themes Data Matrix to categorize the
qualitative responses obtained to questions appearing in each of the interview guides. The ET developed
an Evaluation Analysis Chart that identified which numbered questions were asked across the spectrum
of respondents. The matrix and chart provided the substantive information used in writing this report.
The qualitative analysis focused on establishing plausible causal links between events, activities, and
outcomes to answer the EQs. Where feasible, the ET transformed qualitative frequencies into numbers
and percentages to highlight the strengths and weaknesses of certain responses. To analyze the WBS
results, the raw data was analyzed using descriptive statistics such as means and frequencies using
Statistical Analysis System (SAS) 9.3 software. Actual numbers were reported rather than percentage
because of the small sample size of respondents (N=8).

3.3

LIMITATIONS OF THE EVALUATION

Westat was not available to respond to follow up requests past June 6, 2017, when the FEEDBACK
program ended. This limited the ET’s attempts to clarify different points made in program reports or in
interviews, thereby limiting further data validation. For instance, after reading about FEEDBACK’s
systems and procedures, the ET wanted to confirm their understanding of what they read but could not.
A similar issue occurred after receiving the list of SOPs to be followed in collecting data as only a subset
of protocols was shared; triangulation was not possible without further clarifications.
The interview guides were very long and detailed and sometimes required two appointments to
complete. In some cases, interview fatigue set in and responses to questions past the mid-point became
challenging for respondents who gave less-than-optimal answers (see Table 1, Annex IV, Interviews
Conducted and the range of times it took to complete interviews). In conducting qualitative interviews,
open-ended and probing questions are constructed to fit a particular time frame; however, a respondent
may be as detailed as she/he feels necessary in answering the question based on the level of knowledge
the respondent has on a particular topic.
Any responses presented on KM are largely reflective of the experience of early program participants
because this focus was dropped by USAID; more recent staff members were not able to provide any
insight into KM activities.
Due to revolving personnel assignments at Missions, the ET was not able to reach most of the staff that
were familiar with FEEDBACK in its early implementation, as the staff had moved on. This yielded a
very small sample size for the WBS and the pool of KII participants. The ET experienced some success
in contacting past Mission staff members who had more information on FEEDBACK, but their responses
were based on somewhat limited recall.
The ET also experienced several staff turnovers. The ET went through three team leads at different
stages of the evaluation process. The first team lead left at the Concept note development stage, the
second one at the data collection and analysis stage, and the third one wrote and submitted the final
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draft report. Thus, the team leader responsible for the evaluation design was not responsible for
writing the final report, which may have led to loss of some knowledge.
Purposive sampling required that selected respondents have knowledge of FEEDBACK, thus reducing
the pool of individuals who qualified to participate.

4.0 FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This section presents the findings, conclusions, and recommendations for each of the 10 primary EQs.
Note that the presentation below includes a set of EQ-specific recommendations provided by KII and
FGD participants in response to the question, “what would you do differently if another FEEDBACK-type
project were to be introduced in the future?” These recommendations are provided in addition to the
broader, more systemic recommendations provided in response to EQ 10. Further, as page limitations
prevented inclusion of all results tables within the main report narrative, these tables are provided in
annexes. The presentation below directs readers to where these tables can be found. Not reading
these tables will limit the reader’s understanding of the details related to each EQ.

4.1

INTENDED OBJECTIVES

4.1.1 EQ1: To what extent were the intended objectives for FEEDBACK in relation to the
three major types of activities (performance monitoring, impact evaluation, and
knowledge management) achieved?
FINDINGS
PM Component
The intended outcome of the PM component was to support an accurate and comprehensive
performance monitoring process for Feed the Future that allows the USG and development partners to
track and report on standard Feed the Future indicators while building capacity for data monitoring
among local partners. Formally, the component had two objectives:
1. Increase the use of improved data collection techniques among staff of survey organizations; and
2. Increase the use of PM indicators to guide PM and implementation among USAID Missions and
IPs.
FEEDBACK activities under this component focused on monitoring progress in achieving Feed the
Future objectives using population-based performance indicators. Baseline and interim values for
performance indicators were calculated using secondary data (where available), and primary data from
representative population-based surveys (PBSs) conducted in each FEEDBACK country’s ZOI.
FEEDBACK activity reports document the program’s efforts in providing BFS and Missions access to
survey data from PBSs, entering indicator data into FTFMS, and disseminating country reports.
FEEDBACK calculated and reported an average of 12 standard indicators in each country, and each
country had the option to request additional Mission-specific indicators of interest, as presented in the
table below. 4 These indicators were entered into FTFMS and distributed in country reports to each
Mission. The country reports are also available on the USAID Development Experience Clearinghouse
(DEC). Table 2 shows the number of indicators used to collect data during the baseline and interim
surveys in each FEEDBACK country. For an illustration of which indicators were used for each

4

The number of standard indicators changed over time, and in 2016 there were eight “Required” indicators and about 43 “Required–asApplicable” indicators for each Feed the Future Project (see Feed the Future Indicator Handbook Definition Sheets, a U.S. Government Working
Document, Updated July 2016).
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FEEDBACK country, see Table EQ1-2, Annex V: List of Indicators that Were Calculated, Reported on
and Entered into FTFMS by Data Source.
Table 2: Number of Indicators Used in Each Feedback Country
Number of
Baseline
Indicators

Number of
Interim
Indicators

Malawi

12

11

Number of
MissionSpecific
Indicators
0

Mozambique

13

13

2

Nepal

13

11

2

Northern Kenya

11

11

4

Rwanda

13

13

0

Senegal

11

0

0

Tajikistan

11

0

0

Uganda

13

11

**

Zambia

12

13

0

FEEDBACK Country

** The ET was not able to verify the number of Mission-specific indicators requested.

Asked how they were using the indicators, Missions reported using them for various purposes. In
Rwanda, the Mission reported using them to revise its performance monitoring plan (PMP) and to
inform program design and implementation. In Kenya, KIIs revealed that there was some use of
indicators on stunting in children to inform program activities. In Malawi, the respondents reported
using the PBS country report to guide program implementation as well. Malawi Mission staff also cited
indicator use by IPs: “The PBS data greatly assisted us in coming up with interventions in specific locations to
help beneficiaries get out of the food insecurity situation and helped IPs to track progress.” Also, FEEDBACK
staff responded to Mission requests for additional data analysis and learned that, “the Nepal Mission
obtained data on ethnic groups [which was used] in programming” (Westat).
Despite FEEDBACK’s efforts to make baseline and interim indicator data available, BFS staff felt that the
objective of increasing use of PM indicators to guide program implementation among Mission staff and
IPs fell short (rated 1.8 out of 5 on an ascending 5-point scale). They pointed to the lack of deliberate
effort to promote indicator usage as a missed opportunity. According to Westat, “[n]ot enough time was
spent with Missions and IPs to help use indicator data to guide program implementation.” A BFS staff member
similarly observed, “[n]ot enough resources were dedicated to application of knowledge from the indicators,”
while according to one of the Mission staff, “data arrived late so most programs were already designed and
implemented.” Mission engagement was not well established, and Missions were not necessarily
encouraged to use the PM indicators. This was exacerbated by the Missions’ passive involvement in
FEEDBACK and the limited training they received under FEEDBACK on the use of indicators. The
frequent turnover of Mission staff, moreover, ensured that any institutional knowledge on the use of
indicators was—at least to a degree—lost.
Even though the objective of building capacity among local partners to monitor projects was curtailed by
funding constraints, FEEDBACK stakeholders reported use of improved data collection techniques. The
most frequently cited was enumerators’ and supervisors’ new knowledge and skills on the use of tablets
for data collection, “especially by the second round of PBS data collection” (BFS staff). While this is a
common research practice, the majority of local subcontractors had not used it. Aside from the use of
tablets, however, survey organizations reported no other new data collection techniques. The training
provided to survey organizations was focused on how to collect data in the field, not on the
development of research goals, objectives, sample frames, and data collection instruments to fit the local
context.
8

When asked to rank how well FEEDBACK met the two PM objectives, stakeholders ranked Objective 1
a 3.8 out of 5, and Objective 2 a 3.5 out of 5, indicating moderate agreement that FEEDBACK had
achieved its objectives (see Table EQ1-1: Average Achievement Ranking of Program Objectives by
Respondent Groups in Annex V.)
IE Component
The IE component was designed to establish and implement a rigorous and scientific IE approach to
enhance the capacity to capture and analyze the wide-ranging effects of Feed the Future programs.
Formally, the component had two objectives:
1. Determine if Feed the Future programs and activities increased food security among vulnerable
populations, including women and those living in poverty; and
2. Increase application of new knowledge and skills in designing and implementing IEs among
USAID Missions and IPs.
The IE approach was prospective in that it developed evaluation parameters for each Feed the Future
intervention as it was being implemented, with the parameters to be built into project implementation.
This approach mirrored USAID’s ideal prospective IE timeline 5 that recommends: the collection of
baseline data prior to the launch of an intervention; monitoring delivery, attrition, and spillover effects
among groups throughout implementation; and, finally, collecting endline data at the end of the
intervention. As such, implemented IEs would have baseline, interim, and endline data that would
generate evidence on whether Feed the Future projects had increased food security. By the end of the
contract in June 2017, FEEDBACK had collected baseline data in six countries: Northern Kenya, Malawi,
Nepal, Zambia, Ethiopia, and (qualitative data only in) Niger/Burkina Faso.
In all countries, IE data collection focused on collecting baseline data, interim data were not collected
consistently, and no endline data was collected for all the IEs as their timeline extended beyond the
lifetime of FEEDBACK. The evaluation found that IEs were designed to continue past the end of the
FEEDBACK contract. Review of the IE protocols for the IEs in Ethiopia, Kenya, Burkina Faso/Niger, and
Zambia revealed that IE activities would continue even after FEEDBACK was completed. In Zambia, the
endline data collection for the IE on Gender and Groundnut Value Chains is due to be conducted in
2018, more than a year after FEEDBACK ended. 6 Consequently, the ET’s assessment of how well IEs
met their intended objectives were only limited to activities performed up to the interim stage of the
IEs. One of the IEs (Malawi) was cancelled due to sample contamination brought about by multiple
project interventions in the same location, making it impossible to generate valid counterfactuals.
Perhaps the most insightful IE was the PRIME (Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement through Market
Expansion) IE conducted in Ethiopia, the results of which showed that, “when shock/draught hit, food
security did not decrease to the level where the PRIME had been implemented as compared to locations with less
intensive interventions” (Mission staff). As a result, “pastoralists tended to adapt to climate conditions and
move around more” (Westat staff). What the PRIME IE did was to identify resilience factors, which gave
rise to another set of indicators that are still being used.
The objective to apply new knowledge and skills in designing and implementing IEs among USAID
Missions and IPs was not met following the modification of the SOW to remove capacity building (CB)
activities under its KM component. Since FEEDBACK did not have the resources, the program did not
make a concerted effort to provide CB activities to Missions and IPs. Instead, CB took a “learning by
doing approach” that emerged according to need, i.e., without rigorous planning by the subcontractor.
This approach was useful in Ethiopia, where the Mission acknowledged that its staff had “learned how to
revise the PRIME evaluation methodology and was prepared to use this in other evaluations.” The Malawi
5
6

Https://usaidlearninglab.org/sites/default/files/resource/files/impact_evaluation.timeline.pdf
All continuing evaluations in Zambia are being conducted by another contractor/organization.
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Mission stated that the “implementing partner of the evaluated intervention learned a great deal about the
importance of identifying and monitoring control groups” after having inappropriately conducted the
intervention in areas that had been prescribed as the evaluation’s comparison sites.
Respondents acknowledged that FEEDBACK’s CB activities in IE were focused largely on local
subcontractors to facilitate effective field data collection, not on how to design an IE or how to use IE
information in designing future programs. Personnel turnover made it impossible for Missions to retain
capacity. FEEDBACK did not retain CB activities due to changes in its SOW and financial shortfalls.
When asked to rank how well FEEDBACK had met its two IE objectives, on average, all groups of
stakeholders ranked both Objective 1 and Objective 2 a 2.8 out of 5, providing moderate support that
FEEDBACK had achieved its objectives (see Table EQ1-1: Average Achievement Ranking of Program
Objectives by Respondent Groups in Annex V.)
KM Component
The intended outcome of the PM component was to build on the current BFS KM activities to
disseminate best practices and lessons learned garnered through the IE and PM processes. Formally, the
objective of this component was as follows:
•

Increase use of evidence-based knowledge to promote effective practices among FEEDBACK
beneficiaries.

Prior to the gradual scaling back and defunding of KM activities in 2016, FEEDBACK’S approach to
knowledge dissemination was to use the Agrilinks website, webinars, and blogs as an outreach tool.
Documented activities included: regular display and updating of PM indicator data on the Agrilinks
website; coordination of webinars; peer-reviewed blog articles; and widespread dissemination of reports
and publications. Stakeholders cited knowledge on resilience garnered from the IEs in Ethiopia and
Kenya that was shared broadly and is being used widely. According to one subcontractor, “a lot of
training, reports and publications have been shared widely on Resilience, which wouldn’t be possible without
FEEDBACK.”
While FEEDBACK’s IE component was not able to demonstrate substantive findings to produce
evidence-based knowledge, FEEDBACK activity reports 7 document up to three Feed the Future
Learning Agenda Annotated Bibliographies and one Literature Review on Agrilinks. Additionally,
FEEDBACK staff reported, “beneficiary learnings were garnered from the IE qualitative information and
baseline assessments to promote effective practice.” In addition, the Malawi Mission reported that “based on
the PBS findings, this has resulted in the Mission’s and IPs’ adjustment of existing interventions and the fostering
of new interventions.” The Ethiopia Mission stated that, “they are designing PRIME activities, and the design
will be informed primarily from the results of the PRIME evaluation.” Apart from the documented efforts and
reported lessons from two FEEDBACK staff, the data collected by the ET was limited as most
interviewed stakeholders did not have direct experience with KM aspects of the program and so could
not comment significantly.
Web-Based Survey: Each of the eight Mission staff completing the WBS reported that the support
provided by FEEDBACK allowed them to collect Feed the Future-related program data, with the
majority able to manage and analyze that data. Overall, survey respondents echoed similar sentiments
to those of KII respondents in that KM and CB outcomes were not achieved. Many respondents could
not determine whether FEEDBACK support helped them generate outcomes: 5 of 8 respondents could
not gain access to IE data that would inform them of Feed the Future effectiveness because such
evidence, best practices, and lessons learned were not disseminated (see Table EQ1-3, Annex V that
summarizes the Outcomes from Support Provided by FEEDBACK).

7

See Year 2, Q4 Quarterly Report.
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Four of the WBS respondents belonged to Missions in which an IE was implemented, and six
participated in PBS surveys. When asked about FEEDBACK’s support of Missions, 4 out of 8 indicated
they used it, while 6 out of 8 indicated they used PBS support to strengthen program monitoring.
Respondents’ reasons for not using the IE data mirror the KII responses citing the lack of endline data
collection or not receiving the report. It is important to note that country reports are available on
USAID DEC.
One FEEDBACK intended outcome was to increase use of evidence-based knowledge in Feed the
Future programming. There was some evidence of use of the PM data collected by FEEDBACK as
reported by WBS respondents. Five respondents acknowledged availability of data collected by
FEEDBACK as the source of this knowledge. Only two WBS respondents, however, cited evidence
shared through FEEDBACK’s KM platform (Agrilinks). These findings point not only to the success of
FEEDBACK’s data collection efforts, but also to the shortfalls in knowledge sharing (see Tables EQ1-3,
Annex, Outcomes from Support provided by FEEDBACK, and EQ1-4, for the full range of factors that
contributed to the use of evidence-based knowledge).
CONCLUSIONS
Multiple changes in the FEEDBACK SOW over the life of the program made it difficult to measure how
well the formal objectives have actually been met. However, the evaluation found signs of meeting some
of the intended results. Overall, FEEDBACK was more successful in achieving objectives related to the
PM component than the IE and KM components. FEEDBACK was able to collect PM data, monitor
baseline and interim data, and report on standard Feed the Future indicators. Some usage of the PM
indicators was also reported along with improved use of data collection techniques (using tablets)
among local survey organizations’ staff.
The reduction in the SOW affected the extent to which IE related objectives were met. Expectations
related to the final six IEs—including the gathering of baseline, interim, and endline data in six
countries—were met partially as endline data were not collected in any of the six countries. Thus,
objectives related to determining the effectiveness of Feed the Future programs in increasing food
security remain unmet. Moreover, the scale back of CB and funding also prevented meeting the
objectives related to increasing knowledge application.
Prior to its scale back, the KM component was able to disseminate baseline and qualitative information
from the IEs, along with regular PM data collection efforts. However, the deliberate scale back of KM
activities resulted in little dissemination of best practices and lessons garnered through IE and PM
activities. Consequently, KM objectives pertaining to use of evidence-based knowledge in promoting
effective practices were also not met.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT
Table 3 summarizes how KII and FGD participants indicated they would change the program to improve
its achievements were a similar one to be developed in the future.
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Table 3: Recommendations for Improving Program Achievements

SUGGESTION
Start smaller and grow, rather than start big
and have to cut back
Include an M&E CB objective

Obtain Mission and IP buy-in on program
objectives
Regularly assess progress against objectives and
share results
Appoint KM and CB champions

RATIONALE
Nineteen countries were reduced to 13, 7 focused on PM and 6 on
IE; 3 components were reduced to 2; 27 IEs were reduced to 6;
and KM was transitioned to another mechanism.
Missions and local subcontractors need formal CB in M&E to allow
them to sustain evaluation projects beyond the life of the contract
and to build local organizational capacity beyond data collection.
The objectives should better reflect the needs of the Missions and
be tailored to country and Mission priorities.
Along with formal progress/performance monitoring in accordance
with achievement of objectives, provide planned learning
opportunities, i.e., stakeholder conferences, a technical working
group, or community of practice events.
Advocates of KM and CB would ensure that these components are
planned, implemented, and have oversight throughout the duration
of the program.

4.1.2 EQ2: To what extent did the intended objectives and the associated SOW remain
viable during the life of the program? What types of events, shifts in thinking,
complications, and other factors led to revisions in the SOW?
FINDINGS
Documents reviewed by the ET identified several significant shifts in the FEEDBACK SOW, as
demonstrated in its work plans. These changes include reducing the number of IEs and PBSs, de-scoping
the KM component, and the departure of IFPRI from the program. [For a full summary of the responses
to questions on the SOW, see Table EQ2-1, Annex V. For separate reasons identified by stakeholders
for SOW changes, see Table EQ2-2 (BFS), Table EQ2-3 (Missions), Table EQ2-4 (Westat), and Table
EQ2-5 (Subcontractors) in Annex V.]
IE Changes to SOW
As noted under EQ1, FEEDBACK’s SOW in Year 1 stated that BFS expected 27 IEs to be conducted
within the program timeframe. By Year 6, however, the SOW had been reduced to six IEs. The
timeline for this reduction can be seen in Figure 2 below.
Figure 2: Reduction in IEs from Year 1 to Year 6

Different stakeholders had different views on the causes for the reduction. According to Westat, a
primary cause was a lack of Mission buy-in and the fact that there were not 27 feasible IE candidates.
This latter claim is supported in the FEEDBACK Year 2 Annual Report, which states that projects slated
for evaluation were not awarded on time. Other interviewees claimed that the reduction was due to:
intervention delays; changes in donor interest; the level of country preparedness to conduct IEs; costs;
and pending decisions at USAID. BFS asserted that the reduction was due (mainly) to budget
constraints, but also due to Westat’s weak management and technical capacity to conduct all 27 IEs,
especially after IFPRI’s subcontract was terminated in 2013.
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The ET could not find any documentation explaining why IFPRI left, but KIIs with IFPRI show they were
dissatisfied with Westat’s management, especially after Westat took over the management of IEs (which
had been IFPRI’s responsibility), IP capacity, and communication management. Interviews with BFS
supported this finding, asserting that IFPRI was frustrated with how the contract was set up, as it did not
allow for significant research (see Table EQ2-2, Annex V, SOW Shifts, Feasibility, and Feasibility Ranking
by BFS).
Subcontractors cited a litany of reasons for the reduction in IEs, including: insufficient funds to cover the
amount of work required; difficulty identifying 27 feasible IE candidates; Mission demands that were
difficult to fulfill; shifts in timelines; an excessive number of deliverables; difficulty coordinating with
stakeholders; and micromanagement of the technical quality of deliverables.
PM Changes to SOW
Minimal shifts in the SOW were reported in the PM component. Where they existed, these shifts were
driven by implementation challenges such as programming the tablets and increase in the number of
deliverables for QC. Challenges similar to those outlined in the IE section above were also reported.
The FTFMS element of the SOW varied throughout FEEDBACK implementation as it evolved from
routine maintenance to development support in response to stakeholder needs. FEEDBACK’s activity
reports document a number of systems enhancements that were made to the FTFMS, which included
validating reports developed, report sanitizing, etc. According to FEEDBACK staff, “the original objective
was support and maintenance but the requests received were more than support and maintenance.” Of note is
that FEEDBACK inherited the system from a previous contractor who did not provide any
documentation on the infrastructure or how FTFMS should work, which resulted in high resource
needs.
PBS Changes to SOW
The PBSs were reduced from 9 to 7 countries, with Senegal and Tajikistan dropping out in Year 3. One
FEEDBACK activity report suggested that the analysis of Tajikistan baseline PBS data produced poverty
values that were too low and per capita expenditures that appeared too high. The inconsistency in the
numbers prompted FEEDBACK’s consultation with World Bank, which determined that the values were
indeed reasonable when adjusted for biases. Nonetheless, Tajikistan chose to leave the contract due to
management issues on the contracting side. The ET could not find any documentation on why Senegal
left the contract, but the documented data loss during the baseline may have led to this shift. BFS staff
expressed dissatisfaction with how Westat handled the data loss and its lack of a clear explanation for
what happened. For its part, Westat partially reimbursed USAID for the data loss, as requested by the
Contracting Officer in 2013.
KM Reductions to SOW
KM objectives were first reduced because they were too expensive. In 2013, USAID introduced
Knowledge-Driven Agricultural Development (KDAD), a new mechanism for disseminating KM
materials for USAID Feed the Future activities. The expectation was that there would be more
collaboration and synergy between FEEDBACK, KDAD and other mechanisms like Knowledge-Driven
Microenterprise Development (KDMD). However, according to BFS staff, FEEDBACK Knowledge
Management activities such as blogs were ineffective in meeting this expectation; this coupled with the
increasing costs of KM activities, made reduction of the KM activities inevitable. Consequently, in Year
3, all development of new materials was halted, i.e., in Objectives 1-3 the word “develop” was dropped
permanently. From there, the objectives were reduced each year and completely removed by Year 6
(2017), as described in Table 4 below. Shaded years in the following Table 4 indicate activity reported.

13

Table 4: KM Objectives by Year in Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Plans
Objective
1. Develop and manage evidence-based knowledge to improve program design and encourage
replication and expansion of successful interventions
2. Develop CB tools and training materials and carry out specific training and CB activities

Year
1 2 3 4 5 6

3. Develop and deploy a WBS for sharing knowledge
4. Include explicit coverage of gender in Feed the Future monitoring and reporting
5. Assure logistics for webinars

Many current Mission staff were not aware that there were KM activities associated with FEEDBACK,
and instead tended to get their information from Agrilinks or other ad hoc sources. Missions did not
receive any capacity building in KM, and once KDAD was established, it took over the KM activities
from FEEDBACK (see Table EQ2-3 Annex V, SOW Shifts, Feasibility, and Feasibility Ranking by
Missions). Mission staff did not claim to know much about the SOW, but they claimed to know enough
to assert that it was too broad and ambitious, and that there were insufficient funds to achieve targeted
results. Notwithstanding, the Missions would have liked a KM component that they could have
supported.
Westat, in turn, asserted that the KM component was the lowest priority and thus had fewer resources
from BFS. In addition, Westat reported that many of the KM objectives were not realistic (see Table
EQ2-4, Annex V, SOW Shifts, Feasibility, and Feasibility Ranking by Westat). These sentiments were
similar to the subcontractors who also noted that that FEEDBACK had not allocated sufficient funds to
cover the amount of work required, making it unfeasible.
For the IEs, subcontractors also stated that they could not find 27 feasible IEs and they had difficulty
meeting the demands of the Missions. The revisions to the IE SOW were also due to shifts in timelines,
too many deliverables, difficulty coordinating with stakeholders, and micromanagement of the technical
quality of deliverables. For the PM SOW, subcontractors stated that concerns with programming the
tablets and an increase in deliverables for quality control caused shifts in the SOW as well as issues
similar to what occurred with the IEs. As for the KM component, activities were too expensive to be
carried out and were taking too much time.
The local subcontractors found that what they were contracted to do at the country level was feasible;
however, they did not have access to the overall SOW, which was shared only at a higher level. One
subcontractor mentioned that this contract took much more time and resources than they initially
planned. Revisions in their SOW were made to include household listings.
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Reported Challenges
In terms of executing their original SOWs, stakeholders confronted a range of challenges, as set forth in
Table 5 below.

BFS

Table 5: Challenges Faced by Stakeholders

Stakeholder
-

Missions

-

Westat

Subcontractors

PBS Subcontractors
All Local
Subcontractors

-

Major Challenges Reported
Increasing costs for KM and IEs
Weak management by contractor
Overly-ambitious SOW
Operational issues in implementation owing to Westat’s lack of international
development experience
Communication
Coordination with those conducting PBSs (due to communication problems)
No CB for KM
No sustainability practices carried out
Over-ambitious SOW
Insufficient budget/resources
Increased deliverables for IEs causing delays and shifting deadlines
Locating 27 feasible IEs
Alignment of IEs with country project schedules
Making timely changes
Budget shortfalls
Locating 27 feasible IEs
Low technical capacity among local subcontractors
Increase in IE deliverables
Insufficient communication protocols
QC
Insufficient time and resources for KM
Communication
For Northern Kenya where there are local skirmishes and security and safety
issues

CONCLUSIONS
The evaluation found that the intended objectives included in the original program SOW were overly
ambitious and did not remain viable during the life of the program, as evidenced by the scaling back of IE
activities from 27 to 6, and the reduction or elimination in KM and CB activities. These shifts were
mainly driven by an insufficient budget, increased deliverables, delays in the start of projects being
evaluated by IE, and delays in receipt of secondary data from PBSs that created problems with the
timeliness of activities and deliverables. PM objectives were largely met and data gatherers learned how
to use tablets when conducting research. It is worth noting that Westat was not required to open a
local office in the FEEDBACK countries. This lack of consistent presence caused further difficulties in
implementing the SOW.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT
Table 6 presents the recommendations that respondents made for improving SOW viability.
Table 6: Recommendations for Improving SOW Viability

Stakeholders
For BFS

For Missions

-

For Westat

-

For subcontractors

-

Suggestions
Develop a less ambitious, more achievable SOW
Involve technical staff at Missions in management of the SOW
Be more realistic about staffing capacity
Select a contractor with more international and USAID experience
Identify critical experience levels a contractor must have
Involve Missions early in the design phase
Define SOW activities clearly
Provide sufficient resources to cover CB
Provide sufficient resources for KM
Build flexibility into the SOW to adapt to annual changes
Each Mission should have a dedicated activity manager for this scale of
project
Facilitate collaboration among Missions, all IPs, the contractor,
subcontractors, and consultants
Generate a collaborative process between Missions and the contractor to
better fit country needs, i.e., in adapting indicators to fit Missions’ needs as
well as BFS’
Provide more training to incorporate sustainability for data collection,
cleaning, and analysis
Develop a more suitable selection process for local subcontractors to
ensure that the best are included in the pool of bidders
Reduce the number of pages required in reports to five when written with
local involvement
Facilitate more coordination with IPs on IE implementation
Build more flexibility into deliverable timelines to accommodate country
conditions
Develop more flexible methodology for IEs, e.g., pre- and post-comparisons
Synchronize IEs with project implementation
List all local subcontractor deliverables at the beginning of the program

4.1.3 EQ3: What factors facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of the Feed the Future
FEEDBACK program? In instances where the program faced challenges, what actions
were taken and what processes were followed to address said challenges?
FINDINGS
Factors that Facilitated Effectiveness
The majority of Westat’s staff recognized its institutional characteristics, team knowledge and
experience, and internal systems and processes in planning and implementation as critical to program
effectiveness. BFS and Mission staff lauded Westat’s research background, knowledge, experience, and
technical capacity in implementing PBSs. Mission staff also cited Westat’s use of secondary data,
partnerships with local survey organizations, and technical guidance from BFS as very effective.
Subcontractors pointed to their collaboration with local government and private survey organizations in
data collection, and most BFS staff agreed that the use of secondary data and reliance on planning and
guidance documents, which included protocols and reporting templates, were key factors in
FEEDBACK’s effectiveness.
References to institutional pride were also common in interview responses. Westat staff spoke highly
of its “corporate culture of helping each other; when we meet an obstacle and if we need more knowledge, we
could tap on others within the organization.” Similarly, UNC staff lauded its (Carolina Population Center’s)
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background and experience as a facilitator of FEEDBACK activities. Missions and BFS staff, however,
tended to emphasize external factors—such as guidance documents, secondary data, and local data
partners—as important factors contributing to program effectiveness. Table 7 summarizes the factors
that facilitated FEEDBACK’s effectiveness by respondent group.
Table 7: Factors That Facilitated FEEDBACK Effectiveness by Respondent Group
Contra
ctor
(n=6)

Sub
contr
actor
(n=4)

BFS
(n=4)

Mission
s
(n=15)

Total
(n=29)

%

Use of local data collection partners

1

3

1

9

14

48%

Use of secondary data

2

0

2

9

13

45%

5

1

1

5

12

41%

1

1

0

5

7

24%

4

0

1

0

5

17%

Guidance and planning documents

1

0

2

0

3

10%

Contracting mechanism that reduced
Mission burden and allowed for
Mission-specific adaptations

