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DAC Guidelines and Reference Series
QUALITY STANDARDS FOR DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION

The DAC Quality Standards for Development Evaluation provide a guide to good practice in develop-
ment evaluation. They are intended to improve the quality of evaluation processes and products and
to facilitate collaboration. Built through international consensus, the Standards outline the key quality
dimensions for each phase of a typical evaluation process: defining purpose, planning, designing,
implementing, reporting, and learning from and using evaluation results. The Standards begin with
some overall considerations to keep in mind throughout the evaluation process. An annex provides
references to related OECD DAC development evaluation publications. For more information on this

publication and the work of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation, visit www.oecd.org/aac/
gvaluation.

Lignes directrices et ouvrages de référence du CAD
NORMES DE QUALITE POUR LEVALUATION DU DEVELOPPEMENT

Les Normes de qualité pour I'évaluation du développement se veulent un guide de bonnes pratiques
pour I'évaluation dans le domaine du développement. Elles ont pour but d’améliorer la qualité des
processus d’évaluation du développement et des produits qui en découlent ainsi que de faciliter la
collaboration. Fruit d’un consensus international, elles détaillent les éléments clés qui font la qualité
de chacune des phases d’un processus type d’évaluation, a savoir la définition de la finalité de I'éva-
luation, la planification et la conception de cette derniere, sa mise en oeuvre et la présentation de
ses résultats, et enfin 'examen des legons a tirer et I'utilisation de ces résultats. Louvrage s’ouvre
sur quelques considérations générales qu'il convient de garder présentes a I'esprit tout au long du
processus d’évaluation. Une annexe renvoie a d'autres publications de 'OCDE CAD en rapport avec
I'évaluation du développement.
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FOREWORD

The Quality Standards for Development Evaluation outline core internationally-agreed prin-
ciples for evaluation. The standards have been translated into numerous languages and are
a key reference for evaluating development policies and programmes around the world.
The United Arab Emirates (UAE) Office for the Coordination of Foreign Aid (OCFA), the Afri-
can Development Bank, the Islamic Development Bank, and the Evaluation Network of the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) acknowledged the need for an Arabic translation to make the reference
available and contribute to strengthening evaluation. The Arabic language is recognised as an
important language in the field of development co-operation. Arabic is one of the official lan-
guages used in the United Nations, and is widely used by development organisations, govern-
ments and institutions in the Arab world.

Through a collaborative agreement between the four institutions, this Arabic translation was
completed. We would like to thank all our participating partners for contributing to this great
achievement. It is hoped that the standards will become an important reference for Arab devel-
opment institutions, Arabic-speaking countries and other international partners.

L &\_ Sultan Mohamed Al SHAMSI
= Executive Director
United Arab Emirates Office for the Coordination of Foreign Aid
[/

——j——_ﬂf-,g?’ Mohameden Mohamed SIDIYA
B - Director, Group Operations Evaluation Department
Islamic Development Bank

}— Franck PERRAULT
Acting Director, Operations Evaluation Department
African Development Bank

Nick YORK
Nol# Chair, Network on Development Evaluation Development Assistance Committee
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development



UAE OFFICE FOR THE CO-ORDINATION OF FOREIGN AID (OCFA)

Since its formation in 1971, the United Arab Emirates (UAE) has been providing generous foreign aid. In order to
strengthen this effort, the UAE government decided to establish a federal entity to coordinate and document its
foreign aid. In August 2008 the Cabinet of the UAE Federal Government issued a decree (36), establishing the UAE
Office for the Coordination of Foreign aid (OCFA).

OCFA’s President is H. H Sheikh Hamdan Bin Zayed Al Nahyan Ruler’s Representative in the Western Region of Abu
Dhabi. OCFA’s vision is for the UAE to be internationally recognised as one of the world’s top donors to humani-
tarian response and sustainable development. Its mission and objectives are to document UAE foreign aid flows,
provide information, expert advice, training and capacity building for UAE nationals, so as ensure that the UAE’s
humanitarian and development assistance is as effective as possible, and raise the profile of the UAE as a foreign
aid donor.

OCFA documents governmental and non-governmental aid through its annual reports on UAE Foreign Aid, and by
recording relevant data with the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the United
Nations. OCFA supports a coordinated approach to the UAE’s response to humanitarian emergencies, including
by timely publication of early warning, situation analyses and operational reports; it promotes capacity-building of
personnel working in the UAE’s donor organisations by offering a range of training opportunities, bringing on rel-
evant topics. In partnership with the UAE donor organisations and relevant international organisations, OCFA also
develops standards and guidelines that help to provide benchmarks for quality in program implementation. OCFA
publishes a monthly newsletter, Musa’adat, regular bulletins recording the response of UAE donors to humanitarian
crises, and takes part in international consultations on issues relating to development cooperation and humanitar-
ian assistance. Website: www.ocfa.gov.ae

ISLAMIC DEVELOPMENT BANK (ISDB)

The Islamic Development Bank is an international financial organisation established pursuant to the statement of
intention issued by the Conference of Ministers of Finance of the Islamic countries, held in Jeddah in December
1973. The inaugural meeting of the Board of Governors took place in July 1975. The Bank became operational on
20 October 1975.

The number of State Members of the Islamic Development Bank is currently 56 countries, from four continents and
different regions. The objective of the Bank is to foster the economic development and social progress of member
countries and Muslim communities in non-member countries, whether individually or jointly, in accordance with
Islamic Shari’ah principles. The Bank’s mission is to enhance and improve comprehensive human development,
with a focus on priority fields that contribute to poverty alleviation, improve the health of the population, enhance
the quality of education and improve governance and welfare of people.

The Islamic Development Bank group consists of five entities: Islamic Development Bank, the Islamic Research and
Training Institute (IRTI), the Islamic Corporation for Development of the Private Sector (ICD), the Islamic Corporation
for Insurance of Investment and Export Credit (ICIEC), and the Islamic Trade Finance Corporation (ITFC). The bank’s
headquarters are located in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, with four regional offices In Rabat (Morocco), Kuala Lumpur
(Malaysia), Almaty (Republic of Kazakhstan) and Dakar (Senegal).

The Group Operations Evaluation Department is an independent and specialised entity with the lead responsibil-
ity to plan, design and conduct the evaluation of the operations funded by IDB Group in line with internationally
recognized evaluation principles and Good Practice Standards (GPS). The primary objective of Group Operations
Evaluation (GOE) Department is to conduct project, sector, thematic, process, program, and country assistance
evaluations, covering the activities of the IDB Group. GOE Department strives to promote accountability, integrity,
transparency and knowledge-sharing, and learning. Evaluations conducted by the department provide sound as-
sessment of the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, output, outcome and impact of the IDB Group’s interventions
and sustainability of the development results achieved. Website: www.isdb.org



AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK (AFDB)

The AfDB is a multilateral development bank whose shareholders comprise 53 regional member countries and
24 non-African countries. It was established in 1964 and officially began operations in 1967. The Bank Group’s
primary objective is to contribute to the sustainable economic development and social progress of its regional
members, individually and jointly. This objective is met by financing a broad range of development projects and
programs through: (i) public sector loans (including policy-based loans), private sector loans, and equity invest-
ments; (ii) providing technical assistance for institutional support projects and programs; (iii) public and private
capital investment; (iv) assistance in coordinating Regional Member Countries development policies and plans; and
(v) emergency assistance grant. The Bank’s priorities are national and multinational projects and programs that
promote regional economic cooperation and integration. The Bank’s headquarters are in Abidjan, Cote d’Ivoire.
However, as a result of political instability in the country, the AfDB Board of Governors in 2003 decided to move the
Bank to the current Temporary Relocation Agency in Tunis, Tunisia.

The Operations Evaluation Department (OPEV) was created in 1987 in order to provide an objective assessment of
the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and impact of the Bank’s strategies, policies and operations. The Depart-
ment follows widely accepted guiding principles for evaluation of development effectiveness—namely, independ-
ence, usefulness, credibility, and transparency. It evaluates completed projects and undertakes sector policy re-
views, country assistance evaluations, business process reviews, and other studies relevant to the Bank’s policies,
operations and results. In addition, OPEV is tasked with oversight of the overall evaluation system within the Bank,
communication of internal and external evaluation findings and lessons, and promotion of evaluation capacity
development. OPEV’s evaluation reports are submitted to the Board’s Committee on Development Effectiveness
together with a formal response by management. OPEV evaluation reports are publicly available through the
Bank’s website: www.afdb.org/opev

ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT (OECD)
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE COMMITTEE (DAC) NETWORK ON DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION

The OECD is a unique forum where the governments of 34 democracies work together to address the economic,
social and environmental challenges of globalisation. The OECD is also at the forefront of efforts to understand and
to help governments respond to new developments and concerns, such as corporate governance, the information
economy and the challenges of an ageing population. The Organisation provides a setting where governments can
compare policy experiences, seek answers to common problems, identify good practice and work to co-ordinate
domestic and international policies.

The Network on Development Evaluation is a subsidiary body of the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee
(DAC). The network helps make development programmes more effective by supporting robust, informed and
independent evaluation. The Network is a unique body, bringing together evaluation specialists from 32 bilateral
donors and seven multilateral development agencies. Website: www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation



EVALUATION IN AN EVOLVING DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

quality evaluation should provide credible and useful evidence to strengthen

accountability for development results or contribute to learning processes, or both.

These Standards aim to improve quality and ultimately to reinforce the contribution
of evaluation to improving development outcomes.

A quality evaluation should provide credible and useful evidence to strengthen accountability
for development results or contribute to learning processes, or both. These Standards aim
to improve quality and ultimately to reinforce the contribution of evaluation to improving
development outcomes.

New aid modalities, consensus on shared development goals and the commitments made
in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005) and the Accra Agenda for Action (2008)
are changing the way development partners address global challenges. In this evolving
development context, evaluation has an important role in informing policy decisions and
helping to hold all development partners mutually accountable for development results. The
way development evaluation is carried out must also reflect this new context, becoming
more harmonised, better aligned and increasingly country-led, to meet the evaluation needs
of all partners.

The DAC Quality Standards for Development Evaluation reflect this evolving framework
and provide a guide to good practice in development evaluation. Built through international
consensus, the Standards are intended to serve as an incentive and inspiration to improve
evaluation practice.

The draft Standards were approved for a three-year test phase in 2006 and have been revised
based on experience. A range of development partners have contributed to this process,
including donors and partner countries. Initial input was provided during a workshop in New
Delhi in 2005. A 2008 survey of the use of the Standards, a 2009 workshop held in Auckland
and comments submitted by the members of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation,
helped to improve and finalise the text, with support from the Secretariat of the OECD. The
Standards were approved by the DAC Network on Development Evaluation on 8 January
2010 and endorsed by the DAC on 1 February 2010.



This version of the standards is a translation of the quality standards developed by the DAC
Network on Development Evaluation and set by the DAC to assess development results.
These standards are a guide to best practices in development evaluation and aim to improve
the quality and ultimately to reinforce the contribution of evaluation to improve development
outcomes as well as to facilitate co-operation. Built through international consensus, the
standards demonstrate the key dimensions of quality for each phase of the evaluation which
are: setting the objective, planning, designing, implementing, reporting, and learning and
using the evaluation results. The standards begin with some general considerations that
must be kept in mind throughout the evaluation process.

This work has been made possible with the combined efforts of all four parties. To ensure
quality, these standards were translated into Arabic by OCFA, then proof read by Abdirazak
Hlioui. Finally the document was reviewed, validated and approved by evaluation experts from
the four parties: Sultan Mohamed Al Shamsi, Makki Abdelnabi Hamid, United Arab Emirates
Office for Coordination Of Foreign Aid (OCFA), Anasse Aissami, Issa Omar, Abdelhameed
Bashir, Munther Kayyali and Moustafa Abdallah, Islamic Development Bank (IsDB), Mohamed
Hedi Manai, African Development Bank and Megan Kennedy-Chouane, OECD DAC Network
on Development Evaluation.

Nick York
Chair of the OECD DAC Network on Development Evaluation
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Terms used in this document

The term ‘development intervention’ is used in the Standards as a general term for
any activity, project, programme, strategy, policy, theme, sector, instrument, modality,
institutional performance, etc, aimed to promote development.

The term ‘evaluation report’ is used to cover all evaluation products, which may take
different forms, including written or oral reports, visual presentations, community
workshops, etc.




INTRODUCTION

The DAC Quality Standards for Development Evaluation identify the key pillars needed for a
quality development evaluation process and product. They are intended for use by evaluation
managers and practitioners. The Standards are not mandatory, but provide a guide to good
practice. They were developed primarily for use by DAC members, but broader use by all
other development partners is welcome.

The Standards aim to improve quality and ultimately to strengthen the contribution of
evaluation to improving development outcomes. Specifically, the Standards are intended to:

improve the quality of development evaluation processes and products,
facilitate the comparison of evaluations across countries,

support partnerships and collaboration on joint evaluations, and
increase development partners’ use of each others’ evaluation findings.

The Standards support evaluations that adhere to the DAC Principles for the Evaluation
of Development Assistance (1991), including impartiality, independence, credibility and
usefulness, and should be read in conjunction with those principles. The Principles focus on
the management and institutional set up of evaluation systems and remain the benchmark
against which OECD DAC members are assessed in DAC Peer Reviews. By contrast, the
Standards inform evaluation processes and products. The Standards can be used during the
different stages of the evaluation process and in a variety of ways, including to assess the
quality of evaluations, inform practice, strengthen and harmonise evaluation training, or as
an input to create evaluation guidelines or policy documents.

The Standards should be applied sensibly and adapted to local and national contexts and
the objectives of each evaluation. They are not intended to be used as an evaluation manual
and do not supplant specific guidance on particular types of evaluation, methodologies or
approaches. Further, these Standards do not exclude the use of other evaluation quality
standards and related texts, such as those developed by individual agencies, professional
evaluation societies and networks.

This document is structured in line with a typical evaluation process: defining purpose,
planning, designing, implementing, reporting, and learning from and using evaluation
results. The Standards begin with some overall considerations to keep in mind throughout
the evaluation process. An annex provides references to related OECD DAC development
evaluation publications.
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1.1 DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION
Development evaluation is the systematic and objective assessment of an on-going
or completed development intervention, its design, implementation and results. In the
development context, evaluation refers to the process of determining the worth or
significance of a development intervention.

When carrying out a development evaluation the following overarching considerations
are taken into account throughout the process.

1.2 FREE AND OPEN EVALUATION PROCESS

The evaluation process is transparent and independent from programme management
and policy-making, to enhance credibility.

1.3 EVALUATION ETHICS
Evaluation abides by relevant professional and ethical guidelines and codes of
conduct for individual evaluators. Evaluation is undertaken with integrity and honesty.
Commissioners, evaluation managers and evaluators respect human rights and
differences in culture, customs, religious beliefs and practices of all stakeholders.

Evaluators are mindful of gender roles, ethnicity, ability, age, sexual orientation,
language and other differences when designing and carrying out the evaluation.
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1.4 PARTNERSHIP APPROACH
In order to increase ownership of development and build mutual accountability
for results, a partnership approach to development evaluation is systematically
considered early in the process. The concept of partnership connotes an inclusive
process, involving different stakeholders such as government, parliament, civil society,
intended beneficiaries and international partners.

1.5 CO-ORDINATION AND ALIGNMENT
To help improve co-ordination of development evaluation and strengthen country
systems, the evaluation process takes into account national and local evaluation
plans, activities and policies.

1.6 CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT
Positive effects of the evaluation process on the evaluation capacity of development
partners are maximised.An evaluation may, for instance, support capacity development
by improving evaluation knowledge and skills, strengthening evaluation management,
stimulating demand for and use of evaluation findings, and supporting an environment
of accountability and learning.

1.7 QUALITY CONTROL
Quality control is exercised throughout the evaluation process. Depending on the
evaluation’s scope and complexity, quality control is carried out through an internal
and/or external mechanism, for example peer review, advisory panel, or reference
group.
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2.1 RATIONALE AND PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION
The rationale, purpose and intended use of the evaluation are stated clearly, addressing:
why the evaluation is being undertaken at this particular point in time, why and for
whom it is undertaken, and how the evaluation is to be used for learning and/or
accountability functions.

For example the evaluation’s overall purpose may be to:
contribute to improving a development policy, procedure or technique,
consider the continuation or discontinuation of a project or programme,

account for public expenditures and development results to stakeholders and
tax-payers.

2.2 SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION
The specific objectives of the evaluation clarify what the evaluation aims to find out.
For example to:

ascertain results (output, outcome, impact) and assess the effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance and sustainability of a specific development intervention,

provide findings, conclusions and recommendations with respect to a specific
development intervention in order to draw lessons for future design and
implementation.

2.3 EVALUATION OBJECT AND SCOPE
The development intervention being evaluated (the evaluation object) is clearly defined,
including a description of the intervention logic or theory. The evaluation scope defines
the time period, funds spent, geographical area, target groups, organisational set-up,
implementation arrangements, policy and institutional context and other dimensions
to be covered by the evaluation. Discrepancies between the planned and actual
implementation of the development intervention are identified.
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2.4 EVALUABILITY

The feasibility of an evaluation is assessed. Specifically, it should be determined
whether or not the development intervention is adequately defined and its results
verifiable, and if evaluation is the best way to answer questions posed by policy
makers or stakeholders.

2.5 STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT
Relevant stakeholders are involved early on in the evaluation process and given the
opportunity to contribute to evaluation design, including by identifying issues to be
addressed and evaluation questions to be answered.

2.6 SYSTEMATIC CONSIDERATION OF JOINT EVALUATION
To contribute to harmonisation, alignment and an efficient division of labour, donor
agencies and partner countries systematically consider the option of a joint evaluation,
conducted collaboratively by more than one agency and/or partner country.

Joint evaluations address both questions of common interest to all partners and
specific questions of interest to individual partners.

2.7 EVALUATION QUESTIONS
The evaluation objectives are translated into relevant and specific evaluation questions.
Evaluation questions are decided early on in the process and inform the development
of the methodology. The evaluation questions also address cross-cutting issues, such
as gender, environment and human rights.

2.8 SELECTION AND APPLICATION OF EVALUATION CRITERIA
The evaluation applies the agreed DAC criteria for evaluating development assistance:
relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability. The application of these
and any additional criteria depends on the evaluation questions and the objectives
of the evaluation. If a particular criterion is not applied and/or any additional criteria
added, this is explained in the evaluation report. All criteria applied are defined in
unambiguous terms.
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2.9 SELECTION OF APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY
The purpose, scope and evaluation questions determine the most appropriate
approach and methodology for each evaluation. An inception report can be used to
inform the selection of an evaluation approach.

The methodology is developed in line with the evaluation approach chosen. The
methodology includes specification and justification of the design of the evaluation and
the techniques for data collection and analysis. The selected methodology answers
the evaluation questions using credible evidence. A clear distinction is made between
the different result levels (intervention logic containing an objective-means hierarchy
stating input, output, outcome, impact).

Indicators for measuring achievement of the objectives are validated according to
generally accepted criteria, such as SMART (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Realistic
and Timely). Disaggregated data should be presented to clarify any differences between
sexes and between different groups of poor people, including excluded groups.

2.10 RESOURCES

The resources provided for the evaluation are adequate, in terms of funds, staff and
skills, to ensure that the objectives of the evaluation can be fulfilled effectively.

2.11 GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT STRUCTURES
The governance and management structures are designed to fit the evaluation’s
context, purpose, scope and objectives.

The evaluation governance structure safeguards credibility, inclusiveness, and
transparency. Management organises the evaluation process and is responsible for
day-to-day administration. Depending on the size and complexity of the evaluation,
these functions may be combined or separate.

2.12 DOCUMENT DEFINING PURPOSE AND EXPECTATIONS

The planning and design phase culminates in the drafting of a clear and complete
written document, usually called “Terms of Reference” (TOR), presenting the purpose,
scope, and objectives of the evaluation; the methodology to be used; the resources
and time allocated; reporting requirements; and any other expectations regarding
the evaluation process and products. The document is agreed to by the evaluation
manager(s) and those carrying out the evaluation. This document can alternatively be
called “scope of work” or “evaluation mandate”.
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3.1 EVALUATION TEAM

A transparent and open procurement procedure is used for selecting the evaluation
team.

The members of the evaluation team possess a mix of evaluative skills and thematic
knowledge. Gender balance is considered and the team includes professionals from
partner countries or regions concerned.

3.2 INDEPENDENCE OF EVALUATORS VIS-A-VIS STAKEHOLDERS
Evaluators are independent from the development intervention, including its policy,
operations and management functions, as well as intended beneficiaries. Possible
conflicts of interest are addressed openly and honestly. The evaluation team is able
to work freely and without interference. It is assured of co-operation and access to all
relevant information.

3.3 CONSULTATION AND PROTECTION OF STAKEHOLDERS
The full range of stakeholders, including both partners and donors, are consulted
during the evaluation process and given the opportunity to contribute. The criteria for
identifying and selecting stakeholders are specified.

The rights and welfare of participants in the evaluation are protected. Anonymity and
confidentiality of individual informants is protected when requested or as needed.

3.4 IMPLEMENTATION OF EVALUATION WITHIN ALLOTTED TIME AND BUDGET
The evaluation is conducted and results are made available to commissioners in a
timely manner to achieve the objectives of the evaluation. The evaluation is carried out
efficiently and within budget. Changes in conditions and circumstances are reported
and un-envisaged changes to timeframe and budget are explained, discussed and
agreed between the relevant parties.
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3.5 EVALUATION REPORT
The evaluation report can readily be understood by the intended audience(s) and the
form of the report is appropriate given the purpose(s) of the evaluation.

The report covers the following elements and issues:

3.6 CLARITY AND REPRESENTATIVENESS OF SUMMARY

A written evaluation report contains an executive summary. The summary provides an
overview of the report, highlighting the main findings, conclusions, recommendations
and any overall lessons.

3.7 CONTEXT OF THE DEVELOPMENT INTERVENTION
The evaluation report describes the context of the development intervention,
including:

policy context, development agency and partner policies, objectives and
strategies;

development context, including socio-economic, political and cultural factors;
institutional context and stakeholder involvement.

The evaluation identifies and assesses the influence of the context on the performance
of the development intervention.

3.8 INTERVENTION LOGIC

The evaluation report describes and assesses the intervention logic or theory, including
underlying assumptions and factors affecting the success of the intervention.



L'Alchimiste Studio
Sticky Note
Marked set by L'Alchimiste Studio


3.9 VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF INFORMATION SOURCES
The evaluation report describes the sources of information used (documents,
respondents, administrative data, literature, etc.) in sufficient detail so that the
adequacy of the information can be assessed. The evaluation report explains the
selection of case studies or any samples. Limitations regarding the representativeness
of the samples are identified.

The evaluation cross-validates the information sources and critically assesses the
validity and reliability of the data.

Complete lists of interviewees and other information sources consulted are included in
the report, to the extent that this does not conflict with the privacy and confidentiality
of participants.

3.10 EXPLANATION OF THE METHODOLOGY USED
The evaluation report describes and explains the evaluation methodology and its
application. In assessing outcomes and impacts, attribution and/or contribution to
results are explained. The report acknowledges any constraints encountered and how
these have affected the evaluation, including the independence and impartiality of the
evaluation. It details the techniques used for data collection and analysis. The choices
are justified and limitations and shortcomings are explained.

3.11 CLARITY OF ANALYSIS

The evaluation report presents findings, conclusions, recommendations and lessons
separately and with a clear logical distinction between them.

Findings flow logically from the analysis of the data, showing a clear line of evidence
to support the conclusions. Conclusions are substantiated by findings and analysis.
Recommendations and any lessons follow logically from the conclusions. Any
assumptions underlying the analysis are made explicit.
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3.12 EVALUATION QUESTIONS ANSWERED

The evaluation report answers all the questions detailed in the TOR for the evaluation.
Where this is not possible, explanations are provided. The original questions, as well
as any revisions to these questions, are documented in the report for readers to be
able to assess whether the evaluation team has sufficiently addressed the questions,
including those related to cross-cutting issues, and met the evaluation objectives.

3.13 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF CHANGES AND LIMITATIONS OF THE EVALUATION
The evaluation report explains any limitations in process, methodology or data,
and discusses validity and reliability. It indicates any obstruction of a free and open
evaluation process which may have influenced the findings. Any discrepancies
between the planned and actual implementation and products of the evaluation are
explained.

3.14 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF DISAGREEMENTS WITHIN THE EVALUATION TEAM
Evaluation team members have the opportunity to dissociate themselves from
particular judgements and recommendations on which they disagree. Any unresolved
differences of opinion within the team are acknowledged in the report.

3.15 INCORPORATION OF STAKEHOLDERS’ COMMENTS
Relevant stakeholders are given the opportunity to comment on the draft report. The
final evaluation report reflects these comments and acknowledges any substantive
disagreements. In disputes about facts that can be verified, the evaluators investigate
and change the draft where necessary. In the case of opinion or interpretation,
stakeholders’ comments are reproduced verbatim, in an annex or footnote, to the
extent that this does not conflict with the rights and welfare of participants.
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4.1 TIMELINESS, RELEVANCE AND USE OF THE EVALUATION
The evaluation is designed, conducted and reported to meet the needs of the intended
users. Conclusions, recommendations and lessons are clear, relevant, targeted and
actionable so that the evaluation can be used to achieve its intended learning and
accountability objectives. The evaluation is delivered in time to ensure optimal use of
the results.

Systematic dissemination, storage and management of the evaluation report is ensured
to provide easy access to all development partners, to reach target audiences, and to
maximise the learning benefits of the evaluation.

4.2 SYSTEMATIC RESPONSE TO AND FOLLOW-UP ON RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendations are systematically responded to and action taken by the person(s)/
body targeted in each recommendation. This includes a formal management response
and follow-up. All agreed follow-up actions are tracked to ensure accountability for
their implementation.

4.3 DISSEMINATION
The evaluation results are presented in an accessible format and are systematically
distributed internally and externally for learning and follow-up actions and to ensure
transparency. In light of lessons emerging from the evaluation, additional interested
parties in the wider development community are identified and targeted to maximise
the use of relevant findings.
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AVANT-PROPOS

Les Normes de qualité pour I'évaluation du développement ont été élaborées sur des principes
convenus a I'échelle internationale. Les Normes ont été traduites en plusieurs langues et sont
une référence clé pour I'évaluation des politiques de développement et des programmes dans
le monde entier. De ce précepte, le Bureau pour la Coordination de I’Aide Extérieure des Emirats
Arabes Unis (OCFA), la Banque islamique de développement, la Banque africaine de développe-
ment et le réseau d’évaluation du Comité d’Aide au Développement (CAD) de I’Organisation de
coopération et de développement économiques (OCDE) ont reconnu le besoin d’une traduction
en langue arabe des références internationales afin de contribuer a renforcer les méthodes
d”évaluation. La langue arabe est reconnue comme une langue importante dans le domaine
de la coopération du développement. La langue arabe est I'une des langues officielles utilisées
dans I’Organisation des Nations Unies et est largement utilisée par les gouvernements, les
organisations de développement, et les institutions dans le monde arabe.

Cette traduction en langue arabe a été achevée suite & un accord de collaboration entre les
quatre institutions. Nous tenons a remercier tous nos partenaires participants pour avoir contri-
bué a cette grande réalisation. Il est a espérer que ces normes deviendront une référence
importante pour les institutions de développement arabes, pays arabophones et autres parte-
naires internationaux.

\ Q Sultan Mohamed Al SHAMSI
(s Directeur exécutif
%— Bureau pour la Coordination de I'aide extérieure des Emirats Arabes Unis
[
== S Mohameden Mohamed SIDIYA
'_,,___..-% Directeur, département d’évaluation des opérations du Groupe
=i Banque islamique de développement
P~ -_-H'I_,_.a—
e "}' Franck PERRAULT
- L Directeur par intérim, département d’évaluation des opérations
P Banque africaine de développement
Nick YORK
Aol Président du réseau sur I’évaluation du développement

Comité d’aide au développement
Organisation de coopération et développement économiques



BUREAU POUR LA COORDINATION DE L'AIDE EXTERIEURE DES EMIRATS ARABES UNIS (OCFA)

Depuis sa création en 1971, les Emirats Arabes Unis (EAU) ont fourni une aide soutenue et généreuse. Afin de
consolider cet effort, le gouvernement des Emirats Arabes Unis a décidé de créer une entité fédérale pour coor-
donner et documenter son aide extérieure. En aolit 2008 le Conseil des ministres du gouvernement fédéral des
Emirats Arabes Unis a publié un décret (36), instituant le Bureau des Emirats Arabes Unis pour la Coordination de
I'Aide Extérieure (OCFA).

OCFA est présidé par Son Altesse Cheikh Hamdan Bin Zayed Al Nahyan souverain de la région ouest de I'émirat d’Abu
Dhabi. Le but affirmé du gouvernement, par I'intermédiaire du Bureau pour la Coordination de I'Aide Extérieure, est
d’étre reconnu internationalement com comme I'un des principaux donateurs engagé dans I'aide pour le développe-
ment et répondant aux crises humanitaires les plus pressantes. La mission et les objectifs d’'0CFA sont principale-
ment liés a la documentation des flux de I'aide extérieure des Emirats Arabes Unis, de prodiguer des expertises sur
les mécanismes de l'aide et de mettre en place pour les acteurs émiratis une plateforme de formation permettant
d’acquérir les compétences professionnelles afin d’accroitre I'impact et la pertinence des interventions d’urgence, des
programmes de développement et ainsi rehausser le profil des Emirats Arabes Unis en tant que donateur.

L’aide extérieure gouvernementale des Emirats Arabes Unis et non gouvernementale est documentée par OCFA par
le biais de ses rapports annuels regroupant I'aide au développement, I'aide humanitaire et caritative. Les données
appropriées sont transmises a I’Organisation de coopération et de développement économiques (OCDE) ainsi qu’a
I'Organisation des Nations Unies Lors des urgences, OCFA facilite une approche coordonnée des missions huma-
nitaires avec les acteurs émiratis, notamment par la publication en temps opportun d’un systéme d’alerte rapide,
d’analyses de la situation ainsi que des rapports opérationnels. OCFA soutient et consolide les compétences du
personnel travaillant aux Emirats Arabes Unis dans le secteur de I'aide. En partenariat avec les organisations do-
natrices des Emirats Arabes Unis et les organisations internationales telles que I'OCDE et les Nations Unis, OCFA
développe également des normes et lignes directrices qui aident a fournir des repéres pour la qualité de I'exécution
des programmes liés a I'aide extérieure. OCFA publie une Newsletter mensuelle « Musa’adat », des bulletins régu-
liers regroupant la réponse des donateurs des Emirats Arabes Unis lors des crises humanitaires et participe a des
consultations sur la scéne internationale sur les questions relatives a la coopération pour le développement et I'aide
humanitaire. Site Web : www.ocfa.gov.ae

BANQUE ISLAMIQUE DE DEVELOPPEMENT (BID)

La Banque islamique de développement (BID) est une institution financiére internationale, crée conformément a la
Déclaration d’intention émanant de la Conférence des Ministres des Finances des pays Islamiques, qui s’est tenue
a Djeddah en décembre 1973. La réunion inaugurale du Conseil des Gouverneurs a eu lieu en juillet 1975, et le
lancement officiel de la BID le 20 octobre 1975.

La Banque compte aujourd’hui 56 pays de 4 continents et de différentes régions. Lobjectif de la Banque est d’accé-
lérer le développement économique et le progrés social des pays membres et des communautés musulmanes dans
les pays non-membres, que ce soit individuellement ou conjointement, et en accord avec les principes de la Sharia’ah
Islamique. La mission de la Banque est de renforcer et améliorer de fagon globale le développement humain, et de
se concentrer sur les domaines prioritaires qui contribuent a la réduction de la pauvreté, a améliorer la santé de la
population, & accroitre la qualité de I'éducation, et a améliorer la gouvernance et le bien-étre des populations.

Le Groupe de la Banque islamique de développement comprend cing entités: la Banque islamique de développement,
I'Institut Islamique de Recherche et de Formation (IRTI), la Société Islamique pour le Développement du Secteur Privé
(ICD), la Société Islamique d’Assurance des Investissements et des Crédits a I'Exportation (ICIEC), et la Société Islami-
que Internationale de Financement du Commerce (ITFC). Avec son siege a Djeddah, la Banque compte quatre Bureaux
régionaux sis a Rabat (Maroc), Kuala Lumpur (Malaisie), Almaty (Kazakhstan) et Dakar (Sénégal).

Le Département de I’Evaluation des Operations du Groupe est un organe indépendant dont la responsabilité pre-
miere est de planifier, concevoir, et conduire I'évaluation des opérations financées par le Groupe de la BID, en
conformité avec les principes internationalement reconnus et les Normes de Bonnes Pratiques. Lobjectif premier



du Département de I'Evaluation des Operations du Groupe est d’entreprendre des évaluations de projets, secto-
rielles, thématiques, de processus, programmes, et des assistance-pays, couvrant les activités du Groupe BID. Le
Département s’efforce de promouvoir la responsabilité, I'intégrité, la transparence, le partage des connaissances
et 'apprentissage. Les évaluations conduites par le département donnent une appréciation solide de la pertinence,
I’efficience, I'efficacité, les extrants, les réalisations et I'impact des interventions du Groupe de la BID, et de la
durabilité des résultats de développement obtenus. Site Web : www.isdb.org.

BANQUE AFRICAINE DE DEVELOPPEMENT (BAFD)

La BAfD est une banque multilatérale de développement dont les actionnaires comprennent les 53 pays membres
régionaux et 24 pays non-africains. Elle a été créée en 1964 et a officiellement commencé ses opérations en 1967.
Lobjectif principal du Groupe de la Banque est de contribuer au développement économique durable et au progres
social de ses membres régionaux, individuellement et conjointement. Cet objectif est atteint en finangant un large
éventail de projets de développement et programmes grace a: (i) préts au secteur public (y compris les appuis aux
réformes de politique), préts au secteur privé et prises de participations en actions ; (i) fourniture d’ assistance
technique pour des projets et programmes d’appui institutionnel ; (iii) investissement en capital public et privé; (iv)
assistance a la coordination des politiques et des programmes de développement des pays membres ; et (v) des
dons d’aide d’urgence. Les priorités de la Banque sont les projets et les programmes nationaux et multinationaux
qui favorisent 'intégration et la coopération économique régionale. Le siége de la Banque est a Abidjan, Cote
d’Ivoire. Toutefois, en raison de I'instabilité politique dans le pays, le Bureau des gouverneurs de la BAfD a décidé
en 2003 de déplacer la Banque a I'agence temporaire de relocalisation actuellement a Tunis, Tunisie.

Le département opérations de I'évaluation (OPEV) a été créé en 1987 dans le but de fournir une évaluation objective
de la pertinence, I'efficience, I'efficacité et I'impact des stratégies, des politiques et des opérations de la Banque.
Le Département suit largement les principes directeurs reconnus pour I'évaluation de I'efficacité du développement
— a savoir I'indépendance, I'utilité, la crédibilité et la transparence. Il évalue les projets terminés et entreprend
des examens de la politique sectorielle, des évaluations d’assistance-pays, évaluations institutionnelles et des
processus critiques et autres études pertinentes pour les politiques, les opérations et les résultats de la Banque. En
outre, OPEV est chargé de surveiller le systéme d’évaluation global au sein de la Banque, de la communication des
résultats d’évaluation interne et externe et des enseignements, a la promotion et au développement des capacités
d’évaluation. Les rapports d’évaluation d’OPEV sont soumis au Comité du Conseil sur I'efficacité du développement
avec une réponse formelle de la direction. Les rapports d’évaluation sont accessibles via le site Web de la Banque :
www.afdb.org/opev.

ORGANISATION DE COOPERATION ET DEVELOPPEMENT ECONOMIQUES (OCDE)
RESEAU DU COMITE D’AIDE AU DEVELOPPEMENT (CAD) SUR L’EVALUATION DU DEVELOPPEMENT

L’OCDE est un forum unique en son genre ou les gouvernements de 34 démocraties ceuvrent ensemble pour rele-
ver les défis économiques, sociaux et environnementaux que pose la mondialisation. LOCDE est aussi a I'avant-
garde des efforts entrepris pour comprendre les évolutions du monde actuel et les préoccupations qu’elles font
naitre. Elle aide les gouvernements a faire face a des situations nouvelles en examinant des themes tels que le
gouvernement d’entreprise, I'économie de I'information et les défis posés par le vieillissement de la population.
L’Organisation offre aux gouvernements un cadre leur permettant de comparer leurs expériences en matiere de
politiques, de chercher des réponses a des problemes communs, d’identifier les bonnes pratiques et de travailler a
la coordination des politiques nationales et internationales.

Le Réseau sur I'évaluation du développement est un organe subsidiaire du Comité d’aide au développement (CAD).
Il a pour objet de renforcer I'efficacité des programmes de développement international en promouvant des éva-
luations solides, bien documentées et indépendantes. Le Réseau est un organe unique en son genre, qui regroupe
des représentants de 32 donneurs bilatéraux et organismes multilatéraux de développement. Site Web : www.
oecd.org/dac/evaluation.



L’EVALUATION DANS UN CONTEXTE DE DEVELOPPEMENT EN EVOLUTION

ne évaluation de qualité doit étre dotée d’analyses crédibles et utiles pour renforcer

la redevabilité en matiere de résultats du développement, contribuer a tirer des

enseignements, ou encore les deux a la fois. Ces normes visent a améliorer la
qualité des évaluations et in fine, a renforcer leur contribution a améliorer les résultats de
développement.

Les nouvelles modalités de I'aide, le consensus sur les objectifs partagés du développement
et les engagements formulés dans le cadre de la Déclaration de Paris sur 'efficacité de I'aide
(2005), ainsi que I'’Agenda d’action d’Accra (2008) modifient la maniére dont les partenaires
du développement se comportent face aux défis internationaux. Dans ce contexte changeant,
I’évaluation joue un role important en renseignant les décisions de politique et en contribuant
a ce que tous les partenaires du développement soient mutuellement responsables des
résultats du développement. La maniére dont I'évaluation du développement est menée
doit aussi refléter ce nouveau contexte, de plus en plus harmonisé, aligné et de plus en
plus mené par les pays concernés, afin de répondre aux besoins en matiére d’évaluation de
I’ensemble des partenaires.

Les normes du CAD pour des évaluations de qualité rendent compte de ce cadre en
pleine évolution et fournissent un guide de bonnes pratiques en matiére d’évaluation du
développement. Portées par un consensus international, les Normes visent a susciter et a
inspirer des évaluations de qualité.

La premiére version des normes a été approuvée en 2006 pour une période d’essai de trois
ans et a fait I'objet d’une révision sur la base de I’expérience acquise pendant cette période.
De nombreux partenaires au développement, donneurs et pays partenaires, ont contribué
a ce processus. Cette premiere version s’est fondée sur des remarques et commentaires
formulés lors d’un atelier a New Delhi en 2005. Afin de permettre la rédaction d’une nouvelle
version, le nouveau texte a bénéficié des résultats d’une enquéte sur I'usage des normes
menée en 2008, des travaux d’un atelier a Auckland en 2009 et des commentaires des
membres du Réseau sur I’évaluation avec I'appui du Secrétariat de I’OCDE. Les normes ont
été approuvées par le réseau du CAD sur I’évaluation du développement le 8 janvier 2010 et
entérinées par le CAD le 1 février 2010.



Cette version des normes est une traduction des normes de qualité développées par le
réseau du CAD sur I'évaluation du développement et définies par le CAD pour évaluer les
résultats de développement. Ces normes sont un guide de meilleures pratiques en évaluation
du développement et visent a améliorer la qualité et, finalement, a renforcer la contribution
de I'évaluation a améliorer les résultats de développement ainsi qu’a faciliter la coopération.
Construites autour d’un consensus international, les normes démontrent les dimensions clés
de qualité pour chaque phase de I'évaluation qui sont : définition de I'objectif, planification,
conception, mise en ceuvre, présentation du rapport, apprentissage et utilisation des
résultats de I'évaluation. Les normes commencent avec quelques considérations générales
qui doivent étre gardées a I'esprit tout au long du processus d’évaluation.

Ce travail a été rendu possible grace aux efforts combinés des quatre parties. Pour assurer
la qualité requise, ces normes ont été traduites en langue arabe par OCFA, puis revues
par Abdirazak Hlioui. Enfin, le document a été revu, validé et approuvé par les experts de
I'évaluation des quatre parties : Sultan Mohamed Al Shamsi, Makki Abdelnabi Hamid, Bureau
pour la Coordination de I'aide extérieure des Emirats Arabes Unis (OCFA), Anasse Aissami,
Issa Omar, Abdelhameed Bashir, Munther Kayyali et Moustafa Abdallah, Banque islamique de
développement (BID), Mohamed Hedi Manai, Banque africaine de développement et Megan
Kennedy-Chouane, Réseau du CAD de I'OCDE sur I'évaluation de développement.

Nick York
Président du réseau OCDE-CAD sur I’évaluation du développement
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Termes utilisés dans le présent document

Le terme « intervention d’aide au développement » est employé dans les normes dans
unsens général pour désigner I'objet de I'évaluation, qui peut étre une activité, un projet,
un programme, une stratégie, une politique, un theme, un secteur, un instrument, une
modalité, le fonctionnement d’une structure, etc. visant a promouvoir le développement.

Le terme « rapport d’évaluation » recouvre tous les types de produits de I'évaluation,
qui peuvent prendre diverses formes, notamment des rapports oraux ou écrits, des
exposés et des ateliers communautaires.




INTRODUCTION

Les normes du CAD (le Comité d’aide au développement) pour une évaluation de qualité re-
censent les principales conditions nécessaires pour garantir la qualité des processus et des
produits des évaluations. Elles ont été élaborées a I'intention des responsables et des praticiens
de I'évaluation et fournissent un guide de bonnes pratiques. Elles ne sont pas obligatoires. Ces
normes avaient été développées initialement, pour étre utilisées par les membres du CAD, mais
leur utilisation par les autres partenaires au développement est encouragée.

Les normes visent a améliorer la qualité et, a terme, a renforcer la contribution de I'évaluation
a l'amélioration des résultats du développement. Les normes ont été congues en vue des ob-
jectifs suivants :

améliorer la qualité du processus et des produits des évaluations,
faciliter la comparaison des évaluations entre pays,
faciliter le partenariat et la collaboration pour la réalisation d’évaluations conjointes,

permettre aux partenaires au développement de mieux tirer parti des conclusions des
évaluations des uns et des autres.

Les normes sont destinées a étayer les évaluations réalisées conformément aux Principes du
CAD pour I'évaluation de I'aide au développement (1991), notamment I'impartialité, I'indépen-
dance, la crédibilité et la pertinence, et leur lecture doit étre effectuée a la lumiére de ces re-
gles. Les Principes sont axés sur la gestion des systémes d’évaluation au sein des organismes
de développement et du mécanisme institutionnel qui les régit, et ils demeurent la référence
pour I'évaluation des efforts d’aide des pays membres de I'OCDE lors des examens par les
pairs réalisés au CAD. Les normes fournissent en revanche des indications sur la conduite
des évaluations et I'élaboration des rapports y afférents. Les normes peuvent étre utilisées au
cours des différentes étapes du processus d’évaluation et notamment pour apprécier la qualité
des évaluations, expliciter les méthodes d’investigation adoptées; elles peuvent contribuer a
améliorer et & harmoniser les formations en matiére d’évaluation ou servir de référence lors de
la rédaction de guides ou de documents stratégiques.

Les normes doivent étre appliquées de fagon raisonnable et adaptée aux contextes locaux et
nationaux et aux objectifs de chaque évaluation. Elles ne devraient pas étre utilisées comme
un manuel d’évaluation et ne se substituent pas aux lignes de conduite spécifiques des éva-
luations, des méthodologies ou des méthodes précises. En outre, ces normes n’excluent pas
I'utilisation d’autres normes de qualité ou de documents équivalents, comme ceux des agences,
de sociétés d’évaluation professionnelles et de réseaux.

Le présent document suit la trame d’un processus d’évaluation typique : définition de la finalité,
planification, mise en oeuvre, présentation des résultats, enseignements tirés et utilisation des
résultats de I'évaluation. Les normes commencent par des considérations générales a garder a
I'esprit tout au long du processus d’évaluation. Une annexe énumere des publications du CAD
de I'OCDE sur I'évaluation du développement.
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1.1 EVALUATION DU DEVELOPPEMENT
L’évaluation du développement est I'appréciation systématique et objective d’une ac-
tion d’aide au développement en cours ou terminée, de sa conception, de sa mise en
oeuvre et de ses résultats. Dans le contexte du développement, I'évaluation se référe
au processus visant a déterminer la valeur ou I'importance d’une intervention en ma-
tiere de développement.

Pour mener une évaluation de I'aide au développement, les considérations générales
ci-dessous sont a prendre en compte:

1.2 UN PROCESSUS D’EVALUATION LIBRE ET OUVERT

La crédibilité d’'une évaluation est assurée par un processus transparent et indépen-
dant de la gestion des programmes et de la formulation de politiques.

1.3 DEONTOLOGIE DE LEVALUATION
Les évaluateurs respectent les principes et codes de conduite professionnels et éthi-
ques. L’évaluation est menée avec intégrité et honnéteté. Les commanditaires, les
gestionnaires et les évaluateurs respectent les droits de I'nomme et les différences
de cultures, de traditions, de croyances et de pratiques religieuses de I'ensemble des
parties prenantes.

Quand ils congoivent et ménent une évaluation, les évaluateurs tiennent compte du
role social des hommes et des femmes, des origines ethniques, des capacités, de
I'age, de l'orientation sexuelle, de la langue et d’autres caractéristiques liées aux per-
sonnes.
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1.4 UNE METHODE EN PARTENARIAT
Afin de renforcer I'appropriation du développement par les pays partenaires et d’établir
une responsabilité mutuelle vis-a-vis des résultats, une approche partenariale pour
I'évaluation du développement est systématiquement envisagée tot dans le processus.
La notion de partenariat fait référence a un processus inclusif, impliquant diverses
parties prenantes comme le gouvernement, le parlement, la société civile, les bénéfi-
ciaires visés et les partenaires internationaux.

1.5 COORDINATION ET AJUSTEMENT
Afin d’améliorer la coordination de I'évaluation du développement et de renforcer les
systémes nationaux, le processus d’évaluation prend en compte les projets, les activi-
tés et les politiques d’évaluation des pays partenaires au niveau national et local.

1.6 CONTRIBUTION AU RENFORCEMENT DES CAPACITES
Les effets positifs du processus d’évaluation sur la capacité d’évaluation des parte-
naires au développement sont maximisés. Une évaluation peut contribuer au renfor-
cement de capacités évaluatives, notamment en améliorant la connaissance et les sa-
voir-faire en matiére d’évaluation, en renforgant la gestion de I'évaluation, en stimulant
la demande et I'utilisation des conclusions de I'évaluation, enfin en encourageant un
environnement de redevabilité et d’apprentissage.

1.7 CONTROLE DE LA QUALITE
Un controle de la qualité est exercé tout au long du processus d’évaluation. En fonction
du champ couvert par I'évaluation et de sa complexité, il est effectué soit de fagon
interne, soit par un mécanisme extérieur, par exemple dans le cadre d’un examen par
les pairs ou par un groupe d’experts ou un groupe de référence.
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2.1 JUSTIFICATION ET FINALITE DE LEVALUATION
La justification, la finalité et I'utilisation souhaitée de I'évaluation sont clairement
formulées en répondant aux questions suivantes : pourquoi I'évaluation est-elle en-
treprise a ce moment précis ? Pourquoi et pour qui est-elle entreprise ? De quelle
maniere I'évaluation sera-t-elle utilisée pour en retirer des lecons et pour rendre des
comptes ?

Par exemple, la finalité générale de I'évaluation peut étre de :

contribuer a améliorer une politique, une procédure ou une technique de déve-
loppement,

décider de la poursuite ou de I'abandon d’un projet ou d’'un programme,

rendre compte de I'utilisation des dépenses d’aide et des résultats obtenus aux
parties prenantes et aux contribuables.

2.2 OBJECTIFS SPECIFIQUES DE LEVALUATION

Les objectifs spécifiques de I'évaluation clarifient les enjeux sous-jacents de I'évalua-
tion. Par exemple, pour :

vérifier des résultats (produits, effets, impact) et apprécier I'efficacité, I'efficien-
ce, la pertinence et la durabilité d’une intervention particuliere en matiere de
développement,

dégager des constatations, des conclusions et des recommandations a propos
d’une intervention particuliére en matiére de développement afin d’en tirer des
enseignements pour de futures conceptions et mises en oeuvre.

2.3 OBJET DE L’EVALUATION ET CHAMP COUVERT

Le champ couvert par I'évaluation (I'objet de I'évaluation) sera clairement défini en
explicitant la logique ou la théorie sous-jacente a I'intervention, la période concernée,
le montant des fonds effectivement dépenseés, la couverture géographique, les grou-
pes ciblés, les modalités d’organisation, le contexte stratégique et institutionnel ainsi
que les autres aspects de I'intervention pris en compte par I'évaluation. Les éventuels
décalages entre I'intervention en matiere de développement prévue et celle effective-
ment mise en oeuvre seront identifiés.
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2.4 EVALUABILITE
La faisabilité d’une évaluation fait I'objet d’'une appréciation préalable. Il s’agit d’éta-
blir si I'intervention en matiéere de développement est correctement définie, si ses
résultats sont vérifiables et si une évaluation est le meilleur moyen de répondre aux
questions posées par les personnes chargées de formuler les politiques ou par les
parties prenantes.

2.5 IMPLICATION DES PARTIES PRENANTES
Les parties prenantes sont impliquées tot dans le processus d’évaluation et ont la
possibilité de contribuer a la conception de I'évaluation, y compris a I'identification des
problémes a aborder et des questions a poser.

2.6 TOUJOURS ENVISAGER UNE EVALUATION CONJOINTE
Pour contribuer a I'harmonisation, I'ajustement et la répartition efficace du travail,
les organismes bailleurs et pays partenaires envisagent systématiquement I'option de
I'évaluation conjointe, menée en collaboration par plusieurs organismes et/ou pays
partenaires.

Les évaluations conjointes répondent tant aux questions d’intérét commun a tous les
partenaires qu’aux questions spécifiques des partenaires a titre individuel.

2.7 QUESTIONS DE L’EVALUATION
Les objectifs de I'évaluation sont traduits en questions d’évaluation pertinentes et pré-
cises. Ces questions sont décidées relativement tot au cours du processus et contri-
buent a la mise en place de la méthodologie. Les questions de I'évaluation portent
également sur des questions transversales comme I'égalité homme-femme, I’environ-
nement et les droits de ’hnomme.

2.8 SELECTION ET APPLICATION DES CRITERES D’EVALUATION

L’évaluation s'appuie sur les criteres adoptés par le CAD pour I'évaluation des acti-
vités d’aide au développement : pertinence, efficience, efficacité, impact et viabilité.
L'application de ces critéres et de tout critére supplémentaire, dépend des questions
de I'évaluation et de ses objectifs. Lorsqu’un critére particulier n’est pas appliqué, une
explication est fournie a ce sujet dans le rapport d’évaluation, de méme s'il y a eu
recours a des criteres supplémentaires. Les criteres utilisés sont décrits en termes
clairs.
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2.9 CHOIX D’UNE METHODE ET D’'UNE METHODOLOGIE
La finalité, le champ couvert et les questions d’évaluation déterminent la méthode
et la méthodologie la plus appropriée pour chaque évaluation. Un rapport initial peut
expliquer le choix de I'une ou I'autre méthode d’évaluation.

La méthodologie est développée en fonction de la méthode d’évaluation choisie. La mé-
thodologie comprend la spécification et la justification de la conception de I'évaluation
et les techniques de collecte et d’analyse des données. La méthodologie choisie permet
de répondre aux questions évaluatives en s’appuyant sur des preuves crédibles. Une
distinction trés claire est effectuée entre les différents niveaux de résultats (logique d'in-
tervention comprenant une chaine des résultats indiquant les intrants, les produits, les
effets et les impacts). Les indicateurs de mesure des résultats sont identifiés et validés
en fonction de criteres généralement acceptés, tels que les criteres SMART (spécifique,
mesurable, atteignable, réaliste et défini dans le temps). La méthodologie devra permet-
tre de produire des informations spécifiques pour chaque groupe concerné (hommes-
femmes, différents groupes de populations défavorisées, groupes d’exclus).

2.10 RESSOURCES
Les ressources affectées a I'évaluation seront adéquates, en termes de fonds, de
personnel et de compétences, afin de garantir que les objectifs de I’évaluation soient
efficacement atteints.

2.11 FONCTIONS DE GOUVERNANCE ET DE GESTION

Les fonctions de gouvernance et de gestion sont congues pour correspondre au
contexte de I’évaluation, a sa finalité, a son champ d’action et a ses objectifs.

La fonction de gouvernance de I'évaluation en assure la crédibilité, 'exhaustivité et la
transparence. Les responsables organisent le processus d’évaluation et en assurent la
gestion au quotidien. Selon I'ampleur et de la complexité de I'évaluation, ces fonctions
peuvent étre intégrées ou séparées.

2.12 UN DOCUMENT DEFINISSANT LA FINALITE ET LES ATTENTES

La phase de planification et de conception culmine avec la rédaction d’un document écrit
clair et complet, habituellement appelé « termes de référence » présentant la finalité, le
champ d’action et les objectifs de I'évaluation, la méthodologie a utiliser, les ressources
et le temps alloué, les exigences quant a la communication des résultats, et toute autre
attente concernant le processus et les produits de I'évaluation. Le document est approuvé
par le(s) responsable(s) d’évaluation et les personnes chargées de conduire I'évaluation.
(Une autre expression parfois utilisée avec la méme signification est le « mandat ».)
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3.1 EQUIPE D’EVALUATION
Une procédure d’appel a candidatures transparente et ouverte est utilisée pour sélec-
tionner I'équipe d’évaluation.

’équipe chargée de I'évaluation doit étre composée de maniere a comprendre a la
fois des compétences en matiére d’évaluation et des connaissances sectorielles ou
thématiques. Léquilibre entre hommes et femmes est pris en compte et I'équipe inclut
des spécialistes des pays partenaires ou des régions concernées.

3.2 INDEPENDANCE DES EVALUATEURS VIS-A-VIS DES PARTIES PRENANTES
Les évaluateurs sont indépendants de I'intervention d’aide au développement évaluée,
y compris de ses fonctions de formulation politique, de fonctionnement et de gestion,
ainsi que de ses bénéficiaires prévus. Les éventuels conflits d’intéréts sont examinés
ouvertement et honnétement. L'équipe d’évaluation est en mesure de travailler libre-
ment et sans interférence. Elle est assurée de la coopération et de I'acces a toute
information pertinente.

3.3 DES PARTIES PRENANTES CONSULTEES ET PROTEGEES
Lensemble des parties prenantes, y compris les partenaires et les donneurs, sont
consultées au cours du processus d’évaluation et invitées a y contribuer. Les critéres
d’identification et de sélection des parties prenantes sont spécifiés.

Les droits et le bien-étre des participants a I'évaluation sont protégés. L'anonymat des
personnes interrogées et le caractére confidentiel des renseignements les concernant
doivent étre préservés lorsque celles-ci le demandent ou dans les cas ou cela est
nécessaire.

3.4 REALISATION DE LEVALUATION DANS LES LIMITES DU DELAI ET DU BUDGET IMPARTIS
L’évaluation est effectuée et ses résultats sont mis a la disposition des commanditai-
res en temps utile eu égard aux objectifs de celle-ci. L'évaluation est réalisée effica-
cement et dans le respect du budget imparti. Les modifications apportées de maniere
imprévue au calendrier et au budget sont expliquées, et font I'objet de discussions et
d’un accord entre les parties concernées.
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3.5 RAPPORT D’EVALUATION

Le rapport d’évaluation peut étre facilement compris par le(s) public(s) visé(s) et sa
forme est adaptée a la finalité de I’évaluation.

Le rapport couvre les éléments et questions ci-dessous :

3.6 CLARTE ET FIDELITE DU RESUME

Le rapport d’évaluation contient un résumé. Ce dernier présente une vue d’ensemble
du rapport en faisant ressortir les principales constatations, conclusions et recom-
mandations et tout enseignement d’ordre général.

3.7 CONTEXTE DE LINTERVENTION EN MATIERE DE DEVELOPPEMENT
Le rapport d’évaluation décrit le contexte de I'intervention en matiére de développe-
ment, y compris :

le contexte général, les politiques, les objectifs et les stratégies des agences
pour le développement et des partenaires ;

le contexte du développement, dont les facteurs socio-économiques, politiques
et culturels ;

le contexte institutionnel et I'implication des parties prenantes.

L’évaluation identifie et évalue I'influence du contexte sur la performance d’une action
de développement.

3.8 LOGIQUE DE LINTERVENTION

Le rapport d’évaluation décrit et apprécie la logique ou théorie de I'intervention, y com-
pris les hypotheses fondamentales et les facteurs affectant le succes de I'intervention.
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3.9 FIABILITE ET PRECISION DES SOURCES D’INFORMATION
Le rapport d’évaluation décrit les sources d’information utilisées (documents, person-
nes interrogées, travaux publiés, etc.) de fagon suffisamment détaillée pour qu'il soit
possible d’apprécier I'exactitude des informations recueillies. Le rapport d’évaluation
explique le choix de tout(e) étude de cas ou échantillon. Les limites concernant la re-
présentativité des échantillons sont identifiées.

Lors de I'évaluation, les sources d’information utilisées et les données qui en sont
issues font I'objet d’une contre-validation et d’une analyse critique. Le rapport contient
une liste complete des personnes interrogées et des autres sources d’information,
dans la mesure ou ce n’est pas incompatible avec le respect de la vie privée des par-
ticipants et de la confidentialité des renseignements les concernant.

3.10 EXPLICATION DES METHODES UTILISEES
Le rapport d’évaluation décrit et explique les méthodes et procédés appliqués pour
I'évaluation et examine la question de leur valeur et de leur fiabilité. Il rend compte
de toutes les contraintes qui se sont posées et de leur incidence sur I'évaluation, no-
tamment sur son indépendance et son impartialité. Il expose en détail les techniques
employées pour la collecte et I'analyse des données. Les choix effectués sont justifiés
et les limites et lacunes expliquées.

3.1 CLARTE DE UANALYSE
Le rapport d’évaluation présente séparément les constatations, conclusions, recom-
mandations et enseignements, selon une démarche logique.

Les conclusions sont clairement mises en évidence et découlent logiquement de I'ana-
lyse des données et informations. Les conclusions sont étayées par les constatations
et 'analyse. Recommandations et enseignements suivent logiquement les conclusions.
Toute hypothése sous-jacente a I'analyse est formulée de maniére explicite.
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3.12 REPONSES AUX QUESTIONS DE LEVALUATION
Le rapport d’évaluation répond a toutes les questions détaillées dans le cahier des
charges de I'évaluation. Lorsque ce nest pas possible, des explications sont fournies.
Les questions évaluatives reprises dans les termes de référence, ainsi que toute révi-
sion de ces questions sont indiquées dans le rapport afin que les lecteurs puissent ap-
précier si I'équipe en charge de I'évaluation a suffisamment approfondi les questions,
y compris celles d’ordre général, et répondu aux objectifs de I'évaluation.

3.13 RECONNAITRE LES CHANGEMENTS ET LES LIMITES DE L’EVALUATION
Le rapport d’évaluation explique toute limite en matiere de processus, de méthodolo-
gie ou de données, et discute des questions de validité et de la pertinence. Le rapport
d’évaluation fait état de tout élément qui peut avoir géné le processus d’évaluation.
Tout décalage entre la mise en oeuvre ou les produits prévus et réalisés est expliqué.

3.14 RECONNAISSANCE DES EVENTUELS DESACCORDS AU SEIN DE LEQUIPE CHARGEE
DE LEVALUATION
Les membres de I'équipe chargée de I'évaluation doivent avoir la possibilité de se
désolidariser de certaines des appréciations et recommandations formulées. Le rap-
port doit faire état de toute divergence de vues qui n’a pu étre surmontée au sein de
I'équipe d’évaluation.

3.15 PRISE EN COMPTE DES COMMENTAIRES DES PARTIES PRENANTES

Les parties prenantes ont la possibilité de formuler des commentaires sur la version
provisoire du rapport. Le rapport d’évaluation tient compte de ces commentaires et
fait état de tout désaccord touchant a des questions de fond. S’il y a des différends au
sujet de faits qui peuvent étre vérifiés, les évaluateurs doivent effectuer des recher-
ches et modifier le cas échéant la version provisoire du rapport. Lorsque les commen-
taires des parties prenantes expriment une opinion ou représentent une interprétation,
ils doivent étre reproduits textuellement, par exemple dans une annexe, a condition
que cela ne soit pas incompatible avec le respect des droits et du bien-étre des par-
ticipants.
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4.1 MOMENT, PERTINENCE ET UTILISATION DE LEVALUATION

La conception, le processus et le rapport de I'évaluation répondent aux besoins des
utilisateurs ciblés. Conclusions, recommandations et enseignements sont clairs, per-
tinents, ciblés et exploitables, de telle sorte que I'évaluation puisse atteindre les ob-
jectifs voulus en termes d’enseignements et de reddition de comptes. Lévaluation est
fournie en temps voulu pour assurer une utilisation optimale des résultats.

La diffusion, la conservation et la gestion du rapport d’évaluation en assurent I'accés a
tous les partenaires au développement, et aux publics ciblés et permettent d’optimiser
les effets positifs des résultats de I'évaluation.

4.2 REPONSE ET EXPLOITATION SYSTEMATIQUES DES RECOMMANDATIONS
Les recommandations font systématiquement 'objet d’une réponse et d’une exploi-
tation par les personnes ou entités ciblées par chacune des recommandations. Ceci
inclut notamment une réponse officielle de la part des responsables et des proposi-
tions de suivi. Toute mesure de suivi est vérifiée afin de pouvoir rendre compte de sa
mise en oeuvre.

4.3 DIFFUSION

Les résultats de I'évaluation sont présentés sous un format accessible et sont sys-
tématiquement diffusés, tant en interne qu’en externe, en vue d’en tirer des ensei-
gnements et des actions de suivi et pour en garantir la plus totale transparence. A
la lumiére des enseignements tirés de I'évaluation, d’autres parties potentiellement
intéressées sont identifiées et ciblées, au sein de la communauté du développement
au sens large afin d’optimaliser I'utilisation de I'évaluation.
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Lignes directrices et ouvrages de référence du CAD
NORMES DE QUALITE POUR LEVALUATION DU DEVELOPPEMENT

Les Normes de qualité pour I'évaluation du développement se veulent un guide de bonnes pratiques
pour I'évaluation dans le domaine du développement. Elles ont pour but d’améliorer la qualité des
processus d’évaluation du développement et des produits qui en découlent ainsi que de faciliter la
collaboration. Fruit d’'un consensus international, elles détaillent les éléments clés qui font la qualité
de chacune des phases d’un processus type d’évaluation, a savoir la définition de la finalité de 'éva-
luation, la planification et la conception de cette derniere, sa mise en oeuvre et la présentation de
ses résultats, et enfin 'examen des legons a tirer et I'utilisation de ces résultats. Louvrage s’ouvre
sur quelques considérations générales qu'il convient de garder présentes a I'esprit tout au long du
processus d’évaluation. Une annexe renvoie a d'autres publications de 'OCDE CAD en rapport avec
I'évaluation du développement.

DAC Guidelines and Reference Series
QUALITY STANDARDS FOR DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION

The DAC Quality Standards for Development Evaluation provide a guide to good practice in develop-
ment evaluation. They are intended to improve the quality of evaluation processes and products and
to facilitate collaboration. Built through international consensus, the Standards outline the key quality
dimensions for each phase of a typical evaluation process: defining purpose, planning, designing,
implementing, reporting, and learning from and using evaluation results. The Standards begin with
some overall considerations to keep in mind throughout the evaluation process. An annex provides
references to related OECD DAC development evaluation publications. For more information on this
publication and the work of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation, visit www.oecd.org/dac/
gvaluation.
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Development Assistance Manual

DAC PRINCIPLES
FOR EFFECTIVE AID

ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT





Foreword

We are pleased to present this OECD publication of the DAC Development Assistance Manual.
This volume brings together the essence of DAC work in recent years both on broad policy
orientations for official development assistance and on specific operational guidance and standards
for the whole process of the programming and implementation of aid from initial appraisal and
policy dialogue with developing countries to procurement and finally evaluation of results.

It is one of the underlyir 2 *1'mes of the DAC’s work that co-operation among aid agencies
(bilateral and multilateral) and effective aid co-ordination are essential for the effective use of aid.
The policy orientations and operational guidelines brought together here are the result of close
co-operation and consultation among DAC Members’ agencies and the World Bank, IMF and
UNDP. We see them as a manifestation of the determinaiion of aid agencies to work together
towards common high standards of effectiveness in their efforts to assist developing countries to
achieve decent conditions of life for their citizens.

Alexander R. Love Helmut Fiihrer
Chairman of the Development Director of the Development
Assistance Committee (DAC) Co-operation Directorate (DCD)

The text is published on the responsibility of the Secretary-General of the OECD.
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Conceptual Underpinning and Salient Features
of the DAC Aid Principles

I. Introduction

1. As part of the DAC’s basic mandate to con-
tribute to improving the quantity, the quality, and
the developmental effectiveness of aid, Members
have devoted considerable effort in recent years
to developing a series of principles in the key
areas of aid management.

2. The principles set out in this report were
developed in a long process of consultations
among Member aid agencies, the World Bank, the
IMF and the UNDP. They bring together the re-
sults of the work done under DAC auspices on
essential aspects of the aid planning process.

3. These principles were endorsed by develop-
ment co-operation ministers and heads of
aid agencies at various DAC High-Level Meet-
ings. DAC Members have undertaken to review
and adapt their current practices against these
standards, which may imply significant re-
orientations in current aid practices; they have re-
quested the DAC to monitor, in a systematic man-
ner, their implementation. The DAC’s main
instrument for monitoring the implementation of
agreed policy principles are the regular mutual re-
views of each Member’s aid efforts and policies,
the “Aid Reviews”, which are increasingly pre-
pared on the basis of Secretariat field visits.

4. DAC Members see the principles incorpo-
rated in the manual not only as guidance for the
orientation of their own aid policies, but also as a
basis for dialogue and co-operation with develop-
ing countries in order to improve the effectiveness
of the totality of resources devoted to the develop-

ment effort.

II. Conceptual underpinning

Operational lessons from the 1985
“Review of Twenty-Five Years of
Development Co-operation”

5. An important milestone in the DAC’s aid
policy reflection was the “Review of Twenty-Five
Years of Development Co-operation” conducted
by the Committee in 1985 on the occasion of the
twenty-fifth anniversary of its existence. Among
the “operational lessons” emerging from this re-
flection were the following:

— One of the compelling lessons of
experience is that aid can only be as
effective as the policy, economic, and
administrative environment in which
it operates. The successful use of aid
in many of the Asian countries and,
indeed, a limited number of African
countries, provides positive evidence
of this lesson. However, in the coun-
tries that need aid most, from the
point of view of poverty and level of
development, results often have been
disappointing. The operational lesson
is that aid has to be more concerned
with creating the fundamental condi-
tions for its effectiveness.

— One of the most important general find-
ings of extensive evaluation of aid is
that many of the problems encountered
during implementation can be avoided
— and project survival and viability
improved — through strengthened
project appraisal, greater rigour
in project selection, clearer and more re-
alistic setting of objectives, greater
flexibility in design, and quicker adjust-
ment when shortcomings are identified.





Greater emphasis should be given to
ensuring the commitment of recipients’
executing agencies and the motivation
of local target groups through their ac-
tive involvement in selection, design
and implementation.

In view of the stated aim of bringing
women of developing countries more
fully into the development process,
special attention should be paid to in-
volving women and existing women'’s
groups in the process of preparation,
implementation and evaluation of
development programmes.

Technical co-operation is an area
where improvements could lead to
substantial pay-offs. Shourtcomings
occur in its design, in the selection
of technical personnel, and in imple-
mentation. Training is an aspect of
technical co-operation which requires
strengthening. In general, technical
co-operation has been evaluated less
extensively and less rigorously than
financial aid.

If aid is to make a broad and sus-
tained contribution to the economic
and social well-being of developing
countries, it must be concerned not
only with the proper selection, design,
and implementation of individual
projects, but also with the support of
broader sectoral and national efforts
and policies. This underlines the need
for the aid relationship to address or
at least take full account of macro-
economic and sectoral policies and
national and sectoral investment and
expenditure programmes, as well as
particular aid projects.

For donor advice in the policy and pro-
gramming dialogue to be credible, it
must be competent, reflect full under-
standing of the variety of economic and
other constraints facing the developing
country, and must be backed, or at least
accepted, by all significant donors. A
profusion of conflicting advice from a
multiplicity of donors is counter-
productive.

International aid co-ordination arrange-
ments with recipient governments should

be further strengthened and lead to spe-
cific, operationally relevant conclusions,
based on genuine consensus. Once con-
sensus on priorities has been reached, it is
essential that these priorities be respected
by all participants.

— Donor competition for attractive pro-
jects remains a problem. Full and frank
exchanges of relevant information on
on-going and planned activities among
donors, and between donors and re-
cipients, are essential to the success of
co-ordination efforts and more effective
use of aid. In some cases deficiencies
remain in information exchange due to
both administrative constraints and do-
nor inhibitions resulting from political
or commercial considerations.

— Efficiency and flexibility in procure-
ment can yield substantial benefits to
recipients in terms of project price
and subsequent operation and main-
tenance. Competitive bidding has ma-
jor advantages especially for large
projects. Where procurement is tied, it
should be flexibly administered; this
implies careful choice of supplies in
which the donor is competent and com-
petitive, effective price and quality
controls, and liberal use of waivers, es-
pecially in situations where local-cost fi-
nancing or third-country procurement
is essential.

DAC policy orientations for development
co-operation in the 1990s

6. The DAC took the occasion of the approach-
ing new decade to pursue its basic conceptual
thinking on orientations of aid programmes. At
the DAC High-Level Meeting in December 1989,
development co-operation ministers and heads of
aid agencies adopted a Policy Statement on De-
velopment Co-operation in the 199Cs.

7. They stated their conviction that the vicious
circle of underdevelopment that links high popu-
lation growth, poverty, malnutrition, illiteracy
and environmental degradation can be broken
only through economic and developmental strate-
gies and policies which integrate the objectives and
requirements of:

—  promoting sustainable economic growth;
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— enabling broader participation of all the
people in the productive processes and a
more equitable sharing of their benefits;

— ensuring environmental sustainability
and slowing population growth in those
many countries where it is too high to
permit sustainable development.

8. Participatory development and environmen-
tal sustainability were two major new notions
introduced in DAC policy orientations and priori-
ties for the 1990s.

9. The participatory development notion
addresses both economic and political aspects
of broad popular participation in the develop-
ment process. Members expressed their deter-
mination to seek opportunities to work with
developing countries towards promoting condi-
tions for a dynamic productive sector, strength-
ening the role of individual initiative, private
enterprise and the market system, and more
generally, drawing the whole population into
the active life of their countries. The transition
from an economy which is stifled by over-
regulation, and by powerful state and private
monopolies, to an economy where the produc-
tive energies of people are motivated and
can find legitimate expression is a complex
challenge.

— There is a vital connection, now more
widely appreciated, between open,
democratic and accountable political
systems, individual rights and the ef-
fective and equitable operation of
economic systems.

— Participatory development implies
more democracy, a greater role for local
organisations and self-government,
respect of human rights including
effective and accessible legal systems,
competitive markets and dynamic pri-
vate enterprise.

— More open competitive systems will
improve effective resource use, growth
and employment, and will create more
favourable conditions for a more equi-
table income distribution.

10. In subsequent discussion DAC Members
have reaffirmed the importance of good gover-
nance, including democratisation and respect of

human rights as basic conditions for broad-
based sustainable economic and social develop-
ment. There is now an awareness that effective
strategies for sustainable development need
to address development issues at all levels:
projects, programmes, policies, institntions and,
indeed, political systems.

11. At the 1991 DAC High-Level Meeting DAC
Members warmly welcomed the trend towards
democratisation in many developing countries
throughout the world. They undertook to further
encourage this process through appropriate de-
velopment assistance activities and the policy
dialogue, and particularly respect for human
rights, representative government accountable to
its citizens, and good governance within a frame-
work of law. They recognise that there can be a
wide variation of institutional arrangements and
practices which manifest these democratic values,
based on the specificity of each country’s political,
economic, social and cultural conditions. They in-
tend to continue their exchange of views and
experience in this regard in the DAC, and to build
on and strengthen their common efforts in en-
couraging respect for human rights.

12. Reduction in excessive military expendi-
tures is now also increasingly emphasized as a
key element in sound economic policy and good
governance and frees scarce resources for sus-
tainable economic and social development.
DAC Members welcome the growing attention
paid by the multilateral institutions, such as the
World Bank, IMi’ and UNDP, in monitoring
public expenditure programmes for opportuni-
ties to reduce unproductive expenditures,
especially excessive military expenditures.
They note that several DAC Members take
the size and trends in military expenditures in-
creasingly into account in their aid allocation
decisions. They will also exchange views and
experience in this regard in the DAC.

13. Economic, financial, trade, and structural ad-
justment policies by OECD countries which
contribute to a propitious world economic envi-
ronment are of critical importance for developing
countries. Major international efforts are under-
way to improve global policy coherence, most
fundamentally the Uruguay Round, but also other
efforts, in OECD and elsewhere, to improve
policy co-ordination and structural adjustment
in OECD countries, with significant potential
for improving economic opportunities for





developing countries. Greater efforts are never-
theless required. DAC Members agree to
strengthen their efforts, in their governments
and the OECD, to pay full regard to the poten-
tial impact on developing countries in the
formulation of the range of relevant govern-
ment policies, notably in such areas as trade,
environment, private investment and migra-
tion, and to work towards the largest possible
consistency in development and other policy
objectives. Aid efforts at basic developing-
country capacity-building remain of funda-
mental importance, since competent human
resources and institutions and adequate infra-
structure determine the extent to which
a developing country can cope with, and bene-
fit from, participation in the international
economy.

II1. Salient features

14. The basic conceptual work and policy orien-
tations sketched out above were translated into
specific operational management guidance in a se-
ries of agreed management principles, as follows:
—  Guiding Principles for Aid Co-ordination
with Developing Countries (1986) [Part Il
of “Aid for Improved Development Poli-
cies and Programmes and Implications
for Aid Co-ordination”];

— Principles for Project Appraisal (1988);

— Principles for New Orientations in
Technical Co-operation (1991);

— Principles for Programme Assistance
(1991);

— Guiding Principles on Women in Devel-
opment (1989);

— Good Practices for Environmental
Impact Assessment of Development
Projects (1991);

— Good Procurement Practices for Official
Development Assistance (1986);

— New Measures in the Field of Tied Aid
(1992);
— Principles for Aid Evaluation (1991).
15. The following gives brief summaries of the

essential elements of the ten principles listed
above.

Aid co-ordination

16. The effective co-ordination of aid coming
from a large number of different sources and
subject to different donor regulations, require-
ments and policies, is essential for the effective
use of aid. This has been a central concern of
the DAC since its inception. Among the main
recommendations of the Principles for Aid
Co-ordination adopted by the DAC High-Level
Meeting in 1986 are the following:

— Central responsibility for aid co-
ordination lies with each recipient
government.

