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STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES 

C.1 BACKGROUND 

Data and evidence are critical components as Federal agencies prioritize efforts to promote 

civic engagement, deliver on mission, support public and private decision-making, and effectively 

steward resources. The Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018 (hereinafter 

"Evidence Act"), signed into law on January 14, 2019, emphasizes collaboration and coordination to 

advance data and evidence-building functions in the Federal Government by statutorily mandating 

federal evidence- building activities, open government data, and confidential information protection and 

statistical efficiency. Evidence, per the Act, is broad and includes evaluation, statistics, research, and 

policy analysis. 

While the Evidence Act builds on many Federal data and evidence efforts to date, it creates a new 

paradigm for using data and developing evidence to make decisions and set priorities. This approach 

requires strong leadership, and coordination and collaboration within and across agencies. It also calls on 

agencies to rethink how they currently do business, and consider how the infrastructure developed and 

enhanced by the Act's requirements can meet multiple goals. 

This new paradigm will require engagement and cooperation from multiple parts of, and people 

in, an agency (i.e., policy officials, program administrators, performance managers, strategic planners, 

budget staff, evaluators, analysts, data professionals, and statisticians) and key external stakeholders to 

ensure that data and evidence are systematically developed, analyzed, understood, and acted upon 

appropriately. 

The USAID Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL) is responsible for leading the Agency’s 

policy planning efforts, shaping overall strategic and program planning, ensuring the Agency’s evolution as 

a learning and evaluation organization, and overseeing donor engagement. Within PPL the Office of 

Learning, Evaluation and Research (LER) is charged with strengthening monitoring, evaluation, and 

learning capacity to support USAID’s transformation into an effective learning organization. 

PPL/LER (or any future iteration of this bureau and office if restructured as proposed into a Bureau for 

Policy, Resources and Performance) will manage the capacity assessment. 

C.2 STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES 

USAID intends to conduct the Capacity Assessment using a format and process best suited to 

the Agency’s context but which produces an understanding of the agency's strengths and weakness and 

promotes the planning for and development of effective capacity building activities. For this reason, this 

award will use a phased approach for design and execution of the assessment. 

The unit of analysis is USAID operating units: bureaus and missions.2 It is a requirement under 

this scope to determine the boundaries of analysis and what constitutes the capacity of the Agency. 

The primary customer for this evaluation is the office of Learning, Evaluation and Research in the 

Bureau of Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL/LER) and the constituent units of its proposed successor, 

the Bureau of Policy, Resources and Performance. A secondary group of customers are Monitoring and 

Evaluation points of contact around the Agency, in Washington offices and overseas Missions. Other 

stakeholders include USAID’s Office of Management. Results from the study will provide baseline 

2 
During phase one of the assessment, offeror and COR will determine the appropriate quantity, sampling method, 

and outreach plan to assess mission capacity. Travel may be required to one or more USAID mission

https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/house-bill/4174/text
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information, insights into how to enhance capacity within USAID, and what changes might support a 

higher level of ability.  In addition, there is a broader audience for this information: Congress, the Office 

of Management and Budget (OMB), Agency leadership, technical officers and other staff whose work 

connects to evidence-based operations. 

 

C.3 PERFORMANCE WORK STATEMENT 
 

Each phase of the assessment as outlined in the following sections and illustrated in Figure 1. The 

exact design of Phases 3-4 would be determined during Phase 1 but the following are 

illustrative activities. 

 
FIGURE 1. Capacity Assessment Schedule 

 

 
 

PHASE 1: RESEARCH AND DESIGN 

 

RESEARCH. Our team will conduct a holistic desk review of existing information, literature, data, and 

relevant guidance from both outside and inside USAID. 

 

First, we will supplement our existing knowledge about the 2018 Foundations for Evidence-Based 

Policymaking Act (Evidence Act) and OMB requirements. The Evidence Act is designed to increase the 

use of evidence in federal decision-making, and creates requirements for new agency leadership 

positions, data management, data access, data security, and data privacy. Deloitte has proactively made 

institutional investments in understanding the Evidence Act and will build on that baseline knowledge to 

fully understand how USAID must meet and capitalize on these new requirements.   Second, we will 

conduct a desk review of existing resources that aggregate information pertaining to the Capacity 

Assessment. The ITS team will compile agency-wide evaluations commissioned by PPL/LER, evaluations 

in the registry, evaluation reports posted in the Development Experience Clearinghouse (DEC), data on 

the USAID Development lab, reports by implementing partners, events and public panels by USAID 

experts, reports to Congress, and meta-evaluations and assessments by outside groups like the 

Modernizing Foreign Assistance Network (MFAN). Third, these findings will be synthetized in a report 

that details all necessary requirements for the Capacity Assessment under the Evidence Act and a 

comprehensive summary of existing resources that demonstrate the Agency’s evaluation, research and 
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analysis capacity. 
 

 

Deliverable #1 Work Plan 

Deliverable #2 Research Summary: Research synthesis, results summary, identified next steps 
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DESIGN.  The ITS team will host a formalized consultation with PPL, identify and assemble a team of 

internal and external subject matter experts who can best advise on evaluation-related capacity and 

organization transformation, facilitate a series of strategic sessions to shape final assessment study 

questions and the assessment design, and create strategic communication materials. 

 

Formalized consultation with PPL. PPL’s expertise and iterative input will be crucial to the success of 

the assessment. Using the results of the initial research, our team will facilitate a strategic session to 

understand PPL’s vision for the assessment, any additional key questions beyond those listed in Figure 2, 

and all the internal audiences and intended users of the report. 

 

FIGURE 2. Illustrative Capacity Assessment Key Questions 
 

 
1. What are the agency’s key evaluation, research, and analysis needs in the following areas: 

1a. general, 1b. performance and strategic management, 1c. interagency and private sector coordination, and 
1d. oversight and accountability? 

2. How well do the current evaluation, research, and analysis activities support these needs through: 

2a. clearly understood objectives, 2b. consistent approaches, and 2c. decision-making? 

3. How well are these needs balanced in current evaluation, research, analysis and learning activities? 

3a. Are efforts prioritized in accordance with agency needs? 3b. Are resources efficiently and effectively 

allocated? 

4. How appropriate and impactful are the current methodologies used for evaluation, research, analysis, and learning 

efforts? 

5. What is the current level of maturity (baseline) of USAID’s monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL) 

capabilities in the following areas: 

5a. planning and implementation of evaluation activities, 5b. disseminating learning practices and findings, 5c. 

  incorporating employee views and feedback, and 5d. engaging in capacity building?   
 

Assemble subject-matter experts. The team will gather PPL’s suggested list of experts for 

participation in the design process, identify subject matter experts through our professional networks, 

and identify the best set of internal and external stakeholders to advise on evaluation-related capacity 

assessment and organization transformation. Once identified, the ITS team will oversee all administrative 

components to their engagement and develop and provide all the relevant briefing materials on the design 

approach. 
 

Facilitate four sessions on assessment design. With a heavy emphasis on immersion and 

interactivity, our experienced facilitators Allison Lombardo and Jonathan Pearson will move session 

participants from intervention and disruption to alignment and consensus. 
 

• Session 1: Leading Practices and Agency Needs. The objective of this session is to share Agency 

needs, discuss leading practices, and develop shared understanding of core evaluation capabilities. 

Components include: a facilitated discussion on the needs for learning and management, performance 

and strategic management, interagency and private sector coordination, and oversight and 

accountability. We will use the inputs from this session to draft the assessment framework. 

• Session 2: Presenting, Validating, and Refining Assessment Framework. Our team will provide its 

suggested draft framework for evaluation capacity assessment and capacity building, which the team of 

experts will contribute to, alter, and/or validate. Utilizing our expertise, the inputs from SME experts, 

the background research and OMB guidance, our team will iteratively design the final Capacity 

Assessment with PPL/LER. 

• Session 3: Presenting, Validating, Refining Study Design: The objective of the session is to refine 

and validate the sample frame and study design proposed by our team and PPL/LER.  Subject matter 

experts will have the opportunity to review the study design and make suggestions regarding 

Capacity Assessment Key Questions 
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approaches and methodologies. 

• Session 4: Planning Next Steps for the Assessment. We will draft an initial project plan and will 

discuss feasible timelines with the expert team and with PPL/LER. We will cover the communications 

plan, outreach to key informants, and scheduling of focus groups or interviews at HQ and in the field. 
 

Proposed Sampling Strategy - Given the sensitive nature of mission and bureau selection, our sampling 
method and our data collection tools will be finalized in close consultation with the USAID COR and 
PPL/LER.  Mission Sampling: We propose a purposive (criteria) sampling method for mission selection. 
The goal of our sampling design is to ensure that enrolled missions are representative of the background 
population, while being efficient given the wide geographic range of USAID. Mission sampling considerations 
will include the size of the program budget, programing scope and sector variety, size of the MEL teams, and 
region. We propose to sample six missions (two of them to be visited), with at least two being large regional 
missions with broad coverage. Choosing a sample frame of this size ensures that program and regional 
coverage will be precise and representative of the population. In addition, we want sampled missions to align 
with USAID’s recent and ongoing evaluation priorities. In 2017, for example, USAID completed 161 

evaluations, of which Africa (60), Asia (31), Washington D.C (23), and LAC (20) comprised the majority.
3 

Bureau and Sub-office Sampling: Similar to mission sampling, bureau and sub-office sampling will be 
driven by program scope, budget size, and number of MEL team members. 
The number of bureaus and sub-offices to be sampled should resemble existing programmatic priorities, 

budget allocation, and staffing. Of USAID’s 161 evaluations completed in 2017, health (48), democracy 
& governance (32), agriculture (24), and economic growth (23) comprised the majority, and we would 

expect our sampling frame to be similar in composition.
4 

In addition, key geographic and headquarters- 
based bureaus such as PPL and the Bureaus of Management, Foreign Assistance, and Legislative and Public 
Affairs will need to be included in the sampling frame. Evaluation Activity Sampling: USAID has 

completed over 1,000 evaluations since 2011.
5 

It will be necessary to sample these past evaluation- related 
activities (e.g., using the DEC and other sources) along with ongoing activities at operating units. To sample 
from the generated list of activities, we propose a stratified sampling methodology. This method ensures sub-
populations (program/agency/people/analysis type) are represented, leads to efficient sampling, and allows for 
different sampling approaches to be applied to each stratum. 

 

Upon conclusion of the strategic planning sessions, the ITS team will create Introductory Strategic 

Communications about the assessment purpose, requirements, and how the assessment will be 

conducted and used so that PPL/LER may introduce the activity to agency leadership, missions, and 

bureaus. 
 

 
 

PHASE 2: CONDUCTING THE ASSESSMENT 
 

IMPLEMENTATION. The ITS team will introduce the assessment processes to USAID leadership, 

develop data collection instruments, design capacity benchmarking analysis framework, and plan and 

schedule data collection activities. 

Introduce assessment processes to leadership. Our team has a long history of partnering with the 

federal government to assess and improve evaluation capabilities, demonstrate the impact agencies make 

on individuals and communities, and advance evidence-based decision-making. From this experience, our 

team is especially aware of the sensitivities that can arise during capability assessments. Our team will be 

 
 

3 2017 Evaluation at USAID (Accessed at  
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1870/060418_2017_Evaluations_508.pdf)   
4 Ibid. 

5 US Agency Financial Report FY18. 

Deliverable #3 Study Design: Design with preliminary analysis of source materials 

http://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1870/060418_2017_Evaluations_508.pdf)
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introduced to the leadership of participating missions and bureaus so that stakeholders may be informed 

about the purpose and importance of the assessment and so that fears the assessment could be used 

punitively are assuaged. We will also work with leadership to ascertain information about the most 

useful interviewees (MEL leads, technical leads as needed, etc.) 

Develop data collection instruments. The ITS team will collaborate closely with USAID PPL/LER to 

develop comprehensive data collection instruments based on the Capacity Assessment objectives and 

key performance objectives. 

Design capacity benchmarking analysis framework. CYPRESS is a Deloitte organizational capacity 

development methodology which is drawn from global research and experience in organizational 

development, change management, and performance management. Our team will create a CYPRESS- 

based maturity model to benchmark organizational capacity, identify capacity gaps, and provide a 

roadmap for development of MEL capabilities. An example of a specific capacity is shown in Figure 3. 

 

FIGURE 3. Example Capacity Benchmarks for Routine Monitoring Data Collection 
 

 

Domain 

Maturity Scale 

Basic Developing Advancing Leading 

1 2 3 4 

Routine 

Monitoring 

– Data 

Collection 

Staff have little 

knowledge about 

what data to 

collect, how to 

collect it, or why it 

is valuable. Data 

are collected only 

when stakeholders 

require it and can 

only be collected 

with external 

assistance. 

Some staff have 

knowledge of data 

collection and 

understand how and 

why to collect it. 

Organization is 

developing tools for data 

collection, including 

standard definitions for 

indicators. The 

organization collects data 

for some projects and 

operations 

Organization has standard 

tools and processes for 

data collection in strategic 

programs and operational 

areas and is able to meet 

its own and stakeholders’ 

requests for data. Leaders 

and staff routinely review 

indicators to make sure 

the right data is collected 

and have the data they 

need when they need it. 

Data collection is fully 

integrated into program and 

operational systems. Tools 

have built-in validation 

controls that flag data quality 

issues and allow staff to 

efficiently clean and check 

data to reduce errors. 

Leaders anticipate future 

data needs and review 

data collection systems to 

make sure they can 

collect new data. 

 

DATA COLLECTION. Our proposed and potential data collection methods and instruments for key 

assessment questions are outlined in Figure 4. Our team will travel to select USAID missions to 

conduct focus groups and key informant interviews. Other missions will be reached by phone, e-mail, 

and/or surveys. All datasets will be packaged and stored in accordance with USAID regulations. For 

interviews and focus groups, we will compile and categorize data using qualitative research software 

such as ATLAS.ti. 

 

FIGURE 4. Potential Data Collection Methods 

Method Sources and Instruments Data Collection Location 
Desk Reviews USAID CDCS documents, mission and bureau publications, 

Learning Lab, Annual Evaluation Registry and DEC 

ITS Team offices 

Key 

Informant 

Interviews 

Semi-structured interview questionnaire approved by 

PPL/LER; ATLAS.ti or other research software 

USAID HQ, Missions, Phone, 

E-mail 

Focus Groups Semi-structured interview questionnaire approved by 

PPL/LER; ATLAS.ti or other research software 

USAID HQ, Missions, Phone 

Surveys Online questionnaire approved by PPL/LER; Magpi or other 

PPL/LER-approved survey software 

Web 

 

ANALYSIS. The ITS team will compile summary data by bureau and mission, conduct qualitative and 

qualitative analysis, and will lead a capacity benchmarking analysis.   These processes will be used to 
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draw insights, develop reports, and produce evidence critical to understanding Agency strengths and 

weaknesses. 

• Bureau and mission-specific report summaries. The Evidence Act requires government agencies 

to develop a Systematic Evidence Building Plan and Evaluation Plan. To aid in the development of these 

plans, data from each bureau and mission will be synthesized into a report and will be organized 

according to the maturity model scale. Each group’s current core MEL capabilities will be 

benchmarked against our framework’s definition of a robust capability. Any gaps between current 

capabilities and robust capabilities will be noted. Assets and leading practices will be highlighted. 

• Qualitative analysis. Our team of experts will turn qualitative data into actionable evidence by applying 

coding schema, thematic analysis, and content analysis to the collected data. We will collaborate with 

USAID PPL/LER on choosing appropriate techniques and approaches according to the assessment 

objectives and questions that arise from exploratory data analysis. 

• Quantitative analysis. Where available, our team will conduct quantitative data analysis to provide 

a detailed view of agency-wide capacity, priorities, and effectiveness. We will use a variety of techniques 

such as descriptive, parametric, and non-parametric analyses to understand and draw insights from the 

data. The quantitative analysis will bolster the bureau and report summaries and complement the 

qualitative analysis. 

• Capacity benchmarking analysis. Using our evaluation capability assessment tool created through 

the CYPRESS methodology, the team will assign a maturity ranking for each of the core evaluation 

parameters. The tool will be provided to PPL at the completion of the assessment so that the agency 

(and individual bureaus and missions) may continue to track their progress toward robust evaluation 

core capabilities and development of the required Evaluation and Evidence Building plans. 

DEVELOP FINDINGS BASED ON DATA. The ITS team will develop findings report that 

synthesizes analytic outcomes into clear and actionable findings. The Capacity Assessment report will 

consist of five sections for compliance with federal reporting requirements: 
1. An actionable executive summary for briefing agency-leadership and key stakeholders, 
2. A clear, agency-wide report on the state of the agency’s evaluation capabilities, 
3. Detailed bureau- and mission-level assessments, 

4. Recommendations for agency-wide evaluation capacity building (both quick wins and long-term 

processes, providing step by step and with suggested timeframes), and 

5. A list of existing activities and operations analyzed, per the Act’s requirements. 
 

 

 
PHASE 3: DRAFT AND FINAL REPORT 

 
ANNOTATED OUTLINE. Following the assessment, we will synthesize and analyze the findings 

from the bureau and mission-specific report summaries, quantitative and qualitative analysis, and the 

capacity benchmarking analysis. These ‘building block’ findings will serve as the foundation for the 

recommendations. Recommendations to improve evaluation capacity will be developed based on the 

field- and data-driven assessments. We will share an annotated outline of the final report with USAID 

for review to ensure all areas are covered. This outline may also be used by USAID to promote 

stakeholder engagement and validation of findings with a select group of agency stakeholders 

determined by PPL over a period no longer than two weeks. 

Deliverable #4 Data collection and analysis; draft findings 
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INITIAL DRAFT FOR CONSULTATION.  Based on the annotated outline, our team 

will draft an initial report for PPL review. This report will contain specific recommendations 

for capacity improvement to shape the development of MEL capabilities at USAID. 

Final Report: We will draft a final report based on the feedback from PPL and key 

stakeholders.  In compliance with USAID evaluation standards, the report will lay out key 

findings and recommendations. 
 

 

 
PHASE 4: PRODUCE COMMUNICATIONS AND SUMMARY PRODUCTS 

 

The final project phase – the facilitation of capacity building retrospective workshops, action 

planning sessions, and the production of final communications. 

 

Facilitate ‘Pause and Reflect’ Working Session: Our team will work with PPL/LER, 

missions, and other stakeholder groups as necessary to hold retrospective sessions to 

identify opportunities for improvement, review findings, and develop an action plan. These 

sessions will be thoughtfully designed so that an environment is created whereby 

participants are engaged and willing to contribute. During these sessions, our team will not 

only be sharing reporting findings and recommendations but also co- developing an action 

plan with participants. These ideas will then feed into a cohesive action plan that will help 

USAID meet our team’s recommendations. 
 

Communications Products: Our team will use the final report as a resource to create a 

variety of communications products, including but not limited to emails, one-pagers, policy 

briefs, abstracts, graphics, videos, and posters. Our team will synthesize the information 

presented in the report and find key takeaways and break them down into smaller, more 

manageable bits of information to communicate to appropriate parties across the Agency. 

Our team will work with the COR and USAID counterparts to find the best methods for 

communications products and adapt our approach to our stakeholders as necessary so 

that they are receiving information in the format that best suits their communication and 

learning styles. Additionally, our team will work with our stakeholders disseminate this 

information to appropriate parties. These communication products will meet formatting 

requirements as specified in the contract and all any products containing survey data will 

meet appropriate compliance standards, including ADS Chapter 579. 
 

 

 

Deliverable #5 Draft report, revisions, final report. The report will adhere to evaluation quality 
standards and guidelines under USAID’s evaluation policy and ADS 201. 

Deliverable #6 – Communications Products: Recommendations (if applicable and necessary) in 

coordination with USAID staff, presentations, associated visualizations, graphical representations of 

findings, one-pagers, or other materials (to be determined following phase three). 
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Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for 

International  

Development (USAID) 

Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 

7200AA19F00021 IT Shows, Inc.  / Deloitte 

Consulting Team  

1. With respect to the Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for

International Development (USAID), Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning/Office of

Learning Evaluation and Research (PPL/LER) per the terms of Evidence Act Capacity

Assessment contract or subcontracts under Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 /

7200AA19F00021, and intending to be legally bound, I hereby certify, accept, and agree to

the obligations contained in this agreement in consideration of my being given access to

sensitive data. As used in this agreement, sensitive data includes, but is not limited to:

a. any and all marked or unmarked “sensitive but unclassified information”

(SBU) including oral communications, that meets the standards set by the Office of

Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A130 and the USAID Automated Directives 

System (ADS); 

b. any and all data or systems of records protected from unauthorized disclosure by

the provisions of Title 5, United States Code Sections 552 (often referred to as

“The Freedom of Information Act”) and 522a (“The Privacy Act”);

c. any and all marked or unmarked “procurement sensitive” information

including but not limited to “source selection information,”  as defined in

the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) at 2.101, and “contract bid and proposal

information,” as defined at FAR 3.104-1, that are subject to the Procurement

Integrity regulations at FAR 3.104;

d. any and all personally identifiable information, including medical, personnel, or

financial information;

e. any and all investigatory, visa, law enforcement or other information which, if

released could result in harm or unfair treatment to any individual or group, or

could have a negative impact upon individual privacy, federal programs, or foreign

relations;

f. any and all marked or unmarked proprietary data and information received;
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g. any and all financial data concerning ongoing, or planned, activities of USAID, 

including, but not limited to the number and type of award(s), the planned 

geographic location for the anticipated activities and any other information which 

could give a potential offeror an unfair competitive advantage; and  

h. the terms and conditions of any non-public contract, cooperative agreement or 

grant made with funds provided by USAID.  

  

2. I acknowledge that I may be given access to USAID sensitive data to facilitate the 

performance of duties assigned to be for compensation. I will take appropriate steps to 

safeguard all potentially sensitive information disclosed to me, and I will not disclose  

 sensitive data to persons not requiring access for performance of official duties.  Before 

disclosing sensitive data, I must determine the recipient’s “need to know” or “need 

to access” sensitive data.  

3. I understand that breach of this Agreement may result in the termination of my access to 

sensitive data, which, if such termination effectively negates my ability to perform my 

assigned duties, may lead to the termination of my relationship with USAID. In addition, 

should I misuse records requiring protection under the Privacy Act, I have been advised 

that unauthorized disclosure of data protected by the Privacy Act may constitute a 

violation, or violations, of United States criminal law. 

4. I understand that all sensitive data to which I have access or may access by signing this 

Agreement is now, and will remain the property of, or under the control of the United 

States Government. I agree that I must return all sensitive data which have, or may come 

into my possession or for which I am responsible because of such access: 

a. upon demand by an authorized representative of the United States Government; 

b. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship with; or 

c. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship that requires access 

to sensitive data. 

5. I will use all data provided to us solely for the purpose of the Evidence Act Capacity 

Assessment, Task Order # AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 7200AA19F00021. 

6. I will ensure that any authorized restrictive legends placed on any document by a 

contractor, recipient, potential offeror or any US government entity will be applied to any 

reproduction, or abstract of information, made. 

7. I understand that all forms of reports, country strategies, performance indicator reference 

sheets and such program documents provided by USAID for contract # AID-OAA-I-15-
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00023 / 7200AA19F00021 shall be used solely for the purpose of the performance of the 

Act Assessment and shall not be published whatsoever. 

8. I will immediately report any breach of this agreement by any party to the Contracting 

Officer’s Representative (COR), Alternate COR and/or CO for contract # AID-OAA-I-

1500023 / 7200AA19F00021. 

Signed  

 

 

Non-disclosure Agreement  
  

Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for 

International  

Development (USAID)  

Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 

7200AA19F00021 IT Shows, Inc.  / Deloitte 

Consulting Team  

1. With respect to the Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID), Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning/Office of  

Learning Evaluation and Research (PPL/LER) per the terms of Evidence Act Capacity  

Assessment contract or subcontracts under Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 /  

7200AA19F00021, and intending to be legally bound, I hereby certify, accept, and agree to 

the obligations contained in this agreement in consideration of my being given access to 

sensitive data. As used in this agreement, sensitive data includes, but is not limited to:  

  

a. any and all marked or unmarked “sensitive but unclassified information” 

(SBU) including oral communications, that meets the standards set by the Office of  

Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A130 and the USAID Automated Directives  

System (ADS);  

Team Member Name  Date  

11/30/2020 
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b. any and all data or systems of records protected from unauthorized disclosure by 

the provisions of Title 5, United States Code Sections 552 (often referred to as 

“The Freedom of Information Act”) and 522a (“The Privacy Act”);  

c. any and all marked or unmarked “procurement sensitive” information 

including but not limited to “source selection information,”  as defined in 

the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) at 2.101, and “contract bid and proposal 

information,” as defined at FAR 3.104-1, that are subject to the Procurement 

Integrity regulations at FAR 3.104;  

d. any and all personally identifiable information, including medical, personnel, or 

financial information;  

e. any and all investigatory, visa, law enforcement or other information which, if 

released could result in harm or unfair treatment to any individual or group, or 

could have a negative impact upon individual privacy, federal programs, or foreign 

relations;  

f. any and all marked or unmarked proprietary data and information received;  

g. any and all financial data concerning ongoing, or planned, activities of USAID, 

including, but not limited to the number and type of award(s), the planned 

geographic location for the anticipated activities and any other information which 

could give a potential offeror an unfair competitive advantage; and  

h. the terms and conditions of any non-public contract, cooperative agreement or 

grant made with funds provided by USAID.  

  

2. I acknowledge that I may be given access to USAID sensitive data to facilitate the 

performance of duties assigned to be for compensation. I will take appropriate steps to 

safeguard all potentially sensitive information disclosed to me, and I will not disclose  

  1  

sensitive data to persons not requiring access for performance of official duties.  

Before disclosing sensitive data, I must determine the recipient’s “need to 

know” or  

“need to access” sensitive data.  

  

3. I understand that breach of this Agreement may result in the termination of my access to 

sensitive data, which, if such termination effectively negates my ability to perform my 

assigned duties, may lead to the termination of my relationship with USAID. In addition, 

should I misuse records requiring protection under the Privacy Act, I have been advised 

that unauthorized disclosure of data protected by the Privacy Act may constitute a 

violation, or violations, of United States criminal law.  
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4. I understand that all sensitive data to which I have access or may access by signing this 

Agreement is now, and will remain the property of, or under the control of the United 

States Government. I agree that I must return all sensitive data which have, or may come 

into my possession or for which I am responsible because of such access:  

  

a. upon demand by an authorized representative of the United States Government;  

b. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship with; or  

c. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship that requires access 

to sensitive data.  

  

5. I will use all data provided to us solely for the purpose of the Evidence Act Capacity 

Assessment, Task Order # AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 7200AA19F00021.   

  

6. I will ensure that any authorized restrictive legends placed on any document by a 

contractor, recipient, potential offeror or any US government entity will be applied to any 

reproduction, or abstract of information, made.  

  

7. I understand that all forms of reports, country strategies, performance indicator reference 

sheets and such program documents provided by USAID for contract # AID-OAA-I-15-

00023 / 7200AA19F00021 shall be used solely for the purpose of the performance of the 

Act Assessment and shall not be published whatsoever.  

  

8. I will immediately report any breach of this agreement by any party to the Contracting  

Officer’s Representative (COR), Alternate COR and/or CO for contract # AID-OAA-I-

1500023 / 7200AA19F00021.  

 

Signed  

 

 

 

 

 

 

11/30/2020 
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Non-disclosure Agreement  
  

Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for 

International  

Development (USAID)  

Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 

7200AA19F00021 IT Shows, Inc.  / Deloitte 

Consulting Team  

1. With respect to the Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID), Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning/Office of  

Learning Evaluation and Research (PPL/LER) per the terms of Evidence Act Capacity  

Assessment contract or subcontracts under Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 /  

7200AA19F00021, and intending to be legally bound, I hereby certify, accept, and agree to 

the obligations contained in this agreement in consideration of my being given access to 

sensitive data. As used in this agreement, sensitive data includes, but is not limited to:  

  

a. any and all marked or unmarked “sensitive but unclassified information” 

(SBU) including oral communications, that meets the standards set by the Office of  

Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A130 and the USAID Automated Directives  

System (ADS);  

b. any and all data or systems of records protected from unauthorized disclosure by 

the provisions of Title 5, United States Code Sections 552 (often referred to as 

“The Freedom of Information Act”) and 522a (“The Privacy Act”);  

c. any and all marked or unmarked “procurement sensitive” information 

including but not limited to “source selection information,”  as defined in 

the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) at 2.101, and “contract bid and proposal 

information,” as defined at FAR 3.104-1, that are subject to the Procurement 

Integrity regulations at FAR 3.104;  

d. any and all personally identifiable information, including medical, personnel, or 

financial information;  

e. any and all investigatory, visa, law enforcement or other information which, if 

released could result in harm or unfair treatment to any individual or group, or 

could have a negative impact upon individual privacy, federal programs, or foreign 

relations;  

f. any and all marked or unmarked proprietary data and information received;  

g. any and all financial data concerning ongoing, or planned, activities of USAID, 

including, but not limited to the number and type of award(s), the planned 
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geographic location for the anticipated activities and any other information which 

could give a potential offeror an unfair competitive advantage; and  

h. the terms and conditions of any non-public contract, cooperative agreement or 

grant made with funds provided by USAID.  

  

2. I acknowledge that I may be given access to USAID sensitive data to facilitate the 

performance of duties assigned to be for compensation. I will take appropriate steps to 

safeguard all potentially sensitive information disclosed to me, and I will not disclose  

sensitive data to persons not requiring access for performance of official duties.  

Before disclosing sensitive data, I must determine the recipient’s “need to 

know” or “need to access” sensitive data.  

  

3. I understand that breach of this Agreement may result in the termination of my access to 

sensitive data, which, if such termination effectively negates my ability to perform my 

assigned duties, may lead to the termination of my relationship with USAID. In addition, 

should I misuse records requiring protection under the Privacy Act, I have been advised 

that unauthorized disclosure of data protected by the Privacy Act may constitute a 

violation, or violations, of United States criminal law.  

  

4. I understand that all sensitive data to which I have access or may access by signing this 

Agreement is now, and will remain the property of, or under the control of the United 

States Government. I agree that I must return all sensitive data which have, or may come 

into my possession or for which I am responsible because of such access:  

  

a. upon demand by an authorized representative of the United States Government;  

b. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship with; or  

c. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship that requires access 

to sensitive data.  

  

5. I will use all data provided to us solely for the purpose of the Evidence Act Capacity 

Assessment, Task Order # AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 7200AA19F00021.   

  

6. I will ensure that any authorized restrictive legends placed on any document by a 

contractor, recipient, potential offeror or any US government entity will be applied to any 

reproduction, or abstract of information, made.  
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7. I understand that all forms of reports, country strategies, performance indicator reference 

sheets and such program documents provided by USAID for contract # AID-OAA-I-15-

00023 / 7200AA19F00021 shall be used solely for the purpose of the performance of the 

Act Assessment and shall not be published whatsoever.  

  

8. I will immediately report any breach of this agreement by any party to the Contracting  

Officer’s Representative (COR), Alternate COR and/or CO for contract # AID-OAA-I-

1500023 / 7200AA19F00021.  

  

Signed  

 

 

 

Non-disclosure Agreement  
  

Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for 

International  

Development (USAID)  

Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 

7200AA19F00021 IT Shows, Inc.  / Deloitte 

Consulting Team  

1. With respect to the Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID), Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning/Office of  

Learning Evaluation and Research (PPL/LER) per the terms of Evidence Act Capacity  

Assessment contract or subcontracts under Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 /  

7200AA19F00021, and intending to be legally bound, I hereby certify, accept, and agree to 

the obligations contained in this agreement in consideration of my being given access to 

sensitive data. As used in this agreement, sensitive data includes, but is not limited to:  

  

a. any and all marked or unmarked e i i e but unclassified i f a i (SBU) including 

oral communications, that meets the standards set by the Office of  

Team Member Name  Date  

11 /29/ 20 
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Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A130 and the USAID Automated Directives  

System (ADS);  

b. any and all data or systems of records protected from unauthorized disclosure by 

the provisions of Title 5, United States Code Sections 552 (often referred to as 

The Freedom of Information Ac ) a d 522a (The Privacy Ac );  

c. any and all marked or unmarked c e e e i i e information including but not 

limited to ce selection i f a i ,  as defined in the Federal Acquisition Regulation 

(FAR) at 2.101, and c ac bid and al i f a i ,  

as defined at FAR 3.104-1, that are subject to the Procurement Integrity 

regulations at FAR 3.104;  

d. any and all personally identifiable information, including medical, personnel, or 

financial information;  

e. any and all investigatory, visa, law enforcement or other information which, if 

released could result in harm or unfair treatment to any individual or group, or 

could have a negative impact upon individual privacy, federal programs, or foreign 

relations;  

f. any and all marked or unmarked proprietary data and information received;  

g. any and all financial data concerning ongoing, or planned, activities of USAID, 

including, but not limited to the number and type of award(s), the planned 

geographic location for the anticipated activities and any other information which 

could give a potential offeror an unfair competitive advantage; and  

h. the terms and conditions of any non-public contract, cooperative agreement or 

grant made with funds provided by USAID.  

  

2. I acknowledge that I may be given access to USAID sensitive data to facilitate the 

performance of duties assigned to be for compensation. I will take appropriate steps to 

safeguard all potentially sensitive information disclosed to me, and I will not disclose  

 sensitive data to persons not requiring access for performance of official duties.   

Before disclosing sensitive data, I must determine the eci ie eed to   eed to acce 

sensitive data.   

3. I understand that breach of this Agreement may result in the termination of my access to 

sensitive data, which, if such termination effectively negates my ability to perform my 

assigned duties, may lead to the termination of my relationship with USAID. In addition, 

should I misuse records requiring protection under the Privacy Act, I have been advised 

that unauthorized disclosure of data protected by the Privacy Act may constitute a 

violation, or violations, of United States criminal law.   

4. I understand that all sensitive data to which I have access or may access by signing this 

Agreement is now, and will remain the property of, or under the control of the United 
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States Government. I agree that I must return all sensitive data which have, or may come 

into my possession or for which I am responsible because of such access:   

a. upon demand by an authorized representative of the United States Government;  

b. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship with; or  

c. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship that requires access 

to sensitive data.   

5. I will use all data provided to us solely for the purpose of the Evidence Act Capacity 

Assessment, Task Order # AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 7200AA19F00021.    

6. I will ensure that any authorized restrictive legends placed on any document by a 

contractor, recipient, potential offeror or any US government entity will be applied to any 

reproduction, or abstract of information, made.   

7. I understand that all forms of reports, country strategies, performance indicator reference 

sheets and such program documents provided by USAID for contract # AID-OAA-I-15-

00023 / 7200AA19F00021 shall be used solely for the purpose of the performance of the 

Act Assessment and shall not be published whatsoever.   

8. I will immediately report any breach of this agreement by any party to the Contracting  

 Office  Re e e a i e (COR), Al e a e COR a d/  CO f  c ac # AID-OAA-I-15- 

00023 / 7200AA19F00021.  

  

 Signed 
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Non-disclosure Agreement  
  

Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for International  

Development (USAID)  

Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 7200AA19F00021 

IT Shows, Inc.  / Deloitte Consulting Team  

1. With respect to the Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID), Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning/Office of  

Learning Evaluation and Research (PPL/LER) per the terms of Evidence Act Capacity  

Assessment contract or subcontracts under Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 /  

7200AA19F00021, and intending to be legally bound, I hereby certify, accept, and agree to the 

obligations contained in this agreement in consideration of my being given access to sensitive data. 

As used in this agreement, sensitive data includes, but is not limited to:  

  

a. any and all marked or unmarked “sensitive but unclassified information” (SBU) 

including oral communications, that meets the standards set by the Office of  

Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A130 and the USAID Automated Directives  

System (ADS);  

b. any and all data or systems of records protected from unauthorized disclosure by the 

provisions of Title 5, United States Code Sections 552 (often referred to as “The 

Freedom of Information Act”) and 522a (“The Privacy Act”);  

c. any and all marked or unmarked “procurement sensitive” information including 

but not limited to “source selection information,”  as defined in the Federal 

Acquisition Regulation (FAR) at 2.101, and “contract bid and proposal information,” as 

defined at FAR 3.104-1, that are subject to the Procurement Integrity regulations at FAR 

3.104;  

d. any and all personally identifiable information, including medical, personnel, or financial 

information;  

e. any and all investigatory, visa, law enforcement or other information which, if released 

could result in harm or unfair treatment to any individual or group, or could have a 

negative impact upon individual privacy, federal programs, or foreign relations;  

f. any and all marked or unmarked proprietary data and information received;  

g. any and all financial data concerning ongoing, or planned, activities of USAID, including, but 

not limited to the number and type of award(s), the planned geographic location for the 

anticipated activities and any other information which could give a potential offeror an 

unfair competitive advantage; and  

h. the terms and conditions of any non-public contract, cooperative agreement or grant made 

with funds provided by USAID.  
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2. I acknowledge that I may be given access to USAID sensitive data to facilitate the performance of 

duties assigned to be for compensation. I will take appropriate steps to safeguard all potentially 

sensitive information disclosed to me, and I will not disclose  

  1  

sensitive data to persons not requiring access for performance of official duties.  Before 

disclosing sensitive data, I must determine the recipient’s “need to know” or  

“need to access” sensitive data.  

  

3. I understand that breach of this Agreement may result in the termination of my access to sensitive 

data, which, if such termination effectively negates my ability to perform my assigned duties, may 

lead to the termination of my relationship with USAID. In addition, should I misuse records 

requiring protection under the Privacy Act, I have been advised that unauthorized disclosure of 

data protected by the Privacy Act may constitute a violation, or violations, of United States criminal 

law.  

  

4. I understand that all sensitive data to which I have access or may access by signing this Agreement 

is now, and will remain the property of, or under the control of the United States Government. I 

agree that I must return all sensitive data which have, or may come into my possession or for 

which I am responsible because of such access:  

  

a. upon demand by an authorized representative of the United States Government;  

b. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship with; or  

c. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship that requires access to 

sensitive data.  

  

5. I will use all data provided to us solely for the purpose of the Evidence Act Capacity Assessment, 

Task Order # AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 7200AA19F00021.   

  

6. I will ensure that any authorized restrictive legends placed on any document by a contractor, 

recipient, potential offeror or any US government entity will be applied to any reproduction, or 

abstract of information, made.  

  

7. I understand that all forms of reports, country strategies, performance indicator reference sheets 

and such program documents provided by USAID for contract # AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 

7200AA19F00021 shall be used solely for the purpose of the performance of the Act Assessment 

and shall not be published whatsoever.  

  

8. I will immediately report any breach of this agreement by any party to the Contracting  
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Officer’s Representative (COR), Alternate COR and/or CO for contract # AID-OAA-I-1500023 / 

7200AA19F00021.  

  

  

Signed  

  

 
T a r i q u l K h a n 08/07/2020 

    

 

 

 

Non-disclosure Agreement  
  

Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for International  

Development (USAID)  

Task Order No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 7200AA19F00021 

IT Shows, Inc.  / Deloitte Consulting Team  

1. With respect to the Evidence Act Capacity Assessment for the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID), Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning/Office of  

Learning Evaluation and Research (PPL/LER) which is mandated by the Foundations for  

Evidence-Based Policymaking Act, per the terms of contract or subcontracts under Task Order 

No. AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 7200AA19F00021, and intending to be legally bound, I hereby certify, 

accept, and agree to the obligations contained in this agreement in consideration of my being given 

access to sensitive data. As used in this agreement, sensitive data includes, but is not limited to:  

  

a. any and all marked or unmarked “sensitive but unclassified information” (SBU) 

including oral communications, that meets the standards set by the Office of  

Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A130 and the USAID Automated Directives  

System (ADS);  

b. any and all data or systems of records protected from unauthorized disclosure by the 

provisions of Title 5, United States Code Sections 552 (often referred to as “The 

Freedom of Information Act”) and 522a (“The Privacy Act”);  

c. any and all marked or unmarked “procurement sensitive” information including 

but not limited to “source selection information,”  as defined in the Federal 

Acquisition Regulation (FAR) at 2.101, and “contract bid and proposal information,” as 

defined at FAR 3.104-1, that are subject to the Procurement Integrity regulations at FAR 

3.104;  

d. any and all personally identifiable information, including medical, personnel, or financial 

information;  
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e. any and all investigatory, visa, law enforcement or other information which, if released 

could result in harm or unfair treatment to any individual or group, or could have a 

negative impact upon individual privacy, federal programs, or foreign relations;  

f. any and all marked or unmarked proprietary data and information received;  

g. any and all financial data concerning ongoing, or planned, activities of USAID, including, but 

not limited to the number and type of award(s), the planned geographic location for the 

anticipated activities and any other information which could give a potential offeror an 

unfair competitive advantage; and  

h. the terms and conditions of any non-public contract, cooperative agreement or grant made 

with funds provided by USAID.  

  

2. I acknowledge that I may be given access to USAID sensitive data to facilitate the performance of 

duties assigned to be for compensation. I will take appropriate steps to  

  1  

safeguard all potentially sensitive information disclosed to me, and I will not disclose 

sensitive data to persons not requiring access for performance of official duties.  Before 

disclosing sensitive data, I must determine the recipient’s “need to know” or 

“need to access” sensitive data.  

3. I understand that breach of this Agreement may result in the termination of my access to sensitive 

data, which, if such termination effectively negates my ability to perform my assigned duties, may 

lead to the termination of my relationship with USAID. In addition, should I misuse records 

requiring protection under the Privacy Act, I have been advised that unauthorized disclosure of 

data protected by the Privacy Act may constitute a violation, or violations, of United States criminal 

law. 

4. I understand that all sensitive data to which I have access or may access by signing this Agreement 

is now, and will remain the property of, or under the control of the United States Government. I 

agree that I must return all sensitive data which have, or may come into my possession or for 

which I am responsible because of such access: 

a. upon demand by an authorized representative of the United States Government; 

b. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship with; or 

c. upon the conclusion of my employment or other relationship that requires access to 

sensitive data. 

5. I will use all data provided to us solely for the purpose of the Evidence Act Capacity Assessment, 

Task Order # AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 7200AA19F00021. 

6. I will ensure that any authorized restrictive legends placed on any document by a contractor, 

recipient, potential offeror or any US government entity will be applied to any reproduction, or 

abstract of information, made. 
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7. I understand that all forms of reports, country strategies, performance indicator reference sheets 

and such program documents provided by USAID for contract # AID-OAA-I-15-00023 / 

7200AA19F00021 shall be used solely for the purpose of the performance of the Act Assessment 

and shall not be published whatsoever. 

8. I will immediately report any breach of this agreement by any party to the Contracting 

Officer’s Representative (COR), Alternate COR and/or CO for contract # AID-OAA-I-1500023 / 

7200AA19F00021. 

Signed  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Heather Sutliff Date  

6 /7/ 21 
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https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1868/Fact_Sheet_The_Bureau_for_Policy_Resources_and_Performance_PRP.pdf
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1868/O4-P4_KM_FactSheet.pdf
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2151/USAIDEvaluationPolicy.pdf
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1870/WEB_PF_Full_Report_FINAL_10Apr2019.pdf
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1870/WEB_PF_Full_Report_FINAL_10Apr2019.pdf
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Survey Maturity Matrix Scoring 

1.0 Assessment Question 1: To what extent is the Agency incorporating evidence into its 

programmatic work? 

 

1.1 Use of Evidence for Designing a USAID Activity:  

 

Question 1: Think about instances within the last two years when you/your team designed 

or supported the design of a USAID activity. Indicate the statements that best reflect your 

process. You may select more than one. (Select all that apply)  

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Programmatic Planning, Component A (use of evidence to inform design and decisions) 

Weighted average of responses for options describing the use of evidence (options b 

through k) 

Documented sources of evidence (response options c, e, f, g, h) are recommended 

to be weighted 12 on a scale of 1-12, because these are emphasized in the Maturity 

Matrix as maturity levels increase 

Other sources of evidence from consultations, adaptation of previous activities, and 

USAID tools (response options b, d, i, j, k) are recommended to be weighted 6 on a 

scale of 1-12 

Programmatic Planning, Component B (use of evidence from previous analyses and from external 

sources) 

Weighted average of responses for options describing processes that use previous analyses 

and/or evidence from internal and external sources (options b, c, d, e, f, h, i, j, k) 

All options are recommended to be weighted equally 

Programmatic Planning, Component D (stakeholders are engaged in all aspects of programmatic 

planning) 

Weighted average of responses for options noting the inclusion of both internal and 

external stakeholders (options d, j, k)  

All options are recommended to be weighted equally 

1.2 Use of Evidence During Activity Implementation:   

 

Question 4: For each of the past two years, in which of the following processes have you 

participated in or conducted? This question will have a separate column for processes you 

participated in during 2019 and those you participated in during 2020 (to track any change 

due to the global pandemic). For each response option, you may select both years, only 

one year, or leave the row blank. (Select all that apply)  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Adaptive Management, Component A (scheduled processes for systematic review) 

Weighted average of responses for options describing actions/processes for collecting, 

managing, and using evidence (options a through h) 

Options a, b, c, d, e, g, and h are recommended to be weighted 6 on a 1-12 scale 

Option f (pause and reflect opportunities) is recommended to be weighted 12 on a 

1-12 scale due to the Maturity Matrix’s emphasis on pause and reflect opportunities 
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Adaptive Management, Component B (working with stakeholders to identify successes, challenges, 

and subjects warranting further exploration) 

Weighted average of responses for options c, d, and e 

All options are recommended to be weighted equally 

 

1.3 Implementation of Recommended Actions 

 

Question 7: In your experience over the last two years, were the recommended actions 

from the above processes typically implemented?   

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Adaptive Management, Component D (implementing decisions) 

Weighted average of responses across options a, b, c, and d  

Option a (rarely) is recommended to be weighted 0 

Option b (occasionally) is recommended to be weighted 4 on a scale of 1-12 

Option c (frequently) is recommended to be weighted 8 on a scale of 1-12 

Option d (always) is recommended to be weighted 12 on a scale of 1-12 

1.4 Barriers to Evidence Use 

 

Question 3: In your opinion, over the past two years, have there been gaps in the available 

evidence base required to adequately support your activity DESIGN needs? (Select all that 

apply  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Evidence Base, Component A (evidence is available to meet Operating Unit needs) 

Weighted average of responses for option a (‘No gaps – the evidence base available to me is 

sufficient for activity planning’); options b, c, d, e, f, and g from survey question 6; and 

options b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i, j, and k from survey question 1  

Option a from question 3 are recommended to be weighted 12 on a scale of 1-12 

Options b, c, d, e, f, and g from question 6 are recommended to be weighted 4 on a 

scale of 1-12 

Options b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i, j, and k from question 1 are recommended to be 

weighted 2 on a scale of 1-12 

 

Question 15: What barriers does your team face in enabling evidence management and 

use by implementing partners? (Select all that apply)  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Capacity-Building, Component D (incorporation of MEL activities in work plans and contracts) 

Weighted average by inverse frequency of responses for option c (‘Haphazard/inconsistent 

incorporation of MEL and CLA activities into work plans and contracts’); option f for survey 

question 2; option e in 2019 for survey question 4; option h for survey question 5; options a 

and h for question 13 
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Option c (inverse) for question 15 is recommended to be weighted 12 

Option f for question 2 is recommended to be weighted 4 

Option e in 2019 for question 4 is recommended to be weighted 4 

Option h for question 5 is recommended to be weighted 2 

Options a and h for question 13 are recommended to be weighted 6 

 

2.0 Assessment Question 2: What are the ways in which Agency staff access as well as 

facilitate the use of evidence?  

 

2.1 Facilitating Evidence Use and Knowledge Management 

 

Question 9: Typically, how do you and your team capture knowledge and information 

during the course of activity implementation? (Select all that apply)  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Evidence Base, Component B (formal approaches for tracking the evidence base) 

Weighted average of responses for options b through l  

Option b (personal notes) is recommended to be weighted 2 on a scale of 1-12 to 

de-emphasize this approach 

Options c, d, f, g, i, j, k, l (processes for documenting and sharing evidence) is 

recommended to be weighted 6 on a scale of 1-12 

Option e (formal approaches for tracking the evidence base) is recommended to be 

weighted 12 on a scale of 1-12, reflecting the Maturity Matrix’s emphasis upon 

formal tracking 

Option h (publishing in the DEC, DDL, etc.) is recommended to be weighted 12 on 

a scale of 1-12, as these are formal evidence tracking systems for the Agency 

 

Question 10: What processes, practices, and/or tools do you and your team most 

commonly use to capture and share knowledge? (Select all that apply)  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Internal Collaboration, Component B (platforms and processes available for evidence sharing) 

Weighted average of responses for options that demonstrate the use of platforms and 

processes for evidence sharing (options b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i, j) 

Option a (individual documentation) is recommended to be weighted 2 on a scale of 

1-12 to de-emphasize this approach 

Options b, c, h, i (documentation) are recommended to be weighted 6 on a scale of 

1-12 

Option d (knowledge products) are recommended to be weighted 12 on a scale of 

1-12 as these products are more likely to be used than documentation/reporting 

alone 



 

14 
 

Options f, g (conferences) is recommended to be weighted 12 on a scale of 1-12, as 

these opportunities facilitate the sharing of documented evidence 

Options e, j (shared repositories and Agency resources) is recommended to be 

weighted 12 on a scale of 1-12, as these are repositories for evidence sharing across 

Operating Units and the Agency 

Internal Collaboration, Component C (existence of knowledge products) 

Frequency of responses for option d (‘Creation and dissemination or internal knowledge 

products’) 

External Collaboration, Component D (conferences/summits) 

Frequency of responses for option g (‘External webinars/conferences/summits’)  

 

2.2 Stakeholder Engagement for Evidence Generation, Management, and Use 

 

Question 2: In the last two years, which types of stakeholders have you engaged to inform 

activity design processes? (Select all that apply)  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Internal Collaboration, Component D (frequent and systematic engagement across Operating Units) 

Weighted average of responses for options d and e 

Options are recommended to be weighted equally 

 

Question 11: Have you engaged external researchers/experts to generate, gather, share, 

and/or use evidence?  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

External Collaboration, Component A (processes/mechanisms to facilitate access to external 

researchers/experts) 

Weighted average of responses for option a (‘yes’); option k for survey question 1; option d 

for survey question 9 

Option a is recommended to be weighted 12 on a scale of 1-12 

Option k is recommended to be weighted 4 on a scale of 1-12 

Option d is recommended to be weighted 4 on a scale of 1-12 

 

2.3 Leadership Support for Evidence Management and Use 

 

Question 16: In your experience, in which of the following ways does senior leadership 

regularly support or promote the use of evidence? This question will have a separate 

column for Agency Senior Leadership and for Senior Leaders in your Operating Unit. For 

each response option, you may select both, only one, or leave the row blank. (Select all that 

apply)  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Leadership and Advocacy, Component A (support, advocacy, and resourcing for evidence, etc.) 

Weighted average of responses for options a, b, c, d, e, g, and h for both Agency and 

Operation Unit leadership 

All options are recommended to be weighted equally   

Leadership and Advocacy, Component B (processes in place to access evidence and use it for 

decision-making) 
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 Weighted average of responses for options c, d, and f for both Agency and Operating 

Unit leadership 

All options are recommended to be weighted equally 

 

3.0 Assessment Question 2a: Are there ways in which staff access or facilitate the use of 

evidence that appear to be more effective than others? 

 

Question 6: What typically takes place during these processes? (Select all that apply)  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Adaptive Management, Component C (raising and documenting decisions) 

Weighted average of responses for options f, g, and h 

Option g (recommendations) is recommended to be weighted 4 on a scale of 1-12  

Option h (processes for tracking action) is recommended to be weighted 8 on a 

scale of 1-12 

Option f (decisions) is recommended to be weighted 12 on a scale of 1-12 

4.0 Assessment Question 3: What are the Agency’s approaches to building staff capacity in 

evidence management and use?  

 

4.1 Training 

 

Question 17: In the last two years, which of these USAID-provided training or events 

(including in-person training or events, webinars, seminars, etc.) on evidence generation, 

management, or use have you attended? (Select all that apply)  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Capacity-Building, Component C (use of resources across Operating Units) 

Weighted average of responses for options a through i 

All options are recommended to be weighted equally 

 

Question 19: Do you feel that the training activities and other resources provided by 

USAID are sufficient to help you meet the Agency’s requirements for evidence use?  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Capacity-Building, Component A (capacity-building resources are available) 

Scored by percentage of respondents selecting ‘yes’ (option a) 

 

Question 20: What are the gaps and/or weaknesses in capacity-building training on 

evidence generation, management, and use provided by USAID? (Select all that apply)  

 

Maturity Matrix Scoring 

Capacity-Building, Component B (planning and organization of trainings) 

Inversely scored by weighted average of responses for options a, b, c, d, e, f, and g 

All options are recommended to be weighted equally 
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The table below outlines which components of prioritized Maturity Matrix Sub-Domains will be 

measured through survey data and which cannot be measured. Please note that measurement of 

components will not always be exhaustive in measuring all language within that component. 

Components are considered ‘covered’ when data from the survey can be used to measure the 

most central aspect(s) of a component.  