0

0

1

1

2

7%

Relationship with BFS

0

1

0

0

1

3%

Knowledge events attended

0

0

0

1

1

3%

Factor

Contractor/Subcontractor knowledge
or technical capacity
BFS management and technical
guidance
Westat’s institutional background
including systems and processes

WBS data collected from Mission staff are similar. The top three responses cited for facilitating
FEEDBACK’s effectiveness were: partnerships with local data collectors (4 of 8); contractor knowledge
and experience (3); and technical guidance from colleagues at the Mission or at BFS (3).
Factors That Hindered Effectiveness
Interviews also revealed a number of factors that hindered FEEDBACK’s effectiveness, which can be
organized into five major categories: time constraints, strategic planning, contractor, communication,
and implementation.
Time and Resource Constraints
Interviews revealed constraints in timeliness of deliverables, delays in secondary data release and
procurement, and mismatched timelines between FEEDBACK and IE data collection. According to
subcontractors, time constraints were rooted in too many deliverables, the lengthy protocol review
process, and shifts in implementation timelines of interventions to be evaluated. Missions claimed that
the local government entities did not provide data on time, and that government-driven deadlines
interfered with those of FEEDBACK. The document review, moreover, revealed a number of cases in
which Feed the Future interventions scheduled for evaluation were not awarded on time.
FEEDBACK’s annual and quarterly reports also revealed a number of time constraints, including delays
in project procurement and startup (that slowed the progress for the Bangladesh, Niger, and Nepal IEs),
and a reduction in the number of inception visits due to Mission staff unavailability. Other reported
constraints point to the rush in the implementation of the baseline PBSs. The program completed data
collection for baseline PBSs in seven countries within 10 months of the contract award. (Key
deliverables were required by January 31, 2013, the date when population-based indicators needed to be
entered into the FTFMS). This pace of survey activity did not allow for all procedures to be fully
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planned, tested, and implemented during the baseline PBSs. Additionally, the submission of final country
reports was equally resource-intensive, as it required BFS and Mission reviews for each country report
and approval, as well as copy editing and branding, and 508-compliance.
In addition to time constraints, key informants at BFS also cited cost constraints, or Westat’s inability to
manage costs, that led to revisions in the SOW, “[s]everal evaluations fell off or finished under different
mechanisms because it was too costly.” A summary of all resource constraints that hindered the
effectiveness of FEEDBACK, as identified by respondent group, is presented in Table EQ3-1 in Annex.
Table 8:
Resource-Related Factors That Hindered FEEDBACK Effectiveness by Respondent Group
Contr
actor
(n=6)

Sub
contra
ctor
(n=4)

BFS
(n=4)

Missio
ns
(n=15)

Total
(n=29)

%

3

2

3

2

10

34%

3

0

0

6

9

31%

Late secondary data release

0

0

1

3

4

14%

Contracting delays for
subcontractors

0

0

1

0

1

3%

Shifting timelines

0

0

1

0

1

3%

Resource Limitations
Cost limitations/High
implementation costs
Timeliness (approvals,
deliverables, procurement)

Lack of Strategic Planning
Problems in strategic planning included putting together specific, measurable, and timely requirements
for all stakeholders that would normally be included in plans or a Gantt chart. These factors were
missing in the design of IEs, in the lack of effort to link IE findings to component objectives, and IE
questions that did not meet Mission needs. Interviews revealed a conflict in planning regarding the need
to collect evidence versus the need to utilize a specific data collection methodology. FEEDBACK’s
methodology was technically sound in theory, but it needed to be linked to Feed the Future
interventions and specific Mission needs. As subcontractors asserted, “[f]lexibility is more important in
collecting evidence than focusing on methodology;” and “IPs were not contractually mandated to coordinate or
participate in the IE efforts, which hindered the activities related to creating a comparison group for the IEs;” and
“Missions were difficult to work with because they were so busy, and the [program] put additional demands on
them.” A more effective strategic plan would have linked IE activities with intervention activities as well
as component objectives. Because FEEDBACK was a BFS-initiated, Washington-based intervention,
Missions believed they did not “own” it; instead their role was passive and only included connecting
contractors to data collection partners and reviewing reports. As one Mission staff member put it, “[i]f
the Mission doesn’t understand what the contractor and IPs are supposed to do, how could the Mission
understand how the program could work?”
Failures in strategic planning were also manifested in the cancellation of the IE in Malawi due to multiple
interventions in the control areas, which contaminated and invalidated the IE, as documented in
FEEDBACK’s reports. The Integrating Nutrition Value Chains (INVC) project needed to follow an
experimental design that randomly assigned areas to either a control or treatment group. It was later
learned, however, that some program activities had started in a subset of the control areas a year
earlier. FEEDBACK held meetings with the INVC IP to communicate the research parameters, including
clearly stating where activities were to occur and not to occur; however, because there was no mandate
for IPs to incorporate FEEDBACK activities in their project implementation, there was no followthrough. The same could be said about the identification and timing of IEs as two projects were in the
early stages of development [Haiti Ag Natural Resource Management (NRM) and Niger Food for Peace
(FFP)] when they were removed from the SOW. Furthermore, several interventions that were part of
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the evaluation, did not start until later in the program timeline. A summary of all strategic planningrelated constraints that hindered the effectiveness of FEEDBACK as identified by respondent groups is
presented in Table 9.
Table 9: Strategic Planning-Related Factors That Hindered FEEDBACK Effectiveness by
Respondent Group
Strategic Planning
Limitations
Limited stakeholder
commitment including IPs, local
governments, and Missions
No effort to link IE findings to
component objectives or
Mission needs, lack of focus
Many interventions in area for
IE leading to contamination
Mismatched timelines for IE &
program interventions

Cont
racto
r
(n=6)

Sub
contr
actor
(n=4)

BFS
(n=4)

Missi
ons
(n=15
)

Total
(n=29
)

%

0

4

3

4

11

38%

0

0

4

0

4

14%

0

1

0

2

3

10%

0

2

0

1

3

10%

0

1

1

0

2

7%

Restrictive IE methodology

Lack of Communication
FEEDBACK quarterly reports revealed the need for open dialogue among stakeholders—especially
among BFS, Missions, and FEEDBACK—while developing country plans for PM activities, e.g., increasing
sample size and collaborations.
Indeed, the majority of the interviews identified communication breakdowns as a major hindrance to
FEEDBACK activities, which culminated in stakeholder dissatisfaction and IFPRI’s departure from the
program. According to one subcontractor, “[I]FPRI was dissatisfied because all communications were run
through Westat, and they couldn’t communicate directly to USAID.” Missions reported unmet requests that
they attributed to lack of direct contact with contractors, “FEEDBACK did not honor changes we requested
because we were not allowed to have direct communications;” “[n]o one was talking to each other to understand
reasons for customization;” and “[w]hile Missions provided the coordinates to locate beneficiaries, they were not
used by the local data collector.” A summary of communication constraints that hindered the effectiveness
of FEEDBACK, as identified by respondent group, is presented in Table 10.
Table 10: Communication-Related Factors That Hindered FEEDBACK Effectiveness by
Respondent Group

Communication Limitations

Indirect contact with contractor
Communication bottlenecks
Restrictive contracting mechanism/Top
down approach

Sub
cont
ract
or
(n=4
)
0

BFS
(n=4
)

Missi
ons
(n=1
5)

Tota
l
(n=2
3)

%

0

7

7

30%

2

3

0

5

22%

0

0

2

2

9%
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Stakeholders (Contractor, Subcontractors, and BFS)
Interviewees identified a number of issues with Westat that hindered program effectiveness. BFS staff
identified, in particular, Westat’s management practices and lack of international development
experience as hindrances to program effectiveness. “They [Westat] were technically savvy, but management
and lack of international experience/U.S. government experience were hindrances;” and “[m]anagement
hindered it [FEEDBACK], very centralized. Everything having to go through a Chief of Party (COP) created a lot
of bottlenecks in this process. Sometimes the COP was not solution-oriented, but just presented problems;” and
“[t]hey [Westat] were not fully aware of developing country political, security, and local resource differences. It
was hard [for Westat] to plan and anticipate country-specific challenges.” Subcontractors echoed these
sentiments noting that Westat was not well known in international development, which hindered
program implementation.
Westat and subcontractors cited hindrances related to BFS staff turnover and bureaucratic roadblocks.
According to one subcontractor, “BFS staff are so busy, yet they want to know what’s going on, which
provided roadblocks to implementing activities.” BFS acknowledged its part in creating hindrances to
program effectiveness observing: “[t]o some extent having to juggle seven activity managers overseeing seven
different IEs…with varying skill levels...was a hindrance.” BFS further cited managing relationships with
Missions and insufficient guidelines on BFS’s expectations for conducting the baseline surveys as
hindrances to program effectiveness. A summary of all stakeholder constraints that hindered the
effectiveness of FEEDBACK, as identified by respondent group, is presented in Table 11.
Table 11: Stakeholder-Related Factors That Hindered FEEDBACK Effectiveness by
Respondent Group

Westat’s lack of international
development experience
Lack of internal BFS guidelines to
inform the approval process
Evolution of USAID needs
(timelines, policies, competing
priorities)
BFS staff changes

0

Sub
contr
actor
(n=4)
1

0
0
1

0

1

0

2

7%

Westat’s inexperience with
USAID procedures
Inability for one partner to
implement all components
Mission turnover

0

0

2

0

2

7%

0

0

0

2

2

7%

0

1

0

0

1

3%

Stakeholder Limitations

Contr
actor
(n=6)

3

Missio
ns
(n=15
)
0

0

4

0

4

14%

0

3

0

3

10%

BFS
(n=4)

Total
(n=29
)

%

4

14%

Implementation Constraints
FEEDBACK activity reports revealed a number of implementation challenges that included delays due to:
the earthquake in Nepal; security threats in Northern Kenya; delays in obtaining Internal Review Board
(IRB) approval; a military coup in Burkina Faso that curtailed the flow of funds for data collection in
Niger (Niger/Burkina Faso-RISE ET); failure to follow processes leading to data loss in Senegal; delays in
advance approvals from local authorities; electricity and Internet outages; and operational challenges,
such as consistency in coding. A summary of all implementation constraints that hindered program
effectiveness, as identified by respondent groups, is presented in Table 12.
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Table 12: Implementation-Related Factors That Hindered FEEDBACK Effectiveness by
Respondent Group
Cont
racto
r
(n=6)

Sub
contr
actor
(n=4)

BFS
(n=4)

Missi
ons
(n=15
)

Total
(n=29
)

1

0

0

3

4

14%

0

3

0

1

4

14%

0

0

4

0

4

14%

No contractor local presence

0

0

0

4

4

14%

Low local partner technical capacity
Low partner commitment – Agrilinks,
FTFMS developers
CB not a deliberate activity

1

0

1

1

3

10%

3

0

0

0

3

10%

1

0

2

0

3

10%

Evidence not promoted

0

0

0

3

3

10%

Data loss in Senegal

2

0

0

0

2

7%

Long surveys (respondent burden)

1

1

0

0

2

7%

Small sample size available

0

0

0

2

2

7%

Implementation Limitations
In country conditions (political, cultural,
security)
Mismatch between use of ZOI as a
geographical area and intervention
geographic area
Management/Operational inefficiencies

%

Each WBS respondent provided challenges, however no respondent reported the same challenge.
These challenges included: a delay in release of secondary data; limited Mission involvement; lack of
FEEDBACK local presence; lack of cooperation with host government in sharing secondary data; and
communication among BFS, FEEDBACK, and Missions.
Actions Taken to Address Challenges
FEEDBACK responded to the above hindrances to program effectiveness by adapting its systems and
structures to propel program activities. To counter time constraints, for example, the FEEDBACK team
applied lessons learned from the baseline survey activities to develop management processes and
procedures that allowed them to quickly prepare for the launch of the interim surveys. These processes
were developed by both BFS and Westat, and included interviewer and supervisor manuals, data
collection templates, country report templates, and report version control processes that reduced
time/cost during report development. FEEDBACK also worked with BFS to address hindrances and find
solutions. Where secondary data was delayed, Missions stepped in to make repeated requests to
secondary data organizations to release data in a timely manner.
There was one isolated incident of significant data loss in Senegal occurring “[e]ven with data management
(DM) training due to human error.” To address this and similar challenges, FEEDBACK triangulated
different data sources, traced back records, and collected Global Positioning System (GPS) data to
match households. Additionally, it used a case management system (CMS) that traced back actual tablet
records on a daily basis thus reducing data loss and improving recovery. As explained by one Westat
staff member, “[t]hey [data collection organization] thought they needed to clean all the tablets. They erased
the data. They went through the back-ups and there was some data loss, but they recovered a lot of what was
lost.” A summary of all key actions taken by different respondent group to address challenges is
presented in Table 13.
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Table 13: Actions Taken to Address Challenges by Respondent Group
Cont
racto
r
(n=6)

BFS
(n=4)

Missi
ons
(n=1
5)

Total
(n=2
5)

2

1

0

3

12%

1

0

0

1

4%

0

1

0

1

4%

Negotiated with contractor

0

1

0

1

4%

BFS stepped in to provide overall guidance

0

2

0

2

8%

Reduced scope
Prioritized activities to meet deliverable
timelines
Made repeated requests for secondary data
release
Adjusted accordingly

0

2

0

2

8%

1

1

0

2

8%

0

0

1

1

4%

0

0

1

1

4%

Actions Taken
Put in place systems and processes to
streamline activities
On-the-ground personnel to support
activities
Deferred to Mission for guidance

%

CONCLUSIONS
Overall, a number of factors hindered FEEDBACK’s effectiveness, but the program also took advantage
of some opportunities that facilitated its implementation. The use of local data collection partners,
secondary data sources, and the technical capacity of Westat and subcontractors, all contributed to
increased program effectiveness. At the same time, several factors posed hindrances to program
effectiveness. These included: time and resource constraints; lack of strategic planning; poor
communication systems/processes; internal institutional weaknesses at Westat (e.g., rigid management
and communication practices and lack of international development experience) and at BFS (e.g., high
staff turnover, failure to provide clear guidelines to IPs, and challenges managing multiple Missions); and a
host of implementation challenges confronting IPs. While Westat did take a number of actions to
address some of the above challenges, these were mostly reactive rather than proactive, and thus
several challenges (especially related to strategic planning) continued to adversely affect program
effectiveness throughout its implementation period.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT
Table 14 shows interviewed respondents’ recommendations for improving program effectiveness.
Table 14: Recommendations for Improving Program Effectiveness
Factor Needing
Improvement
Resources
Strategic Planning

Communication

Suggested Improvement
Allocate appropriate amounts of time and financial
resources to plan for large-scale surveys
Coordinate with all stakeholders including Mission staff,
local governments, and IPs to understand the need for the
program and what it is trying to achieve
Devise a system that facilitates open and flexible
communication to allow Missions to speak to IPs directly
and to facilitate Mission buy-in, thus counteracting any
potential Mission pushback
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4.2

SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES

4.2.1 EQ4: As part of managing the workflow under Feed the Future FEEDBACK, how
were systems established for each major type of activity? As part of the overall technical
approach for the program, what SOPs were developed for each major type of activity? In
what ways did the overall implementation process work well, expand, and face challenges?
FINDINGS
Systems and Protocols Established
The desk review revealed Westat managed workflow through working groups and each working group
established and followed guidance documents and protocols for each type of activity. The working
groups brought together activity-wide expertise on methodological and technical topics to share ideas
and develop best approaches for implementation. The working groups consisted of Westat staff,
subcontractors (IFPRI, UNC, and TANGO), and BFS activity managers, and remained functional
throughout the program. Mission representatives, however, were not included in the working group
discussions and input was not coordinated during the planning phase. Working groups addressed:
•

•
•
•

PM, which consisted of Westat staff, subcontractors (TANGO), and USAID program
representatives who: reviewed technical guidance notes on indicators, PM narratives, and
reports; planned PBSs; and established protocols and guidance documents developed to
conform to standard survey practices and Westat internal SOPs.
IE, which consisted of Westat staff, subcontractors (UNC, TANGO, IFPRI), and BFS program
representatives who were responsible for: assessing the evaluability of Feed the Future
interventions; providing methodological guidance; and overseeing general IE implementation.
DM, which was internal to Westat and managed FTFMS functionality and maintenance activities.
KM, which oversaw knowledge dissemination activities. 8

Most guidance documents cut across IE and PM activities and were customized to meet country and
activity needs. The desk review and interviews revealed a total of 22 process documents developed by
the working groups that were used during implementation. A complete list of field manuals and analysis
procedures is presented in Table 15.
Table 15: SOPs Used for Each Type of Activity*
PM Protocols
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−

PBS Survey Protocol
Field Staff Manuals
Translation Protocol
Pretest Protocol
Household Listing Manual
QC Processes
Customization Procedures
Shipment Logistics SOP
Report Template
Analysis Procedures
CMS Extraction Procedures

−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−

IE Protocols
IE Design Template
Field Staff Manuals
Translation Protocol
Pretest Protocol
Household Listing Manual
QC Processes
Customization Procedures
Shipment Logistics SOP
Report Template
Analysis Procedures
Data Processing Protocol
CMS Extraction Procedures

DM Protocols
− Data Processing Protocol
− CMS Extraction
Procedures
− FTFMS Reporting
Procedures

* KM-related processes did not deviate from standard information technology (IT) processes and are excluded from the table.

The desk review also revealed that the implementation of PM activities went through a three-stage
process, namely: design/planning, implementation, and reporting, as shown in Figure 3. The interview
guides included in Annex III were developed during the design phase and used in the implementation and
reporting stages.
8

Participants are not listed as the KM working group was disbanded when KM was transferred to another mechanism.
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Figure 3: Typical PM Workflow Process

What separated the IE from the PM process was that, prior to designing the IE, an optional concept
note step was developed, and IE data collection efforts included a qualitative data collection component
that provided in-depth information on the Feed the Future program intervention, as presented in
Figure 4.
Figure 4: IE Workflow Process for PRIME Ethiopia

In addition to protocols and guidance documents, the FEEDBACK management plan outlined a
communication protocol that was followed during implementation. The communication protocol
mandated that Missions channel all requests for implementation through BFS, with no direct contact
with Westat. According to BFS, the structure was established by its need to “limit the Missions’ exposure
to some of FEEDBACK’s issues,” and to provide technical guidance on Missions’ requests. This shift was
made after a number of discrepancies were found in baseline PBSs, which originated on both the
FEEDBACK and the BFS side, given that BFS was “internally not clear on the level of quality needed to hold
themselves accountable” (BFS staff). Similarly, Westat acted as the communication intermediary between
subcontractors and BFS, and reported to BFS on behalf of the subcontractors, as illustrated in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Communication Protocol

How Implementation of Activities Worked
Interviews revealed that protocols and procedures worked well in streamlining the implementation
processes as they saved time and were a mechanism to provide checks and balances. Contractors and
BFS staff echoed similar sentiments. Table 16 presents a summary of how implementation activities
judged to have worked by KII and FGD respondents.
Table 16: Implementation of Activities That Worked Well

Worked Well

Streamlined activities
Protocols provided guidance in
implementation
Processes saved time
Working groups kept members
informed
Templates helped in documentation
Work assignments helped in time
and cost management

Contrac
tor
(n=6)

Sub
contr
actor
(n=4)

BFS
(n=4)

Missio
ns
(n=15)

Total
(n=35)

%

3

3

3

3

12

34%

3

0

3

0

6

17%

3

0

0

0

3

9%

1

0

1

0

2

6%

2

0

0

0

2

6%

0

0

1

0

1

3%

However, implementation faced challenges of complexity, country conditions, and contractor rigidity, as
well as the requirement to provide excessive detail, as respondents revealed: “the protocol ended up being
so complex and the process became so inflexible and detail-heavy that implementing the items in the protocol
took away from doing the actual work;” and “they [the protocols] had detailed and complicated procedures”
(subcontractors). As one data collector put it: “the people who wrote the protocol had no experience in
doing fieldwork in developing countries….they put items in the protocol that were not practical.” Another
stated: “Internet was a challenge for transmitting data;” and a subcontractor stated: “data transmission from
tablets required data collectors to find a Wi-Fi hotspot to transmit the data to Westat.” Presented in Table 17
below is a summary of the implementation challenges:
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Table 17: Implementation Challenges
Challenges

Contr
actor
(n=6)

Sub
contr
actor
(n=4)

BFS
(n=4)

Missio
ns
(n=15)

Local
Partners
(n=4)

Total
(n=33)

%

Communication bottlenecks

2

2

1

2

5

12

36%

2

0

0

0

5

7

21%

0

2

0

2

3

7

21%

3

0

1

0

3

7

21%

0

3

2

0

1

6

18%

4

0

0

0

2

6

18%

0

0

1

2

2

5

15%

1

1

0

1

2

5

15%

2

1

1

0

0

4

12%

1

0

0

2

3

9%

2

1

0

0

0

3

9%

0

2

0

0

0

2

6%

1

0

0

0

0

0

3%

Field conditions (security,
weather, bad terrain, no
Internet, no power)
Low stakeholder
commitment
Partner commitment or
partner loss (FTFMS
developers, IFPRI)
Inflexible/Cumbersome
processes
Administrative challenges,
e.g., shifting priorities,
timelines, delays in
approvals, field logistics
Missing items/processes
Multiple interventions in
program areas causing
contamination of one IE and
interfering with data
collection
Low capacity among local
partners
Survey participation
challenges
Aligning timelines with
interventions/or agricultural
seasons
Mission/BFS burden, i.e.,
busy
No FTFMS documentation

The majority of the Mission staff responding to the WBS felt that the communication process both
facilitated and hindered implementation of FEEDBACK activities. On the positive side, the process
allowed Missions to stay within contractual boundaries, which saved time. On the negative side, two
Mission respondents felt that their needs were miscommunicated to the Contractor and one
respondent each said: 1) barriers were created preventing them from using the data; 2) Missions were
not directly involved; and 3) BFS and other USAID staff in Washington were overburdened and could
not commit adequate time to FEEDBACK.
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CONCLUSIONS
FEEDBACK established systems and processes through a structure that consisted of working groups led
by Westat, which included BFS staff and subcontractors. Working groups were a good management
tool, but they created vertical communication patterns that did not promote direct information sharing,
especially among Mission and Westat staff. Systems included generic protocols and guidance documents
that were customized to meet country conditions and were followed during activity implementation.
Overall, the systems worked well in planning and streamlining of activities, but they fell short during
implementation due to their complexity and limited flexibility. Communication roadblocks created
additional challenges, such as missed items, stakeholder commitment, and loss of partners.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT
Table 18 shows interviewed respondents’ recommendations for improving program systems,
procedures, and processes.
Table 18: Recommendations for Improving Program Systems, Procedures, and Processes
Improvement
Areas
Evolving protocols/
Communications

Suggestion for Change
−
−

In-country presence

−

Mission involvement

−

Create a communication strategy in which all stakeholders are engaged in
continuous dialogue at both the design and data collection stages to shape
the protocol and accommodate any changes needed
Instead of creating work groups, establish a Technical Working Group
(TWG) that includes all stakeholders, and is focused on sharing information
and solving mutual problems
Choose a contractor that will be resident in one of the Feed the Future
host countries during planning and implementation of activities to
strengthen relationships with Missions, IPs, and local governments
Appoint a point of contact (POC) at each Mission

4.2.2 EQ5: To what extent did the systems, SOPs, and processes remain viable during the
life of the program? What types of events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other
factors led to challenges in terms of following the established systems, SOPs, and
processes?
FINDINGS
Viability of Systems, SOPs, and Processes
Data from the desk review revealed that working group membership and leadership evolved over the
course of the program. During Year 3, Westat chaired all working groups, whereas in previous years
IFPRI chaired the IE working group, while remaining subcontractors retained their technical leadership in
implementing assigned component activities. Year 3 also saw the shift from work plan submissions to
work assignments as indicators of approval to initiate work. The shift in thinking was driven by the need
to approve budgets before activities were implemented.
FEEDBACK reports also revealed that some workflow components did not fit well together. Difficulties
continued to arise due to BFS’s original and highly rigorous IE design proposal. Rigorous IE designs
along with evolving demands from BFS slowed the IE processes down. The design template became
more complex requiring a lot of time and effort to complete. This prompted a revision that modified
the workflow beginning with a concept note and progressing sequentially to: work assignment, design
protocol, and final protocol.
Interviews revealed that processes were updated over time to meet changing scopes and country
conditions. Template updates and/or processes were interdependent, as “[c]hange in country plan leads
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to a change in protocol, change in protocol leads to change in the manual.” According to BFS, “[r]elationships
changed as there were fewer peers and a more top-down management approach from Westat over the
subcontractors.” Most of the subcontractors indicated that “[n]ot talking to Missions made it difficult to
design an IE.”
Subcontractors felt that Westat processes were too rigid, which was manifested in exacting DM
procedures that did not translate well in the field. These procedures were later adjusted, as noted by
one subcontractor, “[t]hey [Westat] loosened up and allowed other partners to see the data.” Due to
Westat’s adjustment regarding the sharing of data, viability was maintained to a degree. Table 19 below
presents a summary of events that led to adjustment of systems and processes.
Table 19: Events That Led to Adjustment of Processes
Evidence of SOPS
Adjusted Over Time
Protocols had to be modified to meet
country needs
Needed to limit Mission exposure to issues
with contractor so communication was
centralized
Processes for QC were set up following
baseline, e.g., to ensure accurate numbers
are reported
Reduced processes due to changes in scope
and partners
Adjusted formats for work plans into work
assignments
DM system adjusted during the interim to
make it less complex
Standardized expenditure analysis during the
interim

Contr
actor
(n=4)

BFS
(n=4)

Sub
contr
actor
(n=3)

Total
(n=11)

%

1

2

1

4

36%

0

2

1

3

27%

2

1

0

3

27%

0

1

0

1

9%

0

1

0

1

9%

1

0

0

1

9%

1

0

0

1

9%

Complications Detracting From Viability
To a large extent, the planned systems, SOPs, and processes did not remain viable during
implementation. Adopting processes to country conditions was one of the major complications,
according to all respondent groups. Complications noted included excessive detail as, according to one
subcontractor, “[t]he guidelines were too detailed and made things expensive (e.g., required even male/female
mix of enumerators), but you couldn’t get that gender mix in some countries; or the requirement for all female
enumerators was not practical because you can’t put a group of women in a van and send them off alone.” Or
as noted by another subcontractor, “[t]here was a protocol for every little thing, which was unnecessary and
time consuming. For example, there were multiple checks on food consumption that slowed down the tablets to
the point of crashing. The processes were so restrictive and in the end, they were not followed.” Table 20
below lists the SOPs used by Westat during FEEDBACK.
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Table 20: Feed the Future Documents That Informed FEEDBACK Processes and Protocols
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

FEEDBACK SOPs
Survey Subcontracting Guidelines
Translation Protocol
Pretest Protocol
Household Listing Manual
Quality Control and Support Teams Manual
Case Management System Manual
Allowable Country Survey Customization Procedures
Survey Questionnaire Modification Procedures
Shipment Logistics SOP
Ad Hoc Analysis Procedures
Indicator Analysis Procedures
Programming Customization Procedures
Expenditure Analysis Procedures
Population Estimates Procedures
FTFMS Reporting Procedures
Data Processing Protocol
CMS Extraction Procedures

Other complications that led to challenges in following established processes were specific to developing
country resource limitations, such as no Internet access in some urban or rural areas and electricity
outages. As a consequence, “[d]aily data transmission was sometimes not achieved” (data collector),
however transmissions were successful once connectivity was available. Table EQ5-2 in Annex V lists
other factors that led to challenges.
CONCLUSIONS
To a large extent, FEEDBACK’s processes were adjusted over time to meet changing program demands
stemming from in-country conditions to USAID’s evolving demands and deliverable challenges.
However, Westat also had a difficult time altering its processes to keep abreast of changes. This may
have been driven both by USAID’s unrealistic requests and Westat’s internal bureaucracy or
unwillingness to change how it did business. Nonetheless, the evaluation findings suggest that selected
processes evolved leading to better outcomes.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENTS
Table 21 below presents the recommendations made by KII and FGD respondents on how BFS and
Westat could have improved FEEDBACK, or a project similar to FEEDBACK, with regards to its
systems, SOPs, and processes.
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Table 21: Suggestions for Improving Program Systems, SOPs, and Processes
For BFS

Stakeholder

−
−

For Westat

−
−
−

Suggestions for Improvement
Be more realistic in requests for the contractor, based on factors such
as in-country context and amount of deliverables
Simplify processes and continuously revisit them to make sure
programs are meeting their intended outcomes
Address any unwanted outcomes
Improve or create SOPs with more flexibility that can adapt to evolving
in-country circumstances
Allow for exceptions in internal bureaucracy to facilitate program
implementation when appropriate

4.2.3 EQ6: To what extent were the systems and SOPs for each major type of activity
under Feed the Future FEEDBACK based on recognized best practices in the international
development context?
FINDINGS
FEEDBACK developed four major systems and SOPs under this activity: 1) protocols that mapped out
planned activities; 2) manuals that governed implementation of planned activities; 3) questionnaires/data
collection instruments used to collect data; and 4) report templates used to disseminate findings on each
activity. Planning documents, design protocols, and data collection instruments were mainly based on
recognized best practices in international development, with special emphasis on USAID and World
Bank guidelines. Systems that governed workflows during data collection and DM were based on
Westat’s institutional knowledge and experience.
The desk review revealed that technical guidance documents were developed in close collaboration with
USAID/BFS advisors, with the majority of protocols developed within the framework of the Feed the
Future M&E Guidance Series. Table 22 presents a list of FEEDBACK Annual Reports and selected PBS
country reports from which FEEDBACK drew best practices to inform its systems and SOPs.
Table 22: Feed the Future Documents That Informed FEEDBACK Processes and Protocols
System/Process
Design templates
Sample size requirements

−
−
−

Survey instrument

−
−

Manuals
CMS

−
−

Informing Best Practice
Volume 12: Feed the Future evaluation design template
Volume 8: PBS instrument for Feed the Future ZOI indicators with
revised Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index (WEAI) module
Volume 11: Guidance on the interim assessment of the Feed the ZOI
population-level indicators
Magnani 1999 Sampling Guide, USAID FANTA Project 9
Volume 11a: Revised PBS instrument for Feed the Future ZOI
indicators
Westat internal procedures customized and adopted for FEEDBACK
Westat internal system customized and adopted for FEEDBACK

The ET examined the PBS instrument used in the Nepal baseline survey and compared it to the World
Bank guidelines for household survey questionnaires in developing countries. 10 The ET determined that
the overall survey design was consistent with World Bank recommendations. It consisted of three
separate questionnaires at three different measurement levels: household, community, and individual,
each with specific information modules, as listed in Table 23.