— Developing countries need well
designed policies and carefully
appraised investment and expendi-
ture programmes for effective and co-
ordinated use of both their national and
external resources.

— There is a need for aid agencies to help
developing countries strengthen their
analytical and management capacity to
design and implement effective policies
and programimes.

— There is a need for continuing discipline
by both recipients and donors in adher-
ing to carefully appraised and pro-
ductive investment programmes. Such
programmes will provide a particularly
useful basis for aid allocations if they
have been the subject of careful review
and discussion with donors with the
help and advice of the international
financial institutions. They are a good
basis for aid co-ordination.

— There is a need for close co-operation
between recipient governments and
the multilateral lead agencies but
the processes of consultation and
co-ordination should provide an
opportunity for bilateral donors to ex-
press their views during the formative
stages of policy and programme con-
sultations between recipients and the
international agencies.

— Full and frank exchanges of pertinent
information on on-going and planned
activities among donors, and between
donors and recipients, are essential to





the successful co-ordination and effec-
tive use of aid.

There is a need to strengthen aid co-
ordination at the local (i.e. recipient
country capital) level, and to establish
stronger links between central and local
co-ordination arrangements. Central
co-ordination arrangements should
give the lead to local and sectoral
co-ordination, inter alia, by identifying
issues to be addressed at the local/
sectoral level. Policy dialogue should
be an intrinsic element of aid co-
ordination at the local/sectoral level.
Recipient governments should be at the
centre of the process.

Effective participation both in the policy
dialogue and in aid programming at the
local level will be facilitated by the pres-
ence of policy-oriented staff stationed in
recipient countries in which individual
Members have major aid interest.

Principles for project appraisal

17. The Principles adopted by the DAC High-
Level Meeting in 1988 incorporate the following
essential elements.

Better investment management and
resource use in developing countries
are essential for more satisfactory
economic and social development.
Project survival and viability can be
improved through greater rigour in
project selection, clearer and more re-
alistic setting of objectives, greater
care in design and preparation, fuller
involvement of target groups in de-
sign and implementation and quicker
adjustment when problems are identi-
fizd, Dcnors are ready to work to-
gewner with recipients to ensure ac-
ceptable standards of rigour and
developmental effectiveness in project
selection and preparation.

The initial selection of projects should
be consistent with well conceived sec-
toral programmes and strategies of the
recipient countries. The broader policy

framework in which projects operate
must be such as to facilitate their
success.

— Close consultation between donor,
recipient government and affected
communities in the formulation of ob-
jectives and the appraisal of projects is
necessary to ensure that the project re-
sponds to the recipient community’s
needs and that relevant managerial, so-
cial and environmental requirements
are taken into account in project design.

— The sustainability of projects is deter-
mined by a range of factors — includ-
ing economic soundness, project design
corresponding to the managerial, tech-
nical and financial capacity of recipi-
ents, compatibility with socio-cultural
conditions and, last but not least, envi-
ronmental sustainability — all of which
must be considered at the appraisal and
design stage to ensure project success.
It is not in the recipient’s interest to pro-
ceed with projects which are likely to
produce minimal benefits in the short
run and to be non-sustainable or non-
replicable in the long run.

Principles for new orientations in
technical co-operation

18. These Principles, which were adopted by the
DAC High-Level Meeting in 1991,

— set as strategic objectives of technical
co-operation long-term capacity build-
ing in developing countries rather than
immediate short-term performance im-
provement;

— put great emphasis on the central role
of developing countries in the planning,
design and management of technical
co-operation;

— stress the essential importance for
effective technical co-operation of im-
proved planning in the context of
co-ordinated support for sectoral ob-
jectives and policies and, in particular,
use of a programme rather than a
project-by-project approach;





encourage “ownership” i.e. responsibil-
ity and control of technical co-operation
programmes and projects at all stages
by the intended beneficiaries through
participatory approaches, including
local NGO participation;

emphasize the key importance for sus-
tainable development and self-reliance
of long-term institution-building, espe-
cially in the areas of policy analysis and
development management;

take into account the new recognition
of private sector needs for technical
co-operation;

encourage greater use of local expertise
and existing structures;

define objectives in terms of outcomes
to be achieved rather than inputs to be
provided;

stress the need to pay greater attention
to the costs and cost effectiveness of
technical co-operation activities.

Principles for programme assistance

19. The principles for programme assistance
adopted by the DAC High-Level Meeting in 1991
incorporate the following essential elements.
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There is a continuing major role for
programme assistance, incorporating
the evolving lessons of experience and
effectively linking broader social, politi-
cal and economic policy concerns.

Programme assistance and other aid
instruments, such as technical co-
operation and project financing for
long-term investment, are complemen-
tary. All of these instruments have
their specific contribution to make. It is
essential that they are adapted to spe-
cific country situations and needs and
are used in a co-ordinated, mutually re-
inforcing way.

Developing countries themselves are
ultimately responsible for determining
and implementing their development
programmes and policies and for the
impact on their economies and people.

Capacity-building for policy formula-
tion and planning and implementation
and the extension of substantial pro-
gramme assistance must go hand-in-
hand.

Adequate safeguards and monitoring
arrangements to ensure effective use of
programme assistance, including,
in the case of policy-related programme
assistance, adherence to agreed policies,
are essential for improved economic
performance and are in the interests of
recipients and donors alike,

Programme assistance requires
strongly co-ordinated approaches
among the recipient country, bilateral
donors and the relevant multilateral
institutions.

Policy dialogues on essential aspects of
policy reform and structural adjust-
ment must have a strong multilateral
dimension. Bilateral policy dialogues
need to be consistent with the orienta-
tions of the national policy frameworks
and priorities as they have been re-
viewed in the international aid co-
ordination arrangements. The core ele-
ments of economic policy reform and
structural adjustment programmes in-
clude:

» promoting market-oriented policies
and a productive private sector;

¢ liberalising and rationalising trade and
exchange rate regimes and policies;

o following sound fiscal, monetary
and financial policies and improving
fiscal management and taxation
systems;

* improving decision-making on pub-
lic investment and the operation of
key public services including health
and education.

Programme assistance, especially sector
assistance, can contribute to the ad-
vancement of strategic policy concerns
and objectives such as:

» promoting participatory develop-
ment in all its economic, social and
political dimensions;





¢ improving the social impact of
development assistance;

¢ strengthening human resources
development through education;

¢ strengthening the role of women in
development;

» contributing to environmental
sustainability;

e encouraging the development of
dynamic private sectors;

* assisting regional co-operation and
economic integration.

A basic long-run objective of aid is to
strengthen developing countries’ ad-
ministrative and eventually economic
and financial self-reliance. As devel-
oping countries make progress in
their basic policy environment and in
strengthening their administrative ca-
pacity, it should be possible to reduce
close donor involvement in imple-
mentation and to rely increasingly
on national institutions and market
mechanisms to allocate the resources
made available through aid.

Past experience shows that it is undesir-
able to provide programme assistance
on a sustained basis in situations
where policy and administrative envi-
ronments are inadequate. While
emergency assistance may sometimes
be indispensable even in such situa-
tions, it should then be available only
on a short-term basis and priority
must be given to policy reform and
institution-building efforts.

Developing countries’ own develop-
ment efforts, including progress
towards good governance and de-
mocratisation, mobilisation and im-
proved use of resources including
efforts to reduce excessive military ex-
penditures should be an important
consideration in the allocation of pro-
gramme assistance among developing
countries.

Programme assistance, as other
government-to-government aid,
is inappropriate in situations of

gross violations of internationally
recognised human rights.

Women in development

20. The overall objective of sustainable devel-
opment is only attainable when needs and
interests of both women and men are fully
recognised in the planning and implementation
of projects and programmes. Minimum
requirements to achieve this are equal access to
resources, services, education and training.
This basic principle is now universally accepted.
The Guiding Principles adopted by the DAC in
1989 offer guidance on how they can be trans-
lated into operational practice. Major
recommendations are the following:

— Guidelines and procedures relating to
WID should be developed in agencies
where they do not yet exist. Existing
guidelines and procedures should be
applied more vigorously and consis-
tently and be regularly adapted to
changes occurring in the economic and
social environments.

— Working methods and mechanisms
should be defined and their application
ensured with the support of instru-
ments such as special WID units, focal
points or advisory groups. It is essen-
tial to ensure that WID responsibilities
are taken up by operational staff
throughout the agency, and that staff
competence is developed.

— DAC Members should be encouraged
to develop internal monitoring sys-
tems to make certain that project and
programme procedures on WID are
followed and that appropriate mea-
sures are instituted to bring about
compliance with overall policy guide-
lines.

-— When appointing staff at resident mis-
sions in recipient countries it should be
ensured that WID expertise is available
in order to monitor activities at all
stages of each project, facilitate the dia-
logue with local authorities and feed
back specific information leading to
“fine tuning” of policies and project
objectives.
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— The equitable participation of the
women of the target group should be
reflected in the project design and in the
monitoring system, with the objective
of assessing how different groups of
women are affected by project activities
as compared to other groups of the tar-
get population.

Good practices for environmental impact
assessment of development projects

21. Contributing to environmentally sound and
sustainable development was identified by the
DAC as a central task for development co-
operation in the 1990s: without major action,
irreparable damage could be done to the resource
base and natural environment in developing
countries. The problems could become increas-
ingly intractable and expensive, compromising
current and future development prospects. In de-
veloping countries, poverty is both a cause and
result of environmental degradation. The imper-
ative of protecting the environmental resource
base for the benefit of today’s and future genera-
tions is thus in itself a compelling reason for
economic and social development. Without
broad-based development, policies and practices
securing sustainable use of natural resources will
be difficult to attain.

22. In 1991 the DAC also adopted guidelines for
aid for environment as follows:

— Good Practices for Country Environ-
mental Surveys and Strategies;

— Good Practices for Environmental
Impact Assessment of Development
Projects;

— Guidelines for Aid Agencies on Invol-

untary Displacement and Resettlement
in Development Projects;

— Guidelines for Aid Agencies on Global
Environmental Problems.

These were also endorsed by the Meeting of
OECD Ministers of Environment and of Develop-
ment in December 1991.

23. It is essential that environment becomes a
concern that is fully integrated in the aid and
development planning process. The Good Prac-
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tices for Environmental Impact Assessment (ELA)
of Development Projects are therefore included in
this Development Assistance Manual. The fol-
lowing main elements have been identified.

— Environmental aspects must be fully
integrated in project selection, design
and implementation and the adminis-
trative responsibilities for the envi-
ronmental aspects of assisted projects
should be clearly determined.

— The EIA must be conducted, together
with screening and scoping, at least for
the projects identified by the 1985
OECD Council Recommendation.

— The EIA should address all the ex-
pected effects on human health, the
natural environment and property as
well as social effects, particularly gen-
der specific and special group needs,
resettlement and impacts on indigenous
people resulting from environmental
changes.

— The EIA should consider alternative
project designs (including the “non-
action” alternative) as well as re-
quired mitigation and monitoring
measures.

— In conducting EIA of projects, donors
should use the standards that will
achieve the minimum level of “accept-
able”, non-mitigable negative effects
and maximise the positive effects.

— The utility and relevance of the EIA
depend critically on the availability of
Country Environmental Surveys and
Strategies (on which the DAC has es-
tablished a companion set of “good
practices”).

— Active arrangements including access
to information should be made wher-
ever possible to obtain the views of the
affected indigenous population on
projects which could have significant
environmental effects.

— The EIA should enable a clear state-
ment of significant beneficial and
adverse environmental and related
social effects and risks of the project
to be made.





— Off-site effects, including trans-
boundary, delayed and cumulative
effects, should be assessed.

— The governments of developing coun-
tries bear the ultimate responsibility for
the state of the environment in their re-
spective countries and for the design of
the development projects. However,
when transboundary and international
issues affect the environment situation
in developing countries, the govern-
ments causing these problems should
bear the responsibility for solving these
environmental problems in the respec-
tive developing countries.

Good procurement practices for official
development assistance

24. Procurement is an important aspect of aid
management with significant effects on the effi-
ciency of the use of aid resources. Major
advantages can be gained if procurement of aid
financed goods and services is permitted from
sources that are internationally competitive.
However, since most Member countries feel
obliged to tie large parts of their bilateral aid to
procurement from the donor country or permit
only partial untying, it is useful to develop and
apply procurement practices that promote the
efficient use of tied aid funds.

25. The Good Procurement Practices which were
approved by the DAC in 1986:

—  stress transparency in rules of procure-
ment and in information of individual
supply contracts;

— encourage use of international com-
petitive bidding and spell out (in an
annex) minimum conditions for effec-
tive ICB;

— describe practices and conditions for
other procurement methods;

— urge the application of minimum pro-
curement standards by recipients and
offer assistance in strengthening re-
cipients’ administrative capacity in this
regard.

New measures in the field of tied aid

26. Limiting trade and aid distortions from
tied aid has been a shared concern of both the
DAC and the Export Credit bodies of the
Organisation. Special disciplines have been
agreed for tied aid credits (unless they are of
very high cencessionality) for commercially vi-
able projects in better-off developing countries.
The DAC agreement reproduced below incor-
porates the aid-relevant aspects of the agree-
ment of the Participants to the Arrangement on
Officially Supported Export Credits and has
some additional development assistance-
oriented provisions. Essentially they:

—  limit the use of tied aid to countries and
projects with little or no access to mar-
ket finance;

— provide a checklist of considerations
against which the development priority
of projects or programmes should be
assessed;

— set forth special provisions for mutual
project appraisal and the use of interna-
tional competitive bidding for large
projects;

— define procedural arrangements con-
cerning notification, transparency,
consultation and review of Member
countries’ practices.

Principles for aid evaluation

27. Aid evaluation plays an essential role in the
efforts to enhance the quality of development
co-operation. Essential DAC evaluation prin-
ciples which were approved by the DAC High-
Level Meeting in 1991 are the following.

— Aid agencies should have an evalua-
tion policy with clearly established
guidelines and methods and with a
clear definition of its role and respon-
sibilities and its place in institutional
aid structure.

— The evaluation process should be im-
partial and independent from the
process concerned with policy-making,
and the delivery and management of
development assistance.
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— The evaluation process must be as
open as possible with the results
made widely available.

— For evaluations to be useful, they must
be put into practice. Feedback to both
policy-makers and operational staff is
essential.

— Partnership with recipients and donor
co-operation in aid evaluation are both
essential; they are an important aspect
of recipient institution-building and of
aid co-ordination and may reduce ad-
ministrative burdens on recipients.

— Aid evaluation and its requirements
must be an integral part of aid planning
from the start. Clear identification of
the objectives which an aid activity is to
achieve is an essential prerequisite for
objective evaluation.

IV. DAC work in other central areas
of aid policy

28. Alongside its work on the aid principles de-
scribed above and reproduced in this volume, the
DAC has treated a number of other central areas
of aid policy in the course of the last several years,
producing conclusions and orientations of con-
tinuing significance. Among these topics, three
stand out as being of basic systemic importance —
population and development, private sector de-
velopment and the management of technological
change. They are of fundamental importance to
the emergence of self-reliant, sustainable develop-
ment processes. The essence of this work is sum-
marised below.

Population and development — DAC
conclusions

29. When Development Co-operation Ministers
and Heads of Aid Agencies met in December 1989
to discuss priorities and orientations for their aid
policies in the 1990s, they concluded that “there is
an imperative need to slow population growth in
those many countries where it is too high to per-
mit sustainable development. Offering people in
developing countries the opportunity to plan the
size of their families, now taken for granted in the
industrialised countries, is essential to avoid an
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aggravation of already difficult social, economic
and environmental problems. DAC Members are
ready to help developing countries to establish,
fund and implement effective population strate-
gies and programmes as a matter of priority”.

30. DAC Members met on 19-20 April 1990, to-
gether with the World Bank, the International
Monetary Fund, the United Nations Population
Fund, the International Planned Parenthood Fed-
eration and the Population Council, to follow-up
on these conclusions, and in particular to:

— Review demographic trends and popu-
lation programme performance;

— Establish arrangements for co-
ordinating strategies of support for
population programmes;

— Consider the need for strengthened aid
priorities for population programmes.

31. The main conclusions were:

Need for new initiatives to slow down
population growth

32. DAC Members reaffirm the conclusions of
the 1989 DAC High-Level Meeting stated above.

33. Current and projected rates of population
growth in developing countries present serious
problems. The most recent UN estimates indi-
cate that, on present trends, population growth
in many developing countries is threatening to
overtake their hopes of achieving sustainable
development and alleviating the poverty which
already afflicts some one billion people. DAC
Members also recognise that because popula-
tion, environment, food and energy are issues
that have assumed global significance, the im-
plications of these problems will be felt in terms
of worldwide environmental damage and in-
creasing pressures for migration.

34. On the positive side, where high-quality
family planning has been available, it has been
successful in reducing fertility at relatively low
cost. Since th~ 1960s, family planning pro-
grammes have averted several hundred mil-
lions of unwanted births. This has led to
considerable improvements in individual and
family well-being as well as made an important
contribution towards the achievement of devel-
opment goals. Invaluable experience has been





gained. Still, the existing demand for family
planning continues to be far ahead of services,
and an estimated 300 million men and women
who want to plan their families lack the means

to do so.

35. Thus, there is general agreement that strong
new initiatives are now called for, both nationally
and internationally, to slow population growth.
Comprehensive, integrated population policies,
based on careful assessments of population and
development conditions and needs, are called for.
It is for the developing countries to decide their
own population strategies and programmes.
Their efforts and inputs, already in many cases
substantial, need to be expanded. Where family
planning users can afford to, they should increas-
ingly pay for the services. The indigenous private
sector should be given a more prominent role. All
of this will need to be supported by a large-scale
sustained and concerted effort of population
assistance.

36. The determinants of fertility are varied and
complex. Direct action to reduce birth rates by
means of family planning information and ser-
vices must be allied to efforts to improve social
and economic conditions. DAC Members are ad-
dressing the indirect determinants through their
overall development assistance, in particular in
the fields of primary health care,women in devel-
opment (WID) and education. The demographic
aspects of these programmes should be taken
more fully into account. Beyond these activities,
the main thrust of the new intensified efforts to
moderate population growth must be through
voluntary family planning, which has effectively
demonstrated its potential for reducing the birth
rate in many developing countries.

New action to assist developing countries
strengthen population analysis and policies

37. Developing-country governments must have
the necessary administrative and managerial ca-
pacity to plan effective population policies and
programmes and to put them into effect. Interna-
tional assistance in this area should have high pri-
ority. Donors can help prepare an analytical
framework for each country which will demon-
strate the effects of unabated population growth
on socio-economic development and on the envi-
ronment, and indicate the policy options avail-
able, so that all governments will fully appreciate

that investment in population and family plan-
ning programmes is not only cost-effective, but in-
dispensable to sustainable development.

38. Far more should be done to stress the
implications of population growth for develop-
ment prospects through the policy dialogue
which aid agencies hold with their developing-
country partners. Members request the World
Bank and the UNDP to stress the population is-
sue in Consultative Groups and Round Tables,
and will, themselves, actively participate in
population discussions within these frame-
works. More generally, Members will work
towards adequate and coherent attention being
given to population issues in all relevant inter-
national fora.

39. DAC Members stress the need to involve
local people and institutions closely with the
design and implementation of aid-financed
projects and programmes. Donors and recipi-
ents should work together to make full use of
competent expertise available locally for both
the design and implementation of aid-financed
programmes, taking account of the diversity of
country situations, including social and cultural
factors. Greater emphasis should be given to
ensuring the commitment of recipients’ execut-
ing agencies through their active involvement in
selection design and implementation. Active in-
volvement of end-users and beneficiaries, e.g.
through communities and other local organisa-
tions, to ensure that the programmes meet
actual needs and circumstances, is essential for
programme success and mobilising local sup-
port so that programmes will in time be
sustainable with the country’s own resources.

40. Women must be fully involved in the
planning and implementation of population
programmes. Development activities have too
often been designed in a way which takes insuffi-
cient account of women in their reproductive role
and as decision-makers, producers and beneficia-
ries. Consideration should be given to gender issues
already at the stage of programme preparation.

41. To increase the effectiveness of population
policies and programmes and to help raise
political commitment to these programmes, an
improved understanding is needed on a range
of population issues. High priority areas in-
clude research on cultural and social factors
which determine reproductive behaviour, alter-
native approaches to service delivery, the socio-
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economic and environmental consequences of
rapid population growth, the population impact
of other development activities, the role and
status of women and contraceptive technology.
Strengthening research capacity in developing
countries and enhancing interaction with the in-
ternational research community will greatly
benefit the process of in-country policy
development and programme implementation.
Special attention should be given to facilitating
the operational use of research findings and to
promoting co-operation between developing
countries.

42. The poorest countries, notably in Africa,
where population is increasing very rapidly and
where governments have recently demon-
strated greater willingness to promote family
planning programmes, will require a special
emphasis, involving a broadly-based popula-
tion strategy including health care and family
planning, education and other social pro-
grammes. Special attention should be given to
building up infrastructure and strengthening
human resources and institutional capacity.

Better co-ordination of international support
for population programmes

43. Special efforts must be made to achieve a
more coherent aid effort in the population field by
co-operating closely with developing countries,
the competent international institutions, and
NGOs. This aim, strongly re-affirmed by the
DAC regarding international assistance generally,
is crucial to the effectiveness of the new popula-
tion initiatives envisaged. Really effective mecha-
nisms and working practices of regular co-
ordination need to be established in order to make
optimum use of resources, draw on collective ex-
perience, and improve the quality and implemen-
tation of population programmes.

44, There is general acceptance of the desirabil-
ity of making new efforts to establish good
working arrangements for co-ordinating popu-
lation assistance at the country level. The re-
cipient government should play the central role
in such arrangements. It should be assisted and
supported by donor agencies, as appropriate.
In countries where no effective arrangements
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currently exist, the local representative of the
UNFPA, the World Bank or other agency with
experienced field representation should offer its
services to the government for this purpose.
Non-governmental organisations and the pri-
vate sector have been, and are likely to be, im-
portant sources of productive experimentation
and innovation in this field. Their representa-
tives should be encouraged to participate and
contribute their special experience and skills.

45. In order to economise resources, avoid
duplication, and ease the burden on developing-
country governments, donors will exchange avail-
able analytical country reports such as the
UNFPA Programme Review and Strategy De-
velopment Reports, and will use them within
national frameworks as a basis for their own
planning.

46. One of the major functions of local co-
ordination is to enable the government and donor
agencies together to keep the implementation of
the national population programme under close
review and to monitor the progress achieved. The
agenda of the national co-ordination meetings
should cover, in addition, issues relevant to im-
proving the design, the implementation and the
quality of the national population programme.
An important condition, therefore, is that there
should be a full and frank exchange of informa-
tion beween interested parties on their respective
experience, so as to avoid their repeating each
other’s mistakes. The need to give more adequate
emphasis to population and population assistance
issues in aid Consultative Groups and Round
Tables has already been stressed above.

47. In order to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of international support for popu-
lation programmes, greater co-operation is also
needed at the international level. As a first step,
interested parties will seek practical ways of im-
proving exchanges of information. The UNFPA
will initiate this process and provide secretariat
support. The UNFPA Governing Council will
be kept fully informed.

48. Possible subjects for discussion include: con-
traceptive supplies, training, operational research,
census and survey programmes and, more gener-
ally, review of progress in the implementation of
population programmes and their funding.





Increased priority for population assistance

49. In view of the vast unmet demand for family
planning and the manifest need for population
policies and programmes, DAC Members are
ready to help developing countries to establish,
fund and implement effective population strate-
gies and programmes as a matter of priority and
to make every effort to raise substantially the low
level of population assistance. There are at
present considerable differences in the extent to
which individual DAC Members participate in
the international population assistance effort.

50. Given the special importance of population
policies and programmes and the very tight bud-
get situation in many developing countries,
Members further agreed to treat requests for local
recurrent cost funding with flexibility, bearing in
mind the eventual goal of self-sufficiency of
programmes.

51. Most agencies’ in-house population capacity
is presently modest and clearly far below what
would be required to provide effectively the
strengthened and improved population assistance
support, the enhanced policy dialogue and the
co-ordination effort now envisaged. Members
agree there is a need to increase poulation exper-
tise in recipient and donor countries. They agree
to examine ways of developing specialist exper-
tise both in-house and externally. There is,
further, agreement that non-population specialist
agency staff need population training. This will
be necessary, not only to improve the planning
and implementation of programmes, but also to
ensure that population issues are given due im-
portance in the policy dialogue.

52. The DAC is convinced that money to help
developing countries implement effective popula-
tion programmes is a sound — indeed a vital —
investment for sustained development. It reaf-
firms its intention to convince key policy-makers
of the force of this equation. DAC Members in-
vite the participating international institutions to
help developing countries put forward popula-
tion programme proposals in line with actual
needs.

Follow-up

53. The DAC will keep a watching brief on the
progress of implementation of the above popula-

tion initiatives through Aid Reviews, improved
statistical reporting and other relevant activities.

54. A meeting of the DAC will be held in 1993 to
review progress made and to prepare for the pro-
posed 1994 International Population Conference.

Promoting the private sectotr in
developing countries

55. Promoting private sector development has
become a major focus of DAC work and aid
support. In their Policy Statement on Develop-
ment Co-operation in the 1990s, development
co-operation ministers and heads of aid agen-
cies have pledged to seek opportunities to work
with developing countries towards promoting
conditions for a dynamic productive sector,
strengthening the role of individual initiative,
private enterprise and the market system, and
more generally, drawing the whole population
into the active life of their countries. The transi-
tion from an economy which is stifled by
over-regulation, and by powerful state and pri-
vate monopolies, to an economy where the
productive energies of people are motivated
and can find legitimate expression is a complex
challenge.

56. Very determined efforts are required to
change the inevitable inherent bias of inter-
governmental co-operation towards support for
governmental and public secter financial and
technical assistance needs into positive
approaches for private sector development.
Competent governments, effective policies, ad-
equate economic and social infrastructure and
trained manpower are basic requirements for
private sector development and must be con-
tinuing priorities for official development
assistance. However, there are specific private
sector policy, financing and technical assistance
needs which must also be addressed.

57. Against this background, DAC Members are
actively reviewing and developing their assis-
tance policies in these areas. A first set of results
is contained in “Enhanced International Co-
operation in Private Sector Development and For-
eign Investment in Developing Countries:
Recommended Policies and Actions” (Chapter I
of “Promoting Private Enterprise in Developing
Countries”, OECD, 1990). Further work is
summed up in Chapter V of the 1991 DAC
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Chairman’s Report, “Conclusions of Recent DAC
Meetings on Private Sector Development: Financ-
ing the Private Sector and Strategies for Micro-
enterprise Development”. Conclusions of a
February 1952 meeting on privatisation are forth-
coming,.

58. The following common elements are seen to
be of fundamental importance in the on-going
policy review and development process:

— improving the enabling environment
for private sector development in de-
veloping countries;

— developing the role of domestic capital
markets;

— rethinking the role of development
finance institutions in channelling exter-
nal aid to the private sector as against
direct lending by donors;

— stimulating awareness and co-
ordination within donor agencies;

— promoting an integrated approach and
effective donor co-ordination.

59. These elements imply development co-
operation approaches which incorporate signifi-
cant components from the Principles for Aid
Co-ordination, Project Appraisal, Programmc As-
sistance and Technical Assistance. In particular:

— All aid to a given country should be
planned and executed in the context
of a host country strategy for private
sector development, with donors,
multilateral institutions and the recip-
ient country engaging in a continuing
dialogue aimed at the adoption of ap-
propriate policies. The policy dia-
logue — broadly conceived to include
the issues of economic and political
pluralism — must assume a more ceri-
tral role in relations with recipient
countries: policies and programmes
that will encourage domestic resource
mobilisation and the repatriation of
domestic capital as a basis for devel-
oping the domestic financial systems
are critical. Support should be direct-
ed at underpinning policy reforms
and the development of institutional
“systems”, rather than at individual
projects or institutions. The provision
of technical assistance and institution-
building support continues to be a
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very important adjunct to donor assis-
tance, but should be part of a broader
strategic programme approach.

— Financial inputs should be injected at
the “wholesale” level in a way which
helps to develop efficient and effective
domestic interrediation systems rather
than at the “retail level” (i.e. directly to
individual institutions, projects or
firms).

— Concessional finance for on-lending to
the private enterprise sector should be
intermediated through a two-step pro-
cess that requires or permits application
of local market interest rates to the
on-lending of funds to local enterprise.
Subsidised lending to enterprises
should only be done on the basis of
very careful appraisal, in line with the
relevant provisions in the Project
Appraisal Principles. In general,
subsidised lending, including to micro-
enterprises, has been found to be inef-
fective and harmful to the evolution of
appropriate financial institutions and
critical linkages between national, re-
gional and local financial markets.

— Donor agencies’ efforts to stimulate
and strengthen the private sector
should be integrated across the full
range of aid agency activities. It will
be essential to promote agency-wide
awareness of how private sector and
domestic financial-sector develop-
ment objectives can be incorporated
within existing and future pro-
grammes and projects.

The role of science and technology in
development co-operation with the
less-advanced developing countries in the
1990s (Orientations emerging from an
experts’ meeting of the Development
Assistance Commitiee, 18-19 May 1990)

60. The less-advanced developing countries in
the developing world face particularly critical
challenges and opportunities arising from the
intensifying importance of science and technol-
ogy to sustainable development progress.
While the opportunities for applying science





and technclogy to transform the life prospects
of masses of poor people have never been so
great, what increasingly defines the less-
advanced countries is the weakness or even
coimplete absence of a capacity to manage tech-
nological change.

Orientations for developing countries

61. Itisnot building up science and technology
per se that is the core issue, but rather strength-
ening — across the whole of society — the
capacity to manage technological change; that
is, to develop the capacity to identify needs and
opportunities, to select technologies that are
suited to a country’s individual situation and to
adapt or develop these technologies in each par-
ticular national context and implement them on
a broad scale. It involves in the developing
countries:

— linking policy-making, administration,
education and investment decision-
taking to bring about a better exploita-
tion of existing and new technological
approaches;

— afree and open political and intellectual
climate;

— fostering the emergence of a national
science and technology community able
to identify and respond to national
challenges and opportunities and to in-
terface with international and regional
science and technology;

— a sound economic policy environment
in which the rational pricing of re-
sources (including proper accounting
for environmental costs and benefits)
provides the basis and the incentive for
optimal technological choices, adopting
technological improvements, and at-
tracting foreign direct investment.

62. Developing countries should thus construct
a close partnership between the science and tech-
nology community, economic and social policy
makers and the people at large, in order to define
orjentations and processes which direct science
and technoiogy resources to advancing broad-
based econornic development. This partnership

should result in the identification of a set of key
science and technology “missions” related to solv-
ing basic development problems and opening up
new development options. The “missions”
should be used as the principal instrument for
specifying and co-ordinating domestic and exter-
nal science and technology resources.

Orientations for donors

63. Donor countries should make it their pri-
mary objective to assist the less-advanced
developing countries to build a national capacity
to manage technoiogical change. Donors have tc
recognise that the entire character and content of
their aid programmes is involved. There is a
strong tendency in the whole aid system to supply
a wide range of capital equipment on a highly-
subsidised basis while at the same time failing to
ensure that the recurrent expenditure on human
resource capacities needed to sustain the effective
use of this capital are available. This propensity
has a major negative impact on less-advanced
developing countries’ capacity to manage techno-
logical change.

64. Donor agencies should thus increasingly
shift from a project-by-project approach to a more
strategic capacity-building thrust, with longer-
term commitments to help accomplish well-
defined technology development missions. A key
requirement will be to create a synergy within aid
agencies between economic analysts, programme
planners and science and technology specialists so
that the building of national capacities to manage
technological change becomes a central, early is-
sue in programme design.

DAC sector and regional work

65. On the sectoral level, three areas of basic con-
sequence have been the subject of major DAC
meetings with the strong participation of the
relevant multilateral organisations — energy, pri-
mary health care and urban development. The
DAC has also held “regional meetings”, dealing
with South Asia, Latin America and the South Pa-
cific, which have examined donor approaches in
specific geographical settings.
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Guiding Principles for Aid Co-ordination
with Developing Countries

66. These principles must be used flexibly to meet the diversity of
specific situations; they apply mainly to developing countries
which depend heavily on external assistance and need the support
of international aid co-ordination arrangements to ensure effective
use of resources. DAC Members recognise that developing
countries themselves are responsible for setting their policies and
priorities and that central responsibility for aid co-ordination lies
with each recipient government.

1. Donor co-operation to 67. Developing countries need well designed policies and

help developin carefully appraised investment and expenditure programmes for
P P F blgi h and effective and co-ordinated use of both their national and external

fzoun es ES. ablish arn FeSOUrces.

unglement improved 68. DAC Members recognise the importance of the World Bank/

pOIICIeS and carefully IMF-led process of working with developing countries in the

appraised investment and articulation of structural adjustment programmes. They welcome
. the recent shift in the orientation of structural adjustment

expendlture programmes programmes toward growth. They agree that structural adjust-
ment programmes should take fully into account equity and
income distribution issues and would like to see more explicit
addressing of budget and strategy issues in human resources
questions such as education, health and population, as well as
environment. They note that structural adjustment programmes
can make a contribution to creating the conditions which in the
medium term may encourage a resumption of private flows to
developing countries.

69. DAC Members underline the need for aid agencies to help
developing countries strengthen their analytical and management
capacity to design and implement effective policies and
programmes. DAC Members also recognise the need for greater
participation by bilateral aid agencies in assisting developing
countries in their efforts to improve their policies and programmes
and providing the often costly preparatory analytical work. While
multilateral agencies are well placed to assist in this field, bilateral
donors also have a role to play, especially at the level of sectors
where they have special expertise to offer. DAC Members will
review the need to strengthen their capacity to make contributions
in this area.
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70. DAC Members emphasize the need for continuing discipline
by both recipients and donors in adhering to carefully appraised
and productive investment programmes. Such programmes will
provide a particularly useful basis for aid allocations if they have
been the subject of careful review and discussion with donors with
the help and advice of the international financial institutions. The
regular review of these programumes offers an opportunity to
examine progress and to consult on priorities. They are a good
basis for aid co-ordination.

71. DAC Members acknowledge the desirability of providing

adequate financing to developing countries undertaking effective
policy reform efforte. Thic will often require making available

quick-disbursing funds for the financing of urgent import
requirements. Indications by donors of medium-term funding
prospects will facilitate structural reform efforts and will, in turn,
be facilitated by such efforts.

72. There is a need to put more emphasis, in the period immedi-
ately ahead, on rehabilitation and improved use of existing
capacity. Programmes for these purposes will often have a higher
priority than launching large new projects. DAC Members
recognise the need to make realistic provision for recurrent cost
and maintenance requirements but with agreement for
step-by-step advance towards self-reliance.

73. DAC Members recognise the special merits of having several
donors work together with a recipient government in the
cofinancing of important projects and sector programmes. They
will attempt to reduce administrative burdens by relying as much
as possible for appraisal on a bilateral or multilateral lead agency.

74. Export credits may, in selected cases, be helpful also in the
low income countries, but great care must be exercised to assure
that development goals and the discipline of carefully appraised
investment programmes are taken fully into account.

75. External debt servicing obligations have major financing
implications for many countries. Debt relief exercises by the Paris
Club should be based on full information of the nature and
requirements of growth-oriented medium-term structural policy
reform efforts.

II. Further steps to
improve arrangements for
aid co-ordination

Co-operation among donors,
recipients and international

agencies
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76. DAC Members reaffirm their determination to co-operate
closely with recipient countries, international institutions and other
donors in international aid co-ordination arrangements working
towards operationally relevant conclusions, based on genuine
consensus.

77. DAC Members accept the need for close co-operation
between recipient governments and the multilateral lead agencies,
but feel that the processes of consultation and co-ordination should
provide an opportunity for bilateral donors to express their views
during the formative stages of policy and programme consulta-
tions between recipients and the international agencies.






Consultative groups and
round tables

78. Full and frank exchanges of pertinent information on on-going
and planned activities among donors, and between donors and
recipients, are essential to the successful co-ordination and effective

use of aid.

79. DAC Members appreciate the recent improvements in the
organisation of Consultative Groups and Round Tables and invite
the lead agencies to pursue their efforts in the following directions:

— Encouraging greater participation by bilateral donors in
the consultations preceding Consultative Group and
Round Table meetings making use of local groups, where
possible; such participation is essential to ensure the
emergence of a genuine consensus on recipient-country
development policies and programmes.

— Revising the format of Consultative Group meetings to
facilitate more frank and substantive exchanges of views
on key policy issues and problems; more careful review
of recipient investment plans with a sharper focus on
sectoral policies and investment programmes; fuller
discussion of the aid implications of recipient structural
adjustment programmes; and taking into account all
elements determining recipients’ overall financial
situations including trade prospects and debt service
requirements.

— To be more concerned with the identification and
programming of technical assistance needs and priorities
which are often as important as financial needs; the
UNDP has a special role to play in this regard and
should participate fully in the Consultative Group
processes.

— Recording of conclusions reached at Consultative Group
and Round Table meetings, as summarised by the
Chairman, in a detailed and action-oriented manner, and
making them available promptly to interested parties
including local co-ordination groups.

— Ensuring effective follow-up with respect to actions
stemming from Consultative Group and Round Table
meetings, specifically regarding donor statements of aid
intentions and recipient statements of policy reform
intentions through, inter alia, sectoral and other
in-country meetings.

80. DAC Members are encouraged by the UNDP’s recent
progress in strengthening the Round Table process and enhancing
its capacity to perform its co-ordination role more effectively
through, inter alia: encouraging developing countries to participate
actively; emphasis on policy reforms; the strengthening of UNDP
staff; a more selective approach to the choice of countries and
participants; improved analysis and in-country follow-up; better
preparation and organisation of the Round Table meetings through
closer collaboration with the World Bank; encouraging adequate
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representation by recipients and donors, and with UNDP
chairmanship of the meetings. Round Tables can be furiner
strengthened if, in the first phase of the process, UN specialised
agencies can be represented by the UNDP and if DAC Members’
representatives reflect this position in the appropriate bodies of the
specialised agencies.

81. It was recognised that the second phase of the Round Table
process, i.e. the larger and more open meeting at the country level,
can be particularly useful in confirming the resolve of the govern-
ment to push ahead with its adjustment policies by providing it
with an opportunity to indicate its policy commitments in a broad
setting. Donors in turn have an opportunity to announce their
suport for the programme.

Local, sectoral and regional ~ 82. DAC Members underline the need to strengthen aid
dimensions co-ordination at the local (i.e. recipient country capital) level, and
to establish stronger links between central and local co-ordination
arrangements. Central co-ordination arrangements should give
the lead to local and sectoral co-ordination, inter alia, by identify-
ing issues to be addressed at the local/sectoral level. Policy
dialogue should be an intrinsic element of aid co-ordination at the
local /sectoral level. Recipient governments should be at the centre
of the process. The participation of appropriate officials from the
recipient government’s line agencies is essential, but for decisions
reached on sector aid policies or programmes it is important for
the government’s central finance and planning authorities to be
involved.

83. There has been considerable expansion of local co-ordination
activities recently. Progress has been made at the level of exchange
of information, avoiding project duplication and promoting joint
activities; but more needs to be done, especially relating aid to 3
carefully appraised and reviewed investment programmes, and
developing and implementing sector policies and programmes. 4
DAC Members welcome the establishment of recipient-led local

mechanisms for the purpose of ensuring more effective monitoring
and co-ordination. Such local mechanisms need clear mandates.

84. DAC Members stress the importance of improved sectoral
approaches, involving the preparation of, and support for,
carefully appraised investment and expenditure programmes,
taking capital and recurrent cost financing prospects realistically
into account. There is also the need to explore prospects for more
sector grouping of assistance (both technical and capital) to
improve its efficiency, thereby also reducing administrative
burdens all around through improved work sharing and harmoni-
zation of procedures. Animportant tool to achieve this objective is
the use of aid co-financing arrangements.

85. DAC Members acknowledge the need for greater involve-
ment of the regional development banks in policy dialogue and
reform, particularly at the sector level, when they are important
donors. It is important that they work within the macro-economic
policy frameworks and co-operate closely with the World Bank or
the UNDP, as appropriate.
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Institutional and staffing
dimensions

Implementation and
follow-up

86. Regional approaches to co-ordination, as they have been
evolved, particularly in Africa, within the framework of CILSS/
Club du Sahel and SADCC, looking at aid needs in a regional
context and encouraging regional co-operation, can be an essential
complement to country-level co-ordination.

87. DAC Members are fully aware of the need to avoid
overburdening the administrative capacity of recipients. While
effective action to streamline the administration of aid will not be
easy, they will seek opportunities to harmonize and simplify the
requirements they exact from recipient governments, especially by
making greater use of studies and reports already prepared by
others or worked out by an agreed lead agency. This may entail
modifications to legislative and administrative requirements.

88. DAC Members recognise the staff implications of improved
co-ordination, particularly the need to have staff of appropriate
economic and policy expertise in support of this function. Effective
participation, both in the policy dialogue and in aid programming
at the local level, will be facilitated by e presence of
policy-oriented staff stationed in recipient countries in which
individual Members have major aid interest. This may require
strengthening the staff in the field, including the redeploying of
some staff, adjustments in personnel training and recruitment
policies and effective use of private expertise.

89. DAC Members underline the essentiality of strengthening
developing countries’ institutional capacity to design and
implement effective policies and programmes and to manage
their development processes. Competent central government
institutions are essential to establish an effective policy frame-
work, but broader institutional development efforts are required
at all levels of government, including sectoral and local levels.
These efforts should also take into account the capabilities and
potential of the private sector and the requirements it has for
institutional development in order to better enable it to make its
full contribution.

90. DAC Members will take appropriate action within their own
organisations to implement the principles set out above. They will
from time to time take stock in the DAC of the progress being
made.
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DAC Principles for Project Appraisal

I. Introduction

Importance of project
selection and design

Scope of the principles

Transparency

91. Better investment management and resource use in develop-
ing countries are essential for more satisfactory economic and
social development. Project survival and viability can be improved
through greater rigour in project selection, clearer and more
realistic setting of objectives, greater care in design and prepara-
tion, fuller involvement of target groups in design and
implementation and quicker adjustment when problems are
identified. Donors are ready to work together with recipients to
ensure acceptabie standards of rigour and developmental effective-
ness in project selection and preparation.

92. The principles set out below apply primarily to investment
projects. Members will consider the applicability of relevant
provisions to technical co-operation projects and aspects of sector
assistance. Itis important that all types of assistance are subject to
consistent selection criteria and appraisal procedures of high
standards. It is recognised also, however, that timeliness of aid is a
particularly critical factor in meeting acute emergency needs.

93. The criteria and standards against which projects are assessed,
as well as approval procedures and intormation requirements
applied by donors, should be clearly articulated.

94. Agencies which have not yet done so are encouraged to
publish the essential elements of their project appraisal and
selection criteria and procedures and make them available to the
recipients of their aid and to other DAC Members.

II. Racipient-donor
partn.rship
Strengthening recipients’
appraisal and
implementation capacity

95. While project financing decisions are taken jointly by donors
and recipients, responsibility for project identification, design and
implementation rests with the recipient. Strengthening the capacity
of recipient countries through training and institutional develop-
ment for project appraisal, design and management including
budgeting and auditing is an important objective for donor/
recipient technical co-operation.
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Donor-recipient agreement on
essential requirements and
assumptions

Agreed terms of reference for
feasibility studies

96. The contributions and tasks of donors and recipients
respectively in project appraisal and implementation should be
fully articulated and agreed. Differences between donors and
recipients should be resolved before the project is launched rather
than left to the implementation stage. Similarly it is important that
essential external conditions and assumptions influencing the
project’s success should be realistic, fully articulated, and agreed
with the recipient.

97. The donor and recipient should agree on the specific steps
required, and the time needed for each, for all of the main
activities, e.g. consultancy, training, recruitment, procurement,
legislation, institutional changes, donor procedural requirements
and so on. Timeframes for projects should be realistic. The use of
critical path programming can be helpful for this purpose.
Evaluations show that designers tend to underestimate the time
required to achieve the objectives set.

98. Donor and recipients should jointly prepare clear terms of
reference for feasibility studies to ensure that issues considered
important by both parties are covered. Terms of reference should
cover the essential design and sustainability factors reflected in
these principles. Feasibility studies should envisage alternative
options to enable recipients and donors to make choices.

I11. Project identification

Importance of initial project
screening

Clear specification of
objectives

Contribution of sector
analysis and co-ordination
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99. The initial project screening process is crucial. Experience
shows that rejection of a project proposal is rare, once major
project preparation has started. A thorough and independent
scrutiny of the project and its definition must therefore be
undertaken before a decision is made to go ahead with fuller
project appraisal and preparation. The use of a project identifica-
tion memorandum as a required preliminary to the decision to
proceed with preparations can be helpful as a practical method to
ensure that projects do not acquire a life of their own at an early
stage. Implausible projects, in particular those which are inconsis-
tent with reviewed investment programmes or for which there
might be serious doubts on prospects of sustainability, should be
eliminated at the start. The aim is to arrive at a short list of
projects which should be subject to more detailed scrutiny.

100. A careful specification of the project’s objectives is of critical
importance for effective appraisal and the successful implementa-
tion of an activity. Careful specification of objectives is also
essential for subsequent evaluation.

101. Experience shows the utility of sector programmes and
strategies which establish the government’s sector objectives,
articulate sector level policies and priorities and identify areas for
possible donor support. Greater emphasis could be given to
exploring opportunities for a linked series of projects within a
given sector, enabling the use of experience and gains in
institution-building.





Private sector projects

Projects with major impacts

Logical framework

102. Co-ordination among donors and recipients, within the
framework of the recipient government’s sector strategy, is
important to encourage sharing of information and experience,
avoid project duplication, promote joint activities, and gain
understanding of sector policies and programmes. Other donors’
activities and plans in the sector related to the project should, to the
extent possible, be noted in project documentation.

103. The initial selection of projects should be consistent with well
conceived sector programmes and strategies and, in pariicular,
with public investment programmes (PIPs), and public expenditure
programmes (PEPs), which have been the subject of careful review
through such aid co-ordination arrangements as may exist.

104. In the absence of such well conceived recipient sector
strategies and investment/expenditure programmes, particular
care is required in project selection and design. In such cases
donors can assist recipients in doing analyses which will place
the project within a sector framework, and address appropriate
policy issues to the extent possible. In particular, project
appraisal should take into account major price distortions which
may result from such factors as excessive import protection,
export taxes, administered prices (including interest rates) and
inefficient governmental regulations. It is not in the recipient’s
interest to proceed with projects which are likely to produce
minimal benefits in the short run and to be non-sustainable and/
or non-replicable in the long run.

105. Careful consideration needs to be given by donors and
recipients to whether a particular project is best handled by the
public or the private sector. In some areas the private sector can be
more efficient than the public sector. Pukblic sector projects in turn
can be supportive of private sector activities. Where donors
finance private sector projects, such projects should be consistent
with the broader sectoral priorities and programmes of the
recipient country.

106. Particular care is required in the case of projects which are
likely to have a major economic, financial, social and environmen-
tal impact on the economy of the recipient country or a particular
region or sector, and where defective project selection or design
may therefore have particularly serious consequences for the
recipient. Such projects may give rise to special appraisal problems
because they are likely to affect the basic economic data on which
project analysis is based.

107. The logical framework is one possible method project
designers can use in order to examine key elements of a project
systematically. The logical framework is helpful primarily as a
project planning device and for subsequent evaluations. One of the
most important features of the method is the clarification and
analysis of assumptions, which is useful for decision-making,
design and evaluation of the project. The analysis of assumptions
can be developed into an assessment of the risks involved in the
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undertaking. The logical framework should be used from the
earliest stages of the identification process and modified with
changes in the objectives, if necessary, as preparation and appraisal
proceed.

IV. Appraisal: general
considerations

Importance of appraisal for
selection and design

The central notion of
sustainability

36

108. The purpose of appraisal is to enable decision-makers to make
rational project choices and to contribute to good project design.

109, In view of this dual function the appraisal process cannot be
clearly separated from project design. Technical experts will have
a major role in project design, but the various forms of appraisal,
discussed below, are an integral part of project design. The
consideration of options during project design is an example of the
interaction between design and appraisal. At the decision stage,
appraisal will also enable those concerned to ensure the soundness
of a project, the superiority of its design to alternative means of
meeting its objectives and its readiness for implementation. The
main types of appraisal are discussed in the sections which follow:

— Technical;

— Financial;

—  Economic;

— Institutional;

— Social/distributional;
— Environmental.

Their comparative importance will vary from project to project
and the order in which they are covered in these principles is not
meant to reflect the weight to be given to the various types of
analysis. The principles set out below recognise the differences in
the problems encountered in the appraisal and design of invest-
ment projects with quantifiable economic benefits which produce
marketable output and programmes addressing the needs of
specific social target groups.

110. Project sustainability needs to be considered in all forms of
appraisal. It has proved to be a useful general test in judging a
project. A project can be said to be sustainable when it is able to
deliver benefits for an extended period of time, after the main
assistance from a donor has been terminated. The following
sustainability requirements and tests are essential (they are further
developed elsewhere in these principles).

— A conducive policy environment. Necessary policy
changes should be agreed upon before implementation
starts.

— Clear and realistic goals.

—  Project design corresponding to the managerial and
technical capacity of recipients.

— Economic soundness and sustainability.






— Affordability in terms of initial costs and of operations
and maintenance.

— Active involvement of local authorities and target
groups including women.

—  Choice of technologies appropriate to the economic and
social conditions of the recipient.

— Realistic timeframes.
— Adequate maintenance and support systems, as well as

the capacity to manage them, once external assistance
has been terminated.

—  Compatibility with domestic socio-cultural environments.
— Environmental sustainability.

111. Due consideration should be paid in the application of the
above sustainability criteria to the specifics of the project and the
project environment, and the need for flexibility in design and
implementation, as well as to expected improvements over time in
managerial, technical and maintenance capacity brought about by
a continuing development process.

V. Technical appraisal

112. The technical feasibility study is the basis for other forms of
appraisal. Technical experts will need to show that the project can
meet its objectives using a technology and standards which are
appropriate to the circumstances of the country in which the
project will be located. The technical appraisal and specifications
will need to take account of the availability of local production
capacities, trained personnel, raw materials and other inputs; the
suitability of the output to the markets for which it is intended;
and the capacity of local agencies to implement the project. Many
of the other sustainability tests listed in these Principles should be
considered at the technical appraisal stage.

V1. Financial appraisal

Financial analysis

Appropriate terms

113. Careful financial analysis and planning are required, including
schedules of expected income and expenditure on capital and
current outlays to ensure financial soundness.

114. Financial analysis will be concerned primarily with the
financial viability of the project and the entity operating it. Butitis
also important to take into account the repercussions of the project
on public finances generally, including the financial implications of
planned project replication.

115. The principal rationale for concessional terms of financial
assistance is the recipient country’s economic situation and
especially limitations on its capacity to mobilise adequate foreign
exchange resources for development, rather than the nature of
project financed. In setting terms for end-users, care is required to
avoid distorting effects on resource use allocations and income
distribution. Two-step financing procedures are a useful device to
avoid such distortions; i.e. the project would be expected to carry
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Financial sustainability

Assistance for local-cost and
recurrent financing

domestic market interest rates while the concessionary element
would accrue to the central government. This is important in the
case of revenue-producing projects and particularly projects
producing for competitive markets. Project appraisal would make
it possible to decide whether it may be justified to pass on all or
part of the concessionality in terms to end-users on social or infant
industry grounds. But such practices should be consistent with the
recipient’s broader or sectoral policies; and financial sustainability
and equity considerations must also be kept in mind.

116. User charges ensuring cost-recovery are the best safeguard of
the financial viability of a project and consequently of its sustained
ability to provide continuing benefits to recipients. Where
cost-recovery through user charges is not feasible or socially
acceptable, it is essential that realistic provisions for financing be
made. User charges and public price policies, giving appropriate
weight to overall financial viability and repercussions on vulner-
able groups, are an important subject for aid co-ordination
between recipients and donors.

117. Where a project is not financially self-supporting, special
care must be taken to make certain that the subsidies required
to maintain operations are ensured and that this represents a
priority use of the recipient’s public resources. The ability of
recipients to provide adequate public financing for
(non-remunerative) projects is often overestimated, with
harmful consequences for maintenance and viability. This latter
aspect can be reviewed adequately only in the context of the
totality of projects having an impact on public sector finances
and the recipient country’s overall public finance capacity
(including the likely availability of external assistance) and will
therefore normally require a co-ordinated approach with the
financial authorities of the recipient and other donors.

118. In some cases the recipient government may not be able to
finance all or part of the local and/or recurring costs out of its own )
budget. In such cases, donors may wish to consider assistance for d
such costs in order to ensure the project’s completion or continuing

operation. Timing and modalities of assistance should be firmly

agreed before the launching of the project, combined with realistic

phase-out agreements for recurrent-cost financing,

119. Donor flexibility in financing local costs has the additional

advantage of ensuring that project design is not biased toward

import-intensive techniques because of local-cost financing 7
constraints.

VII. Economic appraisal
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120. Whereas financial analysis is essentially concerned with the o
financial soundness of the project or of the enterprise or agency
carrying out the project, economic analysis is concerned with the 3
larger impact of the project on the sector and the national
economy, including production, factor incomes, consumption,
public finances and the balance of payments.





Economic appraisal for 121. With respect to projects where economic benefits and costs
projects with quanﬁ:ﬁablg can be quantified, a systematic quantitative cost/benefit analysis
economic benefits should be undertaken. This includes projects which produce
marketable outputs (such as in industrial, agricultural, and power
production, transport and communications). But there are some
other types of projects (for instance in the area of road-building,
water supply, hospitals, tertiary educational institutions) for which
quantitative estimates of economic costs and benefits should be
attempted, at least for projects with a major potential impact on
recipients.
122. There are basically two different types of approach to
economic appraisal, which should, however, lead to similar results
if the same assumptions are used. One is to apply shadow prices
which are estimated to reflect true underlying opportunity costs
(which are often significantly different from actual prices and
costs). The other method, known as the Effects Method, measures,
within a national accounting framework, the changes in the
incomes of all the economic agents concerned, including the
government, brought about, directly or indirectly, by the project.

123. The economic return of a project constitutes one of the
fundamental appraisal criteria. A minimum economic return is not
a sufficient test of a project’s utility but it is a necessary test for
those projects which have returns which can be measured in
monetary terms. It is therefore an important element in making
choices between alternative opportunities for the use of scarce
resources in the interest of the recipient country. Benchmarks for
minimum economic returns will vary, of course, depending on the
circumstances of the recipient country and final decisions will have
to give proper weight to the other elements of project appraisal
including social/distributional and environmental considerations
(as referred to below),

124. When a project is accepted because economic analysis
indicates acceptable economic returns, even though adequate
financial returns on the basis of actual factor and product prices
are not ensured, it is essential to give special attention to the
financial/budgetary implications of the project (see Financial
Analysis above).
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Importance of transparency and  125. Members will work with the central planning authorities of
consistency in basic assump- recipients and other donors, in the international aid

tions and standards applied by co-ordination arrangements, towards greater transparency in
the basic assumptions and standards applied in project appraisal

donors and recipients in ; e .
ec ic project appraisal and will seek to achieve improved consistency.
Sensitivity and risk analysis 126. Sensitivity analysis is a valuable tool for testing the viability

of a project under different assumptions about individual project
parameters. Applied at an early stage in the analysis it assists
one to identify those aspects of a project which will require
particular attention or, on the other hand, those wheré expensive
data collection and analysis may not be so essential. Its useful-
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ness is not confined to economic analysis. It is an important
component of technical and other analyses required to assess
the soundness of a project.

127. Risk analysis is an extension of sensitivity analysis insofar as it
examines the probability of variations of parameters which are
important to a project’s success. “Scenario testing” may be useful
involving different combinations of possible conjunctions of
variables. This is of considerable importance for projects where
the prices of inputs and outputs are subject to wide fluctuations or
where there may be major environmental impacts. Greater
emphasis should be given to designing “robust” projects that can
weather uncertainties in the internatic.:al trade environment.

Cost effectiveness analysis for 128. For activities for which it is not possible to calculate a
projects for which economic meaningful rate of economic return, it is‘ne.cessary to ensure that
benefits cannot be quantified all relevant factors on the cost and benefit side, are taken into

account through a systematic analysis, even if particular benefits
cannot be expressed in monetary terms. It is important to ensure a
reasonable relationship between expected benefits and costs in
order to be sure that the scarce resources available to the recipient
country are used in the most beneficial way also for these kinds of
project. In assessing the costs and benefits, important tests are: the
number of people reached by the activity ensuring a reasonable
spread of resources; the comparative cost per beneficiary; the unit
costs of the services rendered; as well as the standard and quality
of the services and benefits rendered.

129. The principles set out elsewhere in this document relating to
such aspects as clear specification of objectives and target groups, 4
logical framework, financial sustainability, institutional assessment '
and maintenance, and social/distributional impacts, apply with
particular force to these types of project.

VIIL Institutional 130. Agencies should carefully consider management implications
assessment when appraising a project. This involves an assessment of the

implementing or operating agency’s capacity to execute the project
in question effectively as well as an assessment of the institutional |
environment in which the project will operate.

131. The institutional assessment constitutes a basis for determin-
ing the nature and types of skill, organisational capacity and
incentives which will be required of the recipient’s implementing
or operating agency. Gaps should be identified and a strategy for i
strengthening implementation capabilities should be drawn up. &
The assessment must be made at an early stage in order to allow
consideration of options in the design of the project.

132, The institutional assessment should include an examination of |
the financial management capabilities of the organisation related to !
its budgeting, accountability, and control of funds and the degree
to which its planning process takes into account this information. !
Particular emphasis should be placed on ensuring that a

funds-control capability is in place at the time the project is
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initiated. The project design should provide for monitoring by the
institution of financial management during the execution or
implementation phase, and maintaining auditing and financial
management capability after a project has been completed. The
institutional assessment should seek to assess the capabilities of the
institution and as necessary propose measures to improve its
financial management and auditing capabilities.

133. It is important to assess the duration of the technical assis-
tance required by the implementing agency and other linked
organisations and the extent to which local institutions/consult-
ants could provide it. If new staff have to be recruited and trained,
new systems and practices have to be introduced into the
organisation, or an entirely new agency has to be created, assis-
tance over a long period will often be required. In some of these
cases, twinning with another well run institution may be a proper
way to strengthen the new implementing agency. To the extent
possible, technical support and assistance should be provided
through local institutions and consultants. They have a better
understanding of local conditions and constraints. If foreign
technical assistance needs to be provided, it should be so planned
that, on the one hand, it is efficiently used and comes to an end
when no longer needed but, on the other hand, continues as long
as required to achieve the institution-building objectives.

134. Agencies should carefully consider different options to reduce
the management load put on the recipient’s institutions, particu-
larly by simplifying project design and appropriate phasing of
project activities, conducting joint institutional assessments, and by
using available competent intermediaries in the planning and
implementation, including community groups and
non-governmental organisations (See also Section XVI below.)
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IX. Provision for effective
maintenance

135. Project design should be oriented towards practicable
maintenance. The provision of staff and current operation
funds dedicated to maintenance should be assured over the
long term and ensure that project management is fully aware of
the importance and means of maintenance. Training of all
employees in maintenance should be a continuing function of
project management. In particular, projects should include an
information component dealing with preventive maintenance
for maintenance technicians and project beneficiaries. Such
training should be planned well in advance and be continued as
long as is necessary to establish the capacity of locally employed
staff to carry out maintenance. The training should be appro-
priate to operative goals of the project as well as to the level of
technology chosen for it.

136. Project selection and design should provide at the outset for
the clear definition of maintenance responsibility, taking into
account the project owners’ capacity to provide maintenance and
operating resources. There should be adequate agreements with
recipient governments, not only at local project authority level but
also at cen‘ral level, in order to ensure the availability of both
financial ineans and technical capacities in operating the facilities
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and services after completion of the project. The duration of the
project execution phase may need to be extended to allow for a
more realistic period for the completion of the investment phase.

X. Identification and 137. The target groups intended to benefit from the projéct
involvement of target and the main agents in its implementation should be
groups and social and carefully specified at the outset whenever possible and
distributional analysis ~ 2PPPe
Identification of target groups
Distribution of costs and 138, The early specification of intended target groups should be
benefits followed by an analysis of the distributional effects of the project.

To the extent possible, the distributional analysis would attempt to
assess the project impact on various relevant groups. This serves i
to ensure that projects are truly compatible with the needs and
capacities of the intended beneficiaries and participants. The
analysis should clarify the groups and individuals who benefit and £ |
those who may be harmed by the project, including positive and :
negative employment effects. In certain cases there may be

adverse social effects on some groups even when objectives for the !
target groups are fully met. The appraisal should assess these i
adverse effects and consider means for alleviating them.

139, The notion of target groups has limited applicability in the ;
case of projects producing marketable outputs or servicing the 1
needs of the economy or large areas as a whole. In such cases e
some analysis of distributional effects is nevertheless desirable to
ensure that they are not palpably unfair to the weaker or vulner-

able groups.

Socio-cultural analysis 140, Socio-cultural conditions, structures and traditions need to be |
analysed in order to identify possible constraints to successful ?
project implementation. This may involve such issues as land and |
water tenure arrangements, resettlement issues and local
organisational arrangements which require sociological and/or
anthropological expertise. The socio-cultural analysis should not %
only consist of an assessment and impact analysis but should also i
lead to a strategy for enhancing the commitment and sustained ;
participation of the people directly involved. |

Role of women in 141, Full attention should be paid to involving women in the ]
development planning and implementation of development projects. Develop- )
ment activities have too often been designed in a way which takes '
insufficient account of women as decision-makers, as producers
and as beneficiaries, and of the fact that the income of women is
crucial to raising the standard of living of the family. Consider- :
ation should be given to gender issues at the initial screening stage
as well as at the preparation and appraisal stages, including
assessments of the costs and benefits. Particular attention should i
be given to gender composition when considering the division of i
labour, access to and utilisation of resources, decision-making
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Demographic analysis

Involvement and motivation
of local institutions and
target groups

processes, distribution of income and benefits, time allocation and
legal status of women, and the impact that these factors will have
on project success.

142, For many types of project, appraisal requires adequate data on
demographic patterns including growth of different population
strata and migration flows. Where a project affects a large number
of people, it may be useful to assess its impact on population
patterns, including spatial distribution.

143, Donors and recipients should work together to make full use
of competent expertise available locally for both the design and
implementation of aid-financed projects, taking account of the
diversity of country situations.

144. Greater emphasis should be given to ensuring the commit-
ment of recipients’ executing agencies through their active
involvement in selection, design and implementation. For many
types of project, active involvement of end-users and beneficiaries,
e.g. through communities and other local organisations, ensuring
that the project meets actual needs and circumstances, is essential
for project success and mobilising local energies.

XI. Environmental
assessment

145. Environmental aspects should be taken into account in the
selection and design of projects. Activities which could signifi-
cantly affect the environment should be subject to an
environmental assessment. Particularly sensitive projects and
fragile areas have been defined in the annex to the 1985 OECD
Council recommendations on environmental assessment of
development assistance projects and programmes. (See the 1986
DAC Chairman’s Report.) An initial screening of the project
should be undertaken in order to determine whether or not an
environmental assessment is required and, if required, to define its
terms and methodology. The assesstment must be initiated at an
early stage in order to have an influence on decision-making and on
the design of the project. Changes in design due to environmental
considerations can sometimes increase the cost of the project or
alternatively, as with energy savings, actually increase the stream
of benefits. Experience has shown that environmental assessments
can be made more efficient if conducted in close recipient/donor
collaboration. The public affected by the proposal and other
interested parties should be consulted in determining the scope of
assessment.

146. The assessment should make a clear statement of the signifi-
cant beneficial and adverse environmental effects of the project.
Attention must be paid to off-site effects (upstream and down-
stream effects) and to possible time-lags. The assessment should
suggest mitigating measures or alternative designs for limitirg
negative environmental impacts. The environmental assessment
process should not stop when implementation starts, but continue
throughout the project cycle as a monitoring process. To this end,
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it should be clarified at the assessment stage how and by whom the
environmental impact and mitigation measures should be
monitored during and after implementation of the project.
Furthermore, due consideration should be paid to the need for
strengthening developing-country institutions to implement the
environmental measures agreed.
147. Whenever feasible, the positive and negative environmental
impacts of projects should be quantified in monetary terms, and
incorporated into the economic analysis. There is growing

recognition of the importance, for longer-run environmental
sustainability, of the polluter-pays and user-pays principle,
according to which the environmental costs/benefits should be

reflected in product prices.

X1I. Provision for

monitoring, evaluation
and feedback from eatlier

experience
Monitoring

Inspections and audits

Evaluation
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148. Provision for effective monitoring to spot and address
implementation problems should be made at the project design

stage. This will normally involve:

Establishing a practical information system in the project
to track implementation performance and impact to
guide project managers in their decisions on the
efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the
project and, in general, introduce course corrections
necessary for the achievement of project objectives;

The setting of quantitative indicators of project progress
and performance for subsequent monitoring and impact

evaluation;

Including in the project design designation of responsi- ;
bility and provision of funding for the information 5

system and monitoring activities;

Establishing baseline data where they are essential for

judging subsequent performance.

149. Provision should be made for establishing and maintaining g
books and records relating to the project in accordance with :
generally accepted accounting principles and practices and for

ensuring that such books and records are audited regularly.

150. An evaluation plan, including a definition of the broad scope

of the evaluation, timing, designation of responsibility and

provision of necessary funding, should be built into the project ;
design. It should be clearly determined from the outset against 1

which objectives and standards the evaluation should take place.
Baseline data designed for evaluation purposes should be collected
and regularly updated during project implementation. The nature
and importance of the project provides a guideline for the extent
and detail of data collection and a justification for the expense

involved,
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Feedback from earlier
experience

151. It is essential to build into the project appraisal and design
process the experience learned from past activities, including in
particular the results of systematic evaluations (“feedback”). The
following mechanisms for effective feedback have been recom-
mended.

— Evaluation findings from past projects are more likely to
be acted upon if they are fed into the “working up” of
new projects at the earliest possible stage, i.e. at project
selection or design.

— Evaluation findings from on-going projects are more
likely to have an impact on those projects the more
speedily the findings are fed to the project management.

— Evaluation findings are less likely to be overlooked if
formal assurance is given, when new projects are being
prepared for funding, that relevant findings have been
taken into account. (Formal procedures in themselves
may not be enough: evaluation findings must be
genuinely applied to project planning.)

— A demonstrated commitment to the use of evaluation
resources by senior management is central to the
institutionalisation of the feedback process.

— A system for distributing the lessons from experience to
development practitioners needs to be designed.
Resource support for dissemination, both human and
financial, is essential and needs to operate in tandem
with substantive efforts to distil lessons learned.

— To be effective, findings must be available to
decision-makers in time to affect decision-making, and in
a form and quality that makes them relevant to current
issues.

— Full use should be made of the available relevant
experience and evaluation findings of other donors and
the recipient.

XIII. Special considerations
in the case of associated
financing and tied aid

152, Members have undertaken, in guiding principles adopted by
the DAC in 1987, to pay particular attention, when examining the
developmental priority of a project to be financed with associated
financing or tied and partially untied official development
assistance with a grant element of less than 50 per cent, to the
following considerations:

i)  itis part of investment and public expenditure
programmes already approved by the central financial
and planning authorities of the recipient country;

ii) it has been the subject of review and general endorse-
ment in such international aid co-ordination
arrangements as may exist;

iif) it is being co-financed with an international development
finance institution;
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iv) particular care will be applied in the examination of
projects where evidence exists that they had been
considered and rejected by an international development
finance institution or another DAC Member on grounds
of low developmental priority.

153, Efficient procurement can yield substantial benefits to
recipients in terms of project price and subsequent operation and
maintenance. Where procurement is tied, it should be flexibly
administered, including careful choice of supplies in which the
donor is competent and competitive. There must be effective price
and quality controls, and waivers especially for situations where
local-cost financing or third-country procurement is essential.

XIV. Project approval

154, While final decisions on project selection and design will be a
matter of judgement at policy-making level, it is important that the
decision-makers are provided with the best possible objective
assessment of the expected costs and benefits and other implica-
tions of a project under consideration. Final approval should be
given only after all relevant aspects have been gone into.

155. Agencies have adopted different procedures for project
approval, providing for different degrees of decentralisation of
decision-making authority. A clear administrative distinction must
be made between responsibilities for technical aspects of project
preparation and appraisal on the one hand and responsibilities for
political decisions on project selection on the other. This distinction
must be clearly made in both the centralised and decentralised
context. The same conditions apply to the initial screening process.

XV. Donor organisational

aspects

46

156. Aid agencies need adequate “in-house” professional staff
capable of project appraisal. Agency staff should be able to
supervise appraisal work which is contracted out to consultants.
The tasks to be performed by consultants should be carefully
specified in the terms of reference and the appraisal criteria clearly
defined.

157. Operational staff will be urged to apply agency appraisal
manuals and standards to the fullest extent possible and should
have access to appropriate training as required. Aid agencies
may cite relevant DAC principles in appraisal manuals as points of
reference for use by operational staff.

158. Close contacts with the field are necessary for effective
appraisal work. Adequate overseas representation is therefore

desirable.






XVI. Reducing the
administrative burden on
recipients and
harmonization of donor
requirements

159. Overburdening the administrative capacity of recipients
should be avoided. While effective action to streamline the
administration of aid will not be easy, opportunities to harmonize
and simplify the requirements exacted from recipient governments
should be sought, especially by making greater use of studies and
reports already prepared. Thoughtful consideration of the
planning process can achieve both more adequate project planning
and avoidance of unnecessary studies and data collection.

160. Information and reporting requirements in project selection,
implementation, accounting and evaluation should be related as
closely as possible to recipients’ own administrative practices and
requirements. When recipient systems are considered to require
strengthening to ensure effective project preparation and imple-
mentation, joint efforts should be made (preferably in multilateral
action) to improve standards and capacity for information-
gathering in developing countries. Donors should be aware of the
burden which requirements for special information place on
recipients and should attempt to meet their own particular needs
through their own administrative facilities.

161. One approach to simplification has been the adoption of
streamlined procedures or the extension of sector aid and other
mechanisms through which particular types of project, especially
small- and medium-scale projects, can be grouped. Such proce-
dures could be applied, inter alia, to the approval prucess, the
frequency and detail of project reports and the method of procure-
ment. Greater attention should be given to identifying from donor
experience how aid cofinancing arrangements can be made more
effeciive by harmonization and work-sharing.

162. While thoroughness in project preparation including data
collection is generally justified by the subsequent speed and
effectiveness of implementation, restraint may need to be exercised
in the amount of documentation requested from recipients and in
the elaborateness of targets and cost projections. Furthermore, to
reduce duplication of work at the appraisal stage, consideration
should be given to the use of feasibility studies commissioned by
other donors.
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Principles for New Orientations
in Technical Co-operation

L. The need for change

For practical reasons, statistical
information available on Technical
Co-operation is limited to freestanding
activities. DAC Members reported
bilateral TC expenditures to developing
countries of some $10 billion in 1989,
i.e., about 25 per cent of total bilateral
ODA. This financed some 80 000
experts and volunteers, over 125 000
students and trainees, feasibility
studies, surveys and research. In
addition, the United Nations system
contributed an estimated $2 billion,
Adding TC by the World Bank (over
$1.5 billion) and the IMF, it is likely that
the total outlay on Technical
Co-operation, as defined above, is of
the order of $15 billion.

The value of Technical Co-operation
activities which are integrated into
investment projects is included
indistinguishably in the total amount
reported for project assistance. This
type of integrated Technical
Co-operation has sometimes been
referred to as Technical

Assistance (TA), but to avoid
confusion, it is now referred to as
“investment-related Technical
Co-operation”.

163. Technical Co-operation (TC) encompasses the whole range of
assistance activities designed to develop human resources through
improvement in the level of skills, knowledge, technical know-how
and productive aptitudes of the population in a developing
country. A particularly important objective of Technical
Co-operation is institutional development based on human
resources development, i.e. to contribute to the strengthening and
improved functioning of the many institutions essential for
sustainable development through the effective management and
operation of an economy and of society more generally, from
government ministries, local administrative structures, over
hospitals and schools to private enterprises. Human resources
development is a prerequisite for institution-building. Capacity
building for improved policy analysis and development manage-
ment by the core government institutions is of special importance.

164. The main instruments of Technical Co-operation are: provid-
ing access to training, the provision of expatriate and national
experts, policy and technical advice, assistance in the preparation of
surveys and studies, and contributions to science, research and
technological development.

165. The mechanism of Technical Co-operation has been employed
for more than thirty years as one of the key tools of official
development assistance. It has ha-! major beneficial impacts, such
as the training of large numbers of 1ccipient country nationals and
the strengthening of many institutions throughout the developing
world. The cross-cultural exchanges resulting from TC activities
have increased understanding of different viewpoints while
enriching the societies involved.

166. At the same time, however, the tool so long used as the
solution to many problems has tended to become a problem in
itself. Some of the failures are due to the extremely difficult
conditions in which Technical Co-operation takes place. Technical
Co-operation can only be as effective as the policies and receiving
structures of the recipient, and i is the very function of Technical
Co-operation to strengthen them. Beyond these intrinsic difficul-
ties, there are still too many cases of inadequate planning and
management, lack of careful and realistic definitions of objectives,
over-emphasis on project implementation requirements,
over-reliance on expatriate experts and under-use of local expertise,
and duplication and competition among donors.
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167. Furthermore, the scale of expenditures and the number of
expatriates involved puts serious pressures on the economic
and social systems of a number of recipient countries. In
several African countries, the total salaries paid to expatriates
by assistance agencies exceed the budgets for the national civil
service. This heavy emphasis on the use of expatriates has also
created a development “industry” with vested interests. The
result is Technical Co-operation which has become increasingly
supply-driven with the recipient countries often playing a
passive role.

168. Nevertheless, the needs for Technical Co-operation remain _
very large in many developing countries where there is still a
serious lack of competent human resources and effective institu- i
tions. Development Co-operation Ministers and Heads of Aid

Agencies recognised the problems associated with present-day

Technical Co-operation in the Policy Statement on Development

Co-operation in the 1990s by stating that: “the nature and quality

of technical assistance will often have to be significantly rethought

and upgraded to contribute better to longer-run

institution-building requirements.”

169. The Principles set out below seek to chart out new directions

for donors in order to find more effective ways of assisting

recipient countries to develop their own long-term solutions to i
development problems. These Principles: ¢

—  set as strategic objectives of Technical Co-operation
long-term capacity building in developing countries :
rather than immediate short-term performance 4
improvement; i

— put great emphasis on the central role of developing %
countries in the planning, design and management of
Technical Co-operation;

—  stress the essential importance for effective Technical
Co-operation of improved planning in the context of
co-ordinated support for sectoral objectives and policies
and, in particular, use of a programme rather than a
project-by-project approach;

— encourage “ownetship” i.e. responsibility and control of
Technical Co-operation programmes and projects at all :
stages by the intended beneficiaries through participa- i
tory approaches, including local NGO participation; i

— emphasize the key importance for sustainable develop- ;
ment and self-reliance of long-term institution-building, i
especially in the areas of policy analysis and develop-
ment management;

— take into account the new recognition of private sector
needs for Technical Co-operation;

— encourage greater use of local expertise and existing ‘
structures; i
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— define objectives in terms of outcomes to be achieved
rather than inputs to be provided;

— stress the need to pay greater attention to the costs and
cost effectiveness of Technical Co-operation activities.