 

Maturity Matrix 

Sub-Domain 
# of Components 

Components Covered 

in Survey 

Components Not 

Covered in Survey 

Evidence Base 3 A, B C 

Programmatic 

Planning 
5 A, B, D C, E 

Adaptive 

Management 
4 A, B, C, D None 

Leadership and 

Advocacy 
2 A, B None 

Governance and 

Policy 
2 None A, B 

Internal 

Collaboration 
4 B, C, D A 

External 

Collaboration 
4 A, D B, C 

Capacity-Building 4 A, B, C, D None 
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Survey Question Assessment Question 

(reference section from this 

document) 

Maturity Matrix Sub-

Domain/Component 

1 1 (1.1) Programmatic Planning (A, B, D) 

4 1 (1.2) Adaptive Management (A, B) 

7 1 (1.3) Adaptive Management (D) 

3 1 (1.4) Evidence Base (A) 

8a 1 (1.4)  

8b 1 (1.4)  

15 1 (1.4) Capacity Building (D) 

9 2 (2.1) Evidence Base (B) 

10 2 (2.2) Internal Collaboration (B, C, D) 

External Collaboration (D) 

2 2 (2.2) Internal Collaboration (D) 

5 2 (2.2)  

11 2 (2.2) External Collaboration (A) 

12 2 (2.2)  

13 2 (2.2)  

14 2 (2.2)  

16 2 (2.3) Leadership & Advocacy (A, B) 

6 2a Adaptive Management (C) 

3 2a  

17 3 (4.1) Capacity Building (C) 

18 3 (4.1)  

19 3 (4.1) Capacity Building (A) 

20 3 (4.1) Capacity Building (B) 

21 3 (4.2)  

22 3a  

23 3a  

24 Additional insights across all 

Assessment questions 
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Domain

s 

Sub-

Domains 
Components 

Survey 

Question

s Used 

Number of Respondents (Denominator 

for Calculations) 

Responses 
N/As 

excluded 

Final 

Denomina

tor 

Resourc

es 

Financial 

Resources 

Components A, B, C, D, 

and E         
Human 

Resources 
Components A and B 

        

Capacity-

Building 

Capacity-Building Sub-

Domain Benchmark         
A (capacity-building 

resources availability) Q19 617 N/A 617 
B (planning and 

organization of trainings) Q20 399 2 397 
C (use of resources 

across Operating Units) Q17 635 180 455 

D (incorporation of MEL 

activities in work plans 

and contracts) 

Q5, 

Q13, 

Q15 

Q5: 620, Q13: 

446, Q15 635 

Q5: 7, Q13: 

1, Q15: 26 

Q5: 613, 

Q13: 445, 

Q15: 609 

Culture 

Leadership 

and 

Advocacy 

Leadership and 

Advocacy Sub-Domain 

Benchmark         
A (Agency senior 

leadership support, 

advocacy, and resourcing 

for evidence, etc.) Q16 626 N/A 626 
B (Operating Unit 

leadership support, 

advocacy, and resourcing 

for evidence, etc.) Q16 626 N/A 626 
C (processes in place to 

access evidence and use it 

for decision-making) Q16 627 N/A 627 
Governanc

e and 

Policy 

Components A and B 
        

Collabo

rating 

Internal 

Collaborat

ion 

Internal Collaboration 

Sub-Domain 

Benchmark         

A         
B (platforms and 

processes available for 

evidence sharing) Q10 635 N/A 635 
C (existence of knowledge 

products) Q10 635 N/A 635 
D (frequent and 

systematic engagement 

across Operating Units) Q2 637 7 630 
External 

Collaborat

ion 

External Collaboration 

Sub-Domain 

Benchmark         
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Domain

s 

Sub-

Domains 
Components 

Survey 

Question

s Used 

Number of Respondents (Denominator 

for Calculations) 

Responses 
N/As 

excluded 

Final 

Denomina

tor 

A (processes/mechanisms 

to facilitate access to 

external 

researchers/experts) 

Q1, 

Q5, 

Q9, 

Q11, 

Q13 

Q1: 637, Q5:622, 

Q9: 635, Q11: 

560, Q13: 446 

Q1: 35, Q5: 

7, Q9: N/A, 

Q11: N/A, 

Q13: 1 

Q1:602, 

Q5: 615, 

Q9: 635, 

Q11: 560, 

Q13: 4451 

B         

C         

D (conferences/summits)   Q10 635 N/A 635 

Learnin

g 

Evidence 

Base 

Evidence Base Sub-

Domain Benchmark         

A (evidence availability to 

meet Operating Unit 

needs) 

Q1, 

Q3, Q6 

Q1: 637, 

Q3:636; Q6 620 

Q1: 35, Q3: 

N/A, Q6: 10 

Q1: 602, 

Q3: 636, 

Q6: 610 
B (formal approaches for 

tracking the evidence 

base) Q9 635 N/A 635 

C         

Monitoring 
Components A, B, C, and 

D         

Evaluating 
Components A, B, C, and 

D         

Adaptin

g 

Programm

atic 

Planning 

Programmatic 

Planning Sub-Domain 

Benchmark         
A (use of evidence to 

inform design) Q1 637 35 602 
B (use of evidence from 

previous analyses and 

from external sources) Q1 637 35 602 

C         
D (stakeholder 

engagement in 

programmatic planning) Q1 637 35 602 
Informed 

Manageme

nt Actions 

Components A, B, C, D, 

E, and F 
        

Adaptive 

Manageme

nt 

Adaptive Management 

Sub-Domain 

Benchmark         
A (scheduled processes 

for systematic review) Q4 636 21 615 

 
1 For Q11, removed all responses from analysis (including 'N/A' and 'I don't know') except for 'yes' and 'no' 
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Domain

s 

Sub-

Domains 
Components 

Survey 

Question

s Used 

Number of Respondents (Denominator 

for Calculations) 

Responses 
N/As 

excluded 

Final 

Denomina

tor 
B (working with 

stakeholders to identify 

successes, challenges, etc.) Q4 636 21 615 
C (raising and 

documenting decisions) Q6 620 2 618 
D (implementing 

decisions) Q7 454 N/A 4542 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2 Responses were counted toward an option if selected for EITHER 2019 or 2020 
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Appendix 5: List of Participants, and Data Collection and Analysis 
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Key Informant Interview Guides 
 

USAID Evidence Act Capacity Assessment 

 
Pillar Bureau Key Informant Interview Guide for Agency Policy and Strategy 

Implementation  

 

Primary Information 

 

Name of Respondent: 

____________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Unit: ___________________                 Designation: 

___________________________ 

 

Role: 

______________________________________________________________________

___ 

 

Email: _____________________________                   Telephone No: 

______________________ 

 

Gender:  Male / Female / Other or None   

 

[# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____, if multiple KIs]  

 

Date of Interview: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: 

_____________ 

 

Key Reminders to the Facilitator/Interviewer 
 

In interview conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to read the 

questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the interview. Questions may be 

adapted according to the key informant, based on his/her/their level of involvement with the Agency 

Policy and Strategy or related activity Implementation and the information she/he/they may have. If 

you realize that the interviewee is not well informed about a question, just move on to the following 

questions. 

 

Begin the interview with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of the Capacity Assessment. Emphasize that this is an inward-looking assessment of 

USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, to identify successes (‘what 

works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an assessment/evaluation of any 

aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 
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The purpose is to get the person(s) involved in conversation and openly participate in the discussion 

and offer information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to the interviewee(s) and 

his/her/their viewpoints. Do not interject your own views or opinions into the interview 

conversation. If you do not agree with the key informant's point of view, simply note it down in your 

notes, but never get into a debate with the key informant.  

Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 

Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When you probe for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment 

questions laid out below.  

 

Although we will have interviewer questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not 

be afraid to deviate. It is entirely possible that a person may start talking and end up answering any 

number of questions without specifically being asked. It is also likely that someone may introduce a 

subject not included in the questions -- let him/her/them talk (within reason!). The whole point is to 

allow the person to tell his/her/their story, including their particular knowledge, opinions, and 

experiences. Give them the space to say what they want to say. If the person deviates completely 

from the topic, then do pull them back by referring to the questions. 

 

3. Interviewer’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background to Respondent(s) 

 
Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and taking your time to speak with 

us today. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, experience, and point of view are 

important. We realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

 

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these key 

informant interviews will inform that report.   

Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 
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of culture that enable evidence management and use. These interviews are also meant to inform 

questions for a later survey that will likely be sent to relevant program and technical officers across the 

Agency. 

 

This interview will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER and the Assessment Team 

have decided to look at Agency capacity through the lens of Agency processes for two focus areas – the 

CDCS development process and the process of implementing Agency policies and strategies. Within 

these areas of focus, PPL selected eight case studies – four CDCSes and four Agency policies/strategies. 

You have been selected to provide information about how evidence is managed and used in the CDCS 

development process.  

 

The policy/strategy for consideration in this conversation will be: ________________________. 

 

(When relevant) To discuss implementation, we will ask you to answer questions about direct 

implementation of the policy/strategy, or through the lens of an activity through which you and your 

operating unit were involved in implementing the policy/strategy. That specific activity in 

 this case is: ___________________________________________________________________. 

 

In anticipation of asking many questions around ‘evidence’ management and use within USAID, we had 

already shared with you (via email) the Agency’s working definition of ‘evidence’. However, we can go 

through it again, if you like (restate definition again, if respondent wants)  

EVIDENCE: Body of facts or information that serve as the basis for programmatic and strategic decision making 

in the Program Cycle. Evidence can be derived from experiential knowledge, assessments, analyses, performance 

monitoring, evaluations, research and statistical activities. It can be sourced from within USAID or externally. 

Evidence should result from systematic and analytic methodologies or from observations that are shared and 

analyzed. There are four interdependent components of evidence: foundational fact finding and research, policy 

analysis, program evaluation, and performance measurement. Evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and 

may come from a variety of sources. Evidence has varying degrees of credibility, and the strongest evidence 

generally comes from a portfolio of high-quality, credible sources rather than a single study. 

4. Consent/Confidentiality 

 

Please note that your personal responses will be kept confidential. We will not report or share the 

information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to you. Your 

responses will be analysed together with responses from other interviewees to draw out key insights. 

We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote to a specific individual. 

You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as possible. 

You are also free to not respond to any of our questions or stop the interview at any time. 

 

Thank you. We will now start the interview. The interview should take between 60 and 90 minutes.  Do 

we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions about this interview? 
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5. Interview Questions  

 

Pillar Bureau Questions 

 
Note: While this is a general guideline of questions, adjustments will have to be made in regard to overall 

coverage prior and during the interview based on the overall situation, specific informant, and available time.  

 

Ask respondent(s) to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name(s) and background or 

relationship as it pertains to the implementation of the Agency policy/strategy. 

 

Evidence Base Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 and 2) 

Thinking back to implementation of the Agency policy/strategy and/or the design and 

implementation of the related activity, was there an evidence base (i.e., the existing body of 

information and knowledge including studies, evaluations, data, prior activities/portfolio reviews etc.) 

available to you and others? If so, what were the key parts of the evidence base you used for design 

and implementation? Please explain any areas where the evidence base was notably stronger or 

weaker than in other areas.  

What methods did you use to track and use the available evidence (both internal and external to the 

Agency)? What worked well, and what were the challenges?  

In your experience, did you feel that the available evidence base met all your information needs? 

Was the available information of high quality? If not, please describe.  

Which learning agendas did you use when weighing what new evidence to seek/generate in the 

processes of implementing the policy/strategy or activity? What information were you able to 

contribute to any of the learning agendas or working groups and/or governance bodies involved in 

creating, reviewing, or approving learning agendas after implementation? This could include offering 

evidence gained or noting areas with a lack of evidence. 

Leadership and Advocacy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 

2 and 3) 

How would you describe senior leadership’s demand, support, and advocacy for evidence use for 

the policy/strategy and/or activity implementation? How are resources generally mobilized by the 

leadership to support the policy/strategy and/or activity implementation? Is there any other way 

leadership encourages or incentivizes teams or individuals to use evidence beyond the stated 

requirements?  

 

Which specific Agency governing bodies/boards exist to focus on evidence generation, management, 

and use? How can the institutional focus on evidence generation, management, and use be further 

improved through such bodies/boards?  

Governance and Policy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 2 

and 3) 

How well do you think staff understand the current Agency policies, directives, and/or guidance 

outlining the evidence management and use requirements for implementing Agency 
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policies/strategies? Where do you typically see challenges what do you recommend for 

improvement of staff understanding?  

Are there any notable gaps in the relevant policies, directives, and/or guidance that you have to 

follow/use for evidence management and use that have been a challenge for you and/or your 

operating unit? If so, please describe.  

Existence of Relationship and Networks Questions (Answers will speak to 

Assessment Question 2) 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with internal (e.g. other missions, HQ OUs) stakeholders on 

evidence access and use during Agency policy/strategy and/or the activity implementation?  

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with external (e.g. other USG agencies, IPs, partner government, 

private sector, civil society, other DPs) stakeholders on evidence access and use during Agency 

policy/strategy and/or the activity implementation?  

Internal Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Do you feel that distinct roles and responsibilities exist regarding how your position contributes to 

evidence gathering and use through the implementation of Agency policies/strategies and/or specific 

activities? Please explain.  

To your experience and knowledge, was there systematic engagement between your and other 

Agency entities regarding evidence gathering and use during the design and implementation of this 

activity, or the implementation of the policy/strategy? If so, please explain. If not, how can this be 

increased?  

What technology, forums, or other platforms do you use for data sharing during activity 

implementation?  

What forums, platforms, or systems do you use for knowledge management and evidence sharing 

during activity implementation?  

External Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Please describe any processes used for engaging external stakeholders (including partner 

government, country institutions, and other external experts) in evidence management and use 

during activity design and implementation.  

Do you feel the appropriate knowledge products (reports, one-pagers, fact sheets, etc.) were 

available for external partners during activity implementation? Please describe these and any 

platforms/forums used for sharing data, evidence, and knowledge products with external partners 

(including partner government, country institutions, and other external experts). Are there any 

common challenges faced in collaborating with external partners? If so, how can these be overcome?  

Capacity-Building Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 3) 

In your knowledge and experience, have there been capacity building initiatives focused specifically 

on evidence management and use for improving evidence-based policy/strategy implementation? If 

so, please explain.  
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Are there capacity-building approaches for evidence management and use that you’ve planned for 

and/or implemented which appear to be more effective than others? If so, please explain.     

 

6. Conclusion 

This has been a very useful discussion – thank you for your time and participation! Your opinions, 

knowledge, and insights will be extremely valuable for this Assessment. Before we end, do you have any 

question or is there anything else you would like to share?   

Also, if you have any additional thoughts or questions that you would like to share or follow up on, 

please feel free to contact me by email.  

 

[Share email address]. 

 

END INTERVIEW 
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USAID Evidence Act Capacity Assessment 

 

PPL/SPP Key Informant Interview Guide for the CDCS Development Process 

 

1. Primary Information 

 

Name of Respondent: 

________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Unit: ___________________  Designation: ______________________ 

 

Role: 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email: __________________________                   Telephone Number: 

_________________ 

 

Gender:  Male / Female / Other or None   

 

[# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____, if multiple KIs]  

 

Date of Interview: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: 

_____________ 

 

2. Key Reminders to the Facilitator/Interviewer 

 

In interview conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to read the 

questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the interview. Questions may be 

adapted according to the key informant, based on his/her/their level of involvement with the CDCS 

development process and the information she/he/they may have. If you realize that the interviewee 

is not well informed about a question, just move on to the following questions. 

 

Begin the interview with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of the Capacity Assessment. Emphasize that this is an inward-looking assessment of 

USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, to identify successes (‘what 

works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an assessment/evaluation of any 

aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 

 

The purpose is to get the person(s) involved in conversation and openly participate in the discussion 

and offer information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to the interviewee(s) and 

his/her/their viewpoints. Do not interject your own views or opinions into the interview 

conversation. If you do not agree with the key informant's point of view, simply note it down in your 

notes, but never get into a debate with the key informant.  
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Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 

Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When you probe for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment 

questions laid out below.  

 

Although we will have interviewer questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not 

be afraid to deviate. It is entirely possible that a person may start talking and end up answering any 

number of questions without specifically being asked. It is also likely that someone may introduce a 

subject not included in the questions -- let him/her/them talk (within reason!). The whole point is to 

allow the person to tell his/her/their story, including their particular knowledge, opinions, and 

experiences. Give them the space to say what they want to say. If the person deviates completely 

from the topic, then do pull them back by referring to the questions. 

 

3. Interviewer’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background for Respondent(s) 

 

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and taking your time to speak with us 

today. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, experience, and point of view are important. We 

realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these key 

informant interviews will inform that report.   

 
Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 

of culture that enable evidence management and use. These interviews are also meant to inform 

questions for a later survey that will likely be sent to relevant program and technical officers across the 

Agency.  
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This interview will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER and the Assessment Team 

have decided to look at Agency capacity through the lens of Agency processes for two focus areas – the 

CDCS development process and the process of implementing Agency policies and strategies. Within 

these areas of focus, PPL selected eight case studies – four CDCSes and four Agency policies/strategies. 

You have been selected to provide information about how evidence is managed and used in the CDCS 

development process.  

 

The CDCS for consideration in this conversation will be: _____________________________ 

 

In anticipation of asking many questions around ‘evidence’ management and use within USAID, we had 

already shared with you (via email) the Agency’s working definition of ‘evidence’. However, we can go 

through it again, if you like (restate definition again, if respondent wants)  

EVIDENCE: Body of facts or information that serve as the basis for programmatic and strategic decision making 

in the Program Cycle. Evidence can be derived from experiential knowledge, assessments, analyses, performance 

monitoring, evaluations, research and statistical activities. It can be sourced from within USAID or externally. 

Evidence should result from systematic and analytic methodologies or from observations that are shared and 

analyzed. There are four interdependent components of evidence: foundational fact finding and research, policy 

analysis, program evaluation, and performance measurement. Evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and 

may come from a variety of sources. Evidence has varying degrees of credibility, and the strongest evidence 

generally comes from a portfolio of high-quality, credible sources rather than a single study.   

 

4. Consent/Confidentiality 

 

Please note that your personal responses will be kept confidential. We will not report or share the 

information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to you. Your 

responses will be analysed together with responses from other interviewees to draw out key insights. 

We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote to a specific individual. 

You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as possible. 

You are also free to not respond to any of our questions or stop the interview at any time.  

 

Thank you.  We will now start the interview. The interview should take between 60 and 90 minutes.  

Do we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions about this interview? 

 

5. Interview Questions  

PPL/SPP (Strategic Program Planning) Questions 

 
Note: While this is a general guideline of question, adjustments will have to be made in regard to overall 

coverage prior and during the interview based on the overall situation, specific informant, and available time.  

 

Ask respondent(s) to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name(s) and background or 

relationship as it pertains to the development of the stated CDCS. 

 

Adaptive Management Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1, 

2, and 3) 

What processes used to systematically review the CDCS are most challenging for Missions? Why do 

you think this is the case and how can they be further improved?  
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Leadership and Advocacy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 

2 and 3) 

How would you describe senior leadership’s demand, support, and advocacy for evidence use in the 

CDCS development process? How are resources generally mobilized by leadership to support the 

CDCS development process? Is there any other way leadership encourages or incentivizes teams or 

individuals to use evidence (beyond the stated requirements)?  

Which specific Agency governing bodies/boards exist to focus on evidence generation, management, 

and use? How can the institutional focus on evidence generation, management, and use be further 

improved through such bodies/boards?  

 

Governance and Policy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 2 

and 3) 

How well do you think staff understand the current Agency policies, directives, and/or guidance 

outlining evidence management and use requirements for the CDCS development process? Where 

do you typically see challenges and what do you recommend for improvement of staff 

understanding?  

Are there any notable gaps in the relevant policies, directives, and/or guidance that you have to 

follow/use for evidence management and use that have been a challenge for you and/or your 

operating unit? If so, please describe.  

 

Existence of Relationship and Networks Questions (Answers will speak to 

Assessment Question 2) 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with internal (e.g. other missions, HQ OUs) stakeholders on 

evidence access and use during the development of the CDCS?  

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with external (e.g. other USG agencies, IPs, partner government, 

private sector, civil society, other DPs) stakeholders on evidence access and use during the 

development of the CDCS?  

Internal Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Do you feel that distinct roles and responsibilities exist regarding how staff contribute to evidence 

gathering and use during the development of the CDCS? Please explain.      

How well do you feel staff understand and use the processes for reviewing the CDCS among 

internal stakeholders? Where do you see the most significant challenges within these processes in 

communication, reviewing, and knowledge management?  

What technology, forums, or other platforms do you use for internal data sharing during CDCS 

development?  

What forums, platforms or systems do you use for knowledge management and evidence sharing 

during CDCS development?  
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External Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Please describe any processes used for engaging external stakeholders (including partner 

government, country institutions, and other external experts) in evidence management and use 

during CDCS development.  

Do you feel the appropriate knowledge products (reports, one-pagers, fact sheets, etc.) are 

generally available for external partners during the CDCS process? How well used are identified 

platforms/forums for sharing data, evidence, and knowledge products with external partners 

(including partner government, country institutions, and other external experts)? Are there any 

common challenges faced in collaborating with external partners? If so, how can these be overcome?  

Capacity-Building Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 3 

In your knowledge and experience, have there been capacity building initiatives focused specifically 

on evidence management and use for improving evidence-based CDCS development? If so, please 

explain.  

Are there capacity-building approaches for evidence management and use that you’ve planned for 

and/or implemented which appear to be more effective than others? If so, please explain.   

 

 

6. Conclusion 

This has been a very useful discussion – thank you for your time and participation! Your opinions, 

knowledge, and insights will be extremely valuable for this Assessment. Before we end, do you have any 

question or is there anything else you would like to share?   

Also, if you have any additional thoughts or questions that you would like to share or follow up on, 

please feel free to contact me by email.  

 

[Share email address]. 

 

END INTERVIEW 
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USAID Evidence Act Capacity Assessment 

 
Mission Key Informant Interview Guide for the CDCS Development Process 

 

1. Primary Information 

 

Name of Respondent: 

________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Unit: ___________________  Designation: ______________________ 

 

Role: 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email: __________________________                   Telephone Number: 

_________________ 

 

Gender:  Male / Female / Other or None   

 

[# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____, if multiple KIs]  

 

Date of Interview: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: 

_____________ 

 

2. Key Reminders to the Facilitator/Interviewer 

 

In interview conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to read the 

questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the interview. Questions may be 

adapted according to the key informant, based on his/her/their level of involvement with the CDCS 

development process and the information she/he/they may have. If you realize that the interviewee 

is not well informed about a question, just move on to the following questions. 

 

Begin the interview with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of the Capacity Assessment. Emphasize that this is an inward-looking assessment of 

USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, to identify successes (‘what 

works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an assessment/evaluation of any 

aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 

 

The purpose is to get the person(s) involved in conversation and openly participate in the discussion 

and offer information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to the interviewee(s) and 

his/her/their viewpoints. Do not interject your own views or opinions into the interview 

conversation. If you do not agree with the key informant's point of view, simply note it down in your 

notes, but never get into a debate with the key informant.  
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Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 

Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When you probe for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment 

questions laid out below.  

 

Although we will have interviewer questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not 

be afraid to deviate. It is entirely possible that a person may start talking and end up answering any 

number of questions without specifically being asked. It is also likely that someone may introduce a 

subject not included in the questions -- let him/her/them talk (within reason!). The whole point is to 

allow the person to tell his/her/their story, including their particular knowledge, opinions, and 

experiences. Give them the space to say what they want to say. If the person deviates completely 

from the topic, then do pull them back by referring to the questions. 

 

3. Interviewer’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background for Respondent(s) 

 

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and taking your time to speak with us 

today. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, experience, and point of view are important. We 

realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these key 

informant interviews will inform that report.   

 

Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 

of culture that enable evidence management and use. These interviews are also meant to inform 

questions for a later survey that will likely be sent to relevant program and technical officers across the 

Agency.  

This interview will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER and the Assessment Team 

have decided to look at Agency capacity through the lens of Agency processes for two focus areas – the 
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CDCS development process and the process of implementing Agency policies and strategies. Within 

these areas of focus, PPL selected eight case studies – four CDCSes and four Agency policies/strategies. 

You have been selected to provide information about how evidence is managed and used in the CDCS 

development process.  

 

The CDCS for consideration in this conversation will be: _____________________________ 

 

In anticipation of asking many questions around ‘evidence’ management and use within USAID, we had 

already shared with you (via email) the Agency’s working definition of ‘evidence’. However, we can go 

through it again, if you like (restate definition again, if respondent wants)  

EVIDENCE: Body of facts or information that serve as the basis for programmatic and strategic decision making 

in the Program Cycle. Evidence can be derived from experiential knowledge, assessments, analyses, performance 

monitoring, evaluations, research and statistical activities. It can be sourced from within USAID or externally. 

Evidence should result from systematic and analytic methodologies or from observations that are shared and 

analyzed. There are four interdependent components of evidence: foundational fact finding and research, policy 

analysis, program evaluation, and performance measurement. Evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and 

may come from a variety of sources. Evidence has varying degrees of credibility, and the strongest evidence 

generally comes from a portfolio of high-quality, credible sources rather than a single study.   

 

4. Consent/Confidentiality 

 

Please note that your personal responses will be kept confidential. We will not report or share the 

information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to you. Your 

responses will be analysed together with responses from other interviewees to draw out key insights. 

We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote to a specific individual. 

You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as possible. 

You are also free to not respond to any of our questions or stop the interview at any time.  

 

Thank you.  We will now start the interview. The interview should take between 60 and 90 minutes.  

Do we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions about this interview? 

 

5. Interview Questions  

 

Mission Questions 

 
Note: While this is a general guideline of questions, adjustments will have to be made in regard to overall 

coverage prior and during the interview based on the overall situation, specific informant, and available time.  

 

Ask respondent(s) to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name(s) and background or 

relationship as it pertains to the development of the stated CDCS. 

 

Evidence Base Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 and 2) 

Thinking back to the development of the CDCS, was there an evidence base (i.e., the existing body 

of information and knowledge including studies, evaluations, data, prior activities/portfolio reviews 

etc.) available to you and others? If so, what were the key parts of the evidence base you used to 

develop the CDCS? Please explain any areas where the evidence base was notably stronger or 

weaker than in other areas.  
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What methods did you use to track and use the available evidence (both internal and external to the 

Agency)? What worked well, and what were the challenges?  

In your experience, did you feel that the available evidence base met all your information needs? 

Was the available information of high quality? If not, please describe.  

Which learning agendas did you use when weighing what new evidence to seek/generate in the 

processes of developing the CDCS? What information were you able to contribute to any of the 

learning agendas or working groups and/or governance bodies involved in creating, reviewing, or 

approving learning agendas after CDCS development? This could include offering evidence gained or 

noting areas with a lack of evidence.  

 

Programmatic Planning Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 

and 2) 

Thinking back to CDCS development, can you explain how evidence (including data, evaluation 

findings, etc.) was used to develop the CDCS?  

How did you decide if and when new evidence was needed (if applicable)?  

Adaptive Management Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1, 

2, and 3) 

Were any plans made during the CDCS development process to allow for effective adaptation 

during CDCS implementation? If so, what were they?  

 

Governance and Policy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 2 

and 3) 

How well do you think staff understand the current Agency policies, directives, and/or guidance 

outlining evidence management and use requirements for the CDCS development process? Where 

do you typically see challenges and what do you recommend for improvement of staff 

understanding?  

Are there any notable gaps in the relevant policies, directives, and/or guidance that you have to 

follow/use for evidence management and use that have been a challenge for you and/or your 

operating unit? If so, please describe.  

 

Existence of Relationship and Networks Questions (Answers will speak to 

Assessment Question 2) 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with internal (e.g. other missions, HQ OUs) stakeholders on 

evidence access and use during the development of the CDCS?  

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with external (e.g. other USG agencies, IPs, partner government, 

private sector, civil society, other DPs) stakeholders on evidence access and use during the 

development of the CDCS?  

Internal Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Do you feel that distinct roles and responsibilities exist regarding how staff contribute to evidence 

gathering and use during the development of the CDCS? Please explain.      
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How well do you feel staff understand the processes for reviewing the CDCS among internal 

stakeholders? Were there any challenges with these processes during this CDCS development 

phases?  

To your experience and knowledge, was there systematic engagement between your operating unit 

and other Agency entities regarding evidence access and use during this CDCS development? If so, 

please explain. If not, how can this be increased?  

 

External Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Please describe any processes used for engaging external stakeholders (including partner 

government, country institutions, and other external experts) in evidence management and use 

during CDCS development.  

Do you feel the appropriate knowledge products (reports, one-pagers, fact sheets, etc.) were 

available for external partners during CDCS development? Please describe these and any 

platforms/forums used for sharing data, evidence, and knowledge products with external partners 

(including partner government, country institutions, and other external experts).  

Capacity-Building Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 3 

How are capacity-building plans and activities relevant to evidence management and use for staff and 

partners built into your CDCS?  

Are there capacity-building approaches for evidence management and use that you’ve planned for 

and/or implemented which appear to be more effective than others? If so, please explain. 

 

 

6. Conclusion 

This has been a very useful discussion – thank you for your time and participation! Your opinions, 

knowledge, and insights will be extremely valuable for this Assessment. Before we end, do you have any 

question or is there anything else you would like to share?   

Also, if you have any additional thoughts or questions that you would like to share or follow up on, 

please feel free to contact me by email.  

 

[Share email address]. 

 

END INTERVIEW 
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USAID Evidence Act Capacity Assessment 

 
Mission Program Officer Key Informant Interview Guide for the CDCS 

Development Process 

 

1. Primary Information 

 

Name of Respondent: 

________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Unit: ___________________  Designation: ______________________ 

 

Role: 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email: __________________________                   Telephone Number: 

_________________ 

 

Gender:  Male / Female / Other or None   

 

[# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____, if multiple KIs]  

 

Date of Interview: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: 

_____________ 

 

2. Key Reminders to the Facilitator/Interviewer 

 

In interview conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to read the 

questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the interview. Questions may be 

adapted according to the key informant, based on his/her/their level of involvement with the CDCS 

development process and the information she/he/they may have. If you realize that the interviewee 

is not well informed about a question, just move on to the following questions. 

 

Begin the interview with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of the Capacity Assessment. Emphasize that this is an inward-looking assessment of 

USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, to identify successes (‘what 

works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an assessment/evaluation of any 

aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 

 

The purpose is to get the person(s) involved in conversation and openly participate in the discussion 

and offer information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to the interviewee(s) and 

his/her/their viewpoints. Do not interject your own views or opinions into the interview 

conversation. If you do not agree with the key informant's point of view, simply note it down in your 

notes, but never get into a debate with the key informant.  
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Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 

 

Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When you probe for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment 

questions laid out below.  

 

Although we will have interviewer questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not 

be afraid to deviate. It is entirely possible that a person may start talking and end up answering any 

number of questions without specifically being asked. It is also likely that someone may introduce a 

subject not included in the questions -- let him/her/them talk (within reason!). The whole point is to 

allow the person to tell his/her/their story, including their particular knowledge, opinions, and 

experiences. Give them the space to say what they want to say. If the person deviates completely 

from the topic, then do pull them back by referring to the questions. 

 

3. Interviewer’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background for Respondent(s) 

 

 

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and taking your time to speak with 

us today. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, experience, and point of view are 

important. We realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these key 

informant interviews will inform that report.   

 

Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 

of culture that enable evidence management and use. These interviews are also meant to inform 

questions for a later survey that will likely be sent to relevant program and technical officers across the 

Agency.  
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This interview will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER and the Assessment Team 

have decided to look at Agency capacity through the lens of Agency processes for two focus areas – the 

CDCS development process and the process of implementing Agency policies and strategies. Within 

these areas of focus, PPL selected eight case studies – four CDCSes and four Agency policies/strategies. 

You have been selected to provide information about how evidence is managed and used in the CDCS 

development process.  

 

The CDCS for consideration in this conversation will be: _____________________________ 

 

In anticipation of asking many questions around ‘evidence’ management and use within USAID, we had 

already shared with you (via email) the Agency’s working definition of ‘evidence’. However, we can go 

through it again, if you like (restate definition again, if respondent wants)  

EVIDENCE: Body of facts or information that serve as the basis for programmatic and strategic decision making 

in the Program Cycle. Evidence can be derived from experiential knowledge, assessments, analyses, performance 

monitoring, evaluations, research and statistical activities. It can be sourced from within USAID or externally. 

Evidence should result from systematic and analytic methodologies or from observations that are shared and 

analyzed. There are four interdependent components of evidence: foundational fact finding and research, policy 

analysis, program evaluation, and performance measurement. Evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and 

may come from a variety of sources. Evidence has varying degrees of credibility, and the strongest evidence 

generally comes from a portfolio of high-quality, credible sources rather than a single study.   

 

4. Consent/Confidentiality 

 

Please note that your personal responses will be kept confidential. We will not report or share the 

information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to you. Your 

responses will be analysed together with responses from other interviewees to draw out key insights. 

We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote to a specific individual. 

You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as possible. 

You are also free to not respond to any of our questions or stop the interview at any time.  

 

Thank you.  We will now start the interview. The interview should take between 60 and 90 minutes.  

Do we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions about this interview? 

 

5. Interview Questions  

 

Mission Program Officer Questions 

 
Note: While this is a general guideline of questions, adjustments will have to be made in regard to overall 

coverage prior and during the interview based on the overall situation, specific informant, and available time.  

 

Ask respondent(s) to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name(s) and background or 

relationship as it pertains to the development of the stated CDCS. 

 

Evidence Base Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 and 2) 

Thinking back to the development of the CDCS, was there an evidence base (i.e., the existing body 

of information and knowledge including studies, evaluations, data, prior activities/portfolio reviews 

etc.) available to you and others? If so, what were the key parts of the evidence base you used to 



 

44 
 

develop the CDCS? Please explain any areas where the evidence base was notably stronger or 

weaker than in other areas.  

What methods did you use to track and use the available evidence (both internal and external to the 

Agency)? What worked well, and what were the challenges?  

In your experience, did you feel that the available evidence base met all your information needs? 

Was the available information of high quality? If not, please describe.  

Which learning agendas did you use when weighing what new evidence to seek/generate in the 

processes of developing the CDCS? What information were you able to contribute to any of the 

learning agendas or working groups and/or governance bodies involved in creating, reviewing, or 

approving learning agendas after CDCS development? This could include offering evidence gained or 

noting areas with a lack of evidence.  

 

Programmatic Planning Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 

and 2) 

Thinking back to CDCS development, can you explain how evidence (including data, evaluation 

findings, etc.) was used to develop the CDCS?  

How did you decide if and when new evidence was needed (if applicable)?  

What theory of change underpins the CDCS and how was it created?  

Adaptive Management Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1, 

2, and 3) 

How effective are the current institutional processes for systematically reviewing the CDCS’s 

strategic approach periodically after approval? How can these processes be further improved?  

What processes used to systematically review the CDCS are most challenging for Missions? Why do 

you think this is the case and how can they be further improved?  

Were any plans made during the CDCS development process to allow for effective adaptation 

during CDCS implementation? If so, what were they? 

 

Governance and Policy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 2 

and 3) 

How well do you think staff understand the current Agency policies, directives, and/or guidance 

outlining evidence management and use requirements for the CDCS development process? Where 

do you typically see challenges and what do you recommend for improvement of staff 

understanding?  

 

Are there any notable gaps in the relevant policies, directives, and/or guidance that you have to 

follow/use for evidence management and use that have been a challenge for you and/or your 

operating unit? If so, please describe.  
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Existence of Relationship and Networks Questions (Answers will speak to 

Assessment Question 2) 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with internal (e.g. other missions, HQ OUs) stakeholders on 

evidence access and use during the development of the CDCS?  

 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with external (e.g. other USG agencies, IPs, partner government, 

private sector, civil society, other DPs) stakeholders on evidence access and use during the 

development of the CDCS?  

Internal Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Do you feel that distinct roles and responsibilities exist regarding how staff contribute to evidence 

gathering and use during the development of the CDCS? Please explain.      

How well do you feel staff understand the processes for reviewing the CDCS among internal 

stakeholders? Were there any challenges with these processes during this CDCS development 

phases?  

To your experience and knowledge, was there systematic engagement between your operating unit 

and other Agency entities regarding evidence access and use during this CDCS development? If so, 

please explain. If not, how can this be increased?   

 

External Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Please describe any processes used for engaging external stakeholders (including partner 

government, country institutions, and other external experts) in evidence management and use 

during CDCS development.  

Do you feel the appropriate knowledge products (reports, one-pagers, fact sheets, etc.) were 

available for external partners during CDCS development? Please describe these and any 

platforms/forums used for sharing data, evidence, and knowledge products with external partners 

(including partner government, country institutions, and other external experts).  

Capacity-Building Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 3 

How are capacity-building plans and activities relevant to evidence management and use for staff and 

partners built into your CDCS?  

Are there capacity-building approaches for evidence management and use that you’ve planned for 

and/or implemented which appear to be more effective than others? If so, please explain.   

 

6. Conclusion 

This has been a very useful discussion – thank you for your time and participation! Your opinions, 

knowledge, and insights will be extremely valuable for this Assessment. Before we end, do you have any 

question or is there anything else you would like to share?   

Also, if you have any additional thoughts or questions that you would like to share or follow up on, 

please feel free to contact me by email.  

 

[Share email address].  END INTERVIEW 
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USAID Evidence Act Capacity Assessment 

 
Mission Technical Officers Key Informant Interview Guide for the CDCS 

Development Process 

 

1. Primary Information 

 

Name of Respondent: 

________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Unit: ___________________  Designation: ______________________ 

 

Role: 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email: __________________________                   Telephone Number: 

_________________ 

 

Gender:  Male / Female / Other or None   

 

[# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____, if multiple KIs]  

 

Date of Interview: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: 

_____________ 

 

2. Key Reminders to the Facilitator/Interviewer 

 

In interview conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to read the 

questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the interview. Questions may be 

adapted according to the key informant, based on his/her/their level of involvement with the CDCS 

development process and the information she/he/they may have. If you realize that the interviewee 

is not well informed about a question, just move on to the following questions. 

Begin the interview with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of the Capacity Assessment. Emphasize that this is an inward-looking assessment of 

USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, to identify successes (‘what 

works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an assessment/evaluation of any 

aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 

The purpose is to get the person(s) involved in conversation and openly participate in the discussion 

and offer information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to the interviewee(s) and 

his/her/their viewpoints. Do not interject your own views or opinions into the interview 

conversation. If you do not agree with the key informant's point of view, simply note it down in your 

notes, but never get into a debate with the key informant.  

Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 
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Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When you probe for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment 

questions laid out below.  

Although we will have interviewer questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not 

be afraid to deviate. It is entirely possible that a person may start talking and end up answering any 

number of questions without specifically being asked. It is also likely that someone may introduce a 

subject not included in the questions -- let him/her/them talk (within reason!). The whole point is to 

allow the person to tell his/her/their story, including their particular knowledge, opinions, and 

experiences. Give them the space to say what they want to say. If the person deviates completely 

from the topic, then do pull them back by referring to the questions. 

 

3. Interviewer’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background for Respondent(s) 

 

 

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and taking your time to speak with 

us today. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, experience, and point of view are 

important. We realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these key 

informant interviews will inform that report.   

 

Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 

of culture that enable evidence management and use. These interviews are also meant to inform 

questions for a later survey that will likely be sent to relevant program and technical officers across the 

Agency.  

This interview will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER and the Assessment Team 

have decided to look at Agency capacity through the lens of Agency processes for two focus areas – the 

CDCS development process and the process of implementing Agency policies and strategies. Within 
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these areas of focus, PPL selected eight case studies – four CDCSes and four Agency policies/strategies. 

You have been selected to provide information about how evidence is managed and used in the CDCS 

development process.  

 

The CDCS for consideration in this conversation will be: _____________________________ 

 

In anticipation of asking many questions around ‘evidence’ management and use within USAID, we had 

already shared with you (via email) the Agency’s working definition of ‘evidence’. However, we can go 

through it again, if you like (restate definition again, if respondent wants)  

EVIDENCE: Body of facts or information that serve as the basis for programmatic and strategic decision making 

in the Program Cycle. Evidence can be derived from experiential knowledge, assessments, analyses, performance 

monitoring, evaluations, research and statistical activities. It can be sourced from within USAID or externally. 

Evidence should result from systematic and analytic methodologies or from observations that are shared and 

analyzed. There are four interdependent components of evidence: foundational fact finding and research, policy 

analysis, program evaluation, and performance measurement. Evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and 

may come from a variety of sources. Evidence has varying degrees of credibility, and the strongest evidence 

generally comes from a portfolio of high-quality, credible sources rather than a single study.   

 

4. Consent/Confidentiality 

 

Please note that your personal responses will be kept confidential. We will not report or share the 

information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to you. Your 

responses will be analysed together with responses from other interviewees to draw out key insights. 

We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote to a specific individual. 

You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as possible. 

You are also free to not respond to any of our questions or stop the interview at any time.  

 

Thank you.  We will now start the interview. The interview should take between 60 and 90 minutes.  

Do we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions about this interview? 

 

5. Interview Questions  

 

Mission Technical Officers Questions 
 
Note: While this is a general guideline of questions, adjustments will have to be made in regard to overall 

coverage prior and during the interview based on the overall situation, specific informant, and available time.  

 

Ask respondent(s) to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name(s) and background or 

relationship as it pertains to the development of the stated CDCS. 

 

Evidence Base Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 and 2) 

Thinking back to the development of the CDCS, was there an evidence base (i.e., the existing body 

of information and knowledge including studies, evaluations, data, prior activities/portfolio reviews 

etc.) available to you and others? If so, what were the key parts of the evidence base you used to 

develop the CDCS? Please explain any areas where the evidence base was notably stronger or 

weaker than in other areas.  

What methods did you use to track and use the available evidence (both internal and external to the 

Agency)? What worked well, and what were the challenges?  
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In your experience, did you feel that the available evidence base met all your information needs? 

Was the available information of high quality? If not, please describe.  

Which learning agendas did you use when weighing what new evidence to seek/generate in the 

processes of developing the CDCS? What information were you able to contribute to any of the 

learning agendas or working groups and/or governance bodies involved in creating, reviewing, or 

approving learning agendas after CDCS development? This could include offering evidence gained or 

noting areas with a lack of evidence.  

 

Programmatic Planning Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 

and 2) 

Thinking back to CDCS development, can you explain how evidence (including data, evaluation 

findings, etc.) was used to develop the CDCS?  

How did you decide if and when new evidence was needed (if applicable)?  

Does the selected Development Objective clearly and effectively support the CDCS goal? If so, how 

was evidence used to develop and align the DO to the CDCS goal?   

Adaptive Management Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1, 

2, and 3) 

Were any plans made during the CDCS development process to allow for effective adaptation 

during CDCS implementation? If so, what were they?  

Governance and Policy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 2 

and 3) 

How well do you think staff understand the current Agency policies, directives, and/or guidance 

outlining evidence management and use requirements for the CDCS development process? Where 

do you typically see challenges and what do you recommend for improvement of staff 

understanding? 

Are there any notable gaps in the relevant policies, directives, and/or guidance that you have to 

follow/use for evidence management and use that have been a challenge for you and/or your 

operating unit? If so, please describe.  

 

Existence of Relationship and Networks Questions (Answers will speak to 

Assessment Question 2) 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with internal (e.g. other missions, HQ OUs) stakeholders on 

evidence access and use during the development of the CDCS?  

 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with external (e.g. other USG agencies, IPs, partner government, 

private sector, civil society, other DPs) stakeholders on evidence access and use during the 

development of the CDCS?  
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Internal Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Do you feel that distinct roles and responsibilities exist regarding how staff contribute to evidence 

gathering and use during the development of the CDCS? Please explain.      

How well do you feel staff understand the processes for reviewing the CDCS among internal 

stakeholders? Were there any challenges with these processes during this CDCS development 

phases?  

To your experience and knowledge, was there systematic engagement between your operating unit 

and other Agency entities regarding evidence access and use during this CDCS development? If so, 

please explain. If not, how can this be increased?   

What technology, forums, or other platforms do you use for internal data sharing during CDCS 

development?  

What forums, platforms or systems do you use for knowledge management and evidence sharing 

during CDCS development?  

 

External Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Please describe any processes used for engaging external stakeholders (including partner 

government, country institutions, and other external experts) in evidence management and use 

during CDCS development.  

Do you feel the appropriate knowledge products (reports, one-pagers, fact sheets, etc.) were 

available for external partners during CDCS development? Please describe these and any 

platforms/forums used for sharing data, evidence, and knowledge products with external partners 

(including partner government, country institutions, and other external experts).  

Capacity-Building Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 3 

How are capacity-building plans and activities relevant to evidence management and use for staff and 

partners built into your CDCS?  

Are there capacity-building approaches for evidence management and use that you’ve planned for 

and/or implemented which appear to be more effective than others? If so, please explain.   

 

 

6. Conclusion 

This has been a very useful discussion – thank you for your time and participation! Your opinions, 

knowledge, and insights will be extremely valuable for this Assessment. Before we end, do you have any 

question or is there anything else you would like to share?   

Also, if you have any additional thoughts or questions that you would like to share or follow up on, 

please feel free to contact me by email.  

 

[Share email address]. 

 

END INTERVIEW 
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USAID Evidence Act Capacity Assessment 

 
Mission Key Informant Interview Guide for Agency Policy and Strategy 

Implementation  

 

1. Primary Information 

 

Name of Respondent: 

____________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Unit: ___________________                 Designation: 

___________________________ 

 

Role: 

______________________________________________________________________

___ 

 

Email: _____________________________                   Telephone No: 

______________________ 

 

Gender:  Male / Female / Other or None   

 

[# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____, if multiple KIs]  

 

Date of Interview: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: 

_____________ 

 

2. Key Reminders to the Facilitator/Interviewer 

 

In interview conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to read the 

questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the interview. Questions may be 

adapted according to the key informant, based on his/her/their level of involvement with the Agency 

Policy and Strategy or related activity Implementation and the information she/he/they may have. If 

you realize that the interviewee is not well informed about a question, just move on to the following 

questions. 

 

Begin the interview with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of the Capacity Assessment. Emphasize that this is an inward-looking assessment of 

USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, to identify successes (‘what 

works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an assessment/evaluation of any 

aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 

 

The purpose is to get the person(s) involved in conversation and openly participate in the discussion 

and offer information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to the interviewee(s) and 
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his/her/their viewpoints. Do not interject your own views or opinions into the interview 

conversation. If you do not agree with the key informant's point of view, simply note it down in your 

notes, but never get into a debate with the key informant.  

Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 

Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When you probe for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment 

questions laid out below.  

 

Although we will have interviewer questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not 

be afraid to deviate. It is entirely possible that a person may start talking and end up answering any 

number of questions without specifically being asked. It is also likely that someone may introduce a 

subject not included in the questions -- let him/her/them talk (within reason!). The whole point is to 

allow the person to tell his/her/their story, including their particular knowledge, opinions, and 

experiences. Give them the space to say what they want to say. If the person deviates completely 

from the topic, then do pull them back by referring to the questions. 

 

3. Interviewer’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background to Respondent(s) 

 

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and taking your time to speak with 

us today. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, experience, and point of view are 

important. We realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

 

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these key 

informant interviews will inform that report.   

 

Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 

of culture that enable evidence management and use. These interviews are also meant to inform 
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questions for a later survey that will likely be sent to relevant program and technical officers across the 

Agency. 

 

This interview will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER and the Assessment Team 

have decided to look at Agency capacity through the lens of Agency processes for two focus areas – the 

CDCS development process and the process of implementing Agency policies and strategies. Within 

these areas of focus, PPL selected eight case studies – four CDCSes and four Agency policies/strategies. 

You have been selected to provide information about how evidence is managed and used in the CDCS 

development process.  

 

The policy/strategy for consideration in this conversation will be: ________________________. 

 

(When relevant) To discuss implementation, we will ask you to answer questions about direct 

implementation of the policy/strategy, or through the lens of an activity through which you and your 

operating unit were involved in implementing the policy/strategy. That specific activity in 

 this case is: ___________________________________________________________________. 

 

In anticipation of asking many questions around ‘evidence’ management and use within USAID, we had 

already shared with you (via email) the Agency’s working definition of ‘evidence’. However, we can go 

through it again, if you like (restate definition again, if respondent wants)  

 

EVIDENCE: Body of facts or information that serve as the basis for programmatic and strategic decision making 

in the Program Cycle. Evidence can be derived from experiential knowledge, assessments, analyses, performance 

monitoring, evaluations, research and statistical activities. It can be sourced from within USAID or externally. 

Evidence should result from systematic and analytic methodologies or from observations that are shared and 

analyzed. There are four interdependent components of evidence: foundational fact finding and research, policy 

analysis, program evaluation, and performance measurement. Evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and 

may come from a variety of sources. Evidence has varying degrees of credibility, and the strongest evidence 

generally comes from a portfolio of high-quality, credible sources rather than a single study. 

4. Consent/Confidentiality 

 

Please note that your personal responses will be kept confidential. We will not report or share 

the information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to 

you. Your responses will be analysed together with responses from other interviewees to draw 

out key insights. We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote 

to a specific individual. You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as 

accurately and truthfully as possible. You are also free to not respond to any of our questions 

or stop the interview at any time. 
 

Thank you. We will now start the interview. The interview should take between 60 and 90 

minutes.  Do we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions 

about this interview? 
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5. Interview Questions  

Missions Key Informants Questions 

 
Note: While this is a general guideline of questions, adjustments will have to be made in regard to overall 

coverage prior and during the interview based on the overall situation, specific informant, and available time.  

 

Ask respondent(s) to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name(s) and background or 

relationship as it pertains to the implementation of the Agency policy/strategy. 

 

Evidence Base Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 and 2) 

Thinking back to implementation of the Agency policy/strategy and/or the design and 

implementation of the related activity, was there an evidence base (i.e., the existing body of 

information and knowledge including studies, evaluations, data, prior activities/portfolio reviews etc.) 

available to you and others? If so, what were the key parts of the evidence base you used for design 

and implementation? Please explain any areas where the evidence base was notably stronger or 

weaker than in other areas.  

What methods did you use to track and use the available evidence (both internal and external to the 

Agency)? What worked well, and what were the challenges?  

In your experience, did you feel that the available evidence base met all your information needs? 

Was the available information of high quality? If not, please describe.  

Which learning agendas did you use when weighing what new evidence to seek/generate in the 

processes of implementing the policy/strategy or activity? What information were you able to 

contribute to any of the learning agendas or working groups and/or governance bodies involved in 

creating, reviewing, or approving learning agendas after implementation? This could include offering 

evidence gained or noting areas with a lack of evidence.       

Adaptive Management Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1, 

2, and 3) 

How effective are the current institutional processes for systematically reviewing activity 

implementation supporting the Agency policy/strategy in light of gathered data, information, or 

evidence? Are decisions tracked and acted upon? How can these processes be further improved?  

Leadership and Advocacy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 

2 and 3) 

How would you describe senior leadership’s demand, support, and advocacy for evidence use for 

the policy/strategy and/or activity implementation? How are resources generally mobilized by the 

leadership to support the policy/strategy and/or activity implementation? Is there any other way 

leadership encourages or incentivizes teams or individuals to use evidence beyond the stated 

requirements?  

Which specific Agency governing bodies/boards exist to focus on evidence generation, management, 

and use? How can the institutional focus on evidence generation, management, and use be further 

improved through such bodies/boards?  
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Governance and Policy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 2 

and 3) 

How well do you think staff understand the current Agency policies, directives, and/or guidance 

outlining the evidence management and use requirements for implementing Agency 

policies/strategies? Where do you typically see challenges what do you recommend for 

improvement of staff understanding?  

Are there any notable gaps in the relevant policies, directives, and/or guidance that you have to 

follow/use for evidence management and use that have been a challenge for you and/or your 

operating unit? If so, please describe.  

Existence of Relationship and Networks Questions (Answers will speak to 

Assessment Question 2) 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with internal (e.g. other missions, HQ OUs) stakeholders on 

evidence access and use during Agency policy/strategy and/or the activity implementation?  

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with external (e.g. other USG agencies, IPs, partner government, 

private sector, civil society, other DPs) stakeholders on evidence access and use during Agency 

policy/strategy and/or the activity implementation?  

Internal Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Do you feel that distinct roles and responsibilities exist regarding how your position contributes to 

evidence gathering and use through the implementation of Agency policies/strategies and/or specific 

activities? Please explain.  

To your experience and knowledge, was there systematic engagement between your and other 

Agency entities regarding evidence gathering and use during the design and implementation of this 

activity, or the implementation of the policy/strategy? If so, please explain. If not, how can this be 

increased?  

What technology, forums, or other platforms do you use for data sharing during activity 

implementation?  

What forums, platforms, or systems do you use for knowledge management and evidence sharing 

during activity implementation?  

External Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Please describe any processes used for engaging external stakeholders (including partner 

government, country institutions, and other external experts) in evidence management and use 

during activity design and implementation.  

Do you feel the appropriate knowledge products (reports, one-pagers, fact sheets, etc.) were 

available for external partners during activity implementation? Please describe these and any 

platforms/forums used for sharing data, evidence, and knowledge products with external partners 

(including partner government, country institutions, and other external experts). Are there any 

common challenges faced in collaborating with external partners? If so, how can these be overcome?  
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Capacity-Building Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 3) 

In your knowledge and experience, have there been capacity building initiatives focused specifically 

on evidence management and use for improving evidence-based policy/strategy implementation? If 

so, please explain.  