9

https://www.fantaproject.org/sites/default/files/resources/Sampling-1999-Addendum-2012-ENG_0.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPOVRES/Resources/477227-1142020443961/2311843-1197996479165/part1_DesigningHHS.pdf

10
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Table 23: Components of the PBS Survey, Based on World Bank Guidance

A
B
C
D
E
F
F1
F2
F3
F4
F5
F6
G

Survey Component
Questionnaire Cover Sheet
Informed Consent
Household Roster and Demographics
Dwelling Characteristics
Household Hunger Scale
WEAI for Individual Application to Male and Female, or Female Only in Household, Depending on
Household Type
Individual Identification
Role in Household Decision-Making Around Production and Income Generation
Access to Productive Capital/Access to Credit
Individual Leadership and Influence in the Community/Group Membership and Influence in the Group
Decision-Making
Time Allocation
Women’s Dietary Diversity

FEEDBACK selected survey questions within each of the above modules in close collaboration with BFS.
This was in line with World Bank recommendations for ensuring that the modules collect enough
information to calculate indicator values. FEEDBACK translated and field-tested the surveys again in line
with World Bank best practices.
The ET also reviewed the World Bank Impact Evaluation in Practice 11 guidelines to determine the
extent to which the IE design met best practice criteria. World Bank IE best practice recommendations
are listed in Table 24.
Table 24: World Bank IE Best Practice Recommendations

Design Component
Deciding whether to evaluate: Best practice calls for determining whether an intervention is a good candidate for
an IE by checking if the project is innovative, replicable, strategically relevant, untested, and influential. The ET
was not able to determine if the IEs met these criteria, but documented FEEDBACK reports indicated that
there was a process to determine if an intervention was evaluable.
Prospective IEs designed when the program is designed and are built into program implementation: The ET was not
able to determine if the IEs met these criteria, but documented FEEDBACK reports and interview data
indicated low IP commitment, which signaled a weakness in FEEDBACK’s following of this guideline.
External validity: Interviews indicated that the “IE working group was very knowledgeable about IE technical
approaches and paid attention to internal and external validity of the IE” (subcontractors).
Assessing the “What” and “Why”: IE reports and data collection partners revealed that the IEs implemented by
FEEDBACK used both qualitative and quantitative data collection methods thus assessing the “what” and the
“why.”
Determining evaluation questions and theory of change: IE reports and interviewed FEEDBACK staff confirmed that
IEs were in line with these practices.
Causal inference and counterfactuals: The ET reviewed the PRIME IE protocol used in Ethiopia and confirmed that
the use of statistical tools, i.e., double difference method, to estimate the counterfactual.
Other best practices used included randomization and matching.

The evidence presented above accords with responses from BFS revealing that technical guidance from
BFS and USAID evaluation standards, as well as DM protocols based on USG Open Data Policy
standards, informed the implementation of FEEDBACK activities. Westat staff, however, reported that
most of the protocols were informed by Westat’s own research experience and knowledge of standard
survey practice. When asked to identify international development organizations that informed its
systems and processes, Westat staff cited World Health Organization (WHO) practices on stunting,
11
http://comm.eval.org/HigherLogic/System/DownloadDocumentFile.ashx?DocumentFileKey=0dbf15a3-e5dd-449d-90c1bdafe03f74b9&forceDialog=0
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World Bank practices on consumption expenditure analysis, and Translation, Review, Adjudication,
Pretesting, and Documentation (TRAPD) protocols for translation. Subcontractors reported on IE
design protocols, including the IE Theory of Change, which is standard for all IE designs in international
development. This also informed FEEDBACK’s processes and protocols.
The WBS asked Mission staff about the technical approach used in the IEs and PBSs. Overall,
respondents felt that approaches used in both the IEs and PBSs met evaluation and international
development standards in the following areas: technical rigor, scientific approach, research questions
used, sampling process, data analysis approach, and quality of data collected.
CONCLUSIONS
Westat designed IEs and PBSs based on the standard international development best practices, including
Feed the Future guidance, World Bank standards, and WHO practices. As a result, Missions reported
that IEs and PBSs successfully met international standards, and the data produced maintained integrity
and could be used to inform projects.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Table 25 presents the recommendations made by KII and FGD respondents on how future mechanisms
could improve program systems and SOPs.
Table 25: Suggestions for Improving Program Systems and SOPs

Stakeholder
For future mechanisms

−
−

4.3

Suggestions for Improvement
Involve IPs and Missions in the IE design from the beginning so that
the evaluation is better suited for the in-country program and
context; and
Include data collection partners in developing data collection
systems, including field training manuals.

SUBCONTRACTOR MANAGEMENT

4.3.1 EQ7: How effective was Feed the Future FEEDBACK in managing local
subcontractor and primary subcontractor scopes of work? What challenges were faced?
FINDINGS
Managing Local Subcontractor and Primary Subcontractor SOW – Subcontractors (IFPRI,
UNC, TANGO)
The document review revealed that FEEDBACK’s management was cumbersome at the outset, but that
it was streamlined in Year 2. In the last quarter of Year 2, BFS required that Westat develop a new
management structure that would provide effective oversight of subcontractor SOWs, communication,
and outline Westat’s institutional controls. Under the new management structure mandated by the
USAID Contracting Officer (CO), Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR), and Assistant
Contracting Officer’s Representative (ACOR), chairmanship of working groups was transitioned from
IFPRI to Westat for the IE working group, and from TANGO to Westat for the PM working group.
These changes allowed Westat to oversee subcontractor SOWs and report directly on deliverables,
timelines, and planned activities.
The reorganized management structure allowed for component-specific working groups to plan and
report on their respective activities, “subject to oversight by the COP, Deputy Chief of Party (DCOP), and/or
designated Chairpersons with specific programmatic or technical expertise” (FEEDBACK Quarterly Report).
Working group membership included subcontractors (IFPRI, UNC, and TANGO) who were part of
activity planning, which consisted of defining activities via work plans and approving work assignments
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submitted prior to commencement of work. Overall, this was effective in planning because work
assignments informed the design protocols, which informed the SOW for the data collection IPs. By
including subcontractors in activity planning, Westat and subcontractors were mutually invested in
implementing SOWs, and were able to utilize each institution’s knowledge and experience in
strategizing, fostering rapport, and optimizing SOW management. The working groups shared
documents through SharePoint, although horizontal communication was limited.
The document review also provided evidence of teleconferences and meetings that were held to
monitor SOW implementation. For example, FEEDBACK’s activity reports indicated that the
FEEDBACK management team met weekly to review upcoming tasks, discuss upcoming deliverables,
and make adjustments where needed. The reports also indicated that periodic meetings with each
subcontractor had taken place. These findings suggest that the contractor and subcontractors
continually checked in with each other. However, the ET was not able to establish if expectations, as
they related to the SOW, were aligned during these check-in meetings or if subcontractors were held to
a certain level of standards.
Information obtained from BFS interviews, however, sheds some light on the above question. BFS staff
pointed to a lapse in managing subcontractors’ deliverables, which affected quality and deliverable
timelines. Interviews also revealed a lack of supervision of subcontractor deliverables, as one BFS staffer
reported, “[d]eliverables from TANGO were hit or miss and required significant work to meet quality
standards.” BFS staff also pointed to weak oversight when “they [Westat] were not able to maintain positive
relationships with some of the subcontractors.” When asked to rank the effectiveness of the management of
the subcontractors’ SOW on an ascending five-point scale, only one of the four BFS staff respondents
provided a ranking and that was a “2,” indicating a poor rating.
On IFPRI’s departure from the program, Westat staff indicated that “IFPRI was difficult to control and
became difficult to manage.” IFPRI and Westat did not agree often, and it became difficult to get work
done. This was fueled by IFPRI’s discontent with having to go through Westat rather than communicate
directly with BFS, which was part of Westat’s revised communication strategy with its subcontractors,
mandated by BFS. Documents reviewed identified the beginning of the disintegration of the
Westat/IFPRI relationship during Year 2, following the management reorganization. To this end, IFPRI’s
and Westat’s relationship was “[s]trained at best” (IFPRI staff).
Challenges
Westat stated that its biggest challenge was managing IFPRI, as the organization was not used to
FEEDBACK’s communication protocols that Westat established; as a result, they were difficult to
manage. There were also few face-to-face meetings between Westat and IFPRI, which also made
communication more difficult. It is important to note that communications strategy was a result of an
in-person meeting between BFS COR and Westat.
BFS indicated that Westat’s limited international experience made it ineffective in managing the SOW,
even though BFS chose Westat to be the contractor. Additionally, the SOW became very costly
because it was over-ambitious, and finding staff with the right skill set to work on the program was
challenging. Some of the other challenges outlined in FEEDBACK’s activity reports pertain to staff
changes at BFS, such as activity manager’s changing country assignments and needing to get them up to
speed, which led to subcontractor delays. Additionally, the volume of deliverables submitted to BFS
each quarter was inappropriately high. The ET reviewed the submission lists between Year 3 (Quarter
3) and Year 5 (Quarter 4) and counted 342 submissions.
Managing Local Subcontractor SOW
KIIs revealed that management of local subcontractor SOWs was effective overall, except for a few
minor challenges. Key informants at Westat claimed that subcontractors managed local subcontractors
through a combination of communication, guidance, oversight, and QC standards. One aspect that
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helped with subcontractor management of local subcontractor SOWs was the use of a structured
template. The template provided local subcontractors with a clearly worded SOW, which was similarly
structured for each country. Also, the presence of an in-country data manager, who was tasked with
looking at the data fulltime and had a counterpart at Westat, was helpful in ensuring quality deliverables
and provided a consistent in-country contact. However, BFS staff did not wholly share these
sentiments; they pointed to the data loss in Senegal as an indication of poor subcontractor management
of local subcontractors.
Data collection subcontractors indicated that open communication between Westat and subcontractors
via Skype/telephone and email communication facilitated continuous check-ins and the sharing of
guidance and insights. Local subcontractors felt that Westat provided sufficient SOPs and a realistic
SOW to complete FEEDBACK requirements for their countries. Three of the five data collection
subcontractors interviewed reported that they openly discussed challenges and that Westat responded
quickly to issues raised. Data collection subcontractors also lauded subcontractors (TANGO and
UNC) for their good communication, technical support, quality training, and responsiveness.
Local subcontractors also shed some light on the standard to which they were held. They spoke of the
training that was overseen by Westat, which also sent a team to the field to ensure that the data
collection subcontractors were on schedule. The subcontractors further noted the intensity of the
four-day training on the use of tablets in data collection. Training topics included, for example, the use
of data collection tablets, data QC, data security, and data transfer from tablets to Westat.
Subcontractors confirmed this finding noting how well the enumerators were trained in field data
collection. The subcontractors also spoke to the multiple ways they communicated with the
subcontractors and conducted daily data quality checks to flag any issues with data collection, which
made management of their SOWs effective.
To corroborate these themes, Mission staff were asked to assess the service provided by the in-country
data collection subcontractors. Half of the WBS-surveyed Mission staff indicated that their Mission
carried out field visits to observe either the IE or PBS research. When asked to rank the service
provided by the in-country data collection subcontractors on an ascending five-point scale, Mission staff
rated them 4.6 for technical capacity, 4.3 for QC measures, 4.8 for data collection procedures, 4.4 for
overall execution, and 4.5 for general oversight.
Challenges
The Request for Proposal (RFP) bidding process did not yield the caliber of data collection agencies
FEEDBACK required. For instance, in Mozambique, only one organization submitted a proposal, which
meant that the best-qualified candidate was not chosen because, while informed of the RFP, other
agencies did not bid and were not in the pool of candidates. In other cases, FEEDBACK relied on
recommendations from the Missions in the interest of time, which did not always result in the award
going to the best-qualified organization. Table 26 presents a summary of the challenges in managing
subcontractor and subcontractor SOWS identified by KII and FGD participants.
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Table 26: Challenges in Managing Contractor, Subcontractor, and Local Subcontractor
SOWs

Challenge
Difficult communication
No management processes/
Little oversight/Poor
management
Overly-ambitious SOW
Acquisition process for local
subcontractors
Westat lacked international
experience
High cost/Resources for IEs
Technical capacity of local
subcontractors
Right skill set not available at
Westat
Westat did not understand
work on the ground
Westat provided
contradicting guidance
Controlling access to client

Respondents (n=36)
Subcon- Mission
Local
tractors
Staff
Subcon
tractors
6
1
0
0
0

Westat

BFS

Total

%

11
0

3
4

21
4

58.3
11.1

0
2

0
0

1
0

2
0

0
0

3
2

8.3
6

0

2

0

0

0

2

6

0
1

2
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

2
1

6
3

0

1

0

0

0

1

3

0

0

0

0

1

1

3

0

0

0

0

1

1

3

1

0

0

0

0

1

3

CONCLUSIONS
Despite numerous challenges, FEEDBACK was effective in managing contractor, subcontractor, and local
subcontractor SOWs. The program’s ability to keep up with the production and submission of an
average of 38 deliverables per quarter (not to mention 112 submissions done in Q4, Year 3) with only
12 percent of submissions delayed demonstrates effective SOW management. Moreover, only one out
of the 15 PBSs recorded a data loss. This, coupled with the efficacy of working groups, and the positive
relationships maintained with the other two subcontractors and 10 data collection organizations,
indicates effective SOW management.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT
Recommendations for improving program subcontractor management are found in Table 27.
Table 27: Recommendations for Improving Program Subcontractor Management
Stakeholder
For future mechanism

For subcontractors

−
−
−

Suggestions for Improvement
Improve communications
Identify a more effective local subcontractor selection process
Hire in-country data managers to help local subcontractors

−
−
−

Develop a more flexible contracting system
Allow local subcontractors to make real-time decisions
Provide clear guidance on the work to be done on the ground

35

4.3.2 EQ8: What protocols or systems were established to ensure quality control of local
subcontractor and primary subcontractor deliverables?
FINDINGS
Protocols for QC
The ET located QC protocols for the IEs and the baseline and interim PBSs when conducting the
document review. These protocols included a work plan that showed when drafts and deliverables
were due and provided specific directions on how they were to be completed, including directions on
how to establish and maintain data quality.
Many layers of QC were used to ensure that data were complete and accurate in each country.
Regional advisors oversaw the data collection in each country and provided feedback on the process to
Westat. Field supervisors, in turn, reported to the regional advisors and were responsible for managing
the data collection in the field, including identifying targeted households, assigning each household to an
enumeration team, accompanying enumeration teams to ensure data collection was being done, and
performing spot checks on a certain percentage of surveys each day. Westat further established a set of
paper controls to guarantee that the selected sample households were completed.
After data collection was completed, the data collectors gave their tablets to their field supervisors who
reviewed them to verify that all of the modules were completed, locations were correct, and
respondent identifiers were consistent across the modules. After this review, a monitor would
randomly select questionnaires to audit the data. Field supervisors and monitors would check data for
completeness, key indicators, and the quality of answers. If anything was incomplete, or there were any
errors, the data collector or field supervisor would go back to the identified household to complete or
correct the data. Once the data were cleaned and met quality standards, and on accessing a reliable
Internet outlet, the field supervisor transmitted the data to Westat in Rockville, MD. In Maryland, the
data were transferred into a CMS that would then track completion of the sample. This information
was then available to the survey subcontractor to continue fieldwork. None of the local subcontractors
reported having any errors outside of the usual minor data-related issues.
For the PBSs, Westat provided the ET with documents outlining its own five data QC checks: Open
Data Kit (ODK) data entry checks, CMS report review, QC report review, SAS data checks, and
analysis checks. The first three were done in the field twice a week, the fourth at the data processing
stage, and the fifth during the analysis stage.
BFS QC protocols included work plans, clearly defined contracts and subcontracts, trainings, and
supervision. According to BFS staff, deliverables from one subcontractor were hit or miss, but the rest
generated no major deliverable issues. BFS did not provide subcontractors standardized advice on how
to best communicate findings to a diverse audience, and it exercised no oversight on the deliverables
before they reached BFS.
Most Mission respondents said they were not aware of any QC protocols, while a few mentioned
trainings on the topic were undertaken prior to data collection. Trainings on data collection
instruments were delivered to supervisors who then trained enumerators in the field. Missions
performed their own QC checks on reports sent to them by reviewing documents and ascertaining
their acceptability. If they were not acceptable (e.g., writing did not clearly communicate findings or
sections of the report did not maintain technical integrity), they would discuss the shortfall with the
authors and make changes.
For subcontractors, Westat used internal QC protocols to review deliverables, some of which are
documented in the Case Management System Manual. The data quality checks were also a deliverable
to USAID. Westat had team members with similar skills to review documents. For example,
programmers reviewed data analyses. Westat also conducted field QC visits and placed a person in
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charge of tracking the progress of different documents. Subcontractors reported setting up their own
process for QC and were in constant contact with local subcontractors during data collection. They
stated that Westat did everything for DM, such as data quality checks, programming, and analysis.
Subcontractors confirmed the presence of built-in QC checks in the tablets, as well as QC reports, and
QC teams to check data and surveys. These teams also performed pretest training in the field.
For local subcontractors, Westat provided QC manuals for field data collection. Initially, subcontractors
undertook inception visits with local subcontractors and reported on any issues. Westat also
conducted field visits to ensure respondents were actually visited and conducted conference calls with
local subcontractors to address any concerns. There was a data manager in charge of two countries
with a counterpart in each country whom Westat contacted daily to conduct real-time data checks.
Overall, having an in-country data manager was helpful for providing quality checks; however, Westat
said that this required more people in the field.
Local subcontractors further reported that the subcontractors provided adequate QC training and an
effective piloting process to ensure all supervisors and data collectors understood the instruments. Any
individuals that did not understand were weeded out. To ensure there was a sufficient number of data
collectors, subcontractors invited about 10 percent more trainees to allow for attrition. Local
subcontractors raised the issue of respondent fatigue, as many of the surveys were long and
respondents would lose interest. This was particularly the case in IE comparison locations given that
participants were not receiving any benefits from the program. To address this, enumeration teams
identified other USAID programs in the area so that respondents could see they were getting some
benefits from USAID, even if it was not necessarily from that program.
Comparing KII and FGD responses with what was found in the document review, the PBS QC
procedures matched what had been initially established in the PBS protocols. Table 28 shows how
Westat ranked their satisfaction with the deliverables of the subcontractors and local subcontractors in
terms of their ability to complete the deliverables, deliverable management, and technical capacity on an
ascending 5-point scale. As seen below, Westat consistently ranked subcontractors and local
subcontractors highly in all three areas ranging from a low of 4.3 to a high of 5. When subcontractors
were asked to rank their satisfaction with local subcontractors’ performance in the same areas using the
same 5-point scale, they awarded similarly high scores equal to, respectively, 4.8, 5.0, and 4.5.
Table 28: Westat’s Ranking of Subcontractor and Local Subcontractor Deliverable
Management

Subcontractor/
Local Subcontractor
IFPRI
UNC
TANGO
Local subcontractors (Overall)

Ability to Complete
Deliverable
4.5
5.0
4.5
4.3

Deliverable
Management
4.3
4.5
4.3
4.3

Technical Capacity
5
5
5
4.5*

*Westat noted there was a big disparity in local subcontractors’ technical capacity.

CONCLUSIONS
In addition to data collection protocols and manuals set forth in EQ7 above, FEEDBACK established a
number of systems to ensure data quality control. These included: extensive QC protocols governing
field data collection activities; a structured template for local subcontractor SOWs; in-country data
managers; open Skype/telephone and email communication; and rigorous training in data quality control,
data security, and data transfer protocols. Evidence for the effectiveness of the above QC protocols is
demonstrated by Westat’s high levels of satisfaction with subcontractors and local subcontractors, and
subcontractors’ high level of satisfaction with local subcontractors in terms of their ability to complete
deliverables, deliverable management, and technical capacity.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT
Table 29 presents the recommendations made by KII and FGD respondents on how BFS and future
mechanisms could improve FEEDBACK quality control protocols.
Table 29: Suggestions for Improving Program Quality Control Protocols

Stakeholder
For BFS

For future mechanisms

4.4

−
−
−
−
−

Suggestions for Improvement
Provide greater oversight in document production
Present findings to all relevant stakeholders
Include QC checks in the contractor’s SOW
Appraise and train USAID on the system being used
Reduce the number of questions posed in any interview to
reduce respondent fatigue and ensure respondent willingness
to participate

LEARNING

4.4.1 EQ9: What technical, programmatic, and management lessons can be gleaned from
the Feed the Future FEEDBACK Program?
FINDINGS
FEEDBACK quarterly and annual reports as well as information obtained from interviews identified
several key lessons learned by each set of stakeholders:
Lessons learned by Westat (Contractor)
1. There needed to be strategic use of time and resources. “FEEDBACK took on too many IEs, which
diluted the process and burned up time. Lack of completion of IEs negatively impacted the ability to
expand the evidence base and disseminate knowledge. IEs can be considerably delayed due to USAID
procurement issues. Cost management had the greatest impact on the de-scoping of IEs.”
2. A clearer, formal decision-making process was needed between BFS and the contractor “to allow
for expedited IE go/no-go decisions and clarity on how the contractor can contribute to the process.”
3. It is important to negotiate time issues with USAID and stay in front of the budget challenges:
“Don’t underestimate the time it takes to handle the FTFMS system and budget from year to year the
changes that go into the FTFMS.”
4. More time and resources are needed for formal CB and KM: “While the BFS Regional Training,
dissemination of the developed Agricultural Indicators Guide, webinars, and regular updating of Agrilinks
indicator data helped respond to IPs’ learnings and challenges, more formal capacity building and
knowledge management were needed.”
5. It was important to prioritize what systems to put in place and how to streamline existing
systems: “Putting upfront work in the design of baselines, developing and standardizing operating
procedures, putting questionnaires in the cultural context, programming tablets, and using prequalification questionnaires for local subcontractors would streamline interim survey work and save
considerable time in the long run.”
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Lessons learned by BFS
1. The FEEDBACK project was too complex with unrealistic objectives and SOW: “If the same
[program] had started smaller and built up, it could have gone better. USAID needs to be better at
managing expectations and what is truly feasible.”
2. The FEEDBACK contractor was not suitable for the developing country context: “They tried to
use processes that made sense in the domestic/U.S. context but were not ideal for international
development.” “Due to the fact that they did not have established relationships with local
subcontractors, costs were too high.” Costs were also high due to the MOBIS contracting
mechanism.
3. Trustful, transparent working relationships between BFS and the contractor are essential to
program effectiveness: “Early interactions between BFS and the contractor related to data loss in the
field, which led to contractor defensiveness that BFS was continually looking for flaws and BFS issues of
trust, transparency, and lack of confidence with the contractor. Retrospectively, USAID needed to
provide more guidance and provide a stronger voice and the contractor needed to be more assertive
technically.”
Lessons learned by Missions
1. Results of the PRIME evaluation in Ethiopia showed that projects “need to layer and sequentially
integrate different interventions and different household/national levels” because target areas are
differentially affected by drought and fluctuation in prices” (Ethiopia Mission staff).
2. The Rwanda Mission “should have been more substantively involved with the Rwanda Statistical Office
in data collection and analysis efforts so that the government can play a larger role in future evaluation
activities” (Rwanda Mission staff).
3. Implementers and IE contractors need to formally align objectives and implementation needs:
“The implementer felt that the IE exercise was negatively impacting their achievement of beneficiary
reach/numbers” (Malawi Mission staff).
4. The Mission needs to have a higher level of control in mechanisms operating out of DC: “USAID
needs to work more closely with the Mission, overcome communication issues, make the Mission aware
of resources available to them, and be a champion for the Mission” (Kenya Mission staff).
Web-Based Survey
Mission staff in non-visited countries reported learning the following lessons:
1. Keep the host government informed and involve them early on, especially if you expect them to
clear the release of data sets being used as secondary data sources.
2. Baseline information gathering should start before the program starts to ensure that, when
endline data collection has been done, Missions are measuring activity implementation effects.
3. Mission involvement in every step of the PBS and IE provide context and understanding during
and after data analysis and results reporting.
4. Engagement with Missions prior to data collection facilitates the process.
5. Communication among USAID/Washington, Missions, and the contractor is critical.

39

CONCLUSIONS
In this conclusion, the ET have reorganized many of the specifics presented in the Findings above into
the three themes addressed in EQ9. Where there is a direct correlation to a quote or comment
presented above, the text refers (in parenthesis) to just one item, although many may be involved. If a
conclusion is more conceptual in nature and does not necessarily refer to a specific item, the text does
not refer to an item above. Key: W=Westat, B=BFS, M=Missions, and WBS=web-based survey.
Programmatic Lessons
• One contractor may not be suited to implement three different components concurrently. The
components, while complementary, require separate skill sets that no one IP will satisfy (B1).
• Complex programs with three complex and task-heavy components are over-ambitious (B1).
• Shifting activities from one contractor to another leads to stunted progress and becomes costly
in the long run as evidenced in the FTFMS migration from Synergy to Westat (W3) that was
characterized by no documentation, resulting to an intense resource activity as Westat inherited
a system with little or no documentation at all.
Management Lessons
• The Contractor and its U.S.-based location were not suitable for implementing this type of
program; having an in-country presence for the duration of the program is essential to fielding
challenges and fostering relationships with Missions, local governments, and survey organizations
(B2).
• Relations between BFS, USAID Missions, and the Contractor become problematic when
assumptions are made; following USAID Mission SOPs in administering a program (even when
Washington-based), will lead to better relationships and better outcomes (B3).
• Use of time and resources by all stakeholders can best be anticipated through a comprehensive
strategic plan that anticipates all activities and guides the management and communication
systems that will foster success (W1).
• Implementing large scale PBSs is a cost- and time-intensive activity; each PBS should be wellplanned and well-resourced to ensure optimal completion (WBS2).
• Both Mission and BFS staff are stretched thin; the volume of work required in handling
FEEDBACK activities requires fulltime roles (WBS3).
• A consortium is not effective in undertaking a FEEDBACK-type of activity (combining activities
that require different methodologies) as it requires more resource-intensive management in
contract delivery. Moreover, if one partner drops out (as was the case for FEEDBACK) the
lead partner is left responsible, yet they may not be the most suited for that component (B1).
• Partnerships with local governments and secondary data source institutions facilitate programs
like FEEDBACK. However, they are also characterized with delays in release of data (M2).
Technical Lessons
• Implementing a rigorous and scientific IE approach that is prospective requires that IE and
intervention activities be layered sequentially (W1).
• The requirement for local survey organization involvement is synonymous with the expectation
of low technical capacity in some countries (M3).
• CB was an initial priority, but it requires considerable funding and ongoing monitoring to
determine if what is being learned is being used (W4).
• Trusted and tested systems/processes used in U.S. research do not translate well in developing
countries. Such systems may be customized to developing country needs but should be flexible
enough to allow quick changes in field (W5).
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4.4.2 EQ10: Based on lessons learned, what are some recommendations that BFS can
adapt to improve the effective implementation of similar programs in the future?
Drawing on the above findings and conclusions, this section recommends a number of different courses
of action that BFS can adapt to improve its design and implementation of similar programs in the future.
The recommendations are organized into three categories: programmatic recommendations,
management recommendations, and technical recommendations.
PROGRAMMATIC RECOMMENDATIONS
•
•
•
•

Synchronize all KM activities to be in accord with USAID’s Learning, Evaluation, and Research
(LER) initiative, and Collaborating, Learning, and Adapting (CLA) process in similar initiatives in
the future.
Consult with all relevant stakeholders early in the project design phase to create realistic and
fine-tuned objectives in an open communication setting regarding what an M&E support program
can achieve with available resources.
Stakeholders should define the purpose and goals of the program in terms of PM, IE, and KM as
well as CB. In so doing, specify which ongoing or soon-to-be awarded Feed the Future projects
will be included in which component.
Find a permanent home for the Feed the Future Monitoring System, perhaps integrate FTFMS
with a USAID managed platform that has the capacity to improve and manage data intake,
analysis, and output.

MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
• Generate a management structure and process to expedite communication, decision-making,
and deliverable review required of each contractor. Establish a TWG to meet quarterly in each
implementing country, consisting of the contractor, subcontractors, local partners, Missions,
host-country governments, and selected other stakeholders, at which issues are raised, progress
is reported, data are shared, and thorny issues are resolved.
• Contract should require an M&E “Veteran” to: be embedded at the Mission for inclusion in PM,
IE, and KM projects to liaise with USAID Missions and BFS professionals; oversee all activities
and contractors/IPs related to each Feed the Future project; maintain up-to-date
communications with all relevant stakeholders; and provide support to project M&E staff.
• Hire more BFS internal staff, build capacity of current staff, or engage with other experienced
office across the agency with experience in measuring and implementing PBS processes.
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TECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS
•
•
•

•

Match intended project outcomes with project implementation timelines. The requirement for
FEEDBACK to collect evidence on the impact of interventions that outlive the FEEDBACK
project lifetime can only be achieved if some flexibility is allowed in the methodology.
Incorporate evaluation planning as the intervention is being planned, this would include involving
Missions in planning to align all stakeholders’ indicators with the evaluation and promote Mission
and IP staff interest in the IE.
Once the evidence is collected, disseminate findings in brief 5-page papers. Convene knowledge
sharing meetings with stakeholders in a venue conducive to interaction with the data where the
program can pose questions and obtain assistance in how to best use the data for program
improvement and design.
Make a formal commitment to CB. Contractors and subcontractors should commit to making
this a priority throughout the project and ensure funds set aside for CB are used for such. This
requires realistic planning (both from contractor and BFS) and a thorough understanding of the
level of effort required to implement all the project components so that funds are not siphoned
from CB to support other higher prioritized activities.
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ANNEX I: EXPRESSION OF INTEREST

PEEL TASK ORDER
EXPRESSION OF INTEREST – PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A) Identifying Information
1. Feed the Future FEEDBACK
2. OAA-M-12-00006
3. May 2012-May 2017
4. $50 million
5. Westat, Inc.
6. Tatiana Pulido (COR), Lindsey Anna (ACOR)
B) Development Context
1. Problem or Opportunity Addressed by the Project/Activity Being Evaluated
President Obama’s commitment at L’Aquila in 2010 laid the groundwork for the development of
expanded assistance to address the many issues related to food insecurity. The result of this commitment
led to the creation of a major effort to address global hunger and poverty, called the Feed the Future
(FTF) Initiative. The Initiative currently targets hunger and poverty in nineteen focus countries and five
regions in Asia, Africa, and Latin America and the Caribbean. FTF aims to tackle the root causes of global
hunger by sustainably increasing agricultural productivity to meet the demand for food, supporting and
facilitating access to strong markets, increasing incomes so the poor can meet their food and other needs,
and reducing undernutrition. These efforts supplement the Unites States’ ongoing and robust
commitment to humanitarian assistance that alleviates the immediate impact of hunger. FTF’s approach
increases the effectiveness of the USG’s emergency assistance by strengthening the capacity of countries
to anticipate and prevent hunger-related emergencies.
To support the goals and objectives of the FTF Initiative, USAID’s Bureau for Food Security (BFS)
developed the FEEDBACK Program in 2012 with the primary objective of providing the best available
empirical evidence to inform policy and investment decisions and support effective, innovative, and
sustainable development practices under FTF programs. Understanding the outcomes and impacts that
FTF programs have in their focus countries is essential to the quality and success of the Initiative as such
knowledge informs best practices and effective program design to ensure achievement of the overall goals
and objectives of the Initiative. To this end, FEEDBACK conducts program evaluations, supports
performance monitoring efforts, and provides a platform for knowledge sharing to validate USG
investment decisions. This support extends to both central mechanisms within the Bureau for Food
Security and USAID focus country missions.
FTF FEEDBACK was awarded to Westat, Inc. in 2012 and is expected to end in May 2017 after five years
of implementation. As such, USAID’s Bureau for Food Security is seeking an external contractor to
conduct a performance evaluation to understand how effective the Program has been in fulfilling its
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intended objectives and to provide valuable lessons learned for implementation of similar programs in the
future.
2. Target Areas and Groups
As noted in the scope of work, FTF FEEDBACK provides evaluation, performance monitoring, and
knowledge sharing assistance to USAID FTF Missions and focus countries across five distinct regions,
including East Africa, Southern Africa, West Africa, South Asia, and Latin America and the Caribbean. To
date, however, FTF FEEDBACK has not operated in all five regions and only in a select group of USAID
focus countries, including Kenya, Ethiopia, Uganda, Rwanda, Mozambique, Malawi, Senegal, Tajikistan,
Cambodia, Zambia, and Nepal.
NOTE: The performance evaluation, as described below, should primarily focus on countries where FTF
FEEDBACK activities have operated during the life of project.
C) Intended Results of the Project/Activity Being Evaluated
FTF FEEDBACK is a mechanism designed to promote effective, innovative, and sustainable development
interventions by incorporating evaluation, performance monitoring, and knowledge sharing into the design
of new strategies and programs. FTF FEEDBACK aims to:
●
●
●

Establish and implement a rigorous and scientific impact evaluation approach for FTF to enhance
the capacity of USG and development partners to capture and analyze the wide-ranging effects of
programs;
Support an accurate and comprehensive monitoring process for FTF that allows the USG and
development partners to track and report on standard FTF indicators while building capacity for
data monitoring among local partners; and
Build on the current BFS KM activities to disseminate best practices and lessons learned garnered
through the IE and performance monitoring processes.

D) Approach and Implementation
To meet the intended results of the project (as listed above), FTF FEEDBACK, with its subcontractors,
conducts three major types of activities as listed below.
1. Impact Evaluations (IEs): The original SOW for FEEDBACK included funds for 27 IEs, one
each in 15 countries, two each in five countries, and two regional evaluations.
2. Performance Monitoring (PM): The original SOW also called for extensive support for FTF
monitoring, including:
a. Hosting, maintaining, and improving the Feed the Future Monitoring System (FTFMS),
the primary database used to track annual results across FTF Missions.
b. Improving the quality of data reported into FTFMS.
c. Building the capacity of Missions, IPs, and host country governments to monitor
performance and collect, manage, and analyze data.
d. Conducting primary data collection of population-based indicators in 9 focus countries.
3. Knowledge Management (KM): Knowledge management activities in the original SOW
included developing and implementing a KM and Communications Strategy for FTF, developing
and maintaining a web-based KM system, developing mechanisms to track distribution of reports,
providing design assistance support teams that provide technical assistance in design and
implementation, and holding workshops on FTF best practices and lessons learned.
Since 2011, the scope of the FTF FEEDBACK mechanism has been revised twice: once in August 2014 and
again in September 2016. In both instances, the purpose and objectives have been reduced.
For each of the major activities listed above, FTF FEEDBACK has established standard operating
procedures (SOPs) to ensure timely and effective implementation. Approaches to each activity were also
identified in the original SOW. In general, FTF FEEDBACK support is acquired and carried out through
approved Work Assignments, which are drafted using a standardized template by the requesting USAID
Operating Unit (OU), primarily Missions. The Work Assignment is then submitted to the FTF
FEEDBACK COR, who works with an appointed Activity Manager on the USAID/BFS/SPPM Monitoring,
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Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) team to implement the requested scope. Both the FEEDBACK COR and
Activity Manager are members of the USAID/BFS MEL team.
II. EVALUATION RATIONALE
A) Evaluation Purpose
Per ADS 201.3.5.13, “Each Mission and Washington OU that manages program funds and designs and
implements projects as described in 201.3.3 must conduct at least one evaluation per project. The
evaluation may address the project as a whole, a single activity or intervention, a set of activities or
interventions within the project, questions related to the project that were identified in the PMP or
Project MEL Plan, or crosscutting issues within the project.” The requested performance evaluation of
the FTF FEEDBACK program satisfies this requirement.
Further, the intended purpose of the evaluation is three-fold:
1.
2.
3.

To identify to what extent the FTF FEEDBACK Program fulfilled its intended objectives;
To understand to what extent FTF FEEDBACK’s established SOPs and systems contributed to
implementation of activities; and
To identify valuable lessons learned for implementing similar support contracts in the future.

B) Audience and Intended Uses
The primary audience for this final evaluation is USAID/BFS staff within the Strategic Planning and
Performance Management (SPPM) office. The secondary audience for this evaluation is Agency staff.
USAID/BFS hopes to use this evaluation to: improve overall implementation of FTF M&E activities; inform
program design of similar support contracts in the future; improve overall management of similar support
contracts; and contribute to broader Agency knowledge on best practices for implementing M&E
activities.
C) Evaluation Questions
The requested performance evaluation of the FTF FEEDBACK program seeks to answer the following
questions:
1.

Intended Objectives
a. To what extent were the intended objectives for FTF FEEDBACK in relation to the three
major types of activities (impact evaluations, performance monitoring, and knowledge
management) achieved?
b. To what extent did the FTF FEEDBACK program management, partnerships, technical
structures, and relationships to FTF work to adequately fulfill the intended objectives?
c. To what extent did the intended objectives and the associated SOW remain viable during
the life of the program? What types of events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other
factors led to revisions in the SOW?
d.

What factors facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of the FTF FEEDBACK program? In
instances where the program faced challenges, what actions were taken and what processes
were followed to address said challenges?

e.
2.

How did changes in the program scope of work change how FTF FEEDBACK completed the
outlined deliverables?
Systems, Procedures, and Processes
a. As part of managing the workflow under FTF FEEDBACK, how were systems established for
each major type of activity? As part of the overall technical approach for the program, what
SOPs were developed for each major type of activity? In what ways did the overall
implementation process work well, expand, and face challenges?
b. To what extent did the systems, SOPs, and processes remain viable during the life of the
program? What types of events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to
challenges in terms of following the established systems, SOPs, and processes?
c. To what extent were the systems and SOPs for each major type of activity under FTF
FEEDBACK based on recognized best practices in the international development context?
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3.

4.

Subcontractor and local Subcontractor Management
a. How effective was FTF FEEDBACK in managing program and subcontractor scopes of work?
What challenges were faced?
b. What protocols or systems were established to ensure quality control of local
subcontractor and subcontractor deliverables?
Learning
a. What technical, programmatic, and management lessons can be gleaned from the FTF
FEEDBACK Program?
b. Based on lessons learned, what are some recommendations that BFS can adapt to improve
the effective implementation of similar programs in the future?

III. TIMEFRAME & TRAVEL
A) Timeframe
USAID/BFS expects the evaluation to begin no later than February 1, 2017 with a final report to be
submitted no later than July 31, 2017. Data collection activities, including international travel, must be
completed before April 30, 2017.
B) Travel
USAID/BFS expects that some international travel will be required under this evaluation. Specifically, the
selected evaluation team will be expected to meet with Mission counterparts and local data collection
partners in two FEEDBACK countries, Kenya, and Malawi. As applicable, the evaluation team should
also plan to communicate with other FEEDBACK Missions/OUs and local data collection partners via
email and telephone. Selection of countries for international travel is subject to change pending Mission
notification and approval. Additional travel may be required to/from Washington, DC.
IV. DELIVERABLES
A) Activities & Deliverables
In addition to all deliverables listed in Section F7 of the PEEL contract, the evaluation team will be
expected to provide the following deliverables:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Desk review of FTF FEEDBACK materials, including original contract and subsequent
modifications, activity quarterly and/or annual reports, submitted work assignments, and other
relevant reports (as necessary)
Evaluation work plan that includes a timeline for completing the evaluation and a list of
individuals to be contacted
Draft evaluation report
Final evaluation report, taking into consideration USAID feedback
Presentation to USAID/BFS/SPPM Office on findings
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V. TEAM COMPOSITION & SUGGESTED LOE
USAID/BFS anticipates an evaluation team of no more than 3-5 personnel, including 1 Lead Evaluation Specialist, 12 Technical Specialist(s), and 1-2 Program/Logistical support staff. Suggested LOE is 500 hours. Additional staff
may be considered as needed. Primary roles and responsibilities are listed below:
Lead Evaluation Specialist
•
•
•
•
•

Leads overall implementation of the evaluation, including conducting a thorough desk review of relevant
materials and interviewing USAID OU and FTF FEEDBACK staff (as needed)
Serves a primary point of contact for the evaluation, providing updates to USAID as needed
Responsible for submitting evaluation work plan and written draft and final reports according to agreedupon work plan
Leads data collection efforts and coordinates meetings with Westat, FEEDBACK subcontractors,
Mission/OU counterparts, and local data collection partners
Presents evaluation results to USAID/BFS/SPPM Office staff

Qualifications
•
•
•
•
•

Master’s degree in relevant field with a minimum of 10+ years of experience conducting similar evaluation
work
Demonstrated background in evaluation and survey design
USAID experience a must, preferably on USAID support mechanisms
Knowledge of Feed the Future M&E requirements
Background in agriculture development, economics, nutrition, or related field a plus

Technical Specialist(s)
•
•
•

Provides technical support to the Evaluation Specialist in human and institutional capacity building (HICD),
knowledge management, evaluation and/or survey design, or other relevant technical areas
Supports desk review and development of evaluation work plan and reports
Contributes to data collection activities with Westat, FEEDBACK subcontractors, Mission/OU
counterparts and local data collection partners

Qualifications
•
•
•
•

Master’s degree in relevant field with a minimum of 10+ years of experience in HICD, knowledge
management, data management, and or other relevant technical areas
Demonstrated background in evaluation and survey design
USAID experience preferred
Knowledge of the FTF initiative

Program/Logistical Officer(s)
•
•
•

Supports the Evaluation and Technical Specialist in managing submission of deliverables
Manages evaluation logistics, including scheduling interviews, travel, and other relevant meetings
Co-facilitates presentation on evaluation results (as deemed appropriate)

Qualifications
•
•
•

Master’s degree in relevant field with a minimum of 3+ years of experience
Background in agriculture development, economics, nutrition, or related field
USAID and FTF experience a plus

VI. BUDGET
The estimated budget for this evaluation should not exceed US $400,000.
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ANNEX II: METHODOLOGY TABLES 12

12

These tables are discussed in the section on Methodology and Limitations.
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Protocol
Type
Key Informant
Interview
Focus Group
Discussion
TOTAL

Table AII-1: Type of Research Protocol by Country

U.S.Based

Kenya

Malawi

Ethiopia

Rwanda

Uganda

TOTAL

14

9

6

2

1

2

34

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

15

9

6

2

1

2
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Table AII-2: USAID, FEEDBACK, and FEEDBACK Subcontractor Research by Type of
Participant and Type of Protocol (Number of Participants) (Mode of Data Collection 13)
Type of Participant
USAID Staff
-DC COR
-DC ACOR
FEEDBACK Staff
-Chief of Party (COP)
-Deputy Chief of Party (DCOP)
-Performance Management Plan
(PMP) Lead
-IE Lead
-FTFMS Lead
-KM Lead
-Mixed Group
Subcontractors
-TANGO
-IFPRI
-UNC-CH
TOTAL

13

Type of Protocol
KII
FGD (#)(Mode)
(#)(Mode)

TOTAL

2 (2)(A)
2 (2)(A)

0
0

1
1

1 (1)(A)
1 (1)(A)

0
0

1 (1)(A)

0

1
1
1

1 (1)(A)
1 (1)(A)
1 (1)(A)
0

0
0
0
1 (6)(A)

1
1
1
1

2 (2)(B)
1 (1)(B)
1 (3)(A)
14 (16)

0
0
0
1 (6)

2
1
1
15

Modes of data collection are the following: A, In-person; B, Skype/phone.
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Table AII-3: Number of Local Mission Staff KIIs by Type of Interviewee, Country, and
Mode of Data Collection 14

Type of
Kenya
Interviewee
(A)
Local Mission Level Staff
Feed the
Future
2
Coordinators
Mission
1
Mgmt./M&E
Economic
Growth Point
1
Person
Technical
2
Advisor
TOTAL

6

Malawi
(A)

Ethiopia
(B)

Rwanda
(B)

Uganda
(B)

TOTAL

2

1

1

1

7

1

0

0

1

3

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

0

0

4

4

2

1

2

15

Table AII-4: Number of In-Person KIIs with Data Managers at Local Research Firms/Local
Government Agencies by Country
Local Survey Research Firms/Local
Government Agencies

Kenya

Malawi

TOTAL

Kimetrica

1

1

Ronto Research Company

1

1

Nathe Enterprises

1

1

Lilongwe University of Agriculture and
Natural Resources (LUANAR)

1

1

ICF International, collaborated with FFP
under a different contract

1

1

2

5

TOTALS

14

Countries

3

Modes of data collection are the following: A, In-person; B, Skype/phone.
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Table AII-5: WBS Sample and Level of Participation
Country
Bangladesh
Ethiopia
Haiti
Mozambique
Nepal
Niger-Burkina Faso
Rwanda
Senegal
Tajikistan
Uganda
Zambia
All

# Who Received WBS
(n)
0
2
3
0
6
2
3
1
0
1
4
22

*One respondent was screened out

# Who
Responded
0
0
0
0
1
2*
2
1
0
0
4*
9
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ANNEX III: DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS
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1. Westat COP Key Informant Interview Guide
Information on the Interviews:
•

•
•

These interviews will be conducted by one member of the Evaluation Team with another
member taking notes. The notes will be taken either on the computer, or if at the Country
Mission, in a notebook and in paper documents replicating the tables shown in the interview
protocol.
The intended evaluation questions as they are stated in the evaluation protocol begin each
section of an interview. These are a reference for the reviewer and are not asked directly of
the respondent.
For each question of the respondent, various probes are listed in order to obtain information
that may not be provided from asking the original question. These probes are provided to dig
deeper and the interviewer is given the liberty to ask further probes in order to get a full
understanding of the topic of inquiry.

Information to be read to Interview Participants prior to Interview (after receiving
informed consent):
•

Hello, I am __________, I am a member of the Evaluation Team at Mendez England & Associates
(ME&A), the organization that is conducting the USAID-sponsored evaluation of FEEDBACK. Thank you
for agreeing to participate in this interview (or focus group discussion). The information that you provide
will be confidential and will be summarized with information from several other interviews without origin
of specific information being reported.

•

As I believe you know, FEEDBACK was a USAID-funded program that was conducted from 2012-2017 in
several countries to obtain empirical evidence to inform policy and investment decisions under the Feed
the Future Initiative in order to support effective, innovative, and sustainable development practices. The
purpose of this interview is to determine how well FEEDBACK achieved its objectives and issues that arose
in the implementation of this initiative.

•

I would like to ask you if we can tape record this interview. While we take notes, it helps to have the
recording so we can go back and validate what our notes show. Would this be OK with you?
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Key Informant Interview Guide (insert respondent type)
Identifier

Response

Interview number
Date
Name/s
Sex
Country/location
Duration of interview
PART IA ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent were the intended objectives for Feed the Future FEEDBACK in relation to the three major types of
activities (impact evaluations, performance monitoring, and knowledge management) achieved?
1.
If you were in an elevator and had to give a 2-minute speech about the FEEDBACK program, how
would you describe it? What would be the key take-away messages you’d want that person to
know.

2.

What was the role/responsibility of Westat regarding each component (IE, PM, and KM)? Was
this role/responsibility fulfilled? Why, why not?

3.

The FEEDBACK contract articulated component objectives for IE, PM, and KM. I will read out
each of these objectives. On a scale from 1=Not Met to 5=Completely Met, please rank the degree to
which you think each of these objectives were met?
[Interviewer starts with first IE objective in the table below and moves through all objectives by component.
If ranking is 3 or less, interviewer asks: Regarding the ranking you gave, can you tell me why? What
issues were experienced in the achievement of this objective?]

Component Objectives
IE
To determine if Feed the Future programs and
activities increased food security among vulnerable
populations, including women and those living in
poverty.

Rank

Why? (3 or less)

To increase application of new knowledge and
skills in designing and implementing impact
evaluation among USAID Missions and IPs.
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Component Objectives
PM
To increase use of improved techniques to collect
data among staff of survey organizations.

Rank

Why? (3 or less)

To increase use of PM indicators to guide program
and program implementation among USAID
Missions and IPs.
KM
To increase use of evidence-based knowledge to
promote effective practices among FEEDBACK
beneficiaries.

4. Based on your experience, what evidence exists regarding whether each of the component objectives
was met by FEEDBACK?
[Interviewer: Use the table below and ask according to the following example: The first PM objective of
FEEDBACK was the following: (state first objective). What evidence shows that this objective was achieved or
not achieved?]
Component Objectives
IE
To determine if Feed the Future programs and activities
increased food security among vulnerable populations,
including women and those living in poverty.

Evidence

To increase application of new knowledge and skills in
designing and implementing impact evaluation among
USAID Missions and IPs.
PM
To increase use of improved techniques to collect data
among staff of survey organizations.

To increase use of PM indicators to guide program and
program implementation among USAID Missions and
IPs.
KM
To increase use of evidence-based knowledge to
promote effective practices among FEEDBACK
beneficiaries.
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5. If a similar M&E support contract was implemented again, what changes or improvements would you
suggest regarding the intended objectives?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Do you think any objectives were too broad? Too narrow? Why?
b. Do you think any objectives were difficult to translate into activities? Why?
c. Do you think any objectives were missing that would be needed to achieve the overall
program goal? If so, what would you add?
PART IB ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent did the intended objectives and the associated SOW remain viable during the life of the program? What
types of events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to revisions in the SOW?
6. Over the course of implementation, and based on your own knowledge and experience, how feasible
do you think the FEEDBACK SOW was regarding implementing the following elements? Using a
ranking of 1=Not at All Feasible/Practical and 5=Very Feasible/Practical, please rank the various
elements of the SOW as I name them.
[Interviewer: Use the table below and ask about feasibility ranking according to the SOW elements listed
below. If ranking is 3 or less, interviewer asks: Regarding the ranking you gave, can you tell me why? What
issues were experienced regarding the feasibility of this SOW element?]

Elements of SOW
Six impact evaluations

Feasibility Rank

Why? (3 or less)

Technical assistance for BFS and
Field Missions on design and
implementation of impact
evaluations
Training to Missions and
appropriate host country institution
personnel on impact evaluation
methodologies and implementation
DM of all data generated from
impact evaluations
Routine maintenance of FTFMS
with relevant periodic updates
Periodic M&E TA to BFS, Mission
staff, IPs, host country
representatives, and external M&E
contractors in Feed the Future
countries, and guidance materials
on aspects of Feed the Future
performance monitoring
Primary data collection at baseline
and first interim for populationbased surveys to collect up to 16
indicators in the Feed the Future
ZOI in nine countries
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Elements of SOW
Secondary source data analysis for
baseline and first interim for up to
15 population-based indicators in
the Feed the Future ZOI in nine
countries
Data entry for up to 16 Feed the
Future PBS indicators

Feasibility Rank

Why? (3 or less)

Cost and resources management
QC
Progress reporting

7.

8.

9.

The FEEDBACK SOW was revised over the course of the program. With these changes, did
your perception of the feasibility of FEEDBACK’s SOW change? Why or why not?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. In what ways did your perception change?
What factors do you think led to revisions in the SOW?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Do you think revisions to the SOW were due to the initial SOW being too
ambitious/not feasible? If yes, describe.
b. Do you think revisions were due to staff capacity at Westat or BFS? If yes,
describe.
c. What other factors, if any, do you think contributed to revisions in the SOW?
From your perspective, how did the reduction from 27 to 6 IEs unfold?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What factors accounted for this scale back? Was the scale back due to partner’s
dissatisfaction with the IE design? Was this the case regarding IFPRI?
b. Was this the reason or were there other reasons for why IFPRI ended its
involvement in FEEDBACK?
A similar reduction in SOW occurred with the KM component. From your perspective,
why did this occur?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Were there other significant reductions that were scaled back for reasons other
than those mentioned for the IE and KM components?

10.

Building off the previous question, by the end of the contract, how feasible do you think it was
for FEEDBACK to complete 14 deliverables for each evaluation?
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11.

Do you think FEEDBACK was able to meet this increased demand and maintain
technical integrity and timeliness?
[Interviewer reviews the deliverables with respondent: concept note; work assignment; design
protocol; baseline report; midterm report, qualitative monitoring report; all language versions of
enumerator and supervisor training manuals, data collection instruments, data sets with
metadata documentation for all quantitative and qualitative data; syntax used for data analysis;
XML files for ODK programming; submission of public datasets to DDL.]
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. If certain deliverables were not completed for an IE, why was this? [Interviewer
completes the table below for reasons by country impact evaluation]
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Impact Evaluations

Reasons Deliverables Not Completed

Nepal
Malawi
Zambia
Ethiopia
Kenya
12.

The deliverables required for the PBS surveys increased over the course of the FEEDBACK
contract. What factors do you think led to this increase?

13.

Building off the previous question, by the end of the contract, how feasible do you think it
was for FEEDBACK to complete 14 deliverables for each PBS survey?

14.

Do you think FEEDBACK was able to meet this increased demand and maintain
technical integrity and timeliness related to the PBS surveys?
[Interviewer reviews the deliverables with respondent: concept note; work assignment; design
protocol; baseline report; midterm report, qualitative monitoring report; all language versions
of enumerator and supervisor training manuals, data collection instruments, data sets with
metadata documentation for all quantitative and qualitative data; syntax used for data
analysis; XML files for ODK programming; submission of public datasets to DDL.]
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. If certain deliverables were not completed for a PBS surveys, why was this?
[Interviewer completes the table below for reasons by country impact evaluation]

PBS Surveys

Reasons Deliverables Not Completed

Northern Kenya
Malawi
Nepal
Zambia
Rwanda
Senegal
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PBS Surveys

Reasons Deliverables Not Completed

Tajikistan
Uganda
Mozambique
15.

Before the KM activities were scaled back in the revised SOWs, what was the process of
disseminating lessons learned and best practices from FEEDBACK activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Who were the targets of lessons learned and best practices dissemination
process?
b. How were findings recorded and shared?
c. Were these findings used by stakeholders? If so, describe.
d. Was capacity building or local involvement integrated into KM activities? If
so, describe.

16.

If a similar M&E support contract was implemented again for the Feed the Future initiative,
what changes or improvements would you suggest regarding the SOW?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Would you suggest a less ambitious SOW? If yes, how would you reduce its
scope?
b. Would you suggest that new activities be added to the SOW? Why, why not?
If yes, what would these activities be?

17.

18.

Do you think crosscutting subjects, such as local involvement, capacity building, and
gender facilitated or hindered the FEEDBACK program?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. How were these cross cutting issues included in the IEs to address vulnerability
and food security?
b. If challenges were faced regarding crosscutting subjects, how were these
challenges addressed?
Do you think that the expected integration of prior data from USAID Mission PBSs
facilitated or hindered the FEEDBACK program?
Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. How was the integration of these data into FEEDBACK’s objectives managed?
b. If challenges were faced related to integration of past PBS data, how were these
challenges addressed?
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PART IC ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
What factors facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of the Feed the Future FEEDBACK program? In instances where
the program faced challenges, what actions were taken and what processes were followed to address said challenges?
19.

Overall, what factors do you feel helped or hindered the ability of FEEDBACK to fulfill
intended objectives and SOW activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Do you think that Westat’s research background facilitated or hindered
the FEEDBACK program? Why or why not? If challenges were faced related to
Westat’s background, how were these challenges addressed?
b. Do you think the management structure of Westat and/or the
FEEDBACK program facilitated or hindered the program? Why or why not?
If challenges were faced related to the management structure, how were these
challenges addressed?

20.

We know there was at least one incident of significant data loss (i.e., Senegal). When
instances like this occurred, what actions were taken to ensure recovery of the loss or
prevent future loss of other datasets?

21.

Overall, which component of the FEEDBACK program do you think FEEDBACK was
most successful at implementing (IE, PM, KM)?

PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
As part of managing the workflow under Feed the Future FEEDBACK, how were systems established for each major type
of activity? As part of the overall technical approach for the program, what SOPs were developed for each major type of
activity? In what ways did the overall implementation process work well, expand, and face challenges?
22.

What internal systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of PM
activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did Westat develop an SOP for routine maintenance of FTFMS?
b. What processes, procedures, or technical approaches were established to
deliver periodic M&E TA and supporting materials on Feed the Future
performance monitoring to BFS, Mission Staff, IPs, host country
representatives, and external M&E contractors in Feed the Future focus
countries?
c. What processes, technical approaches, or guidance documents were established
for the baseline and first interim PBS conducted by FEEDBACK?
d. What processes, technical approaches, or guidance documents were developed
for secondary data source analysis for the baseline and first interim
PBS conducted by FEEDBACK?
e. Did Westat develop an SOP for data entry of Feed the Future PBS
indicators in the FTFMS?
Were there other SOPs or internal systems developed to facilitate
implementation of PM activities? If so, what were they?

62

PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
23.
From your perspective, to what extent did the establishment of the internal systems or
SOPs noted previously facilitate implementation of PM activities?

24.

What challenges did you face during implementation of PM activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a.
Design and implementation
b.
Limited expertise
c.
Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d.
Limited resources
e.
Time limitations

25.

In your opinion, how could these challenges have been addressed?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Could these challenges have been addressed in better establishment of internal
systems or SOPs?

26.

What internal systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of IE
activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What processes, technical approaches, or guidance documents were developed
for the design and implementation of impact evaluations conducted by
FEEDBACK?
b. What processes, procedures, or technical approaches were developed for
delivering TA and training to BFS and field Missions on impact evaluation?
c. Were there other SOPs or internal systems established by Westat to
facilitate implementation of IE activities?

27.

28.

From your perspective, to what extent did the establishment of the internal systems or
SOPs noted previously facilitate implementation of IE activities?
What challenges did you face during implementation of IE activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Design and implementation
b. Limited expertise
c. Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d. Limited resources
e. Time limitations

29.

In your opinion, how could these challenges have been addressed?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Could these challenges have been addressed by better establishment of internal
systems or SOPs?
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PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
30.
What internal systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of KM
activities?
Interviewer: if no internal systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of KM
activities, skip this and next question.
31.

32.

From your perspective, to what extent did the establishment of the internal systems or
SOPs noted previously facilitate implementation of KM activities?
What challenges did you face during implementation of KM activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Design and implementation
b. Limited expertise
c. Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d. Limited resources
e. Time limitations
In your opinion, how could these challenges have been addressed?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Could these challenges have been addressed in better establishment of internal
systems or SOPs?

PART 2B ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
To what extent did the systems, SOPs, and processes remain viable during the life of the program? What types of
events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to challenges in terms of following the established systems,
SOPs, and processes?
33.

Given the number of changes that happened during FEEDBACK implementation, how
were SOPs and other internal systems or processes adjusted over time to meet
FEEDBACK’s changing scope regarding IE component?
Probe (if not already addressed):
a. Were the SOPs etc. expanded, eliminated, or simply altered?
b. Which systems, SOPs or processes changed the most?
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34.