170. These Principles apply to Technical Co-operation in all
developing countries, but especially to those which rely heavily on
external assistance and continue to have major requirements for
institution-building based on human resources development. It is
recognised that in institutionally more advanced developing
countries there also remain important needs for human resources
development and for transferring skills and technical capacities in
special areas.

IL. Technical co-operation
principles
The central role of the

recipient country and the
partnership concept

Participatory deveiopment

171. Recipient countries must be involved throughout the
Technical Co-operation process. They must determine their needs
and articulate their requests, rather than simply respond to offers
from donors, even though they might wish to seek outside help in
formulating their needs. The full and active involvement in TC
projects by recipient countries and beneficiary groups and
institutions is basic to promoting sustainability and self-reliance
and should be encouraged by donors.

172. Technical Co-operation should follow the “least intervention
principle”, i.e. recourse to foreign expertise only after local
alternatives have been thoroughly explored.

173. Every effort should be made, at both the institutional and
inter-personal levels, to eliminate any relation of inferiority which
the traditional TC approach may engender and achieve a true
partnership. The distinction between “donors” and “recipients”
needs to be attenuated in favour of a collaborative exercise in
which all parties concerned contribute to the expertise, manage-
ment and financing according to their potential. This is particularly
true of those countries which have an ample supply of trained and
skilled talent.

174. Technical Co-operation must be based on a thorough
understanding of the specific environment of the developing
country in which it is to take place. TC designers should thus
assess the relevant socio-cultural, economic, political and institu-
tional environments. The selection of competent and sensitive
experts and appropriate technology is critical for TC effectiveness.
More research is needed to identify appropriate methodologies for
assessing political, cultural and social environments.

175. Participation of beneficiaries in the identification, planning,
implementation and evaluation of all kinds of development
assistance projects, in particular Technical Co-operation, is essential
to ensure that they take on the full control and responsibility of
activities and pursue them after the donor’s departure, a key
element of sustainability.
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Institutional development

54

176. Those designing TC projects must foster as wide participation
as possible. This is essential botb for the effectiveness and for
equitable access to benefits. Donor agencies should encourage
management styles which are conducive to this. Wherever
possible and relevant, specific provisions should be made in the
planning of TC programmes for consultation with user and
beneficiary groups.

177. Technical Co-operation should be carefully adapted, in full
co-operation with local governments, to support democratisation
processes in developing countries. Efforts to promote good, open
and accountable government, strengthen the judiciary and legal
systems, combat corruption through strengthening institutions
exercising financial accountability and enforce the rule of law will
rely largely on expanded counselling and training, partly outside
conventional fields of TC expertise. Human rights organisations,
pillars of a democratic society, should be fostered. TC programmes
and personnel should not be involved in activities inconsistent
with human rights.

178. The full involvement of women as planners, implementers
and beneficiaries of TC activities is critical to achieve sustain-
able participatory development and must be taken into account
at all stages.

179. High priority must be given to TC activities which are likely
to have broad-based impacts, especially on the poor, improving
their access to basic services such as education and training,
primary health care and, for small farmers and entrepreneurs,
credit and advice. Greater participation in cost-sharing for
instance through users’ fees will enhance the involvement of the
veneficiaries and facilitate sustainability.

180. Moves towards greater decentralisation will imply a
renewed role for Technical Co-operation to assist in the
strengthening of local governments, municipalities and private
institutions such as local development banks, professional
associations and trade unions.

181. Progress towards sustained, more equitable and self-reliant
development depends critically on the strength and quality of a
country’s institutional and organisational capacity. Contribut-
ing to this objective must therefore be an essential purpose of
development co-operation in general and Technical
Co-operation in particular. Human resources development is a
prerequisite for institution-building. An aid activity cannot be
regarded as successful unless it has contributed to strengthen-
ing on a permanent basis the local institutions through which
and for which it works.

182. Effective institution-building requires long-term commit-
ments by both donors and recipients. It should be planned in a
sectoral context related to sector objectives and requirements.
Preference should be given to building up national capacities over
the long term rather than to mere filling of gaps of competence,
often leading to the self-perpetuation of the same TC activities.
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Improved functioning of
governments and civil
services

183. Technical Co-operation should build on existing institutions
and capacity, public as well as private, and avoid the promotion
of parallel structures established for the operation of
aid-supported activities.

184. The choice of institutions to be strengthened through Techni-
cal Co-operation has to be determined on a sector basis according
to the diverse needs and priorities of the country concerned. The
whole range of institutions have to be considered: public sector
agencies, financial institutions, legal and educational systems,
business, local communities and voluntary institutions. They all
form part of the social fabric through which ideas, skills and new
technologies, as well as individual energies, are deployed.
Enhancing the policy-making and resource management capacities
at central, local and sectoral levels should be given primary
emphasis. The effective design and implementation of structural
adjustment programmes will often depend on effective institutions.
They will therefore also often call for an important TC component.
Regional institutions should also be strengthened where they
present a comparative advantage in achieving the above goals.

185. Competent civil services and public management are essential
for development. They constitute central institution-building,
planning and training tasks for Technical Co-operation.

186. Insufficient remuneration for qualified national personnel is a
key problem contributing to civil service inefficiency in developing
countries. Rather than topping-up salaries, donors should
encourage recipient governments to articulate a strategy to address
civil service reform. Donor assistance can only be effective when
governments themselves are seriously committed.

187. Civil service reform and remuneration issues have been made
more difficult by the need for developing countries to drastically
restrain public expenditure as part of indisper:sable stabilization
and structural adjustment efforts. These strengthen the need for
careful priority setting in public service reform. In supporting
structural adjustment programmes donors should take these
problems into account. There is, in any case, a general desirability
to replace individual donor action by co-ordinated multi-donor
approaches based on effective developing-country strategies,
policies and programmes.

188. As a matter of principle, the practice of salary supplements
should be avoided. It exacerbates wage distortions and intensifies
donor competition for scarce recipient administrative skills, In
exceptional cases where the recipient government and donors
explicitly agree that they are essential, salary supplements or fringe
benefits provided for similar purposes should only be considered
provided that they are clearly time-bound, that they follow explicit
rules, are fully transparent, and that donor practices are harmo-
nized, possibly through a comprehensive and centrally
administered mechanism to which both the government and the
donor community agree. Reform measures should be made part of
mutual commitments that could be monitored regularly. Excep-
tions should be seen as temporary measures pending completion of
a civil service _eform process.
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Comprehensive programme
approaches

56

189. Increased emphasis should be given in the planning, selection
and design of TC activities to a programme rather than a
project-by-project approach. The programme approach should be
based on thematic, sector-wide, multi-disciplinary and often
multi-donor actions. In programming Technical Co-operation,
close attention should also be paid to regional needs.

190. In their Policy Statement on Development Co-operation in the
1990s, DAC Aid Ministers and Heads of Aid Agencies adopted the
important principle that they “will plan and manage our aid
increasingly in the context of co-ordinated support for larger
sectoral programmes, objectives and policies.” This principle
should apply with particular force to Technical Co-operation. The
effectiveness of Technical Co-operation has suffered from a
piecemeal approach.

191. TC needs should be closely related to macro-level, sectoral
and sub-sectoral strategies and programmes of developing
countries. They should be included in recipients’ plans and
budgets in order to maximise efficiency, avoid isolated
supply-driven Technical Co-operation and make appropriate
allowance for local costs.

192. Donors and international agencies should exercise restraint in
offering their own isolated TC proposals. They should apply to
Technical Co-operation the principle accepted for investment
projects of financing only those activities which are part of the
recipient’s national investment programme.

193. Working from national sector and sub-sector strategies and
programmes, donors and recipients should specify TC objec-
tives which can be used as a basis for effective appraisal,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of specific indi-
vidual activities. Objectives should be clearly defined and
articulated in terms of institutional capacities to be developed
and what would constitute successful project completion rather
than in terms of inputs to be provided.

194. Processes such as the NaTCAPs (National Technical
Co-operation Assessments and Programmes) not only provide a
methodology for systematically assessing the effectiveness of
Technical Co-operation from all sources and for programming
priority TC needs but also facilitate the “ownership” of TC
programmes by recipient countries. They should therefore be
reinforced and supported. While UNDP's role was that of a
catalyst in introducing a methodology, this is intended to be a
framework for a government to systematically analyse and
define its needs and objectives for Technical Co-operation, and
to consult with donors, so as to reach consensus. The establish-
ment of central information systems in all Technical
Co-operation, and indeed all aid activities generally by recipient
authorities, can contribute to this objective. All donors should
thus respond to government request to participate in the
process of formulation of the policy framework, and to abide by
the principles contained therein once the framework is adopted.
Efforts should also be made however to enable local govern-
ments to take on this task themselves.






Greater attention to costs
and cost-effectiveness

195, Because institutional and organisational development takes
many years, it must be based on comprehensive and well defined
visions of the future, with long-term objectives taking priority over
short-term project goals. Donors should be prepared to stay
involved until objectives are achieved. Such comprehensive visions
will require integrated planning of Technical Co-operation and
capital assistance.

196. Effectiveness and sustainability of Technical Co-operation will
be improved if the provision of necessary equipment and spare
parts, back-up services and logistical arrangements are fully
integrated into the planning,

197. Donors and recipients need to be fully aware of the costs of all
possible options in order to use available resources in the most
cost-effective and efficient manner. Full transparency of costs is
essential to this process.

198. Although Technical Co-operation is usually extended in grant
form, it is not “free”. In fact, the costs may be substantial, including
immediate associated local services as well as the follow-up costs to
support an activity. The sustainability of any development activity
is virtually doomed unless the initial planning is accompanied by
an assessment of the capacity of the recipient to meet recurrent
costs, followed by clear agreements on respective recipient/donor
obligations and the inclusion of associated costs in the recipient’s
budgets. Financial authorities must also be specifically aware of
on-going cost implications, including those for operations and
maintenance, and agree that these will be given priority in future
budgets.

199. Co-ordinated approaches are required to ensure that the costs
attributable to a given recipient country from all planned and
comumitted TC projects fall within the capacity of the national
budget to absorb, as well as within the budgets of the institutions
involved. Ideally all TC activities, as indeed all aid activities,
should be included in the budget of recipient countries with respect
to both receipts and expenditures.

200. Greater attention needs to be given to cost effectiveness. It
is difficult to establish quantitative cost-benefit ratios for
Technical Co-operation. They can be very high. But in many
cases, Technical Co-operation, especially heavy use of expensive
expatriates at grassroots level, is very high in relation to
numbers of beneficiaries.

201. The DAC Principles for Project Appraisal contain recommen-
dations on cost effectiveness analysis which are useful for Technical
Co-operation. These Principles stipulate that for activities for
which it is not possible to calculate a meaningful rate of economic
return, it is necessary to ensure that all relevant factors on the cost
and benefit side are taken into account through a systematic
analysis, even if particular benefits cannot be expressed in mon-
etary terms. It is important to ensure a reasonable relationship
between expected benefits and costs in order to be sure that the
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Recognition of private sector
needs

Improved co-ordination
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scarce resources available to the recipient country are used in the
most beneficial way also for these kinds of project. In assessing the
costs and benefits, important tests are: the number of people
reached by the activity ensuring a reasonable spread of resources;
the comparative cost per beneficiary; the unit costs of the services
rendered; and, the standard and quality of the services and
benefits rendered.

202. There is a new awareness of the central importance of a
dynamic private sector for more satisfactory economic growth and
broad-based economic and social development. This change in
basic attitudes must be given greater recognition in the priority
setting and planning of Technical Co-operation. Some
re-orientation may be required to end public/private sector
imbalances in TC allocations, keeping in mind, however, that the
private sector cannot be fully effective without an efficient public
service. Support to the public sector should also take into account
relevance for private sector needs. Education and training play a
crucial role for the development of the private sector.

203. TC activities aimed at strengthening private sector enterprises
encompass, inter alia, institutional development and policy advice
for economic policy reforms, both at the macro and sectoral levels,
including deregulation of the financial sector and of foreign trade,
advice for rehabilitation of public enterprises including
privatisation, training of managers and accountants as well as of
engineers and technicians, and vocational training. In addition,
consideration should be given to transmitting the experience of the
private sectors of donor countries in establishing corporate
structures (such as Chambers of Commerce) as mechanisms for
fruitful dialogue between the private sector and the government.
Priority should also be given to establishing adequate credit
services and the legal framework required to support them. Direct
linkages between donor-country private sector entities and their
developing-country counterparts can serve to strengthe» b=
private sector. Such linkages may include visits by private ser.tor
experts and joint ventures.

204. Where substantial Technical Co-operation is given directly to
private enterprises, care should be taken to avoid competitive
distortions. The DAC Principles for Project Appraisal provide
guidance on appropriate terms (see Section IV paragraphs 108-110
above).

205. In Development Co-operation in the 1990s, DAC Members
reconfirmed their support for improved aid co-ordination, with
particular emphasis on the role of operational staffs in local aid
co-ordination, on support for larger sectoral programmes,
objectives and policies, and on assisting recipient countries to
strengthen their own capacities in this area.

206. Recipient governments should be encouraged to empower a
central ministry or unit with sufficient authority to establish the
policies and procedures for Technical Co-operation. The national
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policies and sectoral programmes of individual developing
countries should be the basis of co-ordination. Local co-ordination
efforts should be led by relevant ministries or, at the very least,
benefit from the regular participation of those authorities. Encour-
aging developing countries to take on this role and assisting them

to do so must be a priority.

207. Co-ordination should involve more than bilateral donors.
Ways should be sought to encourage non-govermental
organisations (NGOs) and private sector representatives to become
associated with efforts to co-ordinate Technical Co-operation.

208. UNDP and the World Bank, making full use of the experience
of the other donors with major TC programmes in the country,
have a special role to play in ensuring co-ordination and harmoni-
zation of donor TC practices at the field level. The World Bank
Consultative Group and UNDF Round Table meetings should
include issues related to Technical Co-operation as a normal part of
their agendas.

209. TC commitments by donors should be based on full informa-
tion about what other donors are providing and about available
national expertise shared. Donors and recipients should share
information on TC policies and procedures as well as on TC
programmes and projects. Inventories of available local expertise
should be established and kept readily accessible. Improved
inter-donor co-ordination may also include sharing evaluation and
other reports at both headquarters and local levels, and undertak-
ing joint programming, design, evaluation and feedback.

210. Donors should give special attention to the difficulties faced
by recipient countries in co-ordinating the growing flow of
missions and advice from external agencies and institutions.
Donors should consult amongst themselves in order to limit the
number of missions and explore the possibilities for more joint
undertakings. Improved co-ordination will contribute to enhance
donors’ discipline and reduce suppiy-driven Technical
Co-operation.

IIL. Technical co-operation
instruments and
modalities

Priority for improved
training

211. Training is the key to the development of human resources
and institutional development. It must be given more priority in
resource allocation.

212. There is a need for education and training at all levels.
Primary focus and resource allocation should be given to basic
education and vocational upgrading. Training should focus on
improving the educational system, policy analysis, economic
management, and development of the private sector. The private
sector can itself meet special training needs.

213. Donors should support the development of national training
strategies and programmes under which training and education
activities are closely related to sectoral needs and economic
realities. Government, the private sector and non-governmental
agencies should work together to set explicit and reachable national
human resources goals. Existing training facilities and their
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capacities in donor and recipient countries at various levels must
be carefully assessed in relation to these needs.

214. Human resources development is a broad objective and
should not be defined too narrowly and technocratically. How-
ever, in determining priorities and strategies for training, priority
must be given to the needs of the developing country as a whole,
rather than to the interests of individuals. Every effort should be
made to ensure that individuals who have benefitted from training
utilise this experience when returning home, and remain in the
field for which they were trained during a reasonable time.

215. From the point of view of sustainability, self-reliance and cost
effectiveness, Technical Cooperation should, whenever possible,
give priority to the development of the training capacity of
developing countries and to the training of trainers rather than to
direct training. Strengthening existing recipient-country institu-
tions should be given priority over the creation of new ones. The
quality of the learning can often be improved through the
provision of qualified instructors and didactic materials. Institu-
tions should be encouraged to design long-term financial plans
with clearly defined budgets for meeting local and recurrent costs
on an agreed basis.

216. Recipients and donors should give special emphasis to local
and regional training. Training in developing countries is often
more relevant to local needs and less costly than in donor
countries. Furthermore, it does not encourage the emigration of
qualified personnel. For local or regional training to be an
acceptable alternative to programmes in developed countries, the
institutions chosen must have credibility in terms of performance
and cost effectiveness.

217. There are cases, however, when training in donor institu-
tions will be necessary and can be the most effective way for
meeting specific training needs such as highly specialised
technical skills and special training at university graduate levels
not available in local or regional institutions to strengthen the
technological capacity of the recipient. Furthermore, training
abroad can contribute to enhancing international understanding
and co-operation and exposes decision-makers and potential
leaders to different development perspectives. Creation of
alumni networks or associations can help sustain and even
increase the effect of training.

218. Attention should be given to encouraging greater participa-
tion by women in all kinds of training programrues, including the
development of professional and entrepreneurial skills. Donors
should identify barriers to women's participation, and develop
strategies to overcome them. Given the long-term goal of equal
access and participation, women should be given equal access to
training awards.

219. Non-formal training approaches such as the use of local
professional associations, consulting firms, industrial and
commercial enterprises, distance training through correspondence
courses, and on-the-job training offer considerable potential.





The role of expatriate
personnel and a new
counterpartlexpert
relationship

Interactive radio, television and computer programmes may also
be useful vehicles for distance teaching to reach the target group.
In-service training should be expanded in order to ensure the
maintenance and upgrading of skills of existing personnel and to
enable them to keep abreast of new developments.

220. Scholarships and fellowships should be more carefully
targeted to meeting development needs. Studies in the home
country or another developing country should be encouraged
when appropriate training facilities are available. There should be
a special justification for low-level training abroad.

221. The provision of expatriate personnel (experts, consultants
and volunteers) is an essential instrument of Technical
Co-operation. The success of Technical Co-operation depends
largely on the expert’s competence and ability to transmit
knowledge and experience and help create effective institutions.
However, massive and protracted use of expatriate experts,
especially with involvement in operational tasks and at
grassroots ie rel, works against the objective of achieving
self-reliance and entails risks of aid intrusiveness and distortions
of consumption styles.

222. Re-examination of the “counterpart/expert” arrangement
should aim at establishing a true partnership, where partners are
considered to be equal and where each has clearly defined
functions and responsibilities. True partnership between advisers
and host-ccuntry counterparts should provide mutual training
opportunities, whereby expatriate advisers share technical
knowledge and at the same time Jearn from their counterparts
about the cultural, political and social context of their work. The
role, tasks and length of assignment of expatriate experts should be
adjusted to the needs of the recipient country as defined by its
authorities. Training of counterparts should be given necessary
emphasis so that they may take over full responsibility within the
shortest possible timespan.

223. Given the TC objective of indigenous institution-building, the
use of expatriate professionals solely for project construction and
operations should be exceptional. Such use, but only for a limited
period of time before local personnel is ready to take over, may be
justified, and is in the interest of developing countries themselves,
if this is indispensable for the effective operation and maintenance
of expensive and complex installations.

224. Although experts on long-term assignments in advisory rather
than operational roles may be needed and thus still requested by
recipients, more emphasis should be given to short-term experts
including more frequent follow-up visits. The advantage of this
practice is that “ownership” of a particular programme rests with
local staff, with expatriates providing technical support. This
approach also solves many of the logistical problems faced by
long-term expatriates and their families.

225. The performance of TC experts can be improved through
more careful recruitment, better briefing on the socio-cultural,
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Use of national and
third-country expertise
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economic, political and institutional environment of the recipient
country, stronger technical back-stopping and, above all, clearer
terms of reference. Donors should select experts not only for their
professional competence but also for their ability to exchange and
transfer experience. The desire for quick results in material terms
must no longer be allowed to squeeze out the process of skills
development.

226. In certain cases, there may be an opportunity to consider joint
in-country training for donor experts and personnel. Such selected
joint training programmes to which counterparts could be
associated could also improve the harmonization of aid proce-
dures and aid co-ordination.

227. Formulated jointly with recipient authorities, terms of
reference should specify the objectives, roles and responsibilities of
collaborating parties and establish a timetable for implementation.
In the case of long-term assignments, donors and recipients should
periodically review the terms of reference. Problems related to the
re-integration of expatriates at the end of their contract must be
given careful consideration by contracting agencies.

228. Itis important that donors make a concerted effort to recruit
more women TC personmnel. In spite of the large pool of qualified
women in the various fields of Technical Co-operation, they
remain largely under-represented. Increased assignments of
women experts can be critical in fostering the participation of
women and women’s groups in project activities.

229. Reservations have been expressed about the “large team”
approach still widely used by some DAC Members. Unless
carefully planned, large teams (10-20 experts) may substitute for,
rather than encourage, the urgent development of local expertise.

230. Donors are invited to consider, where appropriate and
feasible, further use of national experts, institutions and consult-
ants, especially when a deep understanding of national and local
environments is required. Their costs are generally much lower
than those of expatriate experts. Larger use of national experts
could be fostered by improved information on available local
expertise, flexibility in recruitment of experts, increased donor
untying of TC services, and donor decentralisation of authority to
field staff. Fuller use of national experts may also require more
flexible donor attitudes to local cost financing or other appropriate
support.

231. The use of developing-country consultants by donor
consulting firms, including joint-ventures, should be encouraged
and efforts made to enable developing-country consulting firms to
compete with donor-country firms. Donors could: i) support
training programmes for recipient-country consultants;

ii) encourage twinning arrangements between donor- and
recipient-country consulting firms; iii) help recipient governments
assemble information on local expertise; and iv) assist newly
established recipient-country firms to become known to the

international market.






Twinning of organisations

Non-governmental
organisations and volunteer
programmes

232. Donors should be ready to recruit nationals from other
developing countries for Technical Co-operation and may consider
extending financing to recipients for this purpose. Technical
co-operation among developing countries (TCDC) should be
encouraged provided it does not foster brain-drain. This danger
could be minimised by having enhanced regional co-operation.

233. Donors should also join with recipients in endeavouring to
attract the return of their qualified nationals from abroad, and help
developing countries in creating an enabling working environment
including respect of basic human rights.

234. Twinning arrangements have proved useful for institutional
development and for skill transfer. Donors and recipients must
consider developing such arrangements among national and
municipal bodies, commercial and non-governmental organisations
and institutions. Their effectiveness depends upon an appropriate
match of goals and tasks, mutual trust, realistic programming and
timing of operations, shared long-term commitments, a willingness
by donor-country institutions to adjust to recipient-country
circumstances, and availability of personnel and funding. Proper
attention should be given to monitoring these arrangements.

235. Non-governmental organisations (NGOs) have proved to be
effective at the grassroots level where they have special experience
working with the poor and constitute a channel for local initiative
and participatory development.

236. Recipient governments should be encouraged to collaborate
with local NGOs in project identification, preparation and
implementation. Donors can respond positively to requests for
institutional strengthening and improved management of these
groups not only by encouraging their use but also by helping to
enhance their professional skills and training. Donors can also
facilitate mutual understanding between NGOs and host govern-
ments and provide support to consultative in-country structures
and international networks.

237. Bilateral volunteer programmes and the United Nations
volunteers have an important role to play in development. As for
all other TC personnel, adequate arrangements should be in place
to ensure recruitment of qualified persons. Today’s volunteers are
usually experienced and motivated professionals. They have
proved particularly useful in working directly with the recipients.
On their return home, they contribute to better North-South
understanding,

238. Volunteers should never be substituted for competent
nationals. Individual post descriptions should specify functions
which respond to real local needs and to the particular competence
and profile of volunteers including the dialogue with co-workers,
promotion of local initiative and self-reliance, and adaptation or
transfer of skills. Donors and recipients will find it to their mutual
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advantage to strengthen the programming and utilisation of
volunteers in response to TC requirements of national plans.

239, Programmes which assign senior experts, whether retired or
not, for voluntary TC tasks at modest cost should be further
developed, especially in the private sector.

IV. Monitoring and
evaluation
64

240, Technical Co-operation requires systematic monitoring and
evaluation to give managers and policy-makers full information
for decision-making, effective implementation and public account-
ability. Developing countries themselves must play the central role
in monitoring and evaluation. Donors should provide the
necessary support to strengthen their institutional capacity in this
respect. Further efforts must be made to improve TC data, to
design an appropriate evaluation methodology and to build a
monitoring mechanism into all TC activities. The costs to
recipients must be carefully calculated.

241. DAC Members have developed Principles for Evaluation of
Development Assistance which also apply to Technical
Co-operation. DAC Members and international aid agencies are
working to complement these general Principles with an appropri-
ate evaluation methodology for Technical Co-operation. They
have agreed to test a practical set of questions for judging the
effectiveness of Technical Co-operation including an assessment on
whether the appropriate skills have been transferred in accordance
with the individual needs in developing countries, the extent to
which transferred skills have been disseminated and taken root,
and the sustainability of TC results in institution-building based on
human resources development. They are also looking for a
method to calculate the cost-effectiveness of Technical
Co-operation in general and institution-building projects in
particular. The best measure of success in Technical Co-operation,
for the moment, may be the extent to which effective institutional
arrangements and legal frameworks can be developed and
dependence on expatriate assistance eventually reduced.
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Principles for Programme Assistance

I. Introduction and
summary

Types and objectives of
programme assistance

242. The DAC has drawn up a series of policy principles address-
ing key areas of aid programming and management. The following
principles deal with programme assistance which has become an
increasingly important instrument of economic co-operation with
developing countries, particularly in the context of the major new
efforts to support policy reform and structural adjustment. These
principles focus on the basic matters to which both donors and
recipients should pay attention in the provision of programme
assistance.

243. Programme assistance consists of all contributions made
available to a recipient country for general development purposes,
i.e. balance-of-payments support, general budget support and
commodity assistance, not linked to specific project activities.

244. Broader approaches to programme assistance encompass,
in addition, the use of all other instruments of assistance which
contribute to the support of well defined policy objectives and
programmes at the macroeconomic and/ or sector levels of a
developing country. For a number of donors sector assistance,
including packages of interrelated project assistance, technical
assistance, sector investment assistance as well as programme
assistance, is an increasingly important mode of aid-giving and
Members have agreed that they will plan and manage their aid
increasingly in the context of co-ordinated support for larger
sectoral programmes, objectives and policies.

245, Programme assistance is increasingly used by donors to
promote policy reform and structural adjustment which are
essential for improved development in relation to both
macroeconomic requirements and those in specific economic and
social sectors (policy-related programme assistance). Programme
assistance is also a useful instrument for extending general
economic support to developing countries in appropriate circum-
stances. It is important to take particular care to establish to the
maximum extent possible clear links between the provision of
programme assistance and its effects, to ensure appropriate
accountability in its use, to maintain incentives for self-help and
self-reliance and to avoid support for inappropriate policies.
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246. While all types of aid must be concerned with policy improve-
ment, policy-related programme assistance is a particularly
effective instrument for fostering policy change. All programme
assistance has, explicitly or de facto, a relation to economic and
development policies, but the extent to which programme
assistance is directly linked to specific policy reform and structural
adjustment programmes varies. This ranges from programme
assistance whose provision is explicitly linked to a World Bank
and/or IMF co-ordinated structural adjustment programme to
various types of general economic support, which do not aim
specifically at policy reform or structural adjustment programmes,
even though in extending this assistance donors should take careful
account of the quality of the policy environment and may be
guided by the existence of IMF/World Bank programmes. (For a
more systematic definition of programme assistance and its
sub-categories see the annex to this chapter.)

Basic principles 247. The Principles for Programme Assistance set out below
incorporate the following essential elements:

a) There is a continuing major role for programme
assistance, incorporating the evolving lessons of
experience and effectively linking broader social,
political and economic policy concerns.

b) Programme assistance and other aid instruments, such
as technical co-operation and project financing for
long-term investment, are complementary. All of these
instruments have their specific contribution to make. It
is essential that they are adapted to specific country
situations and needs and are used in a co-ordinated,
mutually reinforcing way.

¢) Developing countries themselves are ultimately
responsible for determining and implementing their
development programmes and policies and for the
impact on their economies and people.

d) Capacity-building for policy formulation and planning
and implementation and the extension of substantial
programme assistance must go hand-in-hand.

e) Adequate safeguards and monitoring arrangements to
ensure effective use of programme assistance, including,
in the case of policy-related programme assistance,
adherence to agreed policies, are essential for improved
economic performance and are in the interests of
recipients and donors alike.

f) Programme assistance requires strongly co-ordinated
approaches among the recipient country, bilateral
donors and the relevant multilateral institutions.

g) Policy dialogues on essential aspects of policy reform
and structural adjustment must have a strong multilat-
eral dimension. Bilateral policy dialogues need to be
consistent with the orientations of the national policy
frameworks and priorities as they have been reviewed in
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h)

j)

k)

the international aid co-ordination arrangements. The
core elements of economic policy reform and structural
adjustment programmes include:

* promoting market-oriented policies and a productive
private sector;

¢ liberalising and rationalising trade and exchange rate
regimes and policies;

* following sound fiscal, monetary and financial
policies and improving fiscal management and
taxation systems;

* improving decision-making on public investment
and the operation of key public services including
health and education.

Programme assistance, especially sector assistance, can
contribute to the advancement of strategic policy
concerns and objectives such as

* promoting participatory development in all its
economic, social and political dimensions;

* improving the social impact of development
assistance;

* strengthening human resources development
through education;

¢ strengthening the role of women in development;
* contributing to environmental sustainability;

* encouraging the development of dynamic private
sectors;

* assisting regional co-operation and economic
integration.
A basic long-run objective of aid is to strengthen
developing countries’ administrative and eventually
economic and financial self-reliance. As developing
countries make progress in their basic policy environ-
ment and in strengthening their administrative capacity,
it should be possible to reduce close donor involvement
in implementation and to rely increasingly on national
institutions and market mechanisms to allocate the
resources made available through aid.

Past experience shows that it is undesirable to provide
programme assistance on a sustained basis in situations
where policy and administrative environments are
inadequate. While emergency assistance may some-
times be indispensable even in such situations, it should
then be available only on a short-term basis and priority
must be given to policy reform and institution-building
efforts.

Developing countries’ own development efforts,
including progress towards good governance and
democratisation, mobilisation and improved use of
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resources, including efforts to reduce excessive military
expenditures, should be an important consideration in
the allocation of programme assistance among develop-
ing countries.

) programme assistance, as other government-to-
government aid, is inappropriate in situations of gross
violations of internationally recognised human rights.

IL. The central role of
developing countries
Developing-country
responsibility for programme
design and implementation

The crucial role of
capacity-building

24, Developing countries themselves are responsible for deter-
mining and implementing their programmes and policies. This
principle applies with pariicular force to programme assistance,
which is often related to important policy reform measures and
has broad-based imparcts. on the economy. In particular, develop-
ing countries must “own” their structural adjustment
programmes. This implies that the basis for co-ordinated interna-
tional action must be the policy and programme statements and
actions of the developing country itself, which must also, to the
largest extent possible, be in charge of international aid
co-ordination arrangements.

249. Much more determined efforts are required to enable
developing countries to play this role. Capacity-building for policy
and progranune plarning and implementation and the extension
of substantial programme assistance rmust go hand-in-hand. This
calls for intensified technical assistance and advisory work by the
competent international organisations and also by bilateral donors.
DAC Members have adopted Principles for New Orientations in
Technical Co-operation which designate capacity-building in
developing countries, including in the area of the core economic
authorities, as a central priority.

IIL. The central
importance of support for
effective policies

70

250. Effective policies are essential for sustainable economic and
social development. Many developing countries are engaged in a
process of policy reform and structural adjustment including major
reorientations in expenditure priorities. This process is far from
complete and is, in any case, of a continuing nature. Programme
assistance, especially policy-related programme assistance, is an
important instrument for encouraging good policies and easing the
economic, financial and social burdens which may, during a
transitional period, arise from the changes required.

251. Struciural adjustment programmes embrace not only
short-term stabilization efforts aimed at correcting external and
internal payments imbalances. They should also address basic
structural policy reforms at macro and sectoral levels aimed at
improving the flexibility and productivity of the economy as well
as social conditions and employment prospects. There is thus no
dichotomy between structural adjustment and policies and efforts
for economic and social development or between the short term
and the long term. Rather, the objective of structural adjustment
programmes is to achieve the economic conditions and policy
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environment in which sustainable economic and social develop-
ment, including major new investments in infrastructure and
productive capacities, can take place and bear fruit.

252. Since programme assistance, especially large-scale
macroeconomic programme assistance, is a particularly fungible
form of assistance, donors need to assure themselves that the
recipient country’s overall resource and budget allocation
priorities are consistent with development aims, paying
attention also to expensive prestige projects and large military
expenditures. Carefully appraised and prioritised public
expenditure programmes are fundamental in this respect. They
also provide a link between planning for programme assistance
and project assistance.

253. The objective of the donor/recipient programme assistance
policy dialogue and negotiations is to seek agreement on
programme objectives and required implementation with
clearly identified structural measures and policies by recipients
and financial contributions by donors. To help the monitoring
of programme progress and problems, indicators and bench-
marks of essential policy steps should be agreed upon. It is also
important to keep in mind the need, stressed in Section V
below, for flexibility and selectivity in the preparation of
policy-related programme assistance.

254. The specification of effective policies must be related to
individual country situations — economic, social and political.
Core elements of policy reform programmes, which are
consistent with longer-term development objectives, may be
identified as follows:

— Policies and incentive systems, including market-based
pricing, which contribute to the fuller and more
productive use of national resources.

—  Creating the conditions for a larger role for a productive
private sector as an essential element of a strategy for
broad-based economic growth.

— Policies and institutions which encourage domestic
savings (and the return of flight capital) and their use for
productive investment in physical and human capital as
the indispensable basis of growth and development.

— Liberalisation of trade regimes and exchange rate
policies to improve the efficiency of resource allocations
under the spur of external competition.

— Economic and financial policies which avoid
unsustainable fiscal and external imbalances and
resulting price, cost and income distortion through
inflation.

— Improved fiscal management, with a focus on improv-
ing mechanisms for the selecticn and monitoring of
public investments, including in key social investment
sectors such as health and education, rationalisation of
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budget systems and the management and monitoring
and/or privatisation of the public enterprise sector.

— Improving the efficiency, accessibility and sustainability
of public services, including notably education and
health services,

— Systems of taxation which strike the difficult balance
between preserving effective incentives to work, save
and invest while at the same time producing the revenue
required to maintain adequate systems of education,
basic health and other essential services and social safety
nets, commensurate with the sustainable resource
mobilisation capacity of the country.

255. Appropriate financing for private enterprise development is a
central issue for aid, which operates primarily on a
government-to-government basis. Programme assistance can be
used to encourage the development of viable, competitive and
efficient financial markets capable of mobilising and allocating
domestic savings to financially and economically sound investment
projects in the private sector. Banking and financial sector reforms
(including strengthened supervisory and regulatory regimes) and
continuing efforts to strengthen the institutional capacity of
financial intermediaries are fundamental in this regard.

256. For a number of highly fragmented developing-country
regions stronger economic integration is an important factor in
achieving improved development. Structural adjustment
programmes, and programme assistance generally, should take the
problems of regional fragmentation into account and, whenever
appropriate, should provide positive inducements for regional
co-operation. Thus programme assistance should include an
assessment of regional economic impacts and look for positive
opportunities to support the development of regional co-operation
and regional infrastructure creating a positive regional economic
environment. This should assist the role of structural adjustment
programmes in opening the way towards sustainable long-term
development, based on liberal multilateral trade policies, by
helping to create stronger, more rational economic structures,
capable of participating competitively and with benefit in an open
world economy.

IV. The role of programme
assistance in promoting
participatory development

72

257. Programme assistance provides general support for recipient
countries and relies largely on host governments for implementa-
tion. Considerations of participatory development, especially
good governance and financial accountability, are of special
relevance for this type of assistance and they should be taken into
account in its design and the related policy dialogues.

258. DAC Members have agreed to work with their
developing-country partners to achieve more participatory
development in particular in the following areas:

—  Priority for programmes providing affordable, effective
and sustainable services, such as for education, training,






health and family planning, for the masses of the people,
including the poor, and broad participation in selection,
administration and financing of these services.

— Assisting developing countries in strengthening
institutions, policies and practices leading to
democratisation and good governance at central and
local levels, and also reducing the scope and incentives
for corruption.

— Strengthening the role of individual and
community-based initiatives, private enterprise and the
market system, and facilitating widespread access to
productive assets.

— Associating users through appropriate organisations
with the design and implementation of aid-financed
programmes.

—  Enabling active participation of women in the processes
of development as decision-makers, producers and
providers of basic care.

— Promoting respect of human rights, including effective
and accessible legal systems, areas where bilateral
agencies have a particular role to play.

V. The need for careful
preparation of programme
assistance

Clear specification of
objectives and responsibilities

259. Programme assistance requires careful preparation. In the
absence of such careful preparation there are risks of supporting
unsustainable public and private consumption and inappropriate
policies with harmful effects on longer-term development and
self-reliance. Since the available resources for programme
assistance are limited and donors are accountable for the effective
use of the resources to their people, it is necessary to construct an
effective policy framework based on the dialogue among the
recipient, each donor and relevant multilateral development
institutions from an early stage. While approaches and require-
ments differ, there should in principle be no difference between
programme assistance and project assistance in the care with which
they are prepared. Programme assistance is as management
demanding as project assistance. However, different analytical
and, indeed, diplomatic skills are required. Aid agencies which
have in the past emphazised project financing need to develop
adequate expertise for the design of programme assistance.

260. Clear specification of objectives to be achieved with
programime assistance is essential for successful implementation
and subsequent evaluation. Policy reforms and reorientations in
expenditure also need to be carefully articulated. Identification of a
set of key objectives carefully related to the specific situation of the
developing country concerned is more likely to lead to successful
implementation than large numbers of less specific objectives.
Objectives for policy-related programme assistance should mainly
be set multilaterally. Additional bilateral objectives should be
complementary and consistent.
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Concern with social and
gender impacts

Concern with environmental
impacts

74

261. The contributions and tasks of donors and recipients respec-
tively in programme appraisal and implementation should be fully
articulated and agreed. Differences between donors and recipients
should be resolved before the programme is launched rather than
left to the implementation stage. Similarly, it is important that
essential external conditions and assumptions influencing the
programme’s success should be realistic, fully articulated and
agreed with the recipient.

262. Social and political risks must be taken into account in
programme design and special efforts must be made to counter
them. This does not provide a justification for delaying essential
economic reforms, but does mean that structural adjustment
efforts and related policy reform efforts must take distributional
factors adequately into account. An important instrument for
doing this is the public expenditure review, which needs to ensure
that public expenditure gives adequate priority to social objectives,
eschewing urban bias, and minimnising military and other unpro-
ductive expenditures. Both the IMF and the World Bank are
paying increased attention to these problems and have been
strongly encouraged by DAC Members to do so. While the
re-targeting of social programmes is a long and politically difficult
process, evidence shows that in a range of developing countries
such efforts are indeed beginning to reduce biases against the poor
in the education sector and the health sectcr, and can redeploy
displaced workers through special employment programmes.
Even greater emphasis on such programmes, including social
safety nets in conformity with adjustment and reform efforts and
focused on those who need protection, is required by both
recipient countries and donors.

263. Social impact analysis of programme assistance should
include consideration of the effects of such assistance on both men
and women. This is necessary because men and women in
developing countries face significantly different baseline situations
in terms of constraints and opportunities. To promote an equitable
distribution of programme benefits, the membership and
decision-making structure of relevant local groups and institutions
should be identified. Gender-based constraints and opportunities
can then be addressed.

264. Specific arrangements should be made for analysing and
monitoring environmental impacts of programme assistance, using
as a basis “Good Practices for Country Environmental Surveys and
Strategies” and insofar as applicable drawing upon the procedures
outlined in the “Good Practices for Environmental Impact
Assessments of Development Projects”.

265. Programme assistance can be a useful instrument in promot-
ing “environment-friendly” policies. Examples of “environment-
friendly” policy reforms include cost-recovery user charges
(e.g. for water), the elimination or at least reduction in price





Institutional assessment

Preparation of policy-related
programme assistance

Tranching

subsidies for electricity, petroleum products, fertilisers and
pesticides, provision of secure property rights and land tenure
systems which encourage the rational use of natural resources,
especially forests.

266, ‘When designing programme assistance donors should
carefully consider management implications with the recipient
government, including the governance dimension. This involves
an assessment of the capacity of the implementing authorities to
carry out the programme. The institutional assessment should also
include an examination of the financial management capabilities of
the implementing agency related to its budgeting, accountability
and control of funds.

267. Where the institutional assessment identifies gaps, concrete
technical assistance action should be launched to strengthen
implementation capabilities.

268. The design, negotiation and implementation of policy-related
programume assistance is especially demanding:

—  Effective support of major reforms requires thorough
understanding of the structure and evolution of the
economy and/or sector and of the country’s policies and
institutions. While the final responsibility for the
preparatory analytical work must be that of the develop-
ing country, multilateral and bilateral donors can help in
the analysis and often expensive basic survey work.

—  Time phasing must balance urgency of policy action with
realism in the time required to prepare, negotiate and
implement programmes.

— Developing countries should also be encouraged and
helped to explain the purposes and nature of the reform
effort required and the costs and benefits to the public
and especially the populations affected.

— Every effort to press in these directions should be taken
even at a considerable cost in time, resources and effort.

269. “Tranching” of policy-related programme assistance, making
effective disbursements conditional on implementation of the
agreed policy reforms, is an effective instrument for ensuring
effective programme implementation. However, flexibility is
necessary because of unanticipated developments. The credibility
of conditionality suffers when frequent waivers have to be given.
This points to the desirability of combining realism with a focus on
key policy reform efforts, especially during the early stages, rather
than the attainment of too many specific targets. Decisions on
tranche releases should be multilaterally co-ordinated especially
where donors support a World Bank and/or IMF co-ordinated
Structural Adjustment Programme.

75

—
}

-
=

c

as
—
I
=
d
=t
=
=
[27]
w
&
n
-
o
=
[
n






Provision for monitoring 270. Provision for effective monitoring of programmes to spot and
address implementation problems should be made at the
programme design stage, including the establishment of relevant
information and control systems. Assistance for strengthening the
monitoring and evaluating capacity of developing countries is an
important aspect of institution-building.

271. One of the most sensitive issues in policy-related programme ,
assistance is the appropriate response to programme deficiencies, :
weakening policy perfor.aance and /or non-compliance with policy : 1
agreements, Effective monitoring and continuous policy dialogue

are essential to prevent programme failures and to take corrective

action. Close collaboration among donors and the international

agencies is important to ensure coherent responses.

The need for co-ordinated 272. The effective use of programme assistance in support of
approaches policy reform and structural adjustment and the related policy

dialogues require consistency and concertation. Policy-related
programme assistance, whether of a macroeconomic or a
sectoral character, therefore requires strongly co-ordinated
approaches based on continued dialogue among the tripartite
partners — recipient country, the relevant multilateral institu-
tions, especially the World Bank and the IMF, and the bilateral
donors and the EEC.

273. While each developing country is responsible for its policies
and programmes, at the same time a basic consensus between the
developing country, the multilateral lead institutions, and donors,
on what constitutes effective policies and policy reform efforts is
essential for the effective and consistent use of programme
assistance at both country and sectoral level.

274. Policy dialogues on essential aspects and assumptions of
policy reform and structural adjustment must have a strong
multilateral dimension. Bilateral policy dialogues need to be
c~nsistent with the orientations of policy frameworks and
priorities as they have been reviewed in the international aid
co-ordination arrangements.

275. Consultations between the World Bank/IMF and donors on

economic assessments and on required policy and programme

design should be further improved. There is continuing need for

early donor involvement in the programme design process and for

continuing diilogue. The World Bank and the IMF Iook to

bilateral donors for input into programme design and implementa-

tion and a range of opportunities and mechanisms exist for this

co-ordination. To participate effectively in this process, donors

must put in place appropriate expertise and adequate

co-ordination arrangements within their own administrations. Use

of local consultation and co-ordination arrangements would :
contribute to effective assistance and facilitate participation by the i |
recipient authorities and should be started at an early stage. § |
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276. A basic long-run objective of aid is to strengthen developing
countries’ administrative and eventually economic and financial
self-reliance. As developing countries make progress in their basic
policy environment and in strengthening their administrative
capacity, it should be possible to reduce close donor involvement in
implementation and to rely increasingly on national institutions
and market mechanisms to allocate the resources made available
through aid. Programme assistance is particularly relevant in these
terms. Some donors are giving increasing attention to sector
assistance approaches in support of specific sector objectives,
programmes and policies agreed with recipients and with broad
monitoring arrangements.

277. The appropriate combination of technical assistance, project
assistance, policy related programme and sector assistance,
including sector investment assistance, and general economic
support, must depend on specific country situations. Developing
countries which have attained strong administrative capacity and
an effective basic policy environment are well equipped to use both
project assistance and programme assistance, including sector
investment assistance, effectively. The essential characteristic of the
evolving aid relationship is not so much the balance between
project and programme assistance as such, as a greater reliance on
the developing country’s own institutions and mechanisms for
resource allocation and for detailed design and implementation.

VI. Evolution of aid
relationships with
developing countries with
strengthened policy quality
and administrative capacity
VII Programme
assistance for economic
emergencies

278. Substantial amounts of programme assistance have been
extended in situations of acute economic crisis to maintain essential
import requirements and minimum public services. Three
different types of emergency situations can be distinguished which
call for different aid responses: i) natural or manmade disasters,
such as floods, drought, earthquakes, wars; ii) problems arising
from unpredictable external factors, such as sharp falls in terms of
trade; and iii) continued balance-of-payments deficits and fiscal
imbalances arising from policy weaknesses.

279. Disaster assistance to address the situations of the kind
indicated in paragraph 278(i) and similar humanitarian assistance
given to prevent acute human suffering, fall outside the scope of
these Principles. While economic emergency assistance may be
indispensable for short periods, especially when unforeseen
external factors disrupt policy reform efforts, great care must be
exercised to ensure that it will not be prolonged and does not delay
or undermine indispensable structural adjustment and policy
reform efforts.

280. Experience shows that it is undesirable to provide programme
assistance on a prolonged basis in situations where the policy and
administrative environment in the recipient country is inadequate
to permit reasonably effective use of the resources. In such
situations prolonged programme assistance would discourage
rather than encourage policy reform, contribute to maintaining
public and private consumption at levels which are unsustainable
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in the long run and exacerbate structural adjustment problems. In
such cases priority must be given to institution-building and policy
reform efforts.

281. Programme assistance to address economic emergencies
should be internationally co-ordinated whenever circumstances
permit.

VIIL Programme food aid

282. Programme food aid helps to fill the gap between domestic
demand and the supply of food from domestic production and
commercial imports. When this type of food aid replaces commer-
cial imports, it provides balance-of-payments support as the
foreign exchange that would have been used to pay for those
imports is saved. When it is sold in the recipient country, which is
usually the case, it generates additional local currency for develop-
ment activities. Programme food aid thus defined has the
character of programine assistance and the criteria and modalities
set out in these Principles should apply, bearing in mind that as
with other forms of programme aid, the degree to which
programme food aid is linked to structural adjustment and policy
reform varies.

283. Programme food aid also, however, has some special
characteristics, particularly in relation to the possible impact on
domestic production incentives, consumption patterns and income
distribution which need to be carefully taken into account. It
should be designed and implemented in a way which is consistent
with international agreements on food aid, in particular the Food
Aid Convention, and its availability should not be based on
sustained over-production of food in supplier countries. Donors
should promote the use of developing-country food exports in
food aid programmes wherever feasible and appropriate. (Itis
recalled that disaster assistance falls outside the scope of these
Principles.)

IX. Debt relief

284. Debt relief is an important means of support for pnlicy reform
and structural adjustment programmes, both through helping to
fill financing gaps and through improving the debt profiles of
heavily indebted countries. In this context, debt and debt service
reduction operations have received the support of a wide range of
donors as well as the World Bank and the IMF. Official debt relief
should normally be granted on a case-by-case basis as part of
multilateral arrangements (notably through the offices of the Paris
Club) and related to structural adjustment and policy reform
efforts, and the criteria and modalities set out in these Principles
should be taken into account in its provision.

X. Counterpart funds
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285. Local currency proceeds generated by programme asristance
(through the sale of commodities or foreign exchange) are
frequently subject to special agreement on their use between the
individual donor and the recipient government, involving the
application of particular management arrangements, including the






creation of special accounts. These counterpart funds differ from
local currencies bought to finance local costs, in that in the latter
case, the donor retains ownership and control of the local currency
up to the point of disbursement, normally in the framework of a
project.

286. In programme assistance, the real resource transfer is
represented by the commodity or financial aid inflow, not the
counterpart funds which are generated from such programme
assistance. Counterpart funds thus do not constitute further
additional resources for the recipient country. Their existence
on any significant scale therefore raises important issues both for
macroeconomic management (the inflationary potential) and for
public expenditure management (transparency, consolidation of
public budgets, and conformity with overall expenditure
priorities).

287. Effective programming of public expenditure and its imple-
mentation according to budgeted priorities within a developing
country’s overall budget is a key objective. It is closely related with
the concern to foster good governance and increased self-reliance in
recipient countries. To be consistent with this objective, donors
should make efforts to adapt their mechanisms and practices for
delivering aid, including the use of counterpart funds, to facilitate
the consolidated, rational and effective management of public
expenditures, including overall allocation of expenditures which
reflect established development priorities emerging from the policy
dialogue. Counterpart funds should therefore be integrated into the
national budget of the recipient government under well-functioning
budget formulation, accounting and evaluation procedures.

288. Donor and recipient practices concerning the creation and use
of counterpart funds have a considerable history, including a
legislative dimension in some cases. Some donors impose controls
based on their own legal requirements, Other donors, including
multilateral institutions, do not impose controls. The objective set
out in the preceding paragraph and the guidance in the next five
paragraphs may therefore have to be approached in an evolution-
ary manner. In the transitional phase, the recipient country should
make continued efforts to improve budgetary priorities and
control, and public expenditure allocation and accountability; and
donors should work to make the best use of counterpart funds in a
way which, collectively, minimises the administrative burdens for
both donors and recipients and supports effectively the recipient
country’s macroeconomic and development objectives and rational
financial management.

289. In this transitional phase, counterpart funds should be
managed in a way which minimises the distortions they cause and
advances the objectives set out in paragraph 287. Accordingly, in
operational terms they should progressively be:

a) planned in advance, preferably in the context of a rolling,
multi-year agreement, covering all types of aid that
generate counterpart funds, linked to other types of aid,
and provided subject to adequate policy performance;
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b) credited promptly within an agreed time, if possible, to a
single government-controlled, interest-bearing account;

c) disbursed as soon as practicable from the counterpart
currency account(s), without endangering
macroeconomic stability, and in particular, in accordance
with a time frame that would avoid the inflationary
impact of spending from excessively large past accumu-
lations of counterpart funds;

d) used to finance on-budget expenditures, avoiding insofar
as possible earmarking to individual outlays.

290. Commodity and food aid should be valued on the basis of
import parity prices or on the basis of a pricing policy agreed under
an existing policy reform programme.

291. Bilateral donor-recipient agreements on counterpart fund
management must be consistent with the objectives of external
adjustment, non-inflationary growth and the priority public
expenditure programme agreed between the recipient country and
the World Bank/IMF, taking into account the views of the donor
community in accordance with paragraph 275 above. Donors
should give priority to supporting reform policies, including
budgetary policy and effective and accountable management of
public funds generally, when seeking agreement on counterpart
fund management.

292. The effectiveness of adjustment assistance depends on the
policies and institutional reforms implemented, including those
related to public expenditures. The recipient country, with the
assistance of the donor community and the World Bank/IMF,
should closely monitor use of counterpart funds to ensure that they
are consistent with public expenditure programmes, both invest-
ment and recurrent, to ensure that public sector resources are
channelled in accordance with the priorities defined in the budget.
Effective procedures for monitoring budget implementation should
be ensured through provision, where appropriate, of technical
assistance.

293. Where counterpart funds have accumulated over past years, it
is important to ensure that their subsequent use is compatible with
macroeconomic stabilization objectives and developing countries’
broader budgetary expenditure priorities. The appropriate
treatment of any outstanding balance in counterpart fund accounts
at the end of a fiscal year and new counterpart fund creation
projected for the following fiscal year will need to be considered
when formulating each year’s budget and priority expenditure
programme. To be consistent with the objectives of noninflationary
growth and external adjustment under terms agreed with the
World Bank/IMF, as appropriate, it may be necessary to sterilise
the past accumulations of counterpart funds or the creation of new
counterpart funds.
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XI. Procurement

294. In a context of market-oriented adjustment and policy reform,
programme assistance in the form of freely-available foreign
exchange helps to promote the development of commercial and
financial markets and institutions. Restrictive procurement
requirements are not consistent with the longer-run objective of
liberalising, and making more market-oriented, the foreign
exchange and trade regimes that are essential for achieving private
sector-led growth and efficiency, with resource allocation through
market mechanisms rather than through administrative processes.
Without an increase in the supply of freely available foreign
exchange, it is difficult for competitive market processes and
institutions to develop. Therefore, programme assistance to
support structural adjustment and policy reform, or to provide
general economic support within an effective policy framework
should not, in principle, be linked to specific import purchases.
While there may be a case for linking sectoral programme
assistance to particular import purchases, here also the longer-run
objective of relying on market mechanisms rather than administra-
tive processes, should be kept clearly in view.

295, There is a basic problem for donors, however, when
competitive market processes and policies and institutions have
not evolved to the point where they can be relied upon to allocate
foreign exchange resources efficiently and effectively, including as
between consumption and investment, and when other institu-
tional weaknesses on the recipient side also present risks of
diversion of foreign exchange to unproductive and inappropriate
uses. Thus donor agencies do operate with rules, sometimes of a
legally binding character, which link disbursement of programme
assistance to procurement requirements, reflecting a concern with
value for money and accountability and the need to sustain public
faith in the integrity of aid. The establishment of these rules and
requirements often predates the priority now being given to the
fostering of market processes, the private sector and good
governance. The fundamental dilemma is that the maintenance of
detailed procurement requirements based on government controls
can in itself undermine the implementation of liberalisation
policies and the emergence of competitive market processes.

296. The following guidelines will help in confronting this
dilemma and in adapting donor practices in a direction which
supports the fundamental objective of promoting market-oriented
economic systems:

— Programme assistance should be untied to the maxi-
mum extent possible.

— Procurement procedures should be consistent with
recipient countries’ trade and exchange reform
programmes and efforts to eliminate import licensing
and should foster the development of competitive and
reliable commercial and financial markets and institu-
tions in the recipient country.

— Lists of eligible goods should allow for the expression of
market-determined import demands. Where aid in kind
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is given it should be well adapted to sectoral require-
ments.

— Standard international competitive bidding procedures
should be simplified and streamlined to the extent
practicable.

— Institutional capacity for public sector procurement and
accountability should be strengthened.

XII. Evaluation 297. Evaluation and monitoring of programme assistance presents
special difficulties. Fungibility of the resource transfer is usnally
high and it is difficult to establish cause-and-effect relationships
between programme assistance and its macroeconomic or sectoral
impacts. Changes in policies, global and domestic market
conditions, other external factors, action by other donors, etc. are
almost invariably paramount in determining resuits.

298, It is nevertheless important, both for learning from experience
and for demonstrating to political and financial authorities that
programme assistance can be an effective aid instrument, to make
systematic evaluations on as objective a basis as possible.

299. An evaluation plan should be included at the time of
programme design. It should be clearly determined from the
outset against which objectives, standards and benchmarks the
evaluation should take place. The need for baseline studies should
be considered. Whenever possibie, both donors and recipients
should be involved in the evaluation process.

300. It is useful to distinguish in the evaluation process i) the
immediate implementation or delivery objectives, ii) experience, in
the case of policy-related programme assistance, with the imple-
mentation of policy reforms and iii) the actual achievements in
terms of macroeconomic or sectoral impacts, institutional
development and policy reforms. The good practices and stan-
dards set out in these principles should be taken into account in
evaluations.

301. The World Bank and the IMF regularly evaluate the structural
adjustment and policy reform activities supported and
co-ordinated by them and this includes the substantial amounts of
bilateral programme assistance provided in cofinancing with these
institutions.

302. Where, for other types of programme assistarice, a number of
donors is involved, a joint evaluation should be considered,
preferably with World Bank participation.

303. Programme assistance operations are often large in relation to

a donor’'s total aid for a given recipient. In planning and carrying
out programme assistance evaluations, therefore, it is appropriate ]
for a development assistance agency to consider, in addition to the
specific objectives of the programme assistance, how effectively it 4
contributed to the donor’s general programme objectives for the i
recipient.
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XIIIL. Application of the
principles and follow-up

304. DAC Members agree to:

review against the above principles their programme
assistance policies and procedures and to adjust them
where necessary;

review programme assistance policies and procedures,
including in particular the experience with collaboration
between bilateral donors and multilateral lending
institutions, as part of the DAC aid reviews and other
relevant DAC work;

revise and update the programme assistance principles,
as necessary, in the light of the indications emerging
from these reviews.

83

—
>
-
a
S
o C]
=
o
=
=1
=1
=1
—
~
-
W
w
w
-
o
=
=1
A
"






84

Annex

Definition of Programme Assistance

305. Considerable efforts have been made by the DAC to dlarify the
concept of programme assistance and its various categories. The
general characteristic of programme assistance is that it is not
linked to specific project activities.

Four major sub-categories of programme assistance have been
identified:

1.  General Programme Assistance. Programme assistance
made available to a developing country, without specific
sector allocation, for general development purposes,

i.e. balance-of-payments financing, general budget
support and commodity assistance.

of which: Structural Adjustment Assistance with World
Bank/IMF. Programme assistance whose provision is
explicitly linked to a World Bank and/or IMF
co-ordinated Structural Adjustment Programme.
Examples are contributions under the World Bank
Special Programme for Africa (SPA).

2. Sector Programme Assistance. Programme assistance
directed to a specific economic or social sector, such as
agriculture, education, community development and
transportation.

of which: Sectoral Adjustment Assistance with the World
Bank. This is programme assistance explicitly linked
to World Bank Sectoral Adjustment Loans (SECALSs)
or sectoral assistance linked to World Bank Structural

Adjustment Loans.
3. Programme Food Aid.
4.  Debt Relief.

Disaster relief, although it often has programme aid characteristics,
is of a special nature and should not be reported as programme
assistance.

306. The conceptual framework set out above will form the basis
for a revision of the more specific statistical reporting directives
currently in process.

P—— W T pe——






Statistical delineation of
policy-related programme
assistance from other
programme assistance

Statistical delineation of
programme assistance and
programme approach

307. There is an important conceptual and policy distinction
between policy-related programme assistance (i.e. programme
assistance designed primarily to encourage policy reforms in a
recipient country) and various types of general economic support,
which do not aim specifically at policy reform or structural
adjustment programmes, even though in extending this assistance
Members may be guided by the existence of IMF/World Bank
programmes. Experience has shown, however, that it is not
feasible to obtain reasonably comparable statistical reporting of
various types of bilateral policy-related programme assistance
which is not explicitly linked to World Bank and/or IMF
co-ordinated Structural Adjustment Programmes. For statistical
purposes therefore only “Structural Adjustment Assistance with
World Bank/IMF" as defined above, will be shown as
policy-related in DAC reporting.

308. As pointed out in the Principles, a broader definition of
programme assistance would include all assistance given in
support of a given well-defined programme of a developing
country, especially a sector programme, including a package of
interrelated project assistance and technical assistance as well as
programme assistance. However, this concept has been consid-
ered too broad and open for statistical reporting purposes and the
sector assistance concept as defined above is being retained for the
time being for statistical reporting purposes. Grants or loans
which combine a package of technical assistance and/or invest-
ment project financing and programme assistance in a single

transaction should be recorded as “Sector Programme Assistance”.
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L. Introduction and
objectives

Guiding Principles for Women

in Development

309. The overall objective of sustainable development is only
attainable when needs and interests of both women and men are
fully recognised in the planning and implementation of projects
and programmes. Minimum requirements to achieve this are equal
access to resources, services, education and training,

310. This was acknowledged by DAC Members when they
adopted the Guiding Principles to Aid Agencies for Supporting
the Role of Women in Development in November 1983. Mem-
bers also acknowledged that all aspects of development

— social, economic, political, cultural and religious — must be
taken into account in the planning and implementation of
projects and programmes and that special attention must be
given to the situation of women in their respective societies as
well as the role they play in their communities.

311. At the World Conference to Review and Appraise the
Achievements of the United Nations Decade for Women in 1985,
“The Nairobi Forward Looking Strategies for the Advancement of
Women” (FLS) were adopted with the consenus of 157 govern-
ments. The consequences for DAC Members of their commitment
to the FLS document were set forth in the report “From Nairobi to
the Year 2000 — Actions Proposed for DAC Member Countries to
Fulfil their Commitment to the Nairobi Forward Looking Strate-
gies”, adopted by the DAC Expert Group on Women in
Development in 1986.

312. These Revised Guiding Principles are based on the original
Guiding Principles, but their scope is expanded to take into
account:

-~ new priorities established in the FLS document;

— conclusions of two monitoring reports issued in 1985 and
1987 on the implementation by DAC Members of the
DAC Guiding Principles underscoring progress achieved
by Member Countries since 1983 but also revealing the
need for intensified efforts;

— results of evaluations carried out by some Members since
1986 incorporating women in development as a
cross-cutting issue.
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313. DAC Members will endeavour to implement these Revised
Guiding Principles in their development co-operation
programmes.

314. In implementing the Revised Guiding Principles, due
attention must be paid to the priorities of individual recipient
countries, many of which have, themselves, made commitments to
the rights of women as participants in the process of development
in accordance with the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms
of Discrimination against Women. Donor countries are encour-
aged to raise the issue of the role of women in development in
their policy dialogue with recipient countries.

I1. Mandate, policy
guidelines and plans of
action

315. All DAC Members now acknowledge the importance of
involving women fully in the development process and have
stated this in official aid policy documents concerning women in
development.

316. These policies or mandates should now be strengthened with
more precisely defined objectives. They must be action-oriented,
showing recognition of women as a development resource and
especially as active participants with full access to benefits, and
they should pervade all the agencies’ operations at the bilateral
and multilateral levels. In some sectors of development assistance,
women's major role is now understood. For other sectors and
types of aid, DAC Members should further explore the gender
implications of their assistance, for example in large-scale infra-
structure projects, programme aid and structural adjustment
lending.

317. Guidelines and procedures relating to WID should be
developed in agencies where they do not yet exist. Existing
guidelines and procedures should be applied more vigorously and
consistently and be regularly adapted to changes occurring in the
economic and social environments.

318. It is recommmended that specific guidelines should be used for
work in each sector, especially those in which women play a major
role.

319. Donor countries should make sure that their policies on
women in development are taken into account in the development
activities of multilateral organisations. Financial and technical
support and multi-bilateral projects can be useful modalities.

320. DAC Members should encourage and strengthen the capacity
of non-governmental organisations at all levels to reach women
and women’s groups.

IT1. Administrative
measures

20

321. To ensure systematic implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of donor policies related to women in development in
the full range of agencies’ programmes and activities, it is essential
that a specific management system be put in place.

322. Most DAC Members have begun making adjustments within
their administrations to facilitate this process. More comprehen-
sive measures, however, should now be applied, since translating






WID policies into practice is the responsibility both of the agency as
a whole and of each individual staff member. Strong and visible
commitment to integrate women in the development process
should be demonstrated by the senior level management of donor
agencies.

323. Working methods and mechanisms should be defined and
their application ensured with the support of instruments such as
special WID units, focal points or advisory groups. It is essential to
ensure that WID responsibilities are taken up by operational staff
throughout the agency, and that staff competence is developed.

324, DAC Members should be encouraged to develop internal
monitoring systems to make certain that project and programme
procedures on WID are followed and that appropriate measures
are instituted to bring about compliance with overall policy
guidelines. In conformity with the DAC Principles for Project
Appraisal, full attention should be paid to the preparation and
implementation of projects — from initial identification state
through approval, calls for tender, contracting, plan of operation
and through monitoring and evaluation — to include the issue of
women’s benefits and participation, identifying obstacles and
developing strategies to overcome them.

325. Sufficient resources should be allocated to carry out these
administrative measures until such time as the individual agency is
able to demonstrate that its programmes and activities routinely
involve women on an equal basis with men.

326. When appointing staff at resident missions in recipient
countries, it should be ensured that WID expertise is available in
order to monitor activities at all stages of each project, facilitate the
dialogue with local authorities and feed back specific information
leading to “fine tuning” of policies and project objectives.

327. Basic understanding of the importance of socio-cultural and
gender relations is one of the prerequisite qualifications for agency
staff members, especially decision-makers, in order to implement
WID policies. DAC Members, therefore, should make sure that
training programmes on WID issues and activities, at both bilateral
and multilateral levels, are available to all staff members, including
senior officers and those responsible for sectoral/technical details
of projects. These should be introduced routinely for personnel,
especially those appointed as WID-responsible in aid missions. The
quality of these training programmes should reach the highest
possible level.

328. Special attention should be given to make staff members
capable of understanding the importance of analysing gender
implications of macro-economic adjustment policies and their
effects on the micro-economy including the household level. If
sufficient expertise on WID issues is not available among the
permanent staff, external consultants should be contacted.

329. Members should encourage the DAC Secretariat to strengthen
its own capacity to understand and incorporate gender issues in the
routine work of the Secretariat and to play an active part in
ensuring that these issues are included inter alia in the preparation
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of terms of reference for consultants to the DAC. The Secretariat
should organise a training programme to enable its staff and
permanent delegations to understand the WID policies of the
DAC Members.

330. Of great importance for the understanding of WID issues is
the development of gender-differantiated data, which are still
strikingly deficient. The suggested methodology for statistical
reporting as established by the DAC Expert Group on WID may,
after appropriate testing, be instrumental in this respect.

IV. Implementation

Relevant procedures for
projects/programmes

Appraisal and
implementation

92

331. Long-term impact of WID policies depends on the efficiency
of the means used to implement them. (Areas of special concern
are described in the annex.) The measures and procedures that
have so far proved effective should, therefore, be applied more
systematically and consistently. Positive results should be
disseminated to DAC countries and recipient countries. Innova-
tive procedures are still needed and pilot projects which can serve
to test appropriate methodologies for training and application of
new technologies are recommended as preparation for project

WID components.

332. If WID objectives are to be achieved, it is essential that both
women and men of the target population are involved and that
consultations take into account their constraints and ability to
participate in development activities and to derive equitable
benefits from such activities.

333. The equitable participation of the women of the target group
should be reflected in the project design and in the monitoring
system, with the objective of assessing how different groups of
women are affected by project activities as compared to other
groups of the target population.

334. Whenever necessary, every effort should be made to upgrade
the skills and educational level of women to ensure their full
participation throughout the project cycle. Barriers and opportuni-
ties for women to participate in, and benefit from, the project
should be identified, and steps to reduce constraint and to
maximise opportunities should be taken.

335. The constraints and opportunities facing different groups of
women must be carefully analysed at the appraisal stage of projects
and programmes in order to assess their probable influence on the
designated objectives.

336. Throughout the programming cycle DAC Members should
take fully into account the gender composition of the project
population as related to their financial, economic, political and
socio-cultural situation. Central issues would be the different
sub-groups’ access to, and use of, productive resources and the
distribution of rights and responsibilities. Professional
cross-cutting competence should be included in project plans and
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Monitoring

Evaluation

Research

budgets in order to collect and analyse data on inter- and
intra-household activities relevant to these issues.

337. Agencies should ensure that their technical/sectoral experts
have a basic understanding that socio-cultural, political and
economic factors can influence positively or negatively women'’s
participation in, and benefits from, projects. Programme officers
should be responsible for assigning WID-competence to their
projects, as required.

338. Every phase of the project implementation should be system-
atically monitored through on-site procedures built into the project
in order that changes in the social, political, economic and value
systems can be continuously assessed. Such monitoring, combined
with flexibility in project implementation, can support expected or
unexpected positive consequences and avoid negative conse-
quences before these could become irreversible.

339, Suitable indicators of progress and impact should be estab-
lished in order to make such monitoring possible.

340. All evaluations concerned with effects on target groups should
describe and analyse possible gender differences. This will require
WID-competence on the teams.

341. More emphasis must be placed on analyses of the relation-
ships between the genders. Past research on women in society has
tended to analyse women as a homogeneous group and has been
fairly descriptive. Future research should focus on the dynamic
aspects of gender relations in the socio-economic context. This
would provide valuable insight to the applied aspects of develop-
ment assistance.

342. Joint research initiatives should be undertaken by DAC
Members and recipient countries in order to provide information
that would facilitate the integration of women in the develoment

process.

343. With the objective of avoiding research duplication and
promoting increased exchange of information, Members are
encouraged to provide the DAC Secretariat with annual bibliogra-
phies of major research activities on WID issues for distribution to
all Members. They are also encouraged to share with other donors,
NGOs and the host government, relevant research material on
WID in countries of sub-regions that would be of specific interest to

them.
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V. Co-ordination,
consultation and
development education

Co-ordination and
consultation

Development education

344. Asexpressed in the FLS document, “Regular consultations
should be institutionalised in order to exchange information on
programme activities and co-ordinate future planning and
programming with a view to ensuring adequate resource alloca-
tion that would facilitate action and limit the unnecessary
duplication of activities”.

345. Information on WID policies, guidelines, checklists, evalua-
tions and training efforts should be regularly exchanged between
the following parties to development assistance: multilateral
organisations, bilateral organisations, ministries and governments
in recipient countries, NGOs in recipient and donor countries, and
project personnel active in different recipient countries. Resources
to facilitate this and the establishment of new women’s NGOs
should be made available. DAC Members are encouraged to make
available to the Secretariat new sectoral guidelines and check-lists
on WID for distribution to all Members.

346. Informal consultative mechanisms to co-ordinate activities at
the field level should be created to facilitate regular exchange of
experience on WID programmes between all interested parties in
accordance with the DAC Principles for Aid Co-ordination with
Developing Countries of 1986.

347. DAC Members should, in their own countries, promote
increasing knowledge and understanding of the socio-cultural
systems and gender relations in the various countries of the Third
World. Women should not only be portrayed as passive recipi-
ents, but also as active agents in development.

348. Members are encouraged to be attentive to the image of
women as portrayed in the development information material of
each Member country.

VI. Review and
monitoring of revised
guiding principles
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349. DAC Members undertake to facilitate review of the applica-
tion of these Revised Guiding Principles in the country
memoranda to the DAC and by emphasizing this item in the Aid
Review process for regular examination. Members also agree to
monitor the application of the Revised Guiding Principles no later
than the first half of 1990, as well as petiodically thereafter.






Agricultural production

Income and employment

The informal sector

Annex

Areas of Concern

350. Women represent the primary resource for agricultural
production, especially food crops in the rural areas of developing
countries. DAC Members are urged to focus on efforts that will
enable farmers of either gender to gain access to resources such as
knowledge, technology, natural resources including land, and
credit and markets.

351. Extension and agricultural services should be directed
towards women as well as men, and the approach and content
should be adapted in order to make the services useful for women.

352. When cash-crop production is promoted, special analyses and
monitoring are necessary in order to reduce possible negative
consequences for women'’s access to fertile land and in order to
avoid a possible increase in their workload without increasing their

benefits.

353. DAC Members should be aware of, and discuss with,
recipient governments the negative consequences that land reform
and land registration might have on women's access to fertile land.

354. DAC Members are urged to allocate financial resources to
research institutes engaged in the long-term improvement of land
productivity and to support the efforts of multilateral organisations
specialising in the agricultural sector, especially with a view to
improving the situation of female small landholders.

355. Projects should plan and support inclusion of women in other
than low-level and traditionally female occupations. In the service
and trade sectors, for example, there are expanding opportunities
for employment and self-employment of women, and in these and
other non-traditional sectors, donors should co-operate with
recipient governments to improve women'’s conditions of work
and enhance their access to managerial positions.

356. In most recipient countries the formal economic sector is
dominated by men, whereas women are more active in the
small-scale, inic. mal economic sector, which is characterised by a
lack of services and legal protection. DAC Members should urge
recipient governments to resolve these differences between the
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Time allocation

Training and education

Access to credit and banking
facilities

96

sectors and the genders, and to establish procedures that give
women equal chances to benefit from both sector activities.

357. Extensive research has documented that in most developing
societies women’s participation in development activities is
seriously hampered by their daily tasks which pose excessive
demands on their time and energy. Project planning should reflect
these constraints and provide concrete ways and means i
overcome or reduce them. Under no circumstances should
projects entail increasing demands on women without increasing
their measurable net benefits correspondingly.

358. In many recipient countries women'’s education level is
inferior to men’s. The causes for this are partly socio-cultural and
partly due to material constraints. DAC Members should be
instrumental in:

— increasing awareness, in donor and recipient countriies,
of the need to improve primary, secondary and
vocational education and training of girls and women in
order to upgrade their position in society.

— promoting revisions of curricula and text books so that
they portray the multiple roles of women and men.

— providing training modules for women in skills needed
to implement, maintain and manage relevant sector
projects.

— promoting and supporting, when necessary, the
institutional structures that are essential to protect and
advise on women'’s interests.

— sustaining long-term support and monitoring of the
above interventions.

359. DAC Members should increase the number of fellowships
awarded to women from developing countries with the long-term
goal of equal access and participation. Where appropriate, training
should take place in the students’ own countries or in the region.
Agencies should undertake a process in all scholarship and
training programmes to identify barriers to women’s increasing
participation and to develop strategies to overcome these barriers.

360. Women generally lack collateral to obtain bank loans and
credit to start, maintain or expand income-generating activities.
DAC Members should promote changes in the legal or social
systems that constitute hindrances to women’s economic activities.
They should increase their co-operation with support to agencies
or institutions that aim at making women economically indepen- {
dent through WID-specific or WID-integrated projects. 4
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Environment

Health

361, Women are primary users of natural resources and managers
of the environment, with a holistic and long-term perspective.
Sustainability will only be achieved with the knowledge and
contribution of women. Their participation must, therefore, be
recognised in the formulation of policies, programmes and projects.
These should be designed to enable women to enhance their own
capabilities, their access to resources and their contribution to
environmental sustainability. Environmental concerns are
cross-sectoral and also cross-spatial. Projects in the rural and urban
contexts must be designed, therefore, with a focus on women'’s
concerns and needs as key factors in environmental protection.

362. Research on the situation of women in developing countries
has demonstrated a clear relationship between:

— women’s educational level, number of children and
children’s school performances;

— women’s educational level and family health;

— women'’s workload and the household and the family’s
nutritional status;

— women’s health and the number and spacing of children,
and their age at the first and last pregnancies;

— the roles and attitudes of men’s and women's access to
services and their ability to apply the health knowledge.