Are there capacity-building approaches for evidence management and use that you’ve planned for 

and/or implemented which appear to be more effective than others? If so, please explain.    

 

 

6. Conclusion 

This has been a very useful discussion – thank you for your time and participation! Your opinions, 

knowledge, and insights will be extremely valuable for this Assessment. Before we end, do you have any 

question or is there anything else you would like to share?   

Also, if you have any additional thoughts or questions that you would like to share or follow up on, 

please feel free to contact me by email.  

 

[Share email address]. 

 

END INTERVIEW 
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USAID Evidence Act Capacity Assessment 

 
Implementing Activities Key Informant Interview Guide for Agency Policy and 

Strategy Implementation  

 

1. Primary Information 

 

Name of Respondent: 

____________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Unit: ___________________                 Designation: 

___________________________ 

 

Role: 

______________________________________________________________________

___ 

 

Email: _____________________________                   Telephone No: 

______________________ 

 

Gender:  Male / Female / Other or None   

 

[# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____, if multiple KIs]  

 

Date of Interview: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: 

_____________ 

 

2. Key Reminders to the Facilitator/Interviewer 

 

In interview conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to read the 

questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the interview. Questions may be 

adapted according to the key informant, based on his/her/their level of involvement with the Agency 

Policy and Strategy or related activity Implementation and the information she/he/they may have. If 

you realize that the interviewee is not well informed about a question, just move on to the following 

questions. 

 

Begin the interview with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of the Capacity Assessment. Emphasize that this is an inward-looking assessment of 

USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, to identify successes (‘what 

works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an assessment/evaluation of any 

aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 

 

The purpose is to get the person(s) involved in conversation and openly participate in the discussion 

and offer information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to the interviewee(s) and 
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his/her/their viewpoints. Do not interject your own views or opinions into the interview 

conversation. If you do not agree with the key informant's point of view, simply note it down in your 

notes, but never get into a debate with the key informant.  

 

Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 

Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When you probe for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment 

questions laid out below.  

 

Although we will have interviewer questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not 

be afraid to deviate. It is entirely possible that a person may start talking and end up answering any 

number of questions without specifically being asked. It is also likely that someone may introduce a 

subject not included in the questions -- let him/her/them talk (within reason!). The whole point is to 

allow the person to tell his/her/their story, including their particular knowledge, opinions, and 

experiences. Give them the space to say what they want to say. If the person deviates completely 

from the topic, then do pull them back by referring to the questions. 

 

3. Interviewer’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background to Respondent(s) 

 

 

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and taking your time to speak with 

us today. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, experience, and point of view are 

important. We realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these key 

informant interviews will inform that report.   

Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 

of culture that enable evidence management and use. These interviews are also meant to inform 
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questions for a later survey that will likely be sent to relevant program and technical officers across the 

Agency. 

 

This interview will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER and the Assessment Team 

have decided to look at Agency capacity through the lens of Agency processes for two focus areas – the 

CDCS development process and the process of implementing Agency policies and strategies. Within 

these areas of focus, PPL selected eight case studies – four CDCSes and four Agency policies/strategies. 

You have been selected to provide information about how evidence is managed and used in the CDCS 

development process.  

 

The policy/strategy for consideration in this conversation will be: ________________________. 

 

(When relevant) To discuss implementation, we will ask you to answer questions about direct 

implementation of the policy/strategy, or through the lens of an activity through which you and your 

operating unit were involved in implementing the policy/strategy. That specific activity in 

 this case is: ___________________________________________________________________. 

 

In anticipation of asking many questions around ‘evidence’ management and use within USAID, we had 

already shared with you (via email) the Agency’s working definition of ‘evidence’. However, we can go 

through it again, if you like (restate definition again, if respondent wants)  

EVIDENCE: Body of facts or information that serve as the basis for programmatic and strategic decision making 

in the Program Cycle. Evidence can be derived from experiential knowledge, assessments, analyses, performance 

monitoring, evaluations, research and statistical activities. It can be sourced from within USAID or externally. 

Evidence should result from systematic and analytic methodologies or from observations that are shared and 

analyzed. There are four interdependent components of evidence: foundational fact finding and research, policy 

analysis, program evaluation, and performance measurement. Evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and 

may come from a variety of sources. Evidence has varying degrees of credibility, and the strongest evidence 

generally comes from a portfolio of high-quality, credible sources rather than a single study. 

4. Consent/Confidentiality 

 

Please note that your personal responses will be kept confidential. We will not report or share the 

information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to you. Your 

responses will be analysed together with responses from other interviewees to draw out key insights. 

We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote to a specific individual. 

You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as possible. 

You are also free to not respond to any of our questions or stop the interview at any time. 

 

Thank you. We will now start the interview. The interview should take between 60 and 90 minutes.  Do 

we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions about this interview? 
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5. Interview Questions  

Implementing Activities Questions 

 
Note: While this is a general guideline of questions, adjustments will have to be made in regard to overall 

coverage prior and during the interview based on the overall situation, specific informant, and available time.  

 

Ask respondent(s) to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name(s) and background or 

relationship as it pertains to the implementation of the Agency policy/strategy. 

 

Evidence Base Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 and 2) 

Thinking back to implementation of the Agency policy/strategy and/or the design and 

implementation of the related activity, was there an evidence base (i.e., the existing body of 

information and knowledge including studies, evaluations, data, prior activities/portfolio reviews etc.) 

available to you and others? If so, what were the key parts of the evidence base you used for design 

and implementation? Please explain any areas where the evidence base was notably stronger or 

weaker than in other areas.  

What methods did you use to track and use the available evidence (both internal and external to the 

Agency)? What worked well, and what were the challenges?  

In your experience, did you feel that the available evidence base met all your information needs? 

Was the available information of high quality? If not, please describe.  

Which learning agendas did you use when weighing what new evidence to seek/generate in the 

processes of implementing the policy/strategy or activity? What information were you able to 

contribute to any of the learning agendas or working groups and/or governance bodies involved in 

creating, reviewing, or approving learning agendas after implementation? This could include offering 

evidence gained or noting areas with a lack of evidence.        

Programmatic Planning Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 

and 2)  

Thinking back to the example activity, can you explain how evidence (including data, evaluation 

findings, etc.) was used to design that activity?  

How did you decide if and when new evidence was needed (if applicable)?  

Could you describe the theory of change underpinning the activity and how it was created?  

Adaptive Management Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1, 

2, and 3) 

How effective are the current institutional processes for systematically reviewing activity 

implementation supporting the Agency policy/strategy in light of gathered data, information, or 

evidence? Are decisions tracked and acted upon? How can these processes be further improved?  

During the activity design phase, what plans were made to allow for effective adaptation during its 

implementation?  

 



 

61 
 

Leadership and Advocacy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 

2 and 3) 

How would you describe senior leadership’s demand, support, and advocacy for evidence use for 

the policy/strategy and/or activity implementation? How are resources generally mobilized by the 

leadership to support the policy/strategy and/or activity implementation? Is there any other way 

leadership encourages or incentivizes teams or individuals to use evidence beyond the stated 

requirements?  

Governance and Policy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 2 

and 3) 

Are there specific Agency policies, directives, and/or guidance clearly outlining and communicating 

the evidence use requirements for designing and conducting activities implementing activities related 

to Agency policies/strategies? If so, please describe.  

Are there any notable gaps in the relevant policies, directives, and/or guidance that you have to 

follow/use for evidence management and use that have been a challenge for you and/or your 

operating unit? If so, please describe.  

Existence of Relationship and Networks Questions (Answers will speak to 

Assessment Question 2) 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with internal (e.g. other missions, HQ OUs) stakeholders on 

evidence access and use during Agency policy/strategy and/or the activity implementation?  

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with external (e.g. other USG agencies, IPs, partner government, 

private sector, civil society, other DPs) stakeholders on evidence access and use during Agency 

policy/strategy and/or the activity implementation?  

Internal Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Do you feel that distinct roles and responsibilities exist regarding how your position contributes to 

evidence gathering and use through the implementation of Agency policies/strategies and/or specific 

activities? Please explain.  

How well do you feel staff understand the processes for reviewing the activity design and 

implementation plan among internal stakeholders? Where do you see the most significant challenges 

within this process in communicating, reviewing, and managing knowledge?  

To your experience and knowledge, was there systematic engagement between your and other 

Agency entities regarding evidence gathering and use during the design and implementation of this 

activity, or the implementation of the policy/strategy? If so, please explain. If not, how can this be 

increased?  

What technology, forums, or other platforms do you use for data sharing during activity 

implementation?  

What forums, platforms, or systems do you use for knowledge management and evidence sharing 

during activity implementation?  
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External Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Please describe any processes used for engaging external stakeholders (including partner 

government, country institutions, and other external experts) in evidence management and use 

during activity design and implementation.  

Do you feel the appropriate knowledge products (reports, one-pagers, fact sheets, etc.) were 

available for external partners during activity implementation? Please describe these and any 

platforms/forums used for sharing data, evidence, and knowledge products with external partners 

(including partner government, country institutions, and other external experts). Are there any 

common challenges faced in collaborating with external partners? If so, how can these be overcome?  

Capacity-Building Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 3) 

How are capacity-building plans and activities relevant to evidence management and use for staff and 

partners built into the implementing activity?  

Are there capacity-building approaches for evidence management and use that you’ve planned for 

and/or implemented which appear to be more effective than others? If so, please explain.     

 

 

6. Conclusion 

This has been a very useful discussion – thank you for your time and participation! Your opinions, 

knowledge, and insights will be extremely valuable for this Assessment. Before we end, do you have any 

question or is there anything else you would like to share?   

Also, if you have any additional thoughts or questions that you would like to share or follow up on, 

please feel free to contact me by email.  

 

[Share email address]. 

 

END INTERVIEW 
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USAID Evidence Act Capacity Assessment 

 
Pillar Bureau Key Informant Interview Guide for the CDCS Development Process 

 

1. Primary Information 

 

Name of Respondent: 

________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Unit: ___________________  Designation: ______________________ 

 

Role: 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email: __________________________                   Telephone Number: 

_________________ 

 

Gender:  Male / Female / Other or None   

 

[# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____, if multiple KIs]  

 

Date of Interview: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: 

_____________ 

 

2. Key Reminders to the Facilitator/Interviewer 

 

In interview conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to read the 

questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the interview. Questions may be 

adapted according to the key informant, based on his/her/their level of involvement with the CDCS 

development process and the information she/he/they may have. If you realize that the interviewee 

is not well informed about a question, just move on to the following questions. 

 

Begin the interview with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of the Capacity Assessment. Emphasize that this is an inward-looking assessment of 

USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, to identify successes (‘what 

works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an assessment/evaluation of any 

aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 

 

The purpose is to get the person(s) involved in conversation and openly participate in the discussion 

and offer information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to the interviewee(s) and 

his/her/their viewpoints. Do not interject your own views or opinions into the interview 

conversation. If you do not agree with the key informant's point of view, simply note it down in your 

notes, but never get into a debate with the key informant.  
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Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 

 

Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When you probe for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment 

questions laid out below.  

 

Although we will have interviewer questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not 

be afraid to deviate. It is entirely possible that a person may start talking and end up answering any 

number of questions without specifically being asked. It is also likely that someone may introduce a 

subject not included in the questions -- let him/her/them talk (within reason!). The whole point is to 

allow the person to tell his/her/their story, including their particular knowledge, opinions, and 

experiences. Give them the space to say what they want to say. If the person deviates completely 

from the topic, then do pull them back by referring to the questions. 

 

3. Interviewer’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background for Respondent(s) 

 

 

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and taking your time to speak with 

us today. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, experience, and point of view are 

important. We realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these key 

informant interviews will inform that report.   

 

Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 

of culture that enable evidence management and use. These interviews are also meant to inform 

questions for a later survey that will likely be sent to relevant program and technical officers across the 

Agency.  
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This interview will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER and the Assessment Team 

have decided to look at Agency capacity through the lens of Agency processes for two focus areas – the 

CDCS development process and the process of implementing Agency policies and strategies. Within 

these areas of focus, PPL selected eight case studies – four CDCSes and four Agency policies/strategies. 

You have been selected to provide information about how evidence is managed and used in the CDCS 

development process.  

 

The CDCS for consideration in this conversation will be: _____________________________ 

 

In anticipation of asking many questions around ‘evidence’ management and use within USAID, we had 

already shared with you (via email) the Agency’s working definition of ‘evidence’. However, we can go 

through it again, if you like (restate definition again, if respondent wants)  

EVIDENCE: Body of facts or information that serve as the basis for programmatic and strategic decision making 

in the Program Cycle. Evidence can be derived from experiential knowledge, assessments, analyses, performance 

monitoring, evaluations, research and statistical activities. It can be sourced from within USAID or externally. 

Evidence should result from systematic and analytic methodologies or from observations that are shared and 

analyzed. There are four interdependent components of evidence: foundational fact finding and research, policy 

analysis, program evaluation, and performance measurement. Evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and 

may come from a variety of sources. Evidence has varying degrees of credibility, and the strongest evidence 

generally comes from a portfolio of high-quality, credible sources rather than a single study.   

 

4. Consent/Confidentiality 

 

Please note that your personal responses will be kept confidential. We will not report or share the 

information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to you. Your 

responses will be analysed together with responses from other interviewees to draw out key insights. 

We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote to a specific individual. 

You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as possible. 

You are also free to not respond to any of our questions or stop the interview at any time.  

 

Thank you.  We will now start the interview. The interview should take between 60 and 90 minutes.  

Do we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions about this interview? 

 

5. Interview Questions  

 
Pillar Bureau Questions (17 total) 

 

Note: While this is a general guideline of questions, adjustments will have to be made in regard to overall 

coverage prior and during the interview based on the overall situation, specific informant, and available time. P 

 

Ask respondent(s) to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name(s) and background or 

relationship as it pertains to the development of the stated CDCS. 

 

Evidence Base Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 and 2) 

Thinking back to the development of the CDCS, was there an evidence base (i.e., the existing body 

of information and knowledge including studies, evaluations, data, prior activities/portfolio reviews 

etc.) available to you and others? If so, what were the key parts of the evidence base you used to 
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develop the CDCS? Please explain any areas where the evidence base was notably stronger or 

weaker than in other areas.  

What methods did you use to track and use the available evidence (both internal and external to the 

Agency)? What worked well, and what were the challenges?  

In your experience, did you feel that the available evidence base met all your information needs? 

Was the available information of high quality? If not, please describe.  

Which learning agendas did you use when weighing what new evidence to seek/generate in the 

processes of developing the CDCS? What information were you able to contribute to any of the 

learning agendas or working groups and/or governance bodies involved in creating, reviewing, or 

approving learning agendas after CDCS development? This could include offering evidence gained or 

noting areas with a lack of evidence.  

 

Programmatic Planning Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 

and 2) 

Thinking back to CDCS development, can you explain how evidence (including data, evaluation 

findings, etc.) was used to develop the CDCS?  

How did you decide if and when new evidence was needed (if applicable)?  

Does the selected Development Objective clearly and effectively support the CDCS goal? If so, how 

was evidence used to develop and align the DO to the CDCS goal?   

Governance and Policy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 2 

and 3) 

How well do you think staff understand the current Agency policies, directives, and/or guidance 

outlining evidence management and use requirements for the CDCS development process? Where 

do you typically see challenges and what do you recommend for improvement of staff 

understanding?  

 

Existence of Relationship and Networks Questions (Answers will speak to 

Assessment Question 2) 

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with internal (e.g. other missions, HQ OUs) stakeholders on 

evidence access and use during the development of the CDCS?  

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with external (e.g. other USG agencies, IPs, partner government, 

private sector, civil society, other DPs) stakeholders on evidence access and use during the 

development of the CDCS?  

Internal Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Do you feel that distinct roles and responsibilities exist regarding how staff contribute to evidence 

gathering and use during the development of the CDCS? Please explain.      

How well do you feel staff understand the processes for reviewing the CDCS among internal 

stakeholders? Were there any challenges with these processes during this CDCS development 

phases?  
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To your experience and knowledge, was there systematic engagement between your operating unit 

and other Agency entities regarding evidence access and use during this CDCS development? If so, 

please explain. If not, how can this be increased?  

What technology, forums, or other platforms do you use for internal data sharing during CDCS 

development?  

What forums, platforms or systems do you use for knowledge management and evidence sharing 

during CDCS development?  

 

External Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Please describe any processes used for engaging external stakeholders (including partner 

government, country institutions, and other external experts) in evidence management and use 

during CDCS development.  

Do you feel the appropriate knowledge products (reports, one-pagers, fact sheets, etc.) were 

available for external partners during CDCS development? Please describe these and any 

platforms/forums used for sharing data, evidence, and knowledge products with external partners 

(including partner government, country institutions, and other external experts).  

Capacity-Building Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 3 

Are there capacity-building approaches for evidence management and use that you’ve planned for 

and/or implemented which appear to be more effective than others? If so, please explain.   

 

6. Conclusion 

This has been a very useful discussion – thank you for your time and participation! Your opinions, 

knowledge, and insights will be extremely valuable for this Assessment. Before we end, do you have any 

question or is there anything else you would like to share?   

Also, if you have any additional thoughts or questions that you would like to share or follow up on, 

please feel free to contact me by email.  

 

[Share email address].  

 

END INTERVIEW 
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USAID Evidence Act Capacity Assessment 

 
Regional Bureaus Key Informant Interview Guide for the CDCS Development 

Process 

 

1. Primary Information 

 

Name of Respondent: 

________________________________________________________ 

 

Operating Unit: ___________________  Designation: ______________________ 

 

Role: 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email: __________________________                   Telephone Number: 

_________________ 

 

Gender:  Male / Female / Other or None   

 

[# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____, if multiple KIs]  

 

Date of Interview: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: 

_____________ 

 

2. Key Reminders to the Facilitator/Interviewer 

 

In interview conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to read the 

questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the interview. Questions may be 

adapted according to the key informant, based on his/her/their level of involvement with the CDCS 

development process and the information she/he/they may have. If you realize that the interviewee 

is not well informed about a question, just move on to the following questions. 

 

Begin the interview with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of the Capacity Assessment. Emphasize that this is an inward-looking assessment of 

USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, to identify successes (‘what 

works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an assessment/evaluation of any 

aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 

 

The purpose is to get the person(s) involved in conversation and openly participate in the discussion 

and offer information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to the interviewee(s) and 

his/her/their viewpoints. Do not interject your own views or opinions into the interview 

conversation. If you do not agree with the key informant's point of view, simply note it down in your 

notes, but never get into a debate with the key informant.  



 

69 
 

 

Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 

 

Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When you probe for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment 

questions laid out below.  

 

Although we will have interviewer questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not 

be afraid to deviate. It is entirely possible that a person may start talking and end up answering any 

number of questions without specifically being asked. It is also likely that someone may introduce a 

subject not included in the questions -- let him/her/them talk (within reason!). The whole point is to 

allow the person to tell his/her/their story, including their particular knowledge, opinions, and 

experiences. Give them the space to say what they want to say. If the person deviates completely 

from the topic, then do pull them back by referring to the questions. 

 

3. Interviewer’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background for Respondent(s) 

 

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and taking your time to speak with 

us today. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, experience, and point of view are 

important. We realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these key 

informant interviews will inform that report.   

 

Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 

of culture that enable evidence management and use. These interviews are also meant to inform 

questions for a later survey that will likely be sent to relevant program and technical officers across the 

Agency.  
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This interview will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER and the Assessment Team 

have decided to look at Agency capacity through the lens of Agency processes for two focus areas – the 

CDCS development process and the process of implementing Agency policies and strategies. Within 

these areas of focus, PPL selected eight case studies – four CDCSes and four Agency policies/strategies. 

You have been selected to provide information about how evidence is managed and used in the CDCS 

development process.  

 

The CDCS for consideration in this conversation will be: _____________________________ 

 

In anticipation of asking many questions around ‘evidence’ management and use within USAID, we had 

already shared with you (via email) the Agency’s working definition of ‘evidence’. However, we can go 

through it again, if you like (restate definition again, if respondent wants)  

EVIDENCE: Body of facts or information that serve as the basis for programmatic and strategic decision making 

in the Program Cycle. Evidence can be derived from experiential knowledge, assessments, analyses, performance 

monitoring, evaluations, research and statistical activities. It can be sourced from within USAID or externally. 

Evidence should result from systematic and analytic methodologies or from observations that are shared and 

analyzed. There are four interdependent components of evidence: foundational fact finding and research, policy 

analysis, program evaluation, and performance measurement. Evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and 

may come from a variety of sources. Evidence has varying degrees of credibility, and the strongest evidence 

generally comes from a portfolio of high-quality, credible sources rather than a single study.   

 

4. Consent/Confidentiality 

 

Please note that your personal responses will be kept confidential. We will not report or share the 

information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to you. Your 

responses will be analysed together with responses from other interviewees to draw out key insights. 

We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote to a specific individual. 

You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as possible. 

You are also free to not respond to any of our questions or stop the interview at any time.  

 

Thank you.  We will now start the interview. The interview should take between 60 and 90 minutes.  

Do we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions about this interview? 

 

5. Interview Questions  

Regional Bureaus Questions 

 
Note: While this is a general guideline of questions, adjustments will have to be made in regard to overall 

coverage prior and during the interview based on the overall situation, specific informant, and available time.  

 

Ask respondent(s) to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name(s) and background or 

relationship as it pertains to the development of the stated CDCS. 

 

Evidence Base Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 and 2) 

Thinking back to the development of the CDCS, was there an evidence base (i.e., the existing body 

of information and knowledge including studies, evaluations, data, prior activities/portfolio reviews 

etc.) available to you and others? If so, what were the key parts of the evidence base you used to 

develop the CDCS? Please explain any areas where the evidence base was notably stronger or 

weaker than in other areas.  
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What methods did you use to track and use the available evidence (both internal and external to the 

Agency)? What worked well, and what were the challenges?  

In your experience, did you feel that the available evidence base met all your information needs? 

Was the available information of high quality? If not, please describe.  

Which learning agendas did you use when weighing what new evidence to seek/generate in the 

processes of developing the CDCS? What information were you able to contribute to any of the 

learning agendas or working groups and/or governance bodies involved in creating, reviewing, or 

approving learning agendas after CDCS development? This could include offering evidence gained or 

noting areas with a lack of evidence.  

 

Programmatic Planning Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1 

and 2) 

Thinking back to CDCS development, can you explain how evidence (including data, evaluation 

findings, etc.) was used to develop the CDCS?  

Does the selected Development Objective clearly and effectively support the CDCS goal? If so, how 

was evidence used to develop and align the DO to the CDCS goal?   

Adaptive Management Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 1, 

2, and 3) 

How effective are the current institutional processes for systematically reviewing the CDCS’s 

strategic approach periodically after approval? How can these processes be further improved?  

Were any plans made during the CDCS development process to allow for effective adaptation 

during CDCS implementation? If so, what were they?  

Leadership and Advocacy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 

2 and 3) 

How would you describe senior leadership’s demand, support, and advocacy for evidence use in the 

CDCS development process? How are resources generally mobilized by leadership to support the 

CDCS development process? Is there any other way leadership encourages or incentivizes teams or 

individuals to use evidence (beyond the stated requirements)?  

 

Governance and Policy Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Questions 2 

and 3) 

How well do you think staff understand the current Agency policies, directives, and/or guidance 

outlining evidence management and use requirements for the CDCS development process? Where 

do you typically see challenges and what do you recommend for improvement of staff 

understanding?  

Are there any notable gaps in the relevant policies, directives, and/or guidance that you have to 

follow/use for evidence management and use that have been a challenge for you and/or your 

operating unit? If so, please describe.  

 

Existence of Relationship and Networks Questions (Answers will speak to 

Assessment Question 2) 
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What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with internal (e.g. other missions, HQ OUs) stakeholders on 

evidence access and use during the development of the CDCS?  

What formal and informal relationships, partnerships, and networks exist for you and/or your 

operating unit to communicate with external (e.g. other USG agencies, IPs, partner government, 

private sector, civil society, other DPs) stakeholders on evidence access and use during the 

development of the CDCS?  

Internal Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Do you feel that distinct roles and responsibilities exist regarding how staff contribute to evidence 

gathering and use during the development of the CDCS? Please explain.      

How well do you feel staff understand the processes for reviewing the CDCS among internal 

stakeholders? Were there any challenges with these processes during this CDCS development 

phases?  

To your experience and knowledge, was there systematic engagement between your operating unit 

and other Agency entities regarding evidence access and use during this CDCS development? If so, 

please explain. If not, how can this be increased?  

What technology, forums, or other platforms do you use for internal data sharing during CDCS 

development?  

What forums, platforms or systems do you use for knowledge management and evidence sharing 

during CDCS development?  

 

External Collaboration Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 2) 

Please describe any processes used for engaging external stakeholders (including partner 

government, country institutions, and other external experts) in evidence management and use 

during CDCS development.  

Do you feel the appropriate knowledge products (reports, one-pagers, fact sheets, etc.) were 

available for external partners during CDCS development? Please describe these and any 

platforms/forums used for sharing data, evidence, and knowledge products with external partners 

(including partner government, country institutions, and other external experts).  

Capacity-Building Questions (Answers will speak to Assessment Question 3 

Are there capacity-building approaches for evidence management and use that you’ve planned for 

and/or implemented which appear to be more effective than others? If so, please explain.   

 

6. Conclusion 

This has been a very useful discussion – thank you for your time and participation! Your opinions, 

knowledge, and insights will be extremely valuable for this Assessment. Before we end, do you have any 

question or is there anything else you would like to share?   

Also, if you have any additional thoughts or questions that you would like to share or follow up on, 

please feel free to contact me by email.  

 

[Share email address]. 

END INTERVIEW 
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Data Collection Results Interpretation Workshop Discussion 

Guide  
 

USAID Capacity Assessment for Evidence Management and Use 

Workshop for Key Data Collection Results Interpretation  

Discussion Guide  

 
1. Primary Information  

 

Date: _________________ Start Time: ______________ End Time: _____________ 

 

# of Male____; # of Female____; # Other or None____ 

 

# of Mission Participants____;  

# of Functional/Pillar Bureau (RFS, HA, CPS, DDI, GH) Participants____;  

# of Regional Bureau (AFR, AS, E&E, ME, LAC) Participants;  

# of Central Bureau (PPL, FA, LPA, M) Participants____;  

# IO Participants____ 

 

2. Participants Information  

 

Please fill out an associated Workshop Attendance Form (USAID EA Capacity Assessment_Workshop 

Attendance Form.docx) with each participants’ Name, Title, Primary Role, Operating Unit, Email, Phone 

No., and Gender. 

 

3. Key Reminders to the Facilitator 
 

In workshop discussion conversations, facilitate and lead rather than direct. It is not necessary to 

read the questions word for word. Rather, the questions serve as a guide to the conversation. 

Questions may be adapted according to the participants and the flow of the conversation, based 

their level of involvement with topic area(s) the information they may have. 

 

Begin the discussion with a minute or two of general conversation. Introduce yourself and explain 

the purpose of this Assessment. Allow others to introduce themselves. Emphasize that this is an 

inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity and effectiveness to manage and use evidence, 

to identify successes (‘what works’) and gaps/challenges (‘key underlying barriers’), and not an 

assessment/evaluation of any aspect of individual and/or project/OU performance management. 

Create an atmosphere in which participants can openly participate in the discussion and offer 

information. Maintain a respectful and non-judgmental approach to each participant  and 

his/her/their viewpoints. Try to facilitate the conversation such that all participants are included and 

heard. Never get into a debate with any of the participant(s).   

 

Questions requiring opinions and judgments should follow factual questions, after some level of trust 

has been established and the atmosphere is more conducive to candid replies. 
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Questions should be simply worded, kept short, and phrased in the vernacular. Generally, they 

should be phrased to elicit detailed information, not just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. 

When probing for additional information, do not stray away from the guiding assessment questions 

laid out below. 

 

Although we will have questions lined up in the order outlined in this document, do not be afraid to 

deviate. Allow the conversation to take place naturally; it is entirely possible that a person (or 

persons) may start talking and end up answering any number of questions without specifically being 

asked. It is also likely that some may introduce a subject(s) not included in the questions -- let 

him/her/them talk (within reason). 

 

If the conversation begins to deviate completely from the desired topic, pull back the group to the 

workshop discussion questions at hand.  

 

4. Facilitator’s Welcome, Introduction, and Background to Respondents 

 

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to take part in this Assessment and for taking your time to speak 

with us today through this workshop discussion. You have been asked to participate as your knowledge, 

experience, and point of view are important to our understanding of evidence management and use 

within the Agency. We realize you are busy and very much appreciate your time. 

Introduce yourself.  

The “Foundations for Evidence-Based Policymaking Act of 2018” (Evidence Act; Public Law 115–435), 

signed on January 14, 2019, is a United States law that establishes processes for the federal government 

to modernize its data management practices and encourage uses of data to inform policy and decision 

making, ultimately for the government to operate effectively and efficiently. The Evidence Act requires 

USAID to submit a Capacity Assessment every four years concurrent with the US Department of State 

and USAID Joint Strategic Plan. The results of the Capacity Assessment will also help USAID to excel 

further as an organization in effectively using quality data and evidence for maximum efficacy. Within 

USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning (PPL), the Office of Learning, Evaluation and Research 

(PPL/LER) is charged with managing this Capacity Assessment. PPL/LER awarded a Task Order (TO) to 

IT Shows, Inc. in collaboration with Deloitte Consulting (the Assessment Team) to conduct a capacity 

assessment that will contribute to USAID’s overall Evidence Act Capacity Assessment submission to the 

OMB. The Assessment Team is working with PPL/LER to design and conduct the Capacity Assessment 

that will inform USAID’s eventual submission to the OMB, and the data collected through these 

workshop discussions will inform that report.   

 

Please note that this is an inward-looking assessment of USAID's own capacity to manage and use 

evidence, and the focus of the assessment will be on identifying successes (what works effectively to 

manage and use evidence) and gaps/challenges (key underlying barriers to these challenges for effective 

evidence management and use). The Capacity Assessment is neither an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual CDCS, Activity, Agency policy, or Agency strategy, nor an assessment/evaluation of any 

individual Mission, Bureau, or Independent Office’s performance. The assessment will examine how key 

evidence requirements are met across the Agency, and will discuss processes, relationships, and aspects 

of culture that enable evidence management and use.  

 

This workshop discussion will inform the findings of the Capacity Assessment. As part of this 

Assessment, we have conducted a number of key informant interviews with staff members like yourself 

and have gathered data through a survey of staff in Missions, Bureaus, and Independent Offices. Today, 
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we will discuss the ways in which you and your teams use evidence in your day-to-day work, by mainly 

asking you to interpret some of the key data collection results so far, and also to help formulate 

thoughts/ideas for implications/recommendations. Throughout this conversation, we will be asking you 

questions for discussion, including asking you to react to some survey results and interview perspectives 

to gain a deeper understanding of why some results/perspectives looked as they did. During this session, 

we will sometimes incorporate polls and other features, which we will walk you through before we 

begin. The conversation for today will be focused on the following topics: 

how staff communicate internally among Operating Units and across external experts, stakeholders, and 

implementing partners in regards to evidence/knowledge management, sharing, and use;  

the use of evidence in activity design and adaptation;  

your feedback on capacity-building for improved management and use of evidence, and the support you 

would value most; and 

ways in which Agency Senior leadership’s support for and advocacy of evidence use could be improved.  

5. Consent/Confidentiality 
 

Please note that all responses will be kept confidential outside of this discussion. We will not report or 

share the information you provide to us today in a manner that will link the information directly to you. 

Your responses will be analysed together with responses from other participants to draw out key 

insights. We may use a salient quote in our reporting but will not attribute that quote to a specific 

individual. You should be open, honest, and try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as 

possible. You are also free to not respond to any of our questions or stop your participation in the 

discussion at any time. 

 

Thank you. We will now start, and the discussion may take up to 120 minutes. As we begin, here are a 

couple of ‘Rules of the Road’ for today: 

 

Be Present: Please Unplug, Turn off, Tune in – limit distractions by staying away from emails and phone 

calls for the duration of this workshop 

 

Be Engaged: Please actively participate in the discussion and ensure your opinion is stated and heard 

 

Be Candid and Transparent: Please speak openly and honestly – feel free to raise instances of 

misalignment where they may exist 

 

Additionally, today we will be using several features of Google Meet to conduct our conversation 

virtually. I know many of you are very familiar with Google Meet, but let’s review them quickly. 

Throughout the meeting you should feel free to speak up to answer questions. Any comments you 

would like to share that we are not able to get to, please enter into the chat for our review after the 

meeting. Please note we will save a transcript of the chat, but that these won’t be shared outside of this 

group. In the report and in our conversations with PPL, we will not attribute things you say (or chat) in 

this meeting to you individually. In a few places, we will ask you to enter your answers to specific 

questions directly into the chat.  

 

During this session, we will have a couple of polls – to locate polls, please navigate to the top right hand 

of your screen and locate the button with three shapes (triangle, circle, and square). You will see an 

option called ‘polls’ where questions will pop up for you to answer. Also, on that list you will see an 



 

76 
 

option called ‘questions’ – if you have a question in the course of the session, please feel free to note it 

there at any time.  

 

Do we have your permission to begin? Before we begin, do you have any questions about this 

discussion? 
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Data Collection Results Interpretation Workshop Discussion 

Questions  
 
Ask each participant to introduce herself/himself/themselves by stating her/his/their name, Operating Unit, and 

role as it pertains to management or use of evidence within the Agency. 

 

[Slide 5] 

 
 

First, we’ll be discussing what evidence means in your day-to-day role and work. Please consider the word 

‘evidence’ and how you and your team typically think about evidence as you undertake strategic planning and 

project or activity design. What types of ‘evidence’ do you typically use? Please note types of evidence you use in 

the chat.  

 

What type of evidence do you typically use to design or manage your activities 

or to guide program planning within your operational unit?  

Facilitation:  Ask participants to use “chat” feature in Google to jot down different types of 

evidence they use to support their work. Discuss the difference/similarities noted.  

[Slide 6] 

 

What types of EVIDENCE do you typically use within your activities 

and operating unit?

What is evidence?



 

78 
 

  Now we’re going to share with you USAID’s working definition of ‘evidence’ for the purpose of this conversation. 

As you read this definition, please feel free to add additional types of evidence you use into the chat.  

 

Follow up Questions:  

Are there variations in how staff understand and use evidence?  

Are there variations in types of evidence used for different phases of the Program Cycle 

(Country/Regional Strategic Planning, Project Design & Implementation, Activity Design & 

Implementation, Collaborating Learning & Adapting, Monitoring, and Evaluation)?  

In what ways do teams assess the quality of the evidence that is being used? Are there 

specific criteria used? What works well and what does not? Would you have any specific 

recommendation(s) for further improvement in this area? 

 [Slide 7] Let’s Discuss……. 

 

What, if any, are the gaps in current policies, guidance, and requirements for 

the use of evidence in the various Program Cycle phases (Country/Regional 

Strategic Planning, Project Design & Implementation, Activity Design & 

Implementation, Collaborating Learning & Adapting, Monitoring, and 

Evaluation) that make evidence use difficult to implement?  

Facilitation:  Allow for some discussion before proceeding to next slide. Ask participants to use 

“chat” feature in Google to jot down the gaps (as they have experienced) in current policies, guidance, 

and requirements for the use of evidence in the various Program Cycle phases that make evidence use 

difficult to implement. 

 

[Slide 9] 

 

 
 

POLL QUESTION:  
Let’s take a quick poll to understand how you feel about the resources you have available to support the 

management and use of evidence within your activities/programs  

 
When it comes to using evidence for the planning and implementation of activities, in which areas do 
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you most frequently experience barriers or challenges?  

Technical Skills 

Time 

Financial Resources  

Follow Up Questions: Looking at the results it looks like [insert result here]. Why do you think that is 

the case? What are the main barriers? 

 

[Slide 11] 

 
 

 

POLL QUESTION:  
Let’s take a quick poll to understand how the group feels about how Missions and Washington Operating Units 

collaborate to support the use of evidence within activities/programs and the quality of the support provided.  

 
In you experience, how often do Washington staff have adequate time to effectively review and ensure 

quality of evidence and related documents coming from the Mission? 

Response options: Almost always, frequently, sometimes, rarely 

Follow Up Questions: Based on the responses, if it’s more answers are within ‘sometimes’ and 

‘rarely’, ask questions:  

Mission participants: would you find it useful to have Washington staff spend more time to 

effectively review and ensure quality of evidence and related documents coming from the 

Missions?   

Washington participants: What would need to happen or help you most for you to be able to 

spend more time to effectively review and ensure quality of evidence and related documents 

coming from the Missions? 

 

 [Slide 12] 
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VISUALIZATION - Show survey data.  
 

In the survey responses we see that the vast majority of respondents feel that training provided by USAID 

adequately describes agency requirements around evidence generation, management and use.  However, over a 

third of respondents indicated that training provided does NOT provide guidance on how those requirements 

should be operationalized.   

  

Do you agree with these perspectives? Why/why not? 

Follow up Question: 

What specific guidance or support would help your team better meet and operationalize 

USAID requirements for evidence use in decision-making, planning, activity design, and 

procurement activities? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Gaps identified in capacity-building trainings provided by USAID on evidence generation, management, and use:

12

Training content does not adequately describe Agency 
requirements

9%
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[Slide 13] 

 
 

VISUALIZATION - Show survey data.  

Now let’s shift gears to think about how you engage with external stakeholders for different aspects of 

generating, using, managing evidence.  

This is a summary of survey responses about the different types of external stakeholders staff typically engage to 

help gather and/or use evidence.   

 

Do you agree with this? Is any of this surprising to you? Why? 

 

Facilitation: Ask participants enter into the chat the result that is most surprising, and why. Once 

participants have entered their observations, ask participants to please pick someone else’s observation 

that resonates with you and raise it to the group.    
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[Slide 14] 

 
 

VISUALIZATION - Show survey data.  

Now let’s look at survey respondents’ feedback on which stakeholders they engage specifically 1) during the 

activity design process (in orange) AND 2) for managing and using evidence over the course of implementing an 

activity (in blue).   

Is any of this surprising to you?  What is surprising, and why? 

 
Facilitation: Ask participants enter into the chat the result that is most surprising, and why. Once 

participants have entered their observations, ask participants to please pick someone else’s observation 

that resonates with you and raise it to the group.   

 

Follow up Questions:  
How important do you feel is the engagement of various internal and external stakeholders 

in these processes? Which of these stakeholders do you think are critical to engage with 

more in these different processes (activity design, managing and using evidence over the 

course of implementing an activity)?  

Why might we be seeing relatively low engagement of implementing partners/ government 

counterparts, Washington/Regional offices in managing and using evidence over the course 

of implementing an activity? 

What can be done to further increase the engagement of these stakeholders?  
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[Slide 15] Let’s discuss…. 

 

Adaptive Management 

Now we’ll talk about how you use evidence or findings from evaluations, statistics, research, other analyses to 

adapt or modify activities during the course of implementation. 

 

Based on your personal experiences, to what extent are findings from 

evaluations, statistics, research, and other analyses used to modify, reframe, or 

rescope activities during the course of activity implementation?  

 

Facilitation:  Allow for some discussion before proceeding to next slide. 

 

[Slide 16-17] 

 

For 2019, these are some of the top factors that survey respondents noted as barriers to using evidence to 

adapt/modify activities during the course of implementation. Others included ‘lack of evidence or poor quality 

evidence’ and ‘lack of timely information.’ In 2020, of course, many people reported these AND barriers due to 

the COVID-19 pandemic.  

 

 
 

What are your reaction to these barriers as the top barriers in 2019? 

 

Please think about the ways in which staff collaborate, both externally (with 

experts, stakeholders, and implementing partners) and internally (across 

Operating Units), to manage and use evidence. 
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How can staff be given more flexibility and independence in decision-making to 

more effectively adopt/modify activities, especially during the course of 

implementation using up-to-date evidence from various sources?  

 

How and to what extent do you feel political considerations impede effective 

program/activity design/adaptation in spite of having clear and convincing 

evidence? 

 
Follow up Questions:  

What do you think can be done to ensure evidence is properly managed and used even in 

politically sensitivity situations? Have you ever seen this work well? Please describe what actions 

were taken.  

How about some of these other barriers – what thoughts do you have for how some of these 

other barriers could be addressed?  

 

[Slide 18] 

 

 
Close to a third of survey respondents indicated that recommended actions from evidence management and 

review processes are only occasionally implemented.   

 

What are some of the key reasons you’ve experienced recommended actions 

are not implemented?  

Follow up Question: What actions and changes might further improve the Agency and its 

staff’s ability to implement recommended actions on a more regular basis? 

18
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[Slide 19] Let’s discuss…. 

 

Capacity Building and CLA 

What knowledge management products, practices, and tools have proven most 

effective for you and your teams in fostering an environment of learning, 

collaboration, and effective evidence use?  

Follow up Question: What additional knowledge management products, practices, and 

tools would be further beneficial in these areas? 

What resources can better help staff who are in need of support with technical 

skills, time available, and adequate financial resources to focus more on 

evidence management and use?  

Follow up Question: Can you share instances where you have seen these efforts prove 

effective? 

[Slide 20] 

VISUALIZATION - Show survey data. 

 
Survey responses indicate that there is relatively low level of engagement with CLA Advisors during activity design 

process and in managing and using evidence in general, and very few respondents indicated having attended a 

training on CLA 

 

What might constitute the low engagement or solicitation of CLA advisors 

during activity design, implementation, and adaptation?  

Follow up Question: What can be done to further encourage the use of CLA 

principles, seek support from institutional CLA Advisors/Experts, and increase 

participation in CLA learning?  

[Slide 21] Let’s discuss…. 

 

Capacity-Building and Knowledge Management 
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Leadership Support 

Another theme we noticed from the survey is perceptions of relatively low leadership support, promotion, and 

advocacy for broader and effective evidence use.  In relation to capacity building around evidence use, survey 

respondents shared that after attending training on evidence use/management, they don’t feel they have 

management support to implement what they learned.  

Can you share your thoughts on both of these observations?  

   

[Slide 22] 

VISUALIZATION - Show survey data. 

 
What do you think accounts for the relatively low reporting of Senior 

leadership’s support and advocacy for evidence generation, management, and 

use?  

Follow up Questions:  

Understanding that Agency senior level leadership (mainly political) has just changed, what structural 

and systematic issues of the Agency are likely to remain major impediments?  

How might the Agency effectively drive change in Senior leadership support and advocacy for 

evidence generation, management, and use in the future? 

4. Closing 

This has been a very useful discussion - thank you all for your participation. We very much 

appreciate your time and your insights. Before we end, do you have any question or is there 

anything else you would like to share? If there are any additional things you’d like us to 

consider, please feel free to enter last thoughts into the chat box. If you have additional 

information you would like to provide privately, or you have any questions about this 

discussion, please do feel free to reach out to Tania Alfonso (talfonso@usaid.gov) at any time. 

Thank you very much and have a great rest of your day or your evening.  

END WORKSHOP 

Leadership & Advocacy 
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Validation and Solutions Workshop Materials 

Assessment Question 1: To what extent is the Agency incorporating evidence into its 

programmatic work? 

 

Incorporating Evidence into Agency Programmatic Work 
 

 

A robust evidence base is available for many USAID strategies, 

policies, projects, and activities, however 

▪ Reported gaps limit staff's ability to fully incorporate it 

▪ Availability varies by sector and case 

▪ Evidence is robust for sectors for which the Agency has more 

experience, and less complete for new approaches and 

objectives  

 

 

Operating Units use a wide range of well-used processes for 

reviewing evidence resulting in evidence incorporation into 

programmatic work, these include: 
▪ Consultation with USAID subject matter experts 

▪ Reviewing evaluations, analyses, monitoring data and lessons 

learned from prior activities 

▪ Reviewing data from relevant national or multinational 

datasets 

▪ Reviewing formal reports and performance data  

 

 

Evidence-based adaptive management practices are often used and 

frequently result in changes in programming.  
 

 
 
 

 

Strengths, Key Achievements, and Promising Practices 

 

 

Operating Units draw evidence from a wide variety of 

stakeholders. Staff most commonly draw upon evidence from 

previous activities (evaluations, analyses, monitoring data, and 

lessons learned) and reviewing existing strategies and documents 

when designing new activities. 
 

 

 

When an adequate evidence base is not available, some staff report 

triangulating available data sources and using various contracting mechanisms 

to build the evidence base to inform design.  
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Gaps and Challenges 
 

 

Gaps exist in the available evidence base to support activity design 

needs. The most noted gaps are in statistical data or analyses; 

evaluations and reporting from similar, previous programming; 

and monitoring data. 

Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 

Many informants report that there are different interpretations of 

what constitutes quality evidence and desired guidance on this 

topic. This includes how to think about experiential or 

observational learning and how to incorporate this learning into 

the evidence base.  
 

Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 
In some cases, political considerations or pressures pose 

challenges to effective and meaningful evidence use during design 

and/or adaptation.  

Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 

Adaptive management and CLA are still relative weaknesses in 
the Agency. Commonly-raised challenges include:  

▪ Inadequate leadership for better adaptive management 

▪ USAID planning or budget cycles 

▪ lack of flexibility in contracting mechanisms  

▪ Limited flexibility and independence in USAID staff decision-

making 

▪ Political considerations and limitations 

▪ Lack of evidence or poor-quality evidence 

▪ Limitations in staff time and resources   
 

S

W

KII

S

W

KII

S

W

KII

S

W

KII



 

89 
 

Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 
Financial resources are not always well-aligned with evidence, and 

sometimes desired or useful activities are limited by budget, 

including those related to identifying or generating evidence to 

inform planning, design, or decision-making.  

Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 

Inadequate personnel and limited staff time are key challenges 
that limit internal collaboration and evidence management and 

use. Washington staff often are stretched too thin to effectively 

review Mission- or program-level documents. Some consider this a 

failure of leadership to limit the ‘noise’ of less vital tasks and 

activities.  
Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

General Reaction and Feedback to the Findings for Question 1 
What do you like about the 

key findings? 

 

What do you not like about 

the key findings? 

 

Other comments/feedback  
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7.2 Assessment Question 2: What are the ways in which Agency staff access as well as 

facilitate the use of evidence? Are there ways in which staff access or facilitate the use 

of evidence that appear to be more effective than others? 

 

Ways in Which Agency Staff Access and Facilitate the Use of Evidence 
 

 

USAID has provided a wide range of documented policy and 

guidance on evidence generation, management, and use for the 

Agency. However, staff understanding of how to operationalize 

policies and guidance is mixed. This problem is noted by some 

staff as exacerbated by frequent updates to policy. 

 

 

Agency governing boards exist and are well-used to promote and 

collaborate on evidence management and use. Governance 

leadership from the Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning, the 

Bureau for Management, USAID Data Services, the US Global 

Development Lab and working groups and other bodies were 

helpful for promoting and sharing evidence.  
 

 

 

There is engagement across Operating Units for evidence 

management and use.  Internal collaboration for evidence 

management and use appears more robust during design than 

implementation, and more robust for strategy design than activity 

design. 
 

 

 

External stakeholders are often included in evidence management 

and use during activity design and implementation. These 

consultations appear to be more in the design phases than during 

implementation (with the exception of implementing partners). 
 

 

 

General roles and responsibilities across and within Operating 

Units for evidence generation, management, and use are 

established. Particular roles and responsibilities were very often, 

but not always, well-understood by key informants. There are 

limited staff whose job is to solely focus on evidence, which is a 

challenge for increasing and improving evidence generation, 

management, and use across the Agency. 
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Strengths, Key Achievements, and Promising Practices (Question 2a) 
 

 

Certain processes already within the Program Cycle are used 

more frequently than others to review evidence during 

implementation. These include: meetings with implementing 

partners, and review of formal reports and performance data. 

Some Operating Units are tracking recommendations from 

evaluations and assessments to increase accountability for 

adaptation. 

 

 

AOR/CORs were reported to sometimes underuse their power to 

implement strong evidence-based adaptive management. 

Additional knowledge and training could help shift these 

perceptions in AOR/CORs to allow them to better use evidence in 

adaptive management. 
 

Gaps and Challenges 
 

 

Respondents requested more Agency guidance on various topics, 

especially those related to evidence quality, evidence use, 

knowledge management, and learning agendas. 

Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

Agency staff sometimes refer to or contribute to/create learning agendas 

when designing strategies or programs. Some staff members request 

guidance on the identification and use of learning agendas. Those who 

use learning agendas are seeking and testing strategies to ensure the 

learning agendas are ‘living documents’ that reflect updated learning 

across the Agency.   

 
Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 
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Operating Units do have foundational methods in place to track 

their evidence base and to manage knowledge. However, evidence 

and knowledge sharing is often based in informal networks and 

relationships, and staff desire better tools and processes for this. 

Agency staff refer to the DEC, ProgramNet, DDL, AidNet, USAID 

University, MyUSAID, and other shared resources to identify 

available evidence but note that the DEC should be more user-

friendly and organized to help effectively identify relevant 

evidence. 
Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 

Gaps exist in the availability of knowledge products to effectively 

share knowledge and information with external partners.  

Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 

Integrating evidence to inform the RFPs is a leading practice that 

generally occurs but is not always done systematically. A noted 

barrier is USAID and partner planning and budget cycles and how 

they align with the provision of evidence from previous activities.  

Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 

Agency senior leadership’s effectiveness in supporting and 

advocating for evidence generation, management, and use is often 

perceived as weak. Operating Unit Leadership support for this is 

seen as significantly stronger than that of Agency senior 

leadership. The priorities of both affect the level to which evidence 

is used or prioritized in decision/policy making and programming 

across USAID.  
Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 
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General Reaction and Feedback to the Findings for Question 2 
What do you like about the 

key findings? 

 

What do you not like about 

the key findings? 

 

Other comments/feedback  

 

 

7.3 Assessment Question 3: What are the Agency approaches to building staff capacity in 

evidence management and use? Are there capacity building approaches being 

implemented which appear to be more effective than others? 

 

Approaches to Building Agency Staff Capacity in Evidence Management and Use 

 

 

Many training and capacity-building resources are available to staff, 

but these are not well-utilized and considered by some to be 

lacking in effectiveness. Only roughly a third of staff feel that 

training activities and other resources provided by USAID are 

sufficient to help them meet the Agency’s requirements for 

evidence use. 
 

Strengths, Key Achievements, and Promising Practices (Question 3a) 
 

 

MEL specialists and other staff with strong evidence skills are 

crucial to Operating Units’ evidence management and use 

capacity. These staff foster the overall environment and improve 

the capacity of other staff in their Operating Units. 

 

The support that staff reports most effective for building the 

capacity of USAID staff are: supportive Senior management, 

collaboration with implementing partners, collaboration with 

internal staff with MEL capacity, and professional and targeted 

technical trainings. The resources selected as most helpful are: 
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simplified knowledge products, tools for managing evidence and 

for knowledge management, and tools for facilitating evidence use. 

 

Capacity-building trainings often do not reflect the realities of staff 

jobs. Capacity-building training related to or grounded directly in 

one’s work is much more impactful. A promising practice 

currently being tested is the integration of training with one’s 

existing role to meet asks of Mission leadership. 

 

 

Peer-to-peer learning is a highly-effective means of capacity 

building. Some examples include regional MEL-focused workshops, 

in-person support and technical assistance provided by 

Washington staff, and incorporation of MECap fellows and 

academics into Operating Units.   
  

Gaps and Challenges 
 

 

While Agency capacity-building training adequately describes 

agency requirements around evidence generation, management, 

and use, it does not provide adequate guidance on how those 

requirements should be operationalized. Other key gaps reported 

include inadequate institutional support or incentive for attending 

trainings and lack of awareness of when and where trainings are 

offered. 
Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 

There is a gap in MEL and CLA capacity in many Operating Units, 

both in terms of number of qualified staff in these areas and 

relevant skills set of current staff. Staff stress the need for MEL and 

CLA-specific personnel in their Operating Units.  

Specific 

thoughts & 

ideas for 

solutions 

 

 

 

General Reaction and Feedback to the Findings for Question 2 
What do you like about the 

key findings? 
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What do you not like about 

the key findings? 

 

Other comments/feedback  
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Screening Question Survey Statistics 

 
Participant information 

Reference below for documentation of the 637 respondents included in the analysis. 

Submitted 

records 

Filtered out 

records 

Records not 

submitted but 

providing data up 

to question 23 

Records 

manually filtered 

out based on 

screening 

question 6a and 

6b 

Number of 

analyzed data 

points (submitted 

records – filtered 

out records) + 

records not 

submitted but 

providing data up 

to question 23 

836 155 4 48 637 

 

1. Do you work in a Washington DC-based Operating Unit, or at a USAID Mission? (If you are 

transitioning from one backstop, role, or location to another and have not yet started work in a new role, 

indicate your most recent backstop/role/location) 

 

 

Operating Unit Type Number of Participants  Percent of Participants 

Missions  355 56% 

Pillar Bureaus  209 33% 

Regional Bureaus  47 7% 

Central Bureaus  26 4% 
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2a. Please indicate your Mission from the options below: (Select one from drop-down list).  Note that the 

analysis will not look at results from individual Missions, but will aggregate by region, size of Missions, or 

other variables. 