How did the changing systems, processes, etc. affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement IE
activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established
systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and
how were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how
were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in
following the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so,
what were these limitations and how were they challenging? How these
challenges addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how
were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how
were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?

35.

Given the number of changes that happened during FEEDBACK implementation, how
were SOPs and other internal systems or processes adjusted over time to meet
FEEDBACK’s changing scope regarding PM component?
Probes:
a. Were the SOPs, etc. expanded, eliminated, or simply altered?
b. Which systems, SOPs or processes changed the most?

36.

How did the changing systems, processes, etc. affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement
PM activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established
systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and
how were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how
were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in
following the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so,
what were these limitations and how were they challenging? How these
challenges addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how
were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how
were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
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37.

Given the number of changes that happened during FEEDBACK implementation, how
were SOPs and other internal systems or processes adjusted over time to meet
FEEDBACK’s changing scope regarding KM component?
Probes:

38.

a.
b.

Were the SOPs, etc. expanded, eliminated, or simply altered?
Which systems, SOPs, or processes changed the most?

How did the changing systems, processes, etc. affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement
KM activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established
systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and
how were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how
were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in
following the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so,
what were these limitations and how were they challenging? How these
challenges addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how
were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how
were they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?

PART 2C ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
To what extent were the systems and SOPs for each major type of activity under Feed the Future FEEDBACK based on
recognized best practices in the international development context?
39.

For IEs, PM, and KM, and other program activities, what recognized best practices in
the international development context informed the development of FEEDBACK systems,
SOPs, or technical approaches?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What specific element(s) (such as design, implementation, DM, or analysis)
informed the system, SOP, or technical approach?
b. What institution or international development partners was the
practice or methodology pulled from (e.g., World Bank, FAO, IFPRI,
etc.)?
c. How much evidence exists to support the method as “best practice”? Please
elaborate.

40.

Regarding PBS and IEs: what international best practices and processes were utilized by
FEEDBACK to assess undesired or unexpected outcomes?
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PART 3A ~ LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACT MANAGEMENT
How effective was Feed the Future FEEDBACK in managing local subcontractor and subcontractor scopes of work?
What challenges were faced?
41.
What SOPs, systems, or processes were used by FEEDBACK to establish, manage, and
monitor local subcontractors and subcontracts?

Subcontractor Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What was the process FEEDBACK used to develop subcontractor SOWs? Is
this process included in a written document? What criteria were used in
selecting subcontractors?
--What challenges were experienced in selecting subcontractors?
b. How did FEEDBACK manage and monitor subcontractor SOWs?
--What challenges if any were experienced under the following?
a. Procurement?
b. Technical capacity?
-- How were these challenges addressed?
Local subcontractor Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What was the process FEEDBACK used to develop local subcontractor
SOWs (i.e., local data collection partners)?
--Were subcontractors involved in this task?
b. What criteria were used in selecting local subcontractors?
--What challenges were experienced in selecting local subcontractors?
c. How did FEEDBACK manage and monitor local subcontractor SOWs?
--What challenges were experienced?
a. Procurement?
b. Technical capacity?
--How were these challenges addressed?
42.

How would you rank the degree to which duties/responsibilities were completed
by subcontractors using the ranking of I=No Duties/Responsibilities Completed to 5=All
Duties and Responsibilities Completed?
a. IFPRI
b. UNC
c. TANGO

43.

How would you rank the degree to which duties/responsibilities were completed
by local subcontractors using the ranking of I=No Duties/Responsibilities Completed to
5=All Duties and Responsibilities Completed?

44.

How would you rank subcontractors’ management of deliverables using the ranking
of 1=Poor Management of Deliverables to 5=Excellent Management of Deliverables?
a. IFPRI
b. UNC
c. TANGO

45.

How would you rank local subcontractor management of deliverables using the
ranking of I=No Duties/Responsibilities Completed to 5=All Duties and Responsibilities
Completed?

46.

How would you rank subcontractors’ technical capacity using the ranking of I=Poor
Technical Capacity to 5=Excellent Technical Capacity?
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PART 3A ~ LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACT MANAGEMENT
47.
How would you rank local subcontractors’ technical capacity using the ranking of
I=Poor Technical Capacity to 5=Excellent Technical Capacity?

PART 3B ~ LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACT MANAGEMENT
What protocols or systems were established to ensure QC of local subcontractor and subcontractor deliverables?
48.

How did FEEDBACK ensure QC of sub-contractor tasks and deliverables?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What protocols/systems were put in place to ensure QC of deliverables?
Were specific staff in charge of reviewing the quality of deliverables? If so,
what were their duties to ensure quality? Were field visits or other forms of
communication conducted to evaluate the quality of deliverables? If so,
elaborate.
b. How would you rank the degree in which these systems/protocols ensured high
quality deliverables using a ranking of 1=Did Not Support Quality to 5=Highly
Supported Quality?
c. What challenges were there in ensuring QC? How were these challenges
addressed?

49.

How did FEEDBACK ensure QC of local subcontractor tasks and deliverables?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What protocols/systems were put in place to ensure QC of deliverables?
Were specific staff in charge of reviewing the quality of deliverables? If so,
what were their duties to ensure quality? Were field visits or other forms of
communication conducted to evaluate the quality of deliverables? If so,
elaborate.
b. How would you rank the degree in which these systems/protocols ensured high
quality deliverables using a ranking of 1=Did Not Support Quality to 5=Highly
Supported Quality?
c. What challenges were there in ensuring QC? How were these challenges
addressed?

PART 4 ~ LEARNING
What technical, programmatic, and management lessons can be gleaned from the Feed the Future FEEDBACK
Program? Based on lessons learned, what are some recommendations that BFS can adapt to improve the effective
implementation of similar programs in the future?
50.
As the Westat COP, what are some key lessons learned from this project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What are some key lessons learned regarding management?
b. What are some key lessons learned regarding technical issues?
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PART 4 ~ LEARNING
51.
For IEs, what changes to your own internal structure or systems would you have
made if you had the chance to implement again?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. In the expertise obtained to implement and manage the IEs?
b. In how the IE were managed?
c. In the TA/training that is provided to partners in implementing IE?
d. Other IE improvements?
52.

What changes would you suggest to USAID in regard to IE implementation?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. IE design?
b. Management?
c. Resources?

53.

For PM, including FTFMS and PBS, what changes to your own internal structure or
systems would you have made if you had the chance to implement again?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Improvements in FTFMS or another centralized DM systems?
b. In the expertise needed to effectively implement and manage PBSs?
c. In the TA/training provided to partners in implementing PM?
d. Other PM improvements?

54.

What changes would you suggest to USAID in regard to PM implementation?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Indicator scope?
b. Management?
c. Resources?
d. PBS design/requirements?

55.

(If relevant) For KM, what changes to your own internal structure or systems would you
have made if you had the chance to implement again?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Finding an experienced subcontractor to implement this component?
b. Providing ample resources to implement a KM component?
c. Other KM improvements?

56.

What changes would you suggest to USAID regarding KM implementation?

57.

How do you think the overall management of the FEEDBACK program could be
improved?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What are the characteristics of a contractor that can best manage a future
initiative?
b. What improvements should be made in FEEDBACK systems, procedures, and
processes for a future initiative?
c. How could subcontractors/local subcontractors be better managed to
serve a future initiative?
d. USAID improvements?
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PART 4 ~ LEARNING
58.
How would you describe the working relationship with USAID/BFS and Mission
counterparts on this project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Overall, how would you assess USAID/BFS in terms of ease of doing
business?
b. What were the biggest challenges?
c. Overall, how would you assess USAID Missions in terms of ease of doing
business?
d. What were the biggest challenges?
59.

If you were in an elevator and had to give a 2-minute speech about the FEEDBACK
project, how would you describe it? What would be the key take-away messages you’d
want that person to know.

60.

What was the role/responsibility of Westat regarding each component (IE, PM, and
KM)? Was this role/responsibility fulfilled? Why, why not?

61.

The FEEDBACK contract articulated component objectives for IE, PM, and KM. I
will read out each of these objectives. On a scale from 1=Not Met to 5=Completely Met,
please rank the degree to which you think each of these objectives were met?
[Interviewer starts with first IE objective in the table below and moves through all objectives
by component. If ranking is 3 or less, interviewer asks: Regarding the ranking you gave, can
you tell me why? What issues were experienced in the achievement of this objective?]

MY INTERVIEW IS FINISHED. THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR TIME!
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2. Subcontractor/Partner Key Informant Interview Guide
Information on the Interviews:
•

•
•

These interviews will be conducted by one member of the Evaluation Team with another
member taking notes. The notes will be taken either on the computer, or if at the Country
Mission, in a notebook and in paper documents replicating the tables shown in the interview
protocol.
The intended evaluation questions as they are stated in the evaluation protocol begin each
section of an interview. These are a reference for the reviewer and are not asked directly of
the respondent.
For each question of the respondent, various probes are listed in order to obtain information
that may not be provided from asking the original question. These probes are provided to dig
deeper and the interviewer is given the liberty to ask further probes in order to get a full
understanding of the topic of inquiry.

Information to be read to Interview Participants Prior to Interview (after receiving
informed consent):
•

•

•

Hello, I am __________, I am a member of the Evaluation Team at ME&A, the organization that is
conducting the USAID-sponsored evaluation of FEEDBACK. Thank you for agreeing to participate in this
interview (or focus group discussion). The information that you provide will be confidential and will be
summarized with information from several other interviews without origin of specific information being
reported.
As I believe you know, FEEDBACK was a USAID-funded program that was conducted from 2012-2017
in several countries to obtain empirical evidence to inform policy and investment decisions under the
Feed the Future Initiative in order to support effective, innovative, and sustainable development
practices. The purpose of this interview is to determine how well FEEDBACK achieved its objectives and
issues that arose in the implementation of this initiative.
I would like to ask you if we can tape record this interview. While we take notes, it helps to have the
recording so we can go back and validate what our notes show. Would this be OK with you?
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Key Informant Interview Guide for Subcontractor/Partner (IFPRI, TANGO, and UNC)
Identifier

Response

Interview number
Date
Name/s
Sex
Country/location
Duration of interview
PART IA ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent were the intended objectives for Feed the Future FEEDBACK in relation to the three major types of
activities (impact evaluations, performance monitoring, and knowledge management) achieved?
1

2
3

If you were in an elevator and had to give a 2-minute speech about the FEEDBACK project, how
would you describe it? What would be the key take-away messages you’d want that person to
know.
What was the role/responsibility of your organization regarding each component (IE, PM,
and KM)? Was this role/responsibility fulfilled? Why, why not?
The FEEDBACK contract articulated component objectives for IE, PM, and KM. I will read
out each of the objectives for the component(s) you worked on. On a scale from 1=Not Met to
5=Completely Met, please rank the degree to which you think each of these objectives were met?
[Based on responses to question 2 on roles/responsibilities related to the three components,
Interviewer reads out ONLY those objectives for the component(s) in which their organization was
involved. If ranking is 3 or less, interviewer asks: Regarding the ranking you gave, can you tell me
why? What issues were experienced in the achievement of this objective?]

Component Objectives
IE
To determine if Feed the Future programs and
activities increased food security among vulnerable
populations, including women and those living in
poverty.

Rank

Why? (3 or less)

To increase application of new knowledge and
skills in designing and implementing impact
evaluation among USAID Missions and IPs.
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Component Objectives
PM
To increase use of improved techniques to collect
data among staff of survey organizations.

Rank

Why? (3 or less)

To increase use of PM indicators to guide program
and program implementation among USAID
Missions and IPs.
KM
To increase use of evidence-based knowledge to
promote effective practices among FEEDBACK
beneficiaries.

4

Based on your experience, what FEEDBACK evidence existed regarding whether the
component objectives were met by FEEDBACK?
[Interviewer: Use the table below and ask regarding ONLY those component(s) with which the
organization provided assistance. State each of these objectives and ask: What evidence shows that
this objective was achieved or not achieved?]

Component Objectives
IE
To determine if Feed the Future programs and activities
increased food security among vulnerable populations,
including women and those living in poverty.

Evidence

To increase application of new knowledge and skills in
designing and implementing impact evaluation among
USAID Missions and IPs.
PM
To increase use of improved techniques to collect data
among staff of survey organizations.
To increase use of PM indicators to guide program and
program implementation among USAID Missions and
IPs.
KM
To increase use of evidence-based knowledge to
promote effective practices among FEEDBACK
beneficiaries.
5

If a similar M&E support contract was implemented again, what changes or improvements
would you suggest regarding the intended objectives?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Do you think any objectives were too broad? Too narrow? Why?
b. Do you think any objectives were difficult to translate into activities? Why?
c. Do you think any objectives were missing that would be needed to achieve the overall
program goal? If so, what would you add?
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PART IB ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent did the intended objectives and the associated SOW remain viable during the life of the program? What
types of events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to revisions in the SOW?
6

Over the course of implementation, and based on your own knowledge and experience, how
feasible do you think the FEEDBACK SOW was regarding implementing the various
elements? Using a ranking of 1=Not at All Feasible/Practical and 5=Very Feasible/Practical, please
rank the various elements of the SOW as I name them.
[Interviewer: Using the table below and if the organization was involved in that particular element of
SOW, ask about feasibility ranking according to the SOW elements listed below. If ranking is 3 or less,
interviewer asks: Regarding the ranking you gave, can you tell me why? What issues were experienced
regarding the feasibility of this SOW element?]

Elements of SOW

Feasibility Rank

Why? (3 or less)

IE
Six impact evaluations
Technical assistance for BFS and Field
Missions on design and implementation of
impact evaluations
Training to Missions and appropriate host
country institution personnel on impact
evaluation methodologies and
implementation
DM of all data generated from impact
evaluations
PM
Periodic M&E TA to BFS, Mission staff,
IPs, host country representatives, and
external M&E contractors in Feed the
Future countries, and guidance materials
on aspects of Feed the Future
performance monitoring
Primary data collection at baseline and
first interim for population-based surveys
to collect up to 16 indicators in the Feed
the Future ZOI in nine countries
Secondary source data analysis for
baseline and first interim for up to 15
population-based indicators in the Feed
the Future ZOI in nine countries
Data entry for up to 16 Feed the Future
PBS indicators
7

The FEEDBACK SOW was revised over the course of the project. With these changes, did your
perception of the feasibility of FEEDBACK’s SOW change? Why or why not?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did you perceive those changes in the work done by your organization?
b. In what ways did your perception change?
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8

(If the organization was involved in IE component)
From your perspective, how did the reduction from 27 to 6 IEs unfold?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What factors accounted for this scale back? Was the scale back due to your
organization’s dissatisfaction with the IE design?

9

(If the organization was involved in the KM component)
A similar reduction in SOW occurred with the KM component. From your perspective, why
did this occur?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Were there other significant reductions that were scaled back for reasons other than
those mentioned for the IE and KM components?

10

(Ask only if organization was involved in IE component; if not, skip to question 13):
The deliverables required for the impact evaluations increased over the course of the FEEDBACK
contract. What factors do you think led to this increase?

11

(Ask only if organization was involved in IE component)
Building off the previous question, by the end of the contract, how feasible do you think it was for
FEEDBACK to complete 14 deliverables for each evaluation?
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12

(Ask only if organization was involved in IE component)
Did FEEDBACK complete all the deliverables required for the IEs and maintain technical
integrity and timeliness?
a.

Below is a list of some of the deliverables. For each deliverable, tell me if each was
completed on time and if it maintained technical integrity.

Deliverable
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Completed

On Time

Maintained
Technical
Integrity

Design protocol
Supervisor manuals
Data collection instruments
Data sets with metadata
documentation
Data analysis syntax
Baseline report
Midterm report
Submission of public datasets to
USAID for DDL

b. If certain deliverables were not completed for an IE, why was this? [Interviewer completes
the table below for reasons for countries where the informant had IE activities]
Impact Evaluations
Reasons Deliverables Not Completed
Malawi
Zambia
Ethiopia
Kenya

13

14

(Ask only if organization was involved in PM component)
The deliverables required for the PBS surveys increased over the course of the FEEDBACK
contract. What factors do you think led to this increase?
(Ask only if organization was involved in PM component)
Building off the previous question, by the end of the contract, how feasible do you think it was for
FEEDBACK to complete 14 deliverables for each PBS survey?

76

15

(Ask only if organization was involved in PM component; if not, skip to question 16)
Did FEEDBACK complete all the deliverables required for the PBSs and maintain technical
integrity and timeliness?
a.

Below is a list of some of the deliverables. For each deliverable, tell me if it was
completed on time and if it maintained technical integrity.
Deliverable
Completed On
Maintained
Time
Technical
Integrity
• Design protocol
• Supervisor manuals
• Data collection instruments
• Data sets with metadata documentation
• Data analysis syntax
• Baseline report
• Midterm report
• Submission of public datasets to DDL
b.

If certain deliverables were not completed for a PBS, why was this? [Interviewer completes
the table below for reasons for countries where the informant led PBSs.]

Population Based Surveys
Kenya
Malawi
Rwanda
Uganda
Zambia

16

Reasons Deliverables Not Completed

(Ask only if organization was involved in KM component; if not, skip to question 17)
Before the KM activities were scaled back in the revised SOWs, what was the process of
disseminating lessons learned and best practices from FEEDBACK activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Who were the targets of lessons learned and best practices dissemination process?
b. How were findings recorded and shared?
c. Were these findings used by stakeholders? If so, describe.
d. Was capacity building or local involvement integrated into KM activities? If so,
describe.

17

If a similar M&E support contract was implemented again for the Feed the Future initiative, what
changes or improvements would you suggest regarding the SOW?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Would you suggest a less ambitious SOW? If yes, how would you reduce its scope?
b. Would you suggest that new activities be added to the SOW? Why, why not? If yes,
what would these activities be?
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18

Do you think crosscutting subjects, such as local involvement, capacity building, and gender
facilitated or hindered the FEEDBACK program?
Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. How were these cross cutting issues included in the IEs to address vulnerability and
food security?
b. If challenges were faced regarding crosscutting subjects, how were these challenges
addressed?

19

Were you involved in the use of/integration of prior data into the FEEDBACK project? If yes: Do
you think that the expected integration of prior data from USAID Mission PBSs facilitated or
hindered the FEEDBACK program? This includes data from secondary sources such as
Demographic Health Survey (DHS), the Integrated Household Living Conditions Survey, or the
Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) as well as data collected by other implementing partners.
Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. How was the integration of these data into FEEDBACK’s objectives managed?
b. If challenges were faced related to integration of past PBS data, how were these
challenges addressed?

PART IC ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
What factors facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of the Feed the Future FEEDBACK program? In instances where
the program faced challenges, what actions were taken and what processes were followed to address said challenges?
20

Overall, what factors do you feel helped or hindered the ability of FEEDBACK to fulfill intended
objectives and SOW activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Do you think that Westat’s partnering with your organization helped the
program? If yes, how did it help?
b. Do you think that Westat’s research background facilitated or hindered the
FEEDBACK program? Why or why not? If challenges were faced related to Westat’s
background, how were these challenges addressed?
c. Do you think the management structure of Westat and/or the FEEDBACK
program facilitated or hindered the program? Why or why not? If challenges were
faced related to the management structure, how were these challenges addressed?
d. Do you think the in-country partner’s background facilitated or hindered the
FEEDBACK program? Why or why not?

21

Were there any instances of data loss in the program that involved your organization? If yes,
what actions were taken to ensure recovery of the loss or prevent future loss of other datasets?

PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
As part of managing the workflow under Feed the Future FEEDBACK, how were systems established for each major
type of activity? As part of the overall technical approach for the program, what SOPs were developed for each major
type of activity? In what ways did the overall implementation process work well, expand, and face challenges?
22

(Ask only if organization was involved in the PM component; if not, skip to question 26)
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PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
What systems or SOPs did your organization use to guide implementation of PM activities?
Were these systems/SOPs established by your organization or were they ones developed by
Westat that you were asked to use?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What processes, procedures, or technical approaches were established to deliver
periodic M&E TA and supporting materials on Feed the Future performance
monitoring to BFS, Mission Staff, IPs, host country representatives, and external M&E
contractors in Feed the Future focus countries?
b. What processes, technical approaches, or guidance documents were established for
the baseline and first interim PBS conducted by FEEDBACK?
c. Secondary data source analysis for the baseline and first interim PBS
conducted by FEEDBACK?
d. Did Westat develop an SOP for data entry of Feed the Future PBS indicators in
the FTFMS?
e. Were there other SOPs or internal systems developed to facilitate
implementation of PM activities? If so, what were they?
23

From your perspective, to what extent did the establishment of the internal systems or SOPs
noted previously facilitate implementation of PM activities?

24

What challenges did you face during implementation of PM activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a.
Design and implementation
b.
Limited expertise
c.
Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d.
Limited resources
e.
Time limitations

25

In your opinion, how could these challenges have been addressed?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Could these challenges have been addressed in better establishment of internal systems
or SOPs?

26

(Ask only if organization was involved in the IE component; if not, skip to question 30)
What internal systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of IE activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What processes, technical approaches, or guidance documents were developed for the
design and implementation of impact evaluations conducted by FEEDBACK?
b. What processes, procedures, or technical approaches were developed for delivering
TA and training to BFS and field missions on impact evaluation?
c. Were there other SOPs or internal systems established by Westat to facilitate
implementation of IE activities?

27

From your perspective, to what extent did the establishment of the internal systems or SOPs
noted previously facilitate implementation of IE activities?
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PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
28

What challenges did you face during implementation of IE activities?
Probe (in not already mentioned):
a. Design and implementation
b. Limited expertise
c. Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d. Limited resources
e. Time limitations

29

In your opinion, how could these challenges have been addressed?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Could these challenges have been addressed by better establishment of internal
systems or SOPs?

30

(Ask only if the organization was involved in the KM component; if not, skip to question 34)
What internal systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of KM activities?
Interviewer: If no internal systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of KM activities,
skip this and next question.

31

32

From your perspective, to what extent did the establishment of the internal systems or SOPs
noted previously facilitate implementation of KM activities?
What challenges did you face during implementation of KM activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a.
Design and implementation
b. Limited expertise
c.
Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d. Limited resources
e. Time limitations

33

In your opinion, how could these challenges have been addressed?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Could these challenges have been addressed in better establishment of internal systems
or SOPs?
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PART 2B ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
To what extent did the systems, SOPs, and processes remain viable during the life of the program? What types of events,
shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to challenges in terms of following the established systems, SOPs,
and processes?
34

What processes were in place to communicate between you and Westat?
Probe:
a. How often did you communicate with Westat?
b. Was this process adequate to help the achievement of the objectives, or would it have
been more efficient to allow you to communicate directly with the BFS?

35

(Ask only if the organization was involved in the IE component; if not, skip to question 37)
Given the number of changes that happened during FEEDBACK implementation, how were SOPs
and other internal systems or processes adjusted over time to meet FEEDBACK’s changing scope
regarding IE component?
Probe (if not already addressed):
a. Were the SOPs etc. expanded, eliminated, or simply altered?
b. Which systems, SOPs or processes changed the most?

36

How did the changing systems, processes, etc. affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement IE
activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in following
the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these
limitations and how were they challenging? How these challenges addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?

37

(Ask only if organization was involved in the PM component; if not, skip to question 39)
Given the number of changes that happened during FEEDBACK implementation, how were SOPs
and other internal systems or processes adjusted over time to meet FEEDBACK’s changing scope
regarding PM component?
Probe:
a. Were the SOPs, etc. expanded, eliminated, or simply altered?
b. Which systems, SOPs or processes changed the most?
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PART 2B ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
38

How did the changing systems, processes, etc. affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement PM
activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in following
the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these
limitations and how were they challenging? How these challenges addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?

39

(Ask only if the organization was involved in the KM component; if not, skip to question 41)
Given the number of changes that happened during FEEDBACK implementation, how were SOPs
and other internal systems or processes adjusted over time to meet FEEDBACK’s changing scope
regarding KM component?
Probe:
a. Were the SOPs, etc. expanded, eliminated, or simply altered?
b. Which systems, SOPs or processes changed the most?

40

How did the changing systems, processes, etc. affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement KM
activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in following
the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these
limitations and how were they challenging? How these challenges addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
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PART 2B ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
PART 2C ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
To what extent were the systems and SOPs for each major type of activity under Feed the Future FEEDBACK based on
recognized best practices in the international development context?
41

Regarding the FEEDBACK activities with which your organization was involved, what recognized
best practices in the international development context informed the development of FEEDBACK
systems, SOPs, or technical approaches?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What specific element(s) (such as design, implementation, DM, or analysis) informed the
system, SOP, or technical approach?
b. What institution or international development partners was the practice or
methodology pulled from (e.g., World Bank, FAO, etc.)?
c. How much evidence exists to support the method as “best practice”? Please elaborate.

42

(Ask if organization was involved in either the IE or PM components)
What international best practices and processes were utilized by FEEDBACK to assess undesired
or unexpected outcomes?

PART 3A ~ LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACT MANAGEMENT
How effective was Feed the Future FEEDBACK in managing local subcontractor and subcontractor scopes of work? What
challenges were faced?
43

Was your organization involved in managing local data collectors or other local subcontractors on
FEEDBACK project? (If no, skip to question 48)
If yes, what SOPs, systems, or processes did you use to establish, manage, and monitor local
data collectors and other local subcontractors?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What was the process used to develop local subcontractor SOWs (i.e., local data
collection partners)?
b. What criteria were used in selecting local subcontractors?
--What challenges were experienced in selecting local subcontractors?
c. How did your organization manage and monitor local subcontractor SOWs?
--What challenges were experienced?
a. Procurement?
b. Technical capacity?
--How were these challenges addressed?

44

45

46

How would you rank the degree to which duties/responsibilities were completed by local
subcontractors (i.e., local data collection partners) using the ranking of I=No Duties/Responsibilities
Completed to 5=All Duties and Responsibilities Completed?
How would you rank local subcontractor (i.e., local data collection partners) management of
deliverables using the ranking of I=No Duties/Responsibilities Completed to 5=All Duties and
Responsibilities Completed?
How would you rank local subcontractors (i.e., local data collection partners) technical capacity
using the ranking of I=Poor Technical Capacity to 5=Excellent Technical Capacity?
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PART 3A ~ LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACT MANAGEMENT

PART 3B ~ LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACT MANAGEMENT
What protocols or systems were established to ensure QC of local subcontractor and subcontractor deliverables?
47

How did your organization ensure QC of local subcontractor (i.e., local data collection partners)
tasks and deliverables?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What protocols/systems were put in place to ensure QC of deliverables? Was specific
staff in charge of reviewing the quality of deliverables? If so, what were their duties to
ensure quality? Were field visits or other forms of communication conducted to evaluate
the quality of deliverables? If so, elaborate.
b. How would you rank the degree in which these systems/protocols ensured high quality
deliverables using a ranking of 1=Did Not Support Quality to 5=Highly Supported Quality?
c. What challenges were there in ensuring QC? How were these challenges addressed?

PART 4 ~ LEARNING
What technical, programmatic, and management lessons can be gleaned from the Feed the Future FEEDBACK Program?
Based on lessons learned, what are some recommendations that BFS can adapt to improve the effective implementation
of similar programs in the future?
According to your role and experience in FEEDBACK, what are some key lessons learned
48
from this project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What are some key lessons learned regarding management?
b. What are some key lessons learned regarding technical issues?
49

(Ask only if organization was involved in IE component; if not, skip to question 51)
For IEs, what changes to your own internal structure or systems would you have made if
you had the chance to implement again?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. In the expertise obtained to implement and manage the IEs?
b. In how the IE were managed?
c. In the TA/training that is provided to partners in implementing IE?
d. Other IE improvements?

50

What changes would you suggest to USAID in regard to IE implementation?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. IE design?
b. Management?
c. Resources?
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PART 4 ~ LEARNING
(Ask only if organization was involved in the PM component; if not, skip to 52)
51
What changes would you suggest to USAID in regard to PM implementation?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Indicator scope?
b. Management?
c. Resources?
d. PBS design/requirements?
52

(Ask only if organization was involved in the KM component; if not, skip to question 54)
For KM, what changes to your own internal structure or systems would you have made if you
had the chance to implement again? Probe (if not already mentioned):
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Finding an experienced subcontractor to implement this component?
b. Providing ample resources to implement a KM component?
c. Other KM improvements?

53

What changes would you suggest to USAID regarding KM implementation?

54

How do you think the overall management of the FEEDBACK program could be
improved?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What are the characteristics of a contractor and partners that can best manage a
future initiative?
b. What improvements should be made in FEEDBACK systems, procedures, and
processes for a future initiative?
c. How could local subcontractors be better managed to serve a future initiative?
d. USAID improvements?

55

Did you have contact with BFS on FEEDBACK? (If no, skip to question 56)
If yes, how would you describe your working relationship with USAID/BFS on this
project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Overall, how would you assess USAID/BFS in terms of ease of doing business?
b. What were the biggest challenges?

56

Did you have contact with USAID Mission(s) on FEEDBACK? (If no, skip to question
57)
If yes, how would you describe your working relationship with USAID Missions on this
project?
Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. Overall, how would you assess USAID Missions in terms of ease of doing
business?
b. What were the biggest challenges?
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PART 4 ~ LEARNING
Overall, how would you describe your working relationship with Westat on this project?
57
If yes, how would you describe your working relationship with Westat on this project?
Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. Overall, how would you assess Westat in terms of ease of doing business?
b. What were the biggest challenges?