363. Primary health care should include family planning —a
human right — given the high rate of maternal deaths during
pregnancies and at birth and in order to give women reproductive
choice. Family planning programmes should be developed in
co-operation with the target group men and wormen and should
take into account socio-cultural opportunities and constraints.

364. DAC Members should promote and support initiatives to
improve general and institutional knowledge and practices
regarding nutrition, hygiene and family planning. It should be
noted that these initiatives concern both women and men.

365. Insofar as governments in developing countries take steps to
introduce non-public financing of health services, special attention
must be given to ensure women’s continued use of the services in
spite of their lack of access to a cash economy. Research specially
focused on women'’s needs should, therefore, be undertaken before
devising new financing methods such as community financing,
users’ fees or mutual funds. Existing programmes should be
carefully monitored and evaluated.

366. DAC Members should support the efforts of NGOs and
international organisations with specific mandates in the health
field and urge them to place more emphasis on the role of women
as recipients of health care and as agents for improving the health
of their families.

367. DAC Members should support efforts to prevent and combat
gender-specific violence and traditional practices which constitute
health hazards to women.
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L. Introduction

Good Practices for Environmental Impact
Assessment of Development Projects

368. OECD Members have agreed to ensure that “development
assistance projects and programmes which, because of their nature,
size and /or location, could significantly affect the environment,
should be assessed at as early a stage a. possible and to an
appropriate degree from an environmental standpoint” (OECD
Council Recommendation on Environment=) Assessment of
Development Assistance Projects and Programmes of 1985).

369. OECD Members have also been called upon to actively
support the formal adoption of an erivironmental assessment policy
for their development assistance; to develop effective procedures
establishing responsibilities at the planning, implementation and
supervisory levels; and to ensure that adequate human and
financial resources are provided in a timely and cost-effective way.
(OECD Council Recommendation on Measures Required to
Facilitate the Environmental Assessment of Development Assis-
tance Projects and Programmes of 1986.)

370. To ensure that environmental aspects are taken into account
— for both bilateral and multilateral development assistance — in
the identification, planning, implementation and evaluation of
projects and programmes, and noting that the DAC had developed
a set of “Principles for Project Appraisal” (OECD, Paris 1988), the
OECD Council adopted in 1989 a Recommendation concerning an
Environmental Checklist for Possible Use by High-Level
Decision-Makers in Bilateral and Multilateral Development
Assistance Institutions. The essence of the three Council Recom-
mendations is incorporated in this chapter.

371. DAC Members have established the following “Good
Practices for Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of Develop-
ment Projects”. The following main elements have been identified:

— Environmental aspects must be fully integrated in project
selection, design and implementation and the adminis-
trative responsibilities for the environmental aspccts of
assisted projects should be clearly determined.

— The EIA must be conducted, together with screening and
scoping, at least for the projects identified by the 1985
OECD Council Recommendation.

— The EIA should address all the expected effects on
human health, the natural environment and property as
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well as social effects, particularly gender specific and
special group needs, resettlement and impacts on
indigenous people resulting from environmental
changes.

—  The EIA should consider alternative project designs
(including the “non-action” alternative) as well as
required mitigation and monitoring measures.

— Inconducting EIA of projects, donors should use the
standards that will achieve the minimum level of
“acceptable”, non-mitigable negative effects and
maximise the positive effects.

— The utility and relevance of the EIA depend critically on
the availability of Country Environmental Surveys and
Strategies (on which the DAC has established a
companion set of “good practices”). They should be
taken into account wherever available.

— Active arrangements including access to information
should be made wherever possible to obtain the views of
the affected indigenous population on projects which
could have significant environmental effects.

— The EIA should enable a clear statement of significant
beneficial and adverse environmental and related social
effects and risks of the project to be made,

—  Off-site effects, including transboundary, delayed and
cumulative effects, should be assessed.

—  The governments of developing countries bear the
ultimate responsibility for the state of the environment
in their respective countries and for the design of the
development projects. However, when transboundary
and international issues affect the environment situation
in developing countries, the governments causing these
problems should bear the responsibility for solving these
environmental problems in the respective developing

countries,
IL. Basic purpose of 372. Environmental Impact Assessment is a procedure used to
environmental imp act examine the environmental consequences, both beneficial and
¢ advetse, of a proposed development project and to ensure that
assessmen these consequences are taken into account in project design. The

EIA evaluates the expected effects on human health, the natural
environment and on property; it may also include social effects
including gender-specific and special group needs, resettlement
and impacts on indigenous people. The EIA should consider
alternative project designs (including the “no-action” alternative),
as well as mitigation measures or environmental safeguards that
should be incorporated into the project design to offset adverse
impacts. The assessment will be most useful if it is initiated at the
earliest stage of project design to ensure from the outset that aid

projects are environmentally sound and sustainable.
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Integration into the
decision-making and
implementation process

Projects most in need of
environmental impact
assessment

Coverage of environmental
impacts

373. Formal EIA processes and regulatioris by Member govern-
ments are intended to ensure that environmental aspects are
integrated into the decision-making process of the host country, the
aid agency and other institutions involved in project design and
implementation. It is essential that environmental assessment is an
integral part of the process of project selection, design and
implementation. This should be clearly established in the project
selection procedures and the administrative responsibilities for the
environmental aspects of assisted projects should be specifically
determined.

374. Projects generally requiring an EIA are listed in the 1985
Council Recommendation under the following headings:

a) those which cause a substantial change in renewable
resource use;

b) those which substantially change farming and fishing
practices;

c) theexploitation of hydrological resources;

d) infrastructure;

e} industrial activities;

f) extractive industries;

g) waste management and disposal.

375. In-depth environmental assessments should be conducted not
only for development assistance projects which may affect human
health due to air and water pollution, but also for projects which
may have adverse impacts on endangered plant and animal species
or their critical habitats, protected areas, or on biological diversity.
Special consideration should be given to the need for assessments
of projects in very fragile environments, such as tropical forests,
wetlands, mangrove swamps, coral reefs and semi-arid areas.

376. The term environmental impact is understood to include:

— effects on human health and well-being, the environmen-
tal media, eco-systems (including flora and fauna),
agriculture and buildings (classified as protected);

— effects on climate and atmosphere;

— use of natural resources (both regenerative resources and
mineral resources);

— utilisation and disposal of residues and wastes;

— related aspects such as resettlement, archeological sites,
landscape, monuments and social consequences as well
as relevant upstream, downstream and transboundary
effects.
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Time required for initial
environmental impact
assessment during project
planning

Costs of environmental
impact assessment

Members’ experience

377. Initial EIA procedures that occur before submission of the
EIA report (see below) do not necessarily lead to delays in project
planning, as is often believed. Experience shows that delays in the
planning of projects and costly conflicts in the implementation
stage can be avoided by a thorough and timely EIA and thus
actually result in savings of time and costs.

378. The time needed for an initial EIA during the planning phase
is difficult to determine as it is linked to the planning procedure,
the type of project-and the circumstances in the host country, while
it also depends on the availability of baseline data. The average
amount of time needed from scoping to the completion of the EIA
ranges from three months to two years depending on the scale and
nature of the project. It is recommended that an EIA be integrated
and thus carried out simultaneously with other planning activities
(e.g., engineering, feasibility or cost-benefit analyses). This is
important not only to avoid delays but also to make the EIA
process more efficient by a common use of data.

379. The costs of an EIA are commensurate with the comple xity
and significance of the problem and the level of detail required.
They normally amount to a relatively small percentage of total
investment, varying between 0.1 and 2.0 per cent. The avoidance
of harmful environmental impacts and the maximisation of
beneficial impacts may well outweigh the cost of an EIA process
and higher investment outlays in the long term. Although initially
an EIA may be relatively more expensive to implement in areas
where little is known about environmental and social conditions,
its costs will decline once the procedures and techniques become
established and assessment personnel become accustomed to their
tasks. Exchange of information among DAC Members, especially
baseline data and EIA techniques for particular types of projects,
would contribute to a further reduction of the costs of EIAs.

380. Since most DAC Members are still in the process of establish-
ing ways to carry out environmental impact assessments of their
development activities, they have not yet acquired sufficient
experience with implementation. Some Members have adopted
formal, legally binding procedures for development assistance,
while others opt for a more informal ad hoc approach to environ-
mental impact assessment.

III. Good practices for
environmental impact
assessment

Common practices
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381. Ideally, the EIA procedures for development projects should
be based on good common practices among donors to the effect i
that: 1
— the recipient countries are aware that all DAC donors
and multilateral agencies postulate certain requirements
of EIA for development projects;

— consultants, technical, environmental and social, are
informed about the consensus among donors in regard
to the requirements of EIA;





Basic requirements

Responsibility for
environmental impact
assessment

Procedural principles

— ElAs are sufficiently comparable so that they can be
shared and used by other donors;

— similar standards are used for the analysis, based on
generally accepted notions of the extent to which
disturbances of eco-systems are “acceptable”.

382. Although EIA will differ in detail depending on the type of
project, its technicalities and the particular circumstances in the
recipient country, a body of “good practices” can be established to
harmonize the approach of DAC Members in this field. The good
practices for EIA set out below have been synthesised from various
sources, in particular from the three above-mentioned OECD
Council Recommendations, recent technical literature, and the
experience of those aid agencies which have been applying EIA for
some time.

383. EIA should be viewed as an integral part of the project
planning process. It should begin with an early identification of
project alternatives and the potentially significant environmental
impacts associated with each of them. The assessment should
continue through the planning cycle with public participation in the
developing country wherever possible. Ideally, it should be
followed up by monitoring and post-audit evaluation.

384. The governments of the developing countries bear the
ultimate responsibility for the state of the environment in their
respective countries and for the design of the development projects.
However, donors need to ensure that an EIA of the aid-assisted
project takes into account the environmental laws and regulations
of recipient governments and also the donor’s development
co-operation standards. Only in cases where the recipient country
has not yet adopted a legal framework for environmental protec-
tion will the project sponsor be solely responsible for the EIA. The
technical competence of the sponsor and of the local authorities
should be supported to the greatest possible extent. Developing-
country counterparts should be involved in the process to ensure
that the perspectives of their agencies are taken into account, that
they understand the value of the process, and that the recommen-
dations of the environmental assessment are implemented. Insofar
as possible, local environmental consultants should be included on
assessment teams. The EIA should be approved by the host-
country government with an indication of the required changes
and amendments.

385. It is recommended to carry out the EIA for at least those
projects which belong to a category listed above.

386. The EIA should start as early as possible and be conducted
together with the first examination of the project.

387. The subject area of the EIA should be determined especially if
it has to go beyond the scope of the usual project appraisal.
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Screening

106

388. The initial EIA — preferably integrated — should start not
later than the feasibility study and be completed before the
detailed planning of the project.

389. The EIA should take into account the findings of Country
Environmental Surveys and Strategies — if available in the
recipient country — in view, inter alia, of the intersectoral aspects
of the project. In case a large number of small-scale projects are
expected to have a cumulative environmental impact, flow
diagrams may be useful.

390. All feasibility studies should have at least a separate chapter
on the environmental and related social impacts, while for projects
with major environmental problems a non-technical summary of
the environmental aspects should be prepared.

391. It is recommended that the EIA procedure starts with a
screening session to determine whether or not a thorough
environmental impact assessment is required, as outlined above.
The screening process allows environmental reviews to be focused
on those projects which are most likely to have significant impacts
on the natural or physical environment. Certain kinds of assis-
tance activities may be thereby automatically excluded from an
environmental review. Examples of such activities include
education or training programmes and programmes involving
nutrition and family-planning services. It may not be warranted to
exclude research activities altogether, since some may have or lead
to considerable positive and/or negative environmental effects.

392. Itis also recommended to identify projects with considerable
positive environmental impacts because some governments need
this classification for statistical purposes or apply preferential
treatment to these kinds of projects.

393, Where potentially hazardous installations are being consid-
ered, the possible risks to health and safety should be considered
in the screening process. Bilateral and multilateral aid agencies
should ensure that an assessment of accident potential is carried
out prior to providing financial assistance to support new or
expanded installations. (For further explanation on the elements of
this assessment, see the “Guiding Principles on Accident Preven-
tion, Preparedness and Response” OECD, Paris 1991.) The
following fundamental questions should be posed:

a) which alternative projects could provide comparable
benefits?

b) what is the appropriate level of public safety in relation
to hazardous technologies?

¢) what degree of environmental protection should be
guaranteed for areas of significant environmental value?

394, The screening enables authorities to reject at the earliest stage
those projects that are environmentally unacceptable or whose
negative impacts are expected to outweigh the benefits.






Scoping

Involvement and motivation
of local institutions and

target groups

395. In order to improve the quality of an EIA and to limit costs, it
is recommended to classify projects at an early stage according to
the kind of EIA required. For instance, the carrying-out of an EIA
and the judgement on the necessity of mitigating measures and
monitoring are different for envirorumental effects emanating from
pollution than for those resulting from physical disturbances of the
environment.

396. Once the decision has been made to proceed with an EIA, the
scoping process should begin immediately after the screening of a
project. This process results in the identification of the most
significant environmental issues (often including social issues)
raised by the project, the timing and extent of analysis required, the
sources of relevant expertise and suggestions for mitigating
measures. At this point, the responsibilities and schedules for the
EIA can be identified. For projects which require a thorough EIA,
scoping involves a comprehensive gathering of data, concerns and
expertise from appropriate national, regional and local agencies in
the recipient country, from the affected population groups and
representatives of non-governmental organisations as well as from
the specialists responsible for the EIA.

397. Careful screening and scoping can benefit the EIA process by
identifying the “significant” environmental issues and the most
important consequences at the outset in order to avoid delay and
additional costs at a later stage of project implementation. Screen-
ing and scoping could be a single exercise.

398. Donors and recipients should work together to make full use
of competent expertise available locally for both the design and
implementation of aid-financed projects, taking account of the
diversity of country situations.

399. The environmental institutions of the developing country
should be involved to the greatest extent possible. Ideally, the
competent institutions and relevant regulations should be men-
tioned in the project proposal or identified in the first examination
of the project. The terms of reference for the environmental part of
the feasibility study or the separate environmental assessment
should be worked out, if possible, with the advice and consent of
environmental authorities of the recipient country. Since the
project-related EIA should also aim at strengthening the capabilities
of the developing country in the environmental field, particular
weaknesses should be identified at that stage.

400. The participation of both women and men in the population
affected (target groups as well as other affected groups) should be
sought. As a result, changes may need to be introduced in
priorities for aid policies and prograrames, in the design of aid
projects and in the selection of less bureaucratised channels and
new partners for development.
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The environmental impact

assessment report
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401. The participation of non-governmental organisations in the
recipient country should be encouraged, especially if they have
expertise not available from official sources. In this regard, due
consideration needs to be given to the values and political proce-
dures of the recipient country.

402. Greater emphasis should be given to ensuring the commit-
ment of recipients’ executing agencies through their active
involvement in selection, design and implementation. For many
types of projects, active involvement of end-users and beneficiaries,
e.g. through communities and other local organisations, is essential
to ensure that the project mobilises local energies and meets actual
needs and circumstances.

403. The specific issues to be addressed in the EIA document
should be identified in the scoping process described above. In
general the terms of reference for a thorough EIA should include
the responses to the following questions:

a) adescription of the surroundings of the project and the
baseline conditions of the environment (e.g, existing
pollution or specially sensitive areas) against which the
future impacts can be assessed;

b) an evaluation of the environmental effects of supplying
the project with water, energy, raw materials, etc.;

¢) ananalysis of the impact of the project on the local
population, including attention to gender issues;

d) anevaluation of the disposal of waste water, solid
wastes and emissions (regardless of whether this is the
responsibility of the project sponsor);

e) the identification of positive and negative environmental
impacts with an indication of their magnitude, if
possible in monetary terms;

f) an analysis of opportunities for environmental enhance-
ment;

g) apresentation of the legal and policy framework,
including the relevant environmental standards of the
host country and the necessary licensing procedures
together with a discussion of these standards;

h)  anevaluation of the effects of environmentally relevant
pricing policies, taxes and subsidies;
i) anevaluation of the resulting impacts, specifying the
standards used as the basis of judgement;

j)  aconsideration of basic alternatives and an estimation of
the consequences of discarding the project altogether;

k) proposals for adequate mitigation measures or alterna-
tive designs to limit negative environmental impacts,

including proposals for operation and monitoring;

1) acomparison of project alternatives and mitigation
measures in terms of their potential for eliminating






External review

Internal review

Decision-making process

Monitoring and auditing

adverse impacts, the associated capital and recurrent
costs, suitability under local conditions, and the
institutional, training and monitoring requirements;

m) astatement of measures for the protection and/or
resettlement of affected population groups, indicating
their reactions to proposals on these issues (for details
see the DAC “Guidelines for Aid Agencies on Involun-
tary Displacement and Resettlement in Development
Projects”);

n) astatement on where and how related matters not
necessarily included in the EIA are treated;

0) anon-technical summary including the major
recommendations.

404. If at all practicable an outside and independent review of the
environmental assessment might contribute to the success of the
procedure, in particular in the case of large projects. The purpose
of the review is to obtain an impartial judgement of the particular,
and often conflicting, interests of various parties involved and to
avoid unnecessary costs and delays. It is therefore urged that the
review be held before the final EIA report is submitted for
consideration by the aid agency and the counterpart agency. To
arrive at an “impartial” judgement, the review should not be done
exclusively by ecologically oriented persons or institutions but by
a competent licencing authority (if such an independent authority
exists in the recipient country) and/or by competent authorities in
the donor country. The decision to proceed with an external
review should be left to the recipient country’s discretion.

405. Donor agencies should establish a central authority respon-
sible for providing general guidance on environmental assessment
procedures and for assuring the adequacy and quality of the final
EIA documents. Whenever major EIAs are undertaken, the
authority should have qualified staff at its disposal, including
expert consultants from a wide range of sciences (ecology, biology,
agriculture, forestry, biochemistry, health care, etc.). These
experts need not be part of the permanent staff of the donor
agency.

406. The results of the EIAs should be fully and adequately taken
into account when deciding whether or not to approve develop-
ment assistance projects. The central authority mentioned above
should ensure that due consideration is being given to the EIA
results in every case.

407. It may turn out that the EIA will be discontinued after the
project implementation when the participating donors have
relinquished their co-responsibility and influence. The EIA
should, therefore, contain recommendations for monitoring and
auditing during operations to ensure conformity with require-
ments as well as to test the accuracy of evaluations and provide a
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basis for future adjustments. These recommendations ought to
designate the responsible persons and sources of finance. Monitor-
ing of environmental impacts and environmental accounting can
provide useful information for possible project modifications and
for the implementation of similar projects in the future.

408. Environmental monitoring is the task of special authorities
who usually deal with a wide variety of projects. The quality of
monitoring and auditing work does not depend so much on the
EIA but rather on the competence of these authorities and the
environmental administration in developing countries. Hence itis
not necessary for an EIA to provide precise long-term planning for
environmental inspections as donors would otherwise not be able
to transfer responsibility for the project wholly to the recipient
country. Rather, donor and recipient countries should arrive at an
understanding that:

— the project plan should specify the necessary measures,
facilities and equipment for inspection and monitoring;

— the organisational units for monitoring activities should
be designated;

— the required surveillance should be outlined, indicating
the respective responsibilities of the project sponsor and
the competent authorities;

— special attention should be paid to the reliability of the
monitoring equipment;

— inspection and monitoring should be included in the
training of the operating personnel; and

— outside inspection and monitoring should preferably be
implemented by the local authorities.
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Good Procurement Practices for Official
Development Assistance

I. Transparency
Transparency in rules of procurement
Transparency in information on individual supply
contracts
International competitive bidding
National competitive bidding

Other procurement methods
Informal competition
Direct negotiations
Inspection of goods
Flexible application of national content rules and of rules of
origin under tied and partially untied aid
VII. Improving procurement capacity and practices of recipients
Application of minimum procurement standards
Strengthening administrative capacity
Annex: Minimum Conditions for Effective International Competi-
tive Bidding
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Good Procurement Practices for Official
Development Assistance

I. Transparency

Transparency in rules of
procurement

Transparency in information
on individual supply
contracts

409. Principle:  Members will make accessible, in appropriate
detail, general procurement rules for their official development
assistance to the recipients of their aid, to eligible suppliers and to
other DAC Members.

410. Principle:  Members will inform the recipients of their aid, at
the time of the aid offer, of the procurement rules to be applied and
of the eligible sources of procurement. With respect to individual
contracts, interested and eligible national and foreign suppliers
shall have equal and timely access to information on the nature of
the goods and services to be procured and on applicable procure-
ment rules.

II. International
competitive bidding
(ICB)

411. Principle:  Members will consider the scope for enlarged use
of international competitive procurement to the extent compatible
with their procurement policies. In particular, they will encourage
recipient countries, other donors and International Financial
Institutions to develop proposals for co-financing and other
co-operative financing arrangements providing for international
competitive procurement and will consider such proposals
positively.

III. National competitive
bidding (NCB)

412. Principle:  As a general rule (and unless ICB or other forms of
international competition can be applied), Members will encourage
the use of National Competitive Bidding as the main procedure for
procurement under tied aid conditions. They will make explicit
under which conditions they require the application of NCB and
under which conditions they impose more stringent procurement
procedures or permit more liberal procurement procedures. The
bidding procedures under NCB should follow internationally
recognised minimum standards (concerning information and
pre-qualification of potential suppliers, content and publication of
bidding documents, appraisal of bids and contract award).
Procurement specifications should be stated in a non-restrictive
manner to encourage the widest possible participation. There
should be participation of at least three potential suppliers but if
fewer than three responsive bids are received, award may be made
to the lowest bidder if the price is reasonable.
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IV. Other procurement
methods

Informal competition

Direci negotiations

s e It A

413. Principle:  If formal competitive bidding cannot be supplied
— such as in the case of small order, repeat or high urgency
procurement — informal competition may be achieved through
price quotations from several national suppliers provided that
price, quality, time of delivery, after-sales-service, and other
relevant features of the contract are competitive at least by national
standards. To maximise competition under these conditions,
Members undertake: to ensure value for money by ascertaining
that prices are reasonable taking fully into account all the other
factors mentioned above; to award or finance contracts on the
basis of good commercial practice and without discriminating
against potential competent suppliers; and to give wide publicity
to the opportunity of supply with the time limits for preparing
quotations or offers long enough to allow meaningful competition
by a sufficient number of suppliers.

e e s

414. Principle: Members recognise that direct negotiation of
contracts by donors or recipient countries with several suppliers or
only one single supplier should be confined to exceptional cases.
These may include procurement by a commercial importer of
commodities with a registered brand name or by an authorised
distributor of the supplier; repetition of supply of goods originally
procured under competitive bidding, provided the complementary
amount is small compared to the original supply and that the
repetition takes place during or only shortly after the original
supplies; standardization of equipment or spare parts; propri-
etary equipment obtainable only from one source. Good
commercial practice will be followed and, to the extent possible,
arrangements will be made to ensure that prices are reasonable,
taking fully into account all the other relevant factors of the
contract, such as quality, time of delivery and after-sales-service.

V. Inspection of goods

415. Principlee Members will take appropriate arrangements,
whatever the procedure of procurement, to ensure that the quality
of goods supplied and the timeliness of delivery are checked and
payment to the contractor is made dependent on the results of the
inspection. Appropriate contractual arrangements for such
inspections will be made in the frame of the original supply
contract.

V1. Flexible application of
national content rules and
of rules of origin under tied
and partially untied aid
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416. Principle:  Members which have rules of origin or minimum
national content rules will apply them flexibly, considering waivers
if essential for the effective utilisation of aid. Waivers may be
granted for example if the required goods are not available from
the donor country, or only at prices exceeding considerably the
price level for comparable goods procured elsewhere, and in cases ‘
of emergency. Members will make available to the recipients of J |
their aid, to eligible suppliers and to other DAC Members, their |






rules of origin and minimum national content rules as well as their
criteria for granting waivers from these requirements. Members
also undertake to apply flexibly their requirements that the
suppliers meet certain national eligibility criteria.

VIL Improving
procurement capacity and
practices of recipients
Application of minimum
procurement standards

Strengthening administrative
capacity

417. Principle:  Members will ascertain that aid recipients apply
minimum standards of competitive procurement procedures and
will reserve the right to review procedures before a supply contract
is awarded. For the administration of the procurement procedures,
Members will, as appropriate, request that the purchaser engage an
independent qualified consultant or procurement agent whose
tasks include the preparation of the bidding documents, the
evaluation of the bids, assistance to the purchaser in the contract
award as well as in the drafting of, and negotiations on, the
contracts,

418. Principlee.  Members will explore with interested developing
countries the scope for improving their procurement practices and
institutions and will try to respond positively to requests by
developing countries to train staff of their purchasing agencies.
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Annex

Minimum Conditions for Effective
International Competitive Bidding

Advertising

Size of contracts

Pre-qualification of bidders
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419. The main purpose of International Competitive Bidding (ICB)
is to ensure that recipient countries obtain value for money and to
give all potential exporters an equal chance to enter bids in such a
way that the importer can compare them objectively and is thus
able to determine the optimal offer. In order for a procurement
procedure to qualify as “effective international competitive
bidding”, the following minimum conditions must be fulfilled.

420, Invitations to bid shall be advertised as timely and widely as
possible. As a minimum, the official representatives from eligible
source countries shall be given a description of the proposed
procurement and a list of eligible source countries, together with
information where the bidding documents can be obtained. This
information shall be provided in one or more of the languages
customarily used in international trade and shall also be advertised
in at least one publication of general circulation in the recipient

country.

421. In order to foster widespread competition, individual
contracts for which bids are invited should be of a size large
enough to attract bids on an international basis. On the other hand,
if it is possible to divide a project into contracts of a specialised
character and such division is likely to be advantageous to the
recipient and to allow broader international competitive bidding,
the project should be so divided. However, procurement should
not be deliberately broken down into small parts to avoid ICB.
Single contracts for engineering, equipment and construction
(“turnkey contracts”) may be desirable if they offer overall
technical economic and administrative advantages to the recipient.

422, To ensure that invitations to bid are only sent to capable
suppliers, the donor and the recipient may agree on a
pre-qualification of bidders, if they feel that this is advisable for
large or complex works or specialised equipment. Pre-qualification
should be based entirely upon ability to perform satisfactorily,
taking into account the experience and past performance of the firm
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Bidding documents

with similar work, its capabilities with respect to personnel,
equipment and plant, and its financial position and integrity. The
provisions on “Advertising” (paragraph 420) apply also to
invitations to pre-qualify.

423. Bidding documents shall be prepared in one or more of the
languages customarily used in international trade and should set
forth clearly and precisely the work to be accomplished, the goods
and services to be supplied, and the place of delivery or installa-
tion. The price to be paid to obtain the bidding documents should
not exceed the cost of their production. The bidding documents,
including the technical specifications, should be prepared in a
manner which permits and encourages free and full international
competition. To achieve this purpose, the bidding documents
shall:

a) Set out the proposed text of contract;

b) Specify which national or international standards
governing manufactured equipment and materials are
acceptable and state that equipment and materials
meeting other standards which ensure equivalent or
higher quality than the standard specified will also be
accepted;

¢) Include a statement that the purchaser reserves the right
to reject all bids when none of them is responsive to the
specifications, when there is evidence of insufficient
competition, or when the lowest bid received exceeds the
estimated value by an amount sufficient to justify such
action;

d) Set out the factors to be taken into account in evaluating
and comparing bids. In addition to the price, they may
include such factors as the time of delivery or construc-
tion, the efficiency of the equipment, the availability of
service and spare parts, and the experience and reliability
of the bidder. Such factors should be stated in the
bidding documents and should be expressed in monetary
terms, or given a relative weight in the evaluation
provisions of the bidding documents;

e) State the currencies in which bids may be expressed; they
may include the donor’s and recipient’s currencies and
others which are internationally traded; state the
procedures for conversion to a common base for
comparison;

f) Include specifications based on performance capability;
brand names may be used as part of the technical
specification only to illustrate performance or design
characteristics; if so used, the notation “or equal” must be
used;

g) Indicate the eligible source countries;
h) State the source of finance;
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Bids

Evaluation and comparison
of bids

Award of contract

Engagement of independent
consultant
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i) State the date, hour and place for latest receipt of bids and
for the bid opening.

424. The time allowed for preparation of bids should be governed
by the magnitude and complexity of the contract involved so as to
ensure sufficient time to all suppliers to prepare and submit their
bids.

425, All bids should be opened publicly at the time stipulated in
the bidding documents. Bids received after this time should be
returned unopened. The name of the bidder and total amount of
each bid should be read aloud and recorded. No bidder shall be
permitted to alter his bid after the bids have been opened. Only
clarification not changing the substance or price of the bid may be
requested or accepted by the recipient.

426. The evaluation of bids shall be consistent with the terms and
conditions set forth in the bidding documents. The evaluation
should include a technical analysis to determine compliance with
the technical specifications and to assign monetary values in
accordance with any evaluation factors set out in the bidding
documents and an analysis to determine compliance with the
contractual terms set out in the bidding documents. Only bids
from qualified bidders which are in compliance with technical and
contractual terms of the bidding documents shall be considered
responsive bids. Minor deviations which affect neither substance
nor price, such as arithmetical or clerical errors, shall not make a
bid unresponsive.

427. The prices quoted in the responsive bids shall be compared

using the formula for the comparison of different currencies set out

in the bidding documents. The comparison of bids to supply
material and equipment shall be at prices free of duties, taxes and
other import charges of like effect. A report on the evaluation and
comparison of bids shall be prepared by the recipient or by its
consultants and set forth the specific reasons on which the
determination of the lowest evaluated bid is based and the reasons
for disqualification of any bidder.

428. The award of a contract shall be made to the bidder whose bid

has been determined to be the lowest evaluated bid, taking into
account the factors mentioned in the preceding paragraphs; this
need not necessarily be the lowest priced bid received. The
successful bidder shall not be required, as a condition of award, to
undertake responsibilities for work not stipulated in the bidding
documents or to modify his bid.

429. For the administration of the procurement procedures, donors
will generally request that the purchaser engage an independent
qualified consultant whose tasks include the preparation of the
bidding documents, the evaluation of the bids, assistance to the
purchaser in the contract award as well as in the drafting of, and
negotiations on, the contracts.
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New Measures in the Field of Tied Aid

OECD Members are agreed on the following general principles

430. Policies for export credit and aid credit should be complemen-
tary: those for export credits should be based on open competition
and the free play of market forces and those for tied aid credits
should provide needed external resources to countries, sectors or
projects with little or no access to market financing, ensure best
value for money and minimise trade distortion and contribute to
developmentally effective use of these resources.

Member countries of the Development Assistance Committee

— reaffirming the DAC Revised Guiding Principles for
Associated Financing and Tied and Partially Untied
Official Development Assistance of 1987 as well as the
DAC Principles for Project Appraisal of 1988;

— acknowledging the valuable role of untied aid for the
development of recipient countries’ economies and
societies as well as for minimising trade distortions and
thus encouraging each other to provide aid in this form
wherever possible;

— recognising the importance of managing tied aid in a
way that ensures obtaining best value for money and
minimising trade distortion;

— emphasizing the advantages of international competitive
bidding for obtaining best value for money and
minimising trade distortion;

Undertake to implement the following new measures:

I. Large projects 431. In respect of large projects with a value of more than
SDR 50 million, financed by tied aid' credits, with the exception of
credits which according to the rules and definitions of the Arrange-
ment on Guidelines for Officially Supported Export Credits have a
concessionality level? of 80 per cent or above, and consistent with
the rules of the Arrangement on mandatory consultations in case of
projects larger than SDR 50 million, the DAC agreed to the
following:
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Mutual appraisal

Appropriate financing terms

International competitive
bidding
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432. The principles for mutual appraisal set out below constitute
good practice for all large projects but they are particularly
important for tied aid credits where there may be a risk of aid and

trade distortion.

433. DAC Member countries recognise the value of the participa-
tion by the World Bank Group in the preparation and financing of
large projects.

434. Where the World Bank Group does not participate, interested
donors will seek to agree to co-ordinate with the World Bank, also
using where appropriate contacts at local level, to ensure that the
project is consistent with the objectives of the dialogue between it
and the recipient government concerning policies and resource
allocation in the sector concerned.

435. They also agree to co-ordinate with the recipient country and
each other on project preparation and appraisal work, including a
joint review of the project prior to finally committing aid funds, in
keeping with the DAC Principles for Project Appraisal and the
Checklist for Developmental Quality of Aid-Financed Projects
which is based on these Principles (see Annex to this chapter).

436. DAC Member countries will develop procedures which will
facilitate such collaboration, including at the field level, among
themselves and between them, the World Bank Group and the
recipient country. These procedures should ensure also
co-ordination with financing from untied sources.

437. Interested donors will consult, together with the recipient
authorities, with a view to agreeing appropriate financing terms
for a large project consistent with the economic situation of the
recipient country concerned. However, donors would not be
expected to harden the terms at which they normally extend
assistance to the country concerned.

438. Offers of aid for large projects should be subject to the
recipient authorities undertaking arrangements for international
competitive bidding (ICB) in accordance with internationally
accepted practice®.

439. Contracts financed by tied aid credits should be awarded to
the lowest evaluated bidder, concerning both price and technical
factors, before taking into account the financing terms. However,
it is recognised that seriously resource-constrained poor countries,
in awarding a contract, may need to take into account the
availability of financial resources at concessional terms, provided
the award goes to a supplier which ranked second or third in bid
evaluation for price and quality or where the price margin is
reasonable.
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II. Limitation on use of
tied aid credits

440, DAC Member countries recognise the importance for
development of the productive sectors and economic infrastructure
and of appropriate market oriented pricing policies. However, for
projects in these areas market financing is often appropriate and
available, especially in stronger developing countries. Official
development assistance is therefore preferably used for other areas.

441. For these reasons, and consistent with the rules of the
Arrangement, DAC Member countries will limit the extension of
tied aid credits as follows, with the exception of credits with a
value of less than SDR 2 million or which according to Arrange-
ment rules and definitions have a concessionality level of 80 per
cent or above or unless otherwise agreed under the provisions of
the Arrangement.

a) Tied aid credits, except for credits to LLDCs, shall not be
extended to public and private projects that normally
should be commercially viable if financed on market or
Arrangement terms.

The key tests for such aid eligibility are:

— is the project financially non-viable, i.e. does it lack
capacity with appropriate pricing determined on
market principles, to generate cash flow sufficient to
cover the project’s operating costs and to service the
capital employed; or

— is it reasonable to conclude, based on communications
with other participants, that it is unlikely that the
project can be financed on market or Arrangement
terms?

The above tests are intended to describe how a project
should be evaluated to test whether it should be financed
with such aid or with export credits. Through the
consultation process, a body of experience is expected to
develop over time that will more precisely define, for
both export credit and aid agencies, ex ante guidance as
to the line between the two categories of projects.

b) There shall be no tied aid credits to countries whose per
capita GNP would make them ineligible for 17 or 20 year
loans from the World Bank®. If such credits which
according to Arrangement rules and definitions have a
concessionality level of 80 per cent or above are extended
to these countries, they might be used mainly for
exceptivnal balance-of-payments support and for
financing of projects in such areas as the social field,
environment, good governance and emergency aid.

442, The DAC recognises the importance of all the provisions in the
Arrangement; in case of consultations, DAC Member countries
will co-operate with Participants.
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II1. Further work 443. Member countries agree to pursue work in the following
areas:

a} monitor Member countries’ compliance with the new
measures above, as well as with the DAC Guiding
Principles for Associated Financing and Tied and
Partially Untied ODA; ;|

b) work on a more precise definition of tied ODA and
monitor Member countries’ practices in the use of tied :
ODA;

¢} work on a more precise definition of untied and partially
untied ODA and monitor Member countries’ practices, 7
including procurement results, and work further i
towards greater use of untied ODA;

d) harmonize and improve further definitions and
procedures contained in the Good Procurement
Practices for Official Development Assistance;

e) monitor Member countries’ ODA terms performance,
with particular emphasis on terms for tied aid, including
associated financing;

f) the DAC will take stock of progress made in the above
areas by the end of 1993.
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Notes

Tied aid includes associated financing, tied ODA and
partially untied ODA. For the purpose of this provision,
technical co-operation, humanitarian and disaster relief
action are excluded from tied aid. Untied ODA is
defined as loans and grants which are freely and fully
available to finance procurement from substantially all
developing countries and from OECD countries. For
transactions to qualify as untied or partially untied,
respectively, the donor has to inform the recipient at the
time of the aid offer, clearly and explicitly, of the
countries which are eligible for procurement.

The Arrangement rules and definitions concerning the
calculation of the concessionality level are used at the
stage of notification of tied aid transactions. They do not
affect the DAC ODA definition nor the reporting of ODA
disbursements and commitments.

DAC Members agreed Good Procurement Practices for
Official Development Assistance in 1986, which include
“Minimum Conditions for Effective International
Competitive Bidding”, and possible exceptions from ICB.

Currently GNP/capita over $2 465 in 1990. A country
will only be moved to, or from, this income category
after its World Bank income category has remained
unchanged for two consecutive years. The list of
countries in this category is subject to automatic, annual
revision. Notwithstanding classifications of countries
ineligible or eligible to receive tied aid, tied aid policy for
Bulgaria, CSFR, Hungary, Poland and Romania is
covered by the Participants’ agreement, as long as such
agreement is in force, to try to avoid such credits other
than outright grants, food aid and humanitarian aid. The
OECD Ministers endorsed this policy in June 1991.
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Annex

Check-List of Developmental Quality
of Aid-Financed Projects

444, To ensure developmental quality of projects in developing
countries financed totally or in part by official development
assistance (ODA) . number of criteria have been developed in
recent years by the Development Assistance Committee of the
OECD (DAC). They are essentially contained in the:

a) DAC Principles for Project Appraisal, 1988;

b) DAC Guiding Principles for Associated Financing and
Tied and Partially Untied Official Development Assis-
tance, 1987;

¢) Good Procurement Practices for Official Development
Assistance, 1986.

I. Consistency of the
project with the recipient
country’s overall
investment priorities
(project selection)
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445. Ts the project part of investment and public expenditure
programmes already approved by the central financial and
planning authorities of the recipient country? (Specify policy
document mentioning the project, e.g. public investment
programme of the recipient country.)

446. Ts the project being cofinanced with an international develop-
ment finance institution?

447. Does evidence exist that the project had been considered and
rejected by an international development finance institution or
another DAC Member on grounds of low developmental priority?

448. In case of a private sector project, has it been approved by the
government of the recipient country?

449. s the project covered by an intergovernmental agreement
providing for a broader range of aid activities by the donor in the

recipient country?






II. Project preparation and
appraisal

450. Has the project been prepared, designed and appraised
against a set of standards and criteria broadly consistent with the
DAC Principles for Project Appraisal? Relevant principles concern

project appraisal under:

a) Economic aspects (paragraphs 120 to 128).

b) Technical aspects (paragraph 112).

¢) Financial aspects (paragraphs 113 to 119).
In case of a revenue producing project, particularly if it
is producing for a competitive market, has the conces-
sionary element of the aid financing been passed on to
the end-user of the funds? (paragraph 115.)

d) Institutional assessment (paragraphs 130 to 134).

e) Social and distributional analysis (paragraphs 137
to 147).

f} Environmental assessment (paragraphs 145 to 147).

III. Procurement
procedures

451. What procurement mode will be used among the following?
(For definitions, see principles listed in Good Procurement
Practices for ODA from paragraph 409-429.)

a)

b)
c)

International competitive bidding (paragraph 411 and
419-429: Minimum Conditions for Effective International
Competitive Bidding).

National competitive bidding (paragraph 412).

Informal competition or direct negotiations (paragraphs
413-414).

452. Is it envisaged to check price and quality of supplies (para-
graph 153)?
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Principles for the Evaluation of
Development Assistance

I. Introduction
Donor/recipient partnership
Central conclusions and complementarity
to other aid management principles
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Purpose of evaluation
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Usefulness
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Reporting, dissemination and feedback

Application of these principles and
follow-up
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Principles for Evaluation of
Development Assistance

L Introduction
Donorlrecipient partnership

Central conclusions and
complementarity to other aid
management principles

453. Development assistance is a co-operative partnership exercise
between donors and recipients. The developing countries are
responsible for their own development and development assistance
can only be subsidiary and complementary to the efforts of the
developing countries themselves. Aid supports activities for which
developing countries have final responsibility and ownership.
Project performance depends on both donor and recipient action.
Both have an interest in, and responsibility for, the best use of
scarce public funds. Both must therefore be interested in evalua-
tion not only for improving resource use for development through
learning from experience but also for accountability to political
authorities and general publics.

454. The principles set out below have been prepared mainly for
use by aid agencies for evaluating aid-financed activities. How-
ever, they should also be useful for developing-country authorities
in making their own evaluations of aid financed activities and,
indeed, other public programmes and projects.

455. The principles focus on evaluation of both on-going and
completed activities. They are complementary to previously
agreed DAC principles on the management of development
assistance, notably, the Principles for Project Appraisal adopted in
1988, and to the Principles for Programme Assistance and the
Principles for New Orientations in Technical Co-operation. Each of
these principles contain recommendations for the use of evaluation
for the specific aid instruments to which they apply. The principles
set out below provide general guidance on the role of aid evalua-
tion in the aid management process, with the following central
messages:

— Aid agencies should have an evaluation policy with
clearly established guidelines and methods and with a
clear definition of its role and responsibilities and its
place in institutional aid structure.

— The evaluation process should be impartial and indepen-
dent from the process concerned with policy-making,
and the delivery and management of development
assistance.

— The evaluation process must be as open as possible with
the results made widely available.
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Definition

—  For evaluations to be useful, they must be applied.
Feedback to both policy-makers and operational staff is
essential.

— Partnership with recipients and donor co-operation in
aid evaluation are both essential; they are an important
aspect of recipient institution-building and of aid
co-ordination and may reduce administrative burdens
on recipients.

—  Aid evaluation and its requirements must be an integral
part of aid planning from the start. Clear identification
of the objectives which an aid activity is to achieve is an
essential prerequisite for objective evaluation.

456. An evaluation is an assessment, as systematic and objective as
possible, of an on-going or completed project, programme or
policy, its design, implementation and results. The aim is to
determine the relevance and fulfilment of objectives, developmen-
tal efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability. An
evaluation should provide information that is credible and useful,
enabling the incorporation of lessons learned into the
decision-making process of both recipients and donors.

II. Purpose of evaluation
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457. The main purposes of evaluation are:

— to improve future aid policy, programmes and projects
through feedback of lessons learned;

—  to provide a basis for accountability, including the
provision of information to the public.

458. Through the evaluation of failures as well as successes,
valuable information is generated which, if properly fed back, can
improve future aid programmes and projects. Funds for develop-
ment purposes are scarce compared to needs, and stakeholders in
donor and recipient countries should be enabled to draw to the
fullest possible extent on experience to optimise resource use.

459. The accountability notion of evaluation referred to here
relates to the developmental results and impact of development
assistance. It is distinct from accountability for the use of public
funds in an accounting and legal sense, responsibility for the latter
usually being assigned to an audit institution. Information about
the results of development assistance should be provided to the
public and their leaders in both donor and recipient countries.

460, An important purpose of evaluation is to bring to the
attention of policy-makers constraints on developmental aid &
success resulting from policy shortcomings or rigidities both on the o
donor and recipient side, inadequate co-ordination, and the 1
effectiveness of other practices, such as procurement. 8

461. Evaluation promotes dialogue and improves co-operation f
between the participants in the development process through J
mutual sharing of experiences at all levels.

)






IIL. Impartiality and
independence

Institutional structure for
managing evaluation

462. The evaluation process should be impartial and independent
in its function from the process concerned with the policy making,
the delivery and the management of development assistance.

463. Impartiality contributes to the credibility of evaluation and the
avoidance of bias in findings, analyses and conclusions. Indepen-
dence provides legitimacy to evaluation and reduces the potential
for conflict of interest which could arise if policy makers and
managers were solely responsible for evaluating their own
activities.

464. The requirement for impartiality and independence exists at
all stages of the evaluation process, including the planning of the
evaluation programme, the formulation of the terms of reference
and the selection and approval of evaluation teams. Independence
of evaluation can be further enhanced where reports are issued in
the name of authors.

465. The institutional structure for managing evaluation is crucial
to ensuring an effective evaluation process. The organisational
aspects must address three requirements: developing a policy and
a set of guidelines for evaluation; ensuring impartiality and
independence; linking evaluation findings to future activities.

466. Often, certain types of organisation will tend to strengthen one
of the above requirements at the expense of others; e.g., ensuring
the independence of the process may weaken the potential for
providing a strong linkage between the evaluation findings and
decision-making. An optimal solution should be sought to balance
all of these requirements.

467. Impartiality and independence will best be achieved by
separating the evaluation function from the line management
responsible for planning and managing development assistance.
This could be accomplished by having a central unit responsible for
evaluation reporting directly to the minister or the agency head
responsible for development assistance, or to a board of directors
or governors of the institution. To the extent that some evaluation
functions are attached to line management they should report toa
central unit or to a sufficiently high level of the management
structure or to a management committee responsible for
programme decisions. In this case, every effort should be made to
avoid compromising the evaluation process and its results.
Whatever approach is chosen, the organisational arrangements and
procedures should facilitate the linking of evaluation findings to
programming and policy making.

468. Aid agencies need a policy on evaluation which should
address the above issues as well as the openness of the evaluation
process, including the dissemination of results.
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IV, Credibility

469. The credibility of evaluation depends on the expertise and
independence of the evaluators and the degree of transparency of
the evaluation process. Credibility requires that evaluation should
report successes as well as failures. Recipient countries should, as
a rule, fully participate in evaluation in order to promote credibil-
ity and commitment.

470. Aid agencies need a critical mass of professional evaluation
staff in order to have sufficient expertise in their various fields of
activity and to ensure credibility of the process.

471. Transparency of the evaluation process is crucial to its
credibility and legitimacy. To ensure transparency:

—  The evaluation process as a whole should be as open as
possible with results made widely available.

— Evaluation reports must distinguish between findings
and recommendations. Relevant information to support
findings should be included in a way that does not
compromise sources.

V. Usefulness

472. To have an impact on decision-making, evaluation findings
must be perceived as relevant and useful and be presented in a
clear and concise way. They should fully reflect the different
interests and needs of the many parties involved in development
co-operation. Easy accessibility is also crucial for usefulness. The
evaluation process itself promotes a further clarification of
objectives, improves communication, increases learning, and lays
the groundwork for follow-up action.

473. Evaluations must be timely in the sense that they should be
available at a time which is appropriate for the decision-making
process. This suggests that evaluation has an important role to
play at various stages during the execution of a project or
programme and should not be conducted only as an ex post
exercise. Monitoring of activities in progress is the responsibility
of operational staff. Provisions for evaluation by independent
evaluation staffs in the plan of operation constitute an important
complement to regular monitoring,

VL. Participation of
donors and recipients
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474, Censistent with the partnership principle stressed above,
whenever possible, both donors and recipients should be involved
in the evaluation process. Since evaluation findings are relevant to
both parties, evaluation terms of reference should address issues of
concern to each partner, and the evaluation should reflect their
views of the effectiveness and impact of the activities concerned.
The principle of impartiality and independence during evaluation
should apply equally to recipients and donors. Participation and
impartiality enhance the quality of evaluation, which in turn has
significant implications for long-term sustainability since recipients
are solely responsible after the donor has left.






475. Whenever appropriate, the views and expertise of groups
affected should form an integral part of the evaluation.

476. Involving all parties concemned gives an opportunity for
learning by doing and will strengthen skills and capacities in the
recipient countries, an important objective which should also be
promoted through training and other support for institutional and
management development.

VII. Donor co-operation

477. Collaboration between donors is essential in order to learn
from each other and to avoid duplication of effort. Donor
collaboration should be encouraged in order to develop evaluation
methods, share reports and information, and improve access to
evaluation findings. Joint donor evaluations should be promoted
in order to improve understanding of each others’ procedures and
approaches and to reduce the administrative burden on the
recipient. In order to facilitate the planning of joint evaluations,
donors should exchange evaluation plans systematically and well
ahead of actual implementation.

VIII. Evaluation
programming

478. An overall plan must be developed by the agency for the
evaluation of development assistance activities. In elaborating such
a plan, the various activities to be evaluated should be organised
into appropriate categories. Priorities should then be set for the
evaluation of the categories and a timetable drawn up.

479. These categories must represent the various areas of develop-
ment assistance. The most frequent type of evaluation will
probably be at the project or institutional level, but it is unlikely
that such evaluations alone will meet all of the evaluation needs
because of the specific nature of their findings. What is often
needed is evaluation on a more comprehensive scale and an
aggregation of evaluation results. Evaluation programming must
take into account the special demands by senior management and
policy-makers and synthesise studies of lessons learned.

480. Evaluation capability is needed to cover a broad spectrum of
evaluations: policy, programme and project activities as well as
sectors, themes, and cross-cutting issues. Evaluations further need
to look at agency procedures and management issues.

481. Setting evaluation priorities will be necessary for managerial
and financial reasons. A timetable must be included in the
evaluation plan. The decisions on the organisation of evaluation
activities and timetable should involve users of the evaluation
outputs, so that their needs can be taken into account. The
evaluation plan requires the support and endorsement of senior
management.

482, Aid agencies which have not already done so should elaborate
guidelines and/or standards for the evaluation process. These
should give guidance and define the minimum requirements for
the conduct of evaluations and for reporting.
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IX. Design and
implementation of
evaluations

136

483. Each evaluation must be planned and terms of reference
drawn up in order to:

— define the purpose and scope of the evaluation,
including an identification of the recipients of the
findings;

— describe the methods to be used during the evaluation;

— identify the standards against which project/
programme performance are to be assessed;

— determine the resources and time required to complete
the evaluation.

484. The purpose of the evaluation must be explained, e.g. to
contribute to improving aid policies, procedures and techniques or
to consider a continuation or discontinuation of specific current
activities.

485. An evaluation must define the activity that is being evaluated,
e.g. projects, institutions, sectors, or programmes and contain such
information as background, objectives, activities, expenditures,
expected impacts and effects.

486. It is essential to define the questions which will be addressed
in the evaluation — these are often referred to as the “issues” of
the evaluation. The issues will provide a manageable framework
for the evaluation process and the basis for a clear set of conclu-
sions and recommendations. The following are basic groups of
evaluation issues:

—  Rationale. Does the undertaking make sense? Are the
objectives relevant and realisable? Should alternative
objectives be considered?

—  Objectives Achievement. Evaluation is very difficult unless
the objectives which the evaluated project/programme
were to achieve have been clearly defined and the
project agreements and operational plans and arrange-
ments for obtaining relevant baseline data had been
made. To what extent were the original objectives
achieved? Or are likely to be achieved? What were the
major factors influencing the achievement or
non-achievement of objectives? Should objectives not
have been stated clearly enough to allow for an
evaluation of goal achievement, an assessment of impact
and effects of the activities undertaken should still be
attempted.

—  Impacts and Effects. What has happened as a result of the
project/programme? This involves not only direct
outputs but, very importantly, the basic impacts and
effects on the social, economic, environmental and other
development indicators resulting from the activity. The
examination should be concerned with both intended
and unintended results and must also explain the
positive and negative impact of external factors, such as





changes in basic policy environments, general economic
and financial conditions.
487. The aim of asking these questions is to ensure that the
evaluator can assess the information and formulate conclusions
and recommendations concerning:

—  The Overall Results. How successful was the undertak-
ing? Why? Do impacts and effects justify costs? Were
the objectives achieved within time and within the
budget? Were there any major shortcomings? Were
there major achievements?

—  Sustainability. The question o. whether achievements are
sustainable in the longer run is of critical importance.

— Alternatives. Are there better ways of achieving the
results?

—  Lessons Learned. What are the general lessons which can
be drawn and which should be borne in mind when
embarking on future programmes?

488. This stage must also define the methods and techniques to be
used to address the identified issues. The nature of development
assistance suggests that in most cases evaluation will involve a
combination of quantitative and qualitative techniques. The
methods used in the appraisal of an activity should, as a general
rule, also be used in the ex-post evaluation.

489. In many cases, it is difficult to determine clearly the responsi-
bility for the outcome, as external reasons may or may not be
decisive and insenarable from a methodological viewpoint.
Although the complexity of the evaluation process must be
recognised, an attempt to establish causal relationships must be
made.

X. Reporting,
dissemination and
feedback

490. Evaluation reporting should be clear, as free as possible of
technical language and include the following elements: an
executive summary; a profile of the activity evaluated; a descrip-
tion of the evaluation methods used; the main findings; lessons
learned; conclusions and recommendations (which may be
separate from the report itself).

491. The findings and conclusions of the evaluation are the answers
to the questions raised and selected for evaluation. The lessons
learned and the recommendations provide the link between the
results of the evaluation and future policy and programme
development.

492. Systematic dissemination is essential for ensuring improved
planning and implementation of development assistance activities.
Evaluation results may be disseminated in several ways apart from
the evaluation report itself e.g. annual reports providing a synthesis
of findings; abstracts/summaries providing a synopsis of findings.

493. Feedback is an essential part of the evaluation process as it
provides the link between past and future activities. To ensure that
the results of evaluations are utilised in future policy and
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programme development it is necessary to establish feedback
mechanisms involving all parties concerned. These would include
such measures as evaluation committees, seminars and work-
shops, automated systems, reporting and follow-up procedures.
Informal means such as networking and internal communications
would also allow for the dissemination of ideas and information.
In order to be effective, the feedback process requires staff and
budget resources as well as support by senior management and
the other actors involved.

494. Dissemination and feedback must form a continuous and
dynamic part of the evaluation process.

XI. Application of these
principles and follow-up
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495. DAC Members agree to:
— review their evaluation policies and procedures against
the above principles and to adjust them where
necessary;

— review evaluation policies and procedures as part of the
DAC aid reviews and other relevant DAC work;

— draw the principles to the attention of their developing
country pariners as a code of good evaluation practice to
be followed whenever possible.
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DEVELOPMENT CO-OPERATION IN THE 1990s, 1989 REPORT: Efforts and Policies of the
Members of the Development Assistance Committee (December 1989) marks new thinking in the
donor community after the difficulties of the 1980s, setting strategies for development co-operation

in the 1990s.

(43 89 04 1) ISBN 92-64 13300-3 FF150
DEVELOPMENT CO-OPERATION, 1991 REPORT: Efforts and Policies of the Members of the
Development Assistance Committee (December 1991) focuses on the political dimension of
participatory development — strengthening democratic government institutions — and on the
essential role of the private sector. It describes in more detail the major on-going effort in the DAC
to define donor strategies to help developing countries build the foundations for participatory
development. It also presents the conclusions of recent DAC meetings on strengthening the
financial sector and supporting microenterprises, both key requirements for broad-based social and
economic progress. Ii contains a full analysis of trends in aid and other resource flows to develop-
ing countries.
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COUNTRIES. Disbursements, Commitments, Economic Indicators 1987-1990 (1992) bilingual

(43 92 01 3) ISBN 92-64-03526-5 FF285

FINANCING AND EXTERNAL DEBT OF DEVELOPING COUNTRIES, 1991 SURVEY, annual
survey which presents the latest information on financial resource flows to developing countries
and their external indebtedness. Statistical presentations include tables of aggregate resource flows
and debt by main income group and continent up to 1991, as well as detailed data on the total debt
and debt servicing of each developing country over the period i983-90.

(439203 1) ISBN 92-64-13741-6 FF165

PROMOTING PRIVATE ENTERPRISE IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES (1990) describes what
the Members of OECD's Development Assistance Committee and some multilateral agencies are
doing to promote business and investment in developing countries. Based on OECD field studies
and analytical work, it also contains recommendations for improving donors' programmes to

promote the private sector
(43 90 021) ISBN 92-64-13359-3 FF90

MANAGING TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGE IN LESS-ADVANCED DEVELOPING
COUNTRIES (1991) Mastering technological change is a complex political, economic and social
process. Most of the less-advanced developing countries lack the institutional structures through
which this process works. Developing their capacity to manage scientific and technological change
may require breaking with past approaches, notably donor-driven technology choices. This
volume, based on a meeting of aid donors and independent experts, points to the importance of
defining technological priorities closely integrated with economic strategies and human resource
development in specific developing-country settings. This can be done by encouraging interaction
among the key groups involved — politicians, economic strategists and technicians, administrators,
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(4391 03 1) ISBN 92-64-13570-7 FF70
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|. INTRODUCTION

1. In response to its general mandate to strengthen the volume and developmental
effectiveness of aid, the DAC has drawn up a series of policy principles addressing key areas
of aid programming and management including Project Appraisal, Programme Assistance and
Technical Co-operation. Aid evaluation plays an essential role in the efforts to enhance the
quality of development co-operation. The following set of principles state the views of DAC
Members on the most important requirements of the evaluation process based on current
policies and practices as well as donor agency experiences with evaluation and feedback of
results.

Donor/Recipient Partnership

2. Development assistance is a co-operative partnership exercise between donors and
recipients. The developing countries are responsible for their own development and development
assistance can only be subsidiary and complementary to the efforts of the developing countries
themselves. Aid supports activities for which developing countries have final responsibility and
ownership. Project performance depends on both donor and recipient action. Both have an
interest in, and responsibility for, the best use of scarce public funds. Both must therefore be
interested in evaluation not only for improving resource use for development through learning
from experience but also for accountability to political authorities and general publics.

3.The principles set out below have been prepared mainly for use by aid agencies for evaluating
aid-financed activities. However, they should also be useful for developing country authorities
in making their own evaluations of aid financed activities and, indeed, other public programmes
and projects






Central Conclusions and Complementarity to Other Aid Management Principles
4. The principles focus on evaluation of both on-going and completed activities. They are
complementary to previously agreed DAC principles on the management of development
assistance, notably, the Principles for Project Appraisal adopted in 1988, and to the Principles
for Programme Assistance and the Principles for New Orientations in Technical Co-operation.
Each of these principles contain recommendations for the use of evaluation for the specific aid
instruments to which they apply. The principles set out below provide general guidance on the
role of aid evaluation in the aid management process, with the following central messages:

Aid agencies should have an evaluation policy with clearly established guidelines and
methods and with a clear definition of its role and responsibilities and its place in
institutional aid structure.

The evaluation process should be impartial and independent from the process
concerned with policy-making, and the delivery and management of development
assistance.

The evaluation process must be as open as possible with the results made widely
available.

For evaluations to be useful, they must be used. Feedback to both policy-makers and
operational staff is essential.

Partnership with recipients and donor co-operation in aid evaluation are both essential;
they are an important aspect of recipient institution-building and of aid co-ordination
and may reduce administrative burdens on recipients.

Aid evaluation and its requirements must be an integral part of aid planning from the
start. Clear identification of the objectives which an aid activity is to achieve is an
essential prerequisite for objective evaluation.

Definition

5. An evaluation is an assessment, as systematic and objective as possible, of an on-going or
completed project, programme or policy, its design, implementation and results. The aim is to
determine the relevance and fulfilment of objectives, developmental efficiency, effectiveness,
impact and sustainability. An evaluation should provide information that is credible and useful,
enabling the incorporation of lessons learned into the decision-making process of both
recipients and donors.





Il. PURPOSE OF EVALUATION

6. The main purposes of evaluation are:

to improve future aid policy, programmes and projects through feedback of lessons
learned;

to provide a basis for accountability, including the provision of information to the
public.

7. Through the evaluation of failures as well as successes, valuable information is generated
which, if properly fed back, can improve future aid programmes and projects. Funds for
development purposes are scarce compared to the needs, and stakeholders in donor and
recipient countries should be enabled to draw to the fullest possible extent on experience to
optimise resource use.

8. The accountability notion of evaluation referred to here relates to the developmental results
and impact of development assistance. It is distinct from accountability for the use of public
funds in an accounting and legal sense, responsibility for the latter usually being assigned to an
audit institution. Information about the results of development assistance should be provided to
the public and their leaders in both donor and recipient countries.

9. An important purpose of evaluation is to bring to the attention of policy-makers constraints
on developmental aid success resulting from policy shortcomings or rigidities both on the donor
and recipient side, inadequate co-ordination, and the effectiveness of other practices, such as
procurement.

10. Evaluation promotes the dialogue and improves co-operation between the participants in
the development process through mutual sharing of experiences at all levels.





lll. IMPARTIALITY AND INDEPENDENCE

11. The evaluation process should be impartial and independent in its function from the
process concerned with the policy making, the delivery and the management of development
assistance.

12. Impartiality contributes to the credibility of evaluation and the avoidance of bias in findings,
analyses and conclusions. Independence provides legitimacy to evaluation and reduces the
potential for conflict of interest which could arise if policy makers and managers were solely
responsible for evaluating their own activities.

13. The requirement for impartiality and independence exists at all stages of the evaluation
process, including the planning of the evaluation programme, the formulation of the terms of
reference and the selection and approval of evaluation teams. Independence of evaluation can
be further enhanced where reports are issued in the name of authors.

Institutional Structure for Managing Evaluation

14. The institutional structure for managing evaluation is crucial to ensuring an effective
evaluation process. The organisational aspects must address three requirements: developing
a policy and a set of guidelines for evaluation; ensuring impartiality and independence; linking
evaluation findings to future activities.

15. Often, certain types of organisation will tend to strengthen one of the above requirements
at the expense of others; e.g., ensuring the independence of the process may weaken the
potential for providing a strong linkage between the evaluation findings and decision-making.
An optimal solution should be sought to balance all of these requirements.

16. Impartiality and independence will best be achieved by separating the evaluation function
from the line management responsible for planning and managing development assistance.
This could be accomplished by having a central unit responsible for evaluation reporting
directly to the minister or the agency head responsible for development assistance, or to a
board of directors or governors of the institution. To the extent that some evaluation functions
are attached to line management they should report to a central unit or to a sufficiently high
level of the management structure or to a management committee responsible for programme
decisions. In this case, every effort should be made to avoid compromising the evaluation
process and its results. Whatever approach is chosen, the organisational arrangements and
procedures should facilitate the linking of evaluation findings to programming and policy
making.

17. Aid agencies need a policy on evaluation which should address the above issues as well as
the openness of the evaluation process, including the dissemination of results.





IV. CREDIBILITY

18. The credibility of evaluation depends on the expertise and independence of the evaluators
and the degree of transparency of the evaluation process. Credibility requires that evaluation
should report successes as well as failures. Recipient countries should, as a rule, fully participate
in evaluation in order to promote credibility and commitment.

19. Aid agencies need a critical mass of professional evaluation staff in order to have sufficient
expertise in their various fields of activity and to ensure credibility of the process.

20. Transparency of the evaluation process is crucial to its credibility and legitimacy. To ensure
transparency:

The evaluation process as a whole should be as open as possible with results made
widely available.

Evaluation reports must distinguish between findings and recommendations. Relevant
information to support findings should be included in a way that does not compromise
sources.

V. USEFULNESS

21. To have an impact on decision-making, evaluation findings must be perceived as relevant
and useful and be presented in a clear and concise way. They should fully reflect the different
interests and needs of the many parties involved in development co-operation. Easy accessibility
is also crucial for usefulness. The evaluation process itself promotes a further clarification of
objectives, improves communication, increases learning, and lays the groundwork for follow-
up action.

22. Evaluations must be timely in the sense that they should be available at a time which is
appropriate for the decision-making process. This suggests that evaluation has an important
role to play at various stages during the execution of a project or programme and should not be
conducted only as an ex post exercise. Monitoring of activities in progress is the responsibility
of operational staff. Provisions for evaluation by independent evaluation staffs in the plan of
operation constitute an important complement to regular monitoring.





V1. PARTICIPATION OF DONORS AND RECIPIENTS

23. Consistent with the partnership principle stressed above, whenever possible, both donors
and recipients should be involved in the evaluation process. Since evaluation findings are
relevant to both parties, evaluation terms of reference should address issues of concern to
each partner, and the evaluation should reflect their views of the effectiveness and impact
of the activities concerned. The principle of impartiality and independence during evaluation
should apply equally to recipients and donors. Participation and impartiality enhance the
quality of evaluation, which in turn has significant implications for long-term sustainability
since recipients are solely responsible after the donor has left.

24. Whenever appropriate, the views and expertise of groups affected should form an integral
part of the evaluation.

25. Involving all parties concerned gives an opportunity for learning by doing and will strengthen
skills and capacities in the recipient countries, an important objective which should also be
promoted through training and other support for institutional and management development.

VIl. DONOR CO-OPERATION

26. Collaboration between donors is essential in order to learn from each other and to avoid
duplication of effort. Donor collaboration should be encouraged in order to develop evaluation
methods, share reports and information, and improve access to evaluation findings. Joint donor
evaluations should be promoted in order to improve understanding of each others’ procedures
and approaches and to reduce the administrative burden on the recipient. In order to facilitate
the planning of joint evaluations, donors should exchange evaluation plans systematically and
well ahead of actual implementation.

VIiil. EVALUATION PROGRAMMING

27. An overall plan must be developed by the agency for the evaluation of development
assistance activities. In elaborating such a plan, the various activities to be evaluated should
be organised into appropriate categories. Priorities should then be set for the evaluation of the
categories and a timetable drawn up.

28. These categories must represent the various areas of development assistance. The most
frequent type of evaluation will probably be at the project or institutional level, but it is unlikely
that such evaluations alone will meet all of the evaluation needs because of the specific nature
of their findings. What is often needed is evaluation on a more comprehensive scale and an
aggregation of evaluation results. Evaluation programming must take into account the special
demands by senior management and policy-makers and synthesise studies of lessons learned.





29. Evaluation capability is needed to cover a broad spectrum of evaluations: policy, programme
and project activities as well as sectors, themes, and cross-cutting issues. Evaluations further
need to look at agency procedures and management issues.

30. Setting evaluation priorities will be necessary for managerial and financial reasons.
A timetable must be included in the evaluation plan. The decisions on the organisation of
evaluation activities and timetable should involve users of the evaluation outputs, so that their
needs can be taken into account. The evaluation plan requires the support and endorsement
of senior management.

31. Aid agencies which have not already done so should elaborate guidelines and/or standards
for the evaluation process. These should give guidance and define the minimum requirements
for the conduct of evaluations and for reporting.

IX. DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION OF EVALUATIONS

32. Each evaluation must be planned and terms of reference drawn up in order to:

define the purpose and scope of the evaluation, including an identification of the
recipients of the findings;

describe the methods to be used during the evaluation;

identify the standards against which project/programme performance are to be
assessed;

determine the resources and time required to complete the evaluation.

33. The purpose of the evaluation must be explained, e.g., to contribute to improving aid
policies, procedures and techniques or to consider a continuation or discontinuation of specific
current activities.

34. An evaluation must define the activity that is being evaluated, e.g., projects, institutions,
sectors, or programmes and contain such information as background, objectives, activities,
expenditures, expected impacts and effects.

35. It is essential to define the questions which will be addressed in the evaluation -- these
are often referred to as the “issues” of the evaluation. The issues will provide a manageable
framework for the evaluation process and the basis for a clear set of conclusions and
recommendations. The following are basic groups of evaluation issues:





Rationale. Does the undertaking make sense? Are the objectives relevant and
realisable? Should alternative objectives be considered?

Objectives Achievement. Evaluation is very difficult unless the objectives which
the evaluated project/programme were to achieve have been clearly defined and the
project agreements and operational plans and arrangements for obtaining relevant
baseline data had been made. To what extent were the original objectives achieved?
Or are likely to be achieved? What were the major factors influencing the achievement
or non-achievement of objectives? Should objectives not have been stated clearly
enough to allow for an evaluation of goal achievement, an assessment of impact and
effects of the activities undertaken should still be attempted.

Impacts and Effects. What has happened as a result of the project/programme? This
involves not only direct outputs but, very importantly, the basic impacts and effects on
the social, economic, environmental and other development indicators resulting from
the activity. The examination should be concerned with both intended and unintended
results and must also explain the positive and negative impact of external factors, such
as changes in basic policy environments, general economic and financial conditions.

36. The aim of asking these questions is to ensure that the evaluator can assess the information
and formulate conclusions and recommendations concerning:

The Overall Results. How successful was the undertaking? Why? Do impacts and
effects justify costs? Were the objectives achieved within time and within the budget?
Were there any major shortcomings? Were there major achievements?

Sustainability. The question of whether achievements are sustainable in the longer
run is of critical importance.

Alternatives. Are there better ways of achieving the results?

Lessons Learned. What are the general lessons which can be drawn and which
should be borne in mind when embarking on future programmes?

37. This stage must also define the methods and techniques to be used to address the
identified issues. The nature of development assistance suggests that in most cases evaluation
will involve a combination of quantitative and qualitative techniques. The methods used in the
appraisal of an activity should, as a general rule, also be used in the ex post evaluation.

38. In many cases, it is difficult to determine clearly the responsibility for the outcome, as
external reasons may or may not be decisive and inseparable from a methodological viewpoint.
Although the complexity of the evaluation process must be recognised, an attempt to establish
causal relationships must be made.
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X. REPORTING, DISSEMINATION AND FEEDBACK

39. Evaluation reporting should be clear, as free as possible of technical language
and include the following elements: an executive summary; a profile of the activity
evaluated; a description of the evaluation methods used; the main findings; lessons
learned; conclusions and recommendations (which may be separate from the report
itself).

40. The findings and conclusions of the evaluation are the answers to the questions
raised and selected for evaluation. The lessons learned and the recommendations
provide the link between the results of the evaluation and future policy and programme
development.

41. Systematic dissemination is essential for ensuring improved planning and
implementation of development assistance activities. Evaluation results may be
disseminated in several ways apart from the evaluation report itself e.g., annual
reports providing a synthesis of findings; abstracts/summaries providing a synopsis
of findings.

42. Feedback is an essential part of the evaluation process as it provides the link
between past and future activities. To ensure that the results of evaluations are
utilised in future policy and programme development it is necessary to establish
feedback mechanisms involving all parties concerned. These would include such
measures as evaluation committees, seminars and workshops, automated systems,
reporting and follow-up procedures. Informal means such as networking and internal
communications would also allow for the dissemination of ideas and information. In
order to be effective, the feedback process requires staff and budget resources as well
as support by senior management and the other actors involved.

43. Dissemination and feedback must form a continuous and dynamic part of the
evaluation process.

Xl. APPLICATION OF THESE PRINCIPLES AND
FOLLOW-UP

44, DAC Members agree to:

review their evaluation policies and procedures against the above principles
and to adjust them where necessary;

review evaluation policies and procedures as part of the DAC aid reviews
(now “DAC peer reviews”) and other relevant DAC work;

draw the principles to the attention of their developing country partners as a
code of good evaluation practice to be followed whenever possible.
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PRINCIPLES FOR EVALUATION OF
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

These core principles for evaluating development assistance were adopted by the OECD DAC
in 1991 and are at the heart of DAC members’ approach to development evaluation. The
principles focus on the management and institutional arrangements of the evaluation system
within development agencies.
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Foreword

Evaluation systems face many challenges. In addition to the quality, rele-
vance and timeliness of the evaluation itself, a major challenge lies in conveying
the evaluation results to multiple audiences both inside and outside develop-
ment agencies. Thus feedback and communication of evaluation results are inte-
gral parts of the evaluation cycle. Effective feedback contributes to improving
development policies, programmes and practices by providing policymakers with
the relevant evaluation information for making informed decisions.

The origin of the Working Party on Aid Evaluation’s (WP-EV) attention to feed-
back issues stems from the 1998 “Review of the DAC Principles for Evaluation of
Development Assistance”. This report highlighted a concern widespread in DAC
Members’ central evaluation offices about the adequacy of current practices for
disseminating lessons from evaluations. In a subsequent document, “Complement-
ing and Reinforcing the DAC Principles for Aid Evaluation” (1998), it was concluded
that feedback and communication practises need to be improved, and that evalu-
ation results should be used more actively in order to enhance current and future
aid policies and programmes.

To take this work forward the Japanese Government hosted a DAC WP-EV
workshop in Tokyo on 26-28 September 2000 entitled “Evaluation Feedback for
Effective Learning and Accountability”. The purpose of this conference was to
share experiences among WP Members and other participants and to draw lessons
from current practices in the area of feedback mechanisms.

This publication is composed of two parts: The Workshop Report, based on the
fore-mentioned meeting, highlights the various issues raised, topics of discussion
and different feedback systems, and outlines the areas identified by participants
as most relevant for improving evaluation feedback. The Background Synthesis
Report, intended as a starting point for discussion at the workshop, outlines the
main concerns and challenges facing evaluation feedback and the means to
address these. The report is based on an analysis of questionnaire results, and a
review of previous initiatives in this area.

I would like to thank the Japanese Government, and in particular the evaluation
departments of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Japan International co-operation
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Agency (JICA) and Japan Bank for International co-operation (JBIC) for hosting the
workshop, and for their financial support for the conference and this publication. I
am also grateful to members of the Steering Group who helped prepare the event,
and to workshop participants for contributing quality presentations and papers.
The Workshop Report draws heavily on participants’ individual contributions,
including power point presentations, papers and speeches. The Institute of
Development Studies (IDS), and in particular Geoff Barnard (Head of Information,
Project Manager) and Catherine Cameron (Senior Consultant), was commissioned
by Japan to prepare the reports and I would like to express my appreciation to
both authors for their contributions.

Niels Dabelstein
Chair of the Working Party on Aid Evaluation

The Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Working Party on Aid Evaluation
is an international forum where bilateral and multilateral development evaluation
experts meet periodically to share experience to improve evaluation practice and
strengthen its use as an instrument for development co-operation policy.

It operates under the aegis of the DAC and presently consists of 30 represen-
tatives from OECD Member countries and multilateral development agencies
(Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, European Commission, Finland,
France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Germany, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom,
United States, World Bank, Asian Development Bank, African Development Bank,
Inter-American Development Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, UN Development Programme, International Monetary Fund, plus
two non-DAC Observers, Mexico and Korea).

Further information may be obtained from Hans Lundgren, Advisor on Aid
Effectiveness, OECD, Development Cooperation Directorate, 2, rue André-Pascal,
75775 Paris Cedex 16, France. Website: www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation.
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Evaluation Feedback for Effective Learning
and Accountability

Tokyo, 26-28 September 2000

Executive summary

1.

There was a keen recognition among all the agencies present at the Workshop
of the need to improve their evaluation feedback practices. However the dif-
ferences between agencies in their background, structure and priorities
means that this is not an area where a blueprint approach is appropriate.

Several important challenges were laid down at the Workshop, in particular
the need for much fuller involvement of developing country partners in the
evaluation and learning process, and the importance of identifying target
audiences more carefully and becoming more demand led, rather than sup-
ply driven.

There were differences of opinion on the relationship between learning and
accountability, and the pros and cons of evaluation units guarding their inde-
pendent role. Some agencies argued that the accountability that comes from
full independence is an essential foundation for learning. Others were of the
view that too much emphasis on independence can be counterproductive if it
gets in the way of the partnerships needed to facilitate learning.

There was agreement, however, that this is not an either/or situation. Both
accountability and learning are important goals for evaluation feedback. Of
the two, learning is the area where agencies recognise the greatest chal-
lenges.

There are many obstacles to learning relating to organisational culture, lack of
incentives to learn, unequal aid relationships and other factors. These need
to be identified and specifically targeted if progress is to be made.

Discussion of different stakeholder groups emphasised the need to tailor
feedback approaches to suit different target audiences. This is a clear case
where one size does not fit all.