Mission Number of 

Participants 

 Mission Number of 

Participants 

Afghanistan 10  Kyrgyz Republic 2 

Albania 1  Liberia 4 

Armenia 3  Libya 1 

Asia Regional 2  Madagascar 1 

Azerbaijan 2  Malawi 6 

Bangladesh 2  Mali 3 

Benin 1  Mexico 5 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 4  Morocco 2 

Brazil 2  Mozambique 3 

Burma 5  Nepal 7 

Burundi 1  Nicaragua 3 

Cambodia 3  Nigeria 11 

Cameroon 2  North Macedonia 3 

Central Asia Regional 6  Other 4 

Colombia 14  Pakistan 7 

Côte d'Ivoire 2  Peru 12 

Democratic Republic of the Congo 6  Philippines 11 

Dominican Republic 3  Rwanda 4 

East Africa Regional 1  Senegal 2 

Ecuador 1  Serbia 6 

Egypt 12  Somalia 2 

El Salvador 6  South Africa 12 

Ethiopia 12  South Sudan 2 

Frankfurt Support Center 3  Southern Africa Regional 4 

Georgia 9  Sri Lanka and Maldives 3 

Ghana 10  Sudan 1 

Guatemala 14  Tajikistan 2 

Guinea 1  Tanzania 2 

Haiti 8  Thailand 5 

Honduras 7  Tunisia 3 

India 8  Uganda 7 

Indonesia 12  Ukraine 11 

Iraq 1  Vietnam 3 

Jamaica 4  West Africa Regional 3 

Jordan 1  Zambia 3 

Kenya 10  Zimbabwe 1 

Kosovo 5    

   Total 355 
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2b. [For Washington DC-based Bureau or Office respondents] Please indicate your Bureau/Office from 

the options below: (Select one from drop-down list) 

 

Bureau/Office Number of 

Participants 

Percent of 

Participants 

Bureau for Africa 20 7.1% 

Bureau for Asia 11 3.9% 

Bureau for Conflict Prevention and Stabilization 22 7.8% 

Bureau for Development, Democracy and Innovation 69 24.5% 

Bureau for Europe and Eurasia 7 2.5% 

Bureau for Global Health 48 17.0% 

Bureau for Humanitarian Assistance (BHA) 40 14.2% 

Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean 5 1.8% 

Bureau for Management 26 9.2% 

Bureau for Resilience and Food Security 29 10.3% 

Bureau for the Middle East 4 1.4% 

Bureau of Global Health 1 0.4% 

Total 282 100% 

 

4b. Irrespective of backstop, please indicate your day-to-day role from the options below (you can 

select more than one): (Select all that apply) 

Role Number of 

Participants 

Percent of 

Participants 

Mission Front Office  34 5% 

Program Office Processes 150 24% 

MEL; Data Analytics 183 29% 

Technical Sector 320 50% 

AOR/COR 267 42% 

Procurement/Contracting 90 14% 

Other 55 9% 

*The percent of participants exceeds 100% due to respondents selecting multiple answers/ roles that may apply to them 

5. How many years have you worked at USAID across all hiring categories? (Select one from drop-down 

list) 

Row Labels Number of Participants Percent of Participants 

21 or more years 63 10% 

16-20 years 85 13% 

11-15 years 126 20% 

7-10 years 131 21% 

4-6 years 134 21% 

1-3 years 72 11% 

Less than one year 26 4% 

Total 637 100% 
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6. [For Washington-based Bureaus and Offices:] In the past two years, what has been your involvement 

in activity design or implementation? (Select all that apply) 

Row Labels 

Number of 

participants 

Percent of 

participants 

a. Advised Operating Units on their activity design processes  169 59.9% 

b. Advised Operating Units on the technical content of their new activities 186 66.0% 

c. Led, participated in, or supported an activity design, including with research or 

analysis 190 67.4% 

d. Involved in procurement (e.g., writing a SOW, serving on a TEC or Selection 

Committee, negotiating or administering an award) 202 71.6% 

e. Managed or supported implementation of an activity 199 70.6% 

f. Participated in an activity site visit 147 52.1% 

g. Conducted, helped, or participated in an activity monitoring or evaluation  176 62.4% 

h. None of the above 0 0.0% 

i. I don’t know/I’m not sure 0 0.0% 

Total 282  

 

6. [For Missions] In the past two years, what has been your involvement in activity design or 

implementation? (Select all that apply) 

Row Labels 

Number of 

participants 

Percent of 

participants 

a. Advised Mission colleagues on their activity design processes  231 65.1% 

b. Advised Mission colleagues on the technical content of their new activities 203 57.2% 

c. Led, participated in, or supported an activity design, including with research or 

analysis 258 72.7% 

d. Involved in procurement (e.g., writing a SOW, serving on a TEC or Selection 

Committee, negotiating or administering an award) 262 73.8% 

e. Managed or supported implementation of an activity 271 76.3% 

f. Participated in an activity site visit 277 78.0% 

g. Conducted, helped, or participated in activity monitoring or evaluation  242 68.2% 

h. None of the above 0 0.0% 

i. I don’t know/I’m not sure 0 0.0% 

Total 355  

 

Mission Size: Distribution of respondents by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated 

financial data (budget size) for FY2019 (n=332)* 

Row Labels Number of participants Percent of participants 

Large 52 15.7% 

Medium 72 21.7% 

Small 208 62.7% 

Grand Total 332 100.00% 

*23 of the 355 Mission-based respondents who indicated they are from Regional Offices are not included in this 

analysis, therefore N=332 for this analysis.  
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Mission Size: Distribution of respondents by Mission Size as defined by USAID’s Automated Directives 

System (ADS) (n=332)* 

Row Labels Number of participants Percent of participants 

Large 234 70.5% 

Medium 57 17.2% 

Small 41 12.3% 

Grand Total 332 100.00% 

*23 of the 355 Mission-based respondents who indicated they are from Regional Offices are not included in this 

analysis, therefore N=332 for this analysis.  
 

Region: Distribution of respondents by Region (n=636) 

Row Labels Number of participants Percent of participants 

Africa Region 117 18.4% 

Asia Region 91 14.3% 

Europe and Eurasia Region 45 7.1% 

Latin America and the 

Caribbean Region 79 12.4% 

Middle East Region 21 3.3% 

Washington HQ 283 44.5% 

Grand Total 636 100.00% 

*1 respondent did not specify the Mission they are working in and therefore could not be categorized into a Region.
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Assessment Question 1 

 

 ASSESSMENT QUESTION 1: To what extent is the Agency incorporating evidence into 

its programmatic work? 
 

For each survey question below, please reference the frequencies of respondent selection of each response.  

Analysis Notes:  

• Please note that for most survey questions, the sum of the selected response options does not match the total number of 

respondents, as in most cases respondents could select multiple response options. Where only one response option was 

permitted, totals are shown.  
• Open-ended responses have been corrected for spelling. Words that are incomplete or not clear what the intended meaning is, 

have been left as is.  
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1.1 Use of Evidence for Designing a USAID Activity:  

 

Survey Question 1  

Think about instances within the last two years when you/your team designed or supported the design of a USAID 

activity. Indicate the statements that best reflect your process. You may select more than one. (Select all that apply)  

 

 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (n=637) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=637) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=355) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=209) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

a. N/A - I have not designed or supported the design of 

an activity in the last two years 
35 (5.5%) 14 (3.9%) 12 (5.7%) 5 (10.6%) 4 (15.4%) 

b. My team adapted or modified an activity design 

from a similar activity 
304 (47.7%) 179 (50.4%) 90 (43.1%) 22 (46.8%) 13 (50.0%) 

c. My team reviewed evaluations, analyses, monitoring 

data, and lessons learned from prior activities 
485 (76.1%) 280 (78.9%) 161 (77%) 31 (66%) 13; (50%) 

d. My team conducted site visits and/or otherwise 

consulted potential beneficiaries and local 

stakeholders 

395 (62%) 250 (70.4%) 119 (56.9%) 21 (44.7%) 5 (19.2%) 

e. My team reviewed data from relevant national or 

multinational datasets,  
417 (65.5%) 257 (72.4%) 128 (61.2%) 27 (57.4%) 5 (19.2%) 

f. My team referred to findings from peer-reviewed 

publications, academic literature or publications, 

and/or think tank reports 

363 (57%) 196 (55.2%) 134 (64.1%) 26 (55.3%) 7 (26.9%) 

g. My team conducted or commissioned new analyses 

(e.g., geospatial studies, political-economy analyses; 

cost-benefit or cost effectiveness analyses, gender 

analysis, inclusive development analysis, etc.) 

341 (53.5%) 204 (57.5%) 110 (52.6%) 23 (48.9%) 4 (15.4%) 
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h. My team used evidence or analysis cited in 

Country/Regional Strategy or project documents  381 (59.8%) 229 (64.5%) 116 (55.5%) 30 (63.8%) 6 (23.1%) 

i. My team used toolkits and templates available 

within or produced by USAID 350 (54.9%) 183 (51.5%) 127 (60.8%) 24 (51.1%) 16 (61.5%) 

j. My team consulted with USAID subject matter 

experts 492 (77.2%) 275 (77.5%) 171 (81.8%) 31 (66%) 15 (57.7%) 

k. My team consulted with subject matter experts 

external to USAID 351 (55.1%) 191 (53.8%) 128 (61.2%) 22 (46.8%) 10 (38.5%) 

l. Other  10 (1.6%) 2 (0.6%) 7 (3.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (3.8%) 

m. I’m not sure/ don’t know 6 (0.8%) 1 (0.3%) 2 (1%) 1 (2.1%) 1 (3.8%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

  

Respondents who selected “Other” indicated the following:   
• My [team] reviews humanitarian data from UN and NGO partners as government data is not reliable in conflict settings where they are actively preventing services 

for a group of marginalized people 

• Conducted a stakeholder analysis and survey within USAID 

• The procurement process is so overwhelming and bureaucratic that there is simply not enough time to do much in terms of research, and as an agency we seem to 

think that every mechanism is rocket science when most are simply places to park money 
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Analysis of Question 1 Recategorized Responses, by OU 

Percentage of respondents selecting one or more processes in each category: 1) evidence from USAID activities/strategy (options b, c, 

h); 2) evidence from external partners/sources (options d, e, f, k); 3) evidence generation activities (option g); and 4) USAID resources 

(options i, j) 

 

Response Categories 

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=637) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=355) 

# (%) Pillar Bureau 

Respondents (N=209) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau Respondents 

(N=26) 

Evidence from USAID 

activities/strategy  
557 (87.4%) 318 (89.6%) 186 (89%) 38 (80.9%) 15 (57.8%) 

Evidence from external 

partners/sources  
546 (85.7%) 316 (89%) 182 (87.1%) 35 (74.5%) 13 (50%) 

Evidence from evidence 

generation activities  
341 (53.5%) 204 (57.5%) 110 (52.6%)  23 (48.9%) 4 (15.4%) 

Evidence from USAID 

resources  
521 (81.8%) 290 (81.7%) 180 (86.1%) 34 (72.3%) 17 (65.4%) 

 

 Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data 

(budget size) for FY2019 (N=332)* 

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents (N=332) 

# (%) Large 

Mission (N=52) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=72) 

# (%) Small 

Missions (N=208) 

a. N/A - I have not designed or supported the design of an 

activity in the last two years 

12 (3.6%) 

 
0 (0%) 2 (2.8%) 10 (4.8%) 

b. My team adapted or modified an activity design from a 

similar activity 
167 (50.3%) 26 (50%) 40 (55.6%) 101 (48.6%) 

c. My team reviewed evaluations, analyses, monitoring data, 

and lessons learned from prior activities 
260 (78.3%) 42 (80.7%) 58 (80.6%) 160 (76.9%) 

d. My team conducted site visits and/or otherwise consulted 

potential beneficiaries and local stakeholders 
236 (71.1%) 31 (59.6%) 48 (66.7%) 157 (75.5%) 

e. My team reviewed data from relevant national or 

multinational datasets,  
241 (72.6%) 35 (67.3%) 52 (72.2%) 154 (74%) 

f. My team referred to findings from peer-reviewed 

publications, academic literature or publications, and/or 

think tank reports 

190 (57.2%) 30 (57.7%) 38 (52.8%) 122 (58.7%) 



 

Survey Data Analysis Report   Page | 111 

g. My team conducted or commissioned new analyses (e.g., 

geospatial studies, political-economy analyses; cost-benefit 

or cost effectiveness analyses, gender analysis, inclusive 

development analysis, etc.) 

188 (56.6%) 35 (67.3%) 31 (43.1%) 122 (58.7%) 

h. My team used evidence or analysis cited in 

Country/Regional Strategy or project documents  
216 (65.1%) 37 (71.2%) 43 (59.7%)  136 (65.4%) 

i. My team used toolkits and templates available within or 

produced by USAID 
170 (51.2%) 31 (59.6%) 34 (47.2%) 105 (50.5%) 

j. My team consulted with USAID subject matter experts 256 (77.1%) 44 (84.6%) 55 (76.4%) 157 (75.1%) 

k. My team consulted with subject matter experts external to 

USAID 
178 (53.6%) 24 (46.2%) 42 (58.3%) 112 (53.8%) 

l. Other  2 (0.6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (1%) 

m. I’m not sure/ don’t know 1 (0.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.4%) 0 (0%) 

*23 of the 355 Mission-based respondents who indicated they are from Regional Offices are not included in this analysis, therefore N=332 for this analysis. 

**The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses  

  

Analysis of Question 1 Recategorized Responses, by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data 

(budget size) for FY2019 (N=332)* 

Response Categories 
Total # (%) Respondents 

(N=332) 

# (%) Large Mission 

(N=52) 

# (%) Medium Missions 

(N=72) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=208) 

Evidence from USAID 

activities/strategy  
172 (51.8%) 

51 (94.4%) 62 (86.1%) 183 (89.7%) 

Evidence from external 

partners/sources  
187 (56.3%) 

32 (59.3%) 37 (51.4%) 118 (57.8%) 

Evidence from evidence 

generation activities  
295 (53.5%) 

47 (87%) 64 (88.9%) 184 (90.2%) 

Evidence from USAID 

resources  
269 (81.8%) 

46 (85.2%) 55 (76.4%) 168 (82.4%) 

*23 of the 355 Mission-based respondents who indicated they are from Regional Offices are not included in this analysis, therefore N=332 for this analysis.  
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 Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=637) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=637) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front Office 

(N=35) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=151) 

# (%) MEL; 

Data 

Analytics 

(N=184) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=321) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=268) 

# (%) 

Procurement 

& 

Contracting 

(N=91) 

# (%) Other 

(N=56) 

a. N/A - I have not designed 

or supported the design of 

an activity in the last two 

years 

35 (5.5%) 1 (2.9%) 13 (8.6%) 10 (5.4%) 9 (2.8%) 10 (3.7%) 4 (4.4%) 21 (37.5%) 

b. My team adapted or 

modified an activity design 

from a similar activity 

304 (47.7%) 28 (80.0%) 78 (51.7%) 86 (46.7%) 156 (48.6%) 128 (47.8%) 53 (58.2%) 40 (71.4%) 

c. My team reviewed 

evaluations, analyses, 

monitoring data, and 

lessons learned from prior 

activities 

485 (76.1%) 27 (77.1%) 106 (70.2%) 146 (79.3%) 265 (82.6%) 214 (79.9%) 57 (62.6%) 28 (50.0%) 

d. My team conducted site 

visits and/or otherwise 

consulted potential 

beneficiaries and local 

stakeholders 

395 (62%) 21 (60.0%) 75 (49.7%) 100 (54.3%) 228 (71.0%) 182 (67.9%) 48 (52.7%) 33 (58.9%) 

e. My team reviewed data 

from relevant national or 

multinational datasets,  

417 (65.5%) 28 (80.0%) 95 (62.9%) 120 (65.2%) 234 (72.9%) 191 (71.3%) 39 (42.9%) 31 (55.4%) 

f. My team referred to 

findings from peer-

reviewed publications, 

academic literature or 

publications, and/or think 

tank reports 

363 (57%) 23 (65.7%) 74 (49.0%) 100 (54.3%) 222 (69.2%) 166 (61.9%) 33 (36.3%) 28 (50.0%) 

g. My team conducted or 

commissioned new analyses 

(e.g., geospatial studies, 

political-economy analyses; 

cost-benefit or cost 

effectiveness analyses, 

341 (53.5%) 19 (54.3%) 86 (57.0%) 106 (57.6%) 195 (60.7%) 149 (55.6%) 34 (37.4%) 29 (51.8%) 



 

Survey Data Analysis Report   Page | 113 

gender analysis, inclusive 

development analysis, etc.) 

h. My team used evidence or 

analysis cited in 

Country/Regional Strategy 

or project documents  

381 (59.8%) 24 (68.6%) 93 (61.6%) 103 (56.0%) 214 (66.7%) 173 (64.6%) 39 (42.9%) 25 (44.6%) 

i. My team used toolkits and 

templates available within 

or produced by USAID 

350 (54.9%) 19 (54.3%) 79 (52.3%) 97 (52.7%) 187 (58.3%) 146 (54.5%) 50 (54.9%) 44 (78.6%) 

j. My team consulted with 

USAID subject matter 

experts 

492 (77.2%) 30 (85.7%) 112 (74.2%) 138 (75.0%) 266 (82.9%) 220 (82.1%) 64 (70.3%) 33 (58.9%) 

k. My team consulted with 

subject matter experts 

external to USAID 

351 (55.1%) 22 (62.9%) 73 (48.3%) 102 (55.4%) 208 (64.8%) 157 (58.6%) 40 (44.0%) 2 (3.6%) 

l. Other  10 (1.6%)  (0.0%) 2 (1.3%) 2 (1.1%) 4 (1.2%) 2 (0.7%) 2 (2.2%)  (0.0%) 

m. I’m not sure/ don’t know 6 (0.8%)  (0.0%) 2 (1.3%) 2 (1.1%) 2 (0.6%)  (0.0%) 1 (1.1%)  (0.0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses  

  
 

 Analysis by Region  

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=637) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=636) 

# (%) Africa 

(N=117) 

# (%) Asia 

(N=91) 

# (%) Europe 

and Eurasia 

(N=45) 

# (%) Latin 

America and 

the Caribbean 

(N=79) 

# (%) Middle 

East (N=21) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=283) 

a. N/A - I have not designed or 

supported the design of an 

activity in the last two years 

35 (5.5%) 5 (4.3%) 5 (5.5%) 0 (0%) 3 (3.8%) 1 (4.8%) 21 (7.4%) 

b. My team adapted or modified 

an activity design from a 

similar activity 

304 (47.7%) 62 (53%) 45 (49.5%) 22 (48.9%) 38 (48.1%) 10 (47.6%) 126 (44.5%) 

c. My team reviewed evaluations, 

analyses, monitoring data, and 

lessons learned from prior 

activities 

485 (76.1%) 95 (81.2%) 72 (79.1%) 33 (73.3%) 62 (78.5%) 16 (76.2%) 206 (72.8%) 
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d. My team conducted site visits 

and/or otherwise consulted 

potential beneficiaries and 

local stakeholders 

395 (62%) 81 (69.2%) 60 (65.9%) 37 (82.2%) 56 (70.9%) 14 (66.7%) 146 (51.6%) 

e. My team reviewed data from 

relevant national or 

multinational datasets,  

417 (65.5%) 82 (70.1%) 63 (69.2%) 32 (71.1%) 61 (77.2%) 18 (85.7%) 161 (56.9%) 

f. My team referred to findings 

from peer-reviewed 

publications, academic 

literature or publications, 

and/or think tank reports 

363 (57%) 67 (57.3%) 49 (53.8%)  24 (53.3%) 44 (55.7%) 11 (52.4%) 168 (59.4%) 

g. My team conducted or 

commissioned new analyses 

(e.g., geospatial studies, 

political-economy analyses; 

cost-benefit or cost 

effectiveness analyses, gender 

analysis, inclusive development 

analysis, etc.) 

341 (53.5%) 68 (58.1%) 54 (59.3%) 31 (68.9%) 38 (48.1) 11 (52.4%) 138 (48.8%) 

h. My team used evidence or 

analysis cited in 

Country/Regional Strategy or 

project documents  

381 (59.8%) 85 (72.6%) 53 (58.2%) 28 (62.2%) 49 (62%) 12 (57.1%) 153 (54.1%) 

i. My team used toolkits and 

templates available within or 

produced by USAID 

350 (54.9%) 67 (57.3%) 45 (49.5%) 21 (46.7%) 42 (53.2%) 6 (28.6%) 168 (59.4%) 

j. My team consulted with 

USAID subject matter experts 
492 (77.2%) 95 (81.2%) 67 (73.6%) 36 (80%) 59 (74.7%) 16 (76.2%) 218 (77%) 

k. My team consulted with 

subject matter experts external 

to USAID 

351 (55.1%) 55 (47%) 55 (60.4%) 24 (53.3%) 42 (53.2%) 13 (61.9%) 161 (56.9%) 

l. Other  10 (1.6%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.1%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.3%) 0 (0%) 8 (2.8%) 

m. I’m not sure/ don’t know 6 (0.8%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.3%) 0 (0%) 4 (1.4%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses  
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 1.2 Use of Evidence During Activity Implementation:   
 

Survey Question 4 

For each of the past two years, in which of the following processes have you participated in or conducted? This question will 

have a separate column for processes you participated in during 2019 and those you participated in during 2020 (to track any 

change due to the global pandemic). For each response option, you may select both years, only one year, or leave the row 

blank. (Select all that apply)  

 

Percentage of respondent selecting each response option (N=636) 

Response  
# (%)   

Total Respondents – 2019 (N=636) 

# (%)   

Total Respondents – 2020 (N=636) 

Activity site visits  421 (66.2%) 185 (29.1%) 

Review of performance data 454 (71.4%) 444 (69.8%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries  397 (62.4%) 244 (38.4%) 

Discussions with partner country counterparts  402 (63.2%) 338 (53.1%) 

Meetings with activity implementing partners  519 (81.6%) 478 (75.2%) 

Pause and reflect session(s)  262 (41.2%) 248 (39%) 

Review of formal reports  492 (77.4%) 481 (75.6%) 

Participation in relevant assessment(s) and/or 

evaluations(s)  345 (54.2%) 268 (42.1%) 

I have not conducted or participated in any of these 

processes  13 (2.0%) 13 (2%) 

N/A  12 (1.9%) 12 (1.9%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses  

  

 

Percentage of respondents selecting 1) ‘I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes’ (option i) and no other 

processes vs. 2) those selecting one or more processes (options a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h) 

Response  
# (%)   

Total Respondents – 2019 (N=636) 

# (%)   

Total Respondents – 2020 (N=636) 

‘I have not conducted or participated in any of these 

processes’  
13 (2%) 13 (2%) 

Selected one or more processes  623 (98%) 623 (98%) 
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Comparison of processes used to inform activities design (survey question 1) and activity implementation (survey question 4)  
 

Percentage of respondents selecting similar activities across Question 1 and Question 4 

Question 1 (Processes followed to inform activity design) Question 4 (Processes followed during activity implementation) 

Q1 response options Q1 (N=637) Q2-2019 (N=636) Q2-2020 (N=636) Q4 Response options 

My team conducted site visits and/or otherwise 

consulted potential beneficiaries and local 

stakeholders 

396 (62.2%) 

421 (66.2%) 

185 (29.1%) Activity site visits 

My team reviewed evaluations, analyses, 

monitoring data, and lessons learned from prior 

activities 

486 (76.3%) 492 (77.4%) 481 (75.6%) 
Review of formal reports including quarterly 

reports, midpoint assessments, evaluation, etc.  

My team conducted or commissioned new 

analyses (e.g., geospatial studies, political-

economy analyses; cost-benefit or cost 

effectiveness analyses, gender analysis, 

inclusive development analysis, etc.) 

342 (53.7%) 345 (54.2%) 269 (59.1%) 
Participation in relevant assessment(s) and/or 

evaluations(s) 

My team consulted with subject matter experts 

external to USAID 
352 (55.3%) 536 (84.3%) 536 (84.3%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries; Discussions 

with partner country counterparts; or Meetings 

with activity implementing partners 

 Table shows comparison between comparable response options across the two survey questions. 

 

 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Participation in activities in 2019 (N=636) 
Response (2019) # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=636) 

# (%)  

Mission 

Respondents  

(N=354) 

# (%)  

Pillar Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=209) 

# (%)  

Regional Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%)  

Central Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

Activity site visits  421 (66.2%) 271 (76.6%) 118; (56.5%) 27 (57.4%) 5 (19.2%) 

Review of performance data  454 (71.4%) 270 (76.3%) 140 (67%) 35 (74.5%) 9 (34.6%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries  397 (62.4%) 254 (71.8%) 113 (54.1%) 25 (53.2%) 5 (19.2%) 

Discussions with partner country counterparts  402 (63.2%) 251 (70.9%) 120 (57.4%) 28 (59.6%) 3 (11.5%) 
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Meetings with activity implementing partners 519 (81.6%) 309 (87.3%) 159 (76.1%) 30 (63.8%) 13 (50%) 

Pause and reflect session(s) 262 (41.2%) 157 (44.4%) 84 (40.2%) 17 (36.2%) 4 (15.4%) 

Review of formal reports including quarterly reports, 

midpoint assessments, evaluation, etc.  492 (77.4%) 
286 (80.8%) 158 (75.6%) 37 (78.7%) 11 (42.3%) 

Participation in relevant assessment(s) and/or evaluations(s)  345 (54.2%) 199 (56.2%) 109 (52.2%) 27 (57.4%) 10 (38.5%) 

I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes  13 (2.0%) 5 (1.4%) 4 (1.9%) 0 (0%) 3 (11.5%) 

N/A 12 (1.9%) 4 (1.1%) 4 (1.9%) 2 (4.2%) 2 (7.7%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses and ‘I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes’ and ‘N/A’ have been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

Participation in activities in 2020 (N=636) 
Response (2020) # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=636) 

# (%)  

Mission 

Respondents 

(N=354) 

# (%)  

Pillar Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=209) 

# (%)  

Regional Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%)  

Central Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

Activity site visits  185 (29.1%) 139 (39.3%) 35 (16.7%) 10; (21.3%) 1 (3.8%) 

Review of performance data  444 (69.8%) 258 (72.9%) 142 (67.9%) 33; (70.2%) 11 (42.3%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries  244 (38.4%) 162 (45.8%) 59 (28.2%) 18; (38.3%) 5 (19.2%) 

Discussions with partner country counterparts  338 (53.1%) 227 (64.1%) 84 (40.2%) 25; (53.2%) 2 (7.7%) 

Meetings with activity implementing partners 478 (75.2%) 278 (78.5%) 157 (75.1%) 30; (63.8%) 13 (50%) 

Pause and reflect session(s) 248 (39%) 141 (39.8%) 86 (41.1%) 17 (36.2%) 4 (15.4%) 

Review of formal reports including quarterly reports, 

midpoint assessments, evaluation, etc.  481 (75.6%) 
269 (76%) 169 (80.9%) 34; (72.3%) 9 (34.6%) 

Participation in relevant assessment(s) and/or evaluations(s)  268 (42.1%) 146 (41.2%) 92 (44%) 21; (44.7%) 9 (34.6%) 

I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes  13 (2%) 5 (1.4%) 5 (2.4%) 0; (0%) 3 (11.5%) 

N/A 12 (1.9%) 5 (1.4%) 3 (1.4%) 3 (6.4%) 1 (3.8%) 

**The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses and ‘I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes’ and ‘N/A’ have been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

 Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Participation in activities in 2019, by Mission Size (N=331)  
Response (2019) # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=331) 

# (%) Large 

Mission (N=52) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=72) 

# (%) Small 

Missions (N=207) 
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Activity site visits  253 (76.4%) 37 (71.2%) 49 (68.1%) 167 (80.7%) 

Review of performance data  250 (75.5%) 39 (75.0%) 52 (72.2%) 159 (76.8%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries  238 (71.9%) 38 (73.1%) 48 (66.7%) 152 (73.4%) 

Discussions with partner country counterparts  236 (71.3%) 35 (67.3%) 52 (72.2%) 149 (72.0%) 

Meetings with activity implementing partners 288 (87.0%) 48 (92.3%) 61 (84.7%) 179 (86.5%) 

Pause and reflect session(s) 148 (44.7%) 22 (42.3%) 35 (48.6%) 91 (44.0%) 

Review of formal reports including quarterly reports, 

midpoint assessments, evaluation, etc.  
269 (81.3%) 42 (80.8%) 58 (80.6%) 169 (81.6%) 

Participation in relevant assessment(s) and/or evaluations(s)  187 (56.5%) 29 (55.8%) 39 (54.2%) 119 (57.5%) 

I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes  5 (1.5%)  (0.0%) 2 (2.8%) 3 (1.4%) 

N/A 4 (1.2%)  (0.0%) 1 (1.4%) 3 (1.4%) 

*23 of the 355 Mission-based respondents who indicated they are from Regional Offices are not included in this analysis, therefore N=331 for this analysis. 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses and ‘I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes’ and ‘N/A’ have been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

Participation in activities in 2020, by Mission Size (N=331) 

Response (2020) # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=331) 

# (%) Large 

Mission (N=52) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=72) 

# (%) Small 

Missions (N=207) 

Activity site visits  132 (39.9%) 14 (26.9%) 30 (41.7%) 88 (42.5%) 

Review of performance data  244 (73.7%) 38 (73.1%) 50 (69.4%) 156 (75.4%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries  153 (46.2%) 24 (46.2%) 32 (44.4%) 97 (46.9%) 

Discussions with partner country counterparts  217 (65.6%) 33 (63.5%) 44 (61.1%) 140 (67.6%) 

Meetings with activity implementing partners 260 (78.5%) 41 (78.8%) 53 (73.6%) 166 (80.2%) 

Pause and reflect session(s) 131 (39.6%) 17 (32.7%) 31 (43.1%) 83 (40.1%) 

Review of formal reports including quarterly reports, 

midpoint assessments, evaluation, etc.  254 (76.7%) 39 (75%) 57 (79.2%) 158 (76.3%) 

Participation in relevant assessment(s) and/or evaluations(s)  138 (41.7%) 21 (40.4%) 32 (44.4%) 85 (41.1%) 

I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes  5 (1.5%) 0 (0%) 2 (2.8%)  3 (1.4%) 

N/A 5 (1.5%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.4%) 4 (1.9%) 

*23 of the 355 Mission-based respondents who indicated they are from Regional Offices are not included in this analysis, therefore N=331 for this analysis. 

**The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses and ‘I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes’ and ‘N/A’ have been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  
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 Analysis by Respondent Role 

Participation in activities in 2019, by Role (N=636) 
Response (2019) 

# (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=636) 

# (%)   

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=34) 

# (%)   

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=149) 

# (%)   

MEL/Data 

Analytics 

(N=183) 

# (%)   

Technical 

Sector 

(N=320) 

# (%)   

AOR/COR 

(N=267) 

# (%)   

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=90) 

# (%)   

Others 

(N=55) 

Activity site visits  421 (66.2%) 21 (61.8%) 88 (59.1%) 123 (67.2%) 240 (75.0%) 210 (78.7%) 54 (60.0%) 34 (61.8%) 

Review of performance data  454 (71.4%) 28 (82.4%) 102 (68.5%) 146 (79.8%) 252 (78.8%) 216 (80.9%) 47 (52.2%) 39 (70.9%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries  397 (62.4%) 24 (70.6%) 79 (53.0%) 112 (61.2%) 238 (74.4%) 196 (73.4%) 41 (45.6%) 34 (61.8%) 

Discussions with partner country 

counterparts  402 (63.2%) 
27 (79.4%) 79 (53.0%) 108 (59.0%) 239 (74.7%) 198 (74.2%) 34 (37.8%) 34 (61.8%) 

Meetings with activity 

implementing partners 519 (81.6%) 
29 (85.3%) 114 (76.5%) 155 (84.7%) 283 (88.4%) 243 (91.0%) 66 (73.3%) 43 (78.2%) 

Pause and reflect session(s) 262 (41.2%) 11 (32.4%) 67 (45.0%) 90 (49.2%) 147 (45.9%) 124 (46.4%) 23 (25.6%) 23 (41.8%) 

Review of formal reports including 

quarterly reports, midpoint 

assessments, evaluation, etc.  492 (77.4%) 

25 (73.5%) 109 (73.2%) 151 (82.5%) 281 (87.8%) 245 (91.8%) 52 (57.8%) 40 (72.7%) 

Participation in relevant 

assessment(s) and/or evaluations(s)  345 (54.2%) 
14 (41.2%) 77 (51.7%) 118 (64.5%) 202 (63.1%) 163 (61.0%) 40 (44.4%) 30 (54.5%) 

I have not conducted or 

participated in any of these 

processes  13 (2.0%) 

 (0.0%) 4 (2.7%) 1 (0.5%) 4 (1.3%) 1 (0.4%) 5 (5.6%) 3 (5.5%) 

N/A 12 (1.9%)  (0.0%) 5 (3.4%) 4 (2.2%) 1 (0.3%)  (0.0%) 4 (4.4%)  (0.0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses and ‘I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes’ and ‘N/A’ have been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

Participation in activities in 2020, by Role (N=636) 
Response (2020) 

# (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=636) 

# (%)   

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=34) 

# (%)   

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=149) 

# (%)   

MEL/Data 

Analytics 

(N=183) 

# (%)   

Technical 

Sector 

(N=320) 

# (%)   

AOR/COR 

(N=267) 

# (%)   

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=90) 

# (%)   

Others 

(N=55) 

Activity site visits  185 (29.1%) 17 (50.0%) 33 (22.1%) 44 (24.0%) 101 (31.6%) 94 (35.2%) 16 (17.8%) 17 (30.9%) 

Review of performance data  444 (69.8%) 28 (82.4%) 103 (69.1%) 152 (83.1%) 242 (75.6%) 215 (80.5%) 44 (48.9%) 34 (61.8%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries  244 (38.4%) 20 (58.8%) 47 (31.5%) 63 (34.4%) 136 (42.5%) 130 (48.7%) 29 (32.2%) 19 (34.5%) 

Discussions with partner country 

counterparts  338 (53.1%) 
26 (76.5%) 65 (43.6%) 92 (50.3%) 200 (62.5%) 174 (65.2%) 23 (25.6%) 25 (45.5%) 
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Meetings with activity 

implementing partners 478 (75.2%) 
30 (88.2%) 102 (68.5%) 139 (76.0%) 267 (83.4%) 236 (88.4%) 52 (57.8%) 37 (67.3%) 

Pause and reflect session(s) 248 (39%) 10 (29.4%) 59 (39.6%) 84 (45.9%) 134 (41.9%) 117 (43.8%) 21 (23.3%) 20 (36.4%) 

Review of formal reports including 

quarterly reports, midpoint 

assessments, evaluation, etc.  481 (75.6%) 

22 (64.7%) 104 (69.8%) 151 (82.5%) 279 (87.2%) 249 (93.3%) 45 (50.0%) 36 (65.5%) 

Participation in relevant 

assessment(s) and/or evaluations(s)  268 (42.1%) 
10 (29.4%) 58 (38.9%) 92 (50.3%) 164 (51.3%) 132 (49.4%) 25 (27.8%) 21 (38.2%) 

I have not conducted or 

participated in any of these 

processes  13 (2%) 

 (0.0%) 4 (2.7%) 1 (0.5%) 4 (1.3%) 1 (0.4%) 5 (5.6%) 3 (5.5%) 

N/A 12 (1.9%)  (0.0%) 5 (3.4%) 4 (2.2%) 3 (0.9%)  (0.0%) 2 (2.2%)  (0.0%) 

 

 Analysis by Region 

Participation in activities in 2019, by Region (N=636) 
Response (2019) # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=636) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=117)  

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=91)  

# (%) Europe & 

Eurasia Mission 

(N=45)  

# (%) Latin 

America & 

Caribbean 

(N=79) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=283) 

Activity site visits  421 (66.2%) 82 (70.1%) 67 (73.6%) 36 (80%) 65 (82.3%) 20 (95.2%) 151 (53.4%) 

Review of performance data  454 (71.4%) 88 (75.2%) 73 (80.2%) 32 (71.1%) 58 (73.4%) 18 (85.7%) 185 (65.6%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries  397 (62.4%) 81 (69.2%) 68 (74.7%) 30 (66.7%) 59 (74.7%) 15 (71.4%) 144 (50.9%) 

Discussions with partner country 

counterparts  402 (63.2%) 
84 (71.8%) 68 (74.7%) 30 (66.7%) 52 (65.8%) 16 (76.2%) 152 (53.7%) 

Meetings with activity 

implementing partners 519 (81.6%) 
99 (84.6%) 82 (90.1%) 39 (86.7%) 68 (86.1%) 20 (95.2%) 211 (74.6%) 

Pause and reflect session(s) 262 (41.2%) 51 (43.6%) 38 (41.8%) 16 (35.6%) 41 (51.9%) 10 (47.6%) 106 (37.5%) 

Review of formal reports including 

quarterly reports, midpoint 

assessments, evaluation, etc.  492 (77.4%) 

95 (81.2%) 76 (83.5%) 34 (75.6%) 60 (75.9%) 20 (95.2%) 207 (73.1) 

Participation in relevant 

assessment(s) and/or evaluations(s)  345 (54.2%) 
65 (55.6%) 50 (54.9%) 20 (44.4%) 49 (62.0%) 14 (66.7%) 147 (51.9%) 

I have not conducted or 

participated in any of these 

processes  13 (2.0%) 

0 (0%) 2 (2.2%) 1 (2.2%) 2 (2.5%) 0 (0%) 8 (2.8%) 

N/A 12 (1.9%) 0 (0%) 2 (2.2%) 1 (2.2%) 1 (1.3%) 0 (0%) 8 (2.8%) 
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 *The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses and ‘I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes’ and ‘N/A’ have been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

Participation in activities in 2020, by Region (N=636) 
Response (2020) # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=636) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=117)  

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=91)  

# (%) Europe & 

Eurasia Mission 

(N=45)  

# (%) Latin 

America & 

Caribbean 

(N=79) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=283) 

Activity site visits  185 (29.1%) 43 (36.8%) 33 (36.3%) 21 (46.7%) 31 (39.2%) 11 (52.4%) 46 (16.3%) 

Review of performance data  444 (69.8%) 83 (70.9%) 66 (72.5%) 31 (68.9%) 59 (74.7%) 17 (81.0%) 187 (66.1%) 

Discussions with beneficiaries  244 (38.4%) 50 (42.7%) 40 (44.0%) 21 (46.7%) 38 (48.1%) 12 (57.1%) 82 (29.0%) 

Discussions with partner country 

counterparts  338 (53.1%) 
77 (65.8%) 62 (68.1%) 27 (60.0%) 46 (58.2%) 14 (66.7%) 111 (39.2%) 

Meetings with activity 

implementing partners 478 (75.2%) 
86 (73.5%) 71 (78.0%) 38 (84.4%) 63 (79.7%) 18 (85.7%) 201 (71.0%) 

Pause and reflect session(s) 248 (39%) 46 (39.3%) 32 (35.2%) 15 (33.3%) 37 (46.8%) 9 (42.9%) 108 (38.2%) 

Review of formal reports including 

quarterly reports, midpoint 

assessments, evaluation, etc.  481 (75.6%) 

88 (75.2%) 69 (75.8%) 33 (73.3%) 57 (72.2%) 20 (95.2%) 213 (75.3%) 

Participation in relevant 

assessment(s) and/or evaluations(s)  268 (42.1%) 
47 (40.2%) 41 (45.1%) 15 (33.3%) 32 (40.5%) 10 (47.6%) 123 (43.5%) 

I have not conducted or 

participated in any of these 

processes  13 (2%) 

0 (0.0%) 2 (2.2%) 1 (2.2%) 2 (2.5%) 0 (0.0%) 8 (2.8%) 

N/A 12 (1.9%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (2.2%) 2 (4.4%) 1 (1.3%) 0 (0.0%) 7 (2.5%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses and ‘I have not conducted or participated in any of these processes’ and ‘N/A’ have been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  
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1.3 Implementation of Recommended Actions 
 

Survey Question 7 

(For respondents who indicated that recommendations were made or process improvements were identified during data review 

meetings) In your experience over the last two years, were the recommended actions from the above processes (survey question 

4) typically implemented?   

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (n=489) 
Response Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents 

Always 50 10.2% 

Frequently  273 55.8% 

Occasionally 120 24.5% 

Rarely 12 2.5% 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 32 6.5% 

N/A 2 0.4% 

Total 489 100% 

 

 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (n=489) 
Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=489) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=276) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=166) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=35) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=12) 

Always 50 (10.2%) 37 (13.4%) 11 (6.6%) 2 (5.7%)  (0.0%) 

Frequently 273 (55.8%) 150 (54.3%) 96 (57.8%) 23 (65.7%) 4 (33.3%) 

Occasionally 120 (24.5%) 67 (24.3%) 38 (22.9%) 8 (22.9%) 7 (58.3%) 

Rarely 12 (2.5%) 8 (2.9%) 4 (2.4%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 

I don’t know/ 

I’m not sure 

32 (6.5%) 
13 (4.7%) 16 (9.6%) 2 (5.7%) 1 (8.3%) 

N/A 2 (0.4%) 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.6%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 

 

 Analysis by Mission Size, as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (n=258) 
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Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=258) 

# (%) Large Mission (N=42) 
# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=53) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=163) 

Always 33 (12.8%) 6 (14.3%) 5 (9.4%) 22 (13.5%) 

Frequently 141 (54.7%) 24 (57.1%) 31 (58.5%) 86 (52.8%) 

Occasionally 63 (24.4%) 9 (21.4%) 11 (20.8%) 43 (26.4%) 

Rarely 8 (3.1%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (3.8%) 6 (3.7%) 

I don’t know/ 

I’m not sure 
13 (5.0%) 2 (4.8%) 4 (7.5%) 7 (4.3%) 

N/A 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

 

 Analysis by Mission Size, as defined by USAID’s Automated Directives System (ADS) 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (n=258) 
Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=258) 

# (%) Large Mission 

(N=178) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=45) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=35) 

Always 33 (12.8%) 23 (12.9%) 8 (17.8%) 2 (5.7%) 

Frequently 141 (54.7%) 103 (57.9%) 24 (53.3%) 14 (40.0%) 

Occasionally 63 (24.4%) 38 (21.3%) 10 (22.2%) 15 (42.9%) 

Rarely 8 (3.1%) 5 (2.8%)  (0.0%) 3 (8.6%) 

I don’t know/ 

I’m not sure 
13 (5%) 9 (5.1%) 3 (6.7%) 1 (2.9%) 

N/A 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)  (0.0%) 0  (0.0%) 

 

 Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (n=489) 
Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=489) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=90) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=71) 

# (%) Europe 

and Eurasia 

Missions (N=35) 

# (%) Latin 

America and 

the Caribbean 

Missions (N=65) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=14) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQs (N=214) 

Always 50 (10.2%) 12 (13.3%) 11 (15.5%) 6 (17.1%) 7 (10.8%) 1 (7.1%) 13 (6.1%) 

Frequently 273 (55.8%) 53 (58.9%) 34 (47.9%) 14 (40.0%) 41 (63.1%) 7 (50.0%) 124 (57.9%) 

Occasionally 120 (24.5%) 18 (20.0%) 22 (31.0%) 11 (31.4%) 12 (18.5%) 4 (28.6%) 53 (24.8%) 

Rarely 12 (2.5%) 1 (1.1%) 2 (2.8%) 2 (5.7%) 2 (3.1%) 1 (7.1%) 4 (1.9%) 

I don’t know/ 

I’m not sure 32 (6.5%) 5 (5.6%) 2 (2.8%) 2 (5.7%) 3 (4.6%) 1 (7.1%) 19 (8.9%) 

N/A 2 (0.4%) 1 (1.1%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 1 (0.5%) 
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1.4 Barriers to Evidence Use 
 

Survey Question 3 

In your opinion, over the past two years, have there been gaps in the available evidence base required to adequately support 

your activity DESIGN needs? (Select all that apply)  

 

Percentage of respondent selecting each response option (N=636) 

Response  Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents 

a. No gaps – the evidence base available to me is adequate for activity planning  121 19.0% 

b. Yes, evidence is available, but it is of poor quality 166 26.2% 

c. Yes, there are gaps in monitoring data or reporting from similar, previous 

programming 249 39.3% 

d. Yes, there are gaps in evaluations from similar, previous programming 256 40.4% 

e. Yes, there are gaps in academic research 214 33.8% 

f. Yes, there are gaps in statistical data or analyses 272 42.9% 

g. Yes, there are gaps in experiential learning within our team 200 31.5% 

h. Yes, the evidence is not current  129 20.3% 

i. Other 66 10.4% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘No gaps – the evidence base available to me is adequate for activity planning’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, recategorized into 1) ‘no gaps’ and no other gaps (N=636) 
Response  Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents 

No gaps (response option: a) 121 19.0% 

Gaps in evidence base (response options: 

b-i) 
513 80.9% 

Total 634 100% 

Responses for “Other” 

Theme Respondents who selected “Other” indicated the following:  

Barriers to evidence 

use 

For my team, within BHA, the issue is more the time to be able to read these evidence bases since we are constantly responding to taskers and 

emergencies.  However, we do feel we have data that is obtained from humanitarian assessments. 

Data is hidden/obscured to tell a more positive story 
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There is also in many cases low capacity within USAID for understanding high quality science and evidence and distinguishing from low 

quality (high risk of bias). 

I think sometimes the evidence is there but given time constraints, competing demands, and pressure to move designs forward, we don't always 

take the time to read and digest the data that is there. 

monitoring data is USELESS for designing activities as are our standard indicators and we are reluctant to actually do real research just see how 

badly we treat our PhD holding staff. 

Most staff lack the statistical literacy to use, understand, and apply peer reviewed scientific papers, thus they rely almost exclusively upon 

internal USAID documents for evidence. 

There is often too much evidence in too many different forms and would take too much time to fully understand it and have it be useful. 

Data is available but one if left to his/her own devices to analyze data; no good repository of data. I would rely on published WHO and UNFPA 

data but oftentimes, none from USAID. If one has a tight deadline, we don't know who to approach. 

We do not have sufficient time to gather all evidence on one hand and some staff are not inclined towards gathering evidence on the other. 

We know WHAT to do (i.e. the evidence about what works is sufficient); the challenge arises from navigating the political economy of the 

changes necessary to move the whole system in a positive direction (e.g. internal stakeholders, government officials, 

Availability varies by 

technical area/ 

location 

Depending on the technical area and location data may exist and be of poor quality, not exist in sufficient detail, or be readily available very 

contextual. 

gaps in knowledge of the Private Equity and Venture Capital sectors across development space. 

Market systems is a new approach and remains theoretical. There's only anecdotal evidence or examples of its implementation. 

Depending on the country there are gaps on available national data 

The XXX Government will not share or is extremely limited in their sharing of HC statistics. 

For some countries, the data is just not available or it hasn't been validated due to the country being in a state of high volatility. 

Access to evidence/ 

Knowledge 

management 

Challenges accessing certain data/evidence 

With rapidly moving technologies such as 5G or COVID vaccine research it is difficult to stay current and peer reviewed evidence can be 

limited. 

there are gaps in access to the evidence base that exists 

There are significant gaps in the evidence on USAID investments on the DEC (poor partner compliance to post reports there). 

There is so much evidence that the challenge is rather one of information management, and the time and ability to navigate the existing 

evidence base to determine where and how to apply what practitioners believe they know. 

  

Available evidence is 

generic/not 

generalizable - not 

applicable to specific 

activities, country, or 

context 

Evidence is not generalizable 

Gaps in current evidence and info related to mission portfolios and portfolio performance. Gaps in current contextual, context specific 

information at national and subnational levels. 

Most importantly, experience hinder objectivity given the pre-existence of a bias that affect objective judgement, what worked elsewhere will 

work in the country. If it is not properly adapted to the country's needs and context, short cuts will not work! 

having engaged in many activity designs, my experience was mixed. In many cases there was a lack of reliable data, or was generic data instead 

of activity specific, and due to time constraints/funding urgency we could not collect them adequately 
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Evidence is not used 

evidence is not considered as basis for design in several instances 

The question should be whether the evidence was analyzed and properly used in a design activity. 

USAID as an organization is functionally innumerate and does not use data in any meaningful way (despite the individual human capital to do 

so throughout the Agency) 

Evidence on how to 

apply evidence for 

program 

design/implementation 

Insufficient evidence on mechanisms of action or tailoring to context too much on what works/doesn't; not enough on why or how 

There are gaps in implementation science 

Design teams don't know how to design activities. They often cut and paste from prior SOWs/PDs. They don't actively seek out evidence. 

Poor quality data 

The country data is out of date or not accurate 

host country data unreliable 

We have high turnover, so little historical memory of how things were done or lessons learned. Good data are hard to find, yet we are 

swimming in reports, etc. 

COVID related gaps 

There are gaps related to unknowns, like the impact of COVID19. And there are variables other than COVID that are unknown. 

Due to insecurity and COVID19 restrictions, staff have an enormous difficulty getting out to communities to verify information, cross check 

research, involve community members.  Remote manage is difficult and limiting. 

Gender/ sex-

disaggregated data 

gaps in sex disaggregated statistics 

The evidence provided by HQ consultants on gender and conflict was very poor.  Old talking heads methodology. 

Timing 
Timing is always difficult between closeout of one program and design and procurement of a follow on. 

Timely statistical data may not be available. Sector may not be a priority within USAID environment at the time 

Duplication of 

evidence 

Evidence is available sufficient for baseline data, but teams often ask implementers to develop their own baseline data during implementation. 

Not sure how to classify that above. 

Lacking in impact 

evaluations 
There are often plenty of performance evaluations of similar activities, but few impact evaluations. 

Other 

It's less about gaps and more so that there are not clear guidelines for 

In the last two years we designed multiple activities and the gap varies. It is not possible to generalize. 

'Evidence' ignores other important factors 

As a manager of others' efforts, I am not capable of describing the quality of evidence. 

The region had funding limitations for the past few years, therefore, new activities initiated until a few months ago.  The evidence that is 

planned for new activities is basically starting. 

Of course there is some evidence base, but more is always good for better decision making 

Examples and experience with Systems Thinking and complexity aware monitoring 

frequent changes in host country policies 
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 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondent selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=636) 
Response  

#/ (%) Total 

Respondents 

(N=634) 

# (/%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=354) 

# (/%) Pillar Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=209) 

#/ (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

#/ (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

No gaps (a.) 121 (19.0%) 77 (21.8%) 29 (13.9%) 9 (19.1%) 6 (23%) 

Gaps in evidence base (b-i) 
 

513 (80.9%) 277 (8.27%) 180 (86%) 38 (80.9%) 20 (76.9%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘No gaps – the evidence base available to me is adequate for activity planning’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

 Analysis by Mission Size, as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondent selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=330) 
Response  #/ (%) Total 

Respondents 

(N=330) 

#/ (%) Large 

Missions 

(N=52) 

#/ (%) Medium 

Missions  

(N=72) 

# (/%) Small 

Missions  

(N=206) 

No gaps (a.) 72 (25.8%) 12 (23.1%) 12 (16.7%) 48 (23.3%) 

Gaps in evidence base (b-i) 
 

245 (74.2%) 
40 (76.9%) 60 (83.3%) 150 (72.8%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘No gaps – the evidence base available to me is adequate for activity planning’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

 Analysis by Mission Size, as defined USAID’s Automated Directives System (ADS) 

Percentage of respondent selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=330) 
Response  #/ (%) Total 

Respondents 

(N=330) 

#/ (%) Large Missions 

(N=233) 

#/ (%) Medium 

Missions  

(N=56) 

# (/%) Small 

Missions  

(N=41) 

No gaps (a.) 72 (25.8%) 54 (23.1%) 9 (16.1%) 9 (22.0%) 

Gaps in evidence base (b-i) 
 

245 (74.2%) 168 (72.1%) 46 (82.1%) 31 (75.6%) 

**The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘No gaps – the evidence base available to me is adequate for activity planning’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  
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 Analysis by Role 

Percentage of respondent selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=636) 
Response  

#/ (%) Total 

Respondents 

(N=636) 

#/ (%) 

Mission 

Front Office 

(N=34) 

#/ (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes   

(N=149) 

# (/%) MEL; 

Data 

Analytics  

(N=183) 

# (/%) 

Technical 

Sector   

(N=320) 

# (/%) 

AOR/COR   

(N=267) 

# (/%) 

Procurement/

Contracting    

(N=90) 

# (/%) 

Other    

(N=55) 

No gaps (a.) 121 (19.0%) 6 (18.8%) 19 (27.1%) 29 (15.8%) 53 (16.6%) 52 (19.5%) 21 (23.3%) 11 (20%) 

Gaps in evidence base (b-i) 

 
513 (80.9%) 26 (81.3%) 51 (72.9%) 154 (84.2%) 267 (83.4%) 215 (80.5%) 69 (76.7%) 44 (80%) 

**The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘No gaps – the evidence base available to me is adequate for activity planning’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

 Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondent selecting each response option, by Region (N=636) 
Response  

#/ (%) Total 

Respondents 

(N=636) 

#/ (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=117) 

#/ (%) Asia 

Missions   

(N=91) 

# (/%) 

Europe and 

Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45) 

# (/%) Latin 

America and 

the Caribbean 

Missions   

(N=79) 

# (/%) Middle 

East Missions   

(N=21) 

# (/%) 

Washington 

HQ    

(N=283) 

No gaps (a.) 121 (19.0%) 21 (17.9%) 21 (23.1%) 15 (33.3%) 15 (19.0%) 5 (23.8%) 44 (15.5%) 

Gaps in evidence base (b-i) 

 
513 (80.9%) 96 (82.1%) 70 (76.9%) 30 (66.7%) 64 (81.0%) 16 (76.2%) 239 (84.5%) 

**The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘No gaps – the evidence base available to me is adequate for activity planning’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

Survey Question 8b 

When there are findings from evaluations, statistics, research, and other analyses, what are some barriers to their use to 

adapt/modify activities during the course of implementation? This question will have a separate column for barriers 

experienced in 2019 and in 2020 (to track any change due to the global pandemic). For each response option, you may select 

both years, only one year, or leave the row blank. (Select all that apply)  

 

*Based on # respondents who responded “yes” to Question 8a: In the past two years, have you been involved in acting on findings 

from evaluations, statistics, research or other analyses?  
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Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (overall and by year) (N=401) 
 2019 (N=401) 2020 (N=401) 

Response  
#   

Total Respondents  

%   

Respondents 

#   

Total Respondents  

%   

Respondents 

Information was not timely  107 26.7% 149 37.2% 

Lack of flexibility in contracting 

mechanisms  
171 42.6% 84 20.9% 

USAID planning and/or budget cycles  136 33.9% 69 17.2% 

Partner government planning and / or 

budget cycles  
187 46.6% 81 20.2% 

Limited flexibility and independence in 

USAID staff decision-making  
195 48.6% 145 36.2% 

Challenges in collaborating with partners 

on proposed shifts  
50 12.7% 23 5.7% 

Political considerations or limitations  11 2.7% 98 24.4% 

Lack of evidence or unclear or poor-

quality evidence  
145 36.2% 166 41.4% 

Limitations in USAID staff time 79 19.7% 135 33.7% 

Limitations in resources (aside from staff 

time)  
77 19.2% 186 46.4% 

Barriers related to the COVID pandemic  80 20.0% 196 48.9% 

Other  135 33.7% 242 60.3% 

There are no barriers to use 2 0.5% 8 2.0% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

 
Q8 (2019) - Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 8b 'Other' (2019) 

Organizational 

culture/ Leadership 

Mission manages activity with centrally managed funds. 