MY INTERVIEW IS FINISHED. THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR TIME!
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3. USAID COR and ACOR Key Informant Interview Guide
Information on the Interviews:
•

•
•

These interviews will be conducted by one member of the Evaluation Team with another
member taking notes. The notes will be taken either on the computer, or if at the Country
Mission, in a notebook and in paper documents replicating the tables shown in the interview
protocol.
The intended evaluation questions as they are stated in the evaluation protocol begin each
section of an interview. These are a reference for the reviewer and are not asked directly of
the respondent.
For each question of the respondent, various probes are listed in order to obtain information
that may not be provided from asking the original question. These probes are provided to dig
deeper and the interviewer is given the liberty to ask further probes in order to get a full
understanding of the topic of inquiry.

Information to be read to Interview Participants Prior to Interview (after receiving
informed consent):
•

•

•

Hello, I am __________, I am a member of the Evaluation Team at ME&A, the organization that is
conducting the USAID-sponsored evaluation of FEEDBACK. Thank you for agreeing to participate in this
interview (or focus group discussion). The information that you provide will be confidential and will be
summarized with information from several other interviews without origin of specific information being
reported.
As I believe you know, FEEDBACK was a USAID-funded program that was conducted from 2012-2017
in several countries to obtain empirical evidence to inform policy and investment decisions under the
Feed the Future Initiative in order to support effective, innovative, and sustainable development
practices. The purpose of this interview is to determine how well FEEDBACK achieved its objectives and
issues that arose in the implementation of this initiative.
I would like to ask you if we can tape record this interview. While we take notes, it helps to have the
recording so we can go back and validate what our notes show. Would this be OK with you?
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Key Informant Interview Guide (insert respondent type)
Identifier

Response

Interview number
Date
Name/s
Sex
Country/location
Duration of interview
PART IA ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent were the intended objectives for Feed the Future FEEDBACK in relation to the three major types of
activities (impact evaluations, performance monitoring, and knowledge management) achieved?
If you were in an elevator and had to give a 2-minute speech about the FEEDBACK project,
1
how would you describe it? What would be the key take-away messages you’d want that
person to know.
2

What was the role/responsibility of Westat regarding each component (IE, PM, and KM)?
Was this role/responsibility fulfilled? Why, why not?

3

What was the role of BFS regarding FEEDBACK?
Probe:
a. What was the particular role of COR and ACOR?
b. Was it a role of guidance towards Westat?
c. Was it a role of supervision?

4

The FEEDBACK contract articulated component objectives for IE, PM, and KM. I will
read out each of these objectives. On a scale from 1=Not Met to 5=Completely Met, please
rank the degree to which you think each of these objectives were met?
[Interviewer starts with first IE objective in the table below and moves through all objectives by
component. If ranking is 3 or less, interviewer asks: Regarding the ranking you gave, can you tell
me why? What issues were experienced in the achievement of this objective?]
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Component Objectives
IE
To determine if Feed the Future programs and
activities increased food security among vulnerable
populations, including women and those living in
poverty.

Rank

Why? (3 or less)

To increase application of new knowledge and
skills in designing and implementing impact
evaluation among USAID Missions and IPs.

PM
To increase use of improved techniques to collect
data among staff of survey organizations.

To increase use of PM indicators to guide program
and program implementation among USAID
Missions and IPs.

KM
To increase use of evidence-based knowledge to
promote effective practices among FEEDBACK
beneficiaries.

5.

Based on your knowledge, what evidence exists to support whether each of the component
objectives was met by FEEDBACK?
[Interviewer: Use the table below and ask according to the following example: The first PM objective of
FEEDBACK was the following: (state first objective). What evidence shows that this objective was
achieved or not achieved?]
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Component Objectives
IE
To determine if Feed the Future programs and
activities increased food security among vulnerable
populations, including women and those living in
poverty.

Evidence

To increase application of new knowledge and skills in
designing and implementing impact evaluation among
USAID Missions and IPs.
PM
To increase use of improved techniques to collect data
among staff of survey organizations.

To increase use of PM indicators to guide program
and program implementation among USAID Missions
and IPs.
KM
To increase use of evidence-based knowledge to
promote effective practices among FEEDBACK
beneficiaries.
6.

If a similar M&E support contract was implemented again, what changes or improvements
would you suggest regarding the intended objectives?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Do you think any objectives were too broad? Too narrow? Why?
b. Do you think any objectives were difficult to translate into activities? Why?
c. Do you think any objectives were missing that would be needed to achieve the
overall program goal? If so, what would you add?
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PART IB ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent did the intended objectives and the associated SOW remain viable during the life of the program? What
types of events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to revisions in the SOW?
7.

Over the course of implementation, and based on your own knowledge and experience, which
elements of the SOW were feasible and which ones were problematic? Using a ranking of
1=Very Problematic and 5=Very Feasible/Practical, please rank the various elements of the SOW
as I name them.
[Interviewer: Use the table below and ask about feasibility ranking according to the SOW elements
listed below. If ranking is 3 or less, interviewer asks: Regarding the ranking you gave, can you tell me
why? What issues were experienced regarding the feasibility of this SOW element?]

Elements of SOW
Six impact evaluations

Feasibility Rank

Why? (3 or less)

Technical assistance for BFS and
Field Missions on design and
implementation of impact
evaluations
Training to Missions and
appropriate host country institution
personnel on impact evaluation
methodologies and implementation
DM of all data generated from
impact evaluations
Routine maintenance of FTFMS
with relevant periodic updates
Periodic M&E TA to BFS, Mission
staff, IPs, host country
representatives, and external M&E
contractors in Feed the Future
countries, and guidance materials
on aspects of Feed the Future
performance monitoring
Primary data collection at baseline
and first interim for populationbased surveys to collect up to 16
indicators in the Feed the Future
ZOI in nine countries, two of which
were baseline only (Senegal and
Tajikistan)
Secondary source data analysis for
baseline and first interim for up to
15 population-based indicators in
the Feed the Future ZOI in nine
countries, two of which were
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Elements of SOW
baseline only (Senegal and
Tajikistan)

Feasibility Rank

Why? (3 or less)

Data entry for up to 16 Feed the
Future PBS indicators
Cost and resources management
QC
Progress reporting
8.

What factors led to revisions in the SOW?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Were revisions to the SOW due to the initial SOW being too ambitious/not
feasible? If yes, describe.
b. Were revisions due to staff capacity at Westat or BFS? If yes, describe.
c. What other factors, if any, contributed to revisions in the SOW?

9.

How did the reduction from 27 to 6 IEs unfold?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What factors accounted for this scale back? Was the scale back due to partner’s
dissatisfaction with the IE design? Was this the case regarding IFPRI?
b. Was this the reason or were there other reasons for why IFPRI ended its
involvement in FEEDBACK?

10.

A similar reduction in SOW occurred with the KM component. Why did this occur?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Were there other significant reductions that were scaled back for reasons other
than those mentioned for the IE and KM components?

11.

Did FEEDBACK complete all the deliverables required for the IEs and maintain technical
integrity and timeliness?
a.

Below is a list of some of the deliverables. For each deliverable, tell me if each was
completed on time and if it maintained technical integrity.

Deliverable
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Completed

On Time

Maintained
Technical
Integrity

Design protocol
Supervisor manuals
Data collection instruments
Data sets with metadata
documentation
Data analysis syntax
Baseline report
Midterm report
Submission of public datasets to
USAID for DDL
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If certain deliverables were not completed for an IE, why was this? [Interviewer completes
the table below for reasons by country impact evaluation]
Impact Evaluations
Reasons Deliverables Not
Completed
Malawi
Zambia
Ethiopia
Kenya
b.

12.

Did FEEDBACK complete all the deliverables required for the Population Based Surveys
and maintain technical integrity and timeliness?
a.

Below is a list of some of the deliverables. For each deliverable, tell me if it was
completed on time and if it maintained technical integrity.

Deliverable
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Completed

On Time

Maintained
Technical
Integrity

Design protocol
Supervisor manuals
Data collection instruments
Data sets with metadata
documentation
Data analysis syntax
Baseline report
Midterm report
Submission of public datasets to
DDL

b. If certain deliverables were not completed for a PBS, why was this? [Interviewer completes
the table below for reasons by country]
Population Based Surveys
Kenya
Malawi
Rwanda
Uganda
Zambia

13.

Reasons Deliverables Not
Completed

If a similar M&E support contract was implemented again for the Feed the Future initiative, what
changes or improvements would you suggest regarding the SOW?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Would you suggest a less ambitious SOW? If yes, how would you reduce its scope?
b. Would you suggest that new activities be added to the SOW? Why, why not? If yes,
what would these activities be?
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14.

Do you think crosscutting subjects, such as local involvement, capacity building, and gender
facilitated or hindered the FEEDBACK program?
Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. How were these cross cutting issues included in the IEs to address vulnerability and
food security?
b. If challenges were faced regarding crosscutting subjects, how were these challenges
addressed?

15.

Do you think that the expected integration of prior data from USAID Mission PBSs
facilitated or hindered the FEEDBACK program?
Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. How well did the integration of data coming from surveys like DHS or Uganda National
Household Survey (UNHS) work?
b. How well did the integration of data coming from partners like FFP work?
c. How was the integration of these data into FEEDBACK’s objectives managed?
d. If challenges were faced related to integration of past PBS data, how were these
challenges addressed?

PART IC ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
What factors facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of the Feed the Future FEEDBACK program? In instances where
the program faced challenges, what actions were taken and what processes were followed to address said challenges?
16.

Overall, what factors do you feel helped or hindered the ability of FEEDBACK to fulfill intended
objectives and SOW activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Do you think that Westat’s research background facilitated or hindered the
FEEDBACK program? Why or why not? If challenges were faced related to Westat’s
background, how were these challenges addressed?
b. Do you think the management structure of Westat and/or the FEEDBACK
program facilitated or hindered the program? Why or why not? If challenges were
faced related to the management structure, how were these challenges addressed?
c. Do you think that the communication process that kept Westat from
communicating directly with the Missions facilitated or hindered the program?
Why or why not?
d. Do you think that the several changes in management at BFS (7 different activity
managers) facilitated or hindered the program? Why or why not?

17.

What challenges did the contractor report to you during implementation of PM activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a.
Design and implementation
b.
Limited expertise
c.
Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d.
Limited resources
e.
Time limitations
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PART IC ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
18.
Were you able to provide any guidance in how to address these challenges?
Probe (in not already mentioned):
a. In your opinion, how could these challenges
19.

What challenges did the contractor report to you during implementation of IE activities?
Probe (in not already mentioned):
a.
Design and implementation
b.
Limited expertise
c.
Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d.
Limited resources
e.
Time limitations

20.

Were you able to provide any guidance in how to address these challenges?
Probe (in not already mentioned):
a. In your opinion, how could these challenges have been addressed?

21.

What challenges did the contractor report to you during implementation of KM activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Design and implementation
b. Limited expertise
c. Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d. Limited resources
e. Time limitations

22.

Were you able to provide any guidance in how to address these challenges?
Probe (in not already mentioned):
a. In your opinion, how could these challenges have been addressed?

23.

We know there was at least one incident of significant data loss (i.e., Senegal). When
instances like this occurred, what actions were taken by the contractor to ensure recovery of
the loss or prevent future loss of other datasets? Do you feel these actions were sufficient?

24.

Overall, which component of the FEEDBACK program do you think FEEDBACK was most
successful at implementing (IE, PM, KM)?
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PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
As part of managing the workflow under Feed the Future FEEDBACK, how were systems established for each major type
of activity? As part of the overall technical approach for the program, what SOPs were developed for each major type of
activity? In what ways did the overall implementation process work well, expand, and face challenges?
25.

What FEEDBACK systems or SOPs were established to periodically assess the achievement of
objectives and implementation of planned activities?
Probe:
a. Was there a system for Westat to report achievement of objectives, results, and
activity implementation?
b. Do you think that timelines were realistic regarding the implementation of the
activities? How flexible were these timelines?

26.

What processes were in place to communicate between BFS and FEEDBACK beneficiaries,
including Missions, contractor (Westat), subcontractors, and in-country data collectors?
Probe:
a. How often did BFS communicate with Westat?
b. Was this process adequate to help the achievement of the objectives, or would it have
been more efficient to allow Westat to communicate directly with the Missions?

27.

What FEEDBACK systems or SOPs were established to guide and follow up with the
implementation of PM activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did Westat develop an SOP to report to BFS on routine maintenance of FTFMS?
b. What processes, procedures, or technical approaches were established to deliver
periodic M&E TA and supporting materials on Feed the Future performance
monitoring to BFS, Mission Staff, IPs, host country representatives, and external M&E
contractors in Feed the Future focus countries?
c. What processes, technical approaches, or guidance documents were established for
the baseline and first interim PBS conducted by FEEDBACK?
d. What processes, technical approaches, or guidance documents were developed for
secondary data source analysis for the baseline and first interim PBS
conducted by FEEDBACK?
e. Did Westat develop an SOP for data entry of Feed the Future PBS indicators in
the FTFMS?
Were there other SOPs or internal systems developed to facilitate implementation of
PM activities? If so, what were they?
f. Was the time spent in the field by technical and management staff from Westat
sufficient to implement PM activities?

28.

From your perspective, to what extent did the establishment of the systems or SOPs noted
previously facilitate implementation of PM activities?
Probe:
a. How did established SOPs help face different challenges faced during the
implementation of FEEDBACK regarding PM activities?
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PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
29.
What FEEDBACK systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of IE
activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What processes, technical approaches, or guidance documents were developed for the
design and implementation of impact evaluations conducted by FEEDBACK?
b. What processes, procedures, or technical approaches were developed for delivering
TA and training to BFS and field Missions on impact evaluation?
c. Were there other SOPs or systems established by Westat to facilitate
implementation of IE activities?
d. Was the time spent in the field by technical and management staff from Westat
sufficient to implement IE activities?
30.

From your perspective, to what extent did the establishment of the FEEDBACK systems or
SOPs noted previously facilitate implementation of IE activities?
Probe:
a. How did established SOPs help face different challenges faced during the
implementation of FEEDBACK regarding IEs?

31.

What FEEDBACK systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of KM
activities?
Interviewer: if no internal systems or SOPs were established to guide implementation of KM activities,
skip this and next question.

32.

From your perspective, to what extent did the establishment of the FEEDBACK systems or
SOPs noted previously facilitate implementation of KM activities?
Probe:
a. How did established SOPs help face different challenges faced during the
implementation of FEEDBACK regarding KM activities?

PART 2B ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
To what extent did the systems, SOPs, and processes remain viable during the life of the program? What types of
events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to challenges in terms of following the established systems,
SOPs, and processes?
33.

Given the number of changes that happened during FEEDBACK implementation, how were
SOPs and other internal systems or processes adjusted over time to meet FEEDBACK’s
changing scope regarding IE component?
Probe (if not already addressed):
a. Were the SOPs, etc. expanded, eliminated, or simply altered?
b. Which systems, SOPs or processes changed the most?
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PART 2B ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
34.
How did the changing systems, processes, etc. affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement IE
activities?

Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were
they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in
following the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what
were these limitations and how were they challenging? How these challenges addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were
they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were
they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
35.

Given the number of changes that happened during FEEDBACK implementation, how were
SOPs and other internal systems or processes adjusted over time to meet FEEDBACK’s changing
scope regarding PM component?
Probes:
a. Were the SOPs, etc. expanded, eliminated, or simply altered?
b. Which systems, SOPs or processes changed the most?

36.

How did the changing systems, processes, etc. affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement PM
activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were
they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in
following the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what
were these limitations and how were they challenging? How these challenges
addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were
they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were
they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
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PART 2B ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
37.
Given the number of changes that happened during FEEDBACK implementation, how were
SOPs and other internal systems or processes adjusted over time to meet FEEDBACK’s changing
scope regarding KM component?
Probes:
a. Were the SOPs, etc. expanded, eliminated, or simply altered?
b. Which systems, SOPs or processes changed the most?
38.

How did the changing systems, processes, etc. affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement KM
activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were
they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in
following the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what
were these limitations and how were they challenging? How these challenges
addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were
they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were
they challenging? How were these challenges addressed?

PART 2C ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
To what extent were the systems and SOPs for each major type of activity under Feed the Future FEEDBACK based on
recognized best practices in the international development context?
39.

For IEs, PM, and KM, and other program activities, what recognized best practices in the
international development context informed the development of FEEDBACK systems, SOPs, or
technical approaches?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What specific element(s) (such as design, implementation, DM, or analysis) informed
the system, SOP, or technical approach?
b. What institution or international development partners was the practice or
methodology pulled from (e.g., World Bank, FAO, IFPRI, etc.)?
c. How much evidence exists to support the method as “best practice”? Please elaborate.

40.

Regarding PBS and IEs: what international best practices and processes were utilized by
FEEDBACK to assess undesired or unexpected outcomes?
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PART 3A ~ LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACT MANAGEMENT
How effective was Feed the Future FEEDBACK in managing local subcontractor and subcontractor scopes of work? What
challenges were faced?
Note to interviewer:
Subcontractors are also called the partners and include IFPRI, TANGO, and UNC.
Local subcontractors are the local data collection firms, like NEW ERA, Kimterica, RONTO Research Company, etc.
41.
What SOPs, systems, or processes were used by FEEDBACK to establish, manage, and
monitor local subcontractors and subcontractors?

42.

How would you rank the degree to which Westat managed subcontractors and local
subcontractors, using a ranking of 1=Insufficient Management to 5=Excellent Management?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Regarding duties/responsibilities of the subcontractors and local subcontractors.
b. Regarding management of deliverables of the subcontractors and local
subcontractors.

PART 3B ~ LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACT MANAGEMENT
What protocols or systems were established to ensure QC of local subcontractor and subcontractor deliverables?
43.

How did Westat ensure QC of sub-contractor tasks and deliverables?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What protocols/systems were put in place to ensure QC of deliverables? Were
specific staff in charge of reviewing the quality of deliverables? If so, what were their
duties to ensure quality? Were field visits or other forms of communication conducted to
evaluate the quality of deliverables? If so, elaborate.
b. How would you rank the degree in which these systems/protocols ensured high quality
deliverables using a ranking of 1=Did Not Support Quality to 5=Highly Supported Quality?
c. What challenges were there in ensuring QC? How were these challenges addressed?

44.

How did Westat ensure QC of local subcontractor tasks and deliverables?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What protocols/systems were put in place to ensure QC of deliverables? Were
specific staff in charge of reviewing the quality of deliverables? If so, what were their
duties to ensure quality? Were field visits or other forms of communication conducted to
evaluate the quality of deliverables? If so, elaborate.
b. How would you rank the degree in which these systems/protocols ensured high quality
deliverables using a ranking of 1=Did Not Support Quality to 5=Highly Supported Quality?
c. What challenges were there in ensuring QC? How were these challenges addressed?
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PART 4 ~ LEARNING
What technical, programmatic, and management lessons can be gleaned from the Feed the Future FEEDBACK
Program? Based on lessons learned, what are some recommendations that BFS can adapt to improve the effective
implementation of similar programs in the future?
45.
As the BFS COR, what are some key lessons learned from this project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What are some key lessons learned regarding management?
b. What are some key lessons learned regarding technical issues?
46.

For IEs, what changes to BFS internal structure or systems should be made if you had the
chance to implement a similar project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. In the expertise obtained to implement and manage the IEs?
b. In how the IE were managed?
c. In the TA/training that is provided to partners in implementing IE?
d. Other IE improvements?

47.

What changes would you suggest to Westat in regard to IE implementation in a similar project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. IE design?
b. Management?
c. Resources?

48.

For PM, including FTFMS and PBS, what changes to BFS internal structure or systems, would you
recommend, if this initiative was implemented again?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Improvements in FTFMS or another centralized DM systems?
b. In the expertise needed to effectively implement and manage PBSs?
c. In the TA/training provided to partners in implementing PM?
d. Other PM improvements?

49.

What changes would you suggest to Westat in regard to PM implementation if they did this
again?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Indicator scope?
b. Management?
c. Resources?
d. PBS design/requirements?

50.

(If relevant) For KM, what changes to BFS internal structure or systems, would you recommend,
if this initiative was implemented again?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Finding an experienced subcontractor to implement this component?
b. Providing ample resources to implement a KM component?
c. Other KM improvements?
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PART 4 ~ LEARNING
51.
What changes would you suggest to Westat regarding KM implementation if they
implemented this initiative again?
52.
How do you think the overall management of the FEEDBACK program could be
improved?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What are the characteristics of a contractor that can best manage a future initiative?
b. What improvements should be made in FEEDBACK systems, procedures, and
processes for a future initiative?
c. How could subcontractors/local subcontractors be better managed to serve a
future initiative?
d. USAID improvements?
53.

How would you describe the working relationship with Westat, subcontractors (UNC,
IFPRI and TANGO), and Missions on this project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Overall, how would you assess Westat in terms of ease of doing business?
b. What were the biggest challenges?
c. Overall, how would you assess subcontractors in terms of ease of doing business?
d. What were the biggest challenges?
e. How would you describe Missions’ participation and involvement in terms of ease of doing
business?

MY INTERVIEW IS FINISHED. THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR TIME!
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4. USAID Mission Staff Key Informant Interview Guide
Information on the Interviews:
•
•
•

•

The interviews will be conducted by one member of the Evaluation Team with another member
taking notes. The notes will be taken either on the computer, or if at the Country Mission, in a
notebook and in paper documents replicating the tables shown in the interview protocol.
The intended evaluation questions as they are stated in the evaluation protocol begin each
section of an interview. These are a reference for the reviewer and are not asked directly of
the respondent.
For each question of the respondent, various probes are listed in order to obtain information
that may not be provided from asking the original question. These probes are provided to dig
deeper and the interviewer is given the liberty to ask further probes in order to get a full
understanding of the topic of inquiry.
This Mission Interview Guide uses one protocol that cites specific country activities per Mission.
It was considered unnecessary and a duplication of efforts to generate separate guides per
Mission. Interviewer instructions contained within clearly identifies what items/questions that
are to be used per country.

Information to be read to Interview Participants Prior to Interview (after receiving
informed consent):
•

•

•
•

Hello, I am __________, I am a member of the Evaluation Team at PEEL, the entity that is conducting
the USAID-sponsored evaluation of FEEDBACK. Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview
(or focus group discussion). The information that you provide will be confidential and will be
summarized with information from several other interviews without origin of specific information being
reported.
As I believe you know, FEEDBACK was a USAID-funded program that was conducted from 2012-2017
in several countries to obtain empirical evidence to inform policy and investment decisions under the
Feed the Future Initiative in order to support effective, innovative, and sustainable development
practices. The purpose of this interview is to determine how well FEEDBACK achieved its objectives and
issues that arose in the implementation of this initiative.
[If in-person interview skip question below]
I would like to ask you if we can tape record this interview. While we take notes, it helps to have the
recording so we can go back and validate what our notes show. Would this be OK with you?

103

Local Key Informant Interview Guide for Missions
Identifier

Response

Interview number
Date
Name/s
Sex
Country/location
Duration of interview
PART IA ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent were the intended objectives for Feed the Future FEEDBACK in relation to the three major types of activities
(impact evaluations, performance monitoring, and knowledge management) achieved?
1.
If you were in an elevator and had to give a 2-minute speech about the FEEDBACK project, how would
you describe it? What would be the key take-away messages you’d want that person to know.

2.

What was the role of the Mission regarding FEEDBACK?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Was it a role of oversight of FEEDBACK subcontractor and data collector deliverables?
b. Was it some other role?

3.

What was the role of USAID/BFS regarding FEEDBACK?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Was it a role of guidance towards the IPs?
b. Was it a role of supervision?

4.

What was the responsibility of the FEEDBACK contractor regarding each component (IE, PM, and
KM)? Was this role/responsibility fulfilled? Why, why not?

5.

The FEEDBACK contract articulated component objectives for IE, PM, and KM. I will read out
each of these objectives. On a scale from 1=Not Met to 5=Completely Met, please rank the degree to
which you think each of the relevant FEEDBACK objectives were met based on activities in your
country.
[Interviewer starts with first IE objective in the table below and moves through all objectives by component. If
ranking is 3 or less, interviewer asks: Regarding the ranking you gave, can you tell me why? What issues
were experienced in the achievement of this objective?]
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Component Objectives
IE [Ask if: Ethiopia, Malawi, Kenya, Zambia]
To determine if Feed the Future programs and
activities increased food security among vulnerable
populations, including women and those living in
poverty.

Rank

Why? (3 or less)

To increase application of new knowledge and
skills in designing and implementing impact
evaluation among USAID Missions and IPs.
PM [Ask if: Kenya, Malawi, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia]
To increase use of improved techniques to collect
data among staff of survey organizations.
To increase use of PM indicators to guide program
and program implementation among USAID
Missions and IPs.
KM
To increase use of evidence-based knowledge to
promote effective practices among FEEDBACK
beneficiaries.
6.

Based on your knowledge, what evidence exists to support whether each of the component objectives was
met by FEEDBACK?
[Interviewer: Use the table below and ask according to the following example: The first PM objective of
FEEDBACK was the following: (state first objective). What evidence shows that this objective was achieved or
not achieved?]

Component Objectives
IE [Ask if: Ethiopia, Malawi, Kenya, Zambia]
To determine if Feed the Future programs and activities
increased food security among vulnerable populations,
including women and those living in poverty.

Evidence

To increase application of new knowledge and skills in
designing and implementing impact evaluation among
USAID Missions and IPs.
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Component Objectives
PM [Ask if: Kenya, Malawi, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia]
To increase use of improved techniques to collect data
among staff of survey organizations.

Evidence

To increase use of PM indicators to guide program and
program implementation among USAID Missions and
IPs.
KM
To increase use of evidence-based knowledge to
promote effective practices among FEEDBACK
beneficiaries.
7.

If a similar M&E support contract was implemented again, what changes or improvements would you
suggest regarding the intended objectives?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Do you think any objectives were too broad? Too narrow? Why?
b. Do you think any objectives were difficult to translate into activities? Why?
c. Do you think any objectives were missing that would be needed to achieve the overall
program goal? If so, what would you add?

PART IB ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent did the intended objectives and the associated SOW remain viable during the life of the program? What types of
events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to revisions in the SOW?
8.

Over the course of implementation, and based on your knowledge and experience, how feasible do
you think the FEEDBACK SOW was regarding implementing the following elements? Using a
ranking of 1=Not at All Feasible/Practical and 5=Very Feasible/Practical, please rank the various
elements of the SOW as I name them.
[Interviewer: Use the table below and ask about feasibility ranking according to the SOW elements listed
below. If ranking is 3 or less, interviewer asks: Regarding the ranking you gave, can you tell me why? What
issues were experienced regarding the feasibility of this SOW element?]

Elements of SOW

Feasibility
Rank

Why? (3 or less)

[Interviewer: Ask if country and IE below is relevant]
Impact evaluations
• Ethiopia: Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and Market
Expansion (PRIME)
• Malawi: Integrating Nutrition into Value Chains
• Kenya: Kenya Resilience and Economic Growth in the Arid Lands
(REGAL)
• Zambia: Gender and Groundnut Value Chain
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PART IB ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
[Ask if: Ethiopia, Malawi, Kenya, Zambia]
Technical assistance for Missions on design and implementation of IE
[Ask if: Ethiopia, Malawi, Kenya, Zambia]
Training to Missions and appropriate host country institution personnel on IE
methodologies and implementation
DM of all data generated from IE and PBS surveys

Routine maintenance of FTFMS with relevant periodic updates

Periodic M&E TA to Mission staff, IPs, host country representatives, and
external M&E contractors in Feed the Future countries, and guidance materials
on aspects of Feed the Future performance monitoring
Primary data collection at baseline and first interim using PBSs to collect data
for up to 16 indicators in the Feed the Future ZOI.
[Interviewer: Ask if country is listed below]
• Kenya: Baseline & Interim
• Malawi: Baseline & Interim
• Rwanda: Baseline & Interim
• Uganda: Baseline & Interim
• Zambia: Baseline & Interim
Secondary source data analysis for baseline and first interim for up to 15
population-based indicators in the Feed the Future Zone in your country.
Probe (if not already mentioned):
How feasible was the use of the following for baseline indicator data in the
Feed the Future ZOI? [Ask per relevant country]
• Kenya: Kenya Malaria Indicator Survey
• Malawi: DHS & IHS3 (third Integrated Household Survey)
• Rwanda: DHS & EIC (Integrated Household Living Conditions Survey)
• Uganda: DHS & UNHS
• Zambia: Rural Agricultural and Livelihood Survey (RALS)
Data entry for up to 16 Feed the Future PBS indicators

QC
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PART IB ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
Progress reporting
9.

[Ask if: Ethiopia, Malawi, Kenya, Zambia]
Did FEEDBACK complete all the deliverables required for the IEs and maintain technical
integrity and timeliness?
a.

Below is a list of some of the deliverables. For each deliverable, tell me if each was
completed on time and if it maintained technical integrity.

Deliverable
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Completed

On
Time

Maintained
Technical
Integrity

Design protocol
Supervisor manuals
Data collection instruments
Data sets with metadata documentation
Data analysis syntax
Baseline report
Midterm report
Submission of public datasets to DDL

Probe (if not already mentioned):
b. If certain deliverables were not completed for an IE, why was this? [Interviewer completes
the table below for reasons by country IE]
Impact Evaluations
Reasons Deliverables Not Completed
Malawi
Zambia
Ethiopia
Kenya
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PART IB ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
10.
[Ask if: Kenya, Malawi, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia]
Did FEEDBACK complete all the deliverables required for the PBSs and maintain technical
integrity and timeliness?
a.

Below is a list of some of the deliverables. For each deliverable, tell me if it was completed
on time and if it maintained technical integrity.

Deliverable
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Completed

On
Time

Maintained
Technical
Integrity

Design protocol
Supervisor manuals
Data collection instruments
Data sets with metadata
documentation
Data analysis syntax
Baseline report
Midterm report
Submission of public datasets to DDL

b. If certain deliverables were not completed for a PBS, why was this? [Interviewer completes the
table below for reasons by country]
Population Based Surveys
Reasons Deliverables Not Completed
Kenya
Malawi
Rwanda
Uganda
Zambia
11.