Despite the risks involved, the case for full disclosure of evaluation reports
was widely accepted. Relations with parliaments and the media, for example,
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hinge on trust. This requires an atmosphere of openness and a willingness
to discuss problems as well as success stories.

Getting evaluation lessons across to a range of diverse audiences requires a
sophisticated and concerted approach, particularly given the information
overload affecting many. The importance of relevance, timeliness, brevity and
quality were stressed. Moving from project evaluations to a higher level coun-
try or thematic focus was seen as an important way of increasing impact, par-
ticularly when evaluations can be timed to coincide with major policy reviews.

Internet-based communication tools are seen as an important addition to the
evaluation toolbox, though they need to be used intelligently and are not a
replacement for conventional approaches. While acknowledging the potential
offered by new communication approaches, the value of “learning by doing”
and of face-to-face dialogue is still widely recognised.

Involving developing country partners in evaluation and lesson learning is
seen as a major priority by many agencies, as most recognise that current
practices fall far short of what is required for meaningful partnerships. Partici-
pation and dialogue needs to start right at the beginning of the project cycle
rather than getting tacked on at the end, or squeezed out because of time con-
straints. Language issues and capacity building also need to be addressed much
more seriously than in the past.

With new trends in aid delivery, the need for effective donor coordination is
more urgent than ever. This points to the need for more joint evaluations and
for much greater attention being given to lesson sharing between agencies.

The status of evaluation units is a big determinant of their impact within an
organisation. For evaluation to become a key focus for learning and account-
ability, evaluation units need to have clear backing from senior management.

Evaluation units will need an injection of new skills, particularly in communi-
cation work, if they are to improve their feedback practices. Lack of resources,
however, was not seen to be a major constraint since the case for better feed-
back is strong.

Although it was accepted that a standardised approach to improving evaluation
feedback would not be appropriate, a number of areas for action were identi-
fied at various levels (see Box 2).

The overall consensus was that in relation to evaluation feedback the challenge
for development agencies is to do more and do it better.
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1. Introduction

The need for improved evaluation feedback is widely recognised by develop-
ment agencies, both on grounds of accountability and learning. Greater account-
ability is seen as a prerequisite for continued support for development assistance
within donor countries, while also being a vital component in creating robust and
meaningful partnerships with countries and organisations that are recipients of
aid. Better learning is crucial for improving the effectiveness of aid and ensuring
that the hard won lessons from experience — both positive and negative — are
heeded. Evaluation feedback is an umbrella term describing the various channels and
mechanisms by which these crucial messages get through — and make a difference.

The Tokyo Workshop “Evaluation Feedback for Effective Learning and
Accountability” (EFELA), held in September 2000, was convened by the DAC
Working Party on Aid Evaluation in order to focus in on this important topic. The
Workshop brought together representatives from 22 donor countries and multilat-
eral development agencies, and participants from 6 partner countries. Lasting two
and a half days it consisted of a mix of plenary sessions where agencies gave short
presentations on their experience, and a series of smaller working groups looking
at particular themes in more detail. The highlights of the discussion at the work-
shop are summarised and included in the Press Release by Prof. Ryokichi Hirono,
Chairman of the DAC Tokyo Workshop and Mr. Niels Dabelstein, Chairman of the
DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation. A full programme, list of participants and
the press release is provided in Annexes 1, 2 and 3.

In preparation for the Workshop, the Institute of Development Studies (IDS),
at the University of Sussex, was commissioned by Japan to prepare a Synthesis
Report. This provided information on agencies’ current feedback practices and an
insight into the issues that Working Party Members see as being most crucial in
improving evaluation feedback.'

This Workshop Report builds on this earlier document and should be read in
conjunction with it. This Report seeks to highlight the main points raised during

1. The Synthesis report was based on responses to a background questionnaire sent to all
Working Party Members, and follow-up interviews with a cross-section of agencies.
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the Workshop and draw out the areas of consensus that emerged, as well as the
differences in approach and outlook between agencies.

These differences were one of the underlying features of the Workshop. As
was pointed out in the earlier Synthesis Report, agencies are not all starting from
the same place in terms of their approach to evaluation feedback, their audiences,
their relative priorities, or the institutional context in which they work. So while
everyone at the Workshop agreed on the urgent need to improve evaluation feedback
it was clear that no one approach, or set of approaches, would suit all agencies. As one
participant from China put it, this is a case where “one medicine cannot cure all patients.”
This point was reinforced by a colleague from the Philippines who commented that
“we shouldn't be looking for prescriptions ... it's outcomes that count”.

Discussions at the Workshop ranged over a wide area and tackled the subject
of evaluation feedback from a number of different angles. This Report is grouped
under a series of broad headings that correspond to the principle areas of debate.
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2. The Changing Aid Landscape

The Workshop took place against the background of a rapidly evolving aid
landscape. Change is nothing new to the development assistance business. But at
present there is a sense that the rate and extent of change is greater than it has
been for many years. Some of the aspects that were highlighted include:

New agendas — as Norway observed, development agencies face chal-
lenges caused by the crowded policy agenda. There are many elements
to this including the need to address issues such as conflict reduction,
anti-corruption and governance. Many of these suffer from definitional
problems and unclear time horizons, which makes them intrinsically diffi-
cult to evaluate.

New mechanisms — there are also a whole range of new aid mechanisms
being tried. These include Sector Wide Approaches, the Comprehensive
Development Framework, Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, Poverty
Reduction and Growth Frameworks, Medium Term Expenditure Frame-
works, and the Sustainable Livelihoods Approach. Some of these imply
fundamental changes in the way donors work, requiring significant shifts
in how evaluation is approached.

New partners — development agencies are finding themselves working
with new partners and in different partnership configurations. Multi-donor
consortia are becoming more common, and agencies are moving
beyond government-to-government links to forge direct links with civil
society. Some brand new partners are also emerging, such as the military,
which is becoming a key partner for donors working in post-conflict or
conflict resolution situations. This may mean working with UN-led forces,
or developing working relationships with Ministries of Defence for inter-
ventions in countries such as Bosnia, Sierra Leone, and East Timor.!

New pressures — the growing influence of international pressure groups is
adding a new dimension to aid debates, as demonstrated in the recent

1. In the UK, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, DFID and the Ministry of Defence have agreed
to pool money into a joint conflict prevention budget to maximise effort.
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Seattle and Prague protests. Often focusing on single issues, these groups
have become highly skilled in gaining international media attention and
using the Internet to organise and mobilise. These groups may not be
elected, representative or accountable, in a conventional sense, but they
have become increasingly powerful and certainly cannot be ignored.

New horizons - aid delivery has been shifting from project, to pro-
gramme, to country level. But there is now an array of issues on the
agenda which require a regional or global approach, for example, issues
such as trade, migration, climate change, genetically modified organisms,
and HIV/AIDS.

New Emphasis on Aid Effectiveness — The recent emphasis on aid effective-
ness is not only due to increased demand for better development results
and accountability, but is also partly a result of budgetary constraints.

Agencies are having to adapt to these changes and this is creating many new
challenges for evaluation units, requiring them to think and work in new ways. Discus-
sion of evaluation feedback needs to be considered within this evolving context,
learning from the past, but also looking to the future of where evaluation is heading.
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3. The Feedback Challenge

3.1. Learning and accountability

There was much discussion of the relationship between these dual goals of
evaluation feedback, and their relative importance. While it was recognised that
there is significant overlap between them, it was also seen that they are not iden-
tical, involving different target audiences and requiring sometimes quite different
approaches. A range of views were expressed on how the two functions relate:

Some agencies argued that accountability is still the core function of central
evaluation units, and that the new emphasis on learning needs to build
from this and not be seen as being in opposition to it. Separating them
out, they felt, was creating a “false dichotomy”.

Others see it differently and pointed out the tensions that can arise
between the two; IFAD, for example, is now putting learning explicitly at
the top of its agenda.

SIDA suggested that it was useful to decide on a case-by-case basis
whether learning or accountability was the priority in a particular evaluation.
This would then affect the design of the evaluation and the role of stake-
holders.

The World Bank suggested that accountability should create the “incentive
framework for learning”.

From a partner country perspective, Lao PDR argued that learning and
accountability are two sides of the same coin. Bangladesh commented
that for them learning and accountability are a little different in practice,
since learning is based in the Ministry of Planning implementation and
monitoring unit, and accountability is more the preserve of the Auditor
General. Therefore learning may not be owned across the system and
may not translate into future activities.

Japan emphasised the importance of establishing an effective “Feedback
Mechanism” to senior policy makers, senior evaluation department and
operational department staffs.

© OECD 2001

17





Evaluation Feedback for Effective Learning and Accountability

L1

These contrasting attitudes are partly a reflection of the differing backgrounds
of agencies and the relative positioning of evaluation units within them. Evalua-
tion units reporting directly to governing boards or to parliament, for example, are
clearly in a different position compared to those more closely linked with policy or
operational units. This has an important bearing on which audiences or stakeholders
are de facto the highest priority, and what kinds of feedback tend to take precedence.

While there are differences in approach, it was agreed that this is not an either/or
situation — both learning and accountability are vital. Of the two, however, learning is
the area in which most agencies see the greatest need for improvement. Accountabil-
ity has long been a core concern for evaluation units; learning is now the “new frontier”
where a whole range of new opportunities and challenges exist.

3.2. The learning frontier

Concepts of knowledge management and “learning organisations” borrowed from
the corporate sector have made considerable inroads into development agency think-
ing recently, although approaches and terminology vary. The Workshop considered
how these concepts can be applied in an evaluation setting, recognising that evalua-
tion units do not have a monopoly on knowledge. Compared to other departments,
however, it was pointed out that they do have the advantage of being one of the most
systematic in their approach, and having often the most comprehensive coverage.
They therefore have an important role to play as central knowledge holders and a sig-
nificant stake in how new thinking on knowledge and learning evolves.

A number of agencies stressed the need to “unpack” the language on learning
and to clarify what is meant by it. Learning at the individual level, for example, is
quite different than learning at the organisational level. There are also different
stages in the learning process — from finding new results, to validating and verify-
ing them, transferring them to others, and codifying them into guidelines. The
World Bank contrasted three types of learning — learning from “doing”, from
research, and from evaluation — and noted that mechanisms need to be in place to
allow effective learning from sources outside the institution, as well as within it. France
noted that evaluation reports are just one component in decision making, comment-
ing that “if it were so simple, our work would have been over a long time ago”.

If evaluation units are to take on a proactive learning role they need to
develop a more sophisticated view of how learning takes place within and
between organisations, and where the bottlenecks arise. Several agencies are
already addressing this challenge (see Box 1: Signs of improving conditions for
evaluation-based learning in German aid agencies). AusAID is undertaking a study
to understand how their staff and consultants learn, as part of a wider exercise
revising their lessons learned database. The study will be looking at formal and
informal systems for knowledge management, information sharing and lesson
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Box 1. Signs of improving conditions for evaluation-based learning
in German aid agencies’

e Germany'’s diversified development co-operation structure is now gradu-
ally moving towards greater concentration on particular issues, priority
areas and countries. There is also a parallel trend towards greater decen-
tralisation.

e German official aid agencies see themselves more than ever as learning
organisations, and are beginning to restructure their management systems
accordingly. Evaluation systems are intended to play a key part in this, and are
being given greater priority and greater institutional independence.

e The quality of evaluation is improving. More sophisticated methods, more
impact orientation and a greater number of broader-based evaluations (not
confined to a single project) all offer the prospect that in future more of the
knowledge will be generated that is needed for both quality improvement
and conceptual advancement of development co-operation work, and for
greater external accountability.

* Aid agencies themselves believe it is important to increase the extent to
which they systematise and institutionalise their feedback system for evalua-
tion-based learning and accountability.

* The organisations are making increasing use of modern, intranet-based infor-
mation and documentation (1&D) systems . These reduce information gathering
and search costs, and help to establish an institutional memory. However, the
functionality of 16D systems leaves room for improvement. In particular,
efforts are needed to manage the growing flood of information. Further
problems, given the diversity of institutions, are how to network the 1&D
systems and how to cater for upward feedback in heavily decentralized
organisations.

* Aid agencies see a strong need to do more to promote the internalisation of
evaluation lessons, taking a more systematic and innovative approach. Some
are currently appraising the inclusion of this in an overall system of knowl-
edge management.

e Implementation monitoring (i.e., implementation of evaluation lessons) is
essentially based on established M&E systems.

¢ The foundation of the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Evaluation (German Society
for Evaluation) and the annual evaluation meetings now staged by the BMZ
with the major German aid agencies have both given a substantial boost to
horizontal learning among German aid agencies in recent years.

* By putting its evaluation reports on public release, the BMZ has initiated a
turn in the tide for German aid agencies’ public disclosure policy. Numerous
agencies have said they intend to follow, or at least look into the possibility
of following the Ministry’s example. Others remain hesitant to make this
move.

_19]
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Box 1. Signs of improving conditions for evaluation-based learning
in German aid agencies (cont.)

e Most German development aid organisations have in the past largely
addressed their feedback to internal audiences. The media and general pub-
lic have not been a high priority for them as target audiences. In-country part-
ners and stakeholders still tend to be passed over too often in the feedback
process. However, the need for greater participation is generally recognized.

¢ Given that Germany'’s aid organisations usually have well-developed project
controlling and M&E systems, feeding back evaluation findings into on-going
projects is relatively straightforward. In contrast to this, utilising the lessons
learned from broader-based evaluations is a considerably more challenging task.

* Adapted from “Evaluation Based Learning — The German Case”, German Federal Ministry
for Economic Co-operation and Development, study submitted to the DAC Working Party
on Aid Evaluation (WP-EV) Workshop, Tokyo 26-28 September 2000.

learning across a range of functions, not just evaluation. Once they have a better
understanding of this it will be possible to consider the format, design and modes
of communication to be developed for evaluation feedback. CIDA has a Continuous
Learning Division which works with the Performance Review Branch to develop
best practice modules and ask the question “how are we learning?” It also has a
Corporate Memory Unit, which together with a contractor is working to organise
the lessons learned into a coherent, subject-based, easily retrievable database.

3.3. Obstacles to learning

There are many obstacles that can get in the way of learning. Those brought
up at the Workshop include:

¢ Organisational culture — some organisations have a culture where
accountability tends to be associated with blame. This has the effect of
discouraging openness and learning. In others, it is more acceptable to
own up to mistakes and see these as opportunities for learning, recognis-
ing that there is often as much to learn from poorly performing projects as
there is from success stories.

¢ Pressure to spend - learning takes time, and pressure to meet disburse-
ment targets can lead to shortcuts being taken during project planning
and approval stages, with lessons from previous experience being
ignored or only selectively applied in the haste to get decisions through.
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¢ Lack of incentives to learn — unless there are proper accountability loops
built into the project cycle there may be little incentive to learn. This is par-
ticularly the case when staff or consultants shift from task to task, and have
generally moved on long before the consequences of failure to learn are felt.

¢ Tunnel vision — the tendency of some staff or operational units to get
stuck in a rut, carrying on with what they know, even when the shortcom-
ings of the old familiar approaches are widely accepted.

* Loss of institutional memory — caused by frequent staff rotation or heavy
reliance on short-term consultants, or by the weakening or disbanding of
specialist departments.

¢ Insecurity and the pace of change - if staff are insecure or unclear what
their objectives are, or if the departmental priorities are frequently shifting,
this can have an adverse effect on learning.

¢ The unequal nature of the aid relationship — which tends to put donors in
the driving seat, thereby inhibiting real partnerships and two-way knowledge
sharing.

Many of these obstacles are deep seated, and cannot be changed overnight.
However there was a broad acceptance of the need to “dig deep” to locate where
the obstacles to learning lie, and to find ways they can be attacked. Agencies
expressed this in different ways, but many recognise that this is not just a ques-
tion of fine-tuning; what is needed is a radical rethinking of how organisations
learn and are held accountable.

3.4. Addressing the demand side

A common feature of most evaluation feedback is that it tends to be supply
driven, with the evaluation unit pumping out information on the assumption that it
will be picked up. Though inevitable to some degree, several agencies pinpointed
this as a key weakness in current feedback practices. Evaluation units were doing
a reasonably good job on the supply side, as CIDA put it; it is the demand side
that is their “Achilles heel”.!

The introduction of evaluation “help desks” is one concrete way of addressing
this. This idea has been tried out at the World Bank and is seen as a successful
way of pointing people to relevant evaluation lessons (both within and outside
the Bank) as and when they need the information. Help desk queries are currently
running at 1 000 per year, with 60% coming from outside the organisation. The
Netherlands also plans to set up a help desk or knowledge centre to support
decentralised evaluations.

1. Making this point another way, FAO commented that since demands are changing all the
time, evaluation units need to “respond to these changes if they are to survive”.

© OECD 2001

21





|2

4. Understanding Target Audiences

4.1. Better targeting

The Synthesis Report made a start at separating out some of the main audi-
ences for evaluation feedback, distinguishing twelve main target groups and indi-
cating which are likely to be priorities for learning purposes, as opposed to
accountability. The aim was to underline both the diversity of audiences that evalua-
tion units may be aiming to reach, the different reasons for wishing to target them, and
the very basic point that one feedback approach is not going to suit them all.

This was a first approximation, and the Workshop provided an opportunity to
break down target audiences further and start to look in more detail at different
sub-groups.! No attempt was made to draw up a comprehensive list of all possible
audiences for evaluation feedback. The essential point is that priority audiences
vary depending on the type of evaluation, the messages coming out, and the par-
ticular context in which evaluations are taking place. There was a recognition that
more effort is needed in identifying and prioritising target audiences in specific
cases, and that attention needs to be given to this early on in the process, not
after the evaluation is completed.

Careful targeting allows intelligent tailoring of feedback approaches, a point that
was underscored in the presentation by DANIDA. This broke down external audiences
into three main groups and explained how different feedback “vehicles” are used to
target each of them (see Box 2). The point was made that given the diversity of poten-
tial audiences it is not realistic to try and reach everyone; agencies have to decide
who is most important in specific cases, and make sure they get to them effectively.

A number of audience groups were discussed in more detail. Experience of
agencies in relation to four of the important external audiences within donor countries
is summarised below.

4.2. Parliament, ministers and boards

For bilateral agencies, key ministers and parliamentary committees are often
a crucial target audience, whereas governing boards of various forms play the
equivalent role for most multilateral agencies. In both cases they require delicate
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Box 2. Danida’s approach in matching feedback vehicles
to specific audiences

AUDIENCE GROUPS

Primary purpose Accountability Learning Partners

Academics, students, .
Developing country

FEEDBACK o Parliament researchers partners
VEHICLES Opinion makers/lejaders External resource base Other development
General public (consultants, etc.) agencies
NGOs
Evaluation reports * *
4 page summary o b o
25 page popular version o
Press events o
Video/film ° b
Annual report to Board °
Danida’s annual report *
Danid@visen newsletter °
Public meetings and
professional associations °
Lectures at universities
and high schools °
World Wide Web ° b b
Seminars/workshops °
Participation in evaluations o

Source:  Danida (2000), “External Feedback — Danida’'s Dissemination Vehicles”, paper presented to DAC
Tokyo Workshop on Evaluation Feedback for Effective Learning and Accountability, September 2000.

handling. If good relationships are created, based on trust and regular dialogue,
they can be a vital ally; anything less can spell serious problems for the agency.

Specific situations vary a great deal, depending on the reporting structures
and personalities involved. For example:

* In Norway, aid evaluation is located in the Policy Planning and Evaluation
Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. When an evaluation report
is finalised, a memorandum containing proposals for decisions is drafted
and presented to the Minister and relevant political staff in order for follow-
up decisions to be made. These meetings are a recent development and
have provided a useful interface between the operational and the political
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levels, helping to raise awareness among political staff of the dilemmas
and systemic difficulties in development cooperation. They have put the
onus on the evaluation unit to make sure that recommendations are concrete
and well thought out, and are based on a consensus among the relevant
parties involved (a process which can take time, but which is valuable in
its own right, and essential in terms of subsequent impact).

¢ In the Netherlands, there is an established system for feedback to Parlia-
ment. Evaluation reports are presented to the relevant Minister who then
passes them on with an accompanying “policy reaction” for discussion in
Parliament. Creating a routine of regular meetings has helped sustain
interest among the political staff, and means that bad news as well as
good news can be discussed in a more balanced and informed way.

¢ In the UK, the Parliamentary Committee on International Development
established by the current government has created a new axis of influence
and power, and is keeping a much closer eye on the performance of DFID
than in the past. It receives submissions from a wide range of sources and
provides a very public forum where policy issues and controversies are aired.

A general message that came through at the Workshop is that frankness and
openness are essential components in developing good relationships with these
kinds of high level audiences. USAID commented how the US Congress are partic-
ularly suspicious of “glowing reports”, and has appreciated the Agency’s efforts to
be honest about where difficulties have occurred.

4.3. The Media

This same point was also emphasised in relation to feedback to the media,
although relatively few evaluation units have a lot of experience working with the
media. The risk of evaluation material being selectively quoted or used to create
potentially damaging headlines was acknowledged. But, at the same time, most
recognise the important role of the media in holding agencies accountability and
the valuable part they can play in raising awareness about development assis-
tance more generally.?

Senior management are highly sensitive to media reports — both positive and
negative — so getting media relations right is important. DANIDA is one the agen-
cies that has done the most in terms of working with the media. They made the
point that damaging headlines are based on three ingredients: a) a development
fiasco of some kind, that b) is being covered up, and ¢) is an exclusive story. By adopt-
ing an open policy, and releasing evaluation reports widely, the last two of these ingre-
dients can be removed. So press releases are routinely issued, and these are backed
up by press conferences which provide an opportunity for in depth explanation of the
evaluation results. This approach has not solved the problem of occasional
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development fiascos, but it has led to a much more mature and constructive relation-
ship with the media, which in turn has been important in maintaining the widespread
support for development assistance among the Danish public.?

4.4. NGOs and CSOs

Non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and civil society organisations (CSOs) of
various kinds are seen as an important audience for evaluation feedback, as well as
partners in the evaluation process, and sometimes pioneers in developing new evalu-
ation approaches, such as participatory monitoring and evaluation. Some agencies
have taken steps to engage with these groups more systematically. The French now
have a High Council for International Cooperation which includes academics and
NGOs and enables an exchange of opinion with the government about development
issues. Some agencies have a strategy of sending reports to key NGOs, CSOs, aca-
demics and other leading opinion makers in the development arena.

Establishing a constructive relationship with such groups is seen as an impor-
tant step in broadening out the learning loop, and demonstrating accountability. But
this is not without its pitfalls. One agency spoke of its experience in bringing NGOs in
as participants in a major sectoral review, and how it was taken off guard when, the day
the before the publication of a major report, some of the NGOs released a press state-
ment attacking the document. From this they have learned that in future consultations
of this kind they need to establish clear “ground rules” and be alert to the possible
diverging agendas involved, particularly when working with NGOs that have an active
campaigning role and a sophisticated media department to go with it.

4.5. The general public

The general public within donor countries are not normally regarded as an
audience that can be reached directly with evaluation feedback. However, Japan
underlined that the budget for ODA is provided by the general public as taxpay-
ers, and that therefore the public is important as a target audience. Japan has pio-
neered a programme to involve “ordinary people’ as citizens” monitors of the
country’s development assistance effort.

The scheme started in 1999 and is deliberately targeted at non-specialists
such as “small shop owners from down the street”, “students”, “fishermen”, or
“ordinary housewives”. Groups are made up of eight to ten volunteers. They start
with a one-day orientation seminar, then spend a week in the field visiting
projects in several countries. They are asked to write a short report on their return
giving their common sense assessment of what they saw. These are combined into
one document, so as to present a range of impressions side-by-side. These are
then distributed in large numbers by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, using public
outlets such as libraries, schools and the Internet.
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The scheme has proved popular and has been steadily expanding. About
100 separate monitoring trips were organised in the scheme this year. The scheme
does not claim to be rigorous, and it is not appropriate for all kinds of development
projects.* But it has succeeded in shedding a totally new light on the Japanese aid
effort, one which seems to be appreciated by the “ordinary people” whose taxes
fund the aid programme.

4.6. The case for disclosure

There was a broad consensus on the desirability of full disclosure of evalua-
tion reports and considerable progress has been made in this direction in recent
years. Several agencies admitted, however, that theory and practice were not
always the same thing, and that they needed to do more ensure that reports are
made available more promptly and systematically.

Disclosure of negative or controversial evaluation findings can obviously create
difficulties for agencies, so it is important not to be naive about possible fallout. But
the overall view was that the benefits of disclosure in the long run make it worthwhile.
Agency credibility is enhanced, and the willingness to publish negative reports helps
to boost the validity of the positive ones.> Greater disclosure can also increase the
pressure for more systematic follow-up of recommendations, while motivating those
involved in evaluations to produce a better product, since they know their report will
be made public, rather than being buried on a shelf somewhere.

Notes

1. The wide range of potential audiences for evaluation feedback was underlined in the pre-
sentation by Germany, which identified 17 main actors in the aid sector, within Germany
alone.

2. Japan has taken this a step further and has included journalists in evaluation teams.

3. It was noted that according to a recent opinion survey in Denmark there is 73% support for
the 1% GNP target for development assistance, even though only 50% believe that aid
works.

4. Practical projects such road building schemes, or support for elementary schools, are
easiest for non-specialists to assess. This approach would not be appropriate for more
complex projects such as balance of payments support.

5. One agency commented that in making all its evaluation reports public it recognises
that it is providing potential ammunition for critics. But it wants to develop a reputation
as being an agency “that can make mistakes”.
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5. Getting the Message Across

The Workshop provided a valuable opportunity for agencies to share experi-
ence on feedback approaches. Some of the most important communications lessons
that emerged are summarised here.

5.1. Learning by doing

It was agreed that “learning by doing” is often the most effective feedback
route. People who are directly involved in evaluations, or the consultations sur-
rounding them, have the greatest exposure to the specific lessons being learned
and the context in which they apply. They are in the best position to internalise
these lessons, and if the activity is to continue, to feed them in to the next stage of
planning and implementation. It therefore makes sense to maximise these oppor-
tunities where possible, broadening out the consultation loop, and taking the time
needed to share drafts and encourage buy-in to the evaluation process among key
stakeholders. DANIDA and IFAD are among the agencies that placed particular
emphasis on the need to do more in this area.

Though clearly important, this kind of feedback is obviously not the end of
the story. Lessons need to be spread much more broadly if they are to have an
impact beyond the immediate stakeholder group. This means sharing lessons with
a wide variety of other audiences. The problem is that most of these are bom-
barded with material from other sources, are already suffering from information
overload, and may have little time or motivation to pick up on lessons learned
from evaluations that they have no direct connection with and no responsibility
for. So this is where some of the biggest communication challenges lie.

5.2. Relevance

The perceived relevance of evaluation lessons is of prime importance in
determining whether they will be picked up. The classic criticism of project evalu-
ations is that the lessons emerging are either too specific or too general. An
important way that agencies are addressing this is by shifting emphasis towards
higher level, country-based, or thematic evaluations. These are likely to have
much wider relevance and are therefore worth investing more in.
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In some agencies there is an active debate on whether it is still appropriate
for central evaluation units to carry out individual project evaluations at all. Some
argue that this should be devolved entirely to operational departments, allowing
evaluation units to concentrate on thematic or country work. Others make the case
that independent project-level evaluations are an essential raw material for higher
level analyses, so need to be continued in parallel.

5.3. Timeliness

Closely related is the question of timeliness. Because of the lag time in pro-
ducing final reports and other spin-off products, evaluation feedback often ends
up being “too much, too late”, as the Inter-American Development Bank put it.
This can mean that the substantial investment in producing evaluation outputs is
largely wasted, since the messages contained are written off as being out-of-date.
This is particularly the case with ex-post evaluations, which tend to be looking
back at initiatives that were planned quite a long time ago, and therefore reflect
previous generations of aid thinking. Though the lessons emerging may be valid,
that will often be dismissed as being no longer relevant.

Various approaches were put forward as ways of addressing this:

¢ Planning ahead so that evaluation outputs are timed to coincide with major
policy events, for example, key conferences, or the preparation of sector or
country strategies. These provide an ideal opportunity for evaluation lessons
to be fed into broader processes.

¢ Putting more emphasis on mid-term evaluations, so the results can feed
directly into subsequent planning.

¢ Finding ways of encouraging feedback during the evaluation process. There
is obviously a balance here between obtaining final sign-off from all the
stakeholders involved, and getting results out quickly. But if this can be
tipped in favour of early release, especially when results are particularly signif-
icant or controversial, this is likely to increase the chance of messages
being picked up. A briefing note to senior management in advance of the
publication of evaluation reports, for example, can be a useful way of alert-
ing them to evaluation findings while they are still “fresh”. This can increase
the possibility of early follow-up action, while giving managers a chance to pre-
pare an appropriate response if major problems are uncovered.

5.4. Quality issues

Several agencies stressed the importance of rigour and precision in drawing
up evaluation lessons and good practice guidelines. Where recommendations are
28 too vague or diffuse, where the evidence and analysis backing them up is weak,
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and where no distinctions are made between lessons that are locally applicable
and those that have wider relevance, it is hardly surprising that messages fail to
get through. Indeed, evaluation reports that are seen as sub-standard can do long
term damage to the credibility of the evaluation unit.

A variety of approaches can be used to help assure quality — for example, ref-
erence groups, and peer review processes. Well-designed iterative consultation
processes also help to raise standards. The point was made that evaluation units
“live or die by the quality of their work”, and that is a fundamental issue that need to be
addressed. Some are tackling this specifically. The World Bank, for instance, is
currently developing guidelines and training to improve the quality of evaluation
recommendations.

There were differing views, however, about the extent to which evaluation les-
sons can be successfully codified into good practice guidelines. EBRD sees this as
a key function for evaluation units, whereas some other agencies argued that with
the types of development assistance they were providing, the specificity of local
country situations makes it difficult (and potentially dangerous) to generalise in
this way.

5.5. Language barriers

The way that messages are phrased, and the language they are in, are crucial
in terms of impact — whatever the medium being used. The Workshop under-
scored the importance of:

¢ Brevity — messages need to be presented is a way that is short, arresting,
and to the point, otherwise many audiences will simply pass them by. “We
need to recognise that the time of people we're trying to reach is very valuable”, as one
participant put it. Yet all too often the impression is that consultant’s
reports are paid for by the kilo, rather than on the basis of their usefulness
or digestibility. The more senior the audience, the more succinct the mes-
sage needs to be. But in presenting “the tip of the iceberg”, it was stressed
that the rest of the iceberg needs to be there to support it.

¢ Terminology and language — cutting out technical jargon is the first step.
But most agencies are also acutely aware of the huge communication gap
that exists when evaluation results are only made available in one lan-
guage (usually English). This does not imply that all reports need to be
translated into local languages, or that donor agencies are necessarily the
best placed bodies to do this (in country partners may be in a better posi-
tion to take it on). However, the need to address this major failing — possi-
bly in creative ways using radio, TV or video, for example, rather than
paper-based approaches — was repeatedly underscored.
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5.6. Intelligent use of the Internet

The new generation of internet-based communication approaches, including
websites and internal intranets, are widely seen as a valuable addition to the evalua-
tion toolkit. From a disclosure perspective, publishing evaluation reports on the
agency’s public website is an excellent and cost-effective way of opening up access to
the material, although not necessarily a very targeted one. In addition, the Internet
has proved to be effective not only for disclosure but also as a database. It can also be
a useful consultation tool. In the recent World Bank review of the forestry sector, for
example, the draft placed on the website attracted comments from over 200 people.

Internet tools need to be used well, however, in order to reap these benefits.
While Working Group members have made an important start in setting up evalua-
tion sections on their agency websites and/or intranets, most recognised they have a
considerable way to go in climbing this new learning curve. A number commented
that their “first generation” websites and intranets were due for an overhaul, and
that further work was needed to make them more accessible, up-to-date, and easy
to navigate.

As more and more evaluation reports are made available electronically, the
question emerges of how this data can be intelligently searched in order to extract
the most relevant material when you type in search terms, rather than being
swamped with screens full of variable quality data matches that need to be waded
through. One way of tackling this problem is though more thorough indexing and
“tagging” of material, so the contents of documents are more clearly flagged with
keywords. Another is though using new data “mining” tools. The World Bank has
been investigating the potential for using computer-based linguistic analysis.
They have tested this out on a subset of 1 200 evaluation summaries, with encour-
aging early results, suggesting that these tools can helpful in zeroing in on relevant
material and unearthing “what we don’t know we know”.

Another creative use of technology was mentioned by CIDA, which is devel-
oping a computer-based system whereby relevant prompting points “pop up” on
staff computer screens at key stages in the project development and approval
process. These link in to CIDA’s lessons learned database, and are a reminder to
staff to consult previous experience.

But the limits of new technology and in particular the Internet were also
accepted. Though connectivity is improving fast, there are still big problems with
Internet access for many developing country audiences. There is also a strong ten-
dency for systems to be designed based around supply side criteria, rather than a
clear understanding of the way information is actually used. So it was recognised
that while computer-based systems can be highly effective and need to be
exploited, they are not a panacea, or a substitute for conventional feedback
approaches.
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5.7. Interagency lesson learning

The need for more effective sharing of evaluation lessons between donor
agencies has long been recognised. This need is becoming even more acute with
the advent of the new generation of Sector Wide Approaches and the introduction
of Poverty Reduction Strategies. These and other joint initiatives' are premised on
the assumption that coordinated agency action will be more effective than indi-
vidual efforts. Yet mechanisms for exchanging evaluation lessons between agen-
cies are still weak, and practical hurdles continue to get in the way of more
frequent joint evaluations — which, when they do occur, are generally seen as a
very good way of sharing lessons and methodologies. It was suggested that agen-
cies have “not been very imaginative” in tackling this problem.

The DAC Inventory of evaluation summaries, set up in 1988, was an important
first step in improving lesson sharing.? However, comments at the Workshop con-
firmed the view that the potential for the Inventory has yet to be fully realised and
that it suffers from a number of significant shortcomings — notably its patchy cover-
age due to the inconsistent submission of data by many donors, the prevalence of
older material in the database, its limited functionality, and that fact that it is not
systematically cleaned.

The Workshop agreed that there is a need for a fresh look at the Inventory,
and that this might be usefully discussed at the next Working Party meeting. With
the increased publication of evaluation reports on donors’ own websites, it was
suggested that a more decentralised approach to data storage might be prefera-
ble, with a user-friendly central search engine pointing users to relevant reports on
agency websites. This would eliminate the problem of donors having to remember to
submit summaries to the central database, though there would still be issues to tackle
due to the lack of a standard format and approach in preparing reports.

One possibility would be for the redesign of this facility to be incorporated as
part of the Global Development Gateway initiative being led by the World Bank.?
The DAC is already collaborating with this in carrying out tests on distributed data
sharing. There is some debate, however, about the scope and direction of this ini-
tiative, so views may differ about the wisdom of linking these together.

5.8. The value of face-to-face communication

In evaluation feedback, as in other spheres, face-to-face dialogue is still the
most effective way of sharing ideas and getting messages across. While recognis-
ing that new communication approaches are opening up important new channels
of influence, several agencies made a point of underlining the continuing value of
meetings, seminars and briefings of various kinds — both within the organisation
and externally — as a indispensable focus for learning.
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Notes

For example, New Zealand is preparing recommendations on co-financing policies with
multi-laterals and USAID has recently agreed to undertake pooled funding programmes.
2

The DAC inventory is hosted by CIDA and IDRC. See miniweb.idrc.ca/cida/dacloge.htm.
See www.worldbank.org/gateway.
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6. Involving Partners

There was widespread recognition at the Workshop of the need to do far more
to involve partner country stakeholders — both as participants in the evaluation
process and as audiences for the lessons that emerge. Although agencies were
able to point to examples of where efforts had been made, most were very frank
about their shortcomings in this area. SIDA is one of the few that that have gone as
far as to look at how big this gap really is, and where the problems lie.

Reporting on a detailed study of the impact of nine previous evaluations
among different groups of stakeholders,' SIDA presented a revealing picture of
how evaluation lessons fail to reach many of them, particularly those in partner
countries. The report concluded that: “The further away you are from the centre of the
project in terms of power and involvement, the less information you receive on evaluation recom-
mendations and findings.” Many stakeholders were barred from acting on the results
of evaluations because they never get to see the evaluation findings.?

The study also looked at the political context in which evaluations are conducted,
noting that power relations tend to be heavily weighted in favour of the donor. It
went on to state that “for the majority of stakeholder the evaluation process could just as well
have been left undone” and that “in terms of adherence to the present policy framework of
Swedish aid (which stress partnership and ownership), the evaluation process as we know it is in
dire need of reform”.

These hard-hitting conclusions underlined the size of the challenge facing
agencies if they are to turn the rhetoric of partnership into a reality.> Among the
points raised in discussion were the following:

e Starting early — trying to build meaningful participation in to ex-post eval-
uations is difficult if the project has not been planned or implemented in a
participatory way. Buy-in from partners is likely to be much greater if they
are involved right from the beginning of the project cycle.

¢ Capacity building — is an important priority if in-country partners are to be
more fully involved in evaluations, and is a particular challenge in countries
that are implementing active decentralisation policies. A number of initia-
tives were mentioned in this context.*
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¢ Trade-offs — although involving partners in evaluation work is a highly
desirable goal, the process takes longer and there may be compromises to
be negotiated in terms of maintaining rigid standards of quality and impar-
tiality. But these are trade-offs worth accepting if the process leads to
greater buy-in and learning.

¢ Risks - in cases where controversial or politically unpopular findings are
emerging, there may be risks for the local nationals involved in evaluation
teams, either at a personal or organisational level. Evaluation teams need
to be sensitive to these risks otherwise they can leave local team members
in a very awkward situation when the visiting team has gone.

¢ Seminars — in-country seminars are a valuable way of encouraging greater
participation. Difficult messages can sometimes be delivered more easily if
they are presented orally, especially in countries where there a culture of
consensus being reached through discussion, rather than through reports
on paper.

¢ Participatory monitoring and evaluation (PM&E) — was recognised as a
valuable addition to the evaluation toolkit, and one which agencies need
to gain experience in and set aside adequate time for. Engaging partner
countries in evaluation feedback systems is essential. The need for capac-
ity building in partner countries is crucial. There was wide consensus on the
need for integrating evaluation feedback into the planning and monitoring
of programs and strategies in partner countries. The need for establishing
and collecting the necessary indicators was also underlined. Japan sug-
gested that similar workshops should be held involving development
agencies and stakeholders in partner countries as well as development
agency evaluators. But some stressed that this needs to be kept in per-
spective, as it is not the answer in all situations.

An encouraging picture of how coordination between donors and partner
countries can work was presented by the representative from the Lao PDR. She
described a new Roundtable Process that has been introduced involving annual
meetings between donors and government representatives.” These are designed
to harmonise donor funding with evolving national development priorities, and to
“improve national development planning, programming, monitoring and evaluation, by continuously
integrating lessons learned through an effective evaluation feedback mechanism”.

This has opened up a useful “two-way street” for sharing lessons and priorities
and has provided a forum where pressure can be applied on donors for them to
be more accountable and to coordinate their efforts better, including sharing eval-
uation results. The point was also made that lesson learning needs to happen as
soon as possible in the project cycle. This implies the need to share project moni-
toring information, not wait for ex-post evaluations before lessons can be learned.
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Box 3. Examples of partner country involvement: The Netherlands'

Trying to improve feedback in the partner country: the case of country
programme evaluations

IOB has undertaken seven country programme evaluations, in Bangladesh,
Bolivia, Egypt, India, Mali, Tanzania and the Palestinian Territories. The overall
objective of each of these studies was to assess the policy relevance, effective-
ness, efficiency and sustainability of the results of the bilateral aid programme.
Each one covered the full period of the bilateral development cooperation rela-
tionship and had a similar approach and structure. The evaluation started with an
inventory of all activities. Subsequently, a number of sectors were selected for
detailed evaluation involving field investigations. Teams of independent experts,
including Dutch and local evaluators, carried out all studies. Each country pro-
gramme evaluation was coordinated by an IOB staff member and one external
advisor, who were responsible for writing the final report.?

Attempts were made to involve the authorities, other stakeholders and local experts
in the design and implementation of the country programme evaluations in order to:

e improve the quality of the evaluation by incorporating the views of these
institutions into the analysis and making use of their detailed knowledge of
society and social change in the partner country; and

¢ stimulate the feedback of the evaluation in the partner country by exchang-
ing ideas about the results of the evaluation and, where possible, reaching
a shared understanding of the issues to be addressed in order to improve
policy implementation.

Participation took place through a combination of approaches, which generally
involved sharing draft terms of reference with the local authorities, conducting inten-
sive discussions with partner institutions at various stages of the evaluation, working
with an in-country advisory group of independent experts, involving local experts as
evaluators, organising workshops with stakeholders to discuss the setup of field stud-
ies, sharing preliminary results and organising a seminar involving all relevant stake-
holders at the end of the evaluation study. Moreover, the official response by the
partner country authorities was incorporated into the final evaluation report.

Feedback involving in-country stakeholders: the study “Institutional
Development in the Water Sector”, Mozambique®

Following field investigations and initial analysis of the results of the study,
IOB organised a seminar in Maputo in order to share the results with a wide range
of stakeholders such as the embassy, the field staff of the development activities
studied, senior staff of counterpart institutions, and other donors. During the
meeting the purpose of the evaluation was reiterated and its results presented.
The participants were invited to voice their views on the preliminary outcomes of
the study. Where points of view differed and where the accuracy of the findings
had been questioned, the evaluators followed up with additional investigations
and analyses. Later, the draft of the evaluation report was distributed among the
stakeholders, who were invited to comment on its contents.
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Box 3. Examples of partner country involvement:
The Netherlands (cont.)

Sharing evaluation information with stakeholders and encouraging them to
participate at an early stage contributed to the acceptance and implementation of
the findings. It also gave donors sufficient time to adapt their planned activities in
the water sector. Counterpart organisations were able to use the information in
negotiations with the Netherlands and other donors, which were scheduled to
take place before the final report on the IOB evaluation could be published.

1. From “Evaluation Feedback: Experiences and Recent Changes”, R. D. van den Berg and
T. Kliest, paper prepared for the DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation Workshop,
Tokyo, 26-28 September 2000.

2. For a full description of the way in which IOB’s country programme evaluation on Egypt
was conducted, refer to the proceedings of the DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation’s
seminar “Evaluating Country Programmes”, Evaluation and Aid Effectiveness No. 2,
OECD/DAC, 1999.

3. Institutional Development: Netherlands Support to the Water Sector, 1988-1998. 10B
Evaluations No. 284, March 2000.

Box 4. Partner country perspectives: some highlights

Three partner country representatives at the workshop (Indonesia, Laos, and
Philippines) presented their respective systems for dealing with evaluation feed-
back, and current efforts to improve them.

Indonesia

Bappenas (the National Development Planning Agency) issued a Ministerial
Decree in 1996 offering guidelines to line agencies and institutions involved in
development planning to implement a Performance Evaluation System. These
guidelines emphasise results, outcomes and impact and provide information on
how to set project priorities based on these elements. The most recent decree
(2000) further elaborates on evaluation, providing illustrative examples for further
clarification. A separate set of guidelines for monitoring systems has been devel-
oped. Within this evolving system of evaluation and monitoring, emphasis is
being put on disseminating information from evaluation studies to relevant audi-
ences. Although a large part of evaluation activities is de-centralised, undertaken by
line agencies and provincial and district government, effort is made to ensure the
feedback/dissemination of results “upwards” to central policy makers and planners.
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Box 4. Partner country perspectives: some highlights (cont.)

Laos PDR

The government of Laos has launched a new “dialogue process” with their
partners in development. The intent is to change the traditional Round Table
Meetings into a dynamic process instead of periodic meetings. This new approach
sets three main objectives. Among these is the “improved national development
planning, programming, monitoring and evaluation, by continuously integrating
the lessons learned through an effective evaluation feedback mechanism...”. The
government is currently in the process of “institutionalising” the process of evalua-
tion feedback in order to further integrate results into policy.

Laos is also in the process of an extensive decentralisation effort, whereby prov-
inces are being given new responsibilities. Implementing units are required to use
evaluation systems and monitor their development plans. It is expected that decen-
tralisation will make it easier to translate evaluation feedback into improved ongoing
projects and future programmes due to closer links between feedback levels.

Philippines

In the Philippines implementing agencies are required to report on project out-
comes and impact in the drive towards ensuring that the objectives of development
projects are achieved (National Economic and Development Authority (NEDA)
Board Resolution No. 3 of 1999). The Medium-Term Philippine Development
Plan (1999-2004) provides for the setting up of a public expenditure management
system, which includes the establishment of a system to enhance data collection and
reporting of results and outputs of various agency programmes and activities. Corre-
sponding to this mandate, implementing agencies are required to incorporate Results
Monitoring and Evaluation (RME) in project plans and proposals. Information
obtained through evaluations will be submitted to NEDA, and are then integrated into
the Annual ODA Portfolio Review, which in turn is used as a tool in planning future
activities.
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Notes

. “Are Evaluations Useful? Cases from Swedish Development Cooperation”, J. Carlsson et al.,

Sida Studies in Evaluation 99/1.

. The study distinguished between different kinds of use of evaluation results, contrast-

ing “instrumental use” (where results feed directly into some kind of action), with “con-
ceptual use” (where they feed into policy processes), “legitimising use” (where they are
used to justify existing positions, “ritual use” (where they are largely symbolic), and “no
use” (which speaks for itself). Worryingly, it found that “instrumental use” is quite rare
and that the most common pattern was “no use”.

. IFAD talked of the need to consider “shifting the fulcrum of evaluation feedback to the

South”.

For example, the Asian Development Bank is sponsoring a major programme in China
to develop capacity for budget monitoring at a decentralised level; several representa-
tives from this programme participated in the Workshop. The World Bank is developing
an “International Program for Development Evaluation Training” (IPDET) in partnership
with several other institutions.

. The process is coordinated by the Committee for Investment and Cooperation, in the

Prime Minister’s Office.
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7. Institutional Issues

7.1. The status of evaluation units

Underlying many of the Workshop debates was the question of the status of
evaluation units within agencies. There is no doubt that this is a big factor in
determining their impact. Evaluation units that are seen as being marginalised
and remote from the centre of power are hardly likely to have a major influence in
organisational learning terms, even if they are doing good work. To be taken seri-
ously, evaluation units need to have strong senior management backing, with staff
of sufficient status and qualifications. Some agencies argued that it is particularly
important to have staff with experience at the implementation level. This is one
way of avoiding the “ivory tower” tendency — either real or perceived.

There was hot debate over the pros and cons of independence. Some agen-
cies said that it is fundamental to the role of evaluation units, and is in fact their
key attribute. Others argued that it can be a hindrance if independence becomes
a barrier to partnership and dialogue. For example, FAO suggested that in a learn-
ing organisation with teamwork and a flow of knowledge within a learning cycle it
may be more appropriate to de-emphasise the need for full independence, as
there may be a risk that “independence can lead to irrelevance”.

There were similar divergences on the merits of rotating staff between evaluation
units and operations. Some agencies advocate stability, which allows knowledge and
expertise to accumulate, and makes it easier to maintain an independent role; the
contrary view was that staff rotation is beneficial and encourages learning throughout
the agency. However staffing is organised, it is was pointed out that an “us and them”
view of operations and evaluation is not the best mindset for a learning organisation,
and that where staff rotation does occur, it is helpful to have a system of debriefing to
make sure experience is passed on rather than being dispersed.

Where there is a legacy of evaluation units being seen as policemen there is
clearly work to be done. In the past, evaluation and audit functions tended to be
perceived as being mostly about highlighting mistakes and allocating blame. With
the shift to a more explicit learning role, it is possible to move on from this, although
this transition will take time. Inevitably, evaluators have to be bearers of bad news at
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times, pointing out what has not worked. They need to balance this with efforts to
communicate what the good news is, and where successes have occurred.

7.2. Institutionalising lesson learning

Institutionalising lesson learning, so that it becomes more reliable and sys-
tematic, was widely seen as being a key priority. “Learning cannot be optional”, as one
participant put it.

A variety of examples were presented of where specific steps had been intro-
duced to encourage this. These included the European Commission’s use of a
“Fiche Contradictoire”, a two-column table with the recommendations drawn out by
the Evaluation team in the left hand column, and the responses and action taken
by those responsible in the right hand column. This is made available on the
intranet for comment and published with the evaluation report.

The challenge is to make such systems effective in practice, not just on paper.
Some of the points raised in this regard were:

¢ Leadership — senior management needs to champion lesson learning and
recognise that it may mean working in different ways across the agency,
including at senior management level. This is a point that is well accepted
in the corporate sector. Quoting one leading source: “The quality of leadership,
embodied in the top management team process, determines the organisation’s ability to
learn.”" 1t was suggested by Japan that senior management would benefit from
specific seminars to underline this message and make clear their pivotal role.

¢ Consultants — the high level of contracting out of work is an important factor
to be considered. Consultants should be a key group in a learning organi-
sation — both as producers and users of knowledge — but they are rarely
identified or treated as such.

e Staffing issues — high staff turnover and staff shortages are a significant
barrier to institutionalising lesson learning.

¢ Carrot and stick — improved packaging and distribution of evaluation lessons
will not automatically lead to institutionalising lesson learning. Incentive
structures to encourage learning need to be built into the system, or else
penalties established for not taking account of previous lessons.

7.3. Results based management

As the Synthesis Report pointed out, there are parallels between evaluation
feedback and some of the concepts involved in Results Based Management

1. From “How Organisations Leamn”, edited by Ken Starkey, International Thomson Business
40 Press, 1996.
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(RBM). The Workshop highlighted the varying levels of enthusiasm for RBM among
agencies, as well as the different ways it is used.

USAID introduced Results Based Management in 1994 in order to encourage
decentralisation of decision-making, and link budget allocations to objectives
rather than activities. They presented a paper describing their experience. Some
of the lessons they highlighted included the importance of collaborating with part-
ners in performance management, and the need to use a variety of performance
indicators and balance annual performance assessment and reporting with longer-
term sustainable issues. They also stressed that assessment of results is just one
factor in resource allocation decisions; other important factors include develop-
ment needs, foreign policy considerations, and contributions of other donors.

A number of other variants on Results Based Management were also dis-
cussed. The DFID presentation focussed on the way the agency is responding to
the introduction of “Public Service Agreements”, a government-wide initiative set-
ting down commitments and targets over a three-year period. In the case of DFID,
these are tied to the International Development Targets. Their presentation pointed
out the strengths and weaknesses of the approach, but concluded that it does provide
opportunities for linking decisions to performance more intelligently, provided it is
applied carefully in a flexible, not mechanical, way. A paper was also submitted by
Indonesia on their experience with performance evaluation as a management tool.

Evaluation units can play an important role as advocates of RBM approach,
although there were mixed views as to how active this role can be. Some made
that point that RBM is more useful for operational or policy departments, rather
than evaluation work.

7.4. Staffing and resourcing

The question was posed as to whether improving evaluation feedback is
going to be constrained by lack of resources, since many of the measures dis-
cussed will undoubtedly cost money. The consensus was that this is generally not
the case. The constraints that exist are more to do with lack of time, and not hav-
ing the right blend of staff skills. Provided the case for better evaluation feedback
is clearly stated, and it is treated as a sufficient priority, most agencies felt that
resources could be made available. And where there are trade-offs that have to be
made, the clear view was that it is better to do fewer evaluations, but make sure
the lessons from them are properly communicated, rather than carrying on with a
large evaluation portfolio and wasting the opportunities they provide for learning.
Otherwise, “what is the point?” as the Netherlands put it.

New staff skills will certainly be needed if agencies are going to gear up their
feedback efforts in a significant way. Particularly important will be communication
skills — in areas such as editing, translating, web site management, facilitation of
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Box 5. Japan’s efforts to strengthen feedback and evaluation*

Evaluation of development co-operation activities has recently received
increased attention from the Japanese public. Budgetary constraints and public
concern about ODA effectiveness has prompted a demand for greater transpar-
ency and accountability. Consequently, it has become increasingly important to
demonstrate the concrete results of development assistance and to ensure the
greatest possible effectiveness of current efforts. The Japanese authorities are now
stressing the importance of having an effective evaluation system and are actively
taking steps to further improve it.

A report from the Administrative Reform Council published in 1997 empha-
sised the importance of a mechanism to adequately take into account evaluation
findings. The Basic Law for the Reform of Central Government Offices enacted in
June 1998 states that “all government offices must strengthen their objective eval-
uation function and reflect the evaluation findings on policies”.

In 1998 the Council on ODA Reform for the 21st century, an ad-hoc advisory group
for the Minister for Foreign Affairs, released a report which included a call to further
improve the evaluation system. Following this report, a working group was formed
with a mandate to examine the evaluation function of the Japanese aid system. A
series of recommendations for improvement was issued in March 2000. Among the
main points raised was the need to establish a feedback system with a direct link to
the policy making process, and a call for better co-ordination between the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, JICA and JBIC, and with other central government agencies.

To address these major recommendations in greater depth, a new advisory
group called the “ODA Evaluation Study Group” was formed (July 2000), composed
of a wide range of actors from the development aid community (university profes-
sors, aid experts from the private sector, international organisations, the business
community, journalists, NGOs and officials from MoFA, JICA and JBIC).

The Study Group report underlines the importance of i) strengthening policy-
level evaluations and the improvement of programme-level evaluations,
ii) strengthening its feedback system, in particular by the establishment of an
effective feedback mechanism in Japanese aid organisations and iii) more
effective ODA evaluation through promotion of cooperation and co-ordination
among governmental organisations. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs has already
taken steps in these areas.

In order to ensure the swift dissemination of information to the public and to
assure transparency, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has started to promptly pub-
lish outlines of evaluation findings on its web site, in addition to annual evaluation
reports.

* Adapted from Japan Ministry of Foreign Affairs: “Role and Responsibility of Central Evaluation
Unit”, submitted to the DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation (WP-EV) Workshop, Tokyo
26-28 September 2000.
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workshops, media work, and suchlike. Since evaluation staff are not normally
recruited with these skills in mind, for most agencies this will require bringing in
qualified staff, or contracting work out to communication specialists. “We are profes-
sional evaluators not professional communicators”, as the Chair of the Working Party put it
in his closing remarks. His advice was that agencies should bring in expertise
where it is needed, not try and “do it all yourself’.

]
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8. Conclusions

The overall conclusion of the Workshop was that agencies need to take evalu-
ation feedback much more seriously if they are to achieve the dual benefits of
greater accountability and more effective learning. Many have already made con-
siderable strides in gearing up their thinking and introducing more consistent and
coherent feedback practices, as was evident from the presentations made. But
most recognise that a lot more needs to be done.

This is not an area where a blueprint approach would work. The diversity
among agencies in their background, institutional context, and specific priorities,
means that agencies need to work out their own solutions bearing in mind their
particular circumstances, target audiences, and objectives. There were, however,
many useful suggestions made at the Workshop that struck a chord, and which are
clearly relevant to a good number of the agencies present, if not all. The most
important of these are summarised in Box 6. These are presented in the form of a
checklist of action points, with points divided into the following four categories,
depending on the level at which they apply:

¢ Central evaluation units

¢ Agency-wide and senior management
¢ [nter-agency

¢ Partner countries

This adds up to a substantial agenda for action, one that will present a consid-
erable challenge for evaluation units, and for development agencies more
broadly. However, the clear message that came through at the Workshop is that
this challenge needs to be confronted, and in an imaginative and decisive way.
Greater accountability and more effective learning are not options; they are
essential if the development community is to deliver on the ambitious targets it
has set itself, and if it is to retain the support of taxpayers at home, and the trust of
partners overseas. The Workshop was seen as valuable step in facing up to this
challenge.
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Box 6. Checklist of action points to improve evaluation feedback

Level

Checklist of action points*

CENTRAL
EVALUATION UNITS

Take steps to understand how learning happens within and outside
the organisation, and identify where the blockages occur.

Assess how the relevance and timeliness of evaluation feedback
can be improved, and take steps to ensure this happens.

Be explicit in identifying key audiences for evaluation feedback and
the reasons for wanting to reach them, both in general, and in
specific cases.

Get to know target groups better to find out what they want from
evaluations, how they use evaluation information, and how
feedback systems can respond better to these demands.

Develop a more strategic view of the how feedback approaches can
be tailored to the needs of different audiences.

Make sure the quality of evaluation outputs is up to standard —
particularly from the point of view of brevity, clarity and presentation.
Consider diversifying the range of approaches used to communicate

with audiences, using “non conventional” methods where appropriate.

Continue efforts to improve evaluation websites and intranets,
recognising that ease of access and user-friendliness are key factors.
Take steps to ensure that full disclosure of evaluation reports
becomes the norm and that proper approval and notification
processes are in place so that senior management or key partners
are not caught unawares by controversial findings.

Put much more effort into finding better ways of involving partner
country stakeholders in evaluation work, including the feedback of
evaluation lessons, recognising that language barriers are a key
constraint.

Recruit specialist staff where necessary to fill skills gaps,
particularly in communications work.

AGENCY-WIDE
AND SENIOR
MANAGEMENT

Review whether the role of central evaluation units needs to be
reconsidered in order to improve knowledge flows and the exchange
of skills and expertise between evaluation, operational or policy
departments.

Consider whether the current positioning and status of evaluation
units is limiting their effectiveness and undermining their ability to
play a more active role in promoting learning and accountability,
and take steps to rectify these problems if necessary.

Ensure that senior management is fully behind the move to improve
evaluation feedback, and is providing leadership in this area.
Consider how evaluation lesson learning can be more effectively
institutionalised, and identify where current feedback loops break
down.

Establish a routine of briefing senior management on evaluation
lessons, and involving them in the communication of major findings.
Take steps to increase the space and incentives for learning within
the organisation (both from evaluations and other sources), and
make it clear that failure to learn is no longer acceptable.
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Box 6. Checklist of action points to improve evaluation
feedback (cont.)

Level Checklist of action points*

e Put more serious effort into making sure joint evaluation missions
happen, and that problems caused by differing approaches and
timetables are addressed.

e Reassess the future of the DAC Evaluation Inventory and develop a
new strategy to ensure this becomes a more effective tool for lesson

INTER- sharing.
AGENCY e Continue to use the DAC Working Party and other fora as a means of

exchanging experience on evaluation feedback, and seeking out good
practice.

e Support initiatives to improve training and capacity building in
development evaluation work, and create links between evaluation
professionals internationally.

e Put pressure on donors to coordinate their evaluation efforts more
effectively and involve in-country stakeholders in a more consistent
and meaningful way.

¢ Insist on being involved in evaluations right from the beginning of
the process, and push for more ownership and control by local

stakeholders.
PARTNER e Work to develop in-country capacity in monitoring and evaluation
COUNTRIES and an open culture where evaluation is seen as a positive

opportunity for learning.

¢ Decentralise responsibility for evaluation work, including feedback,
beyond central ministries, bringing in civil society partners where
appropriate.

¢ Adopt a policy of full disclosure of evaluation results as a means of
demonstrating accountability and opening up possibilities for learning.

*

This list is not comprehensive but aims to set down some of the main areas where action was called for at the Worfshop.
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Annex 1
Workshop Programme

DAC Tokyo Workshop on
“Evaluation Feedback For Effective Learning And Accountability”
26-28 September 2000

Tuesday, 26 September

09:00 Registration

09:30 Welcome Addresses:
Mr. Yutaka limura, Director-General of the Economic Cooperation Bureau,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan
Mr. Niels Dabelstein, Chair of DAC Working Party
09:45 Opening Session — Plenary
Prof. Ryokichi Hirono (Chair): Workshop Aims and Objectives
Theme: “Challenges- Sharing experiences to identify good practices, difficulties
and problems”
Mr. Geoff Barnard and Ms. Catherine Cameron: Key Findings from the
Synthesis Report based on the Questionnaire and Interviews
12:00 Lunch

14:00 First Session — Plenary

Theme: “Internal (learning): Feedback to improve effectiveness and efficiency of

aid assistance”. Topics:

1. Evaluation as a learning process (Germany: Mr. Axel Borrmann)

2. Feedback for Better Decision-Making (Norway: Mr. Jan Dybfest)

3. Role of Performance Monitoring and Evaluation in Managing for Results in USAID:

Lessons Learned (USAID: Ms. Jean Du Rette)

4. Role and responsibility of central evaluation unit (Japan: Mr. Mitsunori Shirakawa)
14:40 Discussion
15:00 Tea/Coffee

15:30 Discussion in Working Groups
Topics:
1. Feedback for better policy
2. Feedback for better practice
*two working groups for each topic (4 working groups)

17:30 Brief reporting back to Plenary

18:00 Close
19:00 Reception hosted by Mr. Yutaka limura, Director-General of the Economic Cooper
ation Bureau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the “Ume” room (Hotel New Otani) _47]
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Wednesday, 27 September

09:00 Second Session — Plenary
Theme: “External (learning and accountability): Feedback of Evaluation results to
parliament, media and the public”. Topics:
1. Feedback to Parliament, Media and the Public (Netherlands: Mr. Rob D. van den Berg)
2. Reporting Performance for External Accountability: DFID’s Public Service Agreement
(UK: Dr. Colin Kirk)
3. Dissemination Vehicles (Internet, report, video etc.) (Denmark: Mr. Niels Dabelstein)
4. Involving Partners more effectively (Lao PDR: Ms. Khempheng Pholsena)
5. Partner’s Use of Evaluation Results (Sweden: Ms. Ann Marie Fallenius)
09:50 Discussion
10:00 Tea/Coffee
10:30 Discussion in Working Groups. Topics:
1. Feedback to parliament, the media and the public
2. Feedback to partner countries [two working groups for each topic — 4 working groups]
12:00 Brief reporting back to Plenary
12:30 Lunch
14:00 Third Session — Plenary
Theme: “Making Feedback More Effective”. Topics:
1. Dissemination: Ensuring Integration of Lessons (CIDA: Mr. Robert C. Jones)
2. Making Feedback more effective: the Case of France (France: Mr. Michael Ruleta)
3. Learning from Evaluations: the World Bank’s Experience (World Bank:
Mr. Gregory K. Ingram and Mr. Osvaldo N. Feinstein)
4. Results-oriented Management and Evaluation (UNDP: Mr. Sukehiro Hasegawa)
14:40 Discussion

15:00 Tea/Coffee

15:30 Discussion in Working Groups. Topics:
1. New challenges in the changing aid landscape
2. New tools for improved feedback (e.g. Effective use of the Internet and other channels)
* two working groups for each topic (4 working groups)

17:30 Brief reporting back to Plenary

18:00 Close

Thursday, 28 September

09:00 Closing Session — Plenary
Theme: Overall Summary and Recommendations to improve feedback system for
the better use of evaluation results: Mr. Geoff Barnard and Ms. Catherine Cameron

09:30 Discussion
10:30 Tea/Coffee

11:00 The way forward to Evaluation Feedback for Effective Learning and Accountability:
Prof. Ryokichi Hirono, Mr. Niels Dabelstein
Mr. Hans Lundgren, DAC Secretariat

Concluding address:
Mr. Yushu Takashima, Vice President, Japan International Cooperation Agency
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Annex 2

List of Participants to the DAC Tokyo Workshop

1 Chair

2 Assistant to the
Chair

4 Chair of the DAC
Working Party

5 Vice-Chair of the
DAC Working Party

Mr. Ryokichi Hirono
Mr. Kimihiro Kaku

Mr. Ryujiro Sasao
Mr. Niels Dabelstein

Ms. Ann Marie Fallenius

Professor Emeritus of Seikei University
Professor of Toyo University

Consultant
Head, Evaluation Secretariat, Danida, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Denmark

Director, Department for Evaluation and Internal
Audit, Sida, Sweden

Member Countries

6 Australia
7 Belgium

8 Canada
9 Denmark

10 France

12 Germany

16 Netherlands

18 New Zealand
19 Norway

Ms. Elizabeth Brouwer
Mr. Etienne de Belder

Mr. Robert C. Jones
Mrs. Ellen Buch-Hansen

Ms. Anne-Marie Cabrit
Mr. Michael Ruleta

Mr. Axel Borrmann

Mr. Sigfrid Schroeder-
Breitschuh

Mr. Horst Breier

Mr. Ruediger Hartmann
Mr. Rob D. van den Berg

Mr. Ted Kliest

Ms. Jackie Frizelle
Mr. Jan Dybfest

Director, Performance Information and Assessment,
AusAID

Special Evaluator for International Cooperation,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Evaluation Manager, CIDA

Advisor, Evaluation Secretariat, Danida, Ministry
of Foreign Affairs

Head of Development Activities Evaluation Unit,
Ministry of Economy and Finance

Charge de Mission, DGCID, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

Senior Economist, Hamburg Institute of
International Economics

Senior Policy Advisor, Evaluation Department,
GTZ

Head of Evaluation, Federal Ministry for Economic
Cooperation and Development

Division Chief, Evaluation Department, KfW
Director, Policy and Operations Evaluation
Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Policy and Operations Evaluation Department,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Economist, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade

Assistant Director General, Head of Evaluation,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
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20

21

22

23
24

United Kingdom

United States of
America

European
Commission

Mr. Colin Kirk

Ms. Jean Du Rette

Mr. Constance A. Carrino

Ms. Rie Yamaki
Mr. Simon R. J. Robbins

Head of Evaluation Department, Department for
International Development

Chief, Program and Operations Assessment
Division, USAID

Counsellor for Development Cooperation,
Embassy of the United States of America

Embassy of the United States of America

Evaluation Manager, Evaluation Unit, Service
Commun Relex

Non-Member Countries

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32
33

34

Republic of Korea
Bangladesh

China

Indonesia

Lao PD.R.

Philippines

Mr. Taejoo Lee

Mr. Kamrul Hasan

Mr. Jin Xide

Mr. Chen Dajiang

Mr. Liu Shi-hu

Ms. Feng Xiang-hua

Mr. Syahrial Loetam

Ms. Khempheng Pholsena

Mr. Bounnheuang
Songnavong

Mr. Rolando G. Tungpalan

Director of Legal Affairs, Korea International
Cooperation Agency(KOICA)

Deputy Secretary, Economic Relations, Ministry
of Finance

Research Professor, Institute of Japanese Studies,
Chinese Academy of Social Sciences

Division Director, Office of Key Project Inspectors,
State Development Planning Commission

Assistant Inspector, Office of Key Project Inspectors,
State Development Planning Commission

Assistant Inspector, Office of Key Project Inspectors,
State Development Planning Commission

Bureau Head for Financing Monitoring and
Evaluation, BAPPENAS

Vice-Minister to the Prime Minister’s Office
Counselor, Embassy of the Lao P. D. R.

Director, Project Monitoring Staff, National
Economic and Development Authority

International Organizations

35
36

37
38
39

40
41
42
43
44
45
46

47

World Bank

UNDP

ADB

EBRD
IADB
FAO
IFAD

OECD/DAC
Secretariat

Mr. Gregory K. Ingram
Mr. Osvaldo N. Feinstein
Mr. Sukehiro Hasegawa
Mr. Hidenori Miyama
Mr. Mattew Thornington

Mr. Peter C. Darjes
Mr. Jungsoo Lee

Mr. Fredrik Korfker
Ms. Julie Feinsilver
Mr. John Markie

Mr. Luciano Lavizzari
Mr. Ashwani Muthoo
Mr. Hans Lundgren

Director, Operations Evaluation Department
Manager, Operations Evaluation Department
Director, Tokyo Office

Assistant to Director, Tokyo Office

Programme and External Relations Assistant, Tokyo
Office

Manager

Resident Representative of Tokyo Office
Director of the Project Evaluation Dept.
Evaluation Officer

Senior Evaluation Officer, Evaluation Service
Director, Office of Evaluation and Studies
Evaluation Officer

Adviser on Aid Effectiveness
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48 Consultant

49

Mr. Geoff Barnard

Ms. Catherine Cameron

Institute of Development Studies, University of
Sussex

Japan

50 Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

51

52

53

54
55
56
57 JICA

58

59

60

61

62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69

70

Mr. Yutaka limura

Mr. Yukihiro Nikaido
Mr. Mitsunori Shirakawa
Mr. Michio Harada

Mr. Naoki Mitori

Ms. Shoko Kimura

Mr. Ryo Sasaki

Mr. Takanori Kitamura

Mr. Koichi Miyoshi

Mr. Mitsukuni Sugimoto

Mr. Katsuhiko Haga

Mr. Yoshitaka Sumi

Mr. Takuo Karasawa
Ms. Haruko Kase

Mr. Muraoka Keiichi
Mr. Eiji Iwasaki

Mr. Robin Ruggles
Ms. Yumiko Tanaka
Ms. Yoko Konishi

Mr. Nobuaki Kouguchi

Mr. Shinji Yoshiura

Director-General of the Economic Cooperation
Bureau

Director of the Development Cooperation
Division, Economic Cooperation Bureau
Director of the Evaluation Division, Economic
Cooperation Bureau

Deputy Director of the Evaluation Division,
Economic Cooperation Bureau

Evaluation Division, Economic Cooperation Bureau
Evaluation Division, Economic Cooperation Bureau
Evaluation Division, Economic Cooperation Bureau
Managing Director of Planning and Evaluation
Department

Deputy Managing Director of Planning

and Evaluation Department, Managing Director

of the Office of Evaluation and Post Project
Monitoring, Planning and Evaluation Dept.
Senior Assistant to the Managing Director

of Planning and Evaluation Department

Deputy Director of Office of Evaluation and Post
Project Monitoring, Planning and Evaluation
Department

Deputy Director of Office of Evaluation and Post
Project Monitoring, Planning and Evaluation
Department

Office of Evaluation and Post Project Monitoring,
Planning and Evaluation Dept.

Office of Evaluation and Post Project Monitoring,
Planning and Evaluation Dept.

Director of Planning and Coordination Division,
Planning and Evaluation Dept.

Planning and Coordination Division. Planning
and Evaluation Department

CIDA-JICA Exchange Officer, Planning and
Evaluation Department.

Managing Director of Social Development
Cooperation Department

First Research and Development Division,
Institute for International Cooperation

Second Research and Development Division,
Institute for International Cooperation

Planning Division, Forestry and Natural
Environment Department
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71
72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83
84

85

86
87
88
89

90
91

Mr. Masao Yoshida
Ms. Yoko Suwa

Ms. Keiko Muramatsu

JBIC Mr. Yoshihiko Kono
Mr. Ikuro Sato

Mr. Hachiro Ida

Ms.Yuki Todoroki

Management and  Mr. Katsuhisa Shimakura
Coordination Agency

Ministry of Finance Mr. Takashi Kihara
Mr. Kintaro Makioka

Ministry of Mr. Masaru Osanai
Education, Science,
Sports and Culture

Mr. Takayuki Seike

Mr. Kazuo Anazawa

Ministry of Mr. Masanori Kozono
Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries

Ministry of Mr. Ryosuke Kikuchi
Construction

Others Mr. Hiromitsu Muta
Ms. Yuriko Minamoto
Ms. Yoko Ishida
Mr. Yasunaga Takachiho

Mr. Motoki Kusaka
Mr. Makoto Tashiro

Development Specialist

Office of Evaluation and Post Project Monitoring,
Planning and Evaluation Dept.

Office of Evaluation and Post Project Monitoring,
Planning and Evaluation Dept.

Executive Director

Director-General, Development Assistance

Operations Evaluation Office, Project Development
Department

Director of Evaluation Division, Development
Assistance Operations Evaluation Office, Project
Development Dept

Evaluation Officer, Evaluation Division,
Development Assistance Operations Evaluation
Office, Project Development Dept

Deputy Director of the Office, Task Force for
Introducing Policy Evaluation

Director for Development Issues, International
Bureau

Special Officer for Development Finance, Devmt.
Policy Division, International Bureau

Director, of the Educational and Cultural Exchange
Office, Science and International Affairs Bureau

Senior Specialist, Development Cooperation,
Educational and cultural exchange office

Deputy Director, International Cooperation
Planning Division

Director for International Construction Engineering,
International Affairs Division, Economic Affairs
Bureau

Professor of Tokyo Institute of Technology
Consultant

Consultant

Tamagawa University

The International Devmt. Journal Co., Ltd.
The International Devmt. Journal Co., Ltd.

© OECD 2001





Part I: Workshop Report

Annex 3

Press Release

by
Prof. Hirono, Chairman of the Workshop
and
Mr. N. Dabelstein, Chairman of the OECD/DAC
Working Party on Aid Evaluation

DAC Tokyo Workshop on
“Evaluation Feedback for Effective Learning and Accountability”
26-28 September 2000

Japan hosted the DAC Tokyo Workshop on Evaluation Feedback for Effective Learning
and Accountability on 26-28 September 2000. This was the first time Japan hosted a DAC
Workshop on evaluation. This Workshop coincided with the establishment of the Japan
Evaluation Society on 25 September.

Eighty representatives from DAC countries, multilateral development agencies and
banks, and participants from six Asian countries met to discuss and share experiences in the
feedback of evaluation results. From Japan, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan Interna-
tional Cooperation Agency, Japan Bank for International Cooperation, together with other
government agencies, participated in this Workshop.

Many development agencies are seeking to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
aid programs and aid policies. They recognise the central role of evaluation in these efforts
and the importance of learning lessons and feeding back those lessons for the improvement
of implementation and preparation for better aid programs.

The Workshop participants shared experiences on communicating evaluation results to
policy makers, operational managers, the public and the media in both donor and partner
countries.

Some highlights of their discussions include:

It was generally recognised that present feedback systems should be further improved
to meet the needs of wide range of stakeholders in donor and partner countries. Proper feed-
back mechanisms should involve senior policy makers in the lesson learning process in
development agencies.

The importance of honesty and transparency in reporting evaluation successes and fail-
ures was underlined. The public s understanding of the challenges involved in development
cooperation will be enhanced by transparent evaluation feedback.
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Engaging partner countries in evaluation feedback systems is essential. The need for
capacity building in partner countries is crucial. There was a wide consensus on the need for
integrating evaluation feedback into the planning and monitoring programs and strategies in
partner countries. This would improve development effectiveness and enhance accountability.
The need for establishing and collecting the necessary indicators was also underlined. It was
suggested that similar workshops should be held involving development agencies and
stakeholders in partner countries as well as development agency evaluators.

Without proper feedback, evaluation loses its life and value. The real value of evaluation
should be assessed by the impact it has on the improvement of present programs and on
future aid policies.

Participants discussed the new challenges and opportunities in evaluation feedback
brought about by the new aid landscape (such as conflicts, governance and human rights
issues), new ways of delivering aid and new information technology.

The OECD/DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation will consider the results of the Work-
shop and their implications at its next meeting on 22-23 November 2000. A publication with
a summary of the Tokyo Workshop will be prepared. Individual agencies will take home
experiences and lessons discussed at the Workshop for possible adaptation in their
domestic context.

© OECD 2001





Part 11
BACKGROUND SYNTHESIS REPORT





Background Synthesis Report

Prepared for the Tokyo Workshop
of the DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation

26-28 September 2000

Executive summary

1.

This report concludes that there are now excellent opportunities for develop-
ment agencies to improve their evaluation feedback for effective learning and
accountability.

It highlights the progress that has been made in the last decade and goes on
to assess what is new in the context of the changing development assistance
landscape in which agencies are now working.

Evaluation departments are alert to the need for better evaluation feedback,
particularly given their changing and widening area of responsibility. Many
agencies have taken steps to address this, but most recognise the need to do
more, and to be enabled to do more.