Organizational culture 

Office management is not conducive to letting the C/AOR perform their technical duties without interference. 

More support or emphasis from Washington and management that using evidence is important in development work. There should be more 

people doing analysis and supporting AORS/Activity Managers. M&E Specialists are also AORs, so they are SO busy. 

Again, USAID is functionally innumerate, so data and quantitative evidence are routinely denigrated and marginalized in decision making 

settings, including by SES personnel.  Decisions are made on the basis of infomercial like testimonials 
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Limited flexibility and independence in USAID staff decision making and Empowerment () to effectively implement changes, i can't stress 

this enough 

Staff resistance  

Staff resistance toward monitoring and making needed changes 

Conflicting internal views about design quality, some of which are not evidence based. 

The biggest barrier I've seen is the activity manager (A/COR, GATR, activity manager) not agreeing with the recommendations that came out 

of an evaluation and thus not wanting to adapt or modify his/her activity 

USAID staff unwilling to consider or accept change 

Budget restrictions 

We had to go under earlier closeout due to budget cuts 

rigidity in available budgets, e.g. budget for evaluations irrespective of the question is often $200k in DC and at mission level 

Earmark restrictions 

Evidence provided is 

not sufficient 

ideally, we would be comparing outcomes of a project (ideally more of these would be measured against a counterfactual) against alternative 

uses of funds, and calculating social ROIs.), But too few USAID projects measure this, so comparison is rare 

in several cases, the research is "basic" and a much more advanced treatment of the data is necessary to make it applicable to USAID's 

purposes. In this case, there is little support for the required, continuing research. 

Many staff do not want to do and refuse to do gender analysis. When gender analyses are done the findings are RARELY integrated as 

required by the ADS 205 or Gender Policy.  IPs do not collect credible gender sensitive indicators beyond sex disaggregation 

Recommendations not 

actionable/not 

prioritized 

The recommendations 

Some recommendations could not be implemented 

actions were not prioritized 

Staff capacity 
Mission staff capacity is the primary barrier. 

Most staff lack statistical literacy to appropriately read, understand and apply quantitative data derived from experimental methods. 

Lack of follow up on 

recommendations 
Most evaluations or assessments lack of an adequate dissemination/tracking plan to communicate and trace the effect of the finding and 

recommendations in the interventions and programming. 

Political factors Interference from political appointees preventing changes in contracts from the field. 

Time Time 

 

Q8 (2020) - Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 8b 'Other' (2020) 

Organizational 

culture/ Leadership 

USAID can see negative results as threatening rather than focusing on room for improvement next time 

Office management is not conducive to letting the C/AOR perform their technical duties without interference. 

This question is a duplicate, please see the previous answer, it didn't get any better in 2020 (Again, USAID is functionally innumerate, so data 

and quantitative evidence are routinely denigrated and marginalized in decision making settings, including by SES personnel.  Decisions are 

made on the basis of infomercial like testimonials) 
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Limited flexibility and independence in USAID staff decision making, Empowerment to independently implement technical changes when they 

are desperately needed to yield effective outcomes. 

Staff resistance  

Same answer as before (The biggest barrier I've seen is the activity manager (A/COR, GATR, activity manager) not agreeing with the 

recommendations that came out of an evaluation and thus not wanting to adapt or modify his/her activity) 

actions were not prioritized by the OUs who owned the functions 

USAID staff unwilling to consider or accept change 

Budget restrictions 
The typical budget for an evaluation in DC or at mission level is $200k irrespective of the question. 

Activities had very limited capacity to adapt due to budget cuts 

Political factors Interference from political appointees aimed at undermining program effectiveness 

Interference from political appointees preventing mission staff from making changes. 

Staff capacity 

Mission staff capacity is the primary barrier. 

No accountability of COR/AOR to enforce IP to identify the interventions they are undertaking to address gender inequality. Overall analytic 

skills of IPs regarding gender analysis and implementation of "Gender Action Plan" is generally very low. 

Evidence provided 

is not sufficient 
The research is basic, and the treatment of the data is NOT at a state where it can be easily applied to USAID programming. More research and 

tools are required, but there is little support for research or for the development of the needed tools. 

Other The pandemic took its toll, but it is good that we have a CLA Activity which helped us gather evidence while doing DQA 
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 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2019, by Operating Unit (N=401) 
Response 

# (%)   

Total Respondents 

(N=401) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=225) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents  

(N=130)  

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents  

(N=32) 

# (%) Central Bureau 

Respondents  

(N=12) 

Information was not timely 107 (26.7%) 62 (27.6%) 33 (25.4%) 9 (28.1%) 3 (25%) 

Lack of flexibility in contracting 

mechanisms  
171 (42.6%) 90 (40%) 62 (47.7%) 16 (50%) 3 (25%) 

USAID planning and/or budget cycles  136 (33.9%) 77 (34.2%) 46 (35.4%) 10 (31.3%) 3 (25%) 

Partner government planning and / or 

budget cycles 
187 (46,6%) 117 (52%) 53 (40.8%) 15 (46.9%) 2 (16.7%) 

Limited flexibility and independence in 

USAID staff decision-making 
195 (48.6%) 104 (46.2%) 70 (53.8%) 14 (43.8%) 7 (58.3%) 

Challenges in collaborating with 

partners on proposed shifts 
50 (12.5%) 29 (12.9%) 13 (10%) 7 (21.9%) 1 (8.3%) 

Political considerations or limitations 11 (2.7%) 4 (1.8%) 4 (3.1%) 1 (3.1%) 2 (16.7%) 

Lack of evidence or unclear or poor 

quality evidence  
145 (36.2%) 78 (34.7%) 53 (40.8%) 14 (43.8%) 0 (0%) 

Limitations in USAID staff time  79 (19.7%) 55 (24.4%) 19 (14.6%) 5 (15.6%) 0 (0%) 

Limitations in resources (aside from 

staff time)  
77 (19.2%) 47 (20.9%) 18 (13.8%) 12 (37.5%) 0 (0%) 

Barriers related to the COVID 

pandemic  
80 (20%) 35 (15.6%) 36 (27.7%) 8 (25%) 1 (8.3%) 

Other 135 (33.7%) 69 (30.7%) 49 (37.7%) 13 (40.6%) 4 (33.3%) 

There are no barriers to use 2 (0.5%) 1 (0.4%) 0 (0%) 1 (3.1%) 0 (0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

 

 

Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2020, by Operating Unit (N=401) 
Response # (%)   

Total Respondents 

(N=401 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=225) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents  

(N=132)  

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents  

(N=32) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents  

(N=12) 

Information was not timely 149 (37.2%)  80; 35.6% 54; 40.9% 15; 46.9% 0; 0% 
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Lack of flexibility in contracting 

mechanisms  84 (20.9%) 58; 25.8% 21; 15.9% 4; 12.5% 1; 8.3% 

USAID planning and/or budget cycles  69 (17.2%) 42; 18.7% 18; 13.6% 9; 28.1% 0; 0% 

Partner government planning and / or 

budget cycles 
81 (20.2%)  

40; 17.8% 34; 25.8% 7; 21.9% 0; 0% 

Limited flexibility and independence in 

USAID staff decision-making 
145 (36.2%) 

81; 36% 46; 34.8% 14; 43.8% 4; 33.3% 

Challenges in collaborating with 

partners on proposed shifts 23 (5.7%)  13; 5.8% 7; 5.3% 2; 6.3% 1; 8.3% 

Political considerations or limitations 

98 (24.4%) 47; 20.9% 38; 28.8% 10; 31.3% 3; 25% 

Lack of evidence or unclear or poor 

quality evidence  
166 (41.4%) 

89; 39.6% 61; 46.2% 13; 40.6% 3; 25% 

Limitations in USAID staff time  135 (33.7%) 76; 33.8% 44; 33.3% 12; 37.5% 3; 25% 

Limitations in resources (aside from 

staff time)  
186 (46.4%) 

117; 52% 50; 37.9% 17; 53.1% 2; 16.7% 

Barriers related to the COVID 

pandemic  
196 (48.9%) 

100; 44.4% 76; 57.6% 13; 40.6% 7; 58.3% 

Other 242 (60.3%) 158; 70.2% 61; 46.2% 19; 59.4% 4; 33.3% 

There are no barriers to use 8 (2%) 2; 0.9% 3; 2.3% 1; 3.1% 2; 16.7% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

 

 

Percentage of respondents selecting barriers regarding data/evidence limitations for one or more year (options a, h) Percentage of 

respondents selecting one or more barriers to internal flexibility for one or more year (options b, c, e, i, j) Percentage of respondents 

selecting one or more external barriers for one or more year (options d, f, g) Percentage of respondents selecting barriers due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic for 2020 (option k) 

 

Response  
Number of 

Respondents 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Barriers regarding data/evidence limitations (options a, h) 360 89.8% 

Barriers to internal flexibility (options b, c, e, i, j) 287 71.6% 

External barriers (options d, f, g) 222 55% 

Barriers due to the COVID-19 pandemic (option k) 196 49% 
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 Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2019, by Mission Size (N=210) 
Response (2019) # (%)   

Total Respondents 

(N=210) 

# (%) Large 

Missions  

(N=29) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions  

(N=57)  

# (%) Small 

Missions 

(N=124) 

Information was not timely 59 (28.1%) 8 (27.6%) 9 (15.8%) 42 (33.9%) 

Lack of flexibility in contracting 

mechanisms  
83 (39.5%) 12 (41.4%) 24 (42.1%) 47 (37.9%) 

USAID planning and/or budget cycles  73 (34.8%) 8 (27.6%) 16 (28.1%) 49 (39.5%) 

Partner government planning and / or 

budget cycles 
107 (51%) 11 (37.9%) 28 (49.1%) 68 (54.8%) 

Limited flexibility and independence in 

USAID staff decision-making 
98 (46.7%) 10 (34.5%) 25 (43.9%) 63 (50.8%) 

Challenges in collaborating with 

partners on proposed shifts 
28 (13.3%) 1 (3.4%) 7 (12.3%) 20 (16.1%) 

Political considerations or limitations 2 (0.9%) 1 (3.4%) 1 (1.8%)  (0.0%) 

Lack of evidence or unclear or poor 

quality evidence  
74 (35.2%) 10 (34.5%) 21 (36.8%) 43 (34.7%) 

Limitations in USAID staff time  52 (24.7%) 7 (24.1%) 11 (19.3%) 34 (27.4%) 

Limitations in resources (aside from 

staff time)  
46 (21.9%) 8 (27.6%) 6 (10.5%) 32 (25.8%) 

Barriers related to the COVID 

pandemic  
33 (14.3%) 1 (3.4%) 5 (8.8%) 27 (21.8%) 

Other 65 (30.5%) 7 (24.1%) 17 (29.8%) 41 (33.1%) 

There are no barriers to use 1 (0.5%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 1 (0.8%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  
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Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2020, by Mission Size (N=210) 
Response (2020) # (%)   

Total Respondents 

(N=210) 

# (%) Large 

Missions  

(N=29) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions  

(N=57) 

# (%) Small 

Missions 

(N=124) 

Information was not timely 74 (35.2%) 10 (34.5%) 20 (35.1%) 44 (35.5%) 

Lack of flexibility in contracting 

mechanisms  55 (26.2%) 
9 (31.0%) 12 (21.1%) 34 (27.4%) 

USAID planning and/or budget cycles  41 (19.5%) 6 (20.7%) 9 (15.8%) 26 (21.0%) 

Partner government planning and / or 

budget cycles 
37 (17.6%) 3 (10.3%) 7 (12.3%) 27 (21.8%) 

Limited flexibility and independence in 

USAID staff decision-making 
75 (35.7%) 11 (37.9%) 20 (35.1%) 44 (35.5%) 

Challenges in collaborating with 

partners on proposed shifts 
13 (6.2%) 2 (6.9%) 1 (1.8%) 10 (8.1%) 

Political considerations or limitations 46 (21.9%) 3 (10.3%) 12 (21.1%) 31 (25.0%) 

Lack of evidence or unclear or poor 

quality evidence  
83 (39.5%) 10 (34.5%) 25 (43.9%) 48 (38.7%) 

Limitations in USAID staff time  71 (33.8%) 6 (20.7%) 19 (33.3%) 46 (37.1%) 

Limitations in resources (aside from 

staff time)  
107 (51.0%) 10 (34.5%) 26 (45.6%) 71 (57.3%) 

Barriers related to the COVID 

pandemic  
96 (45.7%) 9 (31.0%) 21 (36.8%) 66 (53.2%) 

Other 148 (70.5%) 23 (79.3%) 39 (68.4%) 86 (69.4%) 

There are no barriers to use 1 (0.5%)  (0.0%) 1 (1.8%)  (0.0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

 

 Analysis by Mission Size, as defined USAID’s Automated Directives System (ADS) 

Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2019, by Mission Size (N=210)  

Response (2019) 

# (%)   

Total Respondents 

(N=210) 

# (%) Large 

Missions  

(N=146) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions  

(N=33) 

# (%) Small 

Missions 

(N=31) 

Information was not timely 59 (28.1%) 42 (28.8%) 12 (36.4%) 5 (16.1%) 

Lack of flexibility in contracting 

mechanisms  
83 (39.5%) 59 (40.4%) 15 (45.5%) 9 (29%) 

USAID planning and/or budget cycles  73 (34.8%) 45 (30.8%) 14 (42.4%) 14 (45.2%) 
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Partner government planning and / or 

budget cycles 
107 (51%) 75 (51.4%) 17 (51.5%) 15 (48.4%)  

Limited flexibility and independence in 

USAID staff decision-making 
98 (46.7%) 63 (43.2%) 17 (51.5%) 18 (58.1%)  

Challenges in collaborating with 

partners on proposed shifts 
28 (13.3%) 18 (12.3%) 6 (18.2%) 4 (12.9%) 

Political considerations or limitations 2 (0.9%) 2 (1.4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Lack of evidence or unclear or poor 

quality evidence  
74 (35.2%) 51 (34.9%) 12 (36.4%) 11 (35.5%) 

Limitations in USAID staff time  52 (24.7%) 42 (28.8%) 4 (12.1%) 6 (19.4%) 

Limitations in resources (aside from 

staff time)  
46 (21.9%) 32 (21.9%) 8 (24.2%) 6 (19.4%) 

Barriers related to the COVID 

pandemic  
33 (14.3%) 17 (11.6%) 7 (21.2%) 9 (29%) 

Other 65 (30.5%) 45 (30.8%) 10 (30.3%) 10 (32.3%) 

There are no barriers to use 1 (0.5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (3.2%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

 

Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2020, by Mission Size (N=210) 
Response # (%)   

Total Respondents 

(N=210) 

# (%) Large 

Missions  

(N=146) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions  

(N=33) 

# (%) Small 

Missions 

(N=31) 

Information was not timely 74 (35.2%) 52 (35.6%) 14 (42.4%) 8 (25.8%) 

Lack of flexibility in contracting 

mechanisms  55 (26.2%) 
43 (29.5%) 6 (18.2%) 6 (19.4%) 

USAID planning and/or budget cycles  41 (19.5%) 30 (20.5%) 7 (21.2%) 4 (12.9%) 

Partner government planning and / or 

budget cycles 
37 (17.6%) 19 (13.0%) 11 (33.3%) 7 (22.6%) 

Limited flexibility and independence in 

USAID staff decision-making 
75 (35.7%) 53 (36.3%) 11 (33.3%) 11 (35.5%) 

Challenges in collaborating with 

partners on proposed shifts 
13 (6.2%) 7 (4.8%) 3 (9.1%) 3 (9.7%) 

Political considerations or limitations 46 (21.9%) 36 (24.7%) 8 (24.2%) 2 (6.5%) 

Lack of evidence or unclear or poor 

quality evidence  
83 (39.5%) 58 (39.7%) 14 (42.4%) 11 (35.5%) 

Limitations in USAID staff time  71 (33.8%) 48 (32.9%) 11 (33.3%) 12 (38.7%) 
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Limitations in resources (aside from 

staff time)  
107 (51.0%) 72 (49.3%) 18 (54.5%) 17 (54.8%) 

Barriers related to the COVID 

pandemic  
96 (45.7%) 60 (41.1%) 16 (48.5%) 20 (64.5%) 

Other 148 (70.5%) 104 (71.2%) 23 (69.7%) 21 (67.7%) 

There are no barriers to use 1 (0.5%) 1 (0.7%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

 

 Analysis by Respondent Role  

Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2019, by Respondent Role (N=401)  
Response (2019) 

# (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=401) 

# (%)  

Mission 

Front Office  

(N=23) 

# (%)  

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=83)  

# (%)  

MEL; Data 

Analytics 

(N=110) 

# (%)  

Technical 

Sectors 

(N=179) 

# (%)  

AOR/COR 

(N=148) 

# (%)  

Procurement

/Contracting  

(N=32) 

# (%)  

Other 

(N=32) 

Information was not 

timely 
107 (26.7%) 5 (21.7%) 21 (25.3%) 43 (39.1%) 66 (36.9%) 43 (29.1%) 15 (46.9%) 11 (40.7%) 

Lack of flexibility in 

contracting mechanisms  171 (42.6%) 
8 (34.8%) 45 (54.2%) 65 (59.1%) 101 (56.4%) 63 (42.6%) 19 (59.4%) 18 (66.7%) 

USAID planning and/or 

budget cycles  
136 (33.9%) 7 (30.4%) 35 (42.2%) 48 (43.6%) 81 (45.3%) 57 (38.5%) 14 (43.8%) 18 (66.7%) 

Partner government 

planning and / or budget 

cycles 

187 (46,6%) 10 (43.5%) 38 (45.8%) 59 (53.6%) 111 (62%) 83 (56.1%) 16 (50%) 15 (55.6%) 

Limited flexibility and 

independence in USAID 

staff decision-making 

195 (48.6%) 9 (39.1%) 52 (62.7%) 73 (66.4%) 123 (68.7%) 84 (56.8%) 20 (62.5%) 20 (74.1%) 

Challenges in 

collaborating with 

partners on proposed 

shifts 

50 (12.5%) 2 (8.7%) 7 (8.4%) 9 (8.2%) 35 (19.6%) 17 (11.5%) 4 (12.5%) 8 (29.6%) 

Political considerations 

or limitations 
11 (2.7%) 0 (0%) 2 (2.4%) 3 (2.7%) 5 (2.8%) 6 (4.1%) 2 (6.3%) 1 (3.7%) 

Lack of evidence or 

unclear or poor quality 

evidence  

145 (36.2%) 7 (30.4%) 29 (34.9%) 49 (44.5%) 89 (49.7%) 65 (43.9%) 12 (37.5%) 17 (63%) 
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Limitations in USAID 

staff time  
79 (19.7%) 4 (17.4%) 14 (16.9%) 20 (18.2%) 50 (27.9%) 44 (29.7%) 4 (12.5%) 5 (18.5%) 

Limitations in resources 

(aside from staff time)  
77 (19.2%) 7 (30.4%) 14 (16.9%) 27 (24.5%) 43 (24%) 37 (25%) 5 (15.6%) 11 (40.7%) 

Barriers related to the 

COVID pandemic  
80 (20%) 3 (13%) 13 (15.7%) 31 (28.2%) 48 (26.8%) 35 (23.6%) 8 (25%) 7 (25.9%) 

Other 135 (33.7%) 8 (34.8%) 25 (30.1%) 48 (43.6%) 87 (48.6%) 63 (42.6%) 14 (43.8%) 18 (66.7%) 

There are no barriers to 

use 
2 (0.5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (11.2%) 1 (6.8%) 0 (9.4%) 1 (3.1%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

 

Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2020, by Respondent Role (N=401)  
Response (2020) 

# (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=401) 

# (%)  

Mission 

Front Office  

(N=23) 

# (%)  

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=83)  

# (%)  

MEL; Data 

Analytics 

(N=110) 

# (%)  

Technical 

Sectors 

(N=179) 

# (%)  

AOR/COR 

(N=148) 

# (%)  

Procurement

/Contracting  

(N=32) 

# (%)  

Other 

(N=32) 

Information was not 

timely 
149 (37.2%) 7 (30.4%) 41 (49.4%) 55 (50%) 90 (50.3%) 59 (39.9%) 13 (40.6%) 19 (70.4%) 

Lack of flexibility in 

contracting mechanisms  84 (20.9%) 
5 (21.7%) 15 (18.1%) 21 (19.1%) 52 (29.1%) 44 (29.7%) 5 (15.6%) 7 (25.9%) 

USAID planning and/or 

budget cycles  
69 (17.2%) 7 (30.4%) 17 (20.5%) 27 (24.5%) 40 (22.3%) 28 (18.9%) 7 (21.9%) 10 (37%) 

Partner government 

planning and / or budget 

cycles 

81 (20.2%)  4 (17.4%) 16 (19.3%) 29 (26.4%) 55 (30.7%) 35 (23.6%) 8 (25%) 7 (25.9%) 

Limited flexibility and 

independence in USAID 

staff decision-making 

145 (36.2%) 10 (43.5%) 31 (37.3%) 48 (43.6%) 89 (49.7%) 68 (45.9%) 17 (53.1%) 18 (66.7%) 

Challenges in 

collaborating with 

partners on proposed 

shifts 

23 (5.7%)  2 (8.7%) 7 (8.4%) 10 (9.1%) 15 (8.4%) 11 (7.4%) 3 (9.4%) 5 (18.5%) 

Political considerations 

or limitations 
98 (24.4%) 5 (21.7%) 16 (19.3%) 36 (32.7%) 59 (33%) 42 (28.4%) 13 (40.6%) 9 (33.3%) 

Lack of evidence or 

unclear or poor quality 

evidence  

166 (41.4%) 6 (26.1%) 39 (47%) 64 (58.2%) 98 (54.7%) 70 (47.3%) 18 (56.3%) 16 (59.3%) 
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Limitations in USAID 

staff time  
135 (33.7%) 6 (26.1%) 29 (34.9%) 46 (41.8%) 79 (44.1%) 60 (40.5%) 11 (34.4%) 17 (63%) 

Limitations in resources 

(aside from staff time)  
186 (46.4%) 11 (47.8%) 37 (44.6%) 57 (51.8%) 108 (60.3%) 86 (58.1%) 12 (37.5%) 18 (66.7%) 

Barriers related to the 

COVID pandemic  
196 (48.9%) 10 (43.5%) 46 (55.4%) 77 (70%) 126 (70.4%) 90 (60.8%) 18 (56.3%) 19 (70.4%) 

Other 242 (60.3%) 17 (73.9%) 55 (66.3%) 79 (71.8%) 140 (78.2%) 110 (74.3) 17 (53.1%) 18 (66.7%) 

There are no barriers to 

use 
8 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (1.8%) 4 (2.2%) 4 (2.7%) 2 (9.4%) 1 (3.7%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

 

 Analysis by Region  

Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2019, by Region (N=401) 
Response # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=401) 

# (%)  

Africa Region  

(N=80) 

# (%)  

Asia Mission 

(N=61)  

# (%)  

Europe and 

Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=25) 

# (%)  

Latin America and the 

Caribbean Missions 

(N=49) 

# (%)  

Middle East 

Missions 

(N=12) 

# (%)  

Washington 

HQs 

(N=177) 

Information was not 

timely 
107 (26.7%) 16 (20.0%) 16 (26.2%) 8 (32.0%) 17 (34.7%) 5 (41.7%) 45 (25.4%) 

Lack of flexibility in 

contracting mechanisms  171 (42.6%) 
33 (41.3%) 24 (39.3%) 5 (20.0%) 24 (49.0%) 3 (25.0%) 82 (46.3%) 

USAID planning and/or 

budget cycles  
136 (33.9%) 27 (33.8%) 22 (36.1%) 8 (32.0%) 14 (28.6%) 6 (50.0%) 59 (33.3%) 

Partner government 

planning and / or budget 

cycles 

187 (46,6%) 34 (42.5%) 35 (57.4%) 9 (36.0%) 31 (63.3%) 7 (58.3%) 71 (40.1%) 

Limited flexibility and 

independence in USAID 

staff decision-making 

195 (48.6%) 33 (41.3%) 26 (42.6%) 15 (60.0%) 21 (42.9%) 8 (66.7%) 92 (52.0%) 

Challenges in 

collaborating with 

partners on proposed 

shifts 

50 (12.5%) 10 (12.5%) 7 (11.5%) 1 (4.0%) 9 (18.4%) 2 (16.7%) 21 (11.9%) 

Political considerations 

or limitations 
11 (2.7%) 2 (2.5%) 2 (3.3%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 7 (4.0%) 
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Lack of evidence or 

unclear or poor quality 

evidence  

145 (36.2%) 27 (33.8%) 17 (27.9%) 5 (20.0%) 22 (44.9%) 7 (58.3%) 67 (37.9%) 

Limitations in USAID 

staff time  
79 (19.7%) 19 (23.8%) 18 (29.5%) 3 (12.0%) 11 (22.4%) 3 (25.0%) 25 (14.1%) 

Limitations in resources 

(aside from staff time)  
77 (19.2%) 17 (21.3%) 11 (18.0%) 1 (4.0%) 13 (26.5%) 5 (41.7%) 30 (16.9%) 

Barriers related to the 

COVID pandemic  
80 (20%) 9 (11.3%) 9 (14.8%) 6 (24.0%) 6 (12.2%) 4 (33.3%) 46 (26.0%) 

Other 135 (33.7%) 25 (31.3%) 19 (31.1%) 8 (32.0%) 12 (24.5%) 4 (33.3%) 67 (37.9%) 

There are no barriers to 

use 
2 (0.5%) 1 (1.3%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 1 (0.6%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

** 1 respondent did not specify their Mission and therefore is not reflected in the analysis by Region.  

 

Barriers for activity modification encountered in 2020, by Region (N=401) 
Response # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=401) 

# (%)  

Africa Region  

(N=80) 

# (%)  

Asia Mission 

(N=61)  

# (%)  

Europe and 

Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=25) 

# (%)  

Latin America and the 

Caribbean Missions 

(N=49) 

# (%)  

Middle East 

Missions 

(N=12) 

# (%)  

Washington 

HQs 

(N=177) 

Information was not 

timely 
149 (37.2%) 29 (36.3%) 20 (32.8%) 5 (20.0%) 21 (42.9%) 5 (41.7%) 69 (39.0%) 

Lack of flexibility in 

contracting mechanisms  84 (20.9%) 
20 (25.0%) 18 (29.5%) 4 (16.0%) 13 (26.5%) 2 (16.7%) 27 (15.3%) 

USAID planning and/or 

budget cycles  
69 (17.2%) 18 (22.5%) 9 (14.8%) 2 (8.0%) 9 (18.4%) 4 (33.3%) 27 (15.3%) 

Partner government 

planning and / or budget 

cycles 

81 (20.2%)  13 (16.3%) 9 (14.8%) 7 (28.0%) 8 (16.3%) 2 (16.7%) 42 (23.7%) 

Limited flexibility and 

independence in USAID 

staff decision-making 

145 (36.2%) 31 (38.8%) 25 (41.0%) 9 (36.0%) 10 (20.4%) 5 (41.7%) 65 (36.7%) 

Challenges in 

collaborating with 

partners on proposed 

shifts 

23 (5.7%)  3 (3.8%) 4 (6.6%)  (0.0%) 4 (8.2%) 2 (16.7%) 10 (5.6%) 
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Political considerations 

or limitations 
98 (24.4%) 14 (17.5%) 11 (18.0%) 3 (12.0%) 15 (30.6%) 4 (33.3%) 51 (28.8%) 

Lack of evidence or 

unclear or poor-quality 

evidence  

166 (41.4%) 32 (40.0%) 24 (39.3%) 7 (28.0%) 22 (44.9%) 3 (25.0%) 78 (44.1%) 

Limitations in USAID 

staff time  
135 (33.7%) 26 (32.5%) 22 (36.1%) 8 (32.0%) 15 (30.6%) 5 (41.7%) 59 (33.3%) 

Limitations in resources 

(aside from staff time)  
186 (46.4%) 35 (43.8%) 32 (52.5%) 11 (44.0%) 31 (63.3%) 7 (58.3%) 70 (39.5%) 

Barriers related to the 

COVID pandemic  
196 (48.9%) 32 (40.0%) 22 (36.1%) 15 (60.0%) 23 (46.9%) 7 (58.3%) 97 (54.8%) 

Other 242 (60.3%) 52 (65.0%) 46 (75.4%) 16 (64.0%) 37 (75.5%) 6 (50.0%) 85 (48.0%) 

There are no barriers to 

use 
8 (2%) 1 (1.3%) 1 (1.7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (3.4%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘There are no barriers to use’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not 

also choose other responses  

** 1 respondent did not specify their Mission and therefore is not reflected in the analysis by Region.  

 

 

  



 

Survey Data Analysis Report   Page | 142 

Survey Question 15 

 

What barriers does your team face in enabling evidence management and use by implementing partners? (Select all that apply)  

 
Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=635) 

Response  Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents 

Inadequate funding for MEL activities within implementing partner budgets 176 27.7% 

Inadequate capacity of implementing partners 201 31.7% 

Haphazard/inconsistent incorporation of MEL and CLA activities into work plans and 

contracts 217 34.2% 

Inadequate evidence generation, management, and use requirements in proposal 

evaluation criteria 164 25.8% 

Inflexible procurement mechanisms 164 25.8% 

Selection of inappropriate procurement mechanisms 66 10.4% 

Inadequate planning by USAID staff for using evidence to inform activity adaptation 250 39.4% 

Inadequate planning by implementing partners for using evidence to inform activity 

adaptation 200 31.5% 

Lack of clearly articulated processes for triggering and documenting activity adaptation 252 39.7% 

Lack of guidance in documenting expectations for implementing partner evidence 

generation, management, and use 210 33.1% 

Other 66 10.4% 

None – no major challenges 61 9.6% 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 58 9.1% 

N/A 27 4.3% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘None – no major challenges’ and ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents 

that did not also choose other responses  
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Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 15 'Other' 

Staff time 

Internal staff time is a huge obstacle. We are understaffed. 

lack of time, poor team cooperation 

Managing implementing partners requires staff time, a lot of time if one is to expect good results 

There is simply a lack of staffing in the field to ensure that a comprehensive evidence based approach is applied across our programs. We 

do what we can, but we always have to balance utilizing evidence with procurement timelines, political demands, etc. 

Long term staffing gap for a dedicated M&E FSN for my technical office need to coordinate similar indicators across multiple activities 

We did not employ someone in our office to manage a rigorous evaluation. It's entails a tremendous amount of human capital to conduct 

such analyses 

Lack of time from USAID staff to manage it 

Lack of time/insufficient project staff LOE to incorporate evidence into ongoing activities 

Staff spread too thin.  Not enough time 

Lack of staff time, which is eaten up by a thousand small, urgent bureaucratic tasks that contribute very little to programmatic results. 

Lack of staff LOE and expertise 

Already so much other stuff happening and requirements that have to be done 

Staff already overworked 

Time constraints 

lack of time 

Time is by far the greatest barrier, for USAID and implementing partners how much is enough? What is the appropriate level of effort for 

evidence mgmt. and use vis a vis other important functions? 

Staff time and capacity 

Time We often are consumed by managing too many activities HQ demands also require attention 

In BHA, often urgent nature of the work and the austerity (physically and otherwise) of the operational context make evidence mgt 

difficult 

Lack of expertise 

C/AORs are not trained on how to enable or drive evidence-based programming and cannot or do not have time to teach IPs 

Only local CSO orgs who are sub partners lack the capacity & resources to manage the evidence to provide to the lead partner. If they go 

through pre award process or co development workshop in the beginning of the project than that should help 

Lack of appropriate expertise (local and international) either due to lack of knowledge or unavailability during the specified time to help 

with conducting research, generating evidence and developing recommendations; insufficient follow-up of actions 

We also need more AORs within the agency to be able to take a deeper dive into MEL and have adequate LOE available 

It would be great if we could engage nontraditional MEL experts other than those who normally work for USAID. 
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Lack of understanding by teams how to incorporate evidence into program design especially if it points in a direction that the team does 

not support. 

Data/evidence is lacking 

or not adequately 

synthesized 

Data often unavailable, difficult to gather, and hard to measure in hostile environments. Freedom of movement is often difficult. 

inadequate evidence synthesis 

We often are implementing new approaches that are innovative, therefore there's no evidence, we're generating it. There's limited capacity 

both from international and local partners. Often experts come and learn instead of providing new useful information 

Most of the "evidence" lacks rigor and is too positive about outcomes. It isn't necessarily worth sharing. 

poorly designed MEL metrics which do not speak to the base evidence of why/why not or whether this is the right thing to be doing in the 

first place. It’s too focused on the PPR and F metrics. 

Limitations in 

knowledge/data sharing 

Inaccessibility of cross-OU knowledge. If you are in one OU, you don't have access to what is happening in other countries. No PDs, no 

evidence, no evaluation access. There's no corporate knowledge. The DEC? Not functionally usable. 

Challenges to accessing mission and IP technical data in our sector (across missions) 

Major issue is that with the exception of PEPFAR, GH and other USAID data are not available to triangulate.  Should be all accessible in 

the DDC for analysis and use. 

Limited access to translated evidence 

The internal IT processes and systems at USAID are too restrictive to enable good collaboration with partners.  The IT environment 

cannot support what really needs to happen if we were to access and then act on evidence. 

Staff disinterest/lack of 

culture of evidence use 

Some staff attempt to bury data if it does not reflect well on their projects. 

USIAD Staff does not believe in documenting knowledge & evidence and does not want to involve other members of the team into 

collecting information.  Plus, MEL Specialists have unreasonable expectations about setting aside funds for MEL activities. 

The term 'impact' is used in a rhetorical sense. There is little understanding or interest among even USAID/Washington technical experts 

on the merits of impact evaluations and focusing on high quality science and evidence to inform program effectiveness. 

No interest 

OTI Field and IP lack of willingness to engage with M&E POC 

Weak organizational 

culture/ systems for 

evidence use 

Inadequate decision systems that include multiple stakeholders. 

no incentive, no accountability for evidence generation 

We generate too much info and don't have clarify (to partners and ourselves) what we are generating the data for. Then we don't have 

routine conversations about the data to make systematic changes. Everything is ad hoc and happens if the A/COR is good. 

restrictions on academic publication and media dissemination of such; restrictions on conference participation; lack of funding 

Lack of support from 

agency leadership 

Lack of promotion/requirement from USAID leadership 

In 2019 and 2020 we were actively discouraged by political appointees in Washington from conducting assessment, evaluations, and/or 

research.  Lack of funding for real research not just MEL  is always a challenge. 

Leaders who do embrace or provide the kind of feedback needed to make transformational changes 



 

Survey Data Analysis Report   Page | 145 

On several occasions USAID mission leadership does not want bad news about implementation and avoids dealing with the uncomfortable 

truths uncovered. 

Insufficient or changing 

guidance/requirements 

Heavy agency requirements on planning/reporting with limited/no attention to implementation skills and corporate learning structures 

It's tough when required indicators are dropped the following year and new ones are added. It'd be great to see a moratorium on those 

types of changes, maybe every other year or something. Hard to collect evidence towards shifting sands. 

Guidance and requirements change all the time. 

Lack of templates for evidence/learning documentation products, e.g., case studies, policy briefs, infographics even annual reports (it 

would be good to have an annotated annual report template similar to the AMELP) 

MEL not high priority 

poor time management no prior planning a survey of our mission once found that only 33% of our COR/AORs read the quarterly reports 

from partners 

Investing in high quality, long term MEL is often not a budget priority 

Due to the nature of transition initiative programming, MEL is not a high priority. 

Limited flexibility for 

adaptive management 

More flexibility needed to collect on time information/analysis to use for adaptive management purposes. 

The problem comes in different layers and the independence of technical staff to implement evidence-based management ultimately affect 

project output and outcomes given the inability to effectively use CLA to reorient programming and project implementation 

MEL/Adaptive 

management not 

incorporated into SOWs 
Formulating SOWs for activities with the information requirements for adaptive management.  It is important to collect only the required 

evidence at a frequency that enables adaptive management with a sharp focus on measuring expected activity results. 

Budget  Lack of funds. 

Data sensitivity Sensitivity of data 

Security concerns Security issues 

Disagreement on 

managing/using 

evidence Disagreement on how to manage and use evidence 

Flexibility for activity 

adaptation Timeliness, flexibility to adapt, ensuring Activity budget for adaptation in older instruments, clear inclusion in instruments 

Inconsistency in 

definition of evidence 
Lack of consistent definition of what should be considered as "evidence" that is rigorous enough to inform program design and 

implementation. 
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 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=635) 
Response # (%) Total 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=353) 

# (%) Pillar Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=209) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau Respondents 

(N=26) 

Inadequate funding for MEL activities 

within implementing partner budgets 176 (27.7%) 
82 (23.2%) 76; 36.4% 15; 31.9% 2; 7.7% 

Inadequate capacity of implementing 

partners 201 (31.7%) 
116 (32.9%) 66; 31.6% 18; 38.3% 0; 0% 

Haphazard/inconsistent incorporation 

of MEL and CLA activities into work 

plans and contracts 217 (34.2%) 

109 (30.9%) 85; 40.7% 16; 34% 6; 23.1% 

Inadequate evidence generation, 

management, and use requirements in 

proposal evaluation criteria 164 (25.8%) 

84 (23.8%) 64; 30.6% 12; 25.5% 3; 11.5% 

Inflexible procurement mechanisms 164 (25.8%) 90; 25.5% 60; 28.7% 11; 23.4% 2; 7.7% 

Selection of inappropriate procurement 

mechanisms 66 (10.4%) 
32; 9.1% 25; 12% 6; 12.8% 2; 7.7% 

Inadequate planning by USAID staff for 

using evidence to inform activity 

adaptation 250 (39.4%) 

136; 38.5% 90; 43.1% 14; 29.8% 9; 34.6% 

Inadequate planning by implementing 

partners for using evidence to inform 

activity adaptation 200 (31.5%) 

114; 32.3% 73; 34.9% 10; 21.3% 2; 7.7% 

Lack of clearly articulated processes for 

triggering and documenting activity 

adaptation 252 (39.7%) 

134; 38% 95; 45.5% 15; 31.9% 7; 26.9% 

Lack of guidance in documenting 

expectations for implementing partner 

evidence generation, management, and 

use 210 (33.1%) 

107; 30.3% 82; 39.2% 13; 27.7% 7; 26.9% 

Other 66 (10.4%) 33; 9.3% 26; 12.4% 4; 8.5% 2; 7.7% 

None – no major challenges 61 (9.6%) 43; 12.1% 14; 6.7% 1; 2.1% 0; 0% 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 58 (9.1%) 24; 6.8% 20; 9.6% 6; 12.8% 7; 26.9% 

N/A 27 (4.3%) 7; 2% 8; 3.8% 5; 10.6% 6; 23.1% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘None – no major challenges’ and ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents 

that did not also choose other responses  
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 Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=330) 
Response # (%) Total 

Respondents 

(N=330) 

# (%) Large Missions 

(N=52) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions  

(N=72)  

# (%) Small 

Missions  

(N=206) 

Inadequate funding for MEL 

activities within implementing 

partner budgets 

77 (23.3%) 8 (15.3%) 17 (23.6%) 52 (25.2%) 

Inadequate capacity of 

implementing partners 
107 (32.4%) 17 (32.7%) 23 (31.9%)  67 (32.5%) 

Haphazard/inconsistent 

incorporation of MEL and CLA 

activities into work plans and 

contracts 

104 (31.5%) 16 (30.7%) 20 (27.8%) 68 (33%) 

 Inadequate evidence 

generation, management, and 

use requirements in proposal 

evaluation criteria 

77 (23.3%) 13 (25%) 9 (12.5%) 55 (26.7%) 

Inflexible procurement 

mechanisms 
84 (25.5%) 13 (25%) 18 (25%) 53 (25.7%) 

Selection of inappropriate 

procurement mechanisms 
31 (9.4%) 4 (7.7) 5 (6.9%) 22 (10.7%) 

Inadequate planning by USAID 

staff for using evidence to 

inform activity adaptation 

129 (39.1%) 17 (32.7%)  32 (44.4%) 80 (38.8%) 

Inadequate planning by 

implementing partners for 

using evidence to inform 

activity adaptation 

103 (31.2%) 19 (36.5%) 23 (31.9%) 61 (29.6%) 

Lack of clearly articulated 

processes for triggering and 

documenting activity 

adaptation 

126 (38.2%) 17 (32.7%) 24 (33.3%) 85 (41.3%) 

Lack of guidance in 

documenting expectations for 

implementing partner evidence 

generation, management, and 

use 

104 (31.5%) 17 (32.7%) 22 (30.6%) 65 (31.6%) 

Other 31 (9.3%) 5 (9.6%) 15 (20.8%) 11 (5.4%) 
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None – no major challenges 39 (11.8%) 4 (7.7%) 10 (13.9%) 25 (12.1%) 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 23 (7%) 6 (11.5%) 7 (9.7%) 10 (5%) 

N/A 5 (1.5%) 1 (1.9%) 0 (0%) 4 (2%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘None – no major challenges’ and ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents 

that did not also choose other responses  

 

 Analysis by Respondent Role  

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=635) 
Response # (%) Total 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%)  

Mission 

Front Office  

(N=34) 

# (%)  

Program 

Office 

Processes  

(N=148)  

# (%)  

MEL; Data 

Analytics 

(N=183) 

# (%)  

Technical 

Sector  

(N=320) 

# (%)  

AOR/COR 

(N=266) 

# (%)  

Procurement

/Contracting  

(N=266) 

# (%)  

Procurement

/Contracting  

(N=55) 

Inadequate funding for 

MEL activities within 

implementing partner 

budgets 

176 (27.7%) 8 (23.5%) 34 (23%) 70 (38.3%) 110 (34.4%) 72 (27.1%) 15 (16.7%) 12 (21.8%) 

 Inadequate capacity of 

implementing partners 
201 (31.7%) 8 (23.5%) 51 (34.5%) 86 (47%) 110 (34.4%) 91 (34.2%) 21 (23.3%) 17 (30.9%) 

Haphazard/inconsistent 

incorporation of MEL 

and CLA activities into 

work plans and 

contracts 

217 (34.2%) 18 (52.9%) 60 (40.5%) 83 (45.4%) 112 (35%) 90 (33.8%) 22 (24.4%) 19 (34.5%) 

Inadequate evidence 

generation, 

management, and use 

requirements in 

proposal evaluation 

criteria 

164 (25.8%) 13 (38.2%) 39 (26.4%) 62 (33.9%) 96 (30%) 73 (27.4%) 17 (18.9%)  16 (29.1%) 

Inflexible procurement 

mechanisms 
164 (25.8%) 8 (23.5%) 41 (27.7%) 62 (33.9%) 101 (31.6%) 79 (29.7%) 16 (17.8%) 18 (32.7%) 

Selection of 

inappropriate 

procurement 

mechanisms 

66 (10.4%) 3 (8.8%) 18 (12.2%) 29 (15.8%) 35 (10.9%) 28 (10.5%) 11 (12.2%) 11 (20%) 

Inadequate planning by 

USAID staff for using 
250 (39.4%) 16 (47.1%) 70 (47.3%) 90 (49.2%) 120 (37.5%) 95 (35.7%) 37 (41.1%) 21 (38.2%) 
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evidence to inform 

activity adaptation 

Inadequate planning by 

implementing partners 

for using evidence to 

inform activity 

adaptation 

200 (31.5%) 14 (41.2%) 41 (27.7%) 77 (42.1%) 105 (32.8%) 86 (32.3%) 20 (22.2%) 19 (34.5%) 

Lack of clearly 

articulated processes for 

triggering and 

documenting activity 

adaptation 

252 (39.7%) 12 (35.3%) 57 (38.5%) 85 (46.4%) 129 (40.3%) 109 (41%) 32 (35.6%) 21 (38.2%) 

Lack of guidance in 

documenting 

expectations for 

implementing partner 

evidence generation, 

management, and use 

210 (33.1%) 11 (32.4%) 46 (31.1%) 79 (43.2%) 114 (35.6%) 99 (37.2%) 30 (33.3%) 17 (30.9%) 

Other 66 (10.4%) 2 (5.9%) 12 (8.1%) 17 (9.3%) 40 (12.5%) 33 (12.4%) 9 (10%) 9 (16.4%) 

None – no major 

challenges 
61 (9.6%) 3 (8.8%) 2 (1.5%) 5 (2.7%) 24 (7.5%) 31 (11.7%) 5 (18.8%) 8 (14.5%) 

I don’t know/I’m not 

sure 
58 (9.1%) 1 (2.9%) 19 (12.8%)  10 (5.5%) 27 (8.4%) 15 (5.6%) 9 (10%) 8 (14.5%) 

N/A 27 (4.3%) 0 (0%) 6 (4.1%) 3 (1.6%) 2 (0.6%) 6 (2.3%) 11 (4.1%) 2 (3.6%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘None – no major challenges’ and ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents 

that did not also choose other responses  
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 Analysis by Region  

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=635) 
Response 

# (%) Total 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%)  

Africa 

Missions 

(N=117) 

# (%)  

Asia 

Missions 

(N=90)  

# (%)  

Europe and 

Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45) 

# (%)  

Latin America and 

the Caribbean 

Missions 

(N=79) 

# (%)  

Middle East 

Missions  

(N=21) 

# (%)  

Washington 

HQs 

(N=283) 

Inadequate funding for MEL 

activities within implementing partner 

budgets 

176 (27.7%) 24 (20.5%) 24 (26.7%) 10 (22.2%) 20 (25.3%) 2 (9.5%) 94 (33.2%) 

 Inadequate capacity of implementing 

partners 
201 (31.7%) 36 (30.8%) 37 (41.1%) 11 (24.4%) 22 (27.8%) 8 (38.1%) 85 (30.0%) 

Haphazard/inconsistent incorporation 

of MEL and CLA activities into work 

plans and contracts 

217 (34.2%) 38 (32.5%) 29 (32.2%) 13 (28.9%) 21 (26.6%) 8 (38.1%) 107 (37.8%) 

Inadequate evidence generation, 

management, and use requirements in 

proposal evaluation criteria 

164 (25.8%) 27 (23.1%) 24 (26.4%) 8 (17.8%) 16 (20.3%) 8 (38.1%) 80 (28.3%) 

Inflexible procurement mechanisms 164 (25.8%) 30 (25.6%) 23 (25.5%) 6 (13.3%) 21 (26.6%) 8 (38.1%) 74 (26.1%) 

Selection of inappropriate 

procurement mechanisms 
66 (10.4%) 13 (11.1%) 7 (7.8%) 1 (2.2%) 6 (7.6%) 4 (19.0%) 34 (12.0%) 

Inadequate planning by USAID staff 

for using evidence to inform activity 

adaptation 

250 (39.4%) 46 (39.3%) 34 (37.8%) 14 (31.1%) 32 (40.5%) 9 (42.9%) 113 (39.9%) 

Inadequate planning by implementing 

partners for using evidence to inform 

activity adaptation 

200 (31.5%) 38 (32.5%) 26 (28.9%) 13 (28.9%) 27 (34.2%) 8 (38.1%) 86 (30.4%) 

 Lack of clearly articulated processes 

for triggering and documenting 

activity adaptation 

252 (39.7%) 37 (31.6%) 40 (44%) 20 (44.4%) 29 (36.7%) 7 (33.3%) 118 (41.7%) 

Lack of guidance in documenting 

expectations for implementing 

partner evidence generation, 

management, and use 

210 (33.1%) 27 (23.1%) 34 (37.8%) 16 (35.6%) 25 (31.6%) 5 (23.8%) 102 (36.0%) 

Other 66 (10.4%) 15 (12.8%) 9 (10%) 1 (2.2%) 5 (6.3%) 3 (14.3%) 32 (11.3%) 

None – no major challenges 61 (9.6%) 13 (11.1%) 8 (8.9%) 11 (24.4%) 10 (12.7%) 2 (9.5%) 16 (5.7%) 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 58 (9.1%) 12 (13.3%) 4 (4.4%) 2 (4.4%) 4 (5.1%) 2 (9.5%) 33 (11.7%) 
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N/A 27 (4.3%) 1 (1.1%) 2 (2.2%) 4 (8.9%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 19 (6.7%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘None – no major challenges’ and ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents 

that did not also choose other responses  

** 1 respondent did not specify their Mission and therefore is not reflected in the analysis by Region. 
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Assessment Question 2 

 Assessment Question 2: What are the ways in which Agency staff access as well as facilitate 

the use of evidence?  
 

2.1 Facilitating Evidence Use and Knowledge Management 
 

Survey Question 9 

Typically, how do you and your team capture knowledge and information during the course of activity implementation? 

(Select all that apply)  
 

A. Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=635) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=353) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=209) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

a. We do not document evidence gained 15 (2.4%) 8 (2.3%)  3 (0.1%) 2 (4.3%) 1 (3.8%) 

b. Personal notes/documentation 388 (61.1%) 219 (62%) 126 (60.3%) 28 (59.6%) 14 (53.8%) 

c. Official site visit documentation      410 (64.6%) 258 (73.1%) 120 (57.4%) 22 (46.8%) 9 (34.6%) 

d. External evaluation 342 (53.9%) 214 (60.6%) 99 (47.4%) 22 (46.8%) 6 (23.1%) 

e. In a formal evidence tracking system or document 111 (17.5%) 49 (13.9%) 50 (23.9%) 6 (12.8%) 5 (19.2%) 

f. Documentation of activity reviews, evidence 

reviews, and/or portfolio reviews 
437 (68.8%) 275 (77.9%) 119 (56.9%) 33 (70.2%) 9 (34.6%) 

g. Activity reports (including site visit notes, briefs, 

pamphlets, infographics, formal reports including 

quarterly reports, close-out reports, etc.) 

521 (82.0%) 296 (83.9%) 177 (84.7%) 34 (72.3%) 13 (50%) 
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h. By publishing in the DEC, DDL, CPARs, or on a 

USAID website or applications such as ProgramNet 

or Learning Lab 

248 (39.1%) 141 (39.9%) 78 (37.3%) 16 (34%) 12 (46.2%) 

i. Informal internal notes/emails/publications/blogs 301 (47.4%) 161 (45.6%) 110 (52.6%) 22 (46.8%) 7 (26.9%) 

j. Formal notes or reports from pause and reflect 

sessions (including portfolio reviews, after-action 

reviews, hot washes, learning events, knowledge 

cafes, journaling, or similar) 

181 (28.5%) 100 (28.3%) 63 (30.1%) 11 (23.4%) 6 (23.1%) 

k. USAID internal webinars, seminars, meetings, 

presentations, knowledge briefs 
338 (53.2%) 167 (47.3%) 136 (65.1%) 25 (53.2%) 9 (34.6%) 

l. Implementing partner webinars, workshops, 

websites, knowledge briefs 
354 (55.7%) 190 (53.8%) 133 (63.6%) 24 (51.1%) 6 (23.1%) 

m. Other, please specify  27 (4.3%) 10 (2.8%) 11 (5.3%) 1 (2.1%) 4 (15.4%) 

 

Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Themes Data entered for Question 9 'Other' 

Site visit /activity 

reports 

I am not involved in this aspect of activity implementation, but our programs typically collect activity notes, site visit data, and track and report 

on program results and outcomes. 