The FEEDBACK SOW included knowledge management activities that were scaled back over the
course of the project. Prior to the scale back, FEEDBACK was responsible for disseminating
lessons learned and best practices from FEEDBACK activities? Did you participate in any of the
knowledge sharing activities?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. (If recipient) Did you feel the lessons learned and best practices increased your knowledge
base? If so, how?
b. Did you attend any knowledge sharing webinars or blogs via Agrilinks? If so, describe.
c. Were there any capacity building activities that you were part of? If so, describe.

12.

If a similar M&E support contract was implemented again for the Feed the Future initiative, what
changes or improvements would you suggest regarding the SOW?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Would you suggest a less ambitious SOW? If yes, how would you reduce its scope?
b. Would you suggest that new activities be added to the SOW? Why, why not? If yes,
what would these activities be?
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PART IB ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
13.
Do you think crosscutting subjects, such as local involvement, capacity building, and gender
facilitated or hindered the FEEDBACK program?

Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. How were these cross cutting issues included in the IEs to address vulnerability and food
security?
b. If challenges were faced regarding crosscutting subjects, how were these challenges
addressed?
14.

Do you think that the expected integration of prior data facilitated or hindered the FEEDBACK
program? This includes data from secondary sources such as DHS, the Integrated Household Living
Conditions Survey, or the MICS as well as data collected by other implementing partners. [If Malawi,
cite data collected by FFP in the interim PBS].
Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. From your perspective, how was the integration of these data into FEEDBACK’s objectives
managed?
b. If challenges were faced related to integration of past PBS data, how were these challenges
addressed?

15.

Did customization of standard PBS survey instruments to accommodate Mission-specific requests
hinder or facilitate the FEEDBACK program?
Probe (if not already mentioned)
a. How flexible was FEEDBACK in accommodating Mission needs?
b. How did the special requests affect the timelines and deliverables?
c. If Uganda, ask: How did FEEDBACK handle additional analysis on use of improved
agricultural technologies in Mission-focus districts (MFD)?

PART IC ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
What factors facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of the Feed the Future FEEDBACK program? In instances where the
program faced challenges, what actions were taken and what processes were followed to address said challenges?
16.

Overall, what factors do you feel helped or hindered the ability of FEEDBACK to complete the activities
in [country]?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Do you think that Implementing Partner’s background facilitated or hindered the
FEEDBACK program? Why or why not?
b. Do you think the FEEDBACK management structure facilitated or hindered the program?
Why or why not? If challenges were faced related to the management structure, how were
these challenges addressed?
c. Do you think the in-country partner’s background facilitated or hindered the FEEDBACK
program? Why or why not?
d. In-country conditions? What are they? How did they hinder? How did they help?
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PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
As part of managing the workflow under Feed the Future FEEDBACK, how were systems established for each major type of
activity? As part of the overall technical approach for the program, what SOPs were developed for each major type of activity?
In what ways did the overall implementation process work well, expand, and face challenges?
17.

From your perspective, what challenges did FEEDBACK face during implementation activities in
[country]?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a.
Design and implementation
b.
Limited expertise
c.
Limited partner commitment or opposing views
d.
Limited resources
e.
Time limitations

18.

In your opinion, how could these challenges have been addressed?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Could these challenges have been addressed if better systems, procedures, and processes were
established?

PART 2B ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
To what extent did the systems, SOPs, and processes remain viable during the life of the program? What types of events, shifts
in thinking, complications, and other factors led to challenges in terms of following the established systems, SOPs, and processes?
19.

FEEDBACK went through a number of scope changes, which resulted in adjustments in procedures
and systems to meet FEEDBACK’s changing scope. Are there any changes in procedures that you
recall that hindered or helped FEEDBACK’s ability to implement its activities in [country]? If so, what
are they?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. How did processes change?

20.

How did the changes affect FEEDBACK’s ability to implement its activities in [country]?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Did environmental issues produce challenges in following the established systems,
processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these issues and how were they
challenging? How were these challenges addressed?
b. Did limited expertise produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they challenging?
How were these challenges addressed?
c. Did limited partner commitment or opposing views produce challenges in following
the established systems, processes, and technical approaches? If so, what were these
limitations and how were they challenging? How these challenges addressed?
d. Did limited resources produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they challenging?
How were these challenges addressed?
e. Did time limitations produce challenges in following the established systems, processes,
and technical approaches? If so, what were these limitations and how were they challenging?
How were these challenges addressed?
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PART 2C ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
To what extent were the systems and SOPs for each major type of activity under Feed the Future FEEDBACK based on
recognized best practices in the international development context?
21.

Based on your knowledge of FEEDBACK and International Development practices, can you cite some
recognized best practices in the international development that informed the development of
FEEDBACK systems, processes, or technical approaches?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What specific element(s) (such as design, implementation, DM, or analysis) informed the
system, SOP, or technical approach?
b. What institution or international development partners was the practice or
methodology pulled from (e.g., World Bank, FAO, IFPRI, etc.)?
c. How much evidence exists to support the method as “best practice”? Please elaborate.

22.

What international best practices and processes were utilized by FEEDBACK to assess undesired
or unexpected outcomes?

PART 3A ~ PARTNER AND SUBCONTRACTOR MANAGEMENT
How effective was Feed the Future FEEDBACK in managing local subcontractor and subcontractor scopes of work? What
challenges were faced?
23.
How would you rank the following local subcontractors’/subcontractors’ management of

deliverables using the ranking of 1=Poor Management of Deliverables to 5=Excellent Management of
Deliverables? [Use country specific subcontractor or government entity]:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.

Kenya: Ronto Research Company
Kenya: Kimetrica
Kenya: Nathe Enterprises
Kenya: Carolina Population Center at the University of North Carolina
Malawi: Malawi National Statistics Office
Malawi: Carolina Population Center at the University of North Carolina
Rwanda: Center for Economic & Social Studies (CESS)
Uganda: Uganda Bureau of Statistics (UBOS)
Uganda: Service for Generations
Zambia: Zambia Central Statistics Office (CSO)
Zambia: Palm Associates Limited
Ethiopia: Tango International
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PART 3A ~ PARTNER AND SUBCONTRACTOR MANAGEMENT
24.

How would you rank local subcontractors/subcontractors’ technical capacity using the ranking of
I=Poor Technical Capacity to 5=Excellent Technical Capacity? [Use country specific subcontractor or
government entity]:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.

Kenya: Ronto Research Company
Kenya: Kimetrica
Kenya: Nathe Enterprises
Kenya: Carolina Population Center at the University of North Carolina
Malawi: Malawi National Statistics Office
Malawi: Carolina Population Center at the University of North Carolina
Rwanda: Center for Economic & Social Studies (CESS)
Uganda: Uganda Bureau of Statistics (UBOS)
Uganda: Service for Generations
Zambia: Zambia Central Statistics Office (CSO)
Zambia: Palm Associates Limited
Ethiopia: Tango International

PART 3B ~ LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACT MANAGEMENT
What protocols or systems were established to ensure QC of local subcontractor and subcontractor deliverables?
25.

How did FEEDBACK ensure QC of local subcontractor/subcontractor deliverables?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What protocols/systems were put in place to ensure QC of deliverables? Were specific staff in
charge of reviewing the quality of deliverables? If so, what were their duties to ensure quality? Were
field visits or other forms of communication conducted to evaluate the quality of deliverables? If so,
elaborate.
b. How would you rank the degree in which these systems/protocols ensured high quality deliverables
using a ranking of 1=Did Not Support Quality to 5=Highly Supported Quality?
c. What challenges were there in ensuring QC? How were these challenges addressed?

PART 4 ~ LEARNING
What technical, programmatic, and management lessons can be gleaned from the Feed the Future FEEDBACK Program? Based on
lessons learned, what are some recommendations that BFS can adapt to improve the effective implementation of similar programs in
the future?
26.
As USAID Mission staff, what are some key lessons learned from this project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What are some key lessons learned regarding management?
b. What are some key lessons learned regarding technical issues?
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PART 4 ~ LEARNING
27.
[Ask if: Ethiopia, Malawi, Kenya, Zambia]
If another IE were to be implemented, what changes would you make in its implementation?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. IE design?
b. Management?
c. Resources?
28.

[Ask if: Kenya, Malawi, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia]
What changes would you make in regard to PBS implementation?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Management?
b. Resources?
c. PBS design/requirements?

29.

What changes would you suggest regarding KM implementation?

30.

How do you think the overall management of the FEEDBACK program could have been improved?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. What are the characteristics of an implementing partner that can best manage an activity like
this one?
b. What improvements should be made in FEEDBACK systems, procedures, and processes for
future initiatives?
c. How could local data collection partners be better managed to serve future initiatives?
d. USAID improvements?

31.

How would you describe the working relationship between the USAID Mission in your country
and USAID/Washington (BFS) on this project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a. Overall, how do you feel the support from Washington staff assisted your Mission with
managing this activity?
b. What were the biggest challenges?

32.

How would you describe the working relationship between the USAID Mission and FEEDBACK
on this project?
Probe (if not already mentioned):
a.
Overall, how would you assess FEEDBACK’s IP in terms of ease of doing business?
b.
What were the biggest challenges?

MY INTERVIEW IS FINISHED. THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR TIME!
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5. Data Collection Managers
Identifier
Interview number
Date
Name/s 15
Name of data
collection organization
Sex
Country/location
Duration of interview

Response

PART IA ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent were the intended objectives for Feed the Future FEEDBACK in relation to the three major types of
activities (impact evaluations, performance monitoring, and knowledge management) achieved?
1.

What data collection process did you participate in?
Probe (if not mentioned before)
a. Did you participate in IE or PM data collection?
b. Did you participate in baseline or interim (midterm) data collection?

2.

What was the role/responsibility of Westat regarding data collection?
Probe (if not mentioned before)
a. Did they play a role in training?
b. Did they play a role in field supervision?
c. What kind of support/guidance did Westat provide to you?

3.

What was the capacity/expertise of those who collected the data?
Probe (if not mentioned before):
a. What prior experience did data collectors have with a similar data collection effort?
b. What was the educational level of the data collectors?

15
A few key KIIs will be with two people not just one. Names will be deleted from database; for use by evaluation team only for initial data
entry.
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4.

Was any training or TA provided to data collectors or others at the organization who were
involved with collecting and managing the data? If yes, describe, including what organization
provided the training. Please also discuss the effectiveness of this training/TA for the work
conducted by your organization.
[Interviewer asks about different types of training, description, and effectiveness based on table below]
Type of Training/TA

Check if
participated

Description of training, provider of training,
and how effective

a. Use of data collection tablets
b. QC of data

c. Security of data

d. Data transfer from tablets to
computer and to the client
e. Broader training related to
IE or PM
f. Other training or TA

5.

What data collection designs/protocols were used for the one or more data collection projects
with which you were involved?
Probe (if not mentioned before)
a. How many times were data collected? Were data collected in a timely manner regarding
the design?
b. What sampling methods were employed?
c. What data collection methods were used?
d. How were data managed?
e. What data collection instruments were used? Were these instruments piloted with the
target population before being used in the field?
f. What processes were used for data quality assessments and management
g. Were data collection findings shared with you? If so, were you able to provide feedback?

6.

How were crosscutting subjects, such as local involvement, CB, and gender included in the IEs to
address vulnerability and food security?

7.

What were the overall challenges in carrying out data collection activities?

8.

How were these challenges addressed?

9.

How would you describe the overall communication and guidance you received from your client
(either Westat or a FEEDBACK partner) in carrying out your SOW?
Probe (if not mentioned before)
a. Was it timely?
b. Was it helpful technically? What technical guidance did you receive throughout your work?
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PART IB ~ INTENDED OBJECTIVES
To what extent did the intended objectives and the associated SOW remain viable during the life of the program? What
types of events, shifts in thinking, complications, and other factors led to revisions in the SOW?
10.

How feasible was the SOW provided by your client?
Probe (if not mentioned before)
a. Was it realistic in terms of time and resources?
b. Could you finalize the SOW in a timely manner?

11.

What challenges did you face regarding the implementation of the SOW?
Probe (if not mentioned before)
a. Did you face internal challenges, including management or technical expertise?
b. Did you face challenges in the field, including community acceptance, local authorities’
approval, or other local challenges?
c. Did you face security challenges?

12.

How were these challenges faced?

PART 2A ~ SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
As part of managing the workflow under Feed the Future FEEDBACK, how were systems established for each major type
of activity? As part of the overall technical approach for the program, what SOPs were developed for each major type of
activity? In what ways did the overall implementation process work well, expand, and face challenges?
13.

Were any SOPs provided to you by Westat for data collection?
Probe (if not mentioned before)
a. Were you provided with any SOPs for the use of tablets?
b. Were you provided with any SOPs for data entry or data transfer?
c. Were there any SOPs for communication with Westat or the Mission?

14.

How were challenges in the SOPs and processes addressed?

MY INTERVIEW IS FINISHED. THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR TIME!
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6. USAID Mission Staff Web-Based Survey
INFORMED CONSENT:
I have read the evaluation study consent form attached to the email that was sent to me and I agree to
participate in the study
☐ YES
☐ NO
SECTION A: GROUPING
QA1. FEEDBACK was a USAID-funded program that was conducted from 2012 – 2017 in
several countries under the Feed the Future Initiative. Were you part of any FEEDBACK
activities in those years?
☐ YES
☐ NO
IF, YES
QA2. Please select the years when you participate in any FEEDBACK activities? (Check
all that apply)
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

QA3. Indicate the FEEDBACK countries where you have worked. (Check all that apply)
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Nepal
Rwanda
Tajikistan
Mozambique
Ethiopia
Haiti

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Zambia
Senegal
Uganda
Bangladesh
Niger
Other:

QA4. Which of the following FEEDBACK activities did you contribute to or participate in?
(Select all that apply).
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Baseline Population Based Survey
Midterm Population Based Survey
Impact Evaluation
Knowledge Management Activities
FEEDBACK Technical Assistance
Other (specify)

118

SECTION B: EVALUATION QUESTIONS
SUBSECTION 1: INTENDED OBJECTIVES
QB1. In your opinion, did the support provided by FEEDBACK allow you to achieve the
following? (Check all that apply).

a. Gain knowledge of Feed the Future effectiveness
b. Gain access to data that will inform you about Feed
the Future effectiveness
c. Gain access to best practices in Feed the Future
programming
d. Disseminate best practices and lessons learned
e. Collect Feed the Future related data
f. Manage Feed the Future data
g. Analyze Feed the Future data
h. Gain knowledge and skills in IE
i. Gain knowledge and skills in PM

Yes

No

Hard to
Say/Don’t Know

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

[IF YES AND IE ASK]
QB2. Which of the following best describes how the Mission in your country has used
FEEDBACK’s supported IE?
☐ Inform project design
☐ Make mid-course corrections
☐ Gain knowledge of specific sectors
☐ Strengthen program effectiveness
☐ Other (specify)
[IF YES AND PM ASK]
QB3. Which of the following best describes how the Mission in your country has used
FEEDBACK’s supported PBS report(s) and/or data generated from the surveys?
☐ Inform project design
☐ Make mid-course corrections
☐ Gain knowledge of specific sectors
☐ Strengthen program monitoring
☐ Other (specify)
[IF NO ASK]
QB4. Which of the following best describes why the Mission in your country has NOT used
FEEDBACK’s supported IE? (Select all that apply).
☐ IE questions did not align with Mission’s interest
☐ IE was not completed, i.e., no endline IE
☐ IE did not cover the Intervention Program geographical area
☐ Multiple interventions in the ZOI that caused contamination
☐ Lack of guidance on application of knowledge from IEs
☐ Little or no Mission involvement in the IE
☐ Other (specify)
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[IF NO ASK]
QB5. Which of the following best describes why the Mission in your country has NOT used
some or all the data collected from the PBSs? (Select all that apply).
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

No overlap between Feed the Future project geographical area and ZOI sample in PBS
Desired indicator data was not collected
Incorrect numbers reported
PBS ZOI data/activities do not align with the Mission Management’s priorities
Lack knowledge on how to analyze data from PBSs
Little or no Mission involvement in the PBS
Don’t have access to the data
Other (specify)

QB6. When it comes to using evidence-based knowledge in Feed the Future programming
practices, what are the some of the factors that you think have contributed to your own
use of evidence-based knowledge? (Select all that apply).
☐ Availability of ZOI data collected by FEEDBACK
☐ Evidence-based knowledge shared through Agrilinks webinars and blogs
☐ Sharing of Feed the Future evaluation reports on the Development Experience
Clearinghouse (DEC)
☐ The number of evaluations commissioned each year (unrelated to FEEDBACK)
☐ Availability of materials such as PM Indicator guide, Agriculture Indicator guide
☐ Increased formal training in evaluation
☐ Availability of evaluation data collected by FEEDBACK
☐ Availability of other evaluation data unrelated to FEEDBACK
☐ Other (specify)
QB7. From your perspective, which of the following factors facilitated FEEDBACK’s
implementation of activities in your country? (Select all that apply).
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

FEEDBACK Contractor’s knowledge and experience
Partnership with local data collection organizations
Partnership with other stakeholders
Technical guidance from USAID/BFS
Don’t know/Did not have enough substantive involvement
Other (specify)

QB8. From your perspective, which of the following factors hindered FEEDBACK’s
implementation of activities in your country? (Select all that apply).
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Nature of contracting mechanism
Obstacles from IPs
Delay in release of secondary data
Bureaucracy within USAID
Limited guidance from USAID/BFS
Limited host Mission buy-in/involvement
Communication between USAID/BFS, FEEDBACK contractor, and Mission
Other (specify)
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SUBSECTION II: SYSTEMS, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES
[IF IE ASK]
QC1. Regarding the overall approach to the IE implemented in your country, how would
you rate the technical approach used in terms of the following? Rate on a scale of 0 to 10
where 1=Did Not Meet Evaluation Policy Standards and 10=Met Evaluation Policy
Standards. (Select 0 if Don’t Know).
Technical Rigor:
Scientific Approach:
Research Questions Used:
Sampling Process:
Data Collection Process:
Data Analysis Approach:
Quality of Data Collected:
Report Generated:

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

[IF PM ASK]
QC2. Regarding the overall approach to the PBSs in your country, how would you rate the
technical approach used in terms of the following? Rate on a scale of 0 to 10 where 1=Did
Not Meet International Development Standards and 10=Met International Development
Standards. (Select 0 if Don’t Know).
Technical Rigor:
Scientific Approach:
Questionnaires Used:
Sampling Process:
Data Collection Process:
Data Analysis Approach:
Quality of Data Collected:
Report Generated:

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

QC3. During the implementation of FEEDBACK activities, Missions channeled all requests
through USAID/BFS in Washington and not the FEEDBACK contractor directly. In your
opinion, did this communication structure facilitate or hinder the implementation of
FEEDBACK activities in your country?
☐ Facilitated
☐ Hindered
☐ A bit of both
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[IF facilitated]
QC4. How did the communication structure facilitate the implementation of FEEDBACK
activities in your country? (Select all that apply).
☐
☐
☐
☐

Helped in handling technical guidance requests
Guided in aligning requests with contractual boundaries
Saved Mission staff time
Other (specify)

[IF hindered]
QC5. How did the communication structure hinder the implementation of FEEDBACK
activities in your country? (Select all that apply).
☐
☐
☐
☐

Miscommunication of Mission needs to contractor
Overburden on BFS COR & AM in Washington
Limited sector knowledge among BFS staff
Other (specify)

QC6. How could this communication structure have been changed to meet the demands
of FEEDBACK activities in your country? (Select all that apply).
☐
☐
☐
☐

FEEDBACK POC at Mission
More in-country presence of the FEEDBACK contractor or representative
Direct communication between Missions and FEEDBACK contractor
Other (specify)
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SUBSECTION III: LOCAL SUBCONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTOR
MANAGEMENT
QD1. Which of the following FEEDBACK partners were involved in FEEDBACK data
collection efforts in your country? (Select all that apply).
[ONLY DISPLAY RELEVANT PARTNERS BASED ON COUNTRY OF RESPONDENT]
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Center for Economic & Social Studies (CESS)
Center for Sociological Research “Zerkalo”
Centre de Suivi Ecologique (CSE)
Elim
GPS
Kimetrica
LUANAR

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Nathe
New ERA
Ronto Research Company
Service for Generations
Uganda Bureau of Statistics (UBOS)
Zambia Central Statistics Office (CSO)
Other (specify)

QD2. Did your Mission carry out any field visits during either the IE or PBS survey?
☐ Yes
☐ No
☐ Don’t Know
QD4. To the best of your knowledge and interaction with the data collection partner in
your country, how satisfied were you with the service provided in the following areas? Rate
on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1=Unsatisfactory to 5=Satisfactory.
Satisfactory
Technical capacity
Following QC mechanisms established
Following procedures as outlined in
approved protocol for either the IE or
PBS?
Overall execution
General oversight by FEEDBACK
contractor
Don’t know

☐
☐

----------------------------☐
☐

Unsatisfactory
☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

SUBSECTION IV: LEARNING
QE1. As USAID Mission Staff, name one key lesson you learned from this project. ----------QE2. What is one recommendation that BFS could adapt to improve the effective
implementation of similar programs in the future? -----------------------
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SECTION C: CLASSIFICATION QUESTIONS
The following question is for classification purposes only.
QF1. Are you--?
☐ Male

☐ Female

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME IN COMPLETING THIS SURVEY!
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ANNEX IV: INFORMATION SOURCES
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1. INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED
Affiliation
USAID BFS
USAID BFS
USAID BFS
USAID BFS
Westat
Westat
Westat
Westat
Westat
Westat
Westat
Westat
Westat
Westat
Westat
USAID Ethiopia
USAID Ethiopia
USAID Kenya
USAID Kenya
USAID Kenya
USAID Kenya
USAID Kenya
USAID Malawi
USAID Malawi
USAID Malawi
USAID Malawi
USAID Rwanda
USAID Rwanda
USAID Uganda
USAID Uganda
IFPRI
TANGO
TANGO
UNC CPC
UNC CPC
UNC CPC
ICF/FFP
Ronto Research
Ronto Research
Kimetrica
Nathe Enterprises
Nathe Enterprises
LUANAR University
LUANAR University

Type of Interview
COR/ACOR
COR/ACOR
COR/ACOR
COR/ACOR
COP
DCOP
KM Lead
PM Lead
FTFMS Lead
FGI
FGI
FGI
FGI
FGI
FGI
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Mission
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Data Collection Manager
Data Collection Manager
Data Collection Manager
Data Collection Manager
Data Collection Manager
Data Collection Manager
Data Collection Manager
Data Collection Manager

Location

Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Rockville, MD
Skype
Skype
Rockville, MD
Skype
Rockville, MD
Rockville, MD
Rockville, MD
Rockville, MD
Rockville, MD
Rockville, MD
Skype
Skype
Nairobi, Kenya
Skype
Nairobi, Kenya
Nairobi, Kenya
Nairobi, Kenya
Skype
Lilongwe, Malawi
Lilongwe, Malawi
Lilongwe, Malawi
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Nairobi, Kenya
Nairobi, Kenya
Nairobi, Kenya
Nairobi, Kenya
Nairobi, Kenya
Lilongwe, Malawi
Lilongwe, Malawi