Some of the key challenges facing evaluation departments include:

* Resolving the contradictions between the dual roles of evaluation feedback
—learning and accountability.

¢ Responding to the shift from project evaluations to the new generation of
broader-based evaluations focusing on themes or sectors.

¢ Further improving dissemination strategies.
¢ Finding better ways of institutionalising lesson learning
» Reinforcing the reputation of evaluation units as a source of useful learning.

¢ Increasing participation and stakeholder involvement in evaluations, without
sacrificing core evaluation principles.

¢ Responding to the growing problem of information overload.
The main opportunities identified were:

¢ Harnessing the Internet as a means of improving transparency and facilitat-
ing lesson-learning within and between agencies.
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¢ Tapping in to the new organisational management agendas of “knowledge
management” and “managing for results” to enhance learning and account-
ability.

* Responding to the wider challenge presented to development agencies by
the International Development Goals (IDGs).

All three provide important opportunities for improving evaluation feedback
so it becomes part of the “virtuous circle” of organisational learning, rather
than being seen the “end of the line”.

Many agencies will have to step up a gear if they are to capitalise fully on
these opportunities. However, if they are able to rise to this challenge, evalu-
ation units have the opportunity to fulfil a much more central role within their
organisations, and within the wider development process.
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1. Introduction

1.1. The story so far

The challenge of how to ensure evaluation feedback for effective learning and
accountability (hereafter “efela”) is not a new one. Development agencies have
been alert to this for many years, and the DAC and other groups have considered
these issues in detail on a number of previous occasions. As a starting point for its
work, the Study team was directed to three particular reports produced in the last
15 years:

e The 1985 DAC report! on “Good Feedback Practices”, which identified four
priority areas relating to the mechanisms for effective feedback, the audi-
ences for feedback, the nature of evaluation findings, and the need for moni-
toring action on feedback.

The 1990 DAC “Review of Donors’ Systems for Feedback on Aid Evalua-
tion”,2 which gives a progress report based on a review of donors’ feedback
systems. It separated these into two categories, dissemination mechanisms
and institutional mechanisms, and went on to discuss what impact feedback
was having in terms of changes in policies and procedures, and satisfying
the information requirements of senior management.

e The 1991 “Review of the Effectiveness of Feedback Mechanisms in Member
States and the EEC Commission”, which made fifteen recommendations, eight
concerning feedback materials and seven concerning feedback mechanisms.

The main conclusions and recommendations of the 1990 and 1991 reports are
summarised in Annex 1. They deserve rereading. Although progress has been made
since they were written, most of the points highlighted are equally valid today.

The 1990 report also provides a working definition of the term “evaluation
feedback”, which has been adopted for the purposes of this Report (see Box 1).
1.2. So what is new?

Feedback practices have moved on considerably since these reports were
written. Most agencies can point to a whole series of improvements and enhance-
ments introduced over the past few years, especially in relation to the quality of
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Box 1. What is evaluation feedback?

Previous reports have varied in their approach to defining evaluation feed-
back. The 1990 DAC review (op. cit.) states that:

“Evaluation feedback has been broadly defined as a dynamic process which involves the pre-
sentation and dissemination of evaluation information in order to ensure its application into new or
existing development activities. .. feedback, as distinct from dissemination’ of evaluation findings, is
the process of ensuring that lessons learned are incorporated into new operations.”

This report continues with the use of this definition, as it recognises that feed-
back implies more than just dissemination of evaluation findings. It is about taking
steps to ensure that evaluation lessons become part of a learning cycle within
organisations.

evaluation materials being produced, the recognition of the need for targeted
information products, and the advent of the Internet as a new communication and
information management tool.

However, as the broader landscape of development assistance has evolved,
the context of evaluation feedback has also changed. This has opened up new
opportunities. But it has also put extra demands on evaluation units and created
new expectations.

In order to get a sense of how evaluation units regard these changes, and the
challenges they now face, the efela questionnaire asked agencies for their views
in two areas:

¢ What they see as the most important emerging trends relating to evaluation
feedback?

* What they see as the areas of evaluation feedback most in need of improve-
ment?

In each case, agencies were asked to score various options according to their
importance, on a scale of one to four (I = not important, to 4 = very important).
The results are summarised in Figure 1, where the options are ranked according to
the average scores given.

Two important general points stand out; firstly, that evaluation units have a lot
to deal with in terms of the number of emerging trends that they see as being
important, and which are competing for their attention; and, secondly, that evalua-
tion units are far from complacent about the need to do better on evaluation feed-
back — they see many areas where improvements are necessary.
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Figure 1. Emerging trends in aid evaluation and feedback!

D1: Areas most in need of improvement

Wider distribution needed

Better feedback during evaluation process

More care to tailor outputs for specific target groups
Type and format of outputs needs rethinking

Better inter-agency lesson learning

Feedback should be more timely
Better sharing with stakeholders in recipient countries
Steps to institutionalise lesson learning

D2: Most important emerging trends
Pressures from recipients for greater accountability
Information overload
Potential offered by new communications technologies

Move towards participatory monitoring and evaluation

Domestic pressure for greater accountability

Changing way aid is delivered

0 1 2 3 4

Relative importance (average score)

1. The data presented here were collated from the responses to question D1 and D2 of the efela Questionnaire
(see Annex 2). There were 29 respondents in total. The base for the averages was calculated from the total
number of responses to each individual option within the two questions.

Source: OECD.

The emerging trends rated as being the most important were:
¢ The changing way development aid is delivered.

* Domestic pressure for greater accountability.

¢ The move towards participatory monitoring and evaluation.

In terms of the need for improvement, the areas rated as the highest priority
were:

¢ Institutionalising the process of lesson learning within the agency.
¢ Sharing evaluation results with stakeholders in recipient countries.
e Timeliness. 61
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These were the top three responses in each case. Most of the other options
were not far behind, however, reinforcing the view that evaluation feedback is an
area of active debate and concern among most agencies.

1.3. Current practices: the starting point

The efela questionnaire also yielded a great deal of useful information on
current agency practices and thinking. The picture that emerges is complex. As
well as differences in policies and approaches, it also reflects the diverse back-
grounds and institutional contexts of the agencies involved in the survey. Agencies
are not all starting in the same place in their approach to evaluation feedback. This
makes a big difference in terms of the mandate and objectives of evaluation units,
their lines of reporting and accountability, and their relative priorities.

A broad typology of DAC Working Party Members is presented inTable 1,
along with some of the implications and issues arising in relation to evaluation
feedback.

Because of this diversity, it is difficult to draw generalisations that apply
equally across all agencies. Instead, the emphasis in this Report has been on high-
lighting emerging issues, and contrasting different approaches and experience.

However, a number of broad headline messages did emerge from the Question-
naire, and these are summarised in Box 2. For a more detailed analysis of the
results, including a synopsis of the comments provided individual agencies,
see Annex 2.

1.4. Structure of the report

Evaluation feedback is a multi-faceted subject that impinges on many
aspects of evaluation thinking and methodology, and cuts across into many other
related areas. This was demonstrated in the questionnaire responses and rein-
forced in the interviews with individual agencies. Both showed the wide range of
perspectives on the subject, and the rapid evolution of current thinking.

This makes it difficult to draw a boundary around the subject, or divide it into
neat categories. For the purposes of this Report, which is intended as a stimulus
for discussion at the Tokyo Workshop, the topic is considered under two broad
headings:

¢ Challenges — the current issues and dilemmas that agencies face when
seeking to improve their evaluation feedback practices.

¢ Opportunities — areas where new thinking is emerging and new possibilities
are opening up for improving evaluation feedback practices and linking
62 efela with other objectives and initiatives in the development policy arena.
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Table 1.

Typologie of DAC Working Party Members and Observers

Type*

Agencies

Implications and issues arising

Co-ordinating agency

Bilateral donors

Bilateral donors with
a tripartite split

of Ministries

and implementing
agencies

Multilateral agency

Observers:
Multilateral
Development Banks

Other agencies

Development Assistance Committee
of the OECD (DAC)

Australia Netherlands
Austria New Zealand
Belgium Norway
Canada UK

Denmark us

Finland Portugal
Ireland Spain

Italy Sweden
Luxembourg Switzerland

Japan — MoFA, JICA, ]BIC
France — MFA, MEFI, AFD
Germany — BMZ, KfW, GTZ

European Commission

African Development Bank
Asian Development Bank
EBRD

IADB

IMF

World Bank

UNDP, Czech Republic, Korea, Mexico

Authoritative policy guidance
Periodic critical reviews
Centralised statistics and reporting

Primary accountability to domestic
parliament and taxpayers

Usually grant financing

Fewer commercial considerations
Fairly stable unitary structure
Disclosure not usually a major issue

Foreign ministry, technical assistance,
financial aid split three ways

Primary accountability to domestic
parliament and tax payers

Tripartite structure can lead to longer
reporting lines, need for increased
co-ordination with varying objectives
Mix of grant and loan funding
Disclosure practices vary

Accountable to Member States, European
Parliament and Court of Auditors
Accession states issue and reform of
Commission, so size and structure likely
to change

Grant funding (loans are channelled
through European Investment Bank)
Could be useful linkages with bilateral
DAC members who are also EU members

Loan based funding (hard/soft)
Accountable to broad body of
shareholders

Disclosure issues, commercial
considerations, can affect evaluation
feedback policies

*  DAC Members' organisational structures are more fully broken down in DCD(99)6. The classification here has been simplified from an

efela perspective.

In each case the report aims to draw out some of the main areas of thinking
and learning and points to where good practice — or at least “better practice” — is
beginning to emerge.?
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Box 2. Headline messages from the questionnaire’

Strategy and responsibilities

¢ Fourteen of the twenty-nine respondents have a formal strategy for dissem-
ination and feedback of evaluation results, and most of the other agencies
have elements of a strategy in place, or are currently working on one.

¢ Internal agency audiences (policy makers and senior managers) are seen as
a somewhat higher priority than stakeholders in partner countries; the
media and the general public are seen as the least important.

¢ Most evaluations units have prime responsibility for feedback for learing pur-
poses within the organisation, whereas in the case of feedback for external
accountability this responsibility is more often shared. Disclosure is an issue for
some agencies.

* Relatively few agencies employ staff or consultants specifically for dissemi-
nation and feedback work — more often this is incorporated into general
staff responsibilities.

¢ Only a few agencies have a specific budget for dissemination and feedback
work.

Feedback and dissemination mechanisms

¢ Evaluation reports are seen by half the agencies as the main vehicle for dis-
seminating evaluation results.

¢ All agencies now require that evaluation reports contain short summaries,
although the length and format of these varies considerably.

* Separate summaries are now much more common, but only a third of agencies
produce these on a systematic basis.

¢ Feedback of interim results during the evaluation process is seen as a priority
by half the agencies.

¢ Two thirds of agencies take active steps to ensure evaluation reports are fed
back to in-country partners and stakeholders.

¢ Agency intranets and web sites are now being used by about a third of agencies
for disseminating evaluation results; another third have plans to do so.

¢ A wide variety of other channels are also used for dissemination and feed-
back of evaluation results. The most frequently mentioned were: annual
reports; staff workshops, seminars and training events; and summary
reports covering particular sectors/regions.

¢ Various mechanisms are in place to make sure that lessons from evaluations are
taken properly into account. The most common of these is the requirement for
senior management to respond to evaluation findings and recommendations.

¢ Arrangements for inter-agency lesson learning are quite patchy. Joint evalu-
ation missions are rare, and tend to be contracted out to consultants.
Although 15 agencies contribute to the DAC Evaluation Reports Inventory
on a frequent basis, only 5 report that they use it frequently.

* See Annex 2 for a more detailed summary of the Questionnaire results.

Lot
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Notes

1. “Good Feedback Practices” — DCD/DAC/EV(85).
2. “A Review of donors’ systems for feedback on aid evaluation” - OECD/GD(90).

3. Relatively few agencies are ready to nominate their procedures as being “good prac-
tice”, since, despite the progress that has been made, most are very much aware of the
shortcomings of their existing mechanisms and practices.
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2. Challenges

Getting evaluation feedback right is not easy. Evaluation units face a whole
series of challenges. And as they make progress in some areas, new demands and
complexities open up in others. For small agencies and those with limited
resources, this makes for a daunting agenda. Given the range of challenges to
confront, and the pressures to perform, even the largest agencies are being fully
stretched.

2.1. Dual objectives: learning and accountability

The title of the Tokyo Workshop encapsulates the dual objectives of evalua-
tion feedback: learning and accountability. There are many crossovers between
the two, both actual and potential. But they are not the same thing.

This point is now well recognised and has its parallels in other areas. The
recent DAC Report on Results Based Management (RBM)' notes that performance
information serves two primary uses: improving internal management (managing
for results), and external reporting (accountability for results). The report goes on
to observe that as experience grows, the potential for conflict between its two
intended uses is emerging, as they may not be entirely compatible. Information is
required at different levels, with different data collection and analysis
approaches. So there is a growing dilemma for donor agencies.

Box 3 illustrates how the target audiences for learning and accountability pur-
poses differ. In both cases the range of audiences has expanded in recent years,
especially with the new emphasis on accountability, partnership with recipient
country stakeholders, and better coordination between agencies. But although
there are some overlaps, for the most part the audiences are quite distinct. This
has implications for the kinds of products and mechanisms needed to reach differ-
ent target groups, and underlines the message that one approach cannot be
expected to suit all audiences.

It also has implications for how the whole evaluation process is managed:

* Where accountability is the priority, the traditional virtues of rigour, inde-
pendence, replicability, and efficiency tend to be the primary concerns.
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Target audiences for evaluation feedback

In the last decade, as the scope and ambitions of evaluation have expanded,
the range of target audiences for evaluation feedback has increased. The charac-
teristics and demands of these audiences vary, as does their relative importance
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¢ Where learning is the priority, the emphasis is more likely to be on achiev-
ing “buy-in” from stakeholders, focusing on the process, and creating space
to make sure that experience is properly discussed, and lessons drawn out.
Timeliness is also a more important factor, since the desire is to pass on les-
sons now, not in a year's time when the final report is eventually published.

These two objectives are not necessarily incompatible, and many agencies
are looking hard at how to find compromise methodologies that satisfy both sets
of criteria. But they are sufficiently different to merit separate consideration.
Feedback strategies that blur the distinction between the two run the risk of fall-
ing short in both areas.

2.2. The move away from project-level evaluations

Over the past decade, there has been a significant shift in the way develop-
ment assistance is delivered and measured.? For many agencies, the traditional
project-based approach is giving way to broader country programmes with the-
matic initiatives and sector-wide approaches.? This has had major implications for
the way evaluations are conducted and for the methodologies and management
approaches used.? It also has changed the whole context for evaluation feedback,
increasing its importance within the agency.’

From an evaluation perspective, individual projects have the advantage of
being discrete and relatively easy to define. They generally have a reasonably
clear boundary in terms of their geographic and sector focus, their timeframe, and
the stakeholders involved. A well-managed evaluation has a good chance of iden-
tifying the most obvious direct outcomes of the project, and the lessons that have
emerged from it. The process is relatively neat and contained. Results can be fed
upwards to satisfy accountability requirements. If the necessary consultation
mechanisms are in place, the stakeholders most closely involved in the project
can contribute to, and benefit directly from, the lessons emerging.

The problem with project evaluations is that they can be too discrete. Les-
sons tend to be very specific, making it hard to generalise from them. And
because evaluations are normally carried out at the end of the project cycle, the
lessons learned may be too late to affect that particular case.

With broader-based evaluations the situation tends to be reversed. The
boundaries are much harder to define, there are far more stakeholders involved,
the focus is more diffuse, and it is often harder to identify outcomes in a way that
they can clearly be attributed to a particular donor’s intervention. This makes the
process much more complex, particularly when it comes to demonstrating aid
effectiveness. It means that evaluations can take longer, and tend to be more staff
and resource intensive.
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The attraction of broader-based evaluations is that the lessons learned are
likely to be more widely applicable, both in policy and operational terms. It there-
fore makes sense to invest more in repackaging them for different audiences, and
in ensuring they are widely communicated. By involving a wider range of stake-
holders there is also a much better chance of building lesson-learning into the
evaluation process itself, and of sharing experience between donor agencies, gov-
ernments and civil society partners.

This shift in focus is taking evaluation units into new territory where much is
still to be learned. But it is also increasing the potential influence of evaluation
work, and offering the prospect of a much more effective learning process.

2.3. The dissemination challenge

Making information available in an appropriate format for its intended audience
is one of the most basic rules of good evaluation feedback. Progress has been made
on this front in the last few years, and the standard of evaluation products has
improved substantially across the board. In Annex 3, some of the main types of evalu-
ation products are described, using examples from a cross-section of agencies.

Some agencies are further ahead than others in terms of the effort they put in
to producing tailored evaluation products for different audiences. DANIDA, for
example, on the basis of an evaluation of its health sector programme in Bhutan,
produced a full report in English (150 pages); a 30-page booklet in Danish, a 4-page
evaluation summary, and a video aimed at the general public.® Japan has also pro-
duced a video outlining the Japanese aid programme and explaining the evalua-
tion process using examples from India and Fiji. Other agencies have a more
standardised approach, and rely on the main evaluation report, usually with an
executive summary, as the chief communication vehicle.

Producing well-edited and professional-looking evaluation products is an
important step. But it is not enough, by itself, to ensure they are read and used.
Agencies are becoming increasingly aware of other factors that come in to play:

* Timeliness: a beautifully produced synopsis of a project which finished sev-
eral years ago will be of little interest to most audiences. Any lessons that
emerged have probably already been learned, or will be seen to be past
their “sell by date”.

¢ Relevance: products need to respond to current agendas, debates and
needs, otherwise they are likely to be dismissed as irrelevant.

¢ Marketing and distribution: evaluation products are of little use if they sit in
boxes (or databases), or get sent to out-of-date mailing lists. Though most
agencies recognise this as an issue, relatively few are well geared up in this
area. Some make special efforts and organise press conferences to “launch”
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evaluation reports.” More commonly, by the time the final product emerges,
the momentum behind the exercise has fallen away, and the staff involved
have moved on to other tasks. Though a great deal of effort and thought
may have been invested in producing the product, marketing and distribu-
tion is often left to chance or is treated as a routine exercise, with very little
systematic attempt to target products intelligently.

¢ Credibility: users judge information based on the credibility of the messen-
ger, not just the quality of the message. Although they may have a good rep-
utation in terms of their professional competence as evaluators, evaluation
units generally have some work to do in establishing their status as good com-
municators, or as potential sources of cutting-edge new thinking.

All four of these factors pose challenges for evaluation units, challenges that
can only be addressed through concerted action. The first two are perhaps the
most critical, however. Evaluation products that are seen as both timely and relevant
will generate their own demand, and are one of the best ways of helping build the
reputation of the evaluation unit as a source of information that is worth tapping.

2.4. Institutionalising lesson learning

Influencing policy and practice is one of the key objectives of aid evaluation.
The way this happens in practice, however, is far from being an exact science.
Agencies are very different in their culture and the way they work, and have devel-
oped a range of internal mechanisms to try to institutionalise this. Some recent
examples include:

¢ Following the recent reform of Japan’s evaluation system it is proposed that
explicit policy level evaluation will be introduced. This will include reviewing
medium term policy, country assistance programmes and particular themes.®

¢ DFID has introduced the concept of Performance Scoring and further devel-
oped its’ Performance Reporting Information System for Management. In addi-
tion external reporting requirements for the Public Service Agreement have
focused attention on the need for improved country level information.

* BMZ has a systemised follow-up approach to their evaluation work, where
after a year evaluation recommendations are tracked to see whether or not
they have been implemented. France did this as a one-off exercise in 1998
and may systemise this process. JICA and KfW have a five-year follow-up pro-
gramme; JBIC conducts follow-up after two and seven years.

¢ In SIDA, the central evaluation and audit functions have been combined in
an independent department, under a joint director who is responsible to
the Board. The crossover between audit and evaluation functions has
reportedly been helpful, as it has encouraged a more focused and targeted

© OECD 2001





Part II: Background Synthesis Report

response to evaluation recommendations. Senior management, for exam-
ple, is required to draft a specific response to evaluation reports.’

¢ EC - the Quality Support Group is a relatively recent development and has
attracted interest and participation at a senior level, significantly raising the
profile of evaluation feedback work at a senior management level. With the
recent expansion in the responsibilities of the Evaluation Group as a part of
the DG re-organisation this has been useful. Ways and means of improving
evaluation quality and feedback are under review, including an idea for a
harmonised rating system.

¢ The World Bank continues to develop the concept of results based manage-
ment, including the development of a Corporate Scorecard, and the recent
production of Fast Track Briefs to inform senior management. It is in the
process of revising its use of Management Action Records, a feedback loop
whereby key action points for management emerging from an evaluation
are identified. These are tracked subsequently to make sure they have
been implemented.

Despite these and other efforts to systematise the procedures involved in
making sure evaluation lessons are learned, there remains a substantial element
of randomness in the process. Some evaluations prove to be much more influen-
tial than others and this is often due to factors that are beyond the control of eval-
uation units. In this respect, evaluation is similar to development research, which
also seeks to influence policy and practice, but is equally susceptible to factors
outside the immediate control of the researchers themselves.

Some of the reasons for the divergence between theory and reality, and the
implications for evaluation units, are explored in Box 4. While there are no easy
solutions to this problem, recognising the complexity of the policy process is an
important first step.

2.5. Process and politics

In planning feedback strategies, there are a whole series of dilemmas and
internal tensions that evaluation units have to come to terms with, which are to do
with the process and politics of dealing with evaluation information. At times,
these can be quite sensitive, though their relative importance will vary depending
on the specific circumstances. Some of the more important of these tensions are
summarised in schematic form below.

None of these dilemmas are easy to resolve, and in particular circumstances
agencies have come to different conclusions on what is the best way forward.
These are all active areas of debate, however, where sharing of experience would
be welcomed.
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Box 4.

resented as a series of steps:

The feedback fallacy

One of the primary aims of evaluation feedback is to ensure that evaluation
work influences policy and practice. Given this objective, it is helpful to reflect on
the process by which policies are set, and are converted into practice. Behind
much evaluation work there is an implicit assumption that this process happens in
a rational and broadly linear fashion, which, in a highly simplified way, can be rep-
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Box 4. The feedback fallacy (cont.)

The implication is that by feeding in credible, well-expressed information,
at the right point in this chain, evaluation findings will have a direct influence
on policy and practice. The reality, of course, tends to be more complex. Eval-
uation lessons are just one of the ingredients in what has been termed the
“policy soup”. Despite management efforts to systematise lesson learning and
feedback loops, there are a whole range of other factors which come into play
that can have a big impact on how policies are determined, and whether or not
they get implemented. Some of the most notable of these are:

* Political factors — at every level, from internal agency power struggles to
global politics.

¢ Vested interests — which can promote or block change, depending on who
stands to gain.

e Chance - a report arriving at the right place at the right time, for example,
can have a disproportionate impact.

¢ Bureaucratic inertia and aversion to risk.
¢ The persistence of conventional wisdom — even when proved wrong.
¢ Inspired leadership — which at times can shift thinking dramatically.

¢ Bandwagons — which can have a major influence (good and bad), once they
get rolling.

* Pressure to spend — which can result in evaluation lessons being heard
selectively, given the pressures on staff to turn projects around quickly, and
get funds disbursed.

Evaluation Departments have little control over most of these factors. This
helps explain why high quality evaluation results, even when they are well com-
municated, may not be enough to trigger significant change. This is a fact of life
within agencies; it is even more the case when the influence of evaluation results
on recipient countries and the broader aid community is considered. This needs
to be borne in mind both when planning feedback strategies, and in assessing
their effectiveness.

If the objective is to maximise impact on policy and practice, a more sophisti-
cated analysis may be needed of how change is likely to occur, and what factors
may be blocking it. Looking back at their experience, most agencies can pick out
cases where evaluation results were particularly influential for one reason or
another. The challenge is to look forward, and identify where timely and targeted
interventions can have a greater influence in the future.

*  This box draws on R. Sutton (1999), “The Policy Process: an Overview”, ODI Working Paper No. 118.
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2.6. The role and status of central evaluation units

Underlying much of this analysis there are important issues relating to the
role and status of central evaluation units. This varies enormously between agen-
cies, and is shifting over time, not always in a helpful direction. Evaluation units
are under pressure on a number of fronts:

Changing Role: Over the last decade, central evaluation units have shifted to do
much more policy-focused, strategic level work. Project level evaluation and
feedback are now increasingly the domain of departments doing the direct
spending. The role of the evaluation unit in such cases can become unclear.
Do they provide professional oversight? Do they respond to ad hoc queries? It
is not always obvious where responsibility lies. There is a danger that evalua-
tion feedback can become fragmented, with a tendency for gaps and duplica-
tion to emerge. There is also a risk that, in the absence of central evaluation unit
bench-marking, a quality versus quantity trade-off may emerge.

Evolving trends: As the way of delivering development assistance has changed, so
have methodologies to evaluate it. “Blueprint” infrastructure projects, integrated
rural development, structural adjustment, programme aid, sector wide
approaches, medium term expenditure frameworks, humanitarian assistance,
conflict resolution, the good governance agenda: in the last thirty years a whole
series of different approaches have been tried. The aid delivery process has
become ever more complex and evaluation units have been expected to deliver
with each new approach.

Increased workload, same resources: The recent DAC report on Results Based
Management notes that as evaluation units take on these broader functions there
may be competing demands on staff time and resources. Evaluation units now
talk the language of performance management and senior management has often
delegated the role of supplying information for this purpose to them. But the
extent of their existing responsibilities may not have diminished, so some evalu-
ation units are finding themselves being stretched in a new direction without the
resources to deliver effectively. There is also a risk of de-emphasising traditional
evaluation work.

Status: Some central evaluation units face additional challenges due their status
within their organisation; the “Cinderella syndrome”. This may be demon-
strated by the usual resource constraints of both funding and staffing. It can
combine with a reluctance to hear what evaluation departments have to say.
The department may be perceived as the policeman or auditor within, an
impediment to delivering the programme. Or it may be regarded as an aca-
demic ivory tower, remote from the real action. The problem can be self-
perpetuating since the highest calibre agency staff may be reluctant to move
to evaluation units, which are seen to be remote from the cutting edge of
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policy or delivery. Even the physical location of evaluation units can be an
issue: those that are located at the “centre” of the organisation are more likely
to be taken seriously than those situated in remote offices.

These, too, are realities that cannot be changed overnight. They are areas
where leadership from the top will usually be required in re-scoping the work of
evaluation units and raising its status and resourcing over a period of time, so it
can perform more effectively as a focal point for learning and accountability.

2.7. Encouraging participation and ownership

At one time, the main function of monitoring and evaluation systems was to
provide information for donor requirements, with the needs of recipient country
partners being regarded very much as a second order consideration. This balance
is shifting. In the efela Questionnaire, twenty agencies rated partner country stake-
holders as being “important” or “very important” target audiences. Although this
group still came behind internal audiences in the priority ranking, some agencies did
comment that their scoring reflected the reality, rather than the ideal situation.

Most agencies reported that they take active steps to ensure that evaluation
reports are fed back to in-country partners and stakeholders,'® but the majority
also accept that they are not doing enough. Part of the problem may be the per-
ceived lack of demand within recipient countries. It is significant that pressure
from recipient countries for greater accountability was ranked lowest amongst the
emerging trends in the Questionnaire. So, for many agencies, increased involve-
ment of stakeholders is being promoted because it seen as axiomatically a good
thing, rather than as a response to specific demand.

At the same time, the new wave of participatory thinking is driving the pro-
cess forward. With the increasing emphasis on the need to incorporate the per-
spectives of stakeholders, particularly the poor, participatory monitoring and
evaluation (PM&E) has emerged as the logical next step. It involves local people,
development agencies, and policy makers deciding together how progress should
be measured, and results acted upon. Advocates of this approach argue that
PM&EE provides an opportunity for development organisations to focus better on
their ultimate goal of improving poor people’s lives. By broadening involvement
in identifying and analysing change, a clearer picture can be gained of what is
really happening on the ground. For those involved, it can also be a very empow-
ering process, since it puts them in charge, helps develop skills, and shows that
their views count.'!

Though a lot of agencies are talking about PM&E, and have adopted it at the
rhetorical level, relatively few have had any hands-on experience of applying it in
practice.'? Encouraging participation in the evaluation process is a natural next
step for projects which have been planned and implemented in a participatory
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Box 5. PMG&E: new communication challenges*

Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E) is posing a whole set of new
challenges for development agencies. Some of these have an important communi-
cation angle.

¢ Bridging communication gaps — participatory approaches are all about
communication between different stakeholders. This process can be diffi-
cult when the status and background of the stakeholders varies widely, and
when they are speaking in different languages. Even if they share the same lan-
guage and dialect, use of technical expressions or evaluation jargon can be a
real turn-off for those unfamiliar with the terminology, and instead of encourag-
ing buy-in, may be actively disempowering. These communication gaps can be
bridged, given time and the right attitudes and behaviour. But if they are
ignored, meetings can end up achieving little it terms of real dialogue.

* Aggregating lessons — successful PM&E can generate a great deal of locally
relevant lessons. But how can this be aggregated to produce broader con-
clusions that stand up to analysis and can feed into policy, without loosing
the detail and diversity which is the essence of understanding individual
situations? This dilemma was faced in the recent “Consultation with the
Poor” exercise conducted by the World Bank, in which information from par-
ticipatory work at 220 sites around the world was pooled in order to draw
out some broad conclusions. New techniques are being developed to help
with this, including databases designed to discern common patterns from
large amounts of qualitative data, or from pictures and diagrams. Others
argue, however, that trying to aggregate local data is misleading, and that
the answer is to make policy more responsive to diverse local situations.

¢ Reaching out — where PM&E is generating new learning, questions arise as
to who needs to know and how those messages need to be communicated.
If they are to have any impact beyond the immediate stakeholder group,
they will need to be communicated in a concerted way. This may require
adopting an advocacy role. Or lessons may need to be given scientific
respectability to be taken seriously. However it is done, an investment in
skills and resources may be needed. If the process is generating controver-
sial conclusions that challenge existing power structures, funding agencies
may need to think carefully about how far their role can extend, and how
closely they should be associated with the political forces that genuine par-
ticipatory processes can unlock.

¢ Communicating in reverse — feeding information upwards from the local level
poses one set of challenges. But there may be an equal need to communicate
in the other direction. It is very common for stakeholders involved in evaluation
exercises to have very little idea about why they are being consulted or even
what the purpose of the project was in the first place. Without this knowledge, it
is hard for them to engage in the process fully or offer a considered view. And
once the consultation phase is over, stakeholders are rarely informed of the
outcome of higher level decisions that are subsequently taken. Both are seri-
ous flaws that prevent real lesson learning and accountability.

*  Based on personal communication with John Gaventa, head of the IDS Participation Group.
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fashion; it is much more of a shift in thinking for projects that have not been carried
out in this way, and where the basis of trust and partnership is weaker.

A recent review of attitudes to PM&E among DFID advisers concluded that
“the concept of PMEE is broadly accepted but narrowly understood’. 1t found that par-
ticipation was usually limited to consultation with beneficiaries at particular stages
in the monitoring and evaluation cycle. There was relatively little appreciation of
the need to engage other actors, such as governments, the private sector, and
trade unions, and there were few examples of PM&E leading on to genuine stake-
holder participation in decision-making and change."

Much remains to be learnt about how PM&E approaches can be applied sys-
tematically, and how they can be integrated in an intelligent way with other moni-
toring and evaluation efforts. Some of the challenges that PM&E is creating from a
communication and feedback perspective are reviewed in Box 5.

Two of the obstacles that prevent greater involvement by stakeholders in
monitoring and evaluation, and helps explain the weak demand for it, are the lack
of capacity in many recipient countries, and the absence of a strong accountability
and learning culture. A number of agencies are beginning to focus on these. A joint
African Development Bank and World Bank workshop on in-country capacity building
was held in Abidjan in 1998, for example. The World Bank is also looking at options for
developing regional “centres of excellence” in monitoring and evaluation.

As part of its partnership agenda, DFID has taken a first step in translating
some new country strategy papers into the language of recipient countries, seek-
ing to promote understanding and hence ownership. SIDA had worked to close
the feedback gap in-country, for example, in Botswana and Namibia. Such mea-
sures are part of a long-term process. It is clear that a great deal of work needs to
be done to turn the new rhetoric of stakeholder involvement into a reality. Even
dealing with the very basic issue of translating evaluation materials into local lan-
guages will be a major task. But until this becomes a routine practice, it is hard to
see how widespread stakeholder involvement can take hold.

2.8. Responding to information overload

This final challenge is perhaps the most mundane, but is nonetheless impor-
tant. For development agency staff, and many of those they work with, information
overload is a serious and growing problem. A decade ago it could be measured by
the size of the stack of unread documents piling up in your office. Nowadays,
although the piles of documents persist, it is the number of unread messages in
your e-mail inbox that provides the most graphic (and alarming) reminder. Though
few would doubt that the new generation of information and communication tech-
nologies (ICTs) are part of the solution to better information exchange, they are
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Box 6. ICTs — a double-edged sword

The introduction of new information and communication technologies (ICTs)
has created problems, as well as offering solutions. For example:

E-mail communication is often less
systematic and well thought out than
traditional paper-based approaches

E-mail is allowing cheap and almost
instantaneous information sharing
between individuals and groups

E-mail makes it easy to copy
people in when sending messages,
justin case it is of interest to them

People are deluged with “just in case”
information, and cannot distinguish
what is really important

E-mail lists and discussion fora
are allowing groups with shared
interests to exchange ideas easily

It is easy to get buried — deleting
messages is quicker than sorting out
what is relevant or un-subscribing

Web sites are providing an
ever-growing wealth of information
and data on almost any topic

How do you know where to start,
an how do you assess the quality
of the information that is out there?

BLel

also becoming part of the problem. Some of the manifestations of this contradic-
tion are explored in Box 6.

Software packages and work practices are evolving to help deal with the prob-
lem. But most would agree that at present the overall problem of information
overload is getting worse, not better. This is a reality that evaluation units need to
deal with in planning their communication strategies.

One interviewee at the InterAmerican Development Bank referred to a more
specific variant on this, “lesson overload”. He was referring to the proliferation of
development lessons, coming at operational staff from all directions: from policy
departments, research organisations, pressure groups, and other sources. Amid this
cacophony of messages, it is not always easy to make evaluation lessons heard.

Experience from a range of information management contexts'® suggests that
some of the key lessons in combating information overload are that:

¢ Editing matters — users appreciate information that is short, well drafted,
and to the point, nd are increasingly impatient with lengthy documents that
have to be struggled through in order to extract key messages.

¢ Less is more — bombarding people with more and more information can be
78 counter-productive. It is better to be selective. Recipients are more likely
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to pay attention to messages if the sender is seen to be responsible and
thoughtful in what they send out.

¢ Highlights — short e-mails and other bulletins flagging new information that
is available, and showing people where they can find it, can be more effec-
tive than sending lengthy full text documents.

¢ Demand pull — people are generally more attentive to information they have
requested themselves, and which matches their specific needs. But demand
needs to stimulated through good publicity and clear signposting.

¢ Listening to users — it is easy to fall into the trap of assuming you know what
users need, or treating them as a uniform group. People’s information needs
and habits vary, and they change over time. Regular audience research is
needed to stay in touch with users, and allow communication strategies to
be fine-tuned to match their needs.

]
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Notes

Results Based Management in the Development Co-operation Agencies: A Review of
Experience, DCD/DAC/EV(2000)3.

The changing way aid is delivered was ranked as the most important emerging trend in
the efela Questionnaire; it was rated as “important” or “very important” by 21 of the
24 agencies responding.

USAID, for example, no longer has projects, but plans its work around “strategic objectives”.

See, example, OECD (1999) “Evaluating Country Programmes”. Report of the 1999
Vienna Workshop.

Agencies are at different stages in their response to this shift. Some, such as USAID, are
now putting all their emphasis on broader-based country-wide or thematic evaluations.
But most are maintaining a mix of approaches, and see a continuing need for project
evaluations.

The DANIDA video was produced by an independent film crew and tracks the progress
of the multidisciplinary team that undertook the evaluation. It takes a frank and broad-
based approach, looking at the cultural background to healthcare in Bhutan, and the
relationship between the modern approaches being pursued through the project, and
the traditional forms of medicine that exist in parallel.

7. This is the case in the Netherlands and Denmark, for example.

Summary of the Report on Reform of Japan’s ODA Evaluation System, March 2000.

9. This requirement is now quite widespread, according to the efela Questionnaire.

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

20 agencies indicated that senior management is expected to respond to evaluation
findings in one way or another.

JBIC now holds two in-country seminars a year to feed back evaluation findings. JBIC are
also starting to feed back lessons learnt to third party countries. For a tourism develop-
ment project in Jordan, for example, representatives from Thailand attended to explain
the lessons they had learned.

In outline of the approach is provided in IDS Policy Briefing No. 12, “Participatory Moni-
toring and Evaluation: Learning From Change” (1998).

NGOs and civil society organisations that have been the main pioneers in developing
PM&E approaches.

See R. Hinton, Briefing Note for the DFID Workshop on an Assessment of Participatory
Approaches and Methods in Monitoring and Evaluation, London, July 2000.

These lessons are drawn from IDS experience (ELDIS, ID21, Bridge, Livelihoods Connect,
CGAP Microfinance Gateway, etc.) and from others in the development information field.
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3. Opportunities

As well as challenges, there are also important opportunities opening up for
evaluation units. These have the potential for substantially improving the effec-
tiveness of evaluation feedback, and for integrating lesson learning and account-
ability into the heart of the development agency planning and thinking.

3.1. Taking advantage of the Internet

For evaluation departments, the introduction of Internet technologies is
transforming the possibilities for organising, sharing and storing information.
Although separating the hype from the reality remains a problem, the Internet is
here to stay, and will be having an ever more important influence on the way
development agencies communicate and work. From an evaluation perspective it
offers huge advantages in:

* Providing secure storage of large amounts of data but in a form that is much
easier to retrieve than conventional filing systems.

¢ Organising and combining information in better and more useful ways.

¢ Facilitating the sharing of data, both internally and between agencies, in a
way that can be managed and controlled far better than paper-based system.

¢ Offering a simpler way of providing external audiences with access to infor-
mation, thereby improving transparency and accountability.

¢ Allowing rapid communication across the globe at very low marginal cost.

Development agencies have made great strides in the past few years in har-
nessing the new generation of Internet technologies. A total of eleven agencies
report that “most or all” evaluation reports or summaries are now available on
their internal intranet, and the same number make this information available on
their public web sites. Almost all agencies have plans for putting more information
online, and only a handful have no plans of this kind at present.

Working out how to use these new technologies effectively has been a steep
learning curve for most agencies. With new possibilities opening up almost every day,
one of the problems is that the goalposts keep shifting. Web sites and databases that
are state-of-the-art when they are introduced can quickly become outdated as the
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technology moves on and the expectations of users rise. Another problem is that
of information overload. Systems that are introduced to ease information flows can
succeed in some respects, but have the simultaneous downside of swamping peo-
ple with more information than they can deal with. Putting more and more infor-
mation up on the intranet or web site does not guarantee people will actually use
it. As the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development put it in their ques-
tionnaire response, “whatever means one employs to bring the horses to water, ultimately you
have little leverage ... to make the horses drink”.

The investment needed in gearing up to make full use of internet-based sys-
tems is substantial, both in financial and human resources terms. Some evaluation
departments are better placed to respond than others. Much depends on agency-
wide capacities and policies. In agencies that are already taking steps to improve
their information infrastructures and ICT systems, evaluation departments have
been able to take advantage of this, and upgrade at the same time, in some cases
taking a leadership role in demonstrating what is possible and pushing for
improvements. But where the agency as a whole is moving more slowly, and the
capacity within the evaluation department is limited, it is hard for the evaluation
department to make progress. Indeed, for some, delays in getting even basic
material posted on the agency web site or intranet, or in creating links from the
agency homepage, has been a cause of frustration.

A comparison of where evaluation units have got to in their web and intranet
developments is provided in Annex 4. Good practice lessons emerging from the
first and second generation of web sites and intranets are highlighted in Box 7.
Some of the key emerging issues are also flagged.

As the use of the Internet has developed, so too have opportunities for shar-
ing evaluation information between donor agencies. The DAC Evaluation Reports
Inventory set up in 1988, and hosted by CIDA and IDRC, was the first major initia-
tive in this area. The Inventory now contains abstracts from slightly over
5000 reports, contributed by 17 organisations. Search functions allow the user to
select reports by donor, country/region, sector, evaluation type, date and keyword.

Experience with the DAC Inventory has demonstrated both the potential for
this kind of centralised system and the demands of operating it effectively. Some
of the difficulties that have been encountered have been related to:

¢ Having to depend on inputs from a whole range of donors, some of whom are
much more diligent than others in keeping their contributions up to date.

¢ Differences in cataloguing and indexing approaches among agencies.

¢ Conflicting priorities between making documents public and maintaining a
“private” area where agencies can exchange information on a more confidential

82 basis.!
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Box 7. Harnessing the Internet

Good practice for website and intranet design is developing fast. Some of the key
lessons that are emerging, and the challenges now on the horizon, are as follows:

Basic lessons:

¢ Clear navigation and signposting is essential, so users do not get lost.

e Sites need to be kept up-to-date, and be seen to be so, otherwise users
lose interest.

e Over-complex designs with a lot of fancy graphics may impress at first, but
slow down page loading and soon become a turn off. Simplicity and func-
tionality are more important for regular users.

e It is often best to organise information in layers, so users see headings and
summaries first, and can choose where to dig down further.

e Web sites need active publicity and promotion, otherwise nobody knows
they are there.

The cutting edge:

¢ As more information is added to websites and intranets, more sophisticated
databases are needed to handle the volume of material being stored.

* Better search tools are also required to guide users to the information they
need. These need to be intuitive and user-friendly, since most people are
easily deterred by complex looking search screens, or results pages that list
hundreds of matches.

¢ Information needs to be classified and organised in a creative and intelli-
gent way. It may be better to structure information in a functional way,
based around how people will actually use it, rather than along standard
library cataloguing lines.

¢ Long lists of documents or web links soon become unreadable, even if the
material itself is of high quality. Additional text to introduce topic areas, put
them in context, and highlight what is new, can help guide users into the
material, and explain its relevance.

New challenges:

* Accessibility is being recognised as an increasingly important issue, especially
for developing country users. New thinking is going into finding compromise
solutions that offer a high level of functionality but do not depend on having
the latest equipment or high-speed internet links. Since e-mail is a more
robust technology, systems that can deliver web documents on request via
e-mail are one promising route.

8]
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¢ The preponderance of older information on the site, and the perceived lack
of up-to-date material.

* Not being able to provide direct links through to original source materials,
which limits the functionality of the system to users (plans are in the pipe-
line to introduce this facility).

¢ Developing a search interface which is powerful but also user friendly.

It is clear that many agencies value the Inventory, and this is reflected in their
responses to the efela questionnaire. This showed that 15 agencies contribute
material on a regular basis. However, it also suggested that it has limitations as a
practical tool, since only 5 agencies reported that they use the database regularly.

The DAC Inventory is twelve years old now, and a number of agencies have
suggested it may be due for a review. Technology has moved on, and with agen-
cies putting more and more material online on their own sites, fresh options are
opening up for sharing information in new and potentially more interesting and
powerful ways.

A new impetus for reconsidering these options may be provided by the new
Global Development Gateway initiative being led by the World Bank.? This sets out a
highly ambitious vision for global information sharing. Within the draft Business Plan
for the Gateway there are outline plans for a section on “Policy Coordination and
Lessons Learned”. The Business Plan has been approved in principle by the
World Bank Board, and initial seed funding has been released. The intention is to
flesh out these plans over the next few months, begin discussions with the many
partners who will need to be involved in making the Gateway idea a success, and
develop a number of pilot initiatives to demonstrate what is possible.

3.2. Using evaluation feedback to enhance learning in the organisation

Development agencies and the evaluation units within them are also being influ-
enced by the latest generation of organisational management models, in particular:

¢ Knowledge Management (KM)
¢ Results Based Management (RBM)

Both are directly concerned with questions of organisational learning and
accountability, and so overlap very closely with the objectives of evaluation feed-
back. Since they are usually driven by senior management, and require top level
support to get off the ground, they provide an important opportunity for evaluation
units to increase their profile and significance within the organisation, cross-fertilise
ideas, and build evaluation feedback into broader, agency-wide, processes.

Most of this new thinking originated in the corporate sector, particularly in
North America. But it is spreading fast to public sector organisations, and is begin-
ning to be adopted by aid agencies.? It has spawned a whole new terminology and
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sub-industry. Although some find the jargon off-putting, and regard it as “old wine
in new bottles”, these new management trends can be a powerful agent of change.

Results Based Management is already a part of the DAC agenda. The recent
review highlighted twelve main lesson-learning areas and underlined high levels
of synergy between RBM thinking and improved evaluation feedback.’ Indeed it is
difficult to achieve the former without the latter. The review is due to be finalised by
November 2001. There is thus a good opportunity to ensure that ongoing work in
these two areas is coordinated in order to optimise progress in both dimensions.

The broad principles behind some of the new organisational learning models
are summarised in Box 8. Rather than being an end-point in a linear process, eval-
uation work, including evaluation feedback, is at the heart of the organisational
learning cycle. Evaluation departments do not have a monopoly on knowledge within
an organisation, however through using evaluation feedback positively they can have
a significant impact. In particular they can play a role in acquiring knowledge through
evaluation work, and then disseminating it through evaluation feedback; this knowledge
can then be utilised across the organisation more widely.

The private sector has been grappling with knowledge management issues
long enough for a substantial body of literature and lesson learning to have built
up. A recent survey of 431 corporate organisations® found that senior managers
understand that an organisation’s knowledge depends most on its people, but
that organisations do not have the emphasis right so far, with the split between
people, process and technology still needing to be reoriented in favour of people.
The biggest obstacles to change that were identified were cultural and behavioural.

Within the development assistance community, the World Bank was one of the
first agencies to embrace the knowledge management agenda. It has been pioneer-
ing new ways of sharing information and knowledge, though it faces particular chal-
lenges being such a large and complex organisation. KM has had the advantage in
the Bank of having top-level backing, and a substantial investment of resources.
Much has been learnt in the past two years, both at a general level, and in relation
to evaluation feedback specifically. Some of these lessons are summarised in Box 9.

Other agencies are now looking seriously at knowledge management and are at
various stages in the development of new approaches and systems.” For example:

= GTZ has adopted a system of “vertical teams” 2 for example, which are con-
ceived along similar lines to the World Bank’s “thematic groups”.

« UNDP has created the SURF System, a series of ten “Sub-Regional Resource
Facilities and Communities of Practice”. These are designed to provide sup-
port to country offices, encourage networking between UNDP staff and part-
ners, as well as to identify, document and disseminate best practices in
UNDRP focus areas.
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Box 8. Evaluation as a part of an Organisational Learning System

Far from being a discrete operation, — The Organisational Learning |
evaluation can be seen as being at the heart System*
of the organisational learning process.
Developing the “virtuous circle” of effective
organisational learning demands that evalu-
ation departments serve to make system
connections between programme effective-
ness and organisational effectiveness.

The process of developing mechanisms
for effective learning can be seen as a chal-
lenge that has three interrelated strands:

= acquisition = \/ _
* dissemination Utilise Disseminate

« utilisation

Acquire

This interdependence implies that changes in one part affect other parts and
call for a response throughout the whole system.

Acquisition

Evaluation has to be based on systematic data collection for the improve-
ment and generation of knowledge about effectiveness. Clear, understandable
targets which are shared throughout the organisation are the best basis for
managing-for-results.

Acquisition can be improved by ‘making the scanning imperative’ — the ability
to look outside ones own department — a part of the knowledge acquisition culture.

Dissemination

Underlying a dissemination strategy is the need to establish the nature of the
information sharing culture. These include; the degree of openness with which
issues and problems can be shared and conflict accepted, formal versus informal
methods and their different role, function and effectiveness, and individual versus
team orientated objectives for dissemination.

Utilisation

The process of evaluation is a highly dynamic, interactive one requiring
engagement by all parties. This process demands effective facilitation and an
organisational response. Establishing actionable “lessons learnt” is a key require-
ment, but this cannot be achieved without feeding this process into leadership
development. Changes in methods and strategy therefore need to arise from inte-
grated linkages with the evaluation process.

L8
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Box 8. Evaluation as a part of an Organisational Learning System (cont.)

A key conclusion: shared understandings emerge as evaluation logic
pushes the senders of messages to be as specific as possible, and challenges
listeners to reflect on and feed back to senders what they think they have
heard.

Systems of interdependent parts imply that changes in one part affect other
parts and call for adaptation through the whole system. Each part will have an
effect on the organisation surrounding them, push against boundaries, arrange-
ments, rules, procedure and attitude. Operating at the organisational level may
increase the possibility of having impact by being able to deal directly with those
who have the power to make changes.

* This box draws on two main sources: Patton (1999), “Organisational Development and Evaluation”;
The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation, Special Issue pp. 93-113; and MIT (1994), “Organisations as
Learning Systems — a learning resource guide”, The International Consortium for Executive Develop-
ment Research.

— SIDA has a system of mentoring as a mechanism for the exchange of knowl-
edge (which is often held tacitly). Senior staff have a mentor outside the
organisation and middle and junior staff are encouraged to have mentors
within SIDA. Mentoring is seen as a useful way of exchanging learning, work-
ing across traditional vertical reporting lines or sectoral divisions.

e DFID has developed a computer-based “Performance Reporting Informa-
tion System for Management” (PRISM). This combines basic project man-
agement information with qualitative information on the nature and
objectives of each project. A series of “markers” are used to tag projects.
This allows analyses to be easily extracted showing breakdowns of spend-
ing against different poverty objectives, trends over time, the geographic
spread of funding, and other information.

e As part of CIDA's knowledge management approach, efforts are been put
into creating and managing dedicated “Extranets”. These are accessible
over the internet using a password, and are being used to facilitate dia-
logue between communities of practice within the organisation, and with
outside partners.

< In USAID, the central evaluation unit is part of a broader-based Centre for
Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE). This serves as the organi- _87]

© OECD 2001





Evaluation Feedback for Effective Learning and Accountability

Box 9. Knowledge Management: lessons from the World Bank

General lessons

¢ Establishing “Communities of Practice” around particular themes has proved
to be a good way of focusing information exchange and creating crosscutting
networks. There are over 100 “thematic groups” in the World Bank at present,
each drawing in members from across the organisation.

e Web sites and other online information channels can be useful tools, but they
are only part of the picture. People-to-people networks have proved to be much
more important, but these only work well when there is a real commitment and
shared interest among the participants.

e Help desks and advisory services, staffed by information specialists, can
play a very useful role as a focal point for answering queries and coordinat-
ing information.

¢ Developing trust between individuals, so people feel safe to share problems
and queries, is the key to successful knowledge networks.

* Creating space for learning and knowledge sharing is essential, otherwise
people are too busy to contribute. Time for KM and training activities is now
written into job definitions at the Bank.

¢ Incentive structures are important, otherwise KM activities tend to slip down
priority lists. But introducing direct financial incentives is not the best route.
The respect of colleagues and the desire to “do the job better” are more
effective inducements.

e Simple, compelling stories are often the best way of getting new concepts
across, and winning people over to new ways of thinking.

Lessons for evaluation departments

* By being part of specific thematic groups, evaluation staff can develop infor-
mal links with colleagues in operational and policy departments, and close
the Feedback Gap.

* Breaking down the “them and us” barriers that separate evaluation staff from
other colleagues takes time, but is essential if healthy learning networks are
to be established. Methodology workshops can be helpful here in “demystify-
ing” the evaluation process.

¢ Evaluation units can help to build their credibility and perceived usefulness if
they develop their capacity to respond to specific information demands from
colleagues, rather than relying on “supply driven take the medicine” approach
to getting information out.

¢ Evaluation reports may contain a wealth of relevant lessons, but by them-
selves be of limited use to operational staff because they are too numerous to
plough through, or are seen as being too narrow or context specific. Using a
specially created lessons database, OED is developing a capacity to sift
through back-files to filter out key lessons, and present them in easy-to-read
summaries, in response to specific requests.

*  Based on interview with Patrick Grasso, Operations Evaluation Department, World Bank, and with
Stephen Denning, Chair of the World Bank Knowledge Management Board.
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sation’s institutional memory and has become the focal point for knowledge
management within the agency. As well as evaluation information, CDIE
maintains extensive databases of economic and social data on partner
countries. This is only available on the intranet at present, though discus-
sions are underway to see if part or all of this can be put on the public
website.

On a more modest scale, knowledge-sharing networks of various kinds are
also proliferating, both within agencies and between them. Networks can form and
un-form according to need. Recently DFID set up a cluster of networks around the
process of drafting its new series of Target Strategy Papers. These groups cut
across traditional country and sector boundaries. At a more formal level, the Eval-
uation Co-ordination Group provides a forum where multilateral development
banks can meet to share information, learn lessons and discuss procedures.’ The
DAC Working Groups are also a prime example of knowledge networks — although
they have not been referred to that way in the past. DAC Peer Reviews also create
periodic nodes of learning which form and un-form, where the results are then dis-
seminated to the wider DAC group.

3.3. Linking in with the International Development Goals

A third important area where opportunities exist for evaluation units to trans-
form their role and significance is in relation to the International Development
Goals (IDGs). The development partnerships strategy was adopted by the DAC
in 1996. The strategy now has agreed goals with a working set of core indicators for
measuring progress against those goals. All DAC Members are committed to these
goals, and are collaborating with each other to measure them. Hitherto, this has
more usually been at the level of their Statistics Departments with some input
from Evaluation Units. Regular updates are issued, there is a DAC indicators web-
site and donors now routinely refer to them in their annual reports. Emphasis to
date has been on refining the indicators, concern over the quality of in-country
data, and trying to address aggregation problems. However there is scope for
evaluation units to harness the commitment to the IDGs by their agencies and
governments, in order to raise the profile of efela within their agencies, and link
evaluation feedback into the virtuous circle of a learning organisation working to
improve its development policy and effectiveness.

The recent DAC Review of Results Based Management observes:

“... considerable progress towards performance harmonisation has already
taken place among donors on another front. Broad sector development
(impact level’) goals and indicators for measuring progress at the country and
global levels have already been adopted by the donor community in the
shared strategy, Shaping the 21th Century: The Role of Development Co-operation. The
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DAC Working Party on Statistics has been at the forefront of the effort to iden-
tify and seek agreement on a common or core set of indicators for measuring
progress vis-d-vis the shared goals. A number of donor agencies have linked
their own strategic framework goals and indicators to these international
efforts. An even more ambitious form of harmonisation among donors and
partners might be envisioned for the future. Donor agencies’ performance
measurement/management systems could be co-ordinated and tailored at
the country programme level in a way that lessens the burden on partners
capacities, builds ownership and enhances development of RBM systems
within partner countries.”

The Review is quoted extensively as it links so explicitly with the efela
agenda. The DAC Goals offer a significant opportunity for Members to accelerate
their strategic thinking, moving towards a virtuous circle, rather than evaluation
feedback being seen as the end of the line. Monitoring and evaluation systems,
including feedback measures, could be seen as a part of the solution to the prob-
lem of ensuring that institutional level learning can be systemised, shortening the
feedback loop, rather than as a way to measure outcomes in order to justify prior
investments.

The IDG initiative could be an important step towards a more systematic
approach to assessing the impact of donor’s programmes and harmonising impact
assessment. As donors increasingly move away from project-by-project assistance
and towards sector wide approaches and medium term expenditure frameworks,
the demand is growing for greater donor and recipient co-ordination in improving
the performance monitoring systems that track results. It is already accepted in
principle that donors need a common systematic rating to allow comparisons of
results.'? It is also essential in order not to hinder the development and operation
of evaluation capacity of partner countries through excessive and conflicting donor
information requirements. Donors are now just beginning to use the IDGs as a part
of the top-down performance assessment process. DFID, for example, has drawn
on the IDGs for its Public Service Agreement with the Treasury (the UK Ministry of
Finance) and for its more detailed Service Delivery Agreement. Importantly,
reporting against these goals will (at least in theory) determine access to future
levels of resources.

Working from the bottom up, from project to programme and sector delivery,
donors are also beginning to look at ways to try to measure effectiveness at the
country level. This process will be accelerated with the advent of the newly agreed
IFI Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) instrument. The first wave of these is
planned to be in place by the end of 2000. The PRSPs are meant to be country
driven, results oriented, comprehensive, long-term in approach and based on
partnership. In other words, they exactly match the model agenda which evalua-
tion departments have been trying to promote and follow. Some recipient coun-
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tries are already pursuing this agenda independently. Uganda announced its own
poverty reduction strategy last year, for instance, opting to set targets and report
against the IDGs. There is thus already a high level of ownership in country, so par-
ticipation and co-ordination problems should be much reduced.

So whether the methodological approach is from the bottom-up, or the top-
down, it appears that there is an opportunity for synergy that evaluation departments
are ideally placed to capitalise on, should they wish to. Evaluation feedback will not
be the end of a process but part of an ongoing system of reporting against the
goals and related indicators. If this is linked to access to future resources, there
will be a built-in vested interest on the part of all parties to generate, obtain and
use this information. The incentive structures will be systemic. Adopting from
Charles Leadbeater’s analysis of the role of companies in Silicon Valley,'' evalua-
tion departments could become the “core junction boxes” for agencies, through
which information flows in and is generated out. By 2015 if the IDGs are worked
towards and measured then evaluation feedback for internal and external learning
and accountability could be part of the same inclusive process.

3.4. Looking ahead

The prospects for evaluation feedback can be looked at in a number of ways.
The external pressures for greater accountability, including measuring and meeting
the IDGs, could be perceived as a strength, improving the negotiating position of
evaluation units within agencies. A recent report by the European Centre for
Development Policy Management talks of “making evaluation the linchpin of the
new management system”.!? Evaluation feedback would play a key role in this.

At the same time, current levels of aid “fatigue” or perhaps the misapprehen-
sion by the public that aid is only associated with famine, flood, war or other
disaster, could mean that full reporting of aid agency experience may be inter-
preted as over exposure or weakness. To help counter this tendency, Japan has
eleven teaching centres nation-wide with a local community outreach and public
education mandate. DANIDA and Japan have made evaluation feedback videos
aimed at a public audience, while DFID has had a “development bus” travelling
around the UK, and France has a new consultation group including 60 members of
civil society, academics, industry and commerce.

There is also the threat that evaluation feedback can be misused or taken out
of context. The recent World Bank experience with the Meltzer Commission is a
possible example of this, where evaluation findings may have been taken out of
context.'> USAID may also be said to have suffered at times from extreme cases of
“micro-management” by the US Congress,'* though has recently been praised for
their honest and straightforward Annual Performance Reports, and for their open
policies on disclosure of evaluation reports.
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The overall conclusion emerging from this study, however, is that the efela
agenda provides an exciting and important opportunity for all development agen-
cies. There will no doubt be a range of views as to how possible or practical some
of the opportunities outlined in this report may be, or how applicable they are to
the agendas of the wide range of agencies concerned. At a recent meeting of the
DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation four areas of pressure for developing donor-
wide evaluation policies were identified:

e The organisational demand to say something positive about progress
towards poverty reduction targets, both internal and external (IDGs)

¢ Financial pressure
¢ Political pressure
¢ Administrative pressure

Improving efela can be seen as a win-win option addressing all four of these
areas. The forthcoming workshop in Tokyo will provide an opportunity for as many
stakeholders as possible to discuss how this might best be achieved.
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Notes

. The advantage of having a “closed space” for donor plans and “non-public” documents

has led to an agreement to establish a closed access web-site by September 2000,
available to contributors only.

See www.worldbank.org/gateway.

A summary of how this new thinking is affecting the development agencies is provided
in the recent DAC report, “A Comparison of Management Systems for Development
co-operation in OECD/DAC Members”, DCD(99)6.

. Results Based Management in the Development co-operation Agencies: A Review of

Experience DCD/DAC/EV(2000)3 and summarised in DCD(99)6.

. A Joint Survey by Business Intelligence and The Ernst and Young Center for Business

Innovation, 2000 (see www. businessinnovation.ey.com/research/knowle/survey).

The term “knowledge management” has been phased out by the World Bank in favour
of the more organic term, “knowledge sharing”.

A more detailed picture of current thinking is available in the background documenta-
tion prepared for two recent Workshops on “Knowledge Management: Implications and
Applications for Development Organizations”, held in Washington and Brighton, organ-
ised by Bellanet (see www.bellanet.org/km).

As the GTZ interviewee commented, “the person is the carrier of the know-how, the
question is how to liase with other people to capture the know-how”.

The ECG has recently produced a best practice paper for lessons learned in dissemination
“Good Practice in Lessons Learned — Dissemination and Application”, Wolfgang Gruber,
EBRD May 2000, submitted to the MDB ECG.

Donecker, J. and Green, M. (1998), Impact Assessment in Multilateral Development
Institutions, DFID.

Charles Leadbeater (2000), “Living on Thin Air' — The New Economy”, Penguin.

“Assessing Trends in EC Development Policy — An Independent Review of the EC’s
External Aid Reform Process”, ECDPM Discussion Paper No. 16, May 2000.

“Development Effectiveness at the World Bank: What is the score?” OED Reach No. 14,
spring 2000.

A Comparison of Management Systems for Development Cooperation in OECD/DAC
Members. DCD(99)6.
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Annex 1
Conclusions from Previous Evaluation Feedback Studies

1990 DAC Review of Donors’ Systems for Feedback on Aid Evaluation

Key observations and lessons learned were that:

Feedback is a dynamic and continual part of the evaluation process

A multidimensional approach to feedback is required, including refining and targeting
A systemic approach to feedback is required

Effective dissemination mechanisms are needed e.g. seminars, synthesis reports
Effective integration of evaluation into the planning process is needed

Internal processes need to be strengthened by formal and informal means
Support from senior management is required

With donor agency decentralisation effective feedback is even more important
How to measure success? — the growing importance of impact assessment
Involving recipient countries in the feedback loop is important, joint evaluations
Evaluation information exchange between donors can be valuable

1991 Review of the Effectiveness of Feedback Mechanisms in Member States and the
EEC Commission

Recommendations were grouped under two headings, and stressed:

Feedback materials

More focus on sustainability

Getting the right topics at the right time to the right people

The need for clues for success as well as for failure

The need for single sheet summaries with a compatible classification and ring-binder
system

Improved beneficiary participation

Human-interest media-friendly take on evaluation findings

Deriving broader lessons

Annual Reports could include a response to recommendations in evaluations

Feedback mechanisms

Developing informal feedback mechanisms

Developing an effective feedback chain involving senior management
Action oriented feedback — digested so that senior management can use it
Using the Integrated Approach and the Logical Framework

Building a Corporate Memory, using the DAC Inventory

Using evaluation reports for staff training

A policy of openness, selectively where necessary
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Annex 2

Background Questionnaire and Results

Replies to the EFELA background questionnaire were received from the evaluation
departments of the following agencies:

Australia (AusAid), Switzerland (SDC)

Austria (Federal Ministry for Foreign Affairs) UK (DFID)

Canada (CIDA) USAID

Denmark (DANIDA) France (Agence Francaise de Développement —
Finland (Department for International AFD, Ministere des Affaires Etrangeres — MAE)
Development Co-operation) Germany (GTZ, BMZ, KfW)

Ireland (Department of Foreign Affairs) Japan (JICA, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, JBIC)
Luxembourg (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) EC

Netherlands (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) UNDP

New Zealand (Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade)African Development Bank (AfDB)

Norway (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) Asian Development Bank (ADB)

Portugal (Institute of Portuguese Cooperation) EBRD

Sweden (SIDA) World Bank — OED

Notes on the data:

The following aggregate results reflect the responses of all 29 agencies. However, while most
of the questions were answered, at least in part, by all agencies, variations occurred within some
of individual questions. Multi-codes answers were given by some agencies and some sections
were left blank. The bases given for each question refers to all those who replies to at least part
of the whole question. Where relevant, an explanation of these variations has been included.

B1. Does your agency have a formal strategy for dissemination and feedback
of evaluation results?

14 Yes — we have a formal strategy*

15 Some elements exist, but not a formal strategy
3 We are currently working on a strategy
0 No formal strategy or guidelines exist at present

(n=29)
* Multi-code responses

Two members responded that they have “some elements exist” and “we are currently working on a strategy”. %]
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Selection of key comments and issues raised:
¢ As there are a number of different types of evaluation (sectoral, geographic, partner-
ship) there is no one system which will work in any situation (France MAE).

¢ Policy reactions, written by the Ministry will be fed back to the relevant stakeholders,
but this is not the responsibility of the evaluation department (Netherlands)

¢ The plans for dissemination and the response to evaluations should be formally doc-
umented and are part of the ordinary planning process (Sweden)

¢ Strategy to date has focused more on improving the presentation of reports (UK)

¢ An evaluation committee is formed, including heads of operational departments, pol-
icy studies department and management control department —and implementing the
resolutions is the responsibility of the evaluation department (France ADF).

» Strategy covers feedback of lessons in the project cycle, but not external dissemina-
tion (Japan-JICA)

¢ Guidelines include the requirement to make findings available centrally through the
development information centre (US)

¢ Informal guidelines in practice and the need to develop a formal strategy is recognised
(New Zealand, Canada)

¢ There exists no single document, but (the ex-post evaluation methods) is a well-
known procedure with long institutional experience (Germany-KfW).

B2. Which target audiences are seen as the main priority for evaluation feedback?

Not Fairly Very
important  important lneeras important Average

0 5 7 18 Policy makers and senior management 3.4
Technical staff involved in project planning

0 7 7 19 and management 3.1
Partner countries, and stakeholders within

1 11 10 10 partner countries 2.6

6 9 9 3 The media and the general public 2.0

(n=28)

Sweden'’s response could not be included as they did not rank them, they did however indicate that all the audi-
ences mentioned were important.

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

¢ Dependent on the objective of the evaluation (Sweden, Switzerland, US)
¢ Media and public are beginning to become more important (Canada)

¢ In reality the dissemination mechanisms in Germany are stronger than in our partner
countries (Germany-Kfw)

e With a limited budget and staff, feedback to partner countries has not happened to a
[ % satisfactory level (Japan — MoFA)

© OECD 2001





Part II: Background Synthesis Report

¢ Due to recession in the Japanese economy the general public are more critical of ODA
spending (Japan-JICA)

e “Action orientated evaluation” means that policy and technical staff are the first target,
public later (African Development Bank)

¢ We see communication to the public as important, but at present we don’t do this as
well as we would like (New Zealand)

B3. Does the evaluation department have primary responsibility for coordinating
the dissemination and feedback of evaluation results for learning purposes
within the organisation?

18 Yes - the evaluation department has prime responsibility
12 Responsibility is shared with (please specify*):
1 No — it is the responsibility of (please specify*):

(n=28)
*Multi-code responses

Australia, the EC and World Bank-OED responded that they have the evaluation department has responsi-
bility, but it is also shared.

Luxembourg did not respond to this question, on the grounds that “The responsibility lies with the Directorate
for Development Cooperation, Luxembourg has no evaluation department”.

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

e The evaluation department writes an information bulletin for each evaluation, the
information department writes a press release. In both cases, the text is discussed and
adopted in mutual co-operation (Netherlands).

Evaluation is seen as a participatory process of learning, taking place at various levels
of management. In this context, responsibilities are shared, with the Evaluation
Department co-ordinating activities and, at times, taking the lead role (Austria).

(The evaluation department only has responsibility in the short term). The long-term
responsibility lies with the international development information centre, which
includes the Corporate Memory Unit, and the initiatives of individuals (Canada).

(Responsibility is) Shared with technical department — external internal split —
Germany-BMZ auditor, EVD is the internal (Germany-GTZ).

¢ The Bank’s Knowledge Management system incorporates evaluation results through
thematic groups as well (World Bank-OED).

B4. Does the evaluation department have primary responsibility for coordinating
the dissemination and feedback of evaluation results for external accountability purposes
(e.g. to parliament, the general public, stakeholders in recipient country, etc.)?

9 Yes — the evaluation department has prime responsibility
16 Responsibility is shared with (please specify*):
4 No — it is the responsibility of (please specify*):

(n=29)
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Selection of key comments and issues raised

In many instances (not a standard procedure!) the publication of an evaluation report
is combined with a press conference in which the evaluation department provides any
background information to the press (Netherlands).

It is shared with political departments and with programming unit but not in a system-
atic way (Portugal).

The report of the ex-post evaluation is sent to the Ministry (Germany-BMZ) and in very
condensed form to the partner organisations with prime responsibility of the country
department, whereas the biannual report “Results of Financial Cooperation” for the
public is produced mainly by the sector policy department (Germany-Kfw).

Responsibility for the dissemination of evaluation reports to third parties is shared
between operational departments, the policy and studies department and the evaluation
unit, depending on the status or characteristics of the targeted public. (France — AFD).
We get assistance from the Public Relations Division in disseminating evaluation
results through Japan-JICA Homepage (Japan-JICA).

(Main, domestic responsibility rests with CDIE). US country field offices have respon-
sibility for coordinating dissemination and feedback of performance and evaluation
results to recipient country partners (e.g., governments, NGOs, etc. involved in the
activity as well as other donors) (US).

Timing and modus is coordinated with the senior management and press office, the
contents/message is formulated by Evaluation Secretariat (Denmark).

B5. Does the evaluation department have staff with specific responsibility
for dissemination and feedback work

— 0 W=

Yes — we have nominated staff working in the department

Yes — we use consultant(s) to coordinate dissemination and feedback work

No — but we enlist the help of specialist staff working elsewhere in the organisation

No — dissemination and feedback work is incorporated into general staff responsibilities
Other arrangements (please outline):

Multi-code (n = 29)

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

Head of the mission and consultants involved (France MAE).

Working to establish “knowledge centres” to provide support to operational depart-
ments, to become an instrument of dissemination of materials from other donors,
analyse the quality of decentralised evaluation work (Netherlands).

Professional editor and information department (UK).

Sector economists, informal sector networks engineering department, internal auditor,
management committees (Germany-KfW).

Performance Information and Assessment Section and the Office of Program Review
and Evaluations — managing the lessons learnt database (Australia).

An assistant working in the evaluation department (France AfD).
Hired consultant made a system for evaluation database (Japan-JICA).

CDIE has staff who manage contractors (a “clearing house”) that are directly responsible
for electronic and hardcopy dissemination of Agency-wide performance and evaluation
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reports to internal and external audiences. On request, these contractors also identify
and analyse development experience from both internal and external sources and
disseminate these to US staff and on a more limited basis to partners (US).

e We enlist help of the Training and Education Department (Denmark).

B6. Does the evaluation department have a specific budget allocated for dissemination
and feedback work?

7 Yes
20 No

(n=28)

Luxembourg did not reply as — “financial resources are made available from the evaluation/audit budget
if the need arises.”

France MAE said that there was no specific budget, but “we can consider that the budget
allocated for dissemination and feedback work is about 10%”.

Of the agencies that responded yes — the following (approximate) amounts were quoted:

UK - 4%
uUs- 10%
Germany — 10%
Japan-]BIC — 10%
Japan-MoFA — 12%

World Bank-OED — 10%
Selection of key comments and issues raised:
¢ All cost of feedback (such as disseminating evaluation reports, seminars, lectures etc.)
are borne by the activity budget (part of the evaluation budget) (Netherlands).

¢ The budget for feedback work is usually calculated separately and is a share of the
budget for evaluation of a programme (Sweden).

¢ As the evaluation Department is free to decide on how to utilise its budget, funds could
be allocated for this purpose. However, so far no funds have been specifically ear-
marked (Austria).

e 10% includes the cost of publishing/translating the evaluation reports and feedback
seminars in partner countries (Japan-JBIC).

¢ The budget is used for publishing annual report, videos, leaflets etc. (Japan-MoFA).

e We don’t distinguish the budget for disseminating and feedback from others in our
budget planning (Japan-JICA).

¢ There is no specific budget allocated but is part of the department’s activities which
absorbs approximately 10% of annual staff time (African Development Bank).

Cl1. How important are evaluation reports as a dissemination vehicle?

15 They are the main vehicle for disseminating evaluation results
12 They are an important vehicle, but not the main one
2 They are not a key dissemination vehicle, other mechanisms are more important

(n=29) 99
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Selection of key comments and issues raised:

The final report is certainly an important tool as it gives credit to the quality of the work
but the dissemination process has to start from the beginning, i.e. during the prepara-
tion of terms of reference: how the evaluation is going to be used is a question often
put forward in the first meeting of the steering committee when participants are given
the first draft of terms of reference (France-MAE).

The reports are the basis and prime information source and the reports are widely distrib-
uted within the Bank. However, this is not good enough. The evaluation function employs
various mechanisms to bring the messages across, including: a) PED’s contribution to the
Bank’s Annual Report; b) PED’s Annual Evaluation Overview Report (AEOR); ¢) on-line
availability (for Banking staff) of PED’s Lessons-Learned data base; d) regular work shops
with Bank-approval authorities, individual banking teams (on cross-sector or cross-country
issues), new bank staff joining EBRD and other mechanisms (EBRD).

Although the reports are considered as the main vehicle for feedback, it is the experi-
ence of the evaluation department that feedback during the evaluation process is
equally important. The evaluation department normally establishes so-called refer-
ence groups providing advice during the evaluation process (these groups have
included officials from the partner country) (Netherlands).

(Reports are the main vehicle for dissemination outside Commission); but internally,
participation in evaluation processes ensures dissemination and feedback even
before final reports are completed (EC).

The involvement of primary stakeholders in the evaluation process is an important
(maybe the most important) learning and dissemination mechanism. The dissemina-
tion of reports are mainly important for more audiences further away, e.g. researchers,
consultants, media and the general public. To reach these audiences it is often neces-
sary to summarise the reports in Newsletters, etc. (Sweden).

Apart of our ex-post evaluation reports (which are also disseminated in a summarised
report to the public: “Results of Financial Cooperation”) we are also doing cross-section
analysis of ongoing and evaluated projects and programmes, in specific themes or sectors.
Best practice cases are disseminated monthly via our intranet (Germany-KfWw).

While considered extremely important for internal distribution, Australia also dissem-
inates its evaluation findings through seminars, briefings, publications, the intranet,
the LLDB, the Activity Management System and the Australia website. In the longer
term, the reports are arguably the most important dissemination vehicles particularly
in view of their publication on the internet (Australia).

C2. What efforts are made to provide short summaries of evaluation reports?
0 Some evaluation reports contain summaries, but this is not a required feature

25 Most/all evaluation reports now contain a short summary
6 Separate summaries* are produced for selected evaluation reports

10 Separate summaries are produced for most/all evaluation reports

(n=29)

Multi-code response (italics denotes agencies that have replies with more than one response)
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Selection of key comments and issues raised:

All evaluation reports have summaries which are distributed to all banking staff. For
Board members “cleaned” (from commercially confidential material) versions are pro-
duced (EBRD).

Evaluations of wider interest are summarised and presented in a regular Newsletter,
SIDA Evaluations Newsletter (Sweden).

We believe that a multi-layered approach is required to ensure awareness at all levels
(Canada).

(Separate summaries — of all evaluation reports). Only in Japanese (3-5 pages with
photos and a map) (Japan-]BIC).