We document site visits however, what it will be used for is unclear. There should be a better 

Sharing of IP weekly reports, activity updates during weekly office meetings 

Publications 

Peer Reviewed Publications 

supporting published case studies and operational research 

peer reviewed journal publications. 

Survey/evaluation 

studies 
Conducting special studies and rapid assessments to evaluate and document experience from activity implementation 

Surveys 

PPRs/APRs/ reports 
PPRs, Annual Portfolio Reviews 

routine reporting of indicator results 

Systematic filing of 

documents/emails 

Systematic filing of emails and communication exchanges containing decision-making concerning modifications in the course of the 

intervention based on evidence, reflections, technical notes to reports or evaluations. 

it's uploaded to ASIST in the official COR and CO files 

Quarterly meetings 
Quarterly PEPFAR meetings with partners, COP planning meetings 
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Social Media Social media posts 

Case studies/ 

toolkits 
Creating case studies of innovative practices for locally led development, including toolkits to help other Missions replicate good practices. 

These draw on document reviews, site visits, and KIIs with USAID staff, partners, and communities/beneficiaries. 

Formal Notes We provide formal notes to other USAID staff based on our reviews. 

 

B. Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=330) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=330) 

# (%) Large 

Missions  

(N=52) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions  

(N=72) 

# (%) Small 

Missions  

(N=206) 

a. We do not document evidence gained 7 (2.1%) 2 (3.8%) 3 (4.2%) 2 (1.0%) 

b. Personal notes/documentation 207 (62.7%) 36 (69.2%) 39 (54.2%) 132 (64.1%) 

c. Official site visit documentation      244 (73.9%) 38 (73.1%) 52 (72.2%) 154 (74.8%) 

d. External evaluation 200 (60.6%) 26 (50.0%) 44 (61.1%) 130 (63.1%) 

e. In a formal evidence tracking system or document 46 (13.9%) 6 (11.5%) 15 (20.8%) 25 (12.1%) 

f. Documentation of activity reviews, evidence 

reviews, and/or portfolio reviews 
259 (78.5%) 44 (84.6%) 50 (69.4%) 165 (80.1%) 

g. Activity reports (including site visit notes, briefs, 

pamphlets, infographics, formal reports including 

quarterly reports, close-out reports, etc.) 

280 (84.8%) 47 (90.4%) 56 (77.8%) 177 (85.9%) 

h. By publishing in the DEC, DDL, CPARs, or on a 

USAID website or applications such as 

ProgramNet or Learning Lab 

132 (40.0%) 22 (42.3%) 31 (43.1%) 79 (38.3%) 

i. Informal internal notes/emails/publications/blogs 149 (45.2%) 25 (48.1%) 34 (47.2%) 90 (43.7%) 

j. Formal notes or reports from pause and reflect 

sessions (including portfolio reviews, after-action 
95 (28.8%) 11 (21.2%) 22 (30.6%) 62 (30.1%) 
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reviews, hot washes, learning events, knowledge 

cafes, journaling, or similar) 

k. USAID internal webinars, seminars, meetings, 

presentations, knowledge briefs 
156 (47.3%) 26 (50.0%) 37 (51.4%) 93 (45.1%) 

l. Implementing partner webinars, workshops, 

websites, knowledge briefs 
177 (53.6%) 25 (48.1%) 38 (52.8%) 114 (55.3%) 

m. Other, please specify  8 (2.4%) 1 (1.9%) 3 (4.2%) 4 (1.9%) 

 

C. Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=635) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=34) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=149) 

# (%) MEL; 

Data 

Analytics 

(N=183) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=320) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=267) 

# (%) 

Procurement 

& 

Contracting 

(N=90) 

# (%) Other 

(N=55) 

a. We do not document evidence 

gained 
15 (2.4%) 2 (5.9%) 5 (3.4%) 4 (2.2%) 8 (2.5%) 5 (1.9%) 4 (4.4%) 3 (5.5%) 

b. Personal notes/documentation 388 (61.1%) 17 (50%) 83 (55.7%) 107 (58.5%) 201 (62.8%) 169 (63.3%) 49 (54.4%) 39 (70.9%) 

c. Official site visit 

documentation      
410 (64.6%) 23 (67.6%) 92 (61.7%) 106 (57.9%) 210 (65.6%) 182 (68.2%) 52 (57.8%) 32 (58.2%) 

d. External evaluation 342 (53.9%) 22 (64.7%) 86 (57.7%) 110 (60.1%) 172 (53.8%) 150 (56.2%) 43 (47.8%) 25 (45.5%) 

e. In a formal evidence tracking 

system or document 
111 (17.5%) 6 (17.6%) 26 (17.4%) 36 (19.7%) 62 (19.4%) 35 (13.1%) 11 (12.2%) 8 (14.5%) 

f. Documentation of activity 

reviews, evidence reviews, 

and/or portfolio reviews 

437 (68.8%) 26 (76.5) 110 (73.8%) 123 (67.2%) 232 (72.5%) 192 (71.9%) 45 (50%) 36 (65.5%) 

g. Activity reports (including site 

visit notes, briefs, pamphlets, 

infographics, formal reports 

including quarterly reports, 

close-out reports, etc.) 

521 (82.0%) 28 (82.4%) 118 (79.2%) 154 (84.2%) 278 (86.9%) 237 (88.8%) 59 (65.6%) 41 (74.5%)  
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h. By publishing in the DEC, 

DDL, CPARs, or on a USAID 

website or applications such as 

ProgramNet or Learning Lab 

248 (39.1%) 15 (44.1%) 47 (31.5%) 80 (43.7%) 128 (40%) 123 (46.1%) 46 (51.1%) 14 (25.5%)  

i. Informal internal 

notes/emails/publications/blogs 
301 (47.4%) 14 (41.2%) 65 (43.6%) 88 (48.1%) 162 (50.6%) 132 (49.4%) 32 (35.6%) 24 (43.6%) 

j. Formal notes or reports from 

pause and reflect sessions 

(including portfolio reviews, 

after-action reviews, hot 

washes, learning events, 

knowledge cafes, journaling, 

or similar) 

181 (28.5%) 10 (29.4%) 39 (26.2%) 58 (31.7%) 94 (29.4%) 84 (31.5%) 20 (22.2%) 14 (25.5%) 

k. USAID internal webinars, 

seminars, meetings, 

presentations, knowledge 

briefs 

338 (53.2%) 20 (58.8%) 66 (44.3%) 95 (51.9%) 191 (59.7%) 149 (55.8%) 34 (37.8%) 32 (58.2%) 

l. Implementing partner 

webinars, workshops, 

websites, knowledge briefs 

354 (55.7%) 15 (44.1%) 73 (49%) 94 (51.4%) 203 (63.4%) 152 (56.9%) 40 (44.4%) 30 (54.5%) 

m. Other, please specify  27 (4.3%) 1 (2.9%) 5 (3.4%) 8 (4.4%) 14 (4.4%) 8 (3%) 6 (6.7%) 4 (7.3%) 
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D. Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=635)  

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=117) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=90) 

# (%) Europe 

and Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45) 

# (%) Latin 

America and 

the 

Caribbean 

Missions 

(N=79) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21) 

# (%) 

Washington HQ 

(N=283) 

a. We do not document evidence 

gained 
15 (2.4%) 3 (2.6%) 3 (3.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.3%) 1 (4.8%) 6 (2.1%) 

b. Personal notes/documentation 388 (61.1%) 71 (60.7%) 54 (60.0%) 28 (62.2%) 51 (64.6%) 14 (66.7%) 169 (59.7%) 

c. Official site visit documentation      410 (64.6%) 82 (70.1%) 71 (78.9%) 32 (71.1%) 57 (72.2%) 15 (71.4%) 152 (53.7%) 

d. External evaluation 342 (53.9%) 59 (50.4%) 61 (67.8%) 25 (55.6%) 52 (65.8%) 16 (76.2%) 128 (45.2%) 

e. In a formal evidence tracking 

system or document 
111 (17.5%) 17 (14.5%) 12 (13.3%) 3 (6.7%) 14 (17.7%) 2 (9.5%) 62 (21.9%) 

f. Documentation of activity 

reviews, evidence reviews, and/or 

portfolio reviews 

437 (68.8%) 88 (75.2%) 71 (78.9%) 35 (77.8%) 62 (78.5%) 18 (85.7%) 162 (57.2%) 

g. Activity reports (including site 

visit notes, briefs, pamphlets, 

infographics, formal reports 

including quarterly reports, 

close-out reports, etc.) 

521 (82.0%) 94 (80.3%) 79 (87.8%) 37 (82.2%) 65 (82.3%) 20 (95.2%) 225 (79.5%) 

h. By publishing in the DEC, DDL, 

CPARs, or on a USAID website 

or applications such as 

ProgramNet or Learning Lab 

248 (39.1%) 45 (38.5%) 34 (37.8%) 20 (44.4%) 35 (44.3%) 7 (33.3%) 106 (37.5%) 

i. Informal internal 

notes/emails/publications/blogs 
301 (47.4%) 51 (43.6%) 51 (56.7%) 20 (44.4%) 30 (38.0%) 8 (38.1%) 140 (49.5%) 

j. Formal notes or reports from 

pause and reflect sessions 

(including portfolio reviews, 

after-action reviews, hot washes, 

181 (28.5%) 27 (23.1%) 28 (31.1%) 10 (22.2%) 28 (35.4%) 6 (28.6%) 81 (28.6%) 
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learning events, knowledge cafes, 

journaling, or similar) 

k. USAID internal webinars, 

seminars, meetings, 

presentations, knowledge briefs 

338 (53.2%) 53 (45.3%) 48 (53.3%) 19 (42.2%) 39 (49.4%) 7 (33.3%) 171 (60.4%) 

l. Implementing partner webinars, 

workshops, websites, knowledge 

briefs 

354 (55.7%) 59 (50.4%) 48 (53.3%) 27 (60.0%) 44 (55.7%) 11 (52.4%) 164 (58.0%) 

m. Other, please specify  27 (4.3%) 4 (3.4%) 1 (1.1%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (3.8%) 1 (4.8%) 16 (5.7%) 

*1 respondent did not specify their Mission and therefore is not reflected in the analysis by Region. 
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Survey Question 10 

What processes, practices, and/or tools do you and your team most commonly use to capture and share knowledge? (Select all 

that apply)   

 

A. Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=635) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=353) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=209) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

a. Individual documentation of knowledge-based 

practices, evidence and/or data 
348 (54.8%) 178 (50.4%) 128 (61.2%) 28 (59.6%) 13 (50%) 

b. Shared formal reports, studies, and activity 

documents 
536 (84.4%) 298 (84.4%) 181 (86.6%) 42 (89.4%) 14 (53.8%) 

c. Internal documentation and dissemination of 

experiential knowledge      
367 (57.8%) 192 (54.4%) 131 (62.7%)  30 (63.8%) 13 (50%) 

d. Creation and dissemination of internal knowledge 

products (e.g., leading practices, toolkits, 

templates, one-pagers) 

343 (54.0%) 154 (43.6%) 146 (69.9%) 32 (68.1%) 10 (38.5%) 

e. Shared file repositories (e.g., P drive, Google files) 462 (72.8%) 248 (70.3%) 162 (77.5%) 34 (72.3%) 17 (65.4%) 

f. Internal webinars/conferences/summits (e.g., 

sector state-of-the-art conferences) 
320 (50.4%) 142 (40.2%) 139 (66.5%) 30 (63.8%) 8 (30.8%) 

g. External webinars/conferences/summits 289 (45.5%) 125 (35.4%) 128 (61.2%) 28 (59.6%) 7 (26.9%) 

h. Implementing partner knowledge/evidence base 334 (52.6%) 199 (56.4%) 111 (53.1%) 19 (40.4%) 4 (15.4%) 

i. Addition of and access to relevant knowledge, 

evidence, and knowledge-based practices from 

external sources, e.g.,      World Bank, IMF, or 

partner country statistical data      

254 (40.0%) 142 (40.2%) 84 (40.2%) 24 (51.1%) 3 (11.5%) 
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j. Agency-wide resources, including the USAID 

website and the      Development Experience 

Clearinghouse (DEC), Development Data Library 

(DDL), ProgramNet, Learning Lab 

297 (46.8%) 167 (47.3%) 96 (45.9%) 22 (46.8%) 11 (42.3%) 

k. I/We do not regularly use knowledge management 

tools, processes, or practices 
25 (3.9%) 4 (1.1%) 1 (0.5%) 2 (4.3%) 2 (7.7%) 

l. Other 14 (2.2%) 8 (2.3%) 2 (1%) 0 (0%) 3 (11.5%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘I/We do not regularly use knowledge management tools, processes, or practices’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 10 'Other' 

Learning 

events/meetings 

We conduct frequent meetings to continuously assess learning and adapt implementation at the DO level, particularly for new approaches 

Learning events to bring staff together on latest findings and discussions 

Office Retreats and Learning sessions 

trainings 

We have a CLA activity which is managed and implemented by an Implementing Partner, so we use their documentation, assessments, and 

evaluation to guide us. We request Washington colleagues to do an analysis of the DHS for certain topics, e.g., ARHS 

Ad hoc information 

sharing 

This is VERY fragmented there is not one place for all of this, so it goes by whomever emails the group if they find something interesting. 

email listserv 

word of mouth, and discussions within operating units, there is barely any documentation, The OU chief has the monopoly over information and 

how it is disseminated. stovepipe approach across OUs 

Interagency/working 

group meetings 

PEPFAR established processes, including interagency processes 

Sharing during Donor and sector working group meetings 

Dashboards dashboards to track progress on implementing recommendations 
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B. Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=330) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=330) 

# (%) Large 

Missions (N=52) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=72) 

# (%) Small 

Missions (N=206) 

a. Individual documentation of knowledge-based 

practices, evidence and/or data 
164 (49.7%) 23 (42.6%) 44 (61.1%) 97 (47.1%) 

b. Shared formal reports, studies, and activity 

documents 
282 (85.5%) 46 (88.5%) 60 (83.3%) 176 (85.4%) 

c. Internal documentation and dissemination of 

experiential knowledge      
179 (54.2%) 32 (61.5%) 38 (52.8%) 109 (52.9%) 

d. Creation and dissemination of internal knowledge 

products (e.g., leading practices, toolkits, 

templates, one-pagers) 

145 (43.9%) 23 (42.6%) 31 (43.1%) 91 (44.2%) 

e. Shared file repositories (e.g., P drive, Google files) 235 (71.2%) 37 (71.2%) 55 (76.4%) 143 (69.4%) 

f. Internal webinars/conferences/summits (e.g., 

sector state-of-the-art conferences) 
131 (39.7%) 22 (40.7%) 26 (36.1%) 83 (40.3%) 

g. External webinars/conferences/summits 117 (35.5%) 18 (34.6%)  25 (34.7%) 74 (35.9%) 

h. Implementing partner knowledge/evidence base 189 (57.3%) 27 (50%) 46 (63.9%) 116 (56.3%) 

i. Addition of and access to relevant knowledge, 

evidence, and knowledge-based practices from 

external sources, e.g.,      World Bank, IMF, or 

partner country statistical data      

136 (41.2%) 19 (35.2%) 25 (34.7%) 92 (44.7%) 

j. Agency-wide resources, including the USAID 

website and the      Development Experience 

Clearinghouse (DEC), Development Data Library 

(DDL), ProgramNet, Learning Lab 

158 (47.9%) 30 (55.6%) 29 (40.3%) 99 (48.1%) 

k. I/We do not regularly use knowledge management 

tools, processes, or practices 
3 (0.9%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.4%) 2 (1%) 

l. Other 7 (2.1%)  0 (0%) 1 (1.4%) 6 (2.9%) 
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*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘I/We do not regularly use knowledge management tools, processes, or practices’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

C. Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=635) 

Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=33) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=148) 

# (%) 

MEL; Data 

Analytics 

(N=183) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=319) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=266) 

# (%) 

Procurement 

& 

Contracting 

(N=90) 

# (%) 

Other 

(N=55) 

a. Individual documentation of 

knowledge-based practices, 

evidence and/or data 

348 (54.8%) 16 (48.5%) 74 (50%) 95 (51.9%) 176 (55.2%) 147 (55.3%) 54 (60%) 30 (54.5%) 

b. Shared formal reports, studies, 

and activity documents 
536 (84.4%) 29 (87.9%) 126 (85.1%) 149 (81.4%) 275 (86.2%) 231 (86.8%) 62 (68.9%) 48 (87.3%) 

c. Internal documentation and 

dissemination of experiential 

knowledge      

367 (57.8%) 23 (69.7%) 83 (56.1%) 107 (58.5%) 184 (57.7%) 148 (55.6%) 47 (52.2%) 34 (61.8%) 

d. Creation and dissemination of 

internal knowledge products 

(e.g., leading practices, toolkits, 

templates, one-pagers) 

343 (54.0%) 15 (45.5%) 65 (43.9%) 103 (56.3%) 195 (61.1%) 139 (52.3%) 35 (38.9%) 34 (61.8%) 

e. Shared file repositories (e.g., P 

drive, Google files) 
462 (72.8%) 25 (75.8%) 113 (76.4%) 129 (70.5%) 241 (75.5%) 193 (72.6%) 63 (70%) 43 (78.2%) 

f. Internal 

webinars/conferences/summits 

(e.g., sector state-of-the-art 

conferences) 

320 (50.4%) 13 (39.4%)  68 (45.9%) 85 (46.4%) 191 (59.9%) 135 (50.8%) 31 (34.4%) 31 (56.4%) 

g. External 

webinars/conferences/summits 
289 (45.5%) 12 (36.4%) 56 (37.8%) 79 (43.2%) 172 (53.9%) 124 (46.6%) 28 (31.1%) 24 (43.6%) 

h. Implementing partner 

knowledge/evidence base 
334 (52.6%) 22 (66.7%) 68 (45.9%) 98 (53.6%) 180 (56.4%) 153 (57.5%) 28 (31.1%) 27 (49.1%) 

i. Addition of and access to 

relevant knowledge, evidence, 

and knowledge-based practices 

from external sources, e.g.,      

254 (40.0%) 14 (42.4%) 62 (41.9%) 71 (38.8%) 141 (44.2%) 107 (40.2%) 16 (17.8%) 29 (52.7%) 
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World Bank, IMF, or partner 

country statistical data      

j. Agency-wide resources, 

including the USAID website 

and the      Development 

Experience Clearinghouse 

(DEC), Development Data 

Library (DDL), ProgramNet, 

Learning Lab 

297 (46.8%) 15 (45.5%) 72 (48.6%) 96 (52.5%) 159 (49.8%) 141 (53%) 36 (40%) 20 (36.4%) 

k. I/We do not regularly use 

knowledge management tools, 

processes, or practices 

25 (3.9%) 0 (0%) 3 (2%) 3 (1.6%) 1 (0.3%) 1 (0.3%) 2 (2.2%) 2 (3.6%) 

l. Other 14 (2.2%) 3 (9.1%) 3 (2%) 4 (2.2%) 8 (2.5%) 7 (2.6%) 4 (4.4%) 2 (3.6%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘I/We do not regularly use knowledge management tools, processes, or practices’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  

 

D. Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=635) 

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=117) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=90) 

# (%) Europe 

and Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45) 

# (%) Latin 

America and 

the Caribbean 

Missions (N=78) 

# (%) 

Middle East 

Missions 

(N=21) 

# (%)  

Washington HQ  

(N=283) 

a. Individual documentation of knowledge-

based practices, evidence and/or data 
348 (54.8%) 61 (52.1%) 45 (50.0%) 24 (53.3%) 36 (46.2%) 12 (57.1%) 169 (59.7%) 

b. Shared formal reports, studies, and 

activity documents 
536 (84.4%) 99 (84.6%) 79 (87.8%) 39 (86.7%) 64 (82.1%) 16 (76.2%) 238 (84.1%) 

c. Internal documentation and 

dissemination of experiential knowledge      
367 (57.8%) 64 (54.7%) 57 (63.3%) 20 (44.4%) 41 (52.6%) 9 (42.9%) 175 (61.8%) 

d. Creation and dissemination of internal 

knowledge products (e.g., leading 

practices, toolkits, templates, one-pagers) 

343 (54.0%) 50 (42.7%) 38 (42.2%) 17 (37.8%) 41 (52.6%) 7 (33.3%) 189 (66.8%) 

e. Shared file repositories (e.g., P drive, 

Google files) 
462 (72.8%) 84 (71.8%) 61 (67.8%) 32 (71.1%) 56 (71.8%) 14 (66.7%) 214 (75.6%) 

f. Internal webinars/conferences/summits 

(e.g., sector state-of-the-art conferences) 
320 (50.4%) 47 (40.2%) 32 (35.6%) 14 (31.1%) 42 (53.8%) 6 (28.6%) 178 (62.9%) 

g. External webinars/conferences/summits 289 (45.5%) 41 (35.0%) 30 (33.3%) 14 (31.1%) 33 (42.3%) 6 (28.6%) 164 (58.0%) 
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h. Implementing partner 

knowledge/evidence base 
334 (52.6%) 62 (53.0%) 50 (55.6%) 25 (55.6%) 45 (57.7%) 16 (76.2%) 135 (47.7%) 

i. Addition of and access to relevant 

knowledge, evidence, and knowledge-

based practices from external sources, 

e.g.,   World Bank, IMF, or partner 

country statistical data      

254 (40.0%) 43 (36.8%) 38 (42.2%) 24 (53.3%) 27 (34.6%) 9 (42.9%) 112 (39.6%) 

j. Agency-wide resources, including the 

USAID website and the      Development 

Experience Clearinghouse (DEC), 

Development Data Library (DDL), 

ProgramNet, Learning Lab 

297 (46.8%) 56 (47.9%) 43 (47.8%) 22 (48.9%) 38 (48.7%) 7 (33.3%) 130 (45.9%) 

k. I/We do not regularly use knowledge 

management tools, processes, or practices 
25 (3.9%) 7 (6.0%) 4 (4.4%) 4 (8.9%) 1 (1.3%) 0 (0.0%) 8 (2.8%) 

l. Other 14 (2.2%) 4 (3.4%) 1 (1.1%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.3%) 1 (4.8%) 5 (1.8%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘I/We do not regularly use knowledge management tools, processes, or practices’ has been 

adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses  
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2.2 Stakeholder Engagement for Evidence Generation, Management, and Use 
 

Survey Question 2 

In the last two years, which types of stakeholders have you engaged to inform activity design processes? (Select all that apply)  

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=557) 

Response  
Number of 

Respondents 

Percent of 

Respondents 

a. Other team members from my Operating Unit  467 83.8% 

b. USAID Monitoring and Evaluation Specialists from any Operating Unit 370 66.4% 

c. Collaborating, Learning, and Adapting (CLA) Advisors from any Operating Unit 199 35.7% 

d. USAID staff from other Missions  315 56.6% 

e. USAID staff from Washington Bureaus 470 84.4% 

f. Implementing partners 417 74.9% 

g. Partner country government counterparts 359 64.5% 

h. Local researchers, academics, or analysts 271 48.7% 

i. International researchers, academics, or analysts 246 44.2% 

j. Potential or intended beneficiaries 291 52.2% 

k. Private sector partners 300 53.9% 

l. Local non-profit/community-based organizations (which are not USAID implementing partners) 249 44.7% 

m. Other international development organizations 335 60.1% 

n. Other 16 2.9% 

o. I don’t know/I’m not sure 4 0.7% 

p. N/A 7 1.3% 

 

 

Percentage of respondents selecting one or more processes in each category: 1) stakeholders within one’s Operating Unit (options a, b, 

c); 2) internal Agency stakeholders outside one’s Operating Unit (d, e); 3) implementing partners (option f); and 4) external 

stakeholders (option g, h, i, j, k, l, m) 
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Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, recategorized (N=557) 

Response  
Number of 

Respondents 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Stakeholders within one’s Operating Unit (options a, b, c) 520 93.40% 

Internal Agency stakeholders outside one’s Operating Unit (d, e) 497 89.20% 

Implementing partners (option f) 416 74.70% 

External stakeholders (option g, h, i, j, k, l, m) 491 88.20% 
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A. Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=557) 

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=557) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=321) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=184) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=35) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=17) 

a. Other team members from my Operating Unit  467 (83.8%) 259 (80.7%) 160 (87%) 32 (91.4%) 15 (88.2%) 

b. USAID Monitoring and Evaluation Specialists 

from any Operating Unit 
370 (66.4%) 221 (68.8%) 121 (65.8%) 22 (62.9%) 5 (29.4%) 

c. Collaborating, Learning, and Adapting (CLA) 

Advisors from any Operating Unit 
199 (35.7%) 128 (39.9%) 54 (29.3%) 12 (34.3%) 4 (23.5%) 

d. USAID staff from other Missions  315 (56.6%) 143 (44.5%) 136 (73.9%) 25 (71.4%) 10 (58.8%) 

e. USAID staff from Washington Bureaus 470 (84.4%) 260 (81%) 162 (88%) 31 (88.6%) 16 (94.1%) 

f. Implementing partners 417 (74.9%) 227 (70.7%) 149 (81%) 27 (77.1%) 13 (76.5%) 

g. Partner country government counterparts 359 (64.5%) 239 (74.5%) 92 (50%) 23 (65.7%) 4 (23.5%) 

h. Local researchers, academics, or analysts 271 (48.7%) 161 (50.2%) 85 (46.2%) 19 (54.3%) 5 (29.4%) 

i. International researchers, academics, or analysts 246 (44.2%) 120 (37.4%) 101 (54.9%) 20 (57.1%) 4 (23.5%) 

j. Potential or intended beneficiaries 291 (52.2%) 174 (54.2%) 95 (51.6%) 15 (42.9%) 6 (35.3%) 

k. Private sector partners 300 (53.9%) 189 (58.9%) 83 (45.1%) 20 (57.1%) 7 (41.2%) 

l. Local non-profit/community-based organizations 

(which are not USAID implementing partners) 
249 (44.7%) 164 (51.1%) 67 (36.4%)  15 (42.9%) 2 (11.8%) 

m. Other international development organizations 335 (60.1%) 197 (61.4%) 108 (58.7%) 24 (68.6%) 5 (29.4%) 

n. Other 16 (2.9%) 5 (1.6%) 6 (3.3%) 2 (5.7%) 2 (11.8%) 

o. I don’t know/I’m not sure 4 (0.7%) 1 (0.3%) 1 (0.5%) 1 (2.9%) 0 (0%) 

p. N/A 8 (1.4%) 3 (0.9%) 2 (1.1%) 1 (2.9%) 1 (5.9%) 

 *The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses  
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B. Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=300) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=300) 

# (%) Large 

Mission (N=48) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=65) 

# (%) Small 

Mission (N=187) 

a. Other team members from my Operating Unit  243 (81%) 39 (81.3%) 49 (75.4%) 155 (84.2%) 

b. USAID Monitoring and Evaluation Specialists from any 

Operating Unit 
205 (68.3%) 31 (64.6%) 46 (70.8%) 128 (68.4%) 

c. Collaborating, Learning, and Adapting (CLA) Advisors 

from any Operating Unit 
118 (44.2%) 24 (50%) 25 (38.5%)  70 (37.4%) 

d. USAID staff from other Missions  130 (43.3%) 15 (31.3%) 29 (44.6%) 86 (46%) 

e. USAID staff from Washington Bureaus 243 (81%) 39 (81.3%) 50 (76.9%) 154 (82.4%) 

f. Implementing partners 209 (69.7%) 31 (64.6%) 48 (75.4%) 130 (69.5%) 

g. Partner country government counterparts 225 (75%) 31 (64.6%) 51 (78.5%) 143 (76.5%)  

h. Local researchers, academics, or analysts 152 (50.6%) 20 (41.7%) 31 (47.7%) 101 (54%) 

i. International researchers, academics, or analysts 112 (37.3%) 16 (33.3%) 23 (34.3%) 73 (39%) 

j. Potential or intended beneficiaries 163 (54.3%) 27 (56.3%) 36 (55.4%) 100 (53.5%) 

k. Private sector partners 179 (59.7%) 22 (45.8%) 37 (56.9%) 120 (64.2%) 

l. Local non-profit/community-based organizations (which 

are not USAID implementing partners) 
155 (51.7%) 25 (52.1%) 26 (40%) 104 (56.5%) 

m. Other international development organizations 181 (60.3%) 26 (54.2%) 36 (55.4%) 119 (63.6%) 

n. Other 5 (1.7%)  1 (2.1%) 0 (0%) 4 (2.2%) 

o. I don’t know/I’m not sure 1 (0.3%)  0 (0%) 1 (1.5%) 0 (0%) 

p. N/A 2 (0.7%)  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (1.1%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses  
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C. Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=557) 

Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=557) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=32) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=124) 

# (%) 

MEL; Data 

Analytics 

(N=157) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=296) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=246) 

# (%) 

Procurement 

& 

Contracting 

(N=43) 

# (%) Other 

(N=43) 

a. Other team members from my 

Operating Unit  
467 (83.8%) 27 (84.4%) 103 (83.1%) 124 (79%) 249 (84.1%) 206 (83.7%) 58 (81.7%) 37 (86%) 

b. USAID Monitoring and 

Evaluation Specialists from 

any Operating Unit 

370 (66.4%) 19 (59.4%) 87 (70.2%) 111 (70.7%) 193 (65.2%) 166 (67.5%) 40 (56.3%) 28 (65.1%) 

c. Collaborating, Learning, and 

Adapting (CLA) Advisors 

from any Operating Unit 

199 (35.7%) 10 (31.3%) 46 (37.1%) 57 (36.3%) 105 (35.5%) 83 (33.7%) 24 (33.8%) 15 (34.9%) 

d. USAID staff from other 

Missions  
315 (56.6%) 20 (62.5%) 72 (58.1%) 85 (54.1%) 179 (60.5%) 126 (51.2) 46 (64.8%) 23 (53.5%) 

e. USAID staff from Washington 

Bureaus 
470 (84.4%) 31 (96.9%) 105 (84.7%) 131 (83.4%) 252 (85.1%) 203 (82.5%) 57 (80.3%) 38 (88.4%) 

f. Implementing partners 417 (74.9%) 25 (78.1%) 90 (72.6%) 114 (72.6%) 232 (78.4%) 185 (75.2%) 53 (74.6%) 33 (76.7%) 

g. Partner country government 

counterparts 
359 (64.5%) 25 (78.1%) 81 (65.3%) 85 (54.1%) 202 (68.2%) 157 (63.8%) 40 (56.3%) 25 (58.1%) 

h. Local researchers, academics, 

or analysts 
271 (48.7%) 17 (53.1%) 62 (50%) 76 (48.4%) 154 (52%) 115 (46.7%) 29 (40.8%) 26 (60.5%) 

i. International researchers, 

academics, or analysts 
246 (44.2%) 17 (53.1%) 56 (45.2%) 63 (40.1%) 151 (51%) 91 (37%) 27 (38%) 23 (53.5%) 

j. Potential or intended 

beneficiaries 
291 (52.2%) 18 (56.3%)  57 (46%) 74 (47.1%) 162 (54.7%) 120 (48.8%) 30 (42.3%) 25 (58.1%) 

k. Private sector partners 300 (53.9%) 22 (68.8%) 68 (54.8%) 79 (50.3%) 161 (54.4%) 131 (53.3%) 41 (57.7%) 19 (44.2%) 
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l. Local non-profit/community-

based organizations (which 

are not USAID implementing 

partners) 

249 (44.7%) 15 (46.9%) 50 (40.3%) 57 (36.3%) 139 (47%) 115 (46.7%) 30 (42.3%) 18 (41.9%) 

m. Other international 

development organizations 
335 (60.1%) 19 (59.4%) 71 (57.3%) 89 (56.7%) 193 (65.2%) 149 (60.6%) 34 (47.9%) 25 (58.1%) 

n. Other, please specify (max 255 

characters) 
16 (2.9%) 1 (3.1%) 1 (0.8%) 4 (2.5%) 9 (3%)  8 (3.3%) 2 (2.8%) 3 (7%) 

o. I don’t know/I’m not sure 4 (0.7%)  0 (0%) 1 (0.8%) 2 (1.3%) 1 (0.3%) 3 (1.2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

p. N/A 8 (1.4%)  0 (0%) 1 (0.8%) 3 (1.9%) 1 (0.3%) 1 (0.4%) 2 (2.8%) 0 (0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 
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D. Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=557) 

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=557) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=106) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=81) 

# (%) 

Europe and 

Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=44) 

# (%) Latin 

America and 

the 

Caribbean 

Missions 

(N=69) 

# (%) 

Middle East 

Missions 

(N=19) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=237) 

a. Other team members from my 

Operating Unit  
467 (83.8%) 85 (80.2%) 61 (75.3%) 36 (81.8%) 59 (85.5%) 16 (84.2%) 208 (87.8%) 

b. USAID Monitoring and 

Evaluation Specialists from any 

Operating Unit 

370 (66.4%) 73 (68.9%) 56 (69.1%) 30 (68.2%) 51 (73.9%) 10 (52.6%) 149 (62.9%) 

c. Collaborating, Learning, and 

Adapting (CLA) Advisors from 

any Operating Unit 

199 (35.7%) 51 (48.1%) 29 (35.8%) 9 (20.5%) 31 (44.9%) 7 (36.8%) 71 (30.0%) 

d. USAID staff from other Missions  315 (56.6%) 43 (40.6%) 40 (49.4%) 16 (36.4%) 33 (47.8%) 9 (47.4%) 172 (72.6%) 

e. USAID staff from Washington 

Bureaus 
470 (84.4%) 88 (83.0%) 63 (77.8%) 38 (86.4%) 56 (81.2%) 13 (68.4%) 210 (88.6%) 

f. Implementing partners 417 (74.9%) 75 (70.8%) 53 (65.4%) 30 (68.2%) 55 (79.7%) 12 (63.2%) 190 (80.2%) 

g. Partner country government 

counterparts 
359 (64.5%) 78 (73.6%) 59 (72.8%) 34 (77.3%) 51 (73.9%) 15 (78.9%) 120 (50.6%) 

h. Local researchers, academics, or 

analysts 
271 (48.7%) 54 (50.9%) 40 (49.4%) 18 (40.9%) 37 (53.6%) 10 (52.6%) 110 (46.4%) 

i. International researchers, 

academics, or analysts 
246 (44.2%) 36 (34.0%) 34 (42.0%) 13 (29.5%) 26 (37.7%) 9 (47.4%) 126 (53.2%) 

j. Potential or intended 

beneficiaries 
291 (52.2%) 62 (58.5%) 43 (53.1%) 21 (47.7%) 40 (58.0%) 7 (36.8%) 117 (49.4%) 

k. Private sector partners 300 (53.9%) 49 (46.2%) 46 (56.8%) 22 (50.0%) 57 (82.6%) 13 (68.4%) 111 (46.8%) 

l. Local non-profit/community-

based organizations (which are 

not USAID implementing 

partners) 

249 (44.7%) 51 (48.1%) 42 (51.9%) 23 (52.3%) 39 (56.5%) 8 (42.1%) 84 (35.4%) 
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m. Other international development 

organizations 
335 (60.1%) 60 (56.6%) 58 (71.6%) 26 (59.1%) 41 (59.4%) 11 (57.9%) 138 (58.2%) 

n. Other, please specify (max 255 

characters) 
16 (2.9%) 2 (1.9%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (2.3%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (10.5%) 10 (4.2%) 

o. I don’t know/I’m not sure 4 (0.7%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.4%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (0.8%) 

p. N/A 8 (1.4%) 1 (0.9%) 2 (2.5%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (1.7%) 

 

Survey Question 5 

Typically, who else was engaged in the processes you selected above in Question 4? (Select all that apply. If people fill multiple 

roles - e.g., M&E Staff are also CLA Specialists - select both options)  

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=620) 
Response Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents 

I did not participate in any processes 2 0.3% 

Other team members from my operating unit 507 81.8% 

USAID Monitoring and Evaluation Specialists (from any operating unit) 374 60.3% 

Collaborating, Learning, and Adapting (CLA) Advisors (from any operating unit) 146 23.5% 

Other USAID staff from other Missions 241 38.9% 

Other USAID staff from the Regional Bureau 206 33.2% 

Other USAID staff from Washington 337 54.4% 

Implementing partners 493 79.5% 

Partner country government counterparts 308 49.7% 

Other donors/development partners 250 40.3% 

Local civil society organizations 214 34.5% 

Other external/private sector stakeholders 94 15.2% 

Local subject matter experts or analysts 190 30.6% 

Other 12 1.9% 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 7 1.1% 

N/A   7 1.1% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘I did not participate in any processes’ and ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the 

respondents that did not also choose other responses. 
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Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Respondents who selected “Other” indicated the following:  

External evaluators 

Evaluation contractors 

Monitoring Contractor 

external evaluators, external researchers 

COR/AOR 
COR/AOR 

COR and gender advisor 

Dept of State 
DoS counterparts 

Department of State colleagues 

Other Agency staff Mission director 

Other USG agencies Other USG Agencies 

Other 
Quality of reports and suggestions for improvement 

Adjust Project in my Operating Unit. 
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Recategorized Analysis of Question 5 

Percentage of respondents selecting one or more stakeholders in each of the following categories: 1) stakeholders within one’s 

Operating Unit (options b, c, d); 2) internal Agency stakeholders outside one’s Operating Unit (e, f, g); 3) implementing partners 

(option h); and 4) external stakeholders (option i, j, k, l, m, n)   

 

A. Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (recategorized, by Operating Unit (N=620) 
Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=620) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=346) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=204) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=23) 

Stakeholders within one’s 

Operating Unit  
569 (91.8%) 329 (95.1%) 186 (91.2%) 36 (76.6%) 18 (78.3%) 

Internal Agency 

stakeholders outside 

one’s Operating Unit  

417 (67%) 196 (56.6%) 168 (82.4%) 34 (72.3%) 19 (82.6%) 

Implementing partners   492 (79.4%) 285 (82.4%) 164 (80.4%) 35 (74.5%) 8 (34.8%) 

External stakeholders  418 (67.4%) 267 (77.2%) 121 (59.3%) 27 (57.4%) 3 (13%) 

 

B. Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (recategorized, by Mission Size (N=323) 
Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents (N=323) 

# (%) Large Missions 

(N=52) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=69) 

# (%) Small 

Missions (N=202) 

Stakeholders within one’s 

Operating Unit  
305 (94.4%) 52 (100%) 66 (95.7%) 187 (92.6%) 

Internal Agency stakeholders 

outside one’s Operating Unit  
174 (53.9%) 31 (59.6%) 33 (47.8%) 110 (54.5%) 

Implementing partners   262 (81.1%) 41 (78.8%) 53 (76.8%) 168 (83.2%) 

External stakeholders  247 (76.5%) 42 (80.8%) 53 (76.8%) 152 (75.2%) 
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C. Analysis by Respondent Roles  

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (recategorized), by Respondent Role (N=635) 
Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front Office 

(N=33) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=141) 

# (%) MEL; 

Data 

Analytics 

(N=176) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=305) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=176) 

# (%) 

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=85) 

# (%) Other 

(N=52) 

Stakeholders within one’s 

Operating Unit  

569 (91.8%) 

33 (100%) 133 (94.3%) 172 (97.7%) 291 (95.4%) 250 (97.3%) 75 (88.2%) 48 (92.3%) 

Internal Agency 

stakeholders outside one’s 

Operating Unit  

417 (67%) 

24 (72.7%) 88 (62.4%) 131 (74.4%) 238 978%) 181 (70.4%) 48 (56.5%) 39 (75%) 

Implementing partners   492 (79.4%) 
23 (69.7%) 104 (73.8%) 153 (86.9%) 271 (88.9%) 229 (89.1%) 57 (67.1%) 38 (73.1%) 

External stakeholders  418 (67.4%) 

22 (66.7%) 84 (59.6%) 111 (63.1%) 238 (78%) 

197 6.7%

) 4 48.2%) 

3 (63.5%) 

 

D. Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (recategorized), by Region (N=620) 

Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=620) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=115) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=88) 

# (%) 

Europe and 

Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=44) 

# (%) Latin 

America and 

the Caribbean 

Missions 

(N=76) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21) 

# (%) 

Washington HQ 

(N=275) 

Stakeholders within one’s Operating 

Unit  
569 (91.8%) 113 (98.3%) 81 (92.0%) 39 (88.6%) 74 (97.4%) 20 (95.2%) 241 (87.6%) 

Internal Agency stakeholders outside 

one’s Operating Unit  
417 (67%) 61 (53.0%) 56 (63.6%) 19 (43.2%) 48 (63.2%) 10 (47.6%) 222 (80.7%) 

Implementing partners   492 (79.4%) 89 (77.4%) 72 (81.8%) 36 (81.8%) 71 (93.4%) 15 (71.4%) 208 (75.6%) 

External stakeholders  418 (67.4%) 88 (76.5%) 69 (78.4%) 32 (72.7%) 63 (82.9%) 13 (61.9%) 152 (55.3%) 
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Survey Question 11 

Have you engaged external researchers/experts to generate, gather, share, and/or use evidence?  

A. Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=635) 
Response Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents (N=353) 

# (%) Pillar Bureau 

Respondents (N=209) 

# (%) Regional Bureau 

Respondents (N=47) 

# (%) Central Bureau 

Respondents (N=26) 

Yes 446 (70.2%) 247 (70%) 161 (77%) 33 (70.2%) 5 (19.2%) 

No 114 (18.0%) 60 (17%) 33 (15.8%) 7 (14.9%) 14 (53.8%) 

I don't recall 53 (8.3%) 37 (10.5%) 8 (3.8%) 5 (10.6%) 3 (11.5%) 

N/A 22 (3.5%) 9 (2.5%) 7 (3.3%) 2 (4.3%) 4 (15.4%) 

 

B. Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=330) 
Response Total # (%) 

Respondents (N=330) 

# (%) Large Missions 

(N=52) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=72) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=206) 

Yes 230 (69.7%) 35 (67.3%) 43 (59.7%) 152 (73.8%) 

No 54 (16.4%) 11 (21.2%) 18 (25.0%) 25 (12.1%) 

I don't recall 37 (11.2%) 5 (9.6%) 10 (13.9%) 22 (10.7%) 

N/A 9 (2.7%) 1 (1.9%) 1 (1.4%) 7 (3.4%) 

 

C. Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=635) 
Response 

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front Office 

(N=34) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Process 

(N=148) 

# (%) 

MEL; Data 

Analytics 

(N=202) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector  

 (N=320) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR  

 (N=266) 

# (%) 

Procurement/ 

Contracting  

 (N=90) 

# (%) 

Other 

 (N=55) 

Yes 446 (70.2%) 27 (79.4%) 97 (65.5%) 150 (74.3%) 260 (81.3%) 206 (77.4%) 41 (45.6%) 38 (69.1%) 

No 114 (18.0%) 6 (17.6%) 29 (19.6%) 16 (7.9%) 36 (11.3%) 36 (13.5%) 28 (31.1%) 12 (21.8%) 

I don't recall 53 (8.3%) 1 (2.9%) 16 (10.8%) 13 (6.4%) 19 (5.9%) 22 (8.3%) 10 (11.1%) 5 (9.1%) 

N/A 22 (3.5%)  (0.0%) 6 (4.1%) 4 (2.0%) 5 (1.6%) 2 (0.8%) 11 (12.2%) 0 (0.0%) 
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D. Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region  

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=117) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=90) 

# (%) Europe 

and Eurasia 

Missions (N=45) 

# (%) Latin 

America and the 

Caribbean 

Missions (N=78) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=283) 

Yes 446 (70.2%) 81 (69.2%) 65 (72.2%) 28 (62.2%) 54 (69.2%) 17 (81.0%) 200 (70.7%) 

No 114 (18.0%) 23 (19.7%) 17 (18.9%) 8 (17.8%) 11 (14.1%) 1 (4.8%) 54 (19.1%) 

I don't recall 53 (8.3%) 12 (10.3%) 8 (8.9%) 7 (15.6%) 10 (12.8%)  (0.0%) 16 (5.7%) 

N/A 22 (3.5%) 1 (0.9%)  (0.0%) 2 (4.4%) 3 (3.8%) 3 (14.3%) 13 (4.6%) 

 

Survey Question 12 

Why haven’t you engaged external researchers/experts? (Select all that apply)  

 

A. Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=114)  

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=114) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=60) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=33) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=7) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=14) 

a. My team gathered the necessary evidence using 

our internal USAID team members 27 (23.7%) 
12 (20%) 8 (24.2%) 3 (42.9%) 3 (21.4%) 

b. I was not aware that we could engage external 

experts 15 (13.2%) 
5 (8.3%) 5 (15.2%) 1 (14.3%) 3 (21.4%) 

c. My team did not have sufficient budget resources 

to engage external experts 31 (27.2%) 
16 (26.7%) 9 (27.3%)  3 (42.9%) 2 (14.3%) 

d. The process for engaging external experts is 

complex and/or takes too long 24 (21.1%) 
15 (25%) 5 (15.2%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (7.1%) 

e. My team did not know what mechanism to use to 

engage external experts 13 (11.4%) 
7 (11.7%) 3 (9.1%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (7.1%) 

f. There is inadequate institutional support for 

engaging external experts 19 (16.7%) 
13 (21.7%) 3 (9.1%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (7.1%) 
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g. Other 
18 (15.8%) 

9 (15%) 6 (18.2%) 0 (0%) 2 (14.2%) 

h. My team has not had a need for additional 

evidence – we have the evidence we need 6 (5.3%) 
1 (1.7%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 2 (14.3%) 

i. I don’t recall 
8 (7.0%) 

5 (8.3%) 2 (6.1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

j. N/A 
16 (14.0%) 

8 (13.3%) 4 (12.1%) 1 (14.3%) 2 (14.3%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 

 

Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 12 'Other' 

External experts not seen 

as value-add 
My CORs/Planners have felt that they know everything!  “Air quotes” 

"External experts" add little value and never know the real ins and outs of specific implementation nuances. 

Lack of time/planning to 

engage experts 

the design team starts late, lacks adequate time to do a good design so they just slap together the old SOW with a few edits. lack of prior 

planning limits ability to engage experts 

Mission technical offices are weak on gathering information for activity design. 

Managed internally Under our Mission MEL activity an in-depth performance evaluation of an activity I managed was done and the results were used for 

updating the design of a follow-on activity. 

Used implementing 

partners We opted for using the implementing partner to gather the assessment data 

Not within scope of 

respondent/respondent 

not personally engaged 

in this process 

Others in the team did the coordination 

I have been onboard for less than four months no time to do that yet. 

Only the M&E team interacts with external researchers. I'm on the Creative Digital Team and that type of engagement is outside of my 

scope. 

I have not been involved in a relevant process. 

I have but prior to 2019, and others within my team have done so since 2019 

other teams have done this; i have not been personally involved in such an activity in the past two years. 

Other members of the team generally make these calls and engage. So, I have no visibility into the process, but I believe it happens in 

the Technical Office. I know they put together sessions with outside parties, but OAA is not looped in. 

Not the decision maker 

I haven't been afforded the opportunity as the CO/AO 
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I am new to the mission so have not yet engaged external researchers/experts. 

It was not my role to do so, but I encouraged others who had that role to do so. 

 

 

Recategorized Analysis of Question 12 for Operating Units 

Percentage of respondents who reported having adequate evidence without external researchers and experts (options a, h) vs. the 

percentage of respondents who reported a barrier to engaging external experts (options b, c, d, e, f, g). 
 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=114) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=60) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=33) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=7) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=14) 

Adequate evidence without external researchers and 

experts 
31 (27%) 14 (23.3%) 9 (27.3%) 3 (42.9%) 5 (35.7%) 

One or more barrier to engaging external experts exist 74 (65%) 41 (68.3%) 21 (63.6%) 4 (57.1%) 8 (57.1%) 

 

B. Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=114) 

Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=114) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front Office 

(N=8) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=32) 

# (%) 

MEL; 

Data 

Analytics 

(N=23) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=41) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=43) 

# (%) 

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=25) 

# (%) Other 

(N=10) 

a. My team gathered the 

necessary evidence using 

our internal USAID team 

members 

1 (12.5%) 1 (12.5%) 8 (25.0%) 5 (21.7%) 9 (22.0%) 11 (25.6%) 5 (20.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

b. I was not aware that we 

could engage external 

experts 

1 (12.5%) 1 (12.5%) 4 (12.5%) 1 (4.3%) 6 (14.6%) 10 (23.3%) 3 (12.0%) 1 (10.0%) 

c. My team did not have 

sufficient budget resources 

to engage external experts 

3 (37.5%) 3 (37.5%) 15 (46.9%) 11 (47.8%) 15 (36.6%) 10 (23.3%) 1 (4.0%) 1 (10.0%) 
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d. The process for engaging 

external experts is complex 

and/or takes too long 

1 (12.5%) 1 (12.5%) 5 (15.6%) 5 (21.7%) 8 (19.5%) 6 (14.0%) 5 (20.0%) 1 (10.0%) 

e. My team did not know 

what mechanism to use to 

engage external experts 

1 (12.5%) 1 (12.5%) 4 (12.5%) 4 (17.4%) 4 (9.8%) 7 (16.3%) 2 (8.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

f. There is inadequate 

institutional support for 

engaging external experts 

2 (25.0%) 2 (25.0%) 3 (9.4%) 2 (8.7%) 5 (12.2%) 3 (7.0%) 5 (20.0%) 2 (20.0%) 

g. Other 2 (25.0%) 2 (25.0%) 3 (9.4%) 2 (8.7%) 6 (14.6%) 6 (14.0%) 4 (16.0%) 1 (10.0%) 

h. My team has not had a 

need for additional 

evidence – we have the 

evidence we need 

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (6.3%) 1 (4.3%) 1 (2.4%) 2 (4.7%) 2 (8.0%) 1 (10.0%) 

i. I don’t recall 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (6.3%) 2 (8.7%) 4 (9.8%) 4 (9.3%) 1 (4.0%) 1 (10.0%) 

j. N/A 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (13.0%) 6 (14.6%) 4 (9.3%) 6 (24.0%) 4 (40.0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 

 

Recategorized Analysis of Question 12 for Respondent Roles  

Percentage of respondents who reported having adequate evidence without external researchers and experts (options a, h) vs. the 

percentage of respondents who reported a barrier to engaging external experts (options b, c, d, e, f, g). 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=114) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front Office 

(N=8) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=32) 

# (%) 

MEL; 

Data 

Analytics 

(N=23) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=41) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=43) 

# (%) 

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=25) 

# (%) Other 

(N=10) 

Adequate evidence without 

external researchers and 

experts 

31 (27%) 5 (62.5%) 19 (61.3%) 
12 

(57.1%) 

25 

(64.1%) 
26 (63.4%) 16 (64%) 7 (70%) 

One or more barrier to 

engaging external experts exist 
74 (65%) 3 (37.5%) 12 (38.7%) 9 (42.9%) 

14 

(35.9%) 
15 (36.6%) 9 (36%) (30%) 
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C. Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=54) 
Response Total # (%) 

Respondents (N=54) 

# (%) Large Missions 

(N=11) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=18) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=25) 

a. My team gathered the 

necessary evidence using our 

internal USAID team members 

12 (22.2%) 1 (9.1%) 3 (16.7%) 8 (32.0%) 

b. I was not aware that we could 

engage external experts 
5 (9.3%) 1 (9.1%) 2 (11.1%) 2 (8.0%) 

c. My team did not have 

sufficient budget resources to 

engage external experts 

14 (25.9%) 1 (9.1%) 5 (27.8%) 8 (32.0%) 

d. The process for engaging 

external experts is complex 

and/or takes too long 

14 (25.9%) 2 (18.2%) 7 (38.9%) 5 (20.0%) 

e. My team did not know what 

mechanism to use to engage 

external experts 

7 (13.0%) 1 (9.1%) 2 (11.1%) 4 (16.0%) 

f. There is inadequate 

institutional support for 

engaging external experts 

12 (22.2%) 1 (9.1%) 6 (33.3%) 5 (20.0%) 

g. Other 9 (16.7%) 4 (36.4%) 2 (11.1%) 3 (12.0%) 

h. My team has not had a need 

for additional evidence – we 

have the evidence we need 

2 (3.7%) 1 (9.1%) 1 (5.6%)  (0.0%) 

i. I don’t recall 4 (7.4%) 1 (9.1%)  (0.0%) 3 (12.0%) 

j. N/A 6 (11.1%) 1 (9.1%) 4 (22.2%) 1 (4.0%) 
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Recategorized Analysis of Question 12 for Mission Size 

Percentage of respondents who reported having adequate evidence without external researchers and experts (options a, h) vs. the 

percentage of respondents who reported a barrier to engaging external experts (options b, c, d, e, f, g). 