Duration
2 hours
2 hours
1.5 hours
2 hours
2.5 hours
3 hours
1.25 hours
1.5 hours
40 minutes
2.5 hours
2.5 hours
2.5 hours
2.5 hours
2.5 hours
2.5 hours
1 hour
1.25 hours
2 hours
1.5 hours
1 hour
1 hour
I.5 hours
1.75 hours
1 hour
30 minutes
20 minutes
1 hour
1 hour
1.5 hours
1 hour
1.5 hours
35 minutes
45 minutes
1.5 hours
1.5 hours
1.5 hours
1 hour
1 hour
1 hour
1 hour
1 hour
1 hour
1.5 hours
1.5 hours
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2. PROGRAM DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
Background Documents
The Obama Administration’s Feed the Future Initiative January 29, 2016
Feed the Future Learning Agenda
Feed the Future Indicator Handbook Definitions Sheets
Feed the Future Summary Data 2011-2014
Annual and Quarterly Reports
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 1 Annual Report 2012
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 2 Annual Report 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 2 Quarter 1 Report January 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 2 Quarter 2 Report June 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 2 Quarter 3 Report August 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 2 Quarter 4 Report January 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 3 Annual Report 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 3 Quarter 1 Report February 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 3 Quarter 2 Report May 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 3 Quarter 3 Report August 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 4 Annual Report 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 4 Quarter 1 Report March 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 4 Quarter 2 Report May 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 4 Quarter 3 Report October 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 4 Quarter 4 Report January 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 5 Annual Report 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 5 Quarter 1 Report March 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 5 Quarter 2 Report April 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 5 Quarter 3 Report August 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 5 Quarter 4 Report November 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 6 Annual Report 2017
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 6 Quarter 1 Report February 2017
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Year 6 Quarter 2 Report April 2017
Contracts
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 02
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 03
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 04
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 05
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 06
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 07
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 08
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 09
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 10
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 11
BFS FEEDBACK GS-23F-8144H/AID-OAA-M-12-00006 Contract Modification 12
Management Plans/Work Plans
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Modified
January 17, 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Draft August
30, 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Updated
March 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Updated July
15, 2014
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Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Updated
October 15, 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Updated
April 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Updated June
2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Approved
December 28, 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Revised
November 3, 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Performance Management Plan for May 7, 2012-May 6, 2017, Updated May
2017
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Work Plan-Overview and Year 1 Detail
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Work Plan-Year 2 October 1, 2012-September 30, 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Plan for Year 2-Excel
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Work Plan-Year 3 October 1, 2013-September 30, 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Plan for Year 3-Excel
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Work Plan-Year 4 October 1, 2014-September 30, 2015 Revised
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Plan for Year 4-Excel
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Work Plan-Year 5 October 1, 2015-September 30, 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Plan for Year 5-Excel
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Work Plan-Year 5 October 1, 2015-September 30, 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Plan for Year 5-Excel
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Work Plan-Quarterly Work plan October 1, 2016-December 31, 2016
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Plan for Year 6 Quarter 1 Work Plan-Excel
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Work Plan-Quarterly Work plan January 1, 2017-March 31, 2017
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Plan for Year 6 Quarter 2 Work Plan-Excel
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Submissions to Development Data Library (DDL)
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Submissions to Development Experience Clearinghouse (DEC)
Program Monitoring Documents
Kenya
2012 Kenya Baseline Contract #: RONTO002/12
Protocol for Indicator Calculation in Kenya Baseline Survey Data Collection for Feed the Future
Population-Based Survey for Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Field Supervisor’s Manual Kenya 2012
FEEDBACK PBS Interim Kenya ODK Validations 20170213
Population-Based Survey for Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Enumerator’s Manual Kenya 2013
Addendum October 2015-Feed the Future Northern Kenya Zone of Influence Baseline Report March 2014
Feed the Future Northern Kenya Zone of Influence Baseline Report March 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Subcontractor Kimetrica Subcontract Approval December 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Trip Report July 8, 2014
Feed the Future Northern Kenya 2015 Zone of Influence Interim Assessment Report December 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Interim Indicator Assessment Work Assignment #38
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Interviewer’s Manual for the Feed the Future Zone of Influence Survey Northern
Kenya Version 0.5
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Interviewer’s Manual for the Feed the Future Zone of Influence Survey Northern
Kenya Version 1.0
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Interim Zone of Influence Survey Protocol, Northern Kenya Revised May
2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Field Supervisor’s and Quality Control Interviewer’s Manual for the Feed
the Future Zone of Influence Survey Northern Kenya Version 0.3
Feed the Future Interim Indicator Assessment Country Data Plan: Northern Kenya Revised May 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Trip Report June 5, 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Trip Report May 13, 2015
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Population Based Survey Interim Surveys for Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Case Management
System User’s Guide February 5, 2015
Population Based Survey Interim Survey for the Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Case Management
System User’s Guide Version 2.0 January 28, 2015
Population-Based Survey Interim Surveys for Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Instructions for InCountry Managers Kenya
Summary of Data Checks FEEDBACK Interim Survey: Kenya
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Interim Zone of Influence Survey Protocol, Northern Kenya Revised May
2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Field Supervisor’s and Quality Control Interviewer’s Manual for the Feed
the Future Zone of Influence Survey Northern Kenya Version 1.0 Revised May 6 2015
Malawi
LUANAR Sub-Agreement August 2013
Protocol for Malawi Baseline Survey Data Collection for Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project
Population-Based Survey for Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Enumerator’s Manual Malawi
Population-Based Survey for Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Field Supervisor’s Manual Malawi
Malawi Feed the Future Zone of Influence Baseline Report December 2013
Chronology of Communication Malawi Population-Based Survey Baseline Report
Feed the Future Malawi 2015 Zone of Influence Interim Assessment Report April 2016
Interviewer’s Manual for the Feed the Future Zone of Influence Survey Malawi Final 1.0
Feed the Future Interim Zone of Influence Survey Protocol Malawi Draft 2.1
Field Supervisor’s and Quality Control Interviewer’s Manual for the Feed the Future Zone of Influence Survey
Malawi Final 1.0
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Interim Indicator Assessment Revised Work Assignment #38 Malawi
Feed the Future Interim Indicator Assessment Country Data Plan: Malawi Revised June 4, 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Trip Report Malawi 4/7/2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Trip Report Malawi 9/25/2015
Feed the Future Interim Zone of Influence Survey Protocol Malawi Draft 2.1 August 24, 2015
Mozambique
Mozambique Feed the Future Zone of Influence Baseline Report July 2014
Protocol for Mozambique Population-based Indicator Baseline Survey Data Collection for Feed the Future
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Interim Zone of Influence Survey Protocol Mozambique June 26, 2014
Feed the Future Mozambique 2015 Zone of Influence Interim Assessment Report April 2016
Nepal
Approval for New Era Subcontract February 2013
Protocol for the Nepal Population Baseline Survey (PBS) in the Feed the Future Zone of Influence (ZOI) April 2,
2013
Population-Based Survey for Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Enumerator’s Manual Nepal March
2013
Population-Based Survey for Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Instructions for Field Team Leaders
Nepal March 2013
Nepal Feed the Future Zone of Influence Baseline Report December 2013
Feed the Future Nepal 2015 Zone of Influence Interim Assessment Report June 2016
Interviewer’s Manual for the Feed the Future Zone of Influence Survey Nepal Draft Version 0.3
Interim Zone of Influence Survey Protocol Nepal Draft 1
Field Supervisor’s and Quality Control Interviewer’s Manual for the Feed the Future Zone of Influence Survey
Nepal Draft Version 0.2
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Interim Indicator Assessment Work Assignment #41 Nepal
Feed the Future Interim Indicator Assessment Country Data Plan: Nepal Revised November 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Trip Report April 8-21, 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Trip Report March 17-April 12, 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Trip Report July 10, 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Trip Report July 29, 2015
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Feed the Future FEEDBACK Interim Zone of Influence Survey Protocol Nepal Draft 3 December 29, 2014
Rwanda
Rwanda Feed the Future Zone of Influence Baseline Report April 2014
Protocol for Indicator Calculation in Rwanda Baseline Survey Data Collection for Feed the Future November
15, 2012
Feed the Future Zone of Influence Survey Protocol Rwanda Revised November 18, 2014
Feed the Future Rwanda 2014-2015 Zone of Influence Interim Assessment Report September 2016
Senegal
Protocol for Senegal Baseline Population-Based Survey Data Collection for Feed the Future Zone of Influence
Tajikistan
Protocol for Tajikistan Population-based Indicator Baseline Survey Data Collection for Feed the Future
Uganda
Protocol for Indicator Calculation in Uganda Based on Secondary Data and Baseline Survey Data Collection for
Feed the Future and Mission Focus Districts November 16, 2012
Feed the Future Uganda Zone of Influence Baseline Report December 2013
Feed the Future Uganda 2015 Zone of Influence Interim Assessment Report October 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Interim Zone of Influence Survey Protocol Uganda Final Revised
November 18, 2014
Zambia
Protocol for Feed the Future (FTF) Performance Monitoring Baseline Survey in Eastern Province, Zambia 2012
Feed the Future Zambia Zone of Influence Baseline Report December 2013
Feed the Future Interim Zone of Influence Survey Protocol Zambia Draft 2 June 24, 2015
Feed the Future Zambia 2015 Zone of Influence Interim Assessment Report May 2016
Impact Evaluation Documents
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Assignment #6 Impact Evaluation Working Group
Inventory of All Known Feed the Future Impact Evaluations by the Feed the Future Learning Agenda
Impact Evaluation Approval Procedure-Final
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Impact Evaluation Status Update December 31, 2016
Ethiopia
Ethiopia Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and Market Expansion (PRIME) Project Impact Evaluation
Baseline Survey Report Volume 1: Main Report Final October 2014
Ethiopia Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and Market Expansion (PRIME) Project Impact Evaluation
Baseline Survey Report Volume 2: Survey Instruments October 2014
FEEDBACK Impact Evaluation Survey: Ethiopia Summary of Data Checks
FEEDBACK Ethiopia PRIME Baseline ODK Validations 20170425
FEEDBACK Ethiopia PRIME IMSI OKD Validations 20170425
FEEDBACK Ethiopia PRIME IMS2 ODK Validations 20170313
Feed the Future Impact Evaluation 2015-2016 Ethiopia Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and Market
Expansion (PRIME) Interim Monitoring Phase 2 Survey Instrument
Ethiopia Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and Market Expansion (PRIME) Project Impact Evaluation
Report of the Interim Monitoring Survey 2014-2015
Concept Note for the PRIME Resilience Impact Evaluation
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Impact Evaluation Protocol: Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and
Market Expansion (PRIME)
Kenya
Kenya REGAL IE Qualitative Work Assignment #35
Feed the Future Northern Kenya Resilience and Economic Growth in the Arid Lands Impact Evaluation Midline
Report December 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Impact Evaluation Protocol: Resilience and Economic Growth in the Arid
Lands (REGAL) Resilience Impact Evaluation, Kenya
Feed the Future Northern Kenya Resilience and Economic Growth in Arid Lands (REGAL) Impact Evaluation
Midline Report December 2015
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Malawi
Impact Evaluation: Integrating Nutrition in Value Chains (INVC) in Feed the Future Malawi Baseline Report
October 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Impact Evaluation Protocol Integrating Nutrition in Value Chains Malawi
USAID Concept-Impacts of Integrating Agriculture and Nutrition
Nepal
Nepal Impact Evaluation Work Assignment #34 (Revised)
Population-Based Survey Interim Surveys for Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Case Management
System User’s Guide February 5, 2015
Population-Based Survey Interim Survey for the Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators Case Management
System User’s Guide Version 2.0
FEEDBACK Nepal IE ODK Variations 20170313
Summary of Data Checks FEEDBACK Impact Evaluation Baseline Survey: Nepal
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Impact Evaluation Concept Note Nepal Business Literacy Program March 2014
Feed the Future Nepal 2016 Business Literacy Impact Evaluation Baseline Report: Volume 1 November 2016
Summary of Data Checks FEEDBACK Impact Evaluation Baseline Survey: Nepal
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Impact Evaluation Design Protocol Nepal Literacy Impact Evaluation
Niger and Burkina Faso
Resilience in the Sahel-Enhanced (RISE) Initiative Impact Evaluation (IE) Protocol
Resilience in the Sahel-Enhanced (RISE) Project Impact Evaluation Volume 1 Baseline Survey Resilience Analysis
February 2016
Resilience in the Sahel-Enhanced (RISE) Project Impact Evaluation Baseline Survey Instruments: Volume 2
February 2016
Zambia
Impact Evaluation of Gender and Groundnut Value Chains in Zambia Baseline Report July 2015
USAID/Zambia Gender and Groundnut Value Chain Impact Evaluation notes September 2012
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Impact Evaluation Protocol Gender and Groundnut Value Chains (GNVC)
Knowledge Management Documents
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Assignment #20 Revised-Feed the Future Monitoring System
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Work Assignment #13 Draft #4 Project-wide Knowledge Management
FY13 Feed the Future Monitoring System Guidance September 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Survey Enumerator Pre-Test and Post-Test
Feed the Future Feedback Project Assessment of Enumerator & Supervisor Training in Data Collection for the
Feed the Future Baseline Population-Based Surveys
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Assessment of the Factors Influencing the Usefulness of a Webinar
Mechanism for Training December 2014
It’s All About M&E Blog Series in Agrilinks.org Checklist Version 2.1
“Self-Assessment of Need/Interest in Learning More about Impact Evaluation Concepts and Processes”
Feed the Future FEEDBACK: Capacity Building Efforts to Strengthen Understanding and Use of Impact
Evaluations at USAID Missions
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Protocol Summary for Formative Studies and Assessments (non-research)
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Capacity Building Strategy
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Information Needs Assessment Report
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Landing Page text and image
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Multi-Media Knowledge Management Strategy Version 4.0 December 30,
2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Pages on Agrilinks February 2013
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Platforms & Products Assessment Report
Feed the Future Interim ZOI Survey Dashboard: Instructions for installing the Drupal modules on Agrilinks.org
March 11, 2015
Feed the Future FEEDBACK ZOI Survey Dashboard Installation
Memo Scailfa to Spears: Dashboard Installation Instructions
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Multi-Media Knowledge Management Strategy Version 2.1 March 4, 2013
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Feed the Future FEEDBACK Multi-Media Knowledge Management Strategy Version 3.1 February 17, 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Webinar Assessment Instrument
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project Knowledge Management 101-4: Applying Knowledge
Knowledge Management Working Group Sample of Agendas for Meetings January 8, 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Knowledge Management Working Group Meeting June 11, 2014
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Meeting Minutes USAID/BFS Webinar on New and Changed Feed the Future
Indicators “Feed the Future Indicator Refresh Consultation 2014” September 10, 2014
Revised Webinar Assessment Survey Plan of Analysis and Explanation of the Choice of Variables
Update for Feed the Future FEEDBACK Pages on Agrilinks June 5, 2017
Feed the Future FEEDBACK Project FTFMS Help Desk Report
FTFMS Initial Migration and Administration Tasks November 30, 2012

3. PROTOCOLS AND GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS USED DURING IMPLEMENTATION
• IE Design Template ** 16
• PBS Survey Protocol **
• Survey Subcontracting Guidelines **
• Survey Enumerator’s Manual **
• Survey Supervisor’s Manual **
• In country Data Managers Manual **
• Translation Protocol
• Pretest Protocol
• Household Listing Manual
• Quality Control and Support Teams Manual
• Case Management System (CMS) Manual **
• Allowable Country Survey Customization Procedures
• Survey Questionnaire Modification Procedures
• Shipment Logistics SOP
• Programming Customization Procedures
• Report Template
• Ad Hoc Analysis Procedures
• Indicator Analysis Procedures
• Expenditure Analysis Procedures
• Population Estimates Procedures
• Data Processing Protocol
• CMS Extraction Procedures

16

Documents with ** indicate documents that were reviewed by the ET.
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ANNEX V: DATA SUMMARY TABLES FROM ALL EVALUATION QUESTIONS
BY QUESTION NUMBER
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Table EQ1-1: Average Achievement Ranking of Program Objectives by Respondent
Groups
IE Obj 1: To
determine if
Feed the Future
programs and
activities
increased food
security among
vulnerable
populations,
including
women and
those living in
poverty.
Groups
Interviewed 17
Contractor
Subcontractor
BFS
Missions
Total

4.5
3.0
2.5
2.6
2.8

IE Obj 2:
To
increase
applicatio
n of new
knowledge
and skills
in
designing
and
implementi
ng impact
evaluation
among
USAID
Missions
and IPs.
3.5
3.0
2.9
2.5
2.8

PM Obj
1: To
increase
use of
improve
d
techniq
ues to
collect
data
among
staff of
survey
organiz
ations.

PM Obj 2:
To
increase
use of PM
indicators
to guide
program
and
program
implement
ation
among
USAID
Missions
and IPs.

KM Obj 1:
To increase
use of
evidencebased
knowledge
to promote
effective
practices
among
FEEDBACK
beneficiari
es.

3.0
4.0
3.0
4.2
3.8

4.3
NS
1.8
4.2
3.5

3.0
3.0
2.0
3.3
2.9

17
The number of interviewees who were knowledgeable and provided rankings varied across the groups and the objectives: Contractor, 1-3;
Subcontractor, 1-3; BFS staff, 2-4; Mission staff, 5-8).
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Table EQ1-2: Indicators That Were Calculated, Reported On, and Entered Into FTFMS by Data Source
#

Indicator

Mozambique

Rwanda

Northern
Kenya

Nepal

Malawi

Uganda

Zambia

FB PBS 18

EICV3 19

FB PBS

NLSS III

IHS3 20

UNHS 21

RALS

FB PBS

EICV3

FB PBS

NDHS 22

IHS3

DHS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

DHS 23

DHS

FB PBS

NDHS 24

DHS

FB PBS

FB PBS

4

Prevalence of poverty: percentage of people living
on less than $1.25/day
Daily per capita expenditures (as a proxy for
incomes)
Prevalence of households with moderate or
severe hunger
Prevalence of underweight children under 5

5

Prevalence of stunted children under 5

DHS

DHS

FB PBS

NDHS

DHS

FB PBS

FB PBS

6

Prevalence of wasted children under 5
Prevalence of children age 6-23 months receiving
a minimum acceptable diet (MAD)
Prevalence of exclusive breastfeeding
Prevalence of anemia among children age 6-59
months
Prevalence of underweight women of
reproductive age (WRA)
Prevalence of underweight women of
reproductive age
Women’s Dietary Diversity Score among WRA

DHS

DHS

FB PBS

NDHS

DHS

UNHS

FB PBS

FB PBS

DHS

FB PBS

NDHS

DHS

DHS

RALS

DHS

DHS

FB PBS

NDHS

DHS

DHS

FB PBS

DHS

DHS

NDHS

DHS

DHS

FB PBS

DHS

DHS

NDHS

DHS

FB PBS

FB PBS

DHS

DHS

NDHS

DHS

DHS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

FB PBS

1
2
3

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

WEAI
Percent of HH using improved drinking water
source
Percent of HH using improved sanitation facility

FB PBS

FB PBS
FB PBS

**Source: FEEDBACK PBS Baseline Country Reports. Senegal and Tajikistan reports were not made available since they dropped out Year 3.

18

FB PBS: FEEDBACK Population Based Survey.
EICV3: Integrated Household Living Conditions Survey.
20
IHS3: Third Integrated Household Survey.
21
UNHS: Uganda National Household Survey.
22
NDHS: Nepal Demographic Household Survey.
23
DHS: Demographic Household Survey.
24
NLSS: Nepal Living Standards Survey.
19
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Table EQ1-3: Outcomes from Support Provided by FEEDBACK (n=8)

Gain knowledge of Feed the Future effectiveness
Gain access to data that will inform you about Feed the Future
effectiveness
Gain knowledge and skills in impact evaluation

4 (50%)

Not
Achieved
n(%)
1 (13%)

3 (38%)

0 (0%)

5 (63%)

4 (50%)

2 (25%)

2 (25%)

Analyze Feed the Future data

7 (88%)

0 (0%)

1 (13%)

Collect Feed the Future related data

8 (100%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Gain knowledge and skills in performance monitoring

3 (38%)

2 (25%)

3 (38%)

Manage Feed the Future data

7 (88%)

1 (13%)

0 (0%)

Disseminate best practices and lessons learned

2 (25%)

1 (13%)

5 (63%)

Gain access to best practices in Feed the Future programming

1 (13%)

1 (13%)

6 (75%)

In your opinion, did the support provided by FEEDBACK
allow you to achieve the following?

Achieved
n(%)

Hard to Say
n(%)
3 (38%)

Table EQ1-4: Factors That Contributed to Use of Evidence-Based Knowledge

When it comes to using evidence-based knowledge in Feed the Future
programming practices, what are the some of the factors that you think have
contributed to your own use of evidence-based knowledge?

PM (n=8)

Availability of ZOI data collected by FEEDBACK

5 (63%)

Availability of evaluation data collected by FEEDBACK

4 (50%)

Availability of other evaluation data unrelated to FEEDBACK

4 (50%)

Availability of materials such as PM Indicator guide, Agriculture Indicator guide

3 (38%)

Evidence-based knowledge shared through Agrilinks webinars and blogs

2 (25%)

Increased formal training in evaluation

2 (25%)

The number of evaluations commissioned each year (unrelated to FEEDBACK)

1 (13%)
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Table EQ2-1: Summary of Reasons for Shifts in SOW by Respondent Groups
SOW Element

Reason for Shift
•
•
•

Six IEs

TA for BFS and Field Missions on design
and implementation of IEs

Training to Missions and appropriate host
country institution personnel on IE
methodologies and implementation

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

DM of all data generated from IEs

•
•
•
•

Routine maintenance of FTFMS with
relevant periodic updates

•
•
•

Too expensive/Not enough resources
Contract disagreements
Changes in design and assumptions
about contextual issues
Contamination in control sites
SOW not specific
Timing/Timeline
Not involved in design
Feasible, but did not take place
Not feasible due to insufficient
resources
Mission-dependent, but different
priorities
Not set up to provide TA
No formal training provided
Challenge for DC-based staff to train
globally without contextual info
Limited access to Missions
Limited resources and time
Westat did not have capacity
Needed data quality assessments
(DQAs)
Needed more time to set up and learn
system
Not timely
Problems created when Westat tried to
micromanage
Challenging and differing perspectives
on indicators
Heavy lift
Inherited from another contractor
Needed a lot of resources & people

BFS
N=4

Missions
N=13

Westat
N=6

1
1

1

1

11
1

1

n/a

111
11

1
1

1

Total
N=27
3
1
2
1
1
2
3
2
3

1

1

1

1

111
1

3
1
1

1
1
1
1

1
2
3
1
1

1
1

1

n/a

1

11

1
1
11

SubconTractors
N=4

1

1
1
1

n/a

1
1
1
1
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SOW Element

Reason for Shift

BFS
N=4

Missions
N=13

Westat
N=6

11
1
1

1
1

•
•
•

Feasible but did not take place
Not feasible with resources
Did not have the dedicated people for
this

1
1

Primary data collection at baseline and first
interim for PBSs to collect up to 16
indicators in the Feed the Future ZOI in
nine countries, two of which were baseline
only (Senegal and Tajikistan)

•
•
•

1
1

Secondary source data analysis for baseline
and first interim for up to 15 populationbased indicators in the Feed the Future ZOI
in nine countries, two of which were
baseline only (Senegal and Tajikistan)
Data entry for up to 16 Feed the Future
PBS indicators

•
•

Not feasible within timeline for baseline
Too ambitious
Had sampling issues in ZOI and for
World Education Indicators (WEI)
indicators, which caused delays
Timeliness was an issue
Not always in line with what was
needed
Miscommunication on ZOIs
Initially problematic, but had quality
assurance in place
The contract mechanism made this
difficult
Constrained resources, had to prioritize
use
Data quality issues
Had QC but it did not show good data
No QC capacity built
Took time and resources to be done
correctly

n/a

Periodic M&E TA to BFS, Mission staff, IPs,
host country representatives, and external
M&E contractors in Feed the Future
countries, and guidance materials on
aspects of Feed the Future PM

•
•
•

Cost and resources management

QC

•
•
•
•
•

1
1

1
11

1

Total
N=27
3
3
2
2
2
1

11
11

3
4

1

1

1

1

1

1
1

n/a

SubconTractors
N=4

1
1
1

1
1
1

1

1
1
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SOW Element

Reason for Shift
•
•

Progress reporting

•
•
•
•

Delays in getting the report
Data did not come back in time to be
used in programs
SOW not specific
Issues with timing
Not enough resources
BFS wanted something slightly different,
causing difficulties

BFS
N=4

Missions
N=13

n/a

11
111
11

Westat
N=6

1
1
1
1

SubconTractors
N=4

Total
N=27
2
3
1
3
1
1
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Table EQ2-2: SOW Shifts, Feasibility, and Feasibility Ranking by BFS
SOW Element
Six IEs
TA for BFS and Field Missions on design
and implementation of IEs
Training to Missions and appropriate host
country institution personnel on IE
methodologies and implementation

Reasons for Shifts

• Too expensive
• Contract disagreements
n/a
n/a

QC
Progress reporting

• Viable with right
resources and
partner
• Doable with
right skillset of
partners

n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a

n/a

• Mission goals differed from
operation goals
• No uniformity

n/a

n/a

• IEs and PBS overtook
everything in terms of
priority

n/a

n/a

• 15 was optimistic

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

DM of all data generated from IEs

Cost and resources management

Rank

• Required
specialized skill
set which some
IPs may not have
n/a

n/a

Routine maintenance of FTFMS with
relevant periodic updates
Periodic M&E TA to BFS, Mission staff, IPs,
host country representatives, and external
M&E contractors in Feed the Future
countries, and guidance materials on
aspects of Feed the Future PM
Primary data collection at baseline and first
interim for PBSs to collect up to 16
indicators in the Feed the Future ZOI in
nine countries, two of which were baseline
only (Senegal and Tajikistan)
Secondary source data analysis for baseline
and first interim for up to 15 populationbased indicators in the Feed the Future
ZOI in nine countries, two of which were
baseline only (Senegal and Tajikistan)
Data entry for up to 16 Feed the Future
PBS indicators

Reasons Viable

n/a

n/a
• The contract mechanism
made this difficult
n/a
n/a

n/a
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Table EQ2-3: SOW Shifts, Feasibility, and Feasibility Ranking by USAID Missions
SOW Element

Six IEs

TA for BFS and Field Missions on design
and implementation of IEs

Training to Missions and appropriate host
country institution personnel on IE
methodologies and implementation
DM of all data generated from IEs
Routine maintenance of FTFMS with
relevant periodic updates
Periodic M&E TA to BFS, Mission staff, IPs,
host country representatives, and external
M&E contractors in Feed the Future
countries, and guidance materials on
aspects of Feed the Future PM
Primary data collection at baseline and
first interim PBSs to collect up to 16
indicators in the Feed the Future ZOI in
nine countries, two of which were
baseline only (Senegal and Tajikistan)
Secondary source data analysis for
baseline and first interim for up to 15
population-based indicators in the Feed
the Future ZOI in nine countries, two of
which were baseline only (Senegal and
Tajikistan)
Data entry for up to 16 Feed the Future
PBS indicators

Reasons for Shifts
• Too expensive
• Changes in design and
assumptions for
contextual issues
• Contamination in
control sites
• Missions not involved in
design
• Feasible but did not
take place
• No formal training
provided
• Difficult for a DC-based
staff to train globally
without contextual
information
• Needed DQAs
• Challenging indicators
• Differing perspective on
indicators
• Feasible but did not
take place

n/a

• Timeliness was an issue
• Not always in line with
what was needed
• Miscommunication on
ZOIs
n/a

Cost and resources management
QC

•
•
•
•

Progress reporting

•

n/a
Data quality issues
Had QC but it did not
show good data
No QC capacity built
Delays in getting the
report
Data did not come back
in time to be used in
programs

Reasons Viable
n/a

n/a

n/a

• Feasible if system is set
up right
• Helped to keep track
of what was going on
n/a

• Done through
consultants and local
subcontractors

n/a

n/a
n/a
• Had built in QC checks

n/a

Rank
4

4.5

3.5

4.8
4.5
4

4.5

3.8

5
n/a
3.8

4.3
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Table EQ2-4: SOW Shifts, Feasibility, and Feasibility Ranking by Westat
SOW Element

Six IEs

TA for BFS and Field Missions on design
and implementation of IEs
Training to Missions and appropriate host
country institution personnel on IE
methodologies and implementation
DM of all data generated from IEs
Routine maintenance of FTFMS with
relevant periodic updates

Periodic M&E TA to BFS, Mission staff, IPs,
host country representatives, and external
M&E contractors in Feed the Future
countries, and guidance materials on
aspects of Feed the Future PM
Primary data collection at baseline and
first interim for PBSs to collect up to 16
indicators in the Feed the Future ZOI in
nine countries, two of which were
baseline only (Senegal and Tajikistan)
Secondary source data analysis for
baseline and first interim for up to 15
population-based indicators in the Feed
the Future ZOI in nine countries, two of
which were baseline only (Senegal and
Tajikistan)
Data entry for up to 16 Feed the Future
PBS indicators
Cost and resources management
QC

Reasons for Shifts

Reasons Viable

Rank

SOW not specific
Issues with timing
Not enough resources
BFS wanted something
slightly different,
causing difficulties
• Not feasible because of
resources

n/a

3.5

•
•
•
•

• Limited access to
Missions
• Limited resources and
time
• Needed more time to
set up and learn system
• Heavy lift
• Inherited from another
contractor
• Needed a lot of
resources and people
• Not feasible with
resources
• Did not have the
dedicated people for
this
• Not feasible within
timeline for baseline
• Too ambitious
• Timeliness was an issue
for receiving data
• Data did not always
match Feed the Future
indicators
• Time lag
• Initially problematic, but
had quality assurance in
place
• Constrained resources,
had to prioritize use
• Took time and
resources to be done
correctly

• Had the technical
expertise to inform
activity managers
• Training done with
host country
subcontractors

3.25

• Feasible if system is set
up right
n/a

3.75

• Feasible for PM,
indirect for Missions
and BFS, direct for
local subcontractors
• Had clear systems and
manuals
• Interim ran more
smoothly after learning
from baseline

4.5

• Needed to collaborate
with local organizations

4.25

• Was feasible using
either paper or tablets

4.5

n/a

4.25

• Had several layers of
control checks

3.25

3

4.5

4.5
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SOW Element

Progress reporting

•
•
•
•

Reasons for Shifts

Reasons Viable

Rank

SOW not specific
Issues with timing
Not enough resources
BFS wanted something
slightly different,
causing difficulties

n/a

5

Table EQ2-5: SOW Shifts, Feasibility, and Feasibility Ranking by Subcontractors
SOW Element
Six IEs

TA for BFS and Field Missions on design
and implementation of IEs
Training to Missions and appropriate host
country institution personnel on IE
methodologies and implementation
DM of all data generated from IEs
Routine maintenance of FTFMS with
relevant periodic updates
Periodic M&E TA to BFS, Mission staff, IPs,
host country representatives, and external
M&E contractors in Feed the Future
countries, and guidance materials on
aspects of Feed the Future PM
Primary data collection at baseline and
first interim for PBSs to collect up to 16
indicators in the Feed the Future ZOI in
nine countries, two of which were
baseline only (Senegal and Tajikistan)
Secondary source data analysis for
baseline and first interim for up to 15
population-based indicators in the Feed
the Future ZOI in nine countries, two of
which were baseline only (Senegal and
Tajikistan)
Data entry for up to 16 Feed the Future
PBS indicators
Cost and resources management
QC
Progress reporting

Reasons for Shifts

• Six years too short of
time
• Challenging timeline
• Mission-dependent and
they have different
levels of interest
• Project was not set up
to provide TA
• Feasible but did not
have budget
• Westat was trying to
over-manage data
which created problems
n/a

Reasons Viable
• Feasible, split up
between
subcontractors

Rank
3.75

n/a

3

n/a

4

• Feasible once Westat
allowed others to see
data and loosened
control
n/a

4
n/a

• Useful guidance
materials to guide
surveys helped with
feasibility

5

• Had sampling issues in
ZOI and for WEI
indicators, which
caused delays

• Interim ran more
smoothly after learning
from baseline

5

• Worked in some
countries and not in
others

• More feasible once
USAID listened to
feedback from
subcontractors

4

n/a

n/a

n/a

5

n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
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Table EQ3-1: Resource-related Factors that Hindered FEEDACK Effectiveness by
Respondent Group
Resource Limitations

Contractor
(n=6)

Sub
contractor
(n=4)

BFS
(n=4)

Missions
(n=15)

Total
(n=29)

%

3

2

3

2

10

34%

6

9

31%

3

4

14%

Cost limitations/High
implementation costs
Timeliness (approvals,
deliverables, procurement)

3

Late secondary data release

1

Shifting timelines

1

1

3%

Contracting delays for
subcontractors

1

1

3%

Table EQ5-2: Challenges in Following Established Systems
Challenges in Following
Design Protocol

N
(%)

Date specific deadlines and time
constraints

4
(36%)

Country conditions (cultural
sensitivities, weather, security)

5
(45%)

Logistical challenges (team make
up, electricity, Internet, slow
tablets)
Administrative delays
(procurement, approvals,
stakeholder cooperation)

3
(27%)

Challenges in Following
Subcontractor
Guidelines
Not enough bids available
for competitive bidding
process
Limited cash flow among
partners to proceed with
work

N
(%)

Challenges in
Following
Communication
Protocol

N
(%)

1
(9%)

Miscommunication

1
(9%)

1
(9%)

Mistrust among
partners

1
(9%)

Mission needs not
met or not
implemented

1
(9%)

3
(27%)

**% based on N=11
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Table EQ6-1: Feed the Future Documents that Informed FEEDBACK Processes and
Protocols
System/Process
Design templates
Sample size requirements

−
−
−

25

Survey instrument

−
−

Manuals

−

CMS

−

Informing Best Practice
Volume 12: Feed the Future Evaluation Design Template
Volume 8: Population-Based Survey Instrument for Feed the
Future Zone of Influence Indicators with Revised WEAI Module
Volume 11: Guidance on the Interim Assessment of the Feed the
Future Zone of Influence Population-Level Indicators
Magnani 1999 Sampling Guide, USAID FANTA 25 Project
Volume 11a: Revised Population-Based Survey Instrument for
Feed the Future Zone of Influence Indicators
Westat internal procedures customized and adopted for
FEEDBACK
Westat internal system customized and adopted for FEEDBACK

https://www.fantaproject.org/sites/default/files/resources/Sampling-1999-Addendum-2012-ENG_0.pdf
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ANNEX VI: EVALUATION TEAM
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The team included six evaluation consultants:
•

•

•
•
•

•

Allison Schmale, the Monitoring and Evaluation Associate, focused on support to
development and utilization of data collection instruments and document review; conducted KIIs
in Kenya and Malawi; analyzed the data for and wrote the initial drafts for EQ2, EQ7, and EQ8;
participated in the production of and presented aspects of the USAID PowerPoint presentation;
and assisted in writing the final draft report for submission to USAID.
Cissy Segujja is a statistician and international development professional with experience in
designing, implementing, and analyzing PBSs in the areas of poverty, economic growth,
agriculture, food security, food consumption, and nutrition. She originally came to the ET as a
Data Analyst, but eventually shared protocol design and data collection responsibilities with
other team members. She designed, administered, analyzed, and integrated the initial draft of
the WBS results into appropriate sections of the final report; she also analyzed and wrote the
initial drafts of EQ3, EQ4, EQ5, and EQ6; participated in the production of and presented
aspects of the USAID PowerPoint presentation; and assisted in writing the final draft report for
submission to USAID.
Mathias Medina, the International Development Expert, focused largely on telephone
interviews with several categories of respondents.
Catherine Robins, the initial Team Leader (Evaluation Specialist), generated the evaluation
concept paper and evaluation design, including the work plan.
Susan J. Rogers, the second Team Leader (Evaluation Specialist), drafted the remaining
evaluation documents; both managed and conducted the KIIs in Malawi and Kenya; analyzed data
collected; and wrote the initial draft of the first three sections of the report as well as the
answers to EQ1, EQ9, and EQ10.
Nancy E. Horn, the third Team Leader (Evaluation Specialist/Anthropologist) oversaw the
management of the analysis and completed the first draft of the report; generated the
PowerPoint and presented the findings with the remaining members of the ET; and wrote the
final draft for submission to USAID.
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