We do not produce short summaries for our regular ex-post evaluations. In fact, our
project evaluation reports are confidential and sent only to the government. Following
the regulations of FC we are not allowed to publish them. In the case of evaluations for
Germany-BMZ commissioned by Germany-KfW we provide for several versions of
short summaries (for Germany-BMZ homepage, DAC, partner country in respective
languages). We also produce main reports and summaries of special evaluation mis-
sions with the objective of publication (Germany-KfW).

Separate summaries together with proposals for measures to be taken on the basis
of the findings and recommendations presented in the Report are submitted to
the Management Board (Finland).

Apart from summary sheets (4-6 pages) broader Danish summaries (approx. 30 pages)
are prepared for selected evaluations (Denmark).

C3. Is dissemination and feedback of interim results during the evaluation process seen
as a priority?

15
7
7

Yes — the main mechanisms used are (please specify):

No — not at present

It is in some cases (please specify):

(n=28)

France-MAE did not respond to this question.

Ireland responded to the question as “no” and “in some cases” (see comments below).

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

Even if it not stated as a priority it often become one under the pressure of decision
makers (approval of a new phase), and expectations of different stakeholders. The
steering committee which is put up for each evaluation gives the main and more effi-
cient impulse for dissemination (France-MAE).

At least, this is not a formal requirement. However, de facto , consultations with respon-
sible banking staff take place during an evaluation process, particularly if it concerns
more complex, longer so-called Special Studies (EBRD).

It is our feeling that the feedback during the evaluation process is a very important
vehicle for internalising the evaluation results in the organisation (both the ministry as
well as at the field level (Netherlands).
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Where major evaluation involve a desk-top and field phase, the result of the desk —
top may be presented in the form of an aide-memoire (Ireland).

It is in some cases (please specify): e.g. when these interim results give reason to act
immediately to strengthen certain aspects during the ongoing implementation, or to
prevent problems indicated in the interim report (Austria).

The review of the draft reports probably offer the greatest opportunity for institutional
learning (Canada).

Rather than a “priority”, I would say that dissemination of interim results is a normal
(and compulsory) step in the production of evaluation reports. Within a week after the
completion of their mission in the field, evaluators must produce a short briefing
memo that summarises the main findings of the evaluation. Then, they have to pro-
duce a “draft evaluation report” which is submitted to the Evaluation Committee.
Finally they produce the “final evaluation report” (France-AFD).

Results from CDIE US-wide evaluations are disseminated in draft to selected technical
and management staff and in some cases to external technical experts for comment
and discussion prior to preparation of final versions. At the country level, interim
results may be reported orally to US staff and country partners (US).

C4. Are active steps taken to ensure evaluation reports are fed back to in-country
partners and stakeholders?

20
6
2

Yes - this happens routinely
It happens in some cases, but not systematically
It happens rarely/never

(n =28)

France-MAE did not respond to this question.

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

So far, evaluation work is primarily seen as an accountability function towards fund
providers (Bank’s shareholders, TC donors) and as a quality management function
towards bank staff and management. Note should be taken that related experiences
in other organisations generated rather mixed results in addition of external consulta-
tion being a rather time consuming process requiring additional administrative
resources and which would ultimately require a joint evaluation process (EBRD).

It depends on the purpose of the evaluation (Sweden).

This is going to be an integral part of the evaluation strategy being discussed at the
moment (Austria).

This is an absolute priority (Luxembourg).

We need to do better but, we need to remember the additional time requirements
(Canada).

We send draft evaluation reports to in-country partners for comment — but seldom
receive much by way of written reply or commentary (UK).

It depends on the scheme. Every country evaluation is followed by a seminar in recip-
ient countries. Besides that a limited number of reports are translated and fed back to
in-country partners (Japan-MoFA).
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In certain exceptional cases, e.g. of political sensitivity reports may not be fed back (in
full) (Finland).

This is standard operating procedure for evaluations of country field level activities (US).

The feedback to in-country partners and stakeholders most often takes place as work-
shops/dialogue during or at final stages of the evaluation process. Later feedback is
supported by embassy/desk officers/specialists (Technical Advisory Service, TSA)
(Denmark).

C5. Is your agency Intranet used for disseminating evaluation results?
2 Some evaluation reports/summaries are now available on our internal intranet

11 Most / all evaluation reports/summaries are now available on our intranet

12 We have plans to make evaluation reports/summaries available on our intranet in future
6 We have no plans at present to use our intranet in this way / we do not have an intranet

(n=29)

Australia and France-MAE responded with two of the options.

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

Ceé.

Just a note of caution, whatever means one employs “to bring the horses to the water”,
ultimately you have little leverage (although more could be done definitely) “to make
the horses drinking”. There is still a long way to go before evaluation work is “demand-
pulled” rather than “supply-driven” (EBRD).

(no intranet) As we do not want to duplicate the DAC inventory (Switzerland).

Following a recent review, UK’s Intranet is likely to be redesigned with a specific section
on “performance assessment” which should help to give increased profile to evaluation
and related activities/information (UK).

We have a plan to build a database which will be available (thorough the) Intranet in
the near future. We already have a web-site in which evaluation summaries are avail-
able. But still reports are the main vehicle for dissemination (Japan-MoFA).

So far our intranet is not used for disseminating evaluations results from regular
project evaluation (since we evaluate every single project, the number of evaluations
p.a. amounts to about 100 to 120!). However, results of cross-sectional analysis is avail-
able. It will be one of the tasks of the new evaluation department to build up a new
intranet page for disseminating evaluation results (Germany-KfW).

Until now, only the resolutions of the Evaluation Committee and the list of project
evaluation reports are regularly stored on our intranet and updated (France — AfD).

Is your agency website used for disseminating evaluation results?

Some evaluation reports/summaries are now available on our public web site*

Most/all evaluation reports/summaries are now available on our public web site*

We have plans to make evaluation reports/summaries available on our public web site
We have no plans at present to use our web site in this way

(n=29)
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Selection of key comments and issues raised:

We are preparing a new web site where summaries, and eventually reports, will be avail-
able. Contribute regularly to the DAC Evaluation Reports Inventory. Until now summaries
have been produced only for evaluation undertaken by the Evaluation Department. We
plan to extend it in the future and to make a global base (France — MAE).

Our web site only contains a list of evaluation reports produced since 1998. Plan to make
one-page summaries shortly available on our site. Availability of sector summary
reports is also envisaged (France — AfD).

We do not yet avail of a page in our ministry’s web site. We are presently discussing
publication of our reports on a special “development oriented” web site (EUFORIC) in
the Netherlands (Netherlands).

There are plans to increase availability on the Internet (Canada).
SDC is contributing to CIDA managed database (Switzerland).

Following a recent review, DFID’s Intranet is likely to be redesigned with a specific sec-
tion on “performance assessment” which should help to give increased profile to eval-
uation and related activities/information (UK).

Evaluation reports available for public distribution are made available on the website
(Australia).

We are in the process of updating our website, and have discussed making evaluation
results available on the new site (New Zealand).

Under the webpage subtopic of “Publications/Partners”, one may access electronically
CDIE-conducted evaluation reports dating from 1995, Agency Performance Reports
dating from 1995 and country-level performance reports (R4s) dating from 1999.
Included are all evaluations as well as other technical reports, assessments, feasibility
studies and the like (USA).

Agency evaluation web sites

Where the agency has a specific evaluation area of the site, the web address has been shown in bold type.
Note that live links to these pages are provided from the efela website (www.ids.ac.uk/efela)

Australia www.Australia.gov.au/publications/evaluations
Austria (Federal Ministry for Foreign Affairs)

Canada w3.acdi-cida.gc.ca

Denmark www.evaluation.dk

Finland (Dept for International Development
Co-operation)

Ireland (Department of Foreign Affairs) www.irlgov.ie/iveaghlirishaid/evaluations/evaluation.htm
Luxembourg (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) www.etat.lu/internet. hitml

Netherlands (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) www.dutchembassy.bg/netscape/f_netscape.htm

New Zealand (Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade) www.mft.govt.nz/nzoda/adaf

Norway (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) www.norad.no/

Portugal (Institute of Portuguese Cooperation) Under construction

Sweden www.sida.se

Switzerland www.sdc.admin.ch

UK www.dfid.gov.uk/public/what/what_frame.html

us

www.info.usaid.gov

© OECD 2001





Part II: Background Synthesis Report

France Ministere des Affaires étrangeres www.diplomatie.fr/cooperation/index.itml
Agence francaise de www.afd.fr
déeveloppement
Germany  Germany-KfwW www. kfw.de
Germany-BMZ www.bmz.de/epolitik/evaluierung/index.html
Germany-GTZ www.gtz.de
Japan Japan-JBIC www.jbic.go.jp
Ministry of Foreign Affairs www.mofa.go.jp
Japan-JICA, www.jica.go.jp
EC europa.eu.int/comm/scr/evaluation/index.htm
UNDP stone.undp.org/undpweb/dimaler/filesearch.cfm
African Development Bank www.afdb.org
Asian Development Bank oeo.asiandevbank.org
EBRD www.ebrd.com
World Bank -OED www.worldbank.org/hitml/OED/evaluation

*These sites were accessed on the 29/06/00.

C7. What other channels are used by your agency for dissemination and feedback
of evaluation results, and how important are they?

Not Fairl Ve
important importgnt oo imporr‘z;mt (n=28) Average*

1 4 4 15 Annual reports summarising evaluation 3.0
experience*

2 5 11 4 Other summary reports covering particular 23
sectors/regions*

3 7 6 3 Media briefings/press releases* 1.7

7 3 2 0 Videos and other audio-visual outputs 0.7
(please specify)

6 0 2 7 Permanent evaluation review committees 1.5

3 6 6 12 One-off staff meetings/workshops to consider 3.0
particular evaluation reports or topics

1 4 10 6 General staff workshops/seminars 23
and training events

2 5 7 7 Recipient country stakeholder workshops/ 23
seminars

1 4 10 10 Dialogue between evaluation unit and other 29

agency staff in response to specific enquiries

*averages are calculated by taking “very important = 4” to “not important =1". The base of 28 is used, and it
is assumed that a lack of response means a “not important” ranking. UNDP’s results could not be used, as they
were not ranked, only ticked.

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

Other mechanisms mentioned:

* Newsletters, management response. The channels depend on objectives and thus
audiences of the evaluations. All this should be discussed in the plan for the dissem-
ination of evaluation reports (Sweden). _105
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¢ Synthesis studies have become a key vehicle for collating and disseminating evalua-
tion results. We would like to arrange more in-country stakeholder workshops and
seminars, which have good potential for dissemination in-country — the low score
reflects current (limited) practice (UK).

¢ Program Quality Committee reviews the broad profiles of all evaluations conducted by
the Agency (Australia).

¢ Feedback to the recipient administrations and companies is also important. However,
this feedback rarely takes the form of workshops, seminars and such, but rather of
working meetings between our staff in the field and the staff of the recipient country...
Dialogue with other evaluation units of development agencies is not formalised nor
systematic but may occur on the occasion of joint evaluations (France — AFD).

C8. Are any formal mechanisms in place to make sure that lessons from evaluations
are taken properly into account?

14 Specific evidence of lesson learning is required in new spending proposals
20 Senior management are expected to respond to evaluation findings and recommendations
10 Evaluation unit staff are involved in the review and approval of new spending proposals
13 Recipient countries are expected to respond to evaluation findings and recommendations
4 No formal mechanisms exist
4 Other (please specify):

(n=29)

Agencies that responded with more than one answer are denoted by italics.

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

Other mechanisms mentioned:

¢ Meetings of the Portfolio Review Committee (PRC) which commissions evaluation
work through approval of the evaluation department’s work programme, and then
reviews key studies produced. Some of these studies are referred to the Development
Policy Committee, which has a stronger focus on policy formulation (UK).

¢ The evaluation unit is responsible for the monitoring of the enforcement of the reso-
lutions of the Evaluation Committee. Departments and country offices concerned by the
recommendations of the Committee are periodically requested by the unit to indicate
the progresses made in implementing these recommendations. However, the evalua-
tion does not participate to the management committees, which examine the new
projects. The policy and studies department, which is represented in these committees,
should normally verify that the lessons learned from evaluation are taking into account
in the design of the project (France-AFD).

¢ We have a formal mechanism to check whether the evaluation recommendations have
been put in place approximately one year after each evaluation. The findings of this
inquiry are submitted to the State Secretary (Germany-BMZ).
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C9. What mechanisms/channels are used for inter-agency lesson learning,
and how frequently are they used? (apart from DAC Working Group channels)

l;aer:g/ Occasionally Frequently Average

6 16 1 We take part in joint evaluation missions

5 4 15 We contribute material to the DAC Evaluation Reports
Inventory hosted by Canada

8 12 5 We use material from the DAC Evaluation Reports 1.7
Inventory

12 1 5 We have formal arrangements for sharing documents and 1.0
experience with other agencies (apart from via DAC channels)

3 11 11 We share documents and experience informally with other 2.1
agencies

0 2 4 Other (please specify): 0.6

(n=25)

*averages are calculated by taking “frequently” = 3, “occasionally” = 2, and “rarely or never” = 1. It is
assumed that a lack of response means this channel is “rarely or never”.

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

Other mechanisms mentioned:

¢ Annual meetings of EU heads of evaluation is a useful forum for sharing information.
The UK Evaluation Society annual conference is also useful (UK).

e We take part in working groups of the German evaluation society (DeGEval) with
NGOs, governmental agencies and scientists, the DAC Working Party on Aid Evalua-
tion meetings and workshops, publications of World Bank and other donor agencies
(Germany-Kfw).

e Qur problem is that we have rarely made English version of evaluation reports. But
from this year we are going to make English version of the annual evaluation report
and summary reports of country-wise and thematic evaluation studies. With this new
arrangement, we can promote exchanging information on evaluation with other donors
(Japan-JICA).

¢ The Bank is member of the Multilateral Development Banks’ Evaluation Cooperation
Group (ECG), established in 1996. ECG meets twice a year (AfDB).

107
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D1. The 1998 Review of DAC Principles found that the adequacy of dissemination

practices was a major concern. For your agency, what do you see as the areas most

in need of improvement?

Not Fairl Ve
important importht LRSIt impor?:’mt Average”

3 8 8 8 The type/format of information produced 2.8
needs rethinking, with more emphasis on
clarity and readability

4 8 9 6 More care is needed in tailoring evaluation 2.6
outputs to specific target groups

7 8 6 4 Evaluation results need to be distributed 23
much more widely

1 5 10 9 Steps are needed to make evaluation 3.1
feedback more timely

3 9 10 3 Steps are needed to encourage lesson- 25
sharing and feedback during the evaluation
process

0 2 6 17 Steps are needed to institutionalise the 3.6
process of learning lessons within the agency,
so evaluation feedback is taken more
seriously

1 5 7 12 Steps are needed to encourage better sharing 3.2
of evaluation results with stakeholders
in recipient countries

0 7 14 4 Steps are needed to encourage more inter- 29

agency lesson learning

(n=29)

*averages are calculated by taking 4 = very important 3 = important 2 = fairly important 1 = not important.
A lack of response is interpreted as implying a ranking of “not important”.

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

An evaluation which is not bringing any learning could be worse than no evaluation at
all, but many evaluations have some impact even before they give any conclusions,
just being participative (France-MAE).

The most important issues here are to encourage harmonisation and collaboration
among donors and greater capacity and ownership in partner countries. The high
scores here reflect aspirations not practice (UK).

Evaluation on “impacts” of the project should be weighted more, since the public are
interested most in this aspect (Japan-JBIC).

We are considering the need of a flexible strategy for broader and “ongoing” dissemi-
nation of specific issues from evaluations, such as gender questions, role of private
business for various stakeholders and target groups through tailor-made seminars/
workshops, handouts etc. (Denmark).

In the specific context of the Agency’s projects, Australia is working to tighten the var-
ious levels of the relationship between evaluations and lessons so that they can be made
more relevant to the different aspects of the activity cycle and impact positively on the
quality of projects. It is also examining the structure and function of its administrative units

© OECD 2001





Part II: Background Synthesis Report

to break down the “silo effect” and achieve better outcomes through knowledge-
based synergies (Australia).

D2. With the changing context of development assistance, what do you see as the most
important emerging trends relating to evaluation feedback?

Not Fairl Ve
important import}z:mt lneeran: impogant (n=28 Average*

1 6 8 12 Domestic pressure for greater accountability 3.0
Pressure within recipient countries for

8 10 5 3 greater aid accountability 2.0
The move towards participatory monitoring
and evaluation (which raises questions of

2 5 10 7 accountability and feedback to whom?) 2.8
The changing way development aid is
delivered (the move towards sector and country-
wide approaches — a trend which makes the
evaluation process, and feedback from it, more

1 3 9 13 complex) 3.2
The new opportunities for sharing evaluation
feedback opening up thanks to the spread of
the internet and other electronic

2 9 7 8 communication channels 2.7

1 10 7 8 The increasing problem of “information 2.7

overload” among agency staff

(n=28)

*averages are calculated by taking 4 = very important 3 = important 2 = fairly important 1 = not important.
A lack of response is interpreted as implying a ranking of “not important”.

Norway's answers could not be included as they did not give a ranking, only a tick.

Selection of key comments and issues raised:

Particularly this section seems “biased” towards “aid delivery’ which conflicts with a
bank’s requirement (at least EBRD’s) to remain, on a sustainable basis and seen over-
all its portfolio, a financially viable institution committed to observe sound banking
principles. Again, ultimately the question needs to be addressed to the fund (capital,
aid budget) providers of how much they (the governments, parliamentarians) are will-
ing to consider as appropriate for executing evaluation functions (EBRD).

Concerning participatory monitoring and evaluation and the changing way develop-
ment aid is delivered one could say that there is much talking but not so much acting
(Sweden).

Pressure from recipient countries at the moment is not a major factor, but more needs
to be done to create pressure — perhaps by building an evaluation culture in govern-
ments and among officials — and for civil society to press for more accountability. Par-
ticipatory MEE may have an important role to play in this (UK).

The (German) public seems to be less interested in scientific analysis and evaluation,
but in more practical and stakeholder-based information (Germany-Kfw).
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¢ Accepting that in a climate of shrinking resources and greater accountability, the pres-
sure to demonstrate the effectiveness of activities will increase, the Agency is pursuing
the issues of performance information and monitoring, quality assurance, evaluation
and feedback with extreme seriousness (Australia).

¢ The increasing importance attached to the policy priorities related to poverty reduc-
tion, environment, democracy and human rights has given rise to the need for evaluations
in these areas both as overriding issues and as themes for separate evaluations 2. Low
scoring for “pressure within recipient country” does not mean that it would not be
important, but to our knowledge it has hardly ever happened (Finland).
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Annex 3

Evaluation Products

Evaluation products have improved substantially over the last ten years. Agencies are
paying more attention to the need to produce short and manageable summaries for a wider
audience, in addition to the more detailed technical reports. Documents intended for public
circulation have also improved in terms of “product branding”, with better quality design and
improved presentation. In addition, a review of some of the agencies that participated* in
this study shows that a wide range of products are being produced - targeted at different
audiences, internally and externally.

Summaries

Most agencies have adopted the approach of producing short (4-6 page) summaries of
specific evaluations (DFID — EvSums, World Bank — Précis, DANIDA). For some agencies, the
summary is up to 50 pages long (Netherlands). In some case the summary is not issued sepa-
rately, put as a part of the main report (EC Inventory, BMZ Programme Report).

Periodicals and newsletters

Some agencies now produce short newsletters that draw on more than one evaluation
report, offer updates on on-going evaluations and/or draw out specific lessons learnt (OED
Reach, Evaluation Study Updates, SIDA — Evaluation Newsletter, CIDA Performance Newsletter). The EC
Feedback newsletter is an internal document that summarises current or recent evaluations,
and gives contact details of the evaluator and a web-site address for the full report, where
appropriate.

Full reports

Evaluation reports range from the inclusive and technical to the subject specific and
eclectic. Some agencies have published annexes and sub-reports separately (Netherlands and
SIDA). KfW produces a number of versions of the same report — an internal version for the
Ministry, an external report for specialists and professions and a report for project partners.
Many agencies also produce an annual report detailing all evaluation studies to date and
evaluation planned (SIDA).

*  Note that the information given here is based on the samples that were sent to the EFELA team, and is
not intended to be comprehensive.
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Other products

The Netherlands produces two page press releases for completed evaluation. DANIDA
has produced avideo on one of its programme activities in Bhutan. The World Bank and DFID
both produce development magazines aimed at a wider audience. The World Bank’s OED
department also provides a help desk, which can respond to internal and external informa-
tion needs. The OED’s information pamphlet details all of the services on offer and informa-
tion on the web based resources.

Dealing with language

English is the dominant language of all the evaluation material, however the need to
communicate more widely has been approached in a variety of ways. CIDA’s performance
newsletter is bilingual, SIDA’s is published separately in two languages. OED has some trans-
lations available on the web. SIDA has published its full report on Vietnamese. DANIDA publish
a separate, booklet-sized Danish version of the full report for the domestic public.
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Annex 4

Review of Evaluation Web Resources

A survey of development agencies web resources, and the comments received in
response to the efela Questionnaire, make it clear that:

¢ Agencies are at widely different stages with the development of their websites, both
internal and external.

* Agencies place differing emphasis on Internet based dissemination in relation to
other evaluation dissemination products.

However, all agencies see the Internet as playing at least some role in their dissemination
strategy. What follows is a preliminary review of some of the issues, techniques and concemns that
have emerged across all DAC agencies.

How to get there

Most agencies have an area of their site that specifically hosts information on evaluation. How easy it is
to get to this varies, however.

The simplest way is to have links from the home page, clearly marked, that take the user
directly to the evaluation section of the site, e.g. Asian Development Bank, World Bank.

Frequently evaluation resources have to be accessed by first clicking on another link on
the home page. This can be confusing if it is not obvious where to go, as the path is not stan-
dard. Some examples of the buttons that have to be clicked to get to evaluation feedback
are “Publications” (AusAid), “Information Resource Centre” (AFDB), “Areas of Work” (SIDA),
“What we Do” (DFID). USAID is particularly complicated, with no link from the main page and
the evaluation department under a different root directory.

Format and accessibility

Agencies have taken different approaches on the format in which they present summaries and full docu-
mentation. This has implications in terms of ease of access.

Many agencies have used pdf formats to put full reports on the web. Only a few use Word
format (IADB). Agencies that have decided to post summaries on the web with links to the
full document, make it a lot simpler to see which documents are relevant. Ireland, for exam-
ple, has summaries in html format, which makes it easier to browse through and select which
reports to download. This is much more useful than including summaries as a part of the main
pdffile (GTZ). USAID is one example where summaries are provided separately as small pdf
files which have to be downloaded.
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Finding relevant information

The usefulness of the site depends not only on the extent and type of information to be found there, but
also on the ease of finding relevant information.

Some evaluation sites seem to be suffering from ever lengthening unclassified lists, so
accessing information can be difficult (AusAid). Methods such as chronological listing
(DANIDA) are fairly limiting when searching for a specific type of information. Finding a way
out of this either means classifying reports under headings, or using a search engine function
that is dedicated to the evaluation section. This is a lot more effective that relying on a search
engine for the whole site. Good examples of this have been developed by Asian Development
Bank and the DAC.
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Evaluation Systems and Use: a Working Tool for
Peer Reviews and Assessments

The members of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation are committed to the continuous
improvement of evaluation tools, processes and products. The attached assessment framework has been
developed by the Network to strengthen the evaluation function and to promote transparency and
accountability within development agencies. It is intended for use as a “living” working tool in future
assessments of evaluation systems as part of the DAC Peer Reviews - the only internationally agreed
mechanism to assess the overall performance of OECD members’ development cooperation programmes.

Moreover, the tool has been conceived as a management device for DAC evaluation managers and
more broadly for all those in partner countries and aid agencies engaged in designing, managing, and
improving evaluation practice. Based on the normative framework provided by the DAC Principles on
Evaluation of Development Co-operation (1991,1998), the assessment tool embraces lessons learned from
the wide range of activities conducted by the Network.

Covering eight dimensions, the assessment tool is intended to be used as a flexible tool which will
constantly be updated on the basis of lessons and experience obtained from Network Members and from
its use in future Peer Reviews. The assessment framework incorporates suggestions and comments
received by Network members, and was presented to the DAC Evaluation Network on 30-31 March 2006.
Comments and suggestions for further improvements or developments of the assessment tool from
development partners and agencies are also welcomed.
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The Network on Development Evaluation is a subsidiary body of the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) at the OECD. Its purpose is to increase the effectiveness of international
development programmes by supporting robust, informed and independent evaluation. The Network is
a unique body, bringing together 30 bilateral donors and multilateral development agencies: Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, European Commission, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States, World Bank, Asian Development Bank, African
Development Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, UNDP, and the IMF.

For further information on the work of the DAC Evaluation Network, please visit the website
www.oecd.org/dac/evaluationnetwork or email dacevaluation.contact@oecd.org






Evaluation systems and use: a working tool for
Peer reviews and assessments

A WORKING TOOL ON EVALUATION SYSTEMS AND USE

1. Evaluation Policy: role, responsibility and objectives of the evaluation unit

Does the ministry/aid agency have an evaluation policy?

Does the policy describe the role, governance structure and position of the evaluation unit
within the institutional aid structure?

Does the evaluation function provide a useful coverage of the whole development
cooperation programme?

According to the policy, how does evaluation contribute to institutional learning and
accountability?

How is the relationship between evaluation and audit conceptualised within the agency?

In countries with two or more aid agencies, how are the roles of the respective evaluation
units defined and coordinated?

—> Is the evaluation policy adequately known and implemented within the aid agency?

2. Impartiality, transparency and independence

To what extent are the evaluation unit and the evaluation process independent from line
management?

What are the formal and actual drivers ensuring / constraining the evaluation unit’s
independence?

What is the evaluation unit’s experience in exposing success and failures of aid programmes
and their implementation?

Is the evaluation process transparent enough to ensure its credibility and legitimacy? Are
evaluation findings consistently made public?

How is the balance between independence and the need for interaction with line management
dealt with by the system?

—> Are the evaluation process and reports perceived as impartial by non-evaluation actors within and
outside the agency?

3. Resources and Staff

Is evaluation supported by appropriate financial and staff resources?





e Does the evaluation unit have a dedicated budget? Is it annual or multiyear? Does the budget
cover activities aimed at promoting feedback and use of evaluation and management of
evaluation knowledge?

e Does staff have specific expertise in evaluation, and if not, are training programmes
available?

e Is there a policy on recruiting consultants, in terms of qualification, impartiality and
deontology?

4. Evaluation partnerships and capacity building

e To what extent are beneficiaries involved in the evaluation process?

e To what extent does the agency rely on local evaluators or, when not possible, on third party
evaluators from partner countries?

e Does the agency engage in partner-led evaluations?
e Does the unit support training and capacity building programmes in partner countries?

- How do partners/beneficiaries/local NGOs perceive the evaluation processes and products
promoted by the agency/country examined (in terms of quality, independence, objectivity, usefulness and
partnership orientation?

5. Quality
e How does the evaluation unit ensure the quality of evaluation (including reports and
process)?

e Does the agency have guidelines for the conduct of evaluation, and are these used by relevant
stakeholders?

e Has the agency developed/adopted standards/benchmarks to assess and improve the quality
of its evaluation reports?

- How is the quality of evaluation products / processes perceived throughout the agency?

6. Planning, coordination and harmonisation
e Does the agency have a multi-year evaluation plan, describing future evaluations according
to a defined timetable?

e How is the evaluation plan developed? Who, within the aid agency, identifies the priorities
and how?

e In DAC Members where ODA responsibility is shared among two or more agencies, how is
the evaluation function organised?

e Does the evaluation unit coordinate its evaluation activities with other donors?

e How are field level evaluation activities coordinated? Is authority for evaluation centralised
or decentralised?

e Does the evaluation unit engage in joint/multi donor evaluations?

e Does the evaluation unit/aid agency make use of evaluative information coming from other
donor organisations?





e In what way does the agency assess the effectiveness of its contributions to multilateral
organisations? To what extent does it rely on the evaluation systems of multilateral agencies?

7. Dissemination, feedback, knowledge management and learning

e How are evaluation findings disseminated? In addition to reports, are other communication
tools used? (press releases, press conferences, abstracts, annual reports providing a synthesis
of findings)?

e  What are the mechanisms in place to ensure feedback of evaluation results to policy makers,
operational staff and the general public?

e  What mechanisms are in place to ensure that knowledge from evaluation is accessible to staff
and relevant stakeholders?

- Is evaluation considered a ‘learning tool” by agency staff?

8. Evaluation Use

e Who are the main users of evaluations within and outside the aid agency?

e Does evaluation respond to the information needs expressed by parliament, audit office,
government, the public?

e Are there systems in place to ensure the follow up and implementation of evaluation findings
and recommendations?

e How does the aid agency/ministry promote follow up on findings from relevant stakeholders
(through e.g. steering groups, advisory panels, sounding boards)?

e Are links with decision making processes ensured to promote the use of evaluation in policy
formulation?

e Are there recent examples of major operation and policy changes sparked by evaluation
findings and recommendations?

e Are there examples of how evaluation serves as an accountability mechanism?

- What are the perceptions of non evaluation actors (operation and policy departments, field offices,
etc) regarding the usefulness and influence of evaluation?

References:
e  DAC Principles on Evaluation of Development Assistance [OCDE/GD(91)208]
e  Review of the DAC Principles on Evaluation of Development Assistance OECD(1998)
e  Strengthening Evaluation Systems in Member Agencies [DCD/DAC/EV(2004)1]

e  Evaluation systems in DAC Member Agencies; a study based on DAC Peer Reviews, presented at the Second Meeting
of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation , Paris 9-10 2004
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Foreword

The practical guidance in this booklet is designed to help evaluation
managers deliver effective joint evaluations. This is vital at a time in which
the international community is prioritising more effective ways of managing
aid and emphasising the importance of mutual accountability in
demonstrating results.

Joint evaluations enable development agencies and partners to assess
collectively the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and
impacts of our combined efforts, beyond the results of one individual
agency. This is increasingly useful in a context in which significant
quantities of aid are now provided through joined-up modalities such as
basket funds, sector-wide approaches and budget support and within the
frameworks of co-ordinated and joint assistance strategies.

Another core objective of joint working is to minimise transaction costs
for developing country partners by reducing the overall number of
evaluations. This process requires as many donors as possible to collaborate
on joint efforts and to reduce the number of separate single evaluations they
undertake. We also need to move beyond donor partnerships and to find
ways of working in effective collaboration with developing country partners.
This is the only way to ensure that evaluation is aligned with national needs
and that findings and recommendations are owned by the key partner
country stakeholders. The practical tips for effective joint working that are
contained in this booklet will help make joint processes more efficient and
we hope this will encourage more partners to join future collaborative

efforts.
Richard Manning Eva Lithman
Chair Chair
Development Assistance Committee DAC Evaluation Network
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The Network on Development Evaluation is a subsidiary body of the Development
Assistance Commiittee (DAC). Tts purpose is to increase the effectiveness of international
development programmes by supporting robust, informed and independent evaluation. The
Network is a unique body, bringing together 30 bilateral donors and multilateral development
agencies: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, European Commission, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States, World Bank,
Asian Development Bank, African Development Bank, Inter-American Development Bank,
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, UNDP, and the IMF. For further
information on the work of the DAC Evaluation Network, please visit the website
www.oecd.org/dac/evaluationnetwork or email dacevaluation.contact@oecd.org.  Special
thanks should be given to Austria, Denmark and Germany whose financial contributions have
supported this work and enabled this to be a free-distribution booklet.
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Introduction and Summary Overview

This booklet is a practical guide for managers of joint evaluations of
development assistance programmes. It is a revision and update, in view of
new experiences, of the DAC publication Effective Practices in Conducting
a Joint Multi-Donor Evaluation (2000).l The omission of the words
“Multi-Donor” from the new ftitle reflects the momentum in development
co-operation towards broader partnerships and, specifically, joint
evaluations undertaken with the participation of non-donor agencies. The
update is based on the findings and recommendations in a DAC Evaluation
Network Working Paper prepared by consultant Horst Breier in 2005.% It
also draws on the outcomes of a workshop: “Joint Evaluations: Challenging
the Conventional Wisdom - the View from Developing Country Partners”
(Nairobi, 2005) and on inputs and feedback from members and partners of
the Evalunation Network.

Joint evaluations are development evaluations conducted collaboratively
by more than one agency. The focus here is not on participatory evaluation
with its techniques for bringing stakeholder communities into the process,
but on evaluations undertaken jointly by more than one development
co-operation agency.3 Joint evaluations vary considerably in the number of
participating agencies and in their focus, purpose and approach.
Methodologies used can also differ widely, ranging from desk reviews of
existing information to fieldwork in developing countries.

Joint evaluations have the potential to bring benefits to all partners.
Collaborative working offers opportunities for mutual capacity development
and learning between the partners, for building participation and ownership,
for sharing the burden of work, for increasing the legitimacy of findings and
for reducing the overall number of evaluations and the total transaction costs
for partner countries. Joint working can also generate particular costs and
challenges and these can put significant burdens on the partner agencies.
Building consensus between the partners and maintaining effective
co-ordination processes can be costly and time-consuming. Delays in the
completion of complex joint evaluations can adversely affect timeliness and
relevance.
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Faced with these challenges of joint working, some agencies are focused
on delivering single (as opposed to joint) evaluations. Others demonstrate
high levels of commitment to delivering joint evaluations while many more
are showing growing levels of interest and the frequency of joint work is
increasing. The international community is scaling-up the overall level of
ODA and also promoting more effective ways of providing that aid. The
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness sets out the commitment of
development agencies and partner countries to finding more effective ways
of working together. This booklet helps evaluation managers meet some of
these challenges and deliver more efficient evaluations which maximise the
benefits and minimise the costs of joint working. Chapter 1 explores the
benefits and challenges of collaborative working while Chapter 2 provides
practical guidance.

Box 1. Joint evaluations by degree and mode of jointness

The DAC Evaluation Glossary defines joint evaluation as: “An evaluation to which different
donors and/or partners participate,” and goes on to state that “There are various degrees of
‘jointness’ depending on the extent to which individual partners co-operate in the evaluation
process”.1 Differentiation in the use of the term joint evaluation within three broad categories
distinguishes between different types of joint working and helps reduce misunderstandings and
clarify expectations when partners work together.2

Mode of work/ Examples

1. Classic joint evaluation Participation is open to all stakeholder agencies. All partners participate and
contribute actively and on equal terms. Examples of classic joint evaluations
include: the Rwanda Evaluation, the tripartite evaluation of the WFP and the
GBS Evaluation.

2. Qualified joint evaluation Participation is open only to those who qualify - through membership of a
certain grouping (e.g. DAC, EU, Nordics, UNEG, ECG, Utstein) or through
active paricipation in the activity (e.g. SWAp, basket funding mechanism,
jointly-implemented programme) that is being evaluated. Examples include EU
aid evaluations, the evaluation of the Road Sub-sector in Ghana, the Basic
Education Evaluation, the ITC Evaluation, and the DAC study on Lessons
Learned on Donor Support to Decentralisation and Local Governance.

3. Hybrid joint evaluation Includes a wide range of alternative ways of joint working: (a) responsibilities
are delegated to one or more agencies while others take a ‘silent partnership’
role; (b) some components of the evaluation are undertaken jointly while others
are delivered separately; (c) various levels of linkage are established between
separate but parallel and interrelated evaluations; (d) the joint activity is
agreeing a common evaluation framework and responsibility for
implementation of individual evaluations is devolvedto different partners;
(e) research, interviews and team visits are undertaken jointly but each pariner
prepares a separate repott.

1. OECD (2002), DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, p. 26,
OECD, Paris.

2. In the report, Joint Evaluations: Recent Experiences, Lessons Learnt and Options for the Future
(H. Breier), 50 joint evaluations are catalogued according to focus and scope.
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Box 2. A brief overview of joint evaluations, 1990-2006

The DAC Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance, agreed in 1991, state that
“Joint donor evaluations should be promoted in order to improve understanding of each others’
procedures and approaches and to reduce the administrative burden on the recipient”.l The
principles also underline the importance of involving the aid recipients in the evaluation.

The 1990s saw a number of flagship joint evaluations, including: the evaluation of the WFP
by Canada, the Netherlands and Norway (1994), The International Response to Conflict and
Genocide: Lessons from the Rwanda Experience (1996) and the evaluation of EU Food Aid
approved by the Council of Development Ministers (1997). In 1996, the DAC strategy Shaping
the 21st Century: The Contribution of Development Co-operation challenged donors to make
joint evaluations a routine approach to conducting evaluations and called for collaboration not
only among donors but also with recipients. The DAC Senior Level Meeting in January 1998
also identified joint monitoring and evaluation as one of the “11 points” for strengthening
partnerships for development.

In 1998, the Review of the DAC Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance
concluded that the 16 members who had participated in joint evaluations “...found them
highly - or, more often occasionally - satisfactory,” and that joint evaluations “...have proven
to be satisfactory as they allow first-hand learning from each other, give greater results,
facilitate feedback, mobilise knowledge, improve follow-up and save resources”.’ However,
respondents also voiced reasons for concern, namely ““...higher costs, since [joint evaluations]
require more time and resources to assure co-ordination and foster mutual understanding.
Hidden agendas, different approaches, too general and diplomatic conclusions as they have to
combine different interests, increased complexity and delays and different political objectives,
also work against effective joint evaluations”.

Since 1998, a growing number of joint evaluations have been undertaken, including: Joint
Evaluation of the Road Sub-Sector Programme in Ghana (2000) initiated by Denmark; Toward
Country-led Development (2003) led by the World Bank; Local Solutions to Global
Challenges: Towards Effective Partnership in Basic Education (2003) initiated by the
Netherlands; and Addressing the Reproductive Health Needs and Rights of Young People since
ICPD - The Contribution of UNFPA and IPPF (2004) led by Germany. Other joint evaluations
include those of IFAD, the Enabling Development Policy of WFP, the International Trade
Centre, the Triple C Concept in EU Development Co-operation Policy, and of General Budget
Support led by the UK. Joint evaluations of humanitarian assistance have also been undertaken,
such as the Evaluation of Assistance to Internally Displaced Persons and the work of the
Tsunami Evaluation Coalition co-ordinated by the Active Learning Network for Accountability
and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP).

The DAC Evaluation Network has continuously sought to promote joint working and has
facilitated the launch of numerous joint evaluations and acts as a forum for sharing lessons and
experiences in managing joint evaluations.

1. OECD (1991), DAC Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance, p. 8, OECD, Paris.

2. OECD (1998), Review of the DAC Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance, p. 55,
OECD, Paris.
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Notes

1. OECD/DAC (2000), Effective Practices in Conducting a Joint
Multi-Donor Evaluation, OECD/DAC Evaluation and Aid Effectiveness
Series, No. 4, OECD, Paris.

2. H. Breier (2005), Joint Evaluations: Recent Experiences, Lessons Learnt
and Options for the Future, Working Paper, presented at the third meeting
of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation, 2-3 June 2005, Paris.

3. The word “agency” is used in this booklet to include bilateral donor and
developing country government ministries and other multilateral and civil
society development organisations.
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Chapter 1: Why Conduct a Joint Evaluation?

Potential benefits of joint evaluation

Mutual capacity development. Joint evaluations enable agencies to learn
from each other and to share evaluation techniques, including through
partner country and local consultant participation.

Harmonisation and reduced transaction costs. When one joint effort is
undertaken in place of multiple single evaluations the partner country
transaction costs should clearly be reduced. This will also limit the number
of different evaluation messages and foster consensus on upcoming
priorities. However, where the process is not rationalised and a joint
evaluation is undertaken in addition to single evaluations the net effect will
be increased transaction costs for all partners.

Participation and alignment. Joint evaluations should enable
participation of developing country institutions. This facilitates alignment of
evaluations with national needs and ownership of the findings.

Objectivity and legitimacy. Effective joint working increases the
objectivity, transparency and independence of the evaluation and
strengthens its legitimacy and impact. Broad participation increases
ownership of findings and makes follow-up on recommendations more
likely.

Broader scope. Joint evaluations can address broader evaluation
questions and can facilitate a perspective on multi-agency impacts beyond
the results of one individual agency.

Potential challenges of joint evaluation

Despite these benefits, the 1998 Review of the DAC Principles found
joint evaluation work to be “weak™ and that generally there was “little
enthusiasm” for joint evaluations.! The number of joint evaluations is
increasing but a gap remains between the levels of policy and practice of
joint evaluations. One reason is that all agencies have limited resources and
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evaluating one’s own performance to meet domestic accountability needs
often takes priority over joint efforts focusing on the inter-related impacts of
multiple agencies. This bias might be addressed if partner countries are
enabled to take ownership of evaluation planning and delivery. However,
two challenges for effective joint evaluations would remain:

e Subjects that are especially suited to joint evaluation —such as
co-financed programme support at the budget or sector level,
multilateral agency effectiveness and evaluating the impacts of
several actors — are more difficult to evaluate than traditional single
agency projects.

e Processes for co-ordinating joint work can be complex and can
increase the cost and duration of the evaluation. Although some
indications suggest that joint evaluations “...neither increase nor
reduce financial costs for donors™ joint evaluations also generate
extra indirect costs in staff time and travel and complex processes
can lead to delays which adversely affect timeliness and influence.
These process challenges are the focus of Chapter 2.

Making the decision to undertake a joint evaluation

The decision on whether to conduct an evaluation singly or jointly is
taken on a case-by-case basis and with careful consideration of the possible
benefits and challenges. Some of the specific factors in deciding whether to
undertake an evaluation singly or jointly include:

e Focus. Evaluations focusing on co-financed programmes, on
national aid effectiveness or sectoral goals, on the evaluation of a
multilateral or regional development agency, on issues that are too
sensitive or controversial for one agency alone to tackle, and broad
thematic or meta evaluations can often most appropriately be
undertaken jointly.

e Purpose. If they are to reduce transaction costs joint evaluations
must be undertaken in place of and not in addition to individual
donor evaluations. For evaluation processes to be effectively
rationalised, it is therefore important to undertake joint evaluations
that meet each partners’ accountability needs as well as lesson
learning objectives.

e Scope. A joint evaluation’s scope is often comprehensive as each
participating agency may have issues and questions it wants
addressed. A joint evaluation may be inappropriate if an agency
wishes an evaluation to remain very focused and wants to remain
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exclusively in control of the scope. Conversely, if the evaluation
questions are very broad a joint evaluation can be an advantage as
the workload and costs can be shared.

e Timeframe. If an organisation is in a great hurry to get an
evaluation completed, joint approaches may be disadvantageous.
The collaborative nature of joint evaluations tends to increase their
complexity which often increases the length of time needed for the
evaluation. However, some very complex joint evaluations have
been completed quickly. For example, the comprehensive joint
evaluation of international emergency assistance to Rwanda was
completed - in part because of the high-level political interest in the
subject matter - in only a little over a year. Silent partnerships,
delegation of responsibilities to individual agencies, or the joint
development of a common evaluation framework to be applied by
different stakeholders in different contexts all offer ways to
undertake joint work while minimising the time delays that can be
generated by intensive co-ordination. More will be said on these in
Chapter 2.

Notes

1. OECD/DAC (1998), Review of the DAC Principles for Evaluation of
Development Assistance, p. 11, OECD, Paris.

2. O. Feinstein & G. Ingram (2003), Lessons Learned from World Bank
Experiences in Joint Evaluation, p. 5, OED, Washington. The note states
that tracer studies may be neceded to establish solid data on transaction
COsts.

GUIDANCE FOR MANAGING JOINT EVALUATIONS - © OECD 2006










KEY STEPS IN PLANNING AND DELIVERING JOINT EVALUATIONS - 15

Chapter 2: Key steps in Planning and Delivering Joint
Evaluations

This chapter provides practical lessons learned for joint evaluation
managers in identifying the evaluation partners, agreeing the management
structure, implementation, and follow-up.

Identifying the evaluation partners

As we have seen in Chapter 2, involving the main stakeholders as
partners can help build the legitimacy and credibility of an evaluation. But
how are the right partner agencies identified? The best starting point is to
find out whether other agencies are already planning or considering an
evaluation of the same project, programme or theme. Partnering with these
agencies is the easiest way of rationalising the overall number of
evaluations, minimising duplication and reducing partner country
transaction costs. Problems occur when agencies share their evaluation
forward planning too late to agree to undertake the evaluations jointly.
A range of country-level and international consultation groups exist where
the idea for a joint evaluation can be raised and expressions of interest
solicited. The DAC Network on Development Evaluation has a long
tradition of co-operation and has facilitated and fostered numerous joint
efforts.

In addition to contacting agencies already planning evaluation work in
the same area, managers should map the wider institutional framework and
identify which other agencies have major activities contributing to the
project, programme or theme being evaluated and are likely to be interested
in the evaluation findings. Involving these agencies as partners will ensure
that the process meets the needs of a broad range of stakeholders, builds
ownership of the findings and recommendations, and reduces the likelihood
of duplicative evaluations being undertaken in the future.

All too often, joint evaluations are undertaken without the participation
of key developing country partners. The DAC Principles state that, “Aid
supports activities for which developing countries have final responsibility
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and ownership. Project performance depends on both donor and recipient
action. Both have an interest in, and responsibility for, the best use of scarce
public funds. Both must therefore be interested in evaluation not only for
improving resource use for development through learning from experience
but also for accountability to political authorities and general publics”.1

Despite the agreed need for donor-partner collaboration, a DAC review
in 1998 found that compliance with this principle was “seriously deficient”.?
One reason is that evaluation is too often seen as related only to donors’ own
accountability requirements. While this is an important aspect, evaluations
can also help meet partner country accountability needs, ensure mutual
accountability and can develop practical recommendations and lessons
learnt for all partners.

Donors are increasingly relying on developing countries’ own
information management systems to provide the data for harmonised
monitoring systems and performance assessment frameworks. In Tanzania,
for example, a broad range of partners are using information from the
Independent Monitoring Group. But there are few examples of donors
working in effective evaluation partnerships with government or
non-government country institutions or relying on partner countries’ own
evaluation systems. One example of good practice is highlighted in Box 3
which shows how South Africa is leading joint evaluations in partnership
with a range of donors. Some suggestions for building partner country
ownership of evaluations are listed below:

e Effective communication on planned evaluations is needed between
partner countries, donor country offices, and donor headquarters
evaluation units. Partner country authorities should be enabled to
take ownership of co-ordinating the forward planning for joint
evaluations.

e The possibility of undertaking a joint evaluation should be
considered in the design stage of new projects and programmes. This
also facilitates timely start-up of the evaluation.

e Managers should consider on a systematic basis whether each
evaluation can be undertaken with partner country participation.
Partners should be brought on board before decisions are made on
the ground rules, the ToR and the selection of the evaluation team.’

e Joint evaluations with several developing country partners should
facilitate for these to meet together to co-ordinate their inputs.
Steering Committees should also meet in partner countries.
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e Genuine ownership of joint evaluations often remains with the
donors rather than with the country partners because of the
financing. Donor managers sometimes feel that because their agency
is financing the evaluation they will be accountable for its quality
and should therefore retain tight control over the process. To redress
this imbalance, donors and partner countries should develop and
fund partner government budget-lines for evaluations. Partner
countries should be facilitated to contract at least some of the
consultant evaluation team.

e Another factor that limits partner country participation and
ownership of joint evaluations is the capacity demands. Donors and
partners must prioritise support for evaluation capacity development.
This can consist of small-scale stipends for study visits and
evaluation training courses for programme managers but should also
include long-term activities targeted at institutional capacities. These
could include an evaluation capacity development module in
technical assistance programmes, assistance in establishing
evaluation units or focal points in government departments, and help
with the drafting of evaluation policies and guidelines.

It can be practical to work with agencies that have similar development
philosophies, organisational cultures and evaluation procedures.4 Such
similarities have made the Nordic countries frequent collaborators on joint
evaluations. Another issue in selecting the partners may be limiting the
collaboration to a manageable number of partners. Lead-agencies need to
take early decisions on balancing demand for wide participation with the
need to keep the evaluation process streamlined and efficient.

Box 3. Joint evaluation in South Africa

The International Development Co-operation (IDC) directorate in the National Treasury has
established a system of joint evaluations for assessments of the relevance, impact and success
of different programmes of support. The aims are to ensure transparency, embed
accountability, and deepen the knowledge development process which could contribute
towards reorienting and restructuring new programmes of support. The findings of the
evaluations are used to inform Country Strategic Frameworks agreed between the IDC and the
donors. A Development Co-operation Report (www.finance gov.za/documents htm) was
published in 2000. This reviewed the effectiveness and impacts of development co-operation
from 1994-99 and gave recommendations for the future. Subsequently, new joint evaluation
modalities with bilateral donors were developed.
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Joint evaluations have since been undertaken with Belgium, Ireland, the EU, the
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, and the US. One key aspect is that the evaluations
evolve within the context of the wider framework of relations with the donor, including:
economic relations, trade, investment, and cultural co-operation. This enables the review to
address opportunities for improved integration and coherence between the various co-operative
relationships. The next step will be to undertake joint evaluations of thematic areas that cut
across various donors and also to explore joint evaluations with groups of donors with similar
interests, for example the Nordics or the EU and its Member States.

The agreed process for each joint evaluation includes:

e IDC of the National Treasury proposes the joint evaluation. This is normally planned
during the design of the donor’s co-operation programme and a budget is allocated in
advance.

e The ToR, management structure and procurement modalities are agreed by IDC and the
donor. There has been strong emphasis on ensuring a South African component in the
team.

e The evaluation team develops the methodology during the inception phase and then
submits a draft report to all the partners in the joint evaluation.

e IDC facilitates consultations and workshops - both internally for government staff and
together with donor representatives - for discussion of the draft findings.

e The evaluation report is finalised and becomes an important resource in developing a
new framework of co-operation between South Africa and the respective donor.

There have been challenges and sources of tension in the collaborative processes, including:
disagreement on the ToR, the procurement modalities and the evaluation team; attempted
donor dominance over the process; critical findings that both partners are hesitant to share
upwards; preconceived ideas on why projects have had difficulties; lack of institutional
memories; cumbersome management; poor performance indicators; and underestimated time
and capacity. However, the overall assessment of the joint evaluation model is very positive.
Important assets include:

¢ Encouraging donor harmonisation and alignment.

¢ Enhancing national ownership of ODA.

¢ Reducing the management burden for government institutions.

¢ Increasing donor understanding of government strategies, priorities and procedures.

e Mutual lesson learning, shared good practice, innovations and improved programming.
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Agreeing the management structure

An effective management structure is critical to the success of all joint
evaluations.

When only a few agencies are involved the management structure is
usually quite simple. The partners may decide to meet regularly and share in
all management decisions, perhaps with one agency acting as the
co-ordinator. Alternatively, partners can delegate management responsibility
to one agency while the others limit their role to sponsorship and reviewing
key outputs.

While every joint evaluation is different, one common structure for
larger joint evaluations is a two-tier management system consisting of a
broad-membership steering committee and a smaller management group (as
outlined in Box 5). Large joint evaluations can also consider using other
flexible or decentralised approaches. Possibilities include that different
agencies manage concurrent but discrete sub-components of the overall
evaluation or that partners work together on the development of a common
evaluation framework but then delegate responsibility for implementing the
framework to one agency, a smaller group or to different partners in
different contexts. It is also possible to use mixed approaches, where some
components are undertaken jointly while others are delivered separately. For
example the research, interviews and team visits can be undertaken jointly
while individual agencies still prepare separate reports. This reduces partner
country transaction costs while allowing the donors to tailor the reports to
address their different domestic accountability needs.

The more flexible and decentralised approaches have significant
advantages in breaking studies with diverse issues into manageable
components. Effective delegation or division of responsibilities can also
streamline processes and minimise the management challenges of
collaborative working. These approaches also create leadership roles for
more partners. On the other hand, decentralised approaches limit the
capacity of all the partners to input to and influence all components of the
evaluation process in a fully participatory manner. The flexible approaches
can also suffer from duplications of effort while other issues may “fall
between the cracks”. Communications among teams working on different
components can also be a challenge that requires specific attention early on
in the process as outlined in Box 4.
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Box 4. Communication tools

Effective communications between the partners is one of the most important aspects of a
joint evaluation.

Email is a fast communication tool but it can also generate heavy information traffic. Joint
evaluations are especially prone to this risk and partners must exercise discrimination in using
the copy function. An alternative way of communicating is to set up a website where key
information and reports are posted. If necessary, part of the website can be turned into a
password-access area. A good example is the website for the General Budget Support
Evaluation housed within the DAC Evaluation Network website. Video- and tele-conferencing
are also efficient tools and can reduce the number of face-to-face meetings and associated
travel costs. At the same time, experience suggests that some regular face-to-face meetings are
necessary to build effective working relationships and minimise communications problems.
Full transparency is highly important and the records of all meetings should be circulated.

Box 5. The standard management structure

The most commonly utilised management structure for large joint evaluations is a two-tier
management system consisting of: (a) a broad membership steering committee; and (b) a
smaller management group that runs the day-to-day business of the evaluation. Within this
structure there is significant leeway for deciding whether some agencies will participate as
silent partners, at what level of detail the steering committee should be involved in
decision-making, and how many partners should be on the management group and how much
responsibility it should be delegaied.

The steering committee normally apportions the evaluation’s costs; provides broad
guidance and direction; takes responsibility for key decisions such as the approval of the ToR
and the release of the evaluation products and contributes relevant evaluation reports and
policy papers. It has overall responsibility for oversight of the evaluation and is accountable for
its robustness. However, the steering committee should avoid micro-managing the process and
should delegate sufficient decision-making authority to the management group to keep the
process running smoothly. The evaluation team also needs to be ensured a sufficient degree of
independence in developing its findings and recommendations. Sieering commitiees should
reflect carefully on the optimal balance between oversight and control.

Steering commitiees for thematic and sector evaluations can usefully include policy and
operational staff. These will bring practical experience to the table and help ensure that
findings are relevant and useful. The evaluation specialists in the group will be responsible for
ensuring the rigour of the methodology and that any critical findings are presented. It can be
more challenging io include policy and operational staff in steering commitiees for evaluations
of individual programmes as these staff can be perceived as having too strong a vested interest
in the evaluation outcomes.

The management group is responsible for the day-to-day running of the evaluation and is
best limited to a maximum of five or six members. It is essential that the group is delegated
sufficient and clear decision-making authority to keep the evaluation process running
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smoothly. As a corollary to this delegated authority, all partners must ensure that the
management group has the requisite capacity and skills to take on the responsibilities. The
management group is normally made up of evaluation managers with the technical capacity to
assess the performance of the consultants. But the members must also have administrative and

communication skills and it is important that they are able to work together in an effective and
trust-based team Aopnmpc \/nllmtpprinc for the group algo need to be sure th.a\/ can maintain

the required outlay in staff time and travel for the full evaluatlon period. It is essentlal to have a
strong and effective Chair for the management group. The Chair must have management,
administration, leadership, problem-solving and communication skills as well as evaluation
and subject-matter expertise.

One of the most important roles of the management group is close, efficient and regular
liaison with the evaluation team. A good and open relationship between the two is vital and
meetings should take place at key points in the evaluation process.

At the beginning of a large-scale evaluation, steering committees and management groups
should consider commissioning external expeitise to support their work. This can include help
with facilitating and keeping records of meetings; a catalytic role in bringing new and
emerging issues to the attention of the group; and providing advice on substantive issues and
controversial debates. The expert can also review early drafts of evaluation products and
provide feedback direct to the evaluation team. This helps streamline the review process and
provides a channel for discreet criticism to the evaluation team. The consultant can also follow
the full process and serve as a knowledge bank, perhaps registering lessons learned in a diary
that can be the basis for an ex-post assessment of the evaluation.

Implementation and reporting

A number of DAC members have published comprehensive manuals for
undertaking evaluations. Rather than duplicating information available
elsewhere, this section provides practical guidance that is specific to the
context of joint evaluations.” The key areas on which joint evaluation
partners must reach agreement include:

e Establishing common ground rules for the evaluation.

¢ The Terms of Reference for the consultants (‘evaluation team’).
e Selecting the evaluation team: bidding and contracting.

e Budgeting, costing and financing.

e Collecting and analysing data and reporting on the findings.

Establishing common ground rules for the evaluation

It should not be assumed that each of the partners has the same
objectives for the joint evaluation. Experience shows that conflicting - and
sometimes hidden - agendas often emerge as the evaluation process
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develops. It is vital to hold early discussions which openly acknowledge the
mofives and incentives of the different partners and anticipate possible
problems.

A useful way of building the needed consensus amongst the partners on
the purpose, objectives, focus and approach to a joint evaluation is to
commission an initial scoping, options or approach paper. This should
explore the main issues, challenges and opportunities and provide the basis
for an informed discussion between all the partners on the overall approach
to the evaluation.

The preliminary discussions and consultations should result in an agreed
set of ground rules. These need to clarify the roles and responsibilities of
each partner and establish clear mechanisms for decision making and
cost/burden-sharing. The ground rules should determine the standards
governing the evaluation, for example whether the process will adhere to the
DAC Principles for Evaluation and the DAC Evaluation Standards. The
ground rules should agree if and how one partner can opt out during the
evaluation process, should ensure that the views of less powerful partners
will be respected and should define the commitment that all partners will
have to the findings and recommendations.

The Terms of Reference (ToR) for the consultants

Another challenge for joint evaluations is to agree manageable ToR that
accommodate the particular issues and interests of all the participating
agencies. Good ToR are especially important for joint evaluations as they
provide a written document which all the participants have agreed. There is
no universal model for good ToR but some guiding suggestions are outlined
in Box 6.

Box 6. Issues to cover in joint evaluation Terms of Reference

Evaluation purpose, object and audience

The intended uses of the evaluation should be made clear. These might include helping to
make a funding decision, to guide improvements in operations of implementing agencies or to
influence policies and strategies. Clarify whether this is an evaluation of a particular sector,
institution, programme or project. The intended audiences are likely to be varied for a joint
evaluation and should also be articulated.

Evaluation questions and methodology

Agree evaluation questions that balance the special interests of the individual partners with
the need to ensure overall manageability and a clear focus. The evaluation methodology should
either be outlined in the ToR or the consuliants should be instructed to develop this during the
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inception phase (one or other approach should be chosen rather than a compromise). There is
no universal answer on whether to prioritise quantitative or qualitative methods and
mixed-methods approaches are ofien applicable. Selection criteria for choosing countries for
studies should be outlined in the ToR.

Report requirements

Provide adequate details on reporting format, content, length and language. Discuss report
review procedures and specify arrangements for negotiating conflicts between the various
pariners over findings and for protecting the evaluation team’s independence. The ToR should
specify whether or not the consultants are expected to develop recommendations. Country
studies may only find in-country support if the ToR clarifies the usefulness of the study at the
countiry level.

Evaluation team

Outline roles and responsibilities and the lines of communication with the agencies
managing the evaluation. State any criteria and procedures to be used for selecting team
members and identify the optimal team size and needed skills. It is good practice to state that
national consultants must be included, to ensure local knowledge and language skills, to
integrate a partner country perspective and to promote evaluation capacity development.

Administrative support

Outline the adminisirative support available to the team. Logistics can be especially
complicated in joint evaluations with different agencies having different procedures for travel
and contracting services. Some joint evaluations have simplified this by assigning all
administrative aspects to one agency or by outsourcing. If the joint evaluation has been divided
into separate sub-components, a common approach is to let each agency handle the
administration for the component it is overseeing.

Budget and schedule

As far as is possible, estimate the budget and outline the cost-sharing arrangements. Prepare
a timetable and establish due dates for reports and other deliverables. Schedules should be
realistic, with consideration given to the comprehensiveness of the evaluation topics and
related to the size of the team and the resource constraints. Joint evaluations will require more
time than single evaluations when the data collection involves interviews with informants from
all of the participating agencies.

Dissemination

A dissemination and feedback plan should be developed well in advance of the final report
writing.

Selecting the evaluation team

Bidding processes

Selecting an evaluation team that is acceptable to all partners is a
challenge in joint evaluations. Particular difficulties occur when each partner
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wishes the selection process to adhere to its bidding rules. Sufficient time
must be allocated for the bidding, selection and negotiation process. As an
approximate guide, a minimum of three to four months will be needed from
the publication of an invitation to bid to the completion of the negotiations.

Joint evaluations normally avoid direct confracting in favour of
competitive bidding. The direct costs for a joint evaluation with country
studies can reach over one million euros and procurement rules will often
require competitive bidding for an initiative on this scale. For smaller
exercises, direct contracting can have advantages such as limiting delays in
commissioning; requiring fewer resources to sift the bidding documents; and
enabling targeted recruitment of expertise and so reducing the risk of
under-performance. Nevertheless, competitive bidding prevails because it is
the modus operandi best suited for transparency, for value for money and
for competition on substance. Competitive bidding processes differ and
many joint evaluations have followed the EU, UN or World Bank rules.
There are also examples of using a pre-qualification exercise to identify
qualified consultants who are then invited to submit a full bid.

Consultants often join together within a consortium when bidding for a
large joint evaluation. This can be useful in bringing together team members
with varied knowledge and expertise but the selection of members is
sometimes based on less legitimate considerations. For example it is often
felt, though not substantiated, that the likelihood of winning a contract is
greater if the consortium includes consultants from the countries represented
on the steering committee. It is worth remembering that the larger the
consortium, the more resources it will need to dedicate to organising itself
and to maintaining its own internal relationships.

The evaluation team must be competent and objective. Selection criteria
should be based on specific technical skills, language competencies and
country experience. Choosing a team leader requires special attention as this
individual will need strong management, negotiation and communication
skills as well as subject matter expertise. Team members should be screened
for conflicts-of-interest.

The evaluation team sometimes includes staff from the partner agencies,
including from the agency being evaluated, and this can facilitate
communications and strengthen ownership of the findings. It can however
lead to conflicts-of-interest that undermine the neutrality and credibility of
the evaluation. Possible ways of increasing participation while minimising
conflicts-of-interest are to accord observer status or to include nationals who
are not employees of the agency being evaluated.

Some consultants try to maximise the competitiveness of their bids by
minimising planned expenditures and then renegotiating the budget once the
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contract is secured. This tactic is as flawed as the opposite approach which
inflates cost estimates so that they can be reduced during initial negotiations.
Realistic budgeting is a prerequisite for a smooth process and partners
should allow time for a rigorous analysis of the bids (as highlighted in
Box 8). Consultants should also be encouraged to share any non-financial
mofivations for bidding such as the potential reputation to be gained or a
particular interest and experience in the subject matter. Other important
elements of establishing clear understanding with the evaluation team
include the clarification of expectations, the agreement of quality control
mechanisms and the definition of terms used in the ToR and bidding
documents. The continuity of key personnel in the evaluation team is a
prerequisite for a smooth process and can be part of the contractual
agreements.

Box 7. Key questions when reviewing bids frem consultant consortia

o s the consortium a reasonable size (not more than three organisations as a general rule)?

e Is the composition of the consortium based on complementary experience, expertise and
knowledge?

o Is there a tactical notion involved that members are selected because of their country of
origin?

e Does the consortium include developing country representation?
e Have members of the consortium already worked together in a comparable setting?

e Have consortium members agreed on the approach to the methodology and the division
of labour?

e Are tasks, duties, responsibilities and income divided in a transparent and fair manner?

e Has a system of quality assurance been agreed to guarantee adherence to the stipulated
standards?

e Are the administration and the financial management of the evaluation scattered across
the consortium or are they concentrated in the hands of one pariner, as should be the
case?

Contracting and legal issues

As with the bidding stage, particular difficulties for joint evaluations
occur when each partner wishes the process to adhere to its contracting and
legal rules. One issue that may be debated, for example, is whether to use
lump sum agreements or negotiated contracts (with or without a strong
element of reimbursable expenses). Another question is whether to include a
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cancellation clause to allow for termination in the case of poor performance
or an option clause which requires the customer to explicitly request the
continuation of the work at certain stages of the process. The simplest way
of avoiding disagreements among the joint evaluation partners is to follow
the legal systems and established practices of the lead agency.

Difficult legal questions can emerge around pooled financing for joint
evaluations. Some countries have legal restrictions on providing financial
support to another government, even if the support is earmarked for joint
activities. Difficulties can also occur if the co-funding agreement stipulates
that the pool country should submit progress reports demonstrating that the
funds are being properly used, as it is being obliged to report on the use of
funds over which it does not have full control (because decisions are taken
by the steering committee). Problems can also occur when one of the
co-funding countries wishes to reserve the right to audit the accounts kept by
the pool country. The audit of government accounts is normally the
exclusive domain of the national board of auditors.

Different kinds of contracts and agreements are required to establish
binding relationships between different partners and to overcome legal
difficulties as they arise. A strong spirit of co-operation prevails within most
joint evaluations and this has helped partners overcome these challenges.

Box 8. Tips for financial issues in joint evaluations

e The costing of a joint evaluation must be realistic and should cover the full evaluation
cycle. The budget should include quality assurance, editing, translation, printing, and
follow-up workshops, events and seminars. A budget-line for contingencies will help
avoid difficult procedures and possible disagreements if the original estimates need (o be
augmented.

e The budget process should start with a discussion among the partners on how much the
evaluation is likely to cost, not with a discussion on how much financing is available.
There will be opportunities later to match expenditure and income.

e The preliminary costing should be based on experiences with comparable exercises, plus
an additional safety margin. No final commitments should be made on the basis of these
preliminary figures. An early fixed commitment by only some of the pariners risks that
the others will become burdened with all additional unforeseen costs.

e Significant time and effort should be spent on scrutiny and critical assessment of
financial bids submitted by consultants.

e The size of the final budget will only be known after the contract is awarded and
negotiations with the evaluation team have been concluded. If feasible, this is when all
the partners should firmly pledge their contributions. This approach is not always
possible because some donors require that full funding for the evaluation is secured
before the bidding process can be initiated.
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Briefing the evaluation team

Joint evaluation teams often benefit from considerable diversity with
different national backgrounds, language proficiencies, disciplines and
skills. Diversity can enrich the evaluation’s findings but language barriers
may be problematic for communications and differences in perspectives can
result in conflicts rather than compromises. Holding a planning workshop
will help the evaluation team get off to a good start. Evaluation team
members as well as representatives of the partner agencies should
participate. The purpose should be to build an effective team that shares a
common understanding of the evaluation purpose and planning. The
workshop can help clarify roles and responsibilities and agree how the team
will function and co-ordinate.

Collecting and analysing data and reporting on the findings

The implementation stage is often a period of unforeseen challenges that
requires all partners to demonstrate flexibility, mutual understanding and
patience. Some lessons learned are discussed below.

Document reviews and supplementary interviews

Document reviews involve a systematic review of available and relevant
literature in order to answer specific evaluation questions. An evaluation
synthesis study may be produced from a document review and these are
useful for summarising the experiences, findings and lessons in a particular
area. The limitations of document reviews are that the methodology does not
easily lend itself to participatory approaches and that existing documents
may not address or answer the evaluation questions in a comprehensive
manner. Document review processes suffer when documents are received
late and when the literature has not been screened for quality and relevance.
Any needed translations should be planned well in advance. Document
reviews can be usefully supplemented by other information-gathering
techniques such as interviews with agency officials.

Fieldwork in developing countries

Country studies enhance the quality and depth of the evaluation and
enable the team to ground-truth the desk findings. Country selection criteria
should be agreed to ensure that all relevant aspects are covered. Fieldwork
involves gathering information from government officials, agency staff,
local experts and other stakeholders. Techniques include direct site
observations, focus groups, interviews, workshops and mini-surveys. All too
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often, teams do not gather information from the programme beneficiaries
and rely on secondary sources. Rapid appraisal methods are relatively
low-cost and provide a structured approach to gathering useful information.
Teams should systematically document the information gathered.

It is useful to organise a workshop at which all the team members
discuss and agree the country study findings, conclusions and
recommendations. Any tensions between team members can be managed
more effectively if the whole team is brought together and it is useful to
agree a clear process for resolving disagreements. Partner country
institutions often welcome a participatory workshop at the beginning and
end of the fieldwork. These institutions should also be given the opportunity
to review a draft of the country report, both to confirm the accuracy of the
findings and to input additional views and perspectives.

Preparing the synthesis report

An overall synthesis report is normally prepared for complex joint
evaluations that have multiple sub-components or country studies. In some
cases, the synthesis report is a collation of the executive summaries of the
sub-studies. Another approach is for the synthesis report to go ‘beyond’ the
contents of the sub-studies to arrive at overall findings, conclusions and
recommendations. This builds synergies and becomes more than the sum of
its parts. The likelihood of new findings that emerge in the synthesis work
being contested by those who worked on the sub-studies is minimised if the
synthesis is prepared by a team of people who participated in the
sub-studies. Ownership can be built through a workshop for agreeing the
synthesis findings and recommendations.

The sub-component and synthesis reports typically undergo reviews by
all of the joint evaluation partners. This helps build ownership as well as
improving the quality of the report. It is essential that the independence of
the evaluation team is maintained and revisions may be subject to previously
agreed restrictions on changing the findings, conclusions or
recommendations. The likelihood of disagreement, conflict or controversy is
minimised when the conclusions and recommendations are closely tied to
the empirical evidence, when procedures for resolving disagreements have
been agreed in advance, and when communication between the team and the
partner agencies has been good throughout the earlier stages.

GUIDANCE FOR MANAGING JOINT EVALUATIONS - © OECD 2006





KEY STEPS IN PLANNING AND DELIVERING JOINT EVALUATIONS - 29

Dissemination and follow-up

Dissemination and follow-up should be given attention from the
beginning of the evaluation process. Evaluation managers need to ensure
that the production of the evaluation report does not become an end in itself
but that the changes in policy or implementation recommended in the report
are delivered. These changes may occur during the evaluation process as
initial discussions with programme managers and draft findings may lead to
changes in advance of the final evaluation report.

Dissemination: translating, publishing, and communicating the
results to intended audiences

The costs of printing and publishing should be considered in the initial
budgeting process. Reports on country studies or other sub-components are
usually published by the responsible lead agency while one of the lead
partners will often offer to publish the final synthesis report.

Distribution traditionally involves mailing copies of the report and a
short summary note to the identified audiences. Wider stakeholders groups
can also be accessed via publication on the Internet. It is important to ensure
that reports are published in translations tailored to the key audiences who
will make use of the findings and recommendations.

In addition to published reports, a joint evaluation’s results can be
effectively communicated at conferences or workshops. It is important to
invite operational managers and decision makers from the donor, partner
country and NGO institutions towards whom the recommendations are
directed. An advantage of such forums is that participants can discuss the
evaluation’s findings and agree to take appropriate actions. This facilitates
collaborative and co-ordinated follow-up.

Follow-up: monitoring whether the recommended actions are
being taken

Every agency has its own approach to following-up the
recommendations of a joint evaluation. Some give them the same treatment
as their own evaluations and request a management response, submit to their
audit and evaluation boards for review or send to parliament for information.
Some agencies establish action plans for implementing the
recommendations. However, others proceed more cautiously and on a
case-by-case basis - preparing the follow-up process ex-post and depending
on their interest in the conclusions. This approach can lead to the decision to
file the report rather than to deliver on the recommendations. To reduce the
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likelihood of this occurring, it is good practice for each agency to develop,
early in the evaluation process, a communications plan for building internal
interest and ownership. In this way, senior management and programme
staff can be involved in advance of the publication of results and should be
more ready to accept the findings and recommendations.

Compliance with recommendations cannot always be compelled as joint
evaluations often raise system-wide issues and recommendations that relate
to a diverse range of organisations. Monitoring the implementation of
recommendations can be useful and provides a degree of accountability.
A well-structured monitoring effort influences agencies to account for their
response to the evaluation. An example of good practice is the Joint
Evaluation Follow-up Monitoring and Facilitation Network (JEFF) that was
established to institutionalise post-evaluation monitoring of the Rwanda
evalnation.

Notes

1. DAC Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance, op. cit., p. 4.

2. Review of the DAC Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance,
op.cit., p. 11.
3. Joint evaluations with a global scope face a dilemma in determining

which partner countries should join the steering committee in advance of
the agreement of a sampling strategy. The sampling strategy will need
approval of the steering committee but the steering committee should
make its decisions with the developing country participants. This is a
“chicken and egg” problem for which there is no patent solution.

4, Each agency should publish information on its website outlining its
general policy to joint evaluations and how the agency might be
approached to take forward a joint evaluation.

5. See Bibliography for other evaluation guidance and manuals.
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L’OCDE est un forum unique en son genre ou les gouvernements de
30 démocraties ceuvrent ensemble pour relever les défis économiques, sociaux et
environnementaux, que pose la mondialisation. LOCDE est aussi a l'avant-garde
des efforts entrepris pour comprendre les évolutions du monde actuel et les
préoccupations qu’elles font naitre. Elle aide les gouvernements a faire face a des
situations nouvelles en examinant des thémes tels que le gouvernement d’entreprise,
I’économie de l'information et les défis posés par le vieillissement de la population.
L'Organisation offre aux gouvernements un cadre leur permettant de comparer leurs
expériences en matiére de politiques, de chercher des réponses a des problemes
communs, d’identifier les bonnes pratiques et de travailler a la coordination des
politiques nationales et internationales.

Les pays membres de 'OCDE sont : '’Allemagne, ’Australie, I’ Autriche, la Belgique,
le Canada, la Corée, le Danemark, I'Espagne, les Etats-Unis, la Finlande, la France, la
Grece, la Hongrie, I'lIrlande, 'Islande, 'Italie, le Japon, le Luxembourg, le Mexique, la
Norvege, la Nouvelle-Zélande, les Pays-Bas, la Pologne, le Portugal, la République
slovaque, la République tchéque, le Royaume-Uni, la Suéde, la Suisse et la Turquie. La
Commission des Communautés européennes participe aux travaux de I'OCDE.

Les Editions OCDE assurent une large diffusion aux travaux de 1'Organisation. Ces
derniers comprennent les résultats de 'activité de collecte de statistiques, les travaux
de recherche menés sur des questions économiques, sociales et environnementales,
ainsi que les conventions, les principes directeurs et les modéles développés par les
pays membres.
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Avant-propos

Les orientations pratiques présentées dans cette brochure sont congues pour
aider les responsables de la gestion des évaluations a conduire des évaluations
conjointes efficaces. C’est un aspect primordial a I’heure ot la communauté
internationale cherche a trouver des moyens plus efficaces de gérer 1’aide et met
en avant I’importance de la responsabilité mutuelle dans la concrétisation des

résultats.

Les évaluations conjointes permettent aux organismes de développement et a
leurs partenaires d’apprécier ensemble la pertinence, 1’efficience, I’efficacité, la
viabilité et I’'impact de leurs efforts conjugués, au-dela des résultats que peut
obtenir un seul organisme. C’est 12 une démarche des plus utile dans un contexte
ou une part substantielle de 1’aide est désormais consentie selon des modalités
communes (ex.: fonds communs, approches sectorielles ou soutien budgétaire) et
dans le cadre de stratégies d’aide concertées et collectives.