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=54) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=54) 

# (%) Large 

Missions (N=11) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=18) 

# (%) Small 

Mission (N=25) 

Adequate evidence without external researchers 

and experts 
14 (25.9%) 3 (27.3%) 2 (11.1%) 9 (36%) 

One or more barrier to engaging external 

experts exist 
39 (72.2%) 9 (81.8%) 11 (61.1%) 19 76%) 

 

 

D. Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=114) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=114) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=23) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=17) 

# (%) Europe 

and Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=8) 

# (%) Latin 

America and 

the Caribbean 

Missions (N=11) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=1) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=54) 

a. My team gathered the 

necessary evidence using our 

internal USAID team members 

27 (23.7%) 4 (17.4%) 4 (23.5%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (36.4%) 0 (0.0%) 14 (25.9%) 

b. I was not aware that we could 

engage external experts 
15 (13.2%) 1 (4.3%) 2 (11.8%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (18.2%) 0 (0.0%) 9 (16.7%) 

c. My team did not have sufficient 

budget resources to engage 

external experts 

31 (27.2%) 6 (26.1%) 6 (35.3%) 3 (37.5%) 1 (9.1%) 0 (0.0%) 14 (25.9%) 

d. The process for engaging 

external experts is complex 

and/or takes too long 

24 (21.1%) 5 (21.7%) 5 (29.4%) 2 (25.0%) 3 (27.3%) 0 (0.0%) 8 (14.8%) 

e. My team did not know what 

mechanism to use to engage 

external experts 

13 (11.4%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (29.4%) 1 (12.5%) 1 (9.1%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (9.3%) 
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f. There is inadequate 

institutional support for 

engaging external experts 

19 (16.7%) 3 (13.0%) 5 (29.4%) 2 (25.0%) 3 (27.3%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (9.3%) 

g. Other 18 (15.8%) 6 (26.1%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (12.5%) 2 (18.2%) 0 (0.0%) 8 (14.8%) 

h. My team has not had a need for 

additional evidence – we have 

the evidence we need 

6 (5.3%) 2 (8.7%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (5.6%) 

i. I don’t recall 8 (7.0%) 1 (4.3%) 1 (5.9%) 2 (25.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (100.0%) 2 (3.7%) 

j. N/A 16 (14.0%) 3 (13.0%) 2 (11.8%) 1 (12.5%) 2 (18.2%) 0 (0.0%) 7 (13.0%) 

 *The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘I don’t recall’ and ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also 

choose other responses. 

 

 

Survey Question 13 

Which types of external experts do you commonly engage to help gather and/or use evidence? (Select all that apply) 

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=446) 

Response 
Number of 

Respondents 

Percent of Respondents 

a. Local implementing partners 276 61.9% 

b. Partner government agencies (national or subnational) 187 41.9% 

c. Local academic/research institutions 144 32.3% 

d. Local professional groups/associations 268 60.1% 

e. Local non-profit organizations (which are not USAID implementing 

partners) 128 28.7% 

f. Local private sector entities 135 30.3% 

g. Local partner country individual experts or consultants 194 43.5% 

h. International implementing partners 318 71.3% 

i. International non-profit organizations (which are not USAID 

implementing partners) 148 33.2% 

j. International private sector entities 99 22.2% 

k. International individual experts or consultants 223 50.0% 

l. Other bilateral and/or multilateral development organizations  192 43.0% 
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m. Other USG Agencies 188 42.2% 

n. US based academics or research organizations 207 46.4% 

o. Other  12 2.7% 

p. I don’t recall 1 0.2% 

q. N/A 1 0.2% 

 

 

Recategorized Analysis of Question 13 for All Respondents  

Percentage of responses indicating local partners (options a, b, c, d, e, f, g) vs. international partners (I, j, k, l, m, n) 

(N=446) 

Response 
Number of 

Respondents 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Indicating local partners  477 84.5% 

International partners 414 92.8% 

 

 

A. Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=446) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=446) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=247) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=161) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=33) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents (N=5) 

a. Local implementing partners 276 (61.9%) 170 (68.8%) 84 (52.2%) 19 (57.6%) 2 (40.0%) 

b. Partner government agencies (national or 

subnational) 
187 (41.9%) 115 (46.6%) 56 (34.8%) 15 (45.5%)  (0.0%) 

c. Local academic/research institutions 144 (32.3%) 98 (39.7%) 36 (22.4%) 9 (27.3%)  (0.0%) 

d. Local professional groups/associations 268 (60.1%) 161 (65.2%) 87 (54.0%) 18 (54.5%) 1 (20.0%) 

e. Local non-profit organizations (which are not 

USAID implementing partners) 
128 (28.7%) 81 (32.8%) 33 (20.5%) 12 (36.4%) 1 (20.0%) 

f. Local private sector entities 135 (30.3%) 84 (34.0%) 36 (22.4%) 12 (36.4%) 2 (40.0%) 
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g. Local partner country individual experts or 

consultants 
194 (43.5%) 124 (50.2%) 55 (34.2%) 12 (36.4%) 2 (40.0%) 

h. International implementing partners 318 (71.3%) 162 (65.6%) 125 (77.6%) 27 (81.8%) 3 (60.0%) 

i. International non-profit organizations (which are 

not USAID implementing partners) 
148 (33.2%) 68 (27.5%) 62 (38.5%) 16 (48.5%) 1 (20.0%) 

j. International private sector entities 99 (22.2%) 48 (19.4%) 40 (24.8%) 8 (24.2%) 2 (40.0%) 

k. International individual experts or consultants 223 (50.0%) 116 (47.0%) 84 (52.2%) 20 (60.6%) 2 (40.0%) 

l. Other bilateral and/or multilateral development 

organizations  
192 (43.0%) 101 (40.9%) 74 (46.0%) 16 (48.5%)  (0.0%) 

m. Other USG Agencies 188 (42.2%) 94 (38.1%) 69 (42.9%) 21 (63.6%) 3 (60.0%) 

n. US based academics or research organizations 207 (46.4%) 91 (36.8%) 90 (55.9%) 23 (69.7%) 2 (40.0%) 

o. Other  12 (2.7%) 4 (1.6%) 6 (3.7%)  (0.0%) 1 (20.0%) 

p. I don’t recall 1 (0.2%) 1 (0.4%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 

q. N/A 1 (0.2%) 1 (0.4%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 

  *The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘I don’t recall’ and N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also 

choose other responses. 

 

Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 13 'Other' 

Contractors/Consultants 

Contractors hired through a USAID evaluation mechanism 

former USAID staff 

Contractors 

Private consultants 

Foundations foundations/philanthropic sector 

Professional 

Associations 
International Professional Associations 

Implementing Partner Our CLA Activity implementing partner 

Interns Short-term research interns 
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Other We engage with those through webinars, reports, etc. because design of new activities is procurement sensitive 

NA Again it is my team that does all of the above.  I am the Chief of the Research, Technology and Utilization Division in PRH. 

 

 

B. Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=446) 

Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=446) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=24) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=86) 

# (%) 

MEL; Data 

Analytics 

(N=130) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

 (N=228) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

 (N=198) 

# (%) 

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

 (N=45) 

# (%) 

Other 

 (N=40) 

a. Local implementing 

partners 
276 (61.9%) 14 (58.3%) 58 (67.4%) 88 (67.7%) 155 (68%) 125 (63.1%) 30 (66.7%) 23 (57.5%) 

b. Partner government 

agencies (national or 

subnational) 

187 (41.9%) 9 (37.5%) 40 (46.5%) 59 (45.4%) 109 (47.8%) 87 (43.9%) 14 (31.1%) 16 (40%)  

c. Local academic/research 

institutions 
144 (32.3%) 16 (66.7%) 54 (62.8%) 93 (71.5%) 151 (66.2%) 113 (57.1%) 24 (53.3%) 22 (55%) 

d. Local professional 

groups/associations 
268 (60.1%) 12 (50%) 29 (33.7%) 47 (36.2%) 83 (36.4%) 61 (30.8%) 10 (22.2%) 12 (30%)  

e. Local non-profit 

organizations (which are 

not USAID implementing 

partners) 

128 (28.7%) 6 (25%) 23 (26.7%) 30 (23.1%) 74 (32.5%) 55 (27.8%) 9 (20%) 10 (25%) 

f. Local private sector 

entities 
135 (30.3%) 11 (45.8%) 32 (37.2%) 41 (31.5%) 71 (31.1%) 59 (29.8%) 15 (33.3%) 12 (30%) 

g. Local partner country 

individual experts or 

consultants 

194 (43.5%) 10 (41.7%) 41 (47.7%) 61 (46.9%) 111 (48.7%) 81 (40.9%) 16 (35.6%)  17 (42.5%) 

h. International 

implementing partners 
318 (71.3%) 18 (75%) 63 (73.3%) 95 (73.1%) 192 (84.2%) 135 (68.2%) 27 (60%) 25 (62.5%) 

i. International non-profit 

organizations (which are 

not USAID implementing 

partners) 

148 (33.2%) 8 (33.3%) 26 (30.2%) 44 (33.8%) 87 (38.2%) 59 (29.8%) 8 (17.8%) 14 (35%) 
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j. International private 

sector entities 
99 (22.2%) 9 (37.5%) 27 (31.4%) 29 (22.3%) 54 (23.7%) 34 (17.2%) 11 (24.4%) 14 (35%) 

k. International individual 

experts or consultants 
223 (50.0%) 15 (62.5%) 43 (50%) 74 (56.9%) 126 (55.3%) 95 (48%) 20 (44.4%) 17 (42.5%) 

l. Other bilateral and/or 

multilateral development 

organizations  

192 (43.0%) 8 (33.3%) 40 (46.5%) 63 (48.5%) 120 (52.6%) 78 (39.4%) 12 (26.7%) 20 (50%) 

m. Other USG Agencies 188 (42.2%) 9 (37.5%) 40 (46.5%) 57 (43.8%) 118 (51.8%) 78 (39.4%) 20 (44.4%) 18 (45%) 

n. US based academics or 

research organizations 
207 (46.4%) 11 (45.8%) 41 (47.7%) 70 (53.8%) 129 (56.6%) 84 (42.4%) 17 (37.8%) 21 (52.5%) 

o. Other  12 (2.7%) 1 (4.2%) 3 (3.5%) 4 (3.1%) 8 (3.5%) 10 (5.1%) 1 (2.2%) 3 (7.5%) 

p. I don’t recall 1 (0.2%) 0 (0%) 0 (1.2%) 0 (0%) 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.5%) 0 (0%)  0 (0%) 

q. N/A 1 (0.2%) 0 (0%) 1 (%) 1 (0.8%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

  *The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘I don’t recall’ and N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also 

choose other responses. 

 

 

C. Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=446) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=446) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=81) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=65) 

# (%) Europe and 

Eurasia Missions 

(N=28) 

# (%) Latin 

America and the 

Caribbean 

Missions (N=54) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=17) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ 

(N=200) 

a. Local implementing 

partners 
276 (61.9%) 50 (61.7%) 45 (69.2%) 19 (67.9%) 42 (77.8%) 12 (70.6%) 106 (53.0%) 

b. Partner government 

agencies (national or 

subnational) 

187 (41.9%) 37 (45.7%) 28 (43.1%) 10 (35.7%) 33 (61.1%) 5 (29.4%) 72 (36.0%) 

c. Local academic/research 

institutions 
144 (32.3%) 29 (35.8%) 28 (43.1%) 13 (46.4%) 17 (31.5%) 9 (52.9%) 46 (23.0%) 

d. Local professional 

groups/associations 
268 (60.1%) 50 (61.7%) 39 (60.0%) 19 (67.9%) 41 (75.9%) 10 (58.8%) 107 (53.5%) 

e. Local non-profit 

organizations (which are 
128 (28.7%) 20 (24.7%) 23 (35.4%) 9 (32.1%) 22 (40.7%) 5 (29.4%) 47 (23.5%) 
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not USAID implementing 

partners) 

f. Local private sector 

entities 
135 (30.3%) 14 (17.3%) 23 (35.4%) 7 (25.0%) 28 (51.9%) 10 (58.8%) 51 (25.5%) 

g. Local partner country 

individual experts or 

consultants 

194 (43.5%) 37 (45.7%) 35 (53.8%) 11 (39.3%) 30 (55.6%) 9 (52.9%) 70 (35.0%) 

h. International 

implementing partners 
318 (71.3%) 54 (66.7%) 42 (64.6%) 18 (64.3%) 33 (61.1%) 13 (76.5%) 156 (78.0%) 

i. International non-profit 

organizations (which are 

not USAID implementing 

partners) 

148 (33.2%) 20 (24.7%) 14 (21.5%) 9 (32.1%) 18 (33.3%) 5 (29.4%) 80 (40.0%) 

j. International private 

sector entities 
99 (22.2%) 13 (16.0%) 15 (23.1%) 5 (17.9%) 10 (18.5%) 4 (23.5%) 51 (25.5%) 

k. International individual 

experts or consultants 
223 (50.0%) 36 (44.4%) 33 (50.8%) 14 (50.0%) 23 (42.6%) 8 (47.1%) 107 (53.5%) 

l. Other bilateral and/or 

multilateral development 

organizations  

192 (43.0%) 32 (39.5%) 26 (40.0%) 11 (39.3%) 24 (44.4%) 7 (41.2%) 91 (45.5%) 

m. Other USG Agencies 188 (42.2%) 28 (34.6%) 26 (40.0%) 10 (35.7%) 24 (44.4%) 4 (23.5%) 94 (47.0%) 

n. US based academics or 

research organizations 
207 (46.4%) 36 (44.4%) 19 (29.2%) 10 (35.7%) 19 (35.2%) 5 (29.4%) 116 (58.0%) 

o. Other  12 (2.7%)  (0.0%) 3 (4.6%)  (0.0%) 1 (1.9%)  (0.0%) 7 (3.5%) 

p. I don’t recall 1 (0.2%)  (0.0%) 1 (1.5%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 

q. N/A 1 (0.2%)  (0.0%) 1 (1.5%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘I don’t recall’ and N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also 

choose other responses. 
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Survey Question 14 

In which of the following actions did you engage external researchers/experts? (Select all that apply) 

 

A. Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=446) 

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=446) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=247) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=161) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=33) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents (N=5) 

a. Conducting evaluations 324 (72.6%) 189 (76.5%) 111 (68.9%) 22 (66.7%) 2 (40.0%) 

b. Conducting sector research 297 (66.6%) 170 (68.8%) 102 (63.4%) 22 (66.7%) 3 (60.0%) 

c. Statistical analysis 132 (29.6%) 63 (25.5%) 58 (36.0%) 11 (33.3%)  (0.0%) 

d. Helping analyze evidence 216 (48.4%) 104 (42.1%) 91 (56.5%) 20 (60.6%) 1 (20.0%) 

e. Helping with analysis of secondary data 154 (34.5%) 76 (30.8%) 65 (40.4%) 12 (36.4%) 1 (20.0%) 

f. Managing a database 65 (14.6%) 39 (15.8%) 23 (14.3%) 3 (9.1%)  (0.0%) 

g. Other  23 (5.2%) 5 (2.0%) 15 (9.3%) 2 (6.1%) 1 (20.0%) 

 

 Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 14 'Other' 

Assessments/studies 

Sector assessment 

conducting case studies and operational research 

Conducting action research and R&D activities 

implementation research/implementation science 

Developing improved data collection tools and metrics e.g., revising the Service Provision Assessment 

participating in joint assessments or conducting assessments 

PEAs, Assessments 

feasibility studies, evidence gathering to inform activity design 

Consultations 

Provided guidance to external researchers/experts. 

Asking their experiential knowledge, specific publications, GIS data, exchange of technical opinions and approaches, asking their say 

on USAID assessments or third-party sector reports. 
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Consultation, conducting special studies, develop new tools 

refining cost estimates for statement of work, understanding potential technology impacts, understand state of the art 

Landscape/context 

analysis 

context analysis 

Creating an evidence gap map 

Learning sessions 
1. Organizing and conducting "Lessons Learned" Seminars 2. Developing and educating staff on Agency Monitoring and Evaluation 

processes. 

Meetings 
Meetings/Calls 

Informal discussions 

Communications creating public awareness and communicating results to the general public 

Facilitators Professional facilitators (local and international) 

Obtaining documents Obtaining documents 

Review of position 

statements Review and signature of international position statements 

Stakeholder facilitation Collaboration and alignment of multi-donor approaches 

Strategy design  Strategy design 

 

 

B. Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=230) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=230) 

# (%) Large 

Missions (N=35) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=43) 

# (%) Small 

Missions (N=152) 

a. Conducting evaluations 177 (77.0%) 25 (71.4%) 33 (76.7%) 119 (78.3%) 

b. Conducting sector research 159 (69.1%) 23 (65.7%) 29 (67.4%) 107 (70.4%) 

c. Statistical analysis 57 (24.8%) 6 (17.1%) 13 (30.2%) 38 (25.0%) 

d. Helping analyze evidence 96 (41.7%) 14 (40.0%) 25 (58.1%) 57 (37.5%) 

e. Helping with analysis of secondary data 67 (29.1%) 11 (31.4%) 13 (30.2%) 43 (28.3%) 

f. Managing a database 37 (16.1%) 8 (22.9%) 8 (18.6%) 21 (13.8%) 
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g. Other  5 (2.2%) 1 (2.9%) 1 (2.3%) 3 (2.0%) 

  

C. Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=446) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=446) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=24) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=94) 

# (%) MEL; 

Data 

Analytics 

(N=145) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=254) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=198) 

# (%) 

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=45) 

# (%) 

Other 

 (N=40) 

a. Conducting 

evaluations 
324 (72.6%) 19 (79.2%) 71 (75.5%) 110 (75.9%) 179 (70.5%) 144 (72.7%) 36 (80%) 23 (57.5%) 

b. Conducting sector 

research 
297 (66.6%) 14 (58.3%) 60 (63.8%) 97 (66.9%) 181 (71.3%) 124 (62.6%) 28 (62.2%) 23 (57.5%) 

c. Statistical analysis 132 (29.6%) 8 (33.3%) 26 (27.7%) 42 (29%) 86 (33.9%) 56 (28.3%) 14 (31.1%) 11 (27.5%) 

d. Helping analyze 

evidence 
216 (48.4%) 12 (50%) 40 (42.6%) 75 (51.7%) 129 (50.8%) 86 (43.4%) 21 (46.7%) 21 (52.5%) 

e. Helping with 

analysis of 

secondary data 

154 (34.5%) 9 (37.5%) 32 (34%) 56 (38.6%) 99 (39%) 55 (27.8%) 14 (31.1%) 14 (35%) 

f. Managing a 

database 
65 (14.6%) 5 (20.8%) 15 (16%) 26 (17.9%) 34 (13.4%) 26 (13.1%) 11 (24.4%) 6 (15%) 

g. Other  23 (5.2%) 2 (8.3%) 6 (6.4%) 11 (7.6%) 13 (5.1%) 9 (4.5%) 3 (6.7%) 4 (10%) 
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D. Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=446) 

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=446) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions (N=81) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=65) 

# (%) Europe 

and Eurasia 

Missions (N=28) 

# (%) Latin 

America and the 

Caribbean 

Missions (N=54) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=17) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=200) 

a. Conducting 

evaluations 
325 (72.9%) 60 (74.1%) 46 (70.8%) 25 (89.3%) 41 (75.9%) 15 (88.2%) 136 (68.0%) 

b. Conducting sector 

research 
298 (66.8%) 54 (66.7%) 46 (70.8%) 23 (82.1%) 33 (61.1%) 12 (70.6%) 128 (64.0%) 

c. Statistical analysis 133 (29.8%) 21 (25.9%) 18 (27.7%) 6 (21.4%) 15 (27.8%) 2 (11.8%) 70 (35.0%) 

d. Helping analyze 

evidence 
217 (48.7%) 37 (45.7%) 27 (41.5%) 9 (32.1%) 23 (42.6%) 6 (35.3%) 113 (56.5%) 

e. Helping with 

analysis of 

secondary data 

155 (34.8%) 26 (32.1%) 20 (30.8%) 4 (14.3%) 18 (33.3%) 6 (35.3%) 79 (39.5%) 

f. Managing a 

database 
66 (14.8%) 17 (21.0%) 7 (10.8%) 3 (10.7%) 9 (16.7%) 3 (17.6%) 26 (13.0%) 

g. Other  24 (5.4%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (3.1%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (5.6%) 0 (0.0%) 18 (9.0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘N/A’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses  

 

Survey Question 16 

In your experience, in which of the following ways does senior leadership regularly support or promote the use of evidence? 

This question will have a separate column for Agency Senior Leadership and for Senior Leaders in your Operating Unit. For 

each response option, you may select both, only one, or leave the row blank. (Select all that apply) 

 

 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Responses for Agency Senior Leadership, by Operating Unit (N=616) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=616) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=345) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=203) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=43) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=25) 

a. Advocating resource investment in evidence 

generation, management, and use 
230 (37.3%) 148 (42.4%) 57 (27.7%) 17 (37.8%) 7 (26.9%) 
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b. Supporting and incentivizing the use of 

evidence by staff 
171 (27.8%) 111 (31.8%) 42 (20.4%) 12 (26.7%) 5 (19.2%) 

c. Regularly requesting and expecting evidence 

to be presented/shared by activity teams 
158 (25.6%) 102 (29.2%) 40 (19.4%) 10 (22.2%) 5 (19.2%) 

d. Regularly using evidence in decision-making 147 (23.9%) 106 (30.4%) 26 (12.6%) 8 (17.8%) 6 (23.1%) 

e. Frequently referencing data and evidence in 

communications 
196 (31.8%) 127 (36.4%) 49 (23.8%) 11 (24.4%) 8 (30.8%) 

f. Creating opportunities and processes to 

regularly hear evidence findings and 

conclusions from activities 

135 (21.9%) 89 (25.5%) 31 (15%) 12 (26.7%) 2 (7.7%) 

g. Ensuring regular dissemination of 

information on leading-edge practices in 

evidence generation, management, and use 

142 (23.1%) 93 (26.6%) 31 (15%) 13 (28.9%) 4 (15.4%) 

h. Formally recognizing activity teams/activities 

for effective use of evidence 
100 (16.2%) 65 (18.6%) 21 (10.2%) 7 (15.6%) 6 (23.1%) 

i. Leadership do not regularly support or 

promote evidence generation, management, 

and use  

76 (16.2%) 32 (9.2%) 33 (16%) 8 (17.8%) 3 (11.5%) 

j. Other 10 (1.6%) 5 (1.4%) 3 (1.5%) 0 (0%) 1 (3.8%) 

k. I don’t know/I’m not sure 108 (17.5%) 45 (12.9%) 46 (22.3%) 9 (20%) 7 (26.9%) 

l. N/A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 

Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Q16OtherSenior 

Lack of concrete support and 

incentives for evidence use 

sometimes agency senior leadership will say relevant words re promoting evidence use, but these are insufficiently backed by 

resources, priorities, incentives, decision-making, etc. 

Again. Look at how frequently we burry people with PhDs in the back corner of the organization  that tells you what we think of 

research and evidence. "evidence" is only that which supports what we already want to do, "Hasn't that been studied to death"? 

Lip service but little follow up 

Agency Senior Leadership talks about the need for evidence but does not provide space or incentive to use data. 

Leadership regularly promotes it, but it is all talk.  Real decisions are made without transparency, based on political agendas, that 

often disregard the evidence. 

one section is missing in this survey, besides OU leadership, you have also Mission leadership, before Agency leadership. And 

mission leadership is not supporting due to a lack of experience using evidence-based approach and lack of experience and context 
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Political priorities outweigh 

evidence 
Political appointees seemingly care more about "doing things right" rather than "doing the right things." They want quick wins, which 

translates into doing more stuff. 

Leadership support does not 

trickle down to lower levels Agency Senior Leadership MIGHT support use of evidence; but they do not talk to the peons on ground. 

 

 

Responses for Operating Unit Leadership, by Operating Unit (N=616) 

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=616) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=349) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=206) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=45) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

a. Advocating resource investment in evidence 

generation, management, and use 
314 (51%) 170 (48.7%) 111 (53.9%) 19 (42.2%) 13 (50.0%) 

b. Supporting and incentivizing the use of 

evidence by staff 
302 (49%) 171 (49.0%) 105 (51.0%) 16 (35.6%) 9 (34.6%) 

c. Regularly requesting and expecting evidence 

to be presented/shared by activity teams 
329 (53.4%) 195 (55.9%) 104 (50.5%) 19 (42.2%) 10 (38.5%) 

d. Regularly using evidence in decision-making 307 (49.8%) 180 (51.6%) 95 (46.1%) 20 (44.4%) 11 (42.3%) 

e. Frequently referencing data and evidence in 

communications 
300 (48.7%) 170 (48.7%) 99 (48.1%) 21 (46.7%) 9 (34.6%) 

f. Creating opportunities and processes to 

regularly hear evidence findings and 

conclusions from activities 

288 (46.8%) 164 (47.0%) 93 (45.1%) 23 (51.1%) 7 (26.9%) 

g. Ensuring regular dissemination of 

information on leading-edge practices in 

evidence generation, management, and use 

226 (36.7%) 115 (33.0%) 83 (40.3%) 19 (42.2%) 8 (30.8%) 

h. Formally recognizing activity teams/activities 

for effective use of evidence 
221 (35.9%) 134 (38.4%) 64 (31.1%) 13 (28.9%) 9 (34.6%) 

i. Leadership do not regularly support or 

promote evidence generation, management, 

and use  

50 (8.1%) 53 (15.2%) 30 (14.6%) 5 (11.1%) 2 (7.7%) 

j. Other 9 (1.5%) 4 (1.1%) 2 (1.0%) 1 (2.2%) 1 (3.8%) 

k. I don’t know/I’m not sure 79 (12.8%) 36 (10.3%) 28 (13.6%) 7 (15.6%) 7 (26.9%) 

l. N/A 0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

0 (0%) 

* One respondent did not indicate operating unit 
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Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Q16OtherOU 

Disinterest in evidence if it 

does not support existing 

viewpoints/ past experience 

we don't promote evidence because we are blind to counterfactuals,  we only accept evidence that supports our biases, "hasn't that 

been studied to death" and how we don't promote PhDs. 

Operating Unit Leadership trusts a few people; who tell them what the leadership WANTS to know.  The leadership ignores people, 

who tell them what they SHOULD know. Staff have been penalized for speaking the truth and warned during writing of EPRs. 

Operating Unit Leadership trusts a few people; who tell them what the leadership WANTS to know.  The leadership ignores people, 

who tell them what they SHOULD know. Staff have been penalized for speaking the truth and warned during writing of EPRs. 

OU does not support evidence based rather navigate using past experience and rapid judgement based on incomplete data 

OU Leadership supports 

MEL function Supporting MEL community of practice, increasing resources for MEL capacity building, facilitation, coordination 

Lack of concrete support and 

incentives for evidence use all talk no walk 

 

 

 Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Responses for Agency Senior Leadership, by Mission Size (N=323) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=323) 

# (%) Large Missions 

(N=51) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=68) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=204) 

a. Advocating resource investment in evidence 

generation, management, and use 
142 (44.0%) 23 (45.1%) 29 (42.6%) 90 (44.1%) 

b. Supporting and incentivizing the use of 

evidence by staff 
105 (32.5%) 15 (29.4%) 20 (29.4%) 70 (34.3%) 

c. Regularly requesting and expecting evidence 

to be presented/shared by activity teams 
96 (29.7%) 20 (39.2%) 16 (23.5%) 60 (29.4%) 

d. Regularly using evidence in decision-making 101 (31.3%) 22 (43.1%) 15 (22.1%) 64 (31.4%) 

e. Frequently referencing data and evidence in 

communications 
119 (36.8%) 27 (52.9%) 26 (38.2%) 66 (32.4%) 

f. Creating opportunities and processes to 

regularly hear evidence findings and 

conclusions from activities 

85 (26.3%) 18 (35.3%) 14 (20.6%) 53 (26.0%) 
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g. Ensuring regular dissemination of 

information on leading-edge practices in 

evidence generation, management, and use 

87 (26.9%) 16 (31.4%) 15 (22.1%) 56 (27.5%) 

h. Formally recognizing activity teams/activities 

for effective use of evidence 
62 (19.2%) 10 (19.6%) 11 (16.2%) 41 (20.1%) 

i. Leadership do not regularly support or 

promote evidence generation, management, 

and use  

44 (13.6%) 7 (13.7%) 11 (16.2%) 26 (12.7%) 

j. Other 5 (1.5%)  (0.0%) 2 (2.9%) 3 (1.5%) 

k. I don’t know/I’m not sure 40 (12.4%) 4 (7.8%) 11 (16.2%) 25 (12.3%) 

l. N/A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 

Responses for Operating Unit Leadership, by Mission Size (N=323) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=323) 

# (%) Large Missions 

(N=51) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=68) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=204) 

a. Advocating resource investment in evidence 

generation, management, and use 
164 (50.77%) 29 (56.9%) 38 (55.9%) 97 (47.5%) 

b. Supporting and incentivizing the use of 

evidence by staff 
161 (49.8%) 27 (52.9%) 33 (48.5%) 101 (49.5%) 

c. Regularly requesting and expecting evidence 

to be presented/shared by activity teams 
183 (56.7%) 27 (52.9%) 41 (60.3%) 115 (56.4%) 

d. Regularly using evidence in decision-making 168 (52%) 26 (51%) 34 (50%)  108 (52.9%) 

e. Frequently referencing data and evidence in 

communications 
163 (50.5%) 29 (56.9%) 33 (48.5%) 101 (49.5%) 

f. Creating opportunities and processes to 

regularly hear evidence findings and 

conclusions from activities 

152 (47.1%) 24 (47.1%) 31 (45.6%) 97 (47.5%) 

g. Ensuring regular dissemination of 

information on leading-edge practices in 

evidence generation, management, and use 

110 (34%) 23 (45.1%) 19 (27.9%) 68 (33.3%) 

h. Formally recognizing activity teams/activities 

for effective use of evidence 
128 (39.6%) 17 (33.3%) 26 (38.2%) 85 (41.7%) 
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i. Leadership do not regularly support or 

promote evidence generation, management, 

and use  

 28 (8.7%) 5 (9.8%)  5 (7.4%) 18 (8.8%) 

j. Other 4 (1.2%) 1 (2%)  1 (1.5%) 2 (1%) 

k. I don’t know/I’m not sure 33 (10.2%) 6 (11.8%) 9 (13.2%) 18 (8.8%) 

l. N/A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0%) 

 

 

 Analysis by Respondent Role  

Responses for Operating Unit Leadership, by Respondent Role (N=616) 

Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=616) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=34) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=148) 

# (%) 

MEL; Data 

Analytics 

(N=180) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=316) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=261) 

# (%) 

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=88) 

# (%) 

Other 

(N=54) 

a. Advocating resource 

investment in evidence 

generation, 

management, and use 

314 (51%) 22 (64.7%) 66 (44.6%) 85 (47.2%) 165 (52.2%) 133 (51%) 33 (37.5%) 20 (37%) 

b. Supporting and 

incentivizing the use 

of evidence by staff 

302 (49%) 24 (70.6%) 58 (39.2%)  80 (44.4%) 160 (50.6%) 123 (47.1%) 33 (37.5%) 20 (37%) 

c. Regularly requesting 

and expecting 

evidence to be 

presented/shared by 

activity teams 

329 (53.4%) 21 (61.8%) 80 (54.1%)  94 (52.2%) 167 (52.8%)  137 (52.5%) 37 (42%) 21 (38.9%) 

d. Regularly using 

evidence in decision-

making 

307 (49.8%) 22 (64.7%) 66 (44.6%) 87 (48.3%) 159 (50.3%) 133 (51%) 35 (39.8%) 23 (42.6%) 

e. Frequently 

referencing data and 

evidence in 

communications 

300 (48.7%) 19 (55.9%) 62 (41.9%) 88 (48.9%) 163 (51,6%) 133 (51%) 32 (36.4%) 16 (29.6%) 

f. Creating 

opportunities and 

processes to regularly 

288 (46.8%) 19 (55.9%) 65 (43.9%) 78 (43.3%) 149 (47.2%) 120 (46%) 26 (29.5%) 17 (31.5%) 
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hear evidence findings 

and conclusions from 

activities 

g. Ensuring regular 

dissemination of 

information on 

leading-edge practices 

in evidence 

generation, 

management, and use 

226 (36.7%) 19 (55.9%) 53 (35.8%) 54 (30%) 116 (36.7%) 80 (30.7%) 20 (22.7%) 12 (22.2%) 

h.  Formally recognizing 

activity 

teams/activities for 

effective use of 

evidence 

221 (35.9%) 18 (52.9%) 47 (31.8%) 67 (37.2%) 104 (32.9%) 90 (34.5%) 26 (29.5%) 10 (18.5%) 

i. Leadership do not 

regularly support or 

promote evidence 

generation, 

management, and use  

50 (8.1%) 3 (8.8%) 18 (12.2%) 16 (8.8%) 28 (8.8%) 18 (6.9%) 9 (10.2%) 9 (16.7%) 

j. Other 9 (1.5%) 2 (5.9%) 4 (2.7%) 4 (2.2%) 6 (1.9%) 2 (0.8%) 3 (3.4%) 1 (1.9%) 

k. I don’t know/I’m not 

sure 
79 (12.8%) 4 (11.8%) 16 (10.8%) 21 (11.7%) 38 (12%) 34 (13%) 18 (20.5%) 8 (14.8%) 

l. N/A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘Leadership do not regularly support or promote evidence generation, management, and use’ 

and ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other responses. 

 

 

 Analysis by Region  

Responses for Agency Senior Leadership, by Region (N=616)  

Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=616) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=116) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=87) 

# (%) 

Europe and 

Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45) 

# (%) Latin 

America and 

the Caribbean 

Missions 

(N=75) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=272) 

a. Advocating resource 

investment in evidence 
230 (37.3%) 49 (41.9%) 43 (48.9%) 10 (22.2%) 37 (48.1%) 9 (42.9%) 81 (29.1%) 
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generation, management, 

and use 

b. Supporting and 

incentivizing the use of 

evidence by staff 

171 (27.8%) 31 (26.5%) 26 (29.5%) 14 (31.1%) 32 (41.6%) 7 (33.3%) 60 (21.6%) 

c. Regularly requesting and 

expecting evidence to be 

presented/shared by 

activity teams 

158 (25.6%) 40 (34.2%) 25 (28.4%) 12 (26.7%) 21 (27.3%) 3 (14.3%) 56 (20.1%) 

d. Regularly using evidence 

in decision-making 
147 (23.9%) 41 (35.0%) 27 (30.7%) 11 (24.4%) 20 (26.0%) 6 (28.6%) 41 (14.7%) 

e. Frequently referencing 

data and evidence in 

communications 

196 (31.8%) 55 (47.0%) 24 (27.3%) 14 (31.1%) 26 (33.8%) 7 (33.3%) 69 (24.8%) 

f. Creating opportunities 

and processes to 

regularly hear evidence 

findings and conclusions 

from activities 

135 (21.9%) 34 (29.1%) 18 (20.5%) 12 (26.7%) 20 (26.0%) 5 (23.8%) 45 (16.2%) 

g. Ensuring regular 

dissemination of 

information on leading-

edge practices in evidence 

generation, management, 

and use 

142 (23.1%) 32 (27.4%) 20 (22.7%) 10 (22.2%) 25 (32.5%) 5 (23.8%) 49 (17.6%) 

h. Formally recognizing 

activity teams/activities 

for effective use of 

evidence 

100 (16.2%) 19 (16.2%) 19 (21.6%) 6 (13.3%) 18 (23.4%) 3 (14.3%) 34 (12.2%) 

i. Leadership do not 

regularly support or 

promote evidence 

generation, management, 

and use  

76 (16.2%) 19 (16.2%) 10 (11.4%) 7 (15.6%) 5 (6.5%) 5 (23.8%) 53 (19.1%) 

j. Other 10 (1.6%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (3.4%)  (0.0%) 1 (1.3%) 1 (4.8%) 4 (1.4%) 

k. I don’t know/I’m not 

sure 
108 (17.5%) 15 (12.8%) 10 (11.4%) 8 (17.8%) 11 (14.3%) 1 (4.8%) 62 (22.3%) 

l. N/A 
0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
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Responses for Operating Unit Leadership, by Region (N=616)  

Response  Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=616) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=116) 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=87) 

# (%) 

Europe and 

Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45) 

# (%) Latin 

America and 

the Caribbean 

Missions 

(N=75) 

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21) 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=272) 

m. Advocating resource 

investment in evidence 

generation, management, 

and use 

314 (51%) 55 (47.0%) 48 (54.5%) 19 (42.2%) 40 (51.9%) 7 (33.3%) 144 (51.8%) 

n. Supporting and 

incentivizing the use of 

evidence by staff 

302 (49%) 55 (47.0%) 42 (47.7%) 20 (44.4%) 45 (58.4%) 8 (38.1%) 131 (47.1%) 

o. Regularly requesting and 

expecting evidence to be 

presented/shared by 

activity teams 

329 (53.4%) 67 (57.3%) 51 (58.0%) 27 (60.0%) 41 (53.2%) 8 (38.1%) 134 (48.2%) 

p. Regularly using evidence 

in decision-making 
307 (49.8%) 61 (52.1%) 44 (50.0%) 22 (48.9%) 45 (58.4%) 7 (33.3%) 127 (45.7%) 

q. Frequently referencing 

data and evidence in 

communications 

300 (48.7%) 62 (53.0%) 36 (40.9%) 22 (48.9%) 39 (50.6%) 10 (47.6%) 130 (46.8%) 

r. Creating opportunities 

and processes to 

regularly hear evidence 

findings and conclusions 

from activities 

288 (46.8%) 50 (42.7%) 40 (45.5%) 25 (55.6%) 39 (50.6%) 9 (42.9%) 124 (44.6%) 

s. Ensuring regular 

dissemination of 

information on leading-

edge practices in evidence 

generation, management, 

and use 

226 (36.7%) 42 (35.9%) 23 (26.1%) 13 (28.9%) 28 (36.4%) 8 (38.1%) 111 (39.9%) 

t. Formally recognizing 

activity teams/activities 
221 (35.9%) 40 (34.2%) 36 (40.9%) 16 (35.6%) 36 (46.8%) 5 (23.8%) 87 (31.3%) 
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for effective use of 

evidence 

u. Leadership do not 

regularly support or 

promote evidence 

generation, management, 

and use  

50 (8.1%) 20 (17.1%) 13 (14.8%) 7 (15.6%) 6 (7.8%) 7 (33.3%) 37 (13.3%) 

v. Other 9 (1.5%) 1 (0.9%) 2 (2.3%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (4.8%) 4 (1.4%) 

w. I don’t know/I’m not 

sure 
79 (12.8%) 13 (11.1%) 9 (10.2%) 5 (11.1%) 7 (9.1%) 2 (9.5%) 42 (15.1%) 

x. N/A 0 (0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.1%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (2.6%) 0 (0.0%) 6 (2.2%) 
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 Assessment Question 2a: Are there ways in which staff access or facilitate the use of 

evidence that appear to be more effective than others? 
 

Survey Question 6  

What typically takes place during these processes? (Select all that apply)  

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=620) 

Response 
Number of 

Respondents 

Percent of 

Respondents 

a. I did not participate in any processes 
2 0.3% 

b. Data and findings from activity review/assessments/evaluations are 

reviewed in detail 407 65.6% 

c. Beneficiary feedback is reviewed 
322 51.9% 

d. Changes in programmatic context are assessed 
380 61.3% 

e. Activity successes, challenges, and failures are analyzed and 

systematically documented 443 71.5% 

f. Programmatic and operational decisions are made based on findings 

and learning 405 65.3% 

g. Recommendations are made for maintaining, adapting, or 

discontinuing an activity based on the program data and findings  423 68.2% 

h. Processes for tracking programmatic and operational actions are 

identified (e.g., updating MEL plans) 347 56.0% 

i. Other  
20 3.2% 

j. I don’t know/I’m not sure 
16 2.6% 

k. N/A   
10 1.6% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for responses ‘I did not participate in any processes’ and ‘N/A’ have been adjusted to reflect only the 

respondents that did not also choose other responses. 
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Frequency of implementation and tracking of recommendations (for respondents who selected g or h for Question 6)  

 

Percentage of respondents  who selected response options g and h for Question 6 who indicate frequency with which 

recommendations were made or processes were identified (Question 7)* 
 

Always Frequently Occasionally Rarely 

I don’t 

know/I’m not 

sure N/A Total 

g.  Recommendations are made for 

maintaining, adapting, or discontinuing an 

activity based on the program data and 

findings (N=422) 

47 (11.1%) 249 (59.0%) 96 (22.7%) 
10 

(2.4%) 
19 (4.5%) 

1 

(0.2%) 
422 

h.  Processes for tracking programmatic and 

operational actions are identified (e.g., 

updating MEL plans) (N=346) 

42 (12.1%) 189 (54.6%) 81 (23.4%) 8 (2.3%) 24 (6.9%) 
2 

(0.6%) 
346 

*Note: Only respondents who selected response options g and h for Question 6 were asked to respond to Question 7. 

 

 

Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Themes Respondents who selected “Other” indicated the following: 

Training/ support for 

partners/IPs 

OU level MEL activities entail support to field programs to conduct evaluations, assessments. Give expertise and advice to field teams on the 

eval cycle, including suggesting eval methods/approaches, drafting data collection tools, conduct analysis and repo 

Sometimes educational opportunities come out of these to fill gaps 

This was for providing training to the implementing partner. 

Review of qualitative 

data 

Very little quantitative data is used in these reviews.  Most data is descriptive or nonquantitative narrative which is not replicable in a formal 

sense. 

Largely, qualitative personal reflections from key informants 

Views of leadership, policy requirements 

site visits, and monitoring Implementing Partner's performance, and AOR/COR past experience, which is simply not enough 

Review of 

successes/challenges 

Success and challenges are analyzed but not in a systematic or well documented approach. 

bottlenecks to results are identified 
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Brainstorming for 

design of future/new 

activity 

These activities involved the design of a future activity 

brainstorming on new activities, discussion of performance, impact and results, etc., 

Budget decisions Decisions for Payments of Fixed Amount Award Milestone Achievements 

Kick off meeting for 

new awards 

The meetings I participated in with partners were Post Award Orientation meetings which were kickoff meetings for a new award, at the 

beginning of implementation. These meetings serve to review the award terms to ensure mutual understanding. 

Activity 

modification 

The Activities are managed with flexibility to be able to continuously adapt and evolve based on performance monitoring data, changes in 

context, beneficiary behavior/response to interventions and results achieved 

Multiple activities 
I checked a number of boxes but in reality, all of these take place to various extents and sometimes differ among team members. For example, I 

always try to read evaluations but I'm not sure others do. 

Other 

Mail exchanges about results of pauses/stocktaking are documented and stored as part the activities’ official filing 

I participated mainly in discussing environmental compliance expectations with the IPs and reviewed their reports to ensure environmental 

compliance requirements are properly implemented. I also reviewed the Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plans. 

site visits, and monitoring Implementing Partner's performance, and AOR/COR past experience, which is simply not enough 

cut and paste/modify from prior SOW and PD, lack of initiative to seek beneficiary feedback, seek evidence 

 

A. Analysis by Operating Unit 

Recategorized Question 6 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting ‘programmatic and operational decisions are made’ and/or ‘recommendations are made’ (options 

f, g) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=620) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=346) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=204) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=23) 

Programmatic and operational decisions are 

made' and/or 'Recommendations are made’  
493 (79.5%) 278 (80.3%) 168 (82.47%) 36 (76.6%) 11 47.8%) 
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B. Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Recategorized Question 6 Analysis by Mission Size 

Percentage of respondents selecting ‘programmatic and operational decisions are made’ and/or ‘recommendations are made’ (options 

f, g) 

Response  
Total # (%) 

Respondents (N=323) 

# (%) Large Missions 

(N=52) 

# (%) Medium 

Missions (N=69) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=202) 

Programmatic and operational decisions are 

made' and/or 'Recommendations are made’  
259 (80.2%) 41 (78.8%) 58 (84.1%) 160 (79.2%) 

 

C. Analysis by Respondent Role 

Recategorized Question 6 Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting ‘programmatic and operational decisions are made’ and/or ‘recommendations are made’ (options 

f, g) 

Response  

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=620) 

# (%) 

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=33) 

# (%) 

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=143) 

# (%) MEL; 

Data 

Analytics 

(N=181) 

# (%) 

Technical 

Sector 

(N=314) 

# (%) 

AOR/COR 

(N=264) 

# (%) 

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=85) 

# (%) 

Other 

(N=85) 

Programmatic and 

operational 

decisions are made' 

and/or 

'Recommendations 

are made’  

493 (79.5%) 28 (84.8%) 106 (74.1%) 141 (77.9%) 

 

279 (88.9%) 

 

 

230 (87.1%) 

 

55 (64.7%) 38 (73.1%) 
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 ASSESSMENT QUESTION 3: What are the Agency’s approaches to building staff 

capacity in evidence management and use? 

 

4.1 Training 
 

Survey Question 17 

In the last two years, which of these USAID-provided training or events (including in-person training or events, webinars, 

seminars, etc.) on evidence generation, management, or use have you attended? (Select all that apply)  

 

 Analysis by Operating Unit 

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=635) 
Response Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=353) 

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=209) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

USAID Evaluation Interest 

Group - hosted event 
101 (15.9%) 48; 13.6% 40; 19.1% 10; 22.7% 2; 7.7% 

CLA Moving the Needle or 

other event 
88 (13.9%) 42; 11.9% 31; 14.8% 11; 25% 3; 11.5% 

Webinar on evidence 

generation, management, or 

use 

204 (32.1%) 89; 25.2% 90; 43.1% 20; 45.5% 4; 15.4% 

Project or Activity Design and 

Implementation Classroom 

training 

138 (21.7%) 78; 22.1% 45; 21.5% 8; 18.2% 6; 23.1% 

Formal monitoring and 

evaluation course listed on 

USAID University 
103 (16.2%) 

58; 16.4% 37; 17.7% 5; 11.4% 2; 7.7% 

CLA online or classroom 

course 117 (18.4%) 
75; 21.2% 30; 14.4% 5; 11.4% 6; 23.1% 
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Data literacy training 84 (13.2%) 29; 8.2% 45; 21.5% 6; 13.6% 3; 11.5% 

Backstop or sector-specific 

workshop on evidence 

generation, management, or 

use 

129 (20.3%) 54; 15.3% 56; 26.8% 12; 27.3% 6; 23.1% 

Region-specific training or 

gathering on evidence 

generation, management, or 

use 

60 (9.4%) 30; 8.5% 16; 7.7% 11; 25% 2; 7.7% 

Other 35 (5.5%) 15; 4.2% 18; 8.6% 1; 2.3% 0; 0% 

None 180 (28.3%) 113; 32% 50; 23.9% 10; 22.7% 7; 26.9% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 

 
Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 17 'Other' 

Other specific 

seminars/trainings/pre

sentations 

PIVOT 

Strategic Religious Engagement Evidence Gathering and Summit 

BHA has held many of these types of events on our own. 

Presentation of research data studies 

Office specific trainings, including through OTI (various) and CVP (CSAid) 

OTI M&E 101 

USAID University course on human centered design 

Biodiversity Advisors Program 

Geospatial training through the USAID GeoCenter helps organize geographic content for design and evaluation. 

LAC PEER Gathering and Webinars 

Financing Self Reliance training that included evidence issues 

Other MEL/CLA 

training 

CLA Community of Practice seminars 

Mission-led M&E and CLA seminars and discussions 

The Agency has many MEL and Data focused working groups with regular learning sessions built into the standing agendas 

Tableau User Group meetings, CLA COP listserv communications and Q and A 

CAME at the Mission done by M&E/CLA Team from DC 

The focus group on CLA organized by an IP responsible for teaching USAID staff on CLA 
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Engagement with 

experts/staff 

Mission MEL staff meeting and trainings 

Formal meetings with M&E Specialist and implementing partners regarding activity specific evidence generation, management or use. 

Local Systems Community discussions/webinars 

Private Sector engagement 

on the job training by Mission MELP/CLA expert(s) 

Learning through 

work activities/ on the 

job learning 

Participated on a midterm evaluation 

new mechanisms for getting new partners for new evidence generating ideas / operational research 

Project/activity implementation review and Pause and Reflect Sessions conducted by our CLA project/activity 

Created 

MEL/evidence use 

training 

I design and manage some events of this sort (not just attend) 

helped create and facilitate a course offered thru USAID University on the Use of Scientific Research Evidence in USAID programming 

Creation of evidence guides within our team. 

PEPFAR trainings 
PEPFAR ICPI 

PEPFAR Data Analytic Trainings 

Independent reading Reading and requesting peer reviewed articles from the DCA 

Other 
Why are A&A 104 and other A&A courses not listed here? If evidence generation, management, and use are not part of our procurement 

processes and training, then we as an Agency are missing a large chunk of the point. 

 

 

 Analysis by Respondent Role  

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=635) 
Response Total # (%) 

Respondent

s (N=635) 

# (%)   

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=34) 

# (%)   

Program 

Office 

(N=148) 

# (%)   

MEL/Data 

Officers 

(N=183)  

# (%)   

Technical 

Officers 

(N=320) 

# (%)   

AOR/COR 

(N=266) 

# (%)   

Procureme

nt/Contrac

ting 

Officers 

(N=90) 

# (%)   

Others 

(N=55) 

USAID Evaluation Interest 

Group - hosted event 
101 (15.9%) 4 (11.8%) 32 (21.6%) 51 (27.9%) 42 (13.1%) 49 (18.4%)  6 (6.7%) 10 (18.2%) 

CLA Moving the Needle or 

other event 
88 (13.9%) 5 (14.7%) 27(18.2%) 38 (20.8%) 41 (12.8%) 36 (13.5%) 11 (12.2%) 6 (10.9%) 
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Webinar on evidence 

generation, management, or 

use 

204 (32.1%) 12 (35.3%) 55 (37.2%) 75 (41%) 110 (34.4%) 78 (29.3%) 14 (15.6%) 15 (27.3%) 

Project or Activity Design and 

Implementation Classroom 

training 

138 (21.7%) 4 (11.8%) 36 (24.3%) 41 (22.4%) 74 (23.1%) 66 (24.8%) 15 (16.7%) 7 (12.7%)  

Formal monitoring and 

evaluation course listed on 

USAID University 
103 (16.2%) 

2 (5.9%) 21 (14.2%) 45 (24.6%) 54 (16.9%) 55 (20.7%) 12 (13.3%) 7 (12.7%) 

CLA online or classroom 

course 117 (18.4%) 
7 (20.6%) 26 (17.6%) 36 (19.7%) 53 (16.6%) 48 (18%) 17 (18.9%) 6 (10.9%) 

Data literacy training 84 (13.2%) 4 (11.8%) 24 (16.2%) 45 (24.6%) 36 (11.3%) 28 (10.5%) 5 (5.6%) 11 (20%) 

Backstop or sector-specific 

workshop on evidence 

generation, management, or 

use 

129 (20.3%) 10 (29.4%) 20 (13.5%) 42 (23%) 83 (25.9%) 50 (18.8%) 13 (14.4%) 10 (18.2%) 

Region-specific training or 

gathering on evidence 

generation, management, or 

use 

60 (9.4%) 1 (2.9%) 15 (10.1%) 20 (10.9%) 39 (12.2%) 26 (9.8%) 5 (5.6%) 5 (9.1%) 

 Other 35 (5.5%) 1 (2.9%) 5 (3.4%) 15 (8.2%) 20 (6.3%) 17 (6.4%) 2 (2.2%) 6 (10.9%) 

None 180 (28.3%) 14 (41.2%) 42 (28.3%) 23 (12.6%) 76 (23.75%) 63 (23.6%) 32 (35.7%) 18 (32.7%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 
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 Analysis by Region  

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=635) 
Response Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(N=635) 
# (%) Africa 

Mission 

(N=117)   

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=90)   

# (%) 

Europe & 

Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45) 

# (%) Latin 

America & 

Caribbean 

Missions 

(N=78)  

# (%) 

Middle East 

Missions 

(N=21) 

 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ (N=283) 

 

USAID Evaluation Interest 

Group - hosted event 
101 (15.9%) 15 (12.8%) 13 (14.4%) 6 (13.3%) 11 (14.1%) 3 (14.3%) 52 (18.4%) 

CLA Moving the Needle or 

other event 
88 (13.9%) 12 (10.3%) 11 (12.2%) 4 (8.9%) 12 (15.4%) 3 (14.3%) 45 (15.9%) 

Webinar on evidence 

generation, management, or 

use 

204 (32.1%) 30 (25.6%) 18 (20.0%) 8 (17.8%) 28 (35.9%) 5 (23.8%) 114 (40.3%) 

Project or Activity Design and 

Implementation Classroom 

training 

138 (21.7%) 24 (20.5%) 23 (25.6%) 9 (20.0%) 19 (24.4%) 3 (14.3%) 59 (20.8%) 

Formal monitoring and 

evaluation course listed on 

USAID University 
103 (16.2%) 

19 (16.2%) 17 (18.9%) 7 (15.6%) 13 (16.7%) 2 (9.5%) 44 (15.5%) 

CLA online or classroom 

course 117 (18.4%) 
32 (27.4%) 18 (20.0%) 10 (22.2%) 14 (17.9%) 1 (4.8%) 41 (14.5%) 

Data literacy training 84 (13.2%) 8 (6.8%) 10 (11.1%) 2 (4.4%) 6 (7.7%) 2 (9.5%) 55 (19.4%) 

Backstop or sector-specific 

workshop on evidence 

generation, management, or 

use 

129 (20.3%) 19 (16.2%) 16 (17.8%) 3 (6.7%) 8 (10.3%) 7 (33.3%) 75 (26.5%) 

Region-specific training or 

gathering on evidence 

generation, management, or 

use 

60 (9.4%) 5 (4.3%) 11 (12.2%) 3 (6.7%) 4 (5.1%) 6 (28.6%) 30 (10.6%) 

Other 35 (5.5%) 1 (0.9%) 4 (4.4%) 2 (4.4%) 7 (9.0%) 1 (4.8%) 19 (6.7%) 

None 180 (28.3%) 46 (39.3%) 24 (26.7%) 17 (37.8%) 21 (26.9%) 6 (28.6%) 68 (24.0%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 
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Survey Question 18  

In the last two years, have you attended a training provided by a source external to the Agency (in-person, webinar, seminar, 

etc.) on evidence generation, management, or use?  This would include any event not included in USAID University. (Select all 

that apply)  

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=619) 

Response 
Number of 

Respondents 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Formal monitoring and evaluation training 47 7.6% 

Data literacy and analysis training 53 8.6% 

CLA training 44 7.1% 

Sector specific (e.g., health, education, etc.) training/workshop(s) 113 18.3% 

Other statistical/informatics training/learning session(s) 54 8.7% 

Industry conference or gathering (e.g., American Evaluation 

Association) 53 8.6% 

Seminar(s) on evidence generation, management, or use 44 7.1% 

Webinar(s) on evidence generation, management, or use 
119 19.2% 

None 304 49.1% 

Other 21 3.4% 

I don’t recall 58 9.4% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 
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Comparison of Internal vs External Training 

 
Percent of respondents selecting similar training activities internal to USAID (Question 17) and external to USAID (Question 18) 

Survey Question 17 Survey Question 18 

  Q17 (N=635) Q18 (N=619)   

e. Formal monitoring and evaluation course listed on 

USAID University 103 (16.2%) 47 (7.6%) a. Formal monitoring and evaluation training 

c. Webinar on evidence generation, management, or use 204 (32.1%) 119 (19.2%) 

h. Webinar(s) on evidence generation, 

management, or use 

g. Data literacy training 84 (13.2%) 53 (8.6%) b. Data literacy and analysis training 

f. CLA online or classroom course 117 (18.4%) 44 (7.1%) c. CLA training 

h. Backstop or sector-specific workshop on 
evidence generation, management, or use 129 (20.3%) 113 (18.3%) 

d. Sector specific (e.g., health, education, 
etc.) training/workshop(s) 

*Table compares responses for similar training events internal and external to USAID 

 

Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 18 'Other' 

Other specific 

seminars/trainings/presentations 

PIVOT 

Fundamentals of cost analysis 

Other USG Agency webinar (CDC) 

Master in Global Management 

Tableau trainings 

Massive Open Online Courses (MITx) 

Technical webinars mostly related to energy 

I attended a seminar at Harvard where tools to assess country economic structures, opportunities and challenges were shared 

Other MEL/CLA training 

started online evaluation course but unable to complete; time and incentive lacking 

Event related to presentation of data re. COVID impact 

Learning Blast session that shared monitoring experience of a USAID colleague 

Chartered Financial Analyst Program for Quantitative Methods for decision making 
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Not aware/ not able to attend 

external training 

we have made it almost impossible to attend outside conferences especially if they're not specifically tied to your present job; so, 

zero chance of getting unbiased input on CLA. 

Am not aware of many external training sources related to the above or other topics.  Would be good if HCTM provided this 

information with staff. 

Engagement with experts/staff 

Not training, but consensus building meeting with a leading M&E partner and other implementing partners to reach agreement on 

common indicators for monitoring and evaluation in family planning. 

Interagency meetings 

Learning through work 

activities/ on the job learning 
on the job training by Mission MELP/CLA expert(s) 

cocreation 

Other Comment same as above, almost all technical decisions are taken by the OU chief regardless of Technical input. there is an OU chief bias for 

technical input (knows everything attitude) that impairs judgement 

 

Recategorized Analysis for Question 18 

Percentage of respondents who selected ‘none’ (option i) vs. the percentage of those who selected one or more training or event 

(options a through h and j) 

 
Response   Number of Respondents Percentage of Respondents 

None 304  49.1% 

One or more training or 

event 

315 50.9% 
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 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=619) 
Response 

# (%)   

Total Respondents 

(N=619) 

# (%)   

Mission 

Respondents 

(N=351) 

# (%)   

Pillar Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=199) 

# (%)   

Regional Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=43) 

# (%)   

Central Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

Formal monitoring 

and evaluation 

training 

47 (7.6%) 25 (7.1%) 18 (9.0%) 3 (7.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Data literacy and 

analysis training 
53 (8.6%) 23 (6.6%) 25 (12.6%) 4 (9.3%) 0 (0.0%) 

CLA training 44 (7.1%) 33 (9.4%) 8 (4.0%) 2 (4.7%) 0 (0.0%) 

Sector specific (e.g., 

health, education, etc.) 

training/workshop(s) 

113 (18.3%) 49 (14.0%) 53 (26.6%) 8 (18.6%) 2 (7.7%) 

Other 

statistical/informatics 

training/learning 

session(s) 

54 (8.7%) 26 (7.4%) 21 (10.6%) 5 (11.6%) 1 (3.8%) 

Industry conference 

or gathering (e.g., 

American Evaluation 

Association) 

53 (8.6%) 17 (4.8%) 30 (15.1%) 5 (11.6%) 0 (0.0%) 

Seminar(s) on 

evidence generation, 

management, or use 

44 (7.1%) 24 (6.8%) 16 (8.0%) 2 (4.7%) 1 (3.8%) 

Webinar(s) on 

evidence generation, 

management, or use 

119 (19.2%) 46 (13.1%) 54 (27.1%) 14 (32.6%) 4 (15.4%) 

None 304 (49.1%) 191 (54.4%) 77 (38.7%) 20 (46.5%) 16 (61.5%) 

Other 21 (3.4%) 11 (3.1%) 8 (4.0%) 1 (2.3%) 0 (0.0%) 

I don’t recall 58 (9.4%) 34 (9.7%) 14 (7.0%) 5 (11.6%) 4 (15.4%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 
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 Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=619) 
Response # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(n=619) 

# (%)   

Mission Front 

Office (N=34) 

# (%)   

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=144) 

# (%)   

MEL/Data 

Officers 

(N=179) 

# (%)   

Technical 

Officers 

(N=308) 

# (%)   

AOR/COR 

(N=261) 

# (%)   

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=89) 

# (%)   

Others 

(N=54) 

Formal monitoring 

and evaluation 

training 

47 (7.6%) 3 (8.8%) 12 (8.3%) 23 (12.8%) 21 (6.8%) 17 (6.5%) 2 (2.2%)  5 (9.3%) 

Data literacy and 

analysis training 
53 (8.6%) 2 (5.9%) 10 (6.9%) 30 (16.8%) 28 (9.1%) 21 (8%) 5 (5.6%) 8 (14.8%) 

CLA training 44 (7.1%) 3 (8.8%) 11 (7.6%) 18 (10.1%)  25 (8.1%) 26 (10%) 5 (5.6%) 1 (1.9%) 

Sector specific (e.g., 

health, education, etc.) 

training/workshop(s) 

113 (18.3%) 4 (11.8%) 20 (13.9%) 27 (15.1%) 71 (23.1%) 50 (19.2%) 8 (9%) 12 (22.2%) 

Other 

statistical/informatics 

training/learning 

session(s) 

54 (8.7%) 1 (2.9%) 15 (10.4%)  34 (19%) 24 (7.8%) 19 (7.3%) 5 (5.6%) 6 (11.1%) 

Industry conference 

or gathering (e.g., 

American Evaluation 

Association) 

53 (8.6%) 1 (2.9%) 12 (8.3%) 24 (13.4%) 30 (9.7%) 17 (6.5%) 2 (2.2%) 7 (13%) 

Seminar(s) on 

evidence generation, 

management, or use 

44 (7.1%) 4 (11.8%) 12 (8.3%) 19 (10.6%) 23 (7.5%) 12 (4.6%) 3 (3.4%) 3 (5.6%) 

Webinar(s) on 

evidence generation, 

management, or use 

119 (19.2%) 6 (17.6%) 28 (19.4%) 49 (27.4%) 61 (19.8%) 41 (15.7%) 13 (14.6%) 10 (18.5%) 

None 304 (49.1%) 21 (61.8%) 74 (51.4%) 67 (37.4%) 130 (42.2%) 110 (42.1%) 55 (61.7%) 25 (46.3%) 

Other 21 (3.4%) 1 (2.9%) 6 (4.2%) 9 (5%) 12 (3.9%) 10 (3.8%) 4 (4.5%) 2 (3.7%) 

I don’t recall 58 (9.4%) 1 (2.9%) 10 (6.9%) 8 (4.5%) 33 (10.7%) 31 (11.9%) 9 (10.1%) 4 (7.4%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 
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Recategorized Analysis for Question 18 by Respondent Roles 

Percentage of respondents who selected ‘none’ (option i) vs. the percentage of those who selected one or more training or event 

(options a through h and j) 

 

Response   

# (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=619) 

# (%)   

Mission 

Front 

Office 

(N=34) 

# (%)   

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=144) 

# (%)   

MEL/Data 

Officers 

(N=179) 

# (%)   

Technical 

Officers 

(N=308) 

# (%)   

AOR/COR 

(N=261) 

# (%)   

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=89) 

# (%)   

Others 

(N=54) 

None 304 (49.1%) 21 (61.8%) 74 (51.4%) 67 (37.4%) 130 (42.2%) 110 (42.1%) 55 (61.7%) 25 (46.3%) 

One or more training or 

event 
315 (50.9%) 13 (38.2%) 70 (48.6%) 112 (62.7%) 178 (57.8%) 151 (57.9%) 34 (48.3%) 29 (53.7%) 

 

 

 Analysis by Region  

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=619) 
Response # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(n=619) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=116)  

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=89)   

# (%) Europe 

& Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45) 

# (%) Latin 

America & 

Caribbean 

Missions (N=78  

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21)  

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ  

 (N=269) 

Formal monitoring and 

evaluation training 
47 (7.6%) 9 (7.8%) 6 (6.7%) 3 (6.7%) 5 (6.4%) 2 (9.5%) 21 (7.8%) 

Data literacy and analysis 

training 
53 (8.6%) 8 (6.9%) 8 (9.0%) 1 (2.2%) 4 (5.1%) 1 (4.8%) 30 (11.2%) 

CLA training 44 (7.1%) 12 (10.3%) 12 (13.5%) 4 (8.9%) 5 (6.4%) 0 (0.0%) 10 (3.7%) 

Sector specific (e.g., health, 

education, etc.) 

training/workshop(s) 

113 (18.3%) 17 (14.7%) 11 (12.4%) 5 (11.1%) 11 (14.1%) 4 (19.0%) 64 (23.8%) 

Other 

statistical/informatics 

training/learning session(s) 

54 (8.7%) 11 (9.5%) 3 (3.4%) 2 (4.4%) 9 (11.5%) 1 (4.8%) 27 (10.0%) 

Industry conference or 

gathering (e.g., American 

Evaluation Association) 

53 (8.6%) 6 (5.2%) 6 (6.7%) 3 (6.7%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (9.5%) 35 (13.0%) 
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 Seminar(s) on evidence 

generation, management, 

or use 

44 (7.1%) 10 (8.6%) 6 (6.7%) 1 (2.2%) 6 (7.7%) 1 (4.8%) 19 (7.1%) 

Webinar(s) on evidence 

generation, management, 

or use 

119 (19.2%) 14 (12.1%) 10 (11.2%) 4 (8.9%) 15 (19.2%) 2 (9.5%) 73 (27.1%) 

None 304 (49.1%) 64 (55.2%) 48 (53.9%) 28 (62.2%) 38 (48.7%) 12 (57.1%) 113 (42.0%) 

Other 21 (3.4%) 1 (0.9%) 2 (2.2%) 2 (4.4%) 5 (6.4%) 1 (4.8%) 9 (3.3%) 

I don’t recall 58 (9.4%) 8 (6.9%) 9 (10.1%) 4 (8.9%) 11 (14.1%) 2 (9.5%) 23 (8.6%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that did not also choose other 

responses. 

 

Recategorized Analysis for Question 18 by Region 

Percentage of respondents who selected ‘none’ (option i) vs. the percentage of those who selected one or more training or event 

(options a through h and j) 

Response   

# (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(n=619) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=116) 

 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=89)   

# (%) Europe 

& Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45) 

# (%) Latin 

America & 

Caribbean 

Missions (N=78  

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21)  

 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ  

 (N=269) 

None 304 (49.1%) 64 (55.2%) 48 (53.9%) 28 (62.2%) 38 (48.7%) 12 (57.1%) 113 (42.0%) 

One or more training or 

event 
315 (50.9%) 

52 (44.8%) 41 (46.1%) 17 (37.8%) 40 (51.3%) 9 (42.9%) 156 (58.0%) 
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Survey Question 19 

Do you feel that the training activities and other resources provided by USAID are sufficient to help you meet the Agency’s 

requirements for evidence use?  

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=635) 
Response Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents 

Yes 219 34.5% 

No 215 33.9% 

I don't know/I'm not sure 184 29.0% 

N/A 17 2.7% 

Total  635 100% 

 

 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percent of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=635) 
Response 

# (%)   

Total Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%)   

Missions 

Respondents 

(N=353) 

# (%)   

Pillar Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=209) 

# (%)   

Regional Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%)   

Central Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=26) 

Yes 219 (34.5%) 134 (38.0%) 56 (26.8%) 22 (46.8%) 7 (26.9%) 

No 215 (33.9%) 122 (34.6%) 72 (34.4%) 10 (21.3%) 11 (42.3%) 

I don’t know/I’m 

not sure 
184 (29.0%) 89 (25.2%) 76 (36.4%) 14 (29.8%) 5 (19.2%) 

N/A 17 (2.7%) 8 (2.3%) 5 (2.4%) 1 (2.1%) 3 (11.5%) 

 

 

 Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percent of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=330) 
Response # (%)   

Total Respondents 

(N=330) 

# (%) Large Mission 

(N=52) 

# (%) Medium size 

Missions (N=72) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=206) 

Yes 124 (37.6%) 23 (44.2%) 24 (33.3%) 77 (37.4%) 

No 114 (34.5%) 16 (30.8%) 23 (31.9%) 75 (36.4%) 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 84 (25.5%) 10 (19.2%) 22 (30.6%) 52 (25.2%) 

N/A 8 (2.4%) 3 (5.8%) 3 (4.2%) 2 (1.0%) 
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 Analysis by Role 

Percent of respondents selecting each response option, by Role (N=635) 
Response # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%)   

Program 

Front Office 

(N=34) 

# (%)   

Program 

Office (N=148) 

# (%)   

MEL/Data 

Officers 

(N=183) 

# (%)   

Technical 

Officers 

(N=320) 

# (%)   

AOR/COR 

(N=266) 

# (%)   

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

Officers (N=90) 

# (%)   

Others 

(N=55) 

Yes 219 (34.5%) 15 (44.1%) 41 (27.7%) 48 (26.2%) 103 (32.2%) 95 (35.7%) 27 (30%) 16 (29.1%) 

No 215 (33.9%) 11 (32.4%)  64 (43.2%) 85 (46.4%) 109 (34.1%) 94 (35.3%) 33 (36.7%) 20 (36.4%) 

I don’t know/I’m 

not sure 
184 (29.0%)   8 (23.5%)  40 (27%) 48 (26.2%) 93 (29.1%) 73 (27.4%) 26 (28.9%) 18 (32.7%) 

N/A 17 (2.7%) 0 (0%) 3 (2%) 2 (1.1%) 10 (3.1%) 4 (1.5%) 4 (4.4%) (1.8%) 

 

 Analysis by Region  

Percent of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=635) 
Response # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=635) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=117)   

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=90)   

# (%) Europe 

& Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45)  

# (%) Latin 

America & 

Caribbean 

Missions (N=78)  

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21)  

 

# (%) Washington 

HQ  

(N=283) 

Yes 219 (34.5%) 42 (35.9%) 35 (38.9%) 19 (42.2%) 29 (37.2%) 8 (38.1%) 86 (30.4%) 

No 215 (33.9%) 42 (35.9%) 34 (37.8%) 13 (28.9%) 26 (33.3%) 6 (28.6%) 93 (32.9%) 

I don’t know/I’m not 

sure 
184 (29.0%)   29 (24.8%) 20 (22.2%) 12 (26.7%) 22 (28.2%) 6 (28.6%) 95 (33.6%) 

N/A 17 (2.7%) 4 (3.4%) 1 (1.1%) 1 (2.2%) 1 (1.3%) 1 (4.8%) 9 (3.2%) 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Survey Data Analysis Report   Page | 220 

Survey Question 20  

What are the gaps and/or weaknesses in capacity-building training on evidence generation, management, and use provided by 

USAID? (Select all that apply)  

 

Percent of respondents selecting each response option (N=399) 
Response Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents 

I am not aware of when/where trainings are offered 127 31.8% 

The training events are provided only infrequently 118 29.6% 

The training events are not adequately accessible to Mission staff 79 19.8% 

The content covered is not very relevant to my team or Operating Unit’s needs 81 20.3% 

The content does not adequately describe Agency requirements 37 9.3% 

The content describes evidence requirements, but does not specify how teams should operationalize 

such requirements 
149 37.3% 

Trainings are sometimes poorly executed 79 19.8% 

There is inadequate institutional support/incentive for attending such trainings 128 32.1% 

There is insufficient funding allocated for training and/or training-related travel in my Operating 

Unit 
74 18.5% 

Other 69 17.3% 

None – these trainings meet my needs 2 0.5% 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 53 13.3% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None – the trainings meet my needs’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that 

did not also choose other responses. 

 

Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 20 'Other' 

Trainings are too basic 

Trainings not tailored to differing skill sets 

Time duration and time of day of events; trainings often present overly basic steps then ask us to apply steps to a mission example but 

no feedback on how we applied to our mission example, would prefer real world complex example and what the experts did 

The trainings are too basic 

The baseline level of capacity among many Mission staff (FSNs in particular) is low and they should be required to improve their 

capacity on using high quality science/evidence. For USAID/W there is not enough training, esp. on advanced research 

Very few advanced training offered. 

they do not represent cutting edge information available / are not up to date compared with global norms 

Training is basic and focused on meeting USAID policy requirements. I would like to see training in advanced evaluation techniques for 

example. I would also like training on other analysis approaches such as political economy analysis, cost effectiveness. 
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Trainings do not clearly delineate differences in M&E evidence vs scientific research evidence. My OU is trying to address this gap but 

has no funding for it... 

There is a gap in the theoretical vs the reality in the field that needs to be addressed in terms of sample size and frequency. 

USAID trainings are taught to the lowest common denominator (need additional opportunities for specialized training) 

Not enough time to attend 

not enough time 

Finding the time is very difficult with competing work priorities 

Because of workload, staff may not have time to attend or implement 

Lack of time to participate in training given other work priorities 

Is difficult to schedule time for this type of training due to other ongoing activities 

not enough time to build this kind of training into my work I end up delegating it 

No time 

Insufficient time to dedicate to this IMPORTANT area. 

Staff are time poor. Despite the existence of these trainings, staff find it hard to carve out time to take them and then to implement what 

is learned. 

workload demands impede participation and support for participation depends on Mission leadership views and support. 

Lack of time to give adequate attention. 

Time constraint, competing priorities with ongoing works 

Lack of time for training that isn't required 

Staff time and other competing Agency demands 

timing of training, limited flexibility or ability to attend or participate in training, no time to share information from training 

Lack of time for training in light of many priorities. 

Need leadership 

support/resources to 

implement what was 

learned in training 

The training is only helpful if there is support and infrastructure (and funding) to implement recommendations. Leadership talks good 

talk but when it comes to resource allocation or acting upon evidence, they prefer to ignore it. 

Lack of flexibility to incorporate learning 

lack of needed software to analyze data 

USAID cannot train its way out of this.  The fundamental drivers will be Leadership's support and the incentives they set within USAID 

Good management of human resources that forms and supports teams with diverse labor/tasks is imperative. Doing the right thing based 

on evidence breaks down with substandard management that is too pervasive in the Agency. 

Lack of Executive Sponsor/senior leadership in mission Some are not even aware of the(need for) Evidence Act 

Training does not guarantee the operating unit will allow you to implement what you've learned 

The trainings are often not realistic to the realities in the field 

The training content is often inadequate and of poor quality. 



 

Survey Data Analysis Report   Page | 222 

Trainings not 

tailored/relevant to the 

field 

Trainings are needed for data for decision making.  This also needs to be clearly outlined in RFAs, etc. 

relevant trainings are fairly infrequent.  My team partnered with PPL could do more 

The content is too general for a specific sector. 

Training alone not 

sufficient; need TA/field-

based learning to support 

evidence use 

Use of evidence does not happen through trainings.  It is a lot of technical assistance and that requires funding which is very limited 

both for generation of evidence and use of evidence. 

Classroom based training is fine, but it only has approximately a 10% retention rate whereas field-based training's retention rate is much 

higher"(closer to 60% retention).  A good example of a field-based training is FFP's "Boot Camp. 

Documentation detailing what is acceptable, preferred and best practice for evidence is not readily available. 

It's important to conduct field monitoring trips. 

No support/incentives for 

attending trainings 

Probably the trainings are fine. But unless your Operating Unit requires the contents to be applied, teams often view this as extra to their 

day job something they will not be rewarded for putting in the extra effort for. 

My boss doesn't consider these trainings to be directly related to my work (though I do!) 

These trainings exist, but senior leaders rarely are allocated to time to attend them. Usually leadership courses etc. are prioritized at a 

management level. 

Trainers are sometimes not 

familiar with USAID or 

field context 

we use Agency insiders and "partners" for the training which makes it incestuous and disconnected from the academic research on the 

same topics. 

the problem come in many layers, most importantly is out of touch with reality on the ground, given by generic trainers, and tend to 

have a one shoe fits all approach Those trainings performed by seasoned former MDs those are Magic though! 

I have not been at evidence management training but based on past trainings, mostly the training is conducted by a third party who may 

not know well USAID internal; practices and procedures, and as a result should be less effective 

Need training on specific 

topics 

Need a training on use of mobile phone data collection, such as ODK 

Some topics of interest are not covered by USAID trainings, such as how to use Tableau, complexity award monitoring methods such as 

Most Significant Change, Systems Mapping and Network analysis, Political Economic Analysis, Outcome Mapping and Harvesting 

Trainings are disjointed 

The courses need to be organized in the context of the overall and wholistic evidence gathering and application needs of the program 

cycle 

Trainings do not link technical teams, program office teams, and A&A teams so each has their own understanding of the process which 

leads to conflict. 

Timing of trainings is 

inconvenient 

Live (even virtual) trainings are not conducted during field friendly times.  They seem only DC focused. 

online training provided at inconvenient times must get up at 1:00 AM to participate 

Training platform is not 

ideal Often tough to do through VTC. 

Training are not well 

organized 
Big gap in orienting staff on developing a training plan and USAID University is a nightmare to navigate needs to be organized much 

more by types of trainings, costs, etc. rather than long lists. I have gone to external sources. 

COVID-related limitations COVID19 restrictions have limited offerings 
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Hiring experts more 

effective than training up 
The Agency and Missions need to be able to hire staff with the requisite skill, knowledge, experience and credentials in evidence, 

evaluation and research.  We cannot create experts required with a couple one or two week trainings. 

Misconception that M&E 

trainings are for M&E staff 

only 

a) Usually AOR/CORs think M&E training are for M&E specialist only and they have poor skills and knowledge about it. b) M&E 

course are islands, and there is not a continuum for M&E and CLA giving the idea there is an overarching coverage. 

OTI trainings should be 

models 
I would separate out here Agency trainings and OTI trainings. Overall, I think OTI's trainings are extremely useful and lead to flexible 

data-driven programming. I think the Agency could benefit from adopting more of OTI's approach to programming. 

Not aware I am not aware of Trainings specific to evidence -based data gathering, analysis, CLA etc. 

Other Comment 

it is unclear how the agency supports the use of this in program design and those in charge of designing the programs sometimes need to 

advocate with UN and other governments to make this happen which is then out of our control 

Promotions/corridor reputation seem to favor officers who responded to emergencies or crises in certain ways.  The 'long game'/country-

led paths don't seem to be so favored when it comes down to making oneself popular for assignments/promotion. 

There is insufficient programs and pilots to test and implement such activities 

There is no incentive to using evidence in project design. It’s not a requirement to document the evidence base in design nor an 

evaluation criteria for responses to solicitations.  Ask staff where the evidence base is, and they won't be able to answer. 

 

 

 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=399) 
Response 

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(n=399) 

# (%) Mission 

Respondents 

(N=211)  

# (%) Pillar 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=148) 

# (%) Regional 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=24) 

# (%) Central 

Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=16) 

I am not aware of when/where trainings are 

offered 
127 (31.8%) 69; 32.7% 43; 29.1% 8; 33.3% 6; 37.5% 

The training events are provided only 

infrequently 
118 (29.6%) 65; 30.8% 42; 28.4% 7; 29.2% 3; 18.8% 

The training events are not adequately 

accessible to Mission staff 
79 (19.8%) 62; 29.4% 10; 6.8% 4; 16.7% 2; 12.5% 

The content covered is not very relevant to 

my team or Operating Unit’s needs 
81 (20.3%) 37; 17.5% 35; 23.6% 4; 16.7% 4; 25% 

The content does not adequately describe 

Agency requirements 
37 (9.3%) 13; 6.2% 17; 11.5% 3; 12.5% 3; 18.8% 

The content describes evidence 

requirements, but does not specify how 
149 (37.3%) 75; 35.5% 55; 37.2% 12; 50% 6; 37.5% 
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teams should operationalize such 

requirements 

Trainings are sometimes poorly executed 79 (19.8%) 40; 19% 32; 21.6% 4; 16.7% 2; 12.5% 

There is inadequate institutional 

support/incentive for attending such 

trainings 

128 (32.1%) 66; 31.3% 52; 35.1% 6; 25% 3; 18.8% 

There is insufficient funding allocated for 

training and/or training-related travel in my 

Operating Unit 

74 (18.5%) 49; 23.2% 21; 14.2% 2; 8.3% 1; 6.3% 

Other 69 (17.3%) 32; 15.2% 31; 20.9% 4; 16.7% 1; 6.3% 

None – these trainings meet my needs 2 (0.5%) 1; 0.5% 1; 0.7%  0; 0% 0; 0% 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 53 (13.3%) 22; 10.4% 23; 15.5% 4; 16.7% 3; 18.8% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None – the trainings meet my needs’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that 

did not also choose other responses. 

 

 Analysis by Respondent Role 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Respondent Role (N=399) 
Response 

Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(n=399) 

# (%)   

Mission 

Front Office 

(N=18) 

# (%)   

Program 

Office 

Processes 

(N=102)  

# (%)   

MEL/Data 

Analytics 

(N=129) 

# (%)   

Technical 

Officers 

(N=194) 

# (%)   

AOR/COR 

(N=166) 

# (%)   

Procurement/ 

Contracting 

(N=63) 

# (%)   

Others 

(N=41) 

I am not aware of when/where 

trainings are offered 
127 (31.8%) 3 (16.7%) 35 (34.3%) 34 (26.4%) 63 (32.5%) 58 (34.9%) 21 (33.3%) 9 (22%) 

The training events are provided only 

infrequently 
118 (29.6%) 8 (44.4%) 35 (34.3%) 45 (34.9%) 59 (30.4%) 52 (31.3%) 13 (20.6%) 14 (34.1%) 

The training events are not adequately 

accessible to Mission staff 
79 (19.8%) 4 (22.2%) 25 (24.5%) 27 (20.9%) 35 (18%) 27 (16.3%) 15 (23.8%) 11 (26.8%) 

The content covered is not very 

relevant to my team or Operating 

Unit’s needs 

81 (20.3%) 4 (22.2%) 19 (18.6%) 32 (24.8%) 42 (21.6%) 32 (19.3%) 12 (19%) 8 (19.5%) 

The content does not adequately 

describe Agency requirements 
37 (9.3%) 1 (5.6%) 9 (8.8%) 13 (10.1%) 13 (6.7%) 10 (6%) 6 (9.5%) 6 (14.6%) 

The content describes evidence 

requirements, but does not specify how 

teams should operationalize such 

requirements 

149 (37.3%) 4 (22.2%) 44 (43.1%) 60 (46.5%) 69 (35.6%) 62 (37.3%) 24 (38.1%) 16 (39%) 
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Trainings are sometimes poorly 

executed 
79 (19.8%) 4 (22.2%) 23 (22.5%) 34 (26.4%) 44 (22.7%) 30 (18.1%) 9 (14.3%)  13 (31.7%) 

There is inadequate institutional 

support/incentive for attending such 

trainings 

128 (32.1%) 4 (22.2%) 41 (40.2%) 52 (40.3%) 58 (29.9%) 48 (28.9%) 17 (27%) 21 (51.2%) 

There is insufficient funding allocated 

for training and/or training-related 

travel in my Operating Unit 

74 (18.5%) 3 (16.7%) 20 (19.6%) 31 (24%) 40 (20.6%) 29 (17.5%) 10 (15.9%) 9 (22%) 

Other 69 (17.3%) 2 (11.1%) 14 (13.7%) 27 (20.9%) 33 (17%) 30 (18.1%) 8 (12.7%) 10 (24.4%) 

None – these trainings meet my needs 2 (0.5%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 1 (0.8%) 2 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 53 (13.3%) 2 (11.1%) 11 (10.8%) 12 (9.3%) 28 (14.4%) 18 (10.8%) 10 (15.9%) 3 (7.3%) 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None – the trainings meet my needs’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that 

did not also choose other responses. 

 

 Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=399) 
Response Total # (%) 

Respondents 

(n=399) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=71)  

 

# (%) Asia 

Missions 

(N=54)  

 

# (%) Europe 

& Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=25)  

 

# (%) Latin 

America & 

Caribbean 

Missions (N=48)  

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=12)  

 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ  

(N=188) 

I am not aware of when/where 

trainings are offered 
127 (31.8%) 22 (31.0%) 20 (37.0%) 10 (40.0%) 16 (33.3%) 1 (8.3%) 57 (30.3%) 

The training events are provided 

only infrequently 
118 (29.6%) 24 (33.8%) 19 (35.2%) 3 (12.0%) 18 (37.5%) 1 (8.3%) 52 (27.7%) 

The training events are not 

adequately accessible to Mission staff 
79 (19.8%) 21 (29.6%) 19 (35.2%) 7 (28.0%) 13 (27.1%) 2 (16.7%) 16 (8.5%) 

The content covered is not very 

relevant to my team or Operating 

Unit’s needs 

81 (20.3%) 8 (11.3%) 16 (29.6%) 5 (20.0%) 5 (10.4%) 3 (25.0%) 43 (22.9%) 

 The content does not adequately 

describe Agency requirements 
37 (9.3%) 3 (4.2%) 7 (13.0%) 2 (8.0%)  (0.0%) 1 (8.3%) 23 (12.2%) 

The content describes evidence 

requirements, but does not specify 

how teams should operationalize 

such requirements 

149 (37.3%) 19 (26.8%) 22 (40.7%) 15 (60.0%) 13 (27.1%) 6 (50.0%) 73 (38.8%) 

Trainings are sometimes poorly 

executed 
79 (19.8%) 15 (21.1%) 12 (22.2%) 3 (12.0%) 6 (12.5%) 4 (33.3%) 38 (20.2%) 
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There is inadequate institutional 

support/incentive for attending such 

trainings 

128 (32.1%) 16 (22.5%) 23 (42.6%) 13 (52.0%) 11 (22.9%) 3 (25.0%) 61 (32.4%) 

There is insufficient funding 

allocated for training and/or 

training-related travel in my 

Operating Unit 

74 (18.5%) 18 (25.4%) 16 (29.6%) 6 (24.0%) 7 (14.6%) 2 (16.7%) 24 (12.8%) 

Other 69 (17.3%) 14 (19.7%) 6 (11.1%) 2 (8.0%) 8 (16.7%) 1 (8.3%) 36 (19.1%) 

None – these trainings meet my 

needs 
2 (0.5%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%)  (0.0%) 1 (2.1%)  (0.0%) 1 (0.5%) 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 53 (13.3%) 7 (9.9%) 2 (3.7%) 3 (12.0%) 6 (12.5%) 4 (33.3%) 30 (16.0%) 

 *The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None – the trainings meet my needs’ has been adjusted to reflect only the respondents that 

did not also choose other responses. 

 

4.2 Working Groups 
 

Survey Question 21  

Within your operating unit, is there a current active working group focused on evidence generation, management, and use?  

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=632) 
Response Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents 

Yes 378 59.8% 

No 120 19.0% 

I don't know/I'm not sure 122 19.3% 

N/A 12 1.9% 

Total  632 100% 
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 Analysis by Operating Unit 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Operating Unit (N=632) 
Response # (%)   

Total Respondents 

(n=632) 

# (%)   

Mission 

Respondents 

(N=351) 

# (%)   

Pillar Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=208) 

# (%)   

Regional Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=47) 

# (%)   

 Central Bureau 

Respondents 

(N=351) 

Yes 378 (59.8%) 204 (58.1%) 140 (67.3%) 28 (59.6%) 6 (23.1%) 

No 120 (19.0%) 85 (24.2%) 21 (10.1%) 9 (19.1%) 5 (19.2%) 

I don't know/I'm not sure 122 (19.3%) 60 (17.1%) 40 (19.2%) 7 (14.9%) 15 (57.7%) 

N/A 12 (1.9%) 2 (0.6%) 7 (3.4%) 3 (6.4%)  (0.0%) 

 

 Analysis by Mission Size as defined by each Mission’s net obligated financial data (budget size) for FY2019 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Mission Size (N=328) 
Response # (%)   

Total Respondents (N=328) 

# (%) Large Mission 

(N=51) 

# (%) Medium Missions 

(N=72) 

# (%) Small Missions 

(N=205) 

Yes 193 (58.8%) 31 (60.8%) 39 (54.2%) 123 (60.0%) 

No 80 (24.4%) 7 (13.7%) 17 (23.6%) 56 (27.3%) 

I don't know/I'm not sure 53 (16.2%) 13 (25.5%) 15 (20.8%) 25 (12.2%) 

N/A 2 (0.6%)  (0.0%) 1 (1.4%) 1 (0.5%) 

 

 

 Analysis by Region 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option, by Region (N=632) 
 Response # (%)   

Total 

Respondents 

(N=632) 

# (%) Africa 

Missions 

(N=116)   

# (%) Asia 

Missions (N=89)   

# (%) Europe 

& Eurasia 

Missions 

(N=45)  

 

# (%) Latin 

America & 

Caribbean 

Missions (N=78)  

# (%) Middle 

East Missions 

(N=21)  

 

# (%) 

Washington 

HQ  

(N=282) 

Yes 378 (59.8%) 69 (59.5%) 58 (65.2%) 17 (37.8%) 52 (66.7%) 8 (38.1%) 174 (61.7%) 

No 120 (19.0%) 20 (17.2%) 16 (18%)  21 (46.7%) 17 (21.8%) 10 (47.6%) 36 (12.8%) 

I don't know/I'm 

not sure 

122 (19.3%) 27 (23.3%) 15 (16.9%) 7 (15.6%) 8 (10.3%) 2 (9.5%) 62 (22%) 

N/A 12 (1.9%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.3%) 1 (4.8%) 10 (3.5%) 

 

  



 

Survey Data Analysis Report   Page | 228 

5.0 ASSESSMENT QUESTION 3a: Are there capacity building approaches being 

implemented which appear to be more effective than others? 

 

Survey Question 22 

What resources would you find helpful to support you or your team’s ability to generate, manage, and use evidence? (Select all 

that apply)   

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=635) 

Response 
Number of 

Respondents 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Additional Agency policies on evidence generation, management, and use 102 16.1% 

Simplified knowledge products (e.g., 1-2 page ‘how to’ notes, infographics, visualizations) 381 60.0% 

Additional support or stock language for procuring mechanisms to generate, manage, and 

use evidence 
211 33.2% 

Direct TA 164 25.8% 

Tools for managing evidence and for knowledge management 305 48.0% 

Tools for facilitating evidence use 296 46.6% 

Better access to evidence (e.g., journal access, sector summaries of evidence, What Works 

Clearinghouses) 
261 41.1% 

Tools to assess the quality of analytical methodologies and data collection 198 31.2% 

Tools to assess the quality of performance monitoring indicators 187 29.4% 

Additional budget for MEL activities 223 35.1% 

Other 88 13.9% 

None – I do not need any additional capacity-building resources 13 2.0% 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 39 6.1% 

*The number of responses recorded in the table above for response ‘None – I do not need any additional capacity-building resources’ has been adjusted to reflect 

only the respondents that did not also choose other responses. 
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Survey Question 23  

What activities or support for evidence management and use do you find effective for building USAID staff capacity? These 

may be methods that you have used, witnessed others using, or anticipate would be helpful to you or your Operating Unit. 

(Select all that apply)  

 

Percentage of respondents selecting each response option (N=635) 

Response 
Number of Respondents Percent of 

Respondents 

Agency policies, directives, and guidance for evidence management and use 216 34.0% 

Supportive Senior Management who stress the importance of building staff capacity 375 59.1% 

Collaboration across Agency Operating Units (Missions, Bureaus, Independent offices) 285 44.9% 

Collaboration across sectors and crosscutting themes (such as gender, youth, HICD, etc.) 240 37.8% 

Collaboration with implementing partners 338 53.2% 

Collaboration with MEL contractors 260 40.9% 

Collaboration with internal staff with MEL capacity/peer-to-peer learning 331 52.1% 

Clinic-style activities where participants work on a real-life issue, they have 246 38.7% 

Professional and targeted technical training (including MEL trainings) 330 52.0% 

Communities of practice, working groups 252 39.7% 

Listservs and newsletters 111 17.5% 

Webinars, seminars 264 41.6% 

Virtual and in-person presentations 261 41.1% 

Relevant online materials (such as simple 1-2 page ‘how-to’ notes) and short interactive 

training sessions 
303 47.7% 

Other 29 4.6% 

I don’t know/I’m not sure 44 6.9% 

 

Open Ended Responses for “Other” 

Theme Data entered for Question 23 'Other' 

Improved collaboration 

Field visits among countries, sectors, bureaus, etc. 

a focus on promoting staff to generate and manage evidence.  Also, require implementing orgs to include USAID staff on studies as 

authors, always. 

culture of including beneficiaries in all aspects; security to allow more field trips and allow more guests to Embassy 

Cross-mission exchange of FSN staff for activity design and monitoring would be an excellent idea. It will give exposure to 

different working environment and also helps to provide/get inputs from outsiders. 



 

Survey Data Analysis Report   Page | 230 

true CLA approach across the agency where people will share experience rather than control access to it, and where meetings will 

be meetings not a fighting arena where people speak in a loud voice across the table to make their cases. 

Collaboration with CDC and other sister agencies 

Incentives/ Accountability for 

team members 

Better planning for procurements. Including Sr. leadership emphasizing looking forward beyond the current FY. 

Incentives and quality checks to ensure that evidence is adequately informing activities and procurement decisions 

The listed mechanisms only improve individual capacity but do not improve evidence generation and use because system does not 

provide incentives. 

supervisors must hold their staff accountable. otherwise, nothing is on time and nothing of quality is produced 

Increased budget/staff 

You need to have sufficient numbers of AORs to be able to create space/time for them to dedicate to these topics. 

More staff, bandwidth is the limitation. 

Resources both personnel and financial are needed to take on these tasks. With limited budgets and staff there are too many 

competing tasks for staff, and it is overwhelming and demoralizing. Additional policies and training will not overcome that barrier. 

Focused training 

Training on skills on where to look for and how to use qualitative and quantitative information in systematic way to support 

designs, modifications in approaches, decision-making, evaluations, etc. 

Expand training to beyond the training offered by Agency.  Training especially for M&E should be not just be limited to training 

offered by USAID 

cover costs for staff to get online or hybrid Master's degrees; peer mentoring with MEL specialists 

Practical training and examples 

Regularly promote practical examples of evidence impacting programming. 

Field based training on proper monitoring techniques. 

Practical examples 

Improved access to data/ tools 

better access to the evidence!! e.g., online repositories that are use friendly and functional (DEC is clunky and hard to find 

information; no experience with new system being piloted) 

Templates, guidelines, and samples 

Better trained staff 
We need more staff with the requisite expertise who are free to do this work (e.g., don't have too many competing priorities) and the 

support of leadership (e.g., demand to use evidence and budget to support it) 

Leadership support senior leadership encouragement and support and prioritization of this 

Learn from private sector KPIs Professional conference and meetings particularly academic.  Would be nice to have some of the private sector KPI approach in 

USAID 

Other  

The only thing I have seen work, is pivot style long term communities of learning by doing, not a quick clinic. 

Again, MEL is only one part of the process. 

All of those options would be helpful. 

be sure evidence captured is applied 
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 Additional Comments Shared 

Survey Question 24 

Please use this space below to add any additional thoughts or comments about evidence generation, management, and use 

within the Agency 

Theme Short answers  

Staffing & 

resources 

One needs the education and research background prior to being hired. 

OU need more dedicated staff that can do MEL as subject area experts in this field and work across all the technical units. 

Staff workload really affects the ability for serious inquiries into reviewing and using data meaningfully 

The field simply doesn't have the staffing to develop and carry out evidence-based approaches on its own. This is one area where Washington 

based technical support can be vital. 

The Agency supports a wealth of forums and diverse opportunities to ensure we are attempting to integrate evidence; limiting factors to uptake for 

those we support are coordination time and resources (including funding for MEL)). 

We should have Learning Advisors in each mission (consider a backstop) and Learning Contracts should be the norm.  LAs and LCs should 

include org development in their scopes.  KM is a huge gap, too. 

Lack of time is a big issue.  This requires time to read, analyze and make conclusions. 

I would like more time to think about how to incorporate evidence in current project cycle, we have to use the midterm evaluation results to 

inform the new design, in order to avoid a gap in programming. Also just the hard work of thinking 

We as a CLA community inclusive of MEL have significant technical expertise and work to share across our technical sectors 

We need a tiger team to visit each mission to drill this into folks and also the agency needs to make sure that all Program Offices are staffed and 

equipped to lead this at the Mission level. 

These questions are pie in the sky if you consider the evidence needs across the variety of programs we manage at USAID.  Each team needs the 

encouragement, resources and time to invest in evaluations and we will be able to move the needle on this. 

It does not take a lot of effort to convince staff of the importance of evidence management.  Often times, the problem is prioritizing the time to 

carry it out with rigor. 

The Agency should hire a MEL backstop explicitly, as a standalone, FSO hiring backstop; and each technical team overseas for large missions 

should have one and/or program office have at least 12 dedicated FSOs to support MEL within mission and mentor staff. 

We are pushed so hard with such poor treatment. We are pushed, pushed and pushed with demands for information to get results and threats. We 

are worked like dogs.  How are we supposed to pause and reflect when we are being pushed so hard all the time 

Resources both personnel and financial are needed to take on these tasks. With limited budgets and staff there are too many competing tasks for 

staff, and it is overwhelming and demoralizing. Additional policies and training will not overcome that barrier. 

The Agency constantly legislates new responsibilities for staff and when new responsibilities and/or expectations are given to staff, the Agency 

never says: "To enable you to focus on this new task/responsibility, we ask you to stop doing X." 

Need more resources and reasonable expectations around timelines. 
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From my perch, there is glut of information and opportunities.  I have neither the time nor the bandwidth for additional capacities. 

Hiring MEL and CLA specialist staff furthers a notion among technical teams that MEL and CLA are not their responsibility. Having a non 

AOR/COR give advice on how to do MEL or CLA in an activity is not really very helpful. 

Active communication between the Program Offices, Technical Offices and Contracting Officers on how to legally adapt programs based on 

results of MEL activities. 

Internal 

processes 

I would advise against additional unfunded policy requirements related to evidence use.  We already have so many unfunded requirements in the 

Program Cycle. 

Cross cutting programming should not be limited to gender youth, but also to put down stove pipe between main technical sectors like Health, 

education, EG, Environment. DDI is a first administrative step next should be MEL and programmatic approach 

Too much information about how the USAID is changing and "evolving" to become a better agency. Way to politics and new administrators 

trying to make their mark. We are way to process driven with data and information being sent to us like a firehose. 

It will take time for technical AORs to develop M&E competency. So I recommend all activity MEL plans to be reviewed by MEL experts in 

addition to AOR/CORs 

evidence generation and use requires a mental model change to move from being responsibility of the MEL expert to everyone, from seeing it as 

burden and judgement to opportunity to learn and do things differently. A culture of information & accountability 

It would be helpful if each Office in the Bureau of Global Health had an officewide theory of change and learning agenda to guide evidence 

generation efforts across all divisions that link with the J2SR learning agenda and office roadmap. 

There is a serious deficit in Agency design processes. Because of poor planning designs are rushed, with no data included. The Agency should 

institute HARD requirements that design teams must meet to ensure better quality. 

I suggest that evaluations are mandatory and that those are monitored by Washington. 

There has been no real standards, support for, or emphasis on evidence-based management for the USAID communications function 

Annual pause and reflection events of USAID project activities in the presence of USAID, host country government, implementing agency, and 

beneficiary groups would be a good idea. 

It has always been a pet peeve of mine that when the technical offices are designing projects, they just want to get it done based on what they have 

done in the past  they do not document in the background section the evidence that they have found. 

Please provide adaptable best practice boilerplate language and requirements. Ex. if a project (not activity) has a budget of $100M or more and 2 

or more partners, then requiring a backbone CLA mechanism across partners in a zone & the budget for it. 

Evidence based decision making stems mainly from Technical units. if they are not effectively empowered to make the right decisions is key to 

the solidity of the whole edifice (the feedback loops). The limitation of the number of characters limits feed b 

We should work off of one management online information platform with access across all OUs and datasets (like OTI, e.g.). Aside from 

networking elbow grease, missions are essentially isolated. We are not generating knowledge or learning corporately. 

Evidence gaps 

I would like to make an evidence analysis on how poverty has increased/reduced in the last 20 years as a result of the international cooperation 

Most evidence generation is proforma and often of mediocre quality, there is little incentive to generate rigorous evidence or peer reviewed 

research. Earmarks, funding timelines and recession have made it difficult to design programs based on evidence 
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evidence generation needs Quality Control measures and standards for collection; evidence management (and use):  need online tools that make 

the evidence accessible to staff across the agency; Evidence use needs senior leadership buy in/culture change 

To use data for adapting programming, we often need information that is very specific to the program that we are implementing. That information 

is not necessarily able to be rolled up into the higher level message of impact across the world. 

Evidence gaps tend to be in issues that are harder to measure, meaning that incentives and funding need to be available in order to ensure 

sufficient focus on those areas. It's also a technical specialty, so TA and direct collaboration is really helpful 

For any topic/issue I can find "evidence" supporting multiple approaches. There is little solid evidence for most of what we do and most of the 

evidence we generate is to support our continued activity, thus it's somewhat corrupted. 

We should be doing more to work with and through local systems for data and evidence generation, management & learning. 

The discussion of what works globally or regionally is only sometimes applicable to what works in any given country and context, with dramatic 

differences within countries.  It would be helpful to have region/sector historical evidence compilations. 

In the mission we are in a process of improving, resourcing, learning and adapting the generation, management, and use of evidence 

Incentivize 

evidence use 

Evidence use needs to be incentivized at every level, in FSO ratings, required in project designs, Evaluation Criteria for solicitations. is a big 

agency and our webtools should facilitate rating evidence that's produced vs showing off varying quality levels. 

We need to invest more resources in R&D, including rapid experimental testing, to advance global evidence base. Managers should be 

incentivized by leadership to work closer with local entities and with partners on developing evidence-based programming. 

incentives and accountability needs to start with leadership 

USAID should increase focus on generating evidence with support and rubrics for staff publishing results of programs they design and/or manage 

There should be institutional incentives for using good evidence within USAID and many of our staff need the skills for selecting and analyzing 

different types of evidence 

you will know we value evidence when we start promoting people for doing their jobs well and not just engaging in the next new initiative. 

Additional staff and budget are needed to take this seriously. Need to be incentivized to accept and change things that are not supported by 

evidence. Need sector/technical area research experts. 

Are the management incentives aligned to enable frontline officers the space to program and manage funds based on evidence? 

Please do not add more requirements/guidance for use of evidence. I believe most USAID staff, as development professionals, want programming 

decisions to be based on evidence. They just need the incentives, esp. time, to allow for that. 

From my perspective, a mission wide working group should be formed for evidence generation and management. 

Procurement 

mechanisms/ 

Activity Plans 

In my opinion the biggest challenge is that flexibility to adapt activities based on gathered evidence is not sufficiently built into activity plans and 

of course IPs (and everyone) have a status quo bias 

It is an important issue, but it needs to be pedagogically presented to nonexperts to be able to make the best use of data. It also needs flexible 

instruments that permit pivoting and adapting without generating delaying processes and include budget 

As a contracting officer, I feel MEL needs to be elevated in the proposal evaluation process.  It is normally an afterthought in the procurement 

process, and I think we are missing an opportunity to use it to have more effective performance based Ks & CAs 
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Agency needs a restructure of their technical teams in their missions, make contracting mechanisms more flexible and create the right incentives 

among staff to use evidence to align their activities to a changing/complex development environment 

We need to have thresholds to investment and use evidence from third parties (think 3ie). Design teams show evidence, but they don't 

comparisons. The evidence is selective. I want to start competitive designs, showing good, better, best. 

Cameroon is a limited presence country and we still need support to put in place a Mission MEL team across USAID Sections for evidence 

generation, management, and use. 

Leadership 

Encourage Mission leadership to dedicate more time for internal analysis and learning. With so many urging priorities, learning, analysis and even 

reading sometimes turn to be at the bottom of priorities. 

The question isn't if we have the capacity to use evidence, it should be if leadership actually uses evidence. I don't think I've ever seen a budget 

actually based on evidence of development needs and successes. It's just a random political decision. 

Evidence Governance framework is solid at the top of the Agency but fails in my mission due to lack of Senior level Executive Sponsorship. 

Many are aware but consider evidence-based programming NOT a priority for day to day mission priorities. 

We have a good Agency model in place, good in theory. It is not necessarily implemented everywhere. M&E/CLA often not the focus of senior 

leadership and managers. Capacity is certainly a necessary condition, but not sufficient. Leadership is. 

Capacity 

building 

Mandatory evidence and data use trainings 

Trainings and materials in the languages of the countries where USAID works would be helpful; would help build local capacity and ownership of 

evidence generation and use 

Combatting Agency innumeracy has to start with an Administrator insisting on data driven decision making.  The human capacity within the 

technical staff of the Agency is there.  But think about the SES trainings there a single module on data use? 

There is need to develop and roll out systemic training for all those who are new in the agency (within 1-3 years). Thanks for the opportunity to 

participate in this survey. 

Invest in more and wider resources to broaden USAID University training resources. Expand the scope of training sessions especially for 

programmatic evidence. 

CLA should be given importance and the Contracting Office should also know of it it's value. There should be more collaboration with other 

development partners, but it seems that they also do not want to collaborate since they are also jealous of USAID. 

Knowledge 

Management 

Would really like to have a USAID approved app for site visits and monitoring data and/or prompts for evaluation conversations with partners 

Improve/facilitate access to peer reviewed journals 

shockingly the agency doesn't seem to have the most basic data management tools such as a clear written definition for 'beneficiary' or other 

common data points. 

Better curated documentation of evidence with easy access functionality. 

I would note that what individuals in my OU think of when they hear "evidence" varies widely! 

I think senior staff at HQ and the Mission greatly appreciate evidence management and use but may be overwhelmed with other issues to devote 

much time to overseeing such usage and management.  Not time to do these core functions. 

Collaboration Cross regional collaboration 
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Collaboration with other donor organizations in the region 

I think one of the biggest challenges around evidence is that the evidence we generate is incomplete or uncertain, both in content and timeframes. 

For example, determining causation beyond just correlation is really difficult. 

general support 

for evidence 

In general I have found USAID to be more concerned about evidence based decision making than other organizations. 

It’s a vital element to achieving actual outcomes in health it’s the driver of our work 

USAID is doing better in this area than when I entered 13 years ago, but it is frustrating to receive consultants from Washington HQ who use poor 

methodology (talking heads) to conduct Gender, Conflict and Youth assessments for CDCSs. 

Poor use of 

evidence 

The challenge nowadays seem to be how to apply the evidence.  We collected it but pausing and adapting is not easy, and I hardly see it. 

Lots of evidence sit on shelves and in computers and not used until they become irrelevant. 

The main challenge for evidence use continues to be inflexible procurement mechanisms.  Mechanisms were not designed to adapt without 

substantial and often prohibitively time consuming additional work. 

Best practices 

In my years in development, I think OTI's approach to MEL is the most effective. I would recommend that the rest of the Agency consider moving 

away from some of the current processes and consider more flexible, adaptive, and data driven approaches. 

In my previous mission (Colombia) we had a lot fun and learned a lot from a mission wide 'Fail Fest" 

The times I have seen it used well. It had Mission Management support and personnel capable of developing data 

HQ support 
It seems we create too much and often conflicting material and it's generic, vague and very policy oriented and not very practical. Most of the 

beneficial support or resources I have had are very hands on and practical and then I need time to contextualize 

Humans hardly act without leadership, constant messages, and incentives. The gain from using evidence must be showcased 

Other 

Call me about Pivot Amy Lovejoy 

Sorry, but believe that all approaches are helpful with regard to Q22 ... different strokes for different folks, is my modo. 

More attention is needed to navigating challenging political economies and the competition for ideas.  Often, it's not about knowing what to do, 

it's figuring out how to navigate the local system to accomplish what you want. 

Failure to use high quality science/evidence to drive program effectiveness predate the Trump administration. Confirmation bias and self-

protection tends to take precedence. Messaging/M&E based on low quality evidence is often dominant. 

 

 

 

 