Un autre objectif fondamental de cette démarche collective consiste a alléger
autant que possible les colits de transaction pour les pays en développement
partenaires en limitant le nombre des évaluations. Pour ce faire, le plus grand
nombre de donneurs doit prendre part a I’effort commun afin de réduire le
nombre d’évaluations menées par leurs soins. Il nous faut également dépasser le
simple partenariat avec les donneurs et trouver les moyens de collaborer
efficacement avec les partenaires des pays en développement. C’est le seul moyen
de faire en sorte que 1’évaluation corresponde aux besoins des pays partenaires et
que leurs conclusions et recommandations soient reprises a leur compte par les
principales parties prenantes au plan local. Les conseils pratiques pour une
collaboration efficace que présente cette brochure contribueront a 1’efficience de
I’action menée en commun et nous espérons qu’elle encouragera un plus grand
nombre de partenaires a prendre part dans 1’avenir aux efforts de collaboration.

Richard Manning Eva Lithman

Président du Comité d’aide au Présidente du Réseau du
développement CAD
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Le Réseau sur 1’évaluation du développement est un organe subsidiaire du Comité d’aide au
développement (CAD). II a pour objet de renforcer l'efficacité des programmes de
développement international en favorisant une évaluation solide, informée et indépendante. Le
Réseau est un organe unique en son genre, qui regroupe des représentants de 30 donneurs
bilatéraux et organismes multilatéraux de développement : Allemagne, Australie, Autriche,
Belgique, Canada, Commission européenne, Danemark, Espagne, Ftats-Unis, Finlande,
France, Gréce, Irlande, Italie, Japon, Luxembourg, Norvege, Nouvelle-Z¢élande, Pays-Bas,
Portugal, Royaume-Uni, Suede, Suisse, Banque mondiale, Banque africaine de développement,
Banque asiatique de développement, Banque interaméricaine de développement, Banque
européenne pour la reconstruction et le développement, Programme des Nations unies pour le
développement, et Fonds monétaire international. Pour toute information complémentaire sur
les travaux du Réseau du CAD sur 1’évaluation, veuillez consulter le site web
www.oecd.org/dac/evaluationnetwork ou envoyer un courriel a
dacevaluation.contact@oecd.org. Doivent étre tout particulierement remerciées 1’ Allemagne,
I’Autriche et le Danemark — les membres du CAD dont les contributions financieres ont
soutenu ces travaux et permis la distribution gratuite de cette brochure.
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Introduction et présentation succincte

La présente brochure se veut un guide pratique a l’intention des
responsables de la gestion des évaluations conjointes des programmes d’aide
au développement. Il s’agit d’une révision et d’une mise a jour de la
publication du CAD intitulée Pratiques efficaces pour mener une évaluation
conjointe associant plusieurs donneurs (2000) ! L’omission de I’expression
«associant plusieurs donneurs» dans le nouveau titre est révélatrice de la
dynamique de la coopération pour le développement, qui s’oriente vers des
formes élargies de partenariat et, en particulier, vers des évaluations
conjointes auxquelles participent des organismes non donneurs.
L’actualisation de la brochure tient compte des conclusions et
recommandations formulées dans un document de travail du Réseau du
CAD sur I’évaluation établi par un consultant, M. Horst Breier, en 2005°.
Elle s’appuie en outre sur les résultats d’un atelier sur le theme Evaluations
conjointes: Une autre perspective - Le point de vue des partenaires des pays
en développement (Joint Evaluations: Challenging the Conventional
Wisdom the View from Developing Country Partners) (Nairobi, 2005), et
sur des contributions et informations en retour fournies par des membres et
partenaires du Réseau sur I’évaluation.

Les évaluations conjointes sont des évaluations du développement
conduites en collaboration par plusieurs organismes. L’optique n’est pas
celle de I’évaluation participative, qui permet d’associer au processus les
différentes communautés concernées, mais plutdt celle d’une évaluation
entreprise collectivement par plusieurs organismes de coopération pour le
développementS. Les évaluations conjointes peuvent différer sensiblement
quant au nombre d’organismes participants et quant au sujet, aux objectifs et
a I’approche. Les méthodes utilisées sont également trés variables, allant
d’une analyse sur documents des sources d’information existantes a des
visites sur le terrain dans les pays en développement.

N

Ces évaluations conjointes peuvent é&tre bénéfiques a tous les
partenaires. Le travail en collaboration offrent des possibilités mutuelles de
développement des capacités et d’apprentissage entre partenaires, de méme
qu’il permet de renforcer la participation et I’appropriation, répartir la
charge de travail, asseoir la 1égitimité des conclusions et réduire le nombre
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global d’évaluations ainsi que le cofit total des transactions pour les pays
partenaires. D’un autre cOté, 1’action collective peut aussi étre source de
colts et de difficultés, lesquels peuvent peser lourdement sur les organismes
partenaires. Rechercher le consensus entre les partenaires et maintenir une
coordination efficace peut étre coliteux et prendre beaucoup de temps. Enfin,
tout retard dans I’achévement d’évaluations conjointes complexes peut nuire
a leur pertinence et a leur actualité.

Face a ces inconvénients, certains organismes préferent se livrer a des
évaluations individuelles (non conjointes). D’ autres sont déterminés a mener
des évaluations conjointes et sont plus nombreux encore a leur porter un
intérét grandissant, d’ou une multiplication de ce type d’actions conjointes.
La communauté internationale redouble d’efforts pour accroitre le volume
global de I’APD et a promouvoir des modalités plus efficaces
d’acheminement de I’aide. La Déclaration de Paris sur I’efficacité de I’aide
au développement énonce 1’engagement des organismes de développement
et des pays partenaires a unir leurs efforts au profit d’une coopération plus
efficace. La présente brochure aidera les responsables de la gestion des
évaluations a surmonter certaines des difficultés évoquées et a mener des
évaluations plus efficaces qui renforcent les avantages et minimisent les
inconvénients de I’action conjointe. Le chapitre 1 étudie les avantages et les
inconvénients de 1’action en collaboration et le chapitre 2 propose des
conseils pratiques.
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Encadré 1. Les évaluations conjointes selon le degré et les modalités de
partenariat

Le Glossaire des principaux termes relatifs a 1’évaluation mis au point par le CAD donne de
I’évaluation conjointe la définition suivante : “Evaluation 2 laquelle participent différents
organismes bailleurs et/ou leurs partenaires”. Il précise un peu plus loin qu’“il peut y avoir
plusieurs degrés de partenariat selon que les partenaires coopérent plus ou moins au processus
d’évaluation™. L’utilisation différenciée de I’expression ‘évaluation conjointe’ selon les
définitions exposées dans les trois catégories suivantes permet de distinguer entre différents
types d’action conjointe et contribuent a éviter les malentendus et a préciser les attentes des uns

et des autres lorsque des partenaires travaillent ensemble”™

Modalités de travail/Exemples

1. Evaluation conjointe Participation ouverte a tous les organismes parties prenantes. Tous les

classique partenaires participent et contribuent activement, sur un pied d’égalité. Parmi
les exemples d'évaluations conjointes classiques, il convient de citer
Pévaluation sur le Rwanda, Evaluation tripartite du PAM et 'Evaluation du
soutien budgétaire.

2. Evaluation conjointe & Participation ouverte aux seules entités habilitées de par leur appartenance a

participation restreinte certains groupements (ex. : CAD, UE, Groupe des pays nordiques, Groupe
des Nations unies sur I'évaluation, ECG, Groupe d'Utstein) ou du fait de leur
participation a lactivité (ex. : approches sectorielles, mécanismes de
financement commun, programme collectivement mis en application) soumise
a I'évaluation. Au nombre des exemples de ce type d’évaluation, il faut citer les
évaluations de l'aide de I'UE, 'évaluation du sous-secteur routier au Ghana,
IEvaluation de I'éducation de base, I'Evaluation du CCI et I'étude du CAD
relative aux enseignements dégagés du soutien des donneurs a I'appui de la

i décentralisation et de la gouvernance locale.

3. Evaluation conjointe Renvoie a un large éventail de modalités de collaboration : a) il y a délégation

hybride de pouvoir au profit d'un ou plusieurs organismes, les autres faisant office de
‘partenaires silencieux’ ; b) certaines composantes de [évaluation sont
menées a bien conjointement tandis que d’autres sont effectuées séparément ;
c) diverses formes d’articulation existent entre des évaluations séparées, mais
néanmoins paralleles et interdépendantes ; d) l'activité conjointe releve d’un
cadre d'évaluation commun tandis que la responsabilité de I'exécution des
évaluations individuelles est dévolue a différents partenaires ; e) les études,
les entretiens et les missions relévent d'une action conjointe, mais chaque
partenaire établit son propre rapport.

1.  OCDE/CAD (2002), Glossaire des principaux termes relatifs a I’évaluation et la gestion axée sur les
résultats, p.26, OCDE, Paris.

2. Le rapport intitulé Joint Evaluations: Recent Experience, Lessons Learnt and Options for the Future
(Horst Breier), recense 50 évaluations conjointes classées selon leur theme central et les questions
couvertes.
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Encadré 2. Breve présentation des évaluations conjointes, 1990-2006

Selon les Principes du CAD pour I’évaluation de I’aide au développement adoptés en 1991,
“les donneurs devraient s’attacher a faire des évaluations conjointes qui offrent le double
avantage de favoriser une meilleure compréhension mutuelle des procédures et approches
utilisées par les différents organismes d’aide et d’alléger le fardeau administratif pesant sur le
pays d’accueil”l. Ces principes soulignent également I’'importance de la participation des
bénéficiaires de I’aide au processus d’évaluation.

Au cours des années 90 ont été réalisées un certain nombre d’évaluations conjointes de
référence, telles que 1’évaluation du PAM conduite par le Canada, les Pays-Bas et la Norvege
(1994), I’évaluation intitulée International Response to Conflict and Genocide: Lessons from
the Rwanda Experience (1996) et 1’évaluation de 1’aide alimentaire de I’UE approuvée par le
Conseil des ministres du développement (1997). En 1996, la stratégie du CAD publiée sous le
titre Le rdle de la coopération pour le développement a I’aube du XXiéme siécle exhortait les
donneurs a généraliser la pratique des évaluations conjointes et appelait a une collaboration
non seulement entre les donneurs, mais aussi avec les bénéficiaires. Les participants a la
réunion au niveau des hauts fonctionnaires du CAD de janvier 1998 faisaient en outre de la
multiplication des expériences de suivi et d’évaluation conjoints 1'une des ’onze
recommandations’ de nature a renforcer les partenariats pour le développement.

En 1998, il ressortait du Réexamen des principes du CAD pour I’évaluation de ’aide au
développement que les 16 membres ayant participé a des évaluations conjointes les avaient
trouvées trés - ou, plus souvent, parfois - satisfaisantes, et que ces dernieres s’étaient
“...révélées satisfaisantes en ce qu’elles procuraient une source d’information mutuelle de
premiere main, donnaient de meilleurs résultats, facilitaient le retour d’informations, et
permettaient de mobiliser les connaissances, d’améliorer le suivi et d’économiser des
ressources“2. Cependant, les réponses mentionnaient également des motifs de préoccupation, a
savoir un cout plus élevé, dans la mesure ou les évaluations conjointes demandent “...plus de
temps et de ressources si 1’on veut en assurer la coordination et favoriser la compréhension
mutuelle. Des intentions cachées, des approches différentes, des conclusions trop générales
sacrifiant a la diplomatie pour composer avec les intéréts en jeu, une complexité accrue, des
retards et des objectifs stratégiques divergents, sont autant de facteurs qui jouent a 1’encontre
de I’efficacité des évaluations conjointes”.

Depuis 1998, les évaluations conjointes sont de plus en plus nombreuses. Il convient de citer
notamment : I’ Evaluation conjointe du programme relatif au sous-secteur routier au Ghana
(Joint evaluation of the road sub-sector programme in Ghana) (2000) lancée par le Danemark;
I’étude intitulée Toward Country led Development (2003) conduite par la Banque mondiale ;
une autre étude intitulée Local Solutions to Global Challenges: Towards Effective Partnership
in Basic Education (2003) lancée par les Pays-Bas ; et enfin I’étude intitulée Addressing the
Reproductive Health Needs and Rights of Young People since ICPD - The Contribution of
UNFPA and IPPF (2004) conduite par I’Allemagne. Il en existe d’autres, telles que
I’évaluation du FIDA, une évaluation du PAM intitulée Enabling Development Policy of WFP,
une autre de I’International Trade Centre, une autre de la reégle des trois C dans la politique de
coopération pour le développement de I'UE (Triple C Concept in EU Development
Co-operation Policy), et une autre enfin du soutien budgétaire général (General Budget
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Encadré 2, suite

... Support) conduite par le Royaume-Uni. Des évaluations conjointes de 1’aide humanitaire
ont également été menées, telles que 1’évaluation intitulée Evaluation of Assistance to
Internally Displaced Persons et les travaux de la ‘Tsunami Evaluation Coalition’ coordonnés
par I’Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action
(ALNAP).

N

Le Réseau du CAD sur I’évaluation, qui s’emploie sans reliche a promouvoir la
collaboration, a facilité le lancement d’un grand nombre d’évaluations conjointes et tient lieu
de tribune ou peuvent étre confrontés les enseignements et 1’expérience dégagés de la gestion
des évaluations conjointes.

1.  OCDE/CAD (1991), Principes du CAD pour I’évaluation de 1’aide au développement, p. 8,
OCDE.

2. OCDE/CAD (1998), Réexamen des principes du CAD pour I’évaluation de I’aide au
développement, p. 55, OCDE, Paris.

Notes

1. OCDE/CAD (2000), Pratiques efficaces pour mener une évaluation
conjointe associant plusieurs donneurs, Série « L’évaluation et I’efficacité
de I’aide » du CAD/OCDE, n° 4, OCDE, Paris.

2. Horst Breier (2005), Joint Evaluations: Recent Experiences, Lessons
Learnt and Options for the Future.

3. Dans la présente brochure, on entend par ‘organisme’ les ministeres des
donneurs bilatéraux et des pays en développement ainsi que d’autres
organisations de développement multilatérales et issues de la société
civile.
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Chapitre 1 : Pourquoi mener une évaluation conjointe ?

Avantages potentiels des évaluations conjointes

Renforcement mutuel des capacités. Les évaluations conjointes
permettent aux organismes qui y ont recours d’apprendre au contact des
autres et de procéder a des échanges de vues sur leurs méthodes
d’évaluation, notamment grice a la participation de consultants locaux et

des pays partenaires.

Harmonisation et baisse des coiits de transaction. Lorsque 1’évaluation
conjointe est effectuée a la place de plusieurs évaluations individuelles, elle
induit nécessairement une réduction des colits de transaction pour les pays
partenaires. Cela évite aussi une multiplication des messages qui ressortent
des différentes évaluations et favorise une approche plus consensuelle des
priorités a venir. Toutefois, si le processus n’est pas rationalisé et que
I’évaluation conjointe ne fait que se surajouter a des évaluations
individuelles, I’effet net revient plutot a alourdir les cofits de transaction
pour I’ensemble des partenaires.

Farticipation et alignement. Les évaluations conjointes doivent
permettre la participation d’institutions des pays en développement, ce qui
facilite I’alignement des évaluations sur les besoins des pays et 1’adhésion
de ces derniers aux conclusions qui en sont dégagées.

Objectivité et légitimité. Une collaboration efficace a pour effet de
renforcer I’objectivité, la transparence et I’indépendance de 1’évaluation et,
par la méme, sa légitimité et son impact. La participation d’un grand nombre
de parties prenantes est propice a une plus forte adhésion aux conclusions
des évaluations et rend plus probable qu’une suite soit donnée aux
recommandations formulées.

Elargissement du champ couvert. Les évaluations conjointes peuvent
porter sur des questions plus vastes et permettre de prendre du recul par
rapport a I’impact des actions associant plusieurs organismes au-dela des
résultats obtenus par un seul d’entre eux.
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Inconvénients potentiels des évaluations conjointes

En dépit des avantages décrits, 1’étude intitulée Réexamen des principes
du CAD pour I’évaluation de 1’aide au développement jugeait “médiocre” le
travail d’évaluation et en concluait que les évaluations conjointes ne
suscitaient généralement pas un “grand enthousiasme”l. Le nombre
d’évaluations conjointes va croissant, mais un écart subsiste entre la théorie,
favorable aux évaluations conjointes, et la pratique. Cet état de fait vient en
partie de ce que tous les organismes ne disposent que de ressources limitées
et que I’évaluation de la performance individuelle conformément aux
exigences de reddition de comptes dans le pays concerné passe souvent
avant I’évaluation conjointe des effets conjugués de I’action de plusieurs
organismes. Cet aspect peut étre corrigé s’il est donné aux pays partenaires
de s’approprier le processus de planification de 1’évaluation et son
exécution. Deux difficultés subsistent toutefois, qui entament 1’efficacité des
évaluations conjointes :

e Les sujets qui se prétent tout particulierement & une évaluation
conjointe —la contribution a un programme cofinancé au niveau
budgétaire ou sectoriel, I’efficacité des organismes multilatéraux et
I’évaluation de 'impact de plusieurs acteurs — sont plus difficiles a
évaluer que les projets classiques menés par un seul organisme.

e Les mécanismes de coordination des actions menées collectivement
peuvent &tre complexes et avoir pour effet d’alourdir le cofit de
I’évaluation et d’en prolonger la durée. Bien que, selon certaines
indications, il semble que les évaluations conjointes “ni
n’accroissent ni ne réduisent la charge financiere pour les
donneurs”2, elles sont a 1’origine de frais indirects supplémentaires,
du fait du temps qu’y consacre le personnel et des déplacements, et
ces mécanismes complexes peuvent entrainer des retards qui nuisent

a Dlactualité et a I'impact des évaluations. Ces difficultés sont
étudiées plus en détail au chapitre 2.

Décider d’entreprendre une évaluation conjointe

La décision de mener une évaluation conjointe ou une évaluation
individuelle doit étre prise au cas par cas et il convient de peser avec soin les
avantages et inconvénients qui peuvent étre associés a 1’'une ou I’autre
formule. Les facteurs a prendre en considération avant de prendre cette
décision sont notamment les suivants:

e Sujet de I’évaluation. Les évaluations qui portent sur des
programmes cofinancés, sur des objectifs sectoriels ou des objectifs
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nationaux concernant 1’efficacité de 1’aide, sur 1’évaluation d’un
organisme de développement multilatéral ou régional, sur des
questions trop sensibles ou controversées pour étre traitées par un
seul organisme, sur des thémes généraux ou encore les méta-
evaluations se prétent de préférence a une évaluation en commun.

e Objectif de I’évaluation. Si elles visent a réduire les coits de
transaction, les évaluations conjointes doivent venir remplacer et
non se surajouter aux évaluations menées par un seul donneur. Pour
que les procédures d’évaluation soient effectivement rationalisées, il
importe donc de mener des évaluations conjointes qui répondent aux
exigences de reddition de comptes de chacun des partenaires ainsi
qu’a des objectifs d’apprentissage par I’expérience.

e Champ couvert par I’évaluation. Le cadre de référence d’une
évaluation conjointe est souvent de vaste portée du fait que chaque
organisme participant veut y voir figurer les themes et les problemes
qui I’intéressent. Si un organisme souhaite qu’une évaluation reste
tres concentrée et veut avoir pleinement le contrdle des points
couverts, il n’est sans doute pas recommandé de procéder a une
évaluation conjointe. A I’inverse, si les questions couvertes sont tres
larges, une évaluation conjointe aura 1’avantage de permettre le

partage du travail et des frais entre les participants.

e Calendrier. Si une organisation est trés pressée de voir mener a bien
une évaluation, il peut étre désavantageux de procéder a une
évaluation conjointe. En effet, en raison de la collaboration qu’elles
exigent, ces évaluations sont en général plus complexes, ce qui
allonge souvent le temps a y consacrer. Toutefois, certaines
évaluations tres complexes ont été menées a bien dans des délais
rapides. Par exemple, une vaste évaluation conjointe de I’aide
internationale d’urgence consentie au Rwanda a été conduite -
probablement en partie du fait de I’intérét politique porté a ce sujet a
haut niveau - en a peine plus d’un an. Les partenariats silencieux, la
délégation de pouvoir a des organismes en particulier, ou
I’élaboration collective d’un cadre d’évaluation commun applicables
par les différentes parties prenantes dans différents contextes sont
autant de formules qui permettent une collaboration tout en réduisant
au maximum les retards que peut induire un lourd travail de
coordination. Le chapitre 2 traite plus en détail cet aspect.
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Notes

1. Réexamen des principes du CAD pour [’évaluation de [’aide au
développement (1998), p. 11.

2. Feinstein & Ingram (2003), Lessons Learned from World Bank
Experiences in Joint Evaluation, p. 5, OED, Washington. Selon ces
auteurs, des études de suivi peuvent étre nécessaires pour obtenir des
données fiables sur les cofits de transaction.
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Chapitre 2 : Principales étapes de la planification et de
I’exécution des évaluations conjointes

Le présent chapitre propose des orientations pratiques tirées de
I’expérience a l’intention des responsables de la gestion des évaluations
conjointes aux différentes étapes recensées, a savoir I’identification des
partenaires de 1’évaluation, 1’accord sur la structure de gestion,
I’exécution et le suivi.

Identification des partenaires de I’évaluation

Comme le montre le chapitre 1, faire participer a I’évaluation les
principales parties prenantes en tant que partenaires est un moyen d’asseoir
la 1égitimité et la crédibilité de cette derniere. Mais comment identifier les
organismes partenaires qu’il convient d’y associer ? Le mieux est de
commencer par déterminer si d’autres organismes prévoient ou envisagent
de conduire une évaluation du méme projet, programme ou théme. C’est en
établissant des partenariats avec ces organismes qu’il est le plus facile de
rationaliser le nombre global d’évaluations, d’éviter les recoupements et de
réduire les colits de transaction pour les pays partenaires. Les problemes
surviennent lorsque des organismes ont connaissance du projet d’évaluation
des autres trop tard pour convenir de I’entreprendre en commun. Il existe
divers groupes de consultation internationaux ou relatifs a des pays en
particulier ol I’on peut soulever la question d’une évaluation conjointe et ol
il est facile de chercher des intéressés. Le Réseau du CAD sur I’évaluation
du développement, grace a la coopération établie de longue date entre ses
membres, a favorisé la réalisation de nombreuses activités en commun.

Outre le fait d’entrer en contact avec les organismes qui prévoient de
procéder a un travail d’évaluation dans le méme secteur, les responsables de
I’évaluation doivent dresser un état du cadre institutionnel au sens large et
déterminer quels sont les autres organismes qui menent d’importantes
activités en rapport avec le projet, le programme ou la thématique faisant
I’objet de 1’évaluation et susceptibles d’étre intéressés par ses conclusions.
Faire de ces organismes des partenaires est un moyen de garantir que le
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processus réponde aux attentes de I’ensemble des parties prenantes, favorise
I’adhésion des intéressés aux conclusions et recommandations, et minimise
le risque de double emploi.

11 arrive trop souvent que des évaluations conjointes soient lancées sans
qu’y participent les principaux partenaires des pays en développement. Les
Principes du CAD stipulent que “L’aide soutient des activités dont les pays
en développement sont les maitres d’ouvrage et dont ils assument la
responsabilité en dernier ressort. Les résultats des projets dépendent des
actions aussi bien des donneurs que des pays d’accueil. Les uns et les autres
ont intérét a ce que les rares fonds publics soient utilisés au mieux et il leur
appartient d’y veiller. Les donneurs comme les pays d’accueil doivent donc
s’intéresser a I’évaluation en la considérant comme un exercice permettant
non seulement de rationaliser I’emploi des ressources consacrées au
développement en tirant parti des lecons de 1’expérience mais aussi de
justifier les activités aupres des autorités politiques et du grand public™".

En dépit de la nécessité unanimement reconnue d’une collaboration
entre donneurs et partenaires, une étude du CAD réalisée en 1998 avait
établi que le respect de ce principe était “sérieusement déficient”” L’une des
raisons qui expliquent cet état de fait est que 1’évaluation est trop souvent
percue comme une réponse aux obligations de reddition de comptes des
donneurs. Cet aspect a certainement son importance, mais les évaluations
contribuent aussi a répondre aux besoins des pays partenaires en la matiere,
a assurer la responsabilité mutuelle et a élaborer des recommandations
concretes a partir des enseignements dégagés au bénéfice de I’ensemble des
partenaires.

Les donneurs s’appuient de plus en plus sur les propres systemes de gestion
de I’information des pays en développement pour fournir les données qui
alimentent les systemes de suivi et les cadres d’évaluation des performances
harmonisés. En Tanzanie, par exemple, un vaste éventail de partenaires se
servent d’informations recueillies auprés du Groupe de suivi indépendant.
Cela étant, rares sont les exemples de donneurs qui se livrent a des
évaluations dans le cadre de véritables partenariats avec des organismes
nationaux, publics ou non publics, ou qui s’appuient sur les propres
systemes d’évaluation des pays partenaires. L’encadre 3 donne un exemple
de bonnes pratiques qui montre comment I’Afrique du Sud conduit des
évaluations conjointes en partenariat avec plusieurs donneurs. Sont
présentées ci-aprés quelques suggestions de nature a renforcer
I’appropriation des évaluations par les pays partenaires :

e Une communication efficace concernant les évaluations prévues est
nécessaire entre les pays partenaires, les bureaux des pays donneurs
et les services d’évaluation au siege des donneurs. Les autorités des
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pays partenaires doivent pouvoir prendre en main la coordination de
la planification des évaluations conjointes.

e La possibilité de mener une évaluation conjointe doit étre envisagée
des le stade de la conception des nouveaux projets ou programmes,
ce qui facilite en outre le démarrage en temps voulu de 1’évaluation.

e Les responsables doivent se poser systématiquement la question de
savoir si une évaluation donnée doit é&tre conduite avec la
participation des pays partenaires. Les partenaires doivent Etre
associés au processus avant que les décisions soient prises quant aux
regles de base a respecter, a la délimitation du cadre de référence et a
la sélection de I’équipe d’évaluation’.

e Lorsque plusieurs partenaires dans les pays en développement
participent a des évaluations conjointes, il leur est plus facile de se
rencontrer pour coordonner leurs contributions. Les comités de
pilotage doivent aussi se réunir dans les pays partenaires.

e La conduite des évaluations conjointes, de fait, reste souvent aux
mains des donneurs plutdt que des partenaires des pays en
développement en raison de 1’origine du financement. Les
responsables de 1’évaluation du c6té des donneurs estiment parfois
que, du fait que ’organisme dont ils dépendent finance I’évaluation,
ils auront a rendre compte de sa qualité et qu’ils doivent pour cette
raison controler de prés le processus. Pour corriger ce déséquilibre,
donneurs et pays partenaires devraient mettre en place et financer de
concert dans les pays partenaires des lignes budgétaires affectées a
I’évaluation. Les pays partenaires devraient avoir des facilités pour
recruter au moins une partie de I’équipe de consultants chargée de
I’évaluation.

e Un autre facteur qui limite la participation des pays partenaires et
leur prise en main des évaluations conjointes tient aux exigences en
termes de capacité. Donneurs et partenaires doivent établir des
priorités dans le soutien qu’ils apportent au renforcement des
capacités d’évaluation, qui peut prendre la forme d’indemnités de
faible montant a I’appui de visites d’études et de cours de formation
a I’évaluation a I’intention des gestionnaires des programmes, mais
aussi englober des activités de plus longue haleine de nature a
consolider les capacités institutionnelles. Ce type d’activité pourrait
notamment s’articuler autour d’un module de renforcement des
capacités d’évaluation s’inscrivant dans le cadre de programmes
d’assistance technique, d’une aide a la création d’unités d’évaluation
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ou de points de contact au sein des services ministériels, et
contribuer a I’élaboration de politiques et principes d’évaluation.

La tache peut étre facilitée si ’on choisit de travailler avec des
organismes ayant une philosophie du développement, une culture
institutionnelle et des procédures d’évaluation semblables®. C’est pour ces
raisons par exemple que les pays nordiques collaborent fréquemment a des
évaluations conjointes. On peut aussi souhaiter limiter le nombre de
participants a un chiffre raisonnable. Les organismes chefs de file doivent
opérer au plus tot des arbitrages qui fassent la part entre une large
participation et le souci de suivre des procédures d’évaluation qui restent
rationnelles et efficientes.

Encadré 3. Les évaluations conjointes en Afrique du Sud

Au sein du Trésor national, la direction de la Coopération pour le développement
international (IDC) s’est dotée d’un systtme lui permettant de procéder a des évaluations
conjointes en vue de d’apprécier la pertinence, I'impact et les résultats des différents
programmes d’aide. Il s’agit de garantir ainsi la transparence, de systématiser la reddition de
comptes et d’approfondir le processus d’acquisition de connaissances qui peut contribuer au
recentrage ou a la restructuration des programmes. Les conclusions de ces évaluations servent
a élaborer les cadres stratégiques nationaux qui sont convenus entre la direction IDC et les
donneurs. Un rapport sur la coopération  pour le développement
(www .finance.gov.za/documents.htm), dont I’objet était d’apprécier 1’efficacité et I'impact de
la coopération pour le développement entre 1994 et 1999 et qui formulait des recommandations
pour I’avenir, a été publié en 2000. Par la suite, de nouvelles modalités ont été mises au point
pour les évaluations conjointes avec les donneurs bilatéraux.

Des évaluations conjointes ont été menées depuis avec la Norvege, la Suisse, I'Irlande,
I’UE, la Suede, les Pays-Bas, les Etats-Unis et la Belgique. Ces évaluations, et c’est 1a une
caractéristique importante, s’inscrivent dans le cadre plus général des relations avec le
donneur, qui s’articulent autour des relations économiques, des échanges, de 1’investissement
et de la coopération culturelle. Elles permettent de passer en revue les possibilités d’améliorer
I’intégration des diverses relations de coopération et leur cohérence. La prochaine étape
consistera a mener des évaluations conjointes autour de thématiques intéressant plusieurs
donneurs et, également, a étudier les possibilités de réaliser des évaluations conjointes avec des
groupes de donneurs partageant les mémes intéréts, comme les pays nordiques ou encore 'UE
et ses Etats membres.

Chaque évaluation conjointe suit une procédure établie qui se déroule comme suit :

e La direction IDC du Trésor national propose 1’évaluation conjointe. Elle est
normalement prévue lors de la conception du programme de coopération du
donneur et un budget est prévu a cet effet ;
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Encadré 3 <Suite>

® Le cadre de référence, la structure de gestion et les modalités de passation des
marchés sont convenus entre la direction IDC et le donneur. On préte attention a ce
que I’équipe comprenne une composante sud-africaine ;

e  [’équipe d’évaluation met alors au point une méthodologie lors de la phase de

démarrage, puis soumet un projet de rapport a ’ensemble des partenaires de
I’évaluation conjointe ;

e  [’IDC facilite la tenue de consultations et d’ateliers — aussi bien en interne pour les
agents de I’administration qu’avec les représentants des donneurs — pour débattre du
projet de conclusions ;

®  Le rapport d’évaluation est finalisé et devient une importante source d’information
pour 1’élaboration d’un nouveau cadre de coopération entre 1’ Afrique du sud et le
donneur concerné.

Au nombre des difficultés et sources de tension qui peuvent survenir a 1’occasion de telles
opérations conjointes figurent : un éventuel désaccord sur le cadre de référence, les modalités
de passation des marchés ou I’équipe d’évaluation ; la tentation pour le donneur de vouloir
dominer le processus ; des conclusions ‘sensibles’ que les deux parties hésitent a partager avec
leur hiérarchie ; des idées précongues sur la raison pour laquelle des projets ont rencontré des
difficultés ; un déficit de culture institutionnelle ; la pesanteur de la gestion ; de mauvais
indicateurs de performance ; ou encore une sous-estimation du temps et des capacités
nécessaires. Toutefois, le bilan global des évaluations conjointes est tres positif. Elles ont
notamment pour avantages :

e d’encourager I’harmonisation entre les donneurs et 1’alignement ;
e  de renforcer I’appropriation de I’APD au plan national ;
e d’alléger la charge de gestion pour les institutions gouvernementales ;

e de faire mieux connaitre aux donneurs les stratégies, les priorités et les procédures
des instances gouvernementales ;

e de favoriser I’apprentissage mutuel, I’échange de bonnes pratiques, les innovations
et I’amélioration des programmes.

Convenir d’une structure de gestion

Il est essentiel pour qu’une évaluation conjointe donne de bons résultats
de mettre en place une structure de gestion efficace.

Lorsque 1’opération ne concerne qu’un petit nombre d’organismes, la
structure de gestion est en général tres simple. Les partenaires peuvent
décider de se réunir régulicrement et de prendre ensemble toutes les
décisions concernant la gestion, I’'un des organismes assumant le role de
coordinateur. Dans d’autres cas, ils peuvent décider de déléguer la gestion a
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I’un d’entre eux tandis que les autres se bornent a parrainer 1’évaluation et a
en examiner les principaux résultats.

Chaque évaluation conjointe est certes différente, mais les plus
importantes d’entre elles ont généralement une structure de gestion
commune qui consiste en un comité de pilotage assez nombreux et en un
groupe de gestion de composition plus restreinte (voir encadré 5: La
structure de gestion classique). Les évaluations conjointes associant un
grand nombre de participants se prétent aussi a d’autres approches flexibles
ou décentralisées. Par exemple, plusieurs organismes peuvent assurer la
gestion de composantes paralleles, mais distinctes, de 1’évaluation, ou
certains partenaires peuvent unir leurs efforts pour mettre au point un cadre
d’évaluation commun, mais déléguer sa mise en application a un organisme
en particulier, a un groupe plus restreint ou a différents partenaires, selon le
contexte. Il est également possible de combiner les approches, certains
volets de I’évaluation étant traités conjointement alors que d’autres font
I’objet d’un traitement séparé. Ainsi, les études, les entretiens et les visites
sur le terrain peuvent relever d’une approche conjointe méme si les
organismes continuent a préparer des rapports distincts. D’ou une réduction
des cofits de transaction pour le pays partenaire qui ne prive pas pour autant
les donneurs de la possibilité d’adapter la teneur de leurs rapports aux
obligations qui leur sont imposées en matiere de reddition de comptes.

Les approches flexibles et décentralisées présentent [’avantage de
permettre de décomposer les études portant sur des questions diverses en
plusieurs volets plus faciles a gérer. Lorsqu’elle est efficace, la délégation
des responsabilités ou la division du travail facilite en outre une
rationalisation des procédures tout en minimisant les difficultés liées a la
gestion d’un travail en collaboration. Ce type d’approche permet également
de confier des responsabilités a un plus grand nombre de partenaires. A
I’inverse, ces approches décentralisées limitent la contribution et I’'influence
que les partenaires peuvent avoir sur chacun des volets du processus
d’évaluation dans une démarche réellement participative. Par ailleurs, il y a
un risque de duplication des efforts, tandis que d’autres éléments peuvent
‘passer entre les mailles du filet’. En outre, les communications entre les
équipes travaillant sur des volets différents risquent aussi de poser des
problemes et méritent qu’'on y préte attention dés les premieres étapes du
processus (voir encadré 4).
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Encadré 4. Outils de communication

Des communications efficaces entre les partenaires constituent 1’'un des plus importants
aspects d’une évaluation conjointe.

La messagerie électronique est un outil de communication rapide, qui peut néanmoins
engendrer des échanges d’informations un peu lourds. C’est souvent le cas avec les évaluations
conjointes et les partenaires doivent faire preuve de discernement dans ’utilisation de la
fonction ‘copie a’. La création d’un site web ou sont placés les informations essentielles et
autres rapports est un autre moyen de communiquer. Si besoin est, I’acces a une partie du site
peut étre protégé par un mot de passe. Le site du Réseau du CAD sur I’évaluation qui héberge
le site consacré a 1’évaluation du soutien budgétaire général en offre une illustration.

La vidéoconférence et la téléconférence sont également des outils efficaces qui permettent
de réduire le nombre d’entretiens en face a face et les frais de voyage qui y sont associés.
L’expérience indique toutefois qu’il est néanmoins nécessaire d’organiser quelques réunions en
face a face pour instaurer des relations de travail efficaces et éviter les problemes de
communication. La transparence est de toute premiére importance et il importe que le compte
rendu de chaque réunion soit diffusé.

Encadré 5. La structure de gestion classique

Dans les grandes évaluations conjointes, la structure de gestion la plus courante consiste en:
a) un comité de pilotage assez nombreux et b) un groupe de gestion de composition plus
restreinte qui s’occupe de la gestion au quotidien de 1’évaluation. Ce type de structure offre une
grande latitude pour déterminer si le rdle de certains organismes sera limité a celui de
partenaires silencieux, a quel niveau de détail le comité de pilotage doit étre associé a la prise
de décision, et combien de partenaires doivent faire partie du groupe de gestion et quels
pouvoirs doivent lui étre délégués.

Le comité de pilotage s’occupe normalement de partager les cofits de 1’évaluation ; il
donne une direction et une orientation d’ensemble a 1’évaluation, assume la responsabilité des
grandes décisions concernant I’approbation des termes de référence et la diffusion des produits
de 1’évaluation et rédige des rapports d’évaluation et documents d’orientation. Il est chargé de
superviser 1’évaluation et est comptable de la validité des résultats. Le comité de pilotage doit
toutefois veiller a éviter une centralisation a outrance de la gestion et déléguer suffisamment de
pouvoirs de décision au groupe de gestion afin que le processus se déroule sans heurts.
L’équipe d’évaluation doit également bénéficier de suffisamment d’indépendance dans
I’élaboration de ses conclusions et recommandations. Le comité de pilotage doit trouver
I’équilibre optimal entre supervision et controle.

Dans le cadre d’évaluations thématiques ou sectorielles, le comité de pilotage gagne a
compter parmi ses membres du personnel aussi bien administratif qu’opérationnel. Le débat de
fond est ainsi éclairé par I’expérience concrete de fagon a garantir la pertinence et 1’utilité des
conclusions. Les spécialistes de 1’évaluation dans le groupe sont chargés de veiller a la rigueur
de la méthodologie et a la bonne diffusion des conclusions, méme lorsqu’elles présentent un
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Encadré 5 <suite> caractere sensible. Il est parfois difficile cependant d’inclure dans le comité
de pilotage du personnel administratif et des agents opérationnels pour I’évaluation de
programmes individuels dans la mesure ou ils peuvent étre per¢us comme ayant trop d’intéréts
en jeu pour conserver leur neutralité vis-a-vis des résultats de 1I’évaluation.

Le groupe de gestion assure la gestion au quotidien de 1’évaluation et fonctionne mieux s’il
ne dépasse pas 5-6 membres. Il est essentiel que le groupe se voit déléguer suffisamment de
pouvoirs de décision et que ses attributions soient bien définies pour que le processus
d’évaluation fonctionne bien. Corollaire de cette délégation de pouvoirs, ’ensemble des
partenaires doit veiller a ce que le groupe de gestion soit doté des capacités et des compétences
requises pour assumer ses responsabilités. Le groupe de gestion se compose en général de
responsables de la gestion dont les capacités techniques leur permettent de diiment évaluer la
performance des consultants. Cela étant, les membres du groupe doivent aussi posséder des
compétences administratives et de communication et il importe qu’ils soient en mesure de
travailler efficacement en équipe dans un climat de confiance. Les organismes qui se portent
volontaires pour faire partie du groupe doivent aussi étre certains de pouvoir assumer les frais
encourus en termes de voyage et de personnes/ressources pour toute la durée de 1’évaluation. Il
est des plus important de confier la présidence du groupe a une personne solide et efficace,
dotée de compétences en gestion, administration et communication, apte a mener une équipe et
a résoudre les problemes, et qui ait par ailleurs 1I’expérience des évaluations et du sujet.

L’une des principales tiches du groupe de gestion consiste a instaurer des relations étroites,
efficaces et régulieres avec 1’équipe chargée de 1’évaluation. 11 est essentiel que des relations
ouvertes et satisfaisantes existent entre ’'un et ’autre et que soient régulierement organisées
des réunions, aux stades clés de 1’évaluation.

Au début d’une évaluation de grande envergure, le comité de pilotage et le groupe de
gestion doivent envisager de faire appel a des compétences extérieures pour les appuyer dans
leurs travaux. Il peut s’agir d’aider a la rédaction des comptes rendus de réunions, de jouer un
role de catalyseur en portant a D’attention du groupe des questions nouvelles ou qui
commencent a se faire jour, ou de dispenser des conseils sur des problemes de fond ou des
questions controversées. L’expert peut aussi revoir les premiers projets de rapports
d’évaluation et donner un retour d’information directement a 1’équipe d’évaluation. Cela
contribue a simplifier la phase de révision des versions provisoires des rapports tout en
apportant un recul pouvant aboutir a des critiques discretes a 1’équipe d’évaluation. Le
consultant peut aussi suivre 1’intégralité du processus et servir de banque de connaissances, en
enregistrant les legons tirées de 1’expérience dans un journal de bord propre a servir de base a
une évaluation ex-post de 1’évaluation.

Exécution et notification des résultats

Un certain nombre de membres du CAD ont publié des manuels
détaillés sur la marche a suivre pour mener des évaluations. Plutot que de
reproduire des informations disponibles par ailleurs, le présent chapitre
donne des orientations concretes propres aux évaluations conjointess. Les
partenaires a une évaluation conjointe doivent s’entendre sur un certain
nombre de points clés :
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e FEtablissement de régles communes pour 1’évaluation.

e Définition d’un cadre de référence pour les consultants (‘équipe
d’évaluation’).

e  Sélection de I’équipe d’évaluation : appel d’offres et recrutement.
e Elaboration du budget, chiffrage des coiits et financement.

e Collecte et analyse des données et communication des résultats.

Etablissement de régles communes pour 1’évaluation

Il ne faut pas partir du principe que les partenaires participant a une
évaluation conjointe poursuivent les mémes objectifs. L’expérience a
montré que les évaluations, au fur et a mesure de leur déroulement,
nourrissent des motivations contradictoires, voire des intentions cachées. 11
est impératif de tenir au plus tdt des discussions afin de prendre acte des
intentions et motivations des différents partenaires et de parer aux problemes
susceptibles de se poser.

Pour dégager le consensus nécessaire entre les partenaires quant a la
finalité, aux objectifs et au sujet de I’évaluation conjointe ainsi qu’a la
méthodologie retenue, il peut €tre intéressant de demander que soit élaboré
un premier document qui précise les questions a couvrir, les options
possibles et I’approche envisagée. Ce document passerait en revue les
principaux themes, défis et opportunités liés a cette évaluation et
constituerait un point de départ pour des échanges de vues éclairés entre

I’ensemble des partenaires sur une approche globale de I’évaluation.

Cette premicre vague de discussions et consultations devrait aboutir a
I’établissement d’un ensemble de regles de base convenues d’un commun
accord, qui précisent le role et les responsabilités de chaque partenaire et
définissent clairement les modalités de la prise de décision et du partage des
colts/de la charge de travail. Ces regles de base doivent établir les normes
qui gouverneront I’évaluation, par exemple si I’évaluation se conformera
aux Principes du CAD pour I’évaluation et aux normes d’évaluation du
CAD. Elles devront déterminer si et comment un partenaire peut se retirer
en cours d’évaluation, garantir le respect des opinions des partenaires les
moins influents et préciser I’engagement des partenaires vis-a-vis des
conclusions et recommandations.

Définition d’un cadre de référence pour les consultants

Une autre des difficultés que soulevent les évaluations conjointes

consiste a parvenir a un accord sur un cadre de référence gérable qui
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N

prennent en compte les thématiques et les intéréts propres a chacun des
organismes participants. Il est particuliecrement important de définir
précisément les attributions de chacun dans le cadre de référence d’une
évaluation conjointe dans la mesure ou celui-ci constitue un document écrit
qui regoit I’aval de ’ensemble des participants. Il n’y a certes pas de recette
universelle pour 1’établissement d’un bon cadre de référence, mais les
principes directeurs énoncés dans I’encadré 6 peuvent s’avérer utiles a cet
égard.

Encadré 6. Questions a inclure dans le cadre de référence d’une évaluation
conjointe

Finalité de I’évaluation, objet et destinataire

Les objectifs de 1’évaluation doivent étre clairement définis (aider a prendre des décisions
de financement, donner des orientations pour améliorer le fonctionnement des organismes
d’exécution ou influer sur leurs politiques et stratégies, par exemple). Il convient d’établir s’il
s’agit de 1’évaluation d’un secteur, d’une institution, d’un programme ou d’un projet en
particulier. Dans le cas d’une évaluation conjointe, la pluralité des destinataires rend nécessaire
une approche rationnelle et cohérente.

Questions a couvrir dans I’évaluation et méthodologie

Il convient de trouver un compromis entre la nécessité de tenir compte des intéréts
particuliers des organismes participant a 1’évaluation et celle de rester clairs et de ne pas se
perdre dans les détails pour que le processus global reste gérable. La méthodologie retenue doit
étre définie dans le cadre de référence, ou bien les consultants doivent avoir pour mission de la
mettre au point lors de la phase de démarrage (il est préférable de choisir une approche ou une
autre plutdt que d’avoir recours a un compromis). Il est bien malaisé de définir une fois pour
toutes s’il faut privilégier une méthode quantitative ou qualitative, mais il souvent possible
d’opter pour une méthode mixte. Les criteres applicables a la sélection des pays qui doivent
&tre inclus dans les études doivent étre énoncés dans le cadre de référence.

Rapports a fournir

Il importe de donner des détails suffisants sur la présentation des rapports, leur teneur, leur
longueur et la langue dans laquelle ils seront rédigés. Il faut mentionner les procédures
d’examen des rapports et, notamment, préciser les modalités prévues pour résoudre les conflits
éventuels liés aux résultats de 1’étude ou a I’indépendance de 1’équipe d’évaluation. Le cadre
de référence doit en outre spécifier si les consultants sont censés ou non élaborer des
recommandations. Les études consacrées a un pays en particulier pourront ne recevoir un
soutien dans le pays en question que si le cadre de référence met en évidence 1’intérét de

I’étude pour le pays.
Equipe d’évaluation

11 convient de définir le role et les responsabilités des membres de 1’équipe ainsi que les
lignes de communication avec le groupe de gestion. Il importe de préciser les criteres et les
modalités de sélection des membres de I’équipe et de déterminer la taille optimale de 1’équipe

GUIDANCE FOR MANAGING JOINT EVALUATIONS - © OECD 2006





PRINCIPALES ETAPES DE LA PLANIFICATION ET DE L'EXECUTION DES EVALUATIONS CONJOINTES - 27

Encadré 6 <suite> et les compétences qu’on attend d’elle. Il est en outre souhaitable de
spécifier que des consultants nationaux doivent faire partie de 1’équipe, de s’assurer d’une
bonne connaissance du contexte local et de la langue, de prendre en compte le point de vue des
pays partenaires et de promouvoir le renforcement des capacités d’évaluation.

Soutien administratif

11 convient de définir les services de soutien administratif qui seront mis a la disposition de
I’équipe. La logistique peut étre particulierement compliquée dans le cas des évaluations
conjointes, les différents organismes ayant leurs propres politiques et procédures concernant
les déplacements ou la sous-traitance. Dans certaines évaluations conjointes, on a simplifié les
choses en demandant a un seul organisme de se charger de tous les aspects administratifs ou en
les sous-traitant. Lorsque 1’évaluation conjointe est divisée en éléments distincts, la méthode
habituelle consiste a laisser chaque organisme se charger des aspects administratifs inhérents a
la composante qu’il supervise.

Budget et calendrier

Dans la mesure du possible, il est souhaitable d’estimer le budget a prévoir et de définir les
modalités de partage des cofits. Il convient d’établir un calendrier et de définir les dates
auxquelles devront étre soumis les rapports et autres produits. Les échéances doivent étre
réalistes, et tenir compte de ’ampleur du champ couvert par les themes sur lesquels porte
I’évaluation, de la taille de I’équipe et des contraintes en termes de ressources. Les évaluations
conjointes exigent plus de temps que les évaluations menées par un seul organisme lorsqu’il est
nécessaire pour collecter des données d’organiser des entretiens avec des représentants de
chacun des organismes participants.

Diffusion

Un plan relatif a la diffusion et a la circulation de I'information en retour doit étre élaboré
bien avant la rédaction du rapport final.

Sélection de I’équipe d’évaluation
Procédures d’appel d’offres

Il n’est pas facile dans le cadre d’évaluations conjointes de sélectionner
une équipe d’évaluation acceptable par I’ensemble des partenaires. La
difficulté s’accroit lorsque chaque partenaire souhaite que la procédure de
sélection soit conforme a ses propres procédures d’appel d’offres. Un délai
suffisant doit étre prévu pour le dépot des soumissions, la sélection et la
négociation. A titre indicatif, un minimum de trois a quatre mois est
nécessaire entre la publication d’un appel d’offres et 1’achévement des

négociations.

Pour les évaluations conjointes, on préfere I’appel a la concurrence que
la passation de marchés par entente directe. Le colit direct d’une évaluation
conjointe dans le cadre de laquelle sont réalisées des études par pays peut
dépasser 1 million d’euros et les regles de passation des marchés exigent
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souvent I’appel a la concurrence pour des initiatives de cette ampleur. Pour
des opérations de plus faible montant, la sous-traitance directe peut
présenter des avantages en ce qu’elle raccourcit le délai avant le démarrage,
demande moins de ressources pour I’examen des dossiers d’appel d’offres et
permet un recrutement ciblé sur des qualifications précises, ce qui réduit le
risque de performance inférieure aux prévisions. Toutefois, 1’appel a la
concurrence prévaut dans la mesure ou c’est la formule qui répond le mieux
a l'exigence de transparence, d’utilisation optimale des ressources et de
concurrence sur le fond. Les procédures d’appel a la concurrence sont
variables et dans le cas des évaluations conjointes, ce sont souvent les régles
en vigueur a la Banque mondiale, aux Nations unies ou dans I’UE qui sont
suivies. Parfois, on procede a une sélection préalable des soumissionnaires
en vue d’identifier des consultants qualifi€és qui sont alors invités a
soumettre un dossier d’appel d’offres dans les conditions normales.

Les consultants se regroupent souvent au sein d’un consortium lorsqu’ils
soumissionnent pour une évaluation conjointe de grande envergure. Cette
démarche a son utilit¢ en ce qu’elle permet de réunir une équipe dont
I’expérience et les compétences sont diverses, mais la sélection des
membres de 1’équipe repose parfois sur des considérations moins légitimes.
Par exemple, on a souvent le sentiment, méme si cela demanderait
confirmation, que le consortium a plus de chances d’emporter le marché s’il
comprend des consultants venant des pays représentés au comité de pilotage.
Il ne faut pas oublier que plus le consortium est étendu, plus il lui faudra de
ressources pour s’organiser et gérer ses relations internes.

L’équipe d’évaluation doit étre compétente et objective. Les criteres de
sélection doivent porter sur les compétences techniques, les aptitudes
linguistiques et I’expérience du pays. Le chef de 1’équipe doit étre
sélectionné avec soin du fait qu’il devra posséder de solides compétences en
matiere de gestion, de communication et de négociation et bien connaitre
son sujet. Il faut également veiller a ce qu’il n’y ait pas de conflit d’intéréts
entre les membres de 1’équipe.

L’équipe d’évaluation comprend parfois des membres venant des
organismes partenaires, y compris de l’organisme qui fait 1’objet de
I’évaluation, ce qui peut faciliter la communication et 1’adhésion aux
conclusions. Cela peut toutefois faire naftre des conflits d’intéréts
susceptibles de compromettre la neutralité et la crédibilité de 1’évaluation.
Pour renforcer la participation tout en minimisant le risque de conflits
d’intéréts, il peut étre envisagé d’accorder aux intéressés le statut
d’observateur ou d’inclure dans I’équipe des ressortissants nationaux qui ne
soient pas employés dans 1’organisme soumis a 1’évaluation.
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Certains consultants cherchent a présenter sous un jour favorable leurs
soumissions en minimisant les dépenses a prévoir, puis en renégociant le
budget une fois le marché acquis. Cette tactique est tout aussi répréhensible
que celle qui, a I’inverse, consiste a gonfler les cofts chiffrés de fagon a
pouvoir les réduire au cours des négociations initiales. Etablir un budget
réaliste est la condition d’un processus sans heurts et les partenaires doivent
consacrer du temps a une analyse rigoureuse des soumissions (voir encadré
8: Conseils relatifs aux questions financicres dans le cadre d’évaluations
conjointes). Les consultants doivent aussi étre encouragés a faire connaitre
les éventuelles motivations autres que financiéres les poussant a répondre a
I’appel d’offres, telles que la réputation qu’ils pourraient y gagner ou bien
I’intérét qu’ils portent au sujet ou leur expérience particuliere de la question.
La définition des attentes, 1’entente sur des mécanismes de contrdle de la
qualité ainsi que la définition des termes utilisés dans le cadre de référence
et le dossier d’appel d’offres constituent d’autres éléments qui comptent
pour établir de bonnes relations de compréhension avec 1’équipe chargée de
I’évaluation. La stabilité des membres clés de 1I’équipe d’évaluation est
également indispensable au bon fonctionnement du processus et peut faire
partie intégrante des accords contractuels.

Encadré 7. Principaux points a prendre en considération
lors de I’examen des soumissions émanant de consortiums de consultants

e Le consortium est-il de taille raisonnable (pas plus de trois organismes en regle
générale) ?

e La composition du consortium dénote-t-elle une expérience, des compétences et des
connaissances complémentaires ?

e Y a-t-il, en filigrane, une volonté d’ordre tactique de sélectionner les membres en
fonction de leur pays d’origine ?

e Les pays en développement sont-ils représentés dans le consortium ?

e Les membres du consortium ont-ils déja travaillé ensemble dans un contexte
comparable?

e Les membres du consortium se sont-ils entendus sur une approche méthodologique et
sur les modalités de division du travail ?

e Les taches, devoirs, responsabilités et revenus de chacun sont-ils répartis de fagon juste
et transparente ?

e Un mécanisme d’assurance-qualité est-il prévu pour garantir le respect des normes
prescrites ?

e [’administration et la gestion financiere de I’évaluation sont-elles éclatées entre les
membres du consortium ou concentrées aux mains d’un seul partenaire, comme ce
devrait étre le cas ?
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Passation des marchés et questions d’ordre juridique

Comme lors de la phase de soumission des offres, des difficultés
particulieres peuvent survenir dans le cadre d’évaluations conjointes lorsque
chaque partenaire souhaite que les procédures suivies soient conformes a ses
propres regles juridiques et de passation des marchés. Une question qui peut
faire débat, par exemple, est de déterminer s’il faut préférer un accord sur un
montant forfaitaire ou un contrat négocié (avec ou sans une partie
importante de dépenses remboursables). Par ailleurs, faut-il prévoir une
clause d’annulation de fagon a pouvoir résilier le contrat en cas de médiocre
performance, ou une clause optionnelle qui exige du client qu’il demande
explicitement que soient poursuivis les travaux a certaines étapes du
processus. Le moyen le plus simple d’éviter les contestations au sein des
partenaires dans le cadre d’une évaluation conjointe consiste a respecter le
systeme juridique de I’organisme chef de file et les pratiques qu’il a établies.

Le financement commun d’évaluations conjointes peut soulever des
questions juridiques délicates. Certains pays soumettent a restrictions
I’apport de concours financiers au gouvernement d’un autre pays, méme si
ces concours sont préaffectés a des activités conjointes. Des difficultés
peuvent se faire jour si I’accord de cofinancement stipule que le pays qui
centralise les fonds doit soumettre des rapports d’étape attestant que ceux-ci
sont diiment utilisés, étant donné qu’il se voit contraint de rendre compte de
I’utilisation de ressources qu’il ne contrdle pas pleinement (car les décisions
sont prises par le comité de pilotage). Il peut y avoir probleme lorsque les
pays qui participent au cofinancement souhaitent se ménager le droit de
vérifier les comptes tenus par le pays qui centralise les fonds. La vérification
des comptes publics, en effet, est normalement du ressort exclusif d’une
cour des comptes ou de son équivalent.

Plusieurs types de contrats et d’accords sont nécessaires pour établir des
relations contraignantes entre les différents partenaires et pour surmonter les
difficultés d’ordre juridique qui peuvent se faire jour. La plupart des
évaluations conjointes attestent d’un bon esprit de coopération, ce qui aide
les partenaires a dépasser ce type de problemes.

Encadré 8. Conseils relatifs aux questions financieres dans le cadre d’évaluations
conjointes

e Le chiffrage des coiits d’une évaluation conjointe doit &tre réaliste et couvrir toute la
durée du cycle d’évaluation. Le budget doit prendre en compte les frais liés a
I’assurance-qualité, la publication, la traduction et I’impression, ainsi qu’aux ateliers de
suivi, rencontres et séminaires. Prévoir une ligne budgétaire pour faire face aux
imprévus peut contribuer a éviter des procédures compliquées et d’éventuels désaccords
lorsqu’il est nécessaire de revoir a la hausse les estimations initiales.
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Encadré 8 <suite>

e Le cycle budgétaire doit commencer par une discussion entre les partenaires qui porte
sur le colit probable de 1I’évaluation et non sur le volume de financement disponible. Il y
aura possibilité ultérieurement d’équilibrer les dépenses et les recettes.

e Le premier chiffrage des cofits doit reposer sur I’expérience acquise dans des contextes
comparables, et prévoir en plus une marge de sécurité. Aucun engagement définitif ne
doit étre arrété sur la base de ces chiffres préliminaires. Un engagement prématuré de
quelques partenaires seulement risque d’imposer aux autres la charge de tous les coiits
supplémentaires imprévus.

e I faut consacrer beaucoup de temps et d’efforts a I’examen et a I’appréciation du volet
financier des offres soumises par les consultants.

e Le budget final ne sera connu qu’apreés 1’attribution du marché et I’aboutissement des
négociations avec 1’équipe d’évaluation. Lorsque c’est possible, ce n’est qu’a ce
moment-la que les partenaires devront annoncer leurs contributions. Cette approche
n’est toutefois pas toujours possible du fait que certains donneurs exigent que
I'intégralité du financement soit assurée avant méme le lancement de la procédure
d’appel d’offres.

Rendre compte a I’équipe d’évaluation

Composées de personnes de nationalités et de cultures différentes,
parlant diverses langues et ayant des qualifications et des compétences
variées, les équipes d’évaluation conjointe présentent souvent une grande
diversité. Si cette diversité peut enrichir les conclusions de 1’évaluation, les
barrieres linguistiques peuvent entraver la communication, comme peuvent
le faire les différences de perspectives et d’opinions si elles entrainent des
conflits au lieu de compromis. Pour aider I’équipe a prendre un bon départ,
il est bon, au début d’une évaluation conjointe, d’organiser un séminaire de
planification auquel participent les membres de 1’équipe d’évaluation et les
représentants des organismes partenaires. Ce séminaire vise 2 mettre en
place une équipe efficace ayant une idée commune des objectifs de
I’évaluation et de sa planification. Il peut contribuer a préciser les rdles et
responsabilités de chacun et a s’entendre sur les modalités de
fonctionnement de 1’équipe et de coordination.

Collecte et analyse des données, et communication des
résultats

La phase d’exécution est souvent la période ou se concentrent les
difficultés imprévues et qui demande a I’ensemble des partenaires de faire
preuve de flexibilité, de compréhension mutuelle et de patience.
L’expérience a permis de dégager des enseignements qui sont présentés ci-
apres.
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Examen de documents et entretiens complémentaires

Il s’agit de procéder a un examen systématique de la documentation
existante sur le sujet afin de répondre aux questions particulieres que peut se
poser 1’équipe d’évaluation. Cet examen peut donner lieu a une étude de
synthese fort utile pour résumer les expériences, conclusions et lecons qui
ont pu étre dégagées dans un secteur donné. L’examen des documents
présente néanmoins I’inconvénient de ne pas se préter facilement a des
méthodes participatives. En outre, la documentation existante ne couvre pas
toujours les questions soulevées par 1’évaluation ou ne les traite pas dans le
détail. Tout le processus peut étre mis a mal si les documents ne sont pas
recus en temps voulu et s’ils n’ont pas été triés en fonction de leur qualité et
de leur intérét. S’il y a lieu, la traduction des documents doit étre prévue et
organisée a I’avance. L’examen des documents peut étre utilement complété
par d’autres techniques de collecte d’information, prenant par exemple la
forme d’entretiens avec des représentants des organismes concernés.

Activités de terrain dans les pays en développement

Les études de cas sur les pays améliorent la qualité et la teneur de
I’évaluation et permettent a I’équipe d’évaluation de vérifier les résultats
préliminaires tirés de I’analyse des documents. Dans le choix des pays
faisant I’objet d’études de cas, il faut établir des criteres de sélection de
facon a assurer que tous les aspects importants sont couverts. L’activité de
terrain suppose de rassembler des renseignements aupres de fonctionnaires
du pays, d’agents des organismes, d’experts locaux et d’autres parties
prenantes. Les équipes d’évaluation peuvent faire appel a diverses
techniques : observation sur place, réunions de groupe, entretiens, ateliers et
mini-enquétes. Il arrive trop souvent que les équipes d’évaluation ne
recueillent pas de renseignements aupres des bénéficiaires que visait le
programme et s’appuient sur des sources d’information secondaires. Il existe
diverses méthodes peu colteuses d’évaluation rapide permettant de
rassembler des informations précieuses de maniere structurée. Les équipes
d’évaluation doivent veiller a étayer systématiquement les informations
recueillies par leurs soins.

Il y a tout intérét a organiser un séminaire auquel assisteront tous les
membres de 1’équipe, qui participeront tous a I’analyse et a la validation des
constatations, conclusions et recommandations des études de cas. Les
tensions qui peuvent survenir entre les membres de 1’équipe peuvent étre
gérées plus facilement si tous les membres de 1’équipe sont réunis, et il est
utile de convenir a 1’avance des moyens de résoudre les éventuels
différends. Les institutions des pays partenaires sont souvent favorables a la

tenue d’un séminaire au début et a la fin du travail sur le terrain. Ces
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institutions doivent aussi avoir la possibilité d’examiner le projet d’étude de
cas, a la fois pour confirmer I’exactitude des conclusions, mais aussi pour
faire part de leurs propres perspectives et de leurs opinions.

Rédaction du rapport de synthese

Les évaluations conjointes complexes comprenant de nombreuses
composantes ou études de cas par pays donnent généralement lieu a un
rapport de synthése. Dans certains cas, le rapport de synthése ne fait que
colliger les résumés de chacune des études individuelles. Une autre
approche consiste a aller au-dela du contenu des études individuelles pour
arriver a des constatations, conclusions et recommandations d’ensemble.
Cette méthode présente 1’avantage de créer des synergies et d’aboutir & un
produit qui est plus que la somme de ses composantes. On peut minimiser le
risque de contestation des nouvelles conclusions par les membres des
équipes individuelles en confiant la rédaction du rapport de synthése a une
équipe ayant également participé aux études individuelles. Pour que tous les
membres de 1’équipe puissent souscrire au rapport de synthese, il est
également possible d’organiser un séminaire ou ils décideront en commun
des conclusions et recommandations d’ensemble du rapport final.

Les études individuelles comme le rapport de synthese sont
généralement examinés par 1’ensemble des partenaires de 1’évaluation
conjointe, ce qui aide a rallier leur adhésion aux conclusions du rapport et a
en améliorer la qualité. Il est essentiel de préserver 1’indépendance de
I’équipe d’évaluation et les révisions susceptibles d’étre apportées au
rapport final doivent faire 1’objet de restrictions convenues d’avance, par
exemple qu’il ne soit pas possible de modifier la teneur des constatations,
conclusions ou recommandations de 1’équipe. On peut aussi minimiser le
risque de désaccord, de conflit ou de controverse en faisant en sorte que les
conclusions et recommandations s’appuient sur des preuves empiriques, que
des modalités de résolution des différends soient prévues, et que la
communication entre 1’équipe et les organismes partenaires aux premieres
étapes du processus ait été bonne.

Diffusion des résultats et suivi

Il convient de s’intéresser des le début du processus aux modalités de
diffusion des résultats et aux suites qui seront données a 1’évaluation. Les
responsables de la gestion des évaluations doivent s’assurer que la
production du rapport d’évaluation ne devient pas une fin en soi et que les
changements recommandés dans le rapport en termes de stratégie ou de mise
en ceuvre sont bien relayés. Ces changements peuvent intervenir lors du

ORIENTATIONS RELATIVES A LA GESTION DES EVALUATIONS CONJOINTES - © OCDE 2006





34 — KEY STEPS IN PLANNING AND DELIVERING JOINT EVALUATIONS

processus d’évaluation dans la mesure ou les premieres discussions avec les
gestionnaires de programme, de méme que le projet de conclusions, peuvent
donner lieu a des modifications avant la rédaction du rapport final.

Diftfusion : traduction, publication et communication des résultats
aux publics visés

Les frais d’impression et de publication doivent &tre pris en compte des
le début du processus d’élaboration du budget. Les rapports sur les études de
cas par pays et autres études individuelles sont généralement publiés par
I’organisme chef de file. Il arrive souvent que I’'un des partenaires du groupe
de gestion propose de publier le rapport de synthese final.

La diffusion comprend généralement I’expédition du rapport et d’une
courte note de syntheése aux destinataires visés. La publication sur Internet
permet d’atteindre un public plus large parmi les intéressés. Il importe de
s’assurer que les versions traduites des rapports publiés soient adaptées aux
principaux destinataires appelés a mettre en pratique les conclusions et
recommandations qui y sont formulées.

Les résultats des évaluations conjointes peuvent étre communiqués non
seulement dans les rapports publiés, mais aussi dans le cadre de conférences
ou de séminaires. Il est important d’y inviter les chefs des services
opérationnels et les responsables des institutions des pays donneurs, des
pays partenaires et des ONG auxquels s’adressent les recommandations.
L’avantage de telles manifestations est de donner aux participants 1’occasion
de débattre des conclusions de I’évaluation et de convenir ensemble de

mesures a prendre en conséquence, ce qui facilite la collaboration et le
travail de coordination au niveau du suivi.

Suivi : s’assurer des suites données aux recommandations

Chaque organisme a son propre angle d’approche vis-a-vis des suites a
donner aux recommandations formulées a I’issue d’une évaluation
conjointe. Certains ne font pas de distinction avec leurs propres évaluations
et sollicite une réaction de la part de leur hiérarchie, soumettent les
recommandations a leurs comités d’audit et d’évaluation pour examen ou les
transmettent au parlement pour information. Quelques-uns mettent au point
des plans d’action pour mettre en ceuvre ces recommandations. D’autres,
toutefois, procedent de fagon plus prudente au cas par cas, s’occupant du
suivi a posteriori en fonction de l'intérét que présentent pour eux les
conclusions. Une telle approche peut aboutir a la décision d’archiver le
rapport plutdt que de donner suite aux recommandations. Pour limiter ce
risque, il serait souhaitable que chaque organisme élabore, aux premiers
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stades du processus d’évaluation, un plan de communication de nature a
faire naitre de I'intérét pour I’évaluation au plan national et a renforcer
I’adhésion qu’elle suscite. De cette maniere, les hauts responsables et les
agents chargés du programme sont informés avant la publication des
résultats et devraient donc étre plus disposés a en accepter les conclusions et
recommandations.

Du fait que les évaluations conjointes soulevent souvent des questions
qui portent sur I’ensemble du systtme et donnent lieu a des
recommandations qui ont trait a tout un éventail d’organisations, on ne peut
pas obliger les institutions a appliquer les recommandations. Il peut
cependant étre utile d’assurer un suivi de leur mise en ceuvre, de fagon a
responsabiliser les organismes concernés. Un systéme de suivi bien structuré
peut encourager les organismes a rendre compte des suites qu’ils ont
données a I’évaluation. Parmi les bonnes pratiques, on peut citer I’exemple
du Joint Evaluation Follow-up Monitoring and Facilitation Network (JEFF)
mis en place apres 1’évaluation des opérations au Rwanda pour

institutionnaliser le suivi des mesures prises.
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Notes
1. Principes du CAD pour I’évaluation de l’aide au développement, op.cit.,
p4.
2. Réexamen des principes du CAD pour [’évaluation de [’aide au
développement, op.cit., p.11.
3. Les évaluations conjointes de portée mondiale soulevent une difficulté, a

savoir de déterminer quels pays partenaires doivent faire partie du comité
de pilotage avant que ne soit arrétée une stratégie d’échantillonnage. La
stratégie d’échantillonnage devra étre approuvée par le comité de
pilotage, mais le comité de pilotage doit prendre ses décisions en
concertation avec les participants des pays en développement. C’est le
probleme de «1’ceuf et de la poule » auquel il n’y a pas de solution
tranchée.

4. Chaque organisme devrait publier des informations sur son site web qui
décrivent les grandes lignes de sa politique générale en matiere
d’évaluations conjointes et la fagon de procéder en vue de mener avec lui
une évaluation conjointe.

5. Se reporter a la bibliographie pour d’autres orientations et manuels relatifs
aux évaluations.
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PROJET DE PRINCIPES POUR L’EVALUATION DE L'AIDE AU DEVELOPPEMENT

[. INTRODUCTION

1. Dans le cadre du mandat qui lui a été confié d’améliorer le volume de
I'aide et son efficacité sous I'angle du développement, le CAD s’est employé a
établir une série de principes concernant les domaines essentiels de la
programmation et de la gestion de I'aide, notamment I'examen préalable des
projets, 'aide-programme et la coopération technique. L'évaluation de I'aide
Joue un rdle essentiel dans les efforts tendant a améliorer la qualité de la
coopération pour le développement. L’ensemble de principes ci-apres présente
les points de vue des Membres du CAD sur les impératifs les plus importants du
processus d'évaluation, tels qu'ils ressortent des politiques et pratiques
actuelles ainsi que de I'expérience des organismes d’aide en matiere
d’évaluation et de rétroaction des résultats. s«

Partenariat donneurs/pays d'accueil

2. L'aide au développement est une entreprise menée en coopération par des
donneurs et des pays d’'accueil qui agissent en partenaires. Les pays du tiers
monde ont la responsabilité de leur propre développement et I'aide ne peut étre
qu’un élément subsidiaire et complémentaire de leurs propres efforts. L'aide
soutient des activités dont les pays en développement sont les maitres
d’ouvrage et dont ils assument la responsabilité en dernier ressort. Les

résultats des projets dépendent des actions aussi bien des donneurs que des
pays d'accueil. Les uns et les autres ont intérét a ce que les rares fonds

publics soient utilisés au mieux et il leur appartient d'y veiller. Les

donneurs comme les pays d’accueil doivent donc s'intéresser a I'évaluation en
la considérant comme un exercice permettant non seulement de rationaliser
I'emploi des ressources consacrees au développement en tirant parti des legons
de I'expérience mais aussi de justifier les activités aupres des autorités
politiques et du grand public.

3. Les principes énoncés ci-aprés sont destinés surtout aux organismes
d’aide pour I'évaluation des activités financées par les donneurs. lls

devraient cependant étre également utiles aux autorités des pays en
développement pour leurs Propres travaux d'évaluation concernant les activités
financees par l'aide et, de fait, d’autres programmes et projets publics.

Conclusions centrales et complémentarité avec d’autres principes relatifs a la
gestion de l'aide

4. Les principes sont axés sur I'évaluation d'activités en cours et

achevées. lls viennent compléter d'autres principes précédemment convenus par
le CAD pour la %estion de l'aide au développement, notamment les Principes pour
I'examen préalable des projets adoptés en 1988, les Principes pour
I'aide-programme et les Principes pour la coopération technique. Ces ensembles
de principes contiennent tous des recommandations concernant les évaluations
auxquelles devraient étre soumis les instruments d'aide spécifiques qu'ils





visent. Les principes ci-aprés donnent des indications générales sur le role de
I'évaluation dans la gestion de l'aide, en faisant ressortir 'importance
centrale des aspects suivants :

-- Les organismes d'aide devraient avoir une politiqgue d’évaluation
s'accompagnant de lignes directrices et de méthodes clairement
énoncées, et ils devraient préciser le role et les taches de
I'évaluation ainsi que la place de cette fonction dans les structures
institutionnelles.

-- La fonction d’évaluation devrait étre impartiale et étre indépendante
des mécanismes mis en place pour I'élaboration des politiques d'aide,
I'acheminement et la gestion des concours.

-- L'exercice d'évaluation doit étre aussi ouvert que possible et ses
résultats doivent étre largement diffusés.

-- Les évaluations ne sont utiles que si elles sont exploitées. Il est
donc essentiel que leurs résultats parviennent aussi bien aux
décideurs qu'aux agents opérationnels.

-- L’association des pays d’accueil a I'exercice et la coopération entre
donneurs revétent une importance capitale pour I'évaluation : ce sont
la des aspects importants de I'édification de I'appareil
institutionnel des pays d'accueil et des mécanismes de coordination
de l'aide, qui sont susceptibles d'alléger les taches administratives
pesant sur les pays d’accueil.

-- L’évaluation de I'aide et les éléments connexes 3u’e|le exige doivent
faire partie intégrante des tout premiers travaux de planification.
Une activité d’aide ne peut donner lieu a une évaluation objective
que si les buts qui lui sont assignés sont identifiés avec précision.

Définition

5. L’évaluation est une fonction qui consiste a porter une appréciation,

aussi systématique et objective gue possible, sur un projet en cours ou acheveé,

un programme ou un ensemble de lignes d’action, sa conception, sa mise en

oeuvre et ses résultats. Il s'agit de déterminer la pertinence des objectifs et

leur degré de réalisation, I'efficience au regard du développement,

I'efficacité, I'impact et la viabilité. Une évaluation devrait fournir des

informations crédibles et utiles, permettant d'intégrer les enseignements tirés

Sux mécanismes d’élaboration des décisions tant des pays d’accueil que des
onneurs.





[l. FINALITE DE L'EVALUATION

6. Les principaux objectifs de I'évaluation sont les suivants :

-- améliorer les politiques, programmes et projets des années futures
grace a la prise en compte des enseignements tirés du passeé ;

-- fournir des éléments en vue de la justification des actions menées,
avec des informations destinées au public.

7. L'évaluation des échecs comme des réussites fournit des informations

précieuses qui, si elles sont convenablement prises en compte, sont

susceptibles d’améliorer a I'avenir les programmes et projets d’'aide. Les fonds

destinés au développement sont maigres eu égard aux besoins et les personnes

qui, dans les pays donneurs comme dans les pays d’accueil, sont chargées de les

?erer devraient pouvoir s’appuYer au maximum sur les enseignements de
expeérience pour en optimiser I'emploi.

8. Dans le contexte de I'évaluation, la justification des actions

entreprises est considérée sous I'angle des résultats pour le développement et
de I'impact de I'aide au développement. Il s’agit d'une notion différente de
I'obligation de justifier l'utilisation des deniers publics, dans un sens

comptable et juridique, ces questions étant habituellement du ressort des
services de verification des comptes. Les résultats de I'aide au développement
doivent étre portés a la connaissance du grand public et des milieux influents
tant dans les pays donneurs que dans les pays bénéficiaires.

9. L'une des fonctions importantes de I'évaluation est d’appeler
I'attention des décideurs sur les contraintes auxquelles se heurtent les
efforts d’aide en raison des imperfections ou des éléments de rigidité des
oIitic?Tues suivies par les donneurs et par les pays bénéficiaires, de
'insuffisance de la coordination et de I'efficacité d’autres pratiques telles
gue les modes de passation des marchés.

10. L’evaluation favorise le dialogue et améliore la coopération entre les
partenaires du processus de développement grace au partage de données
d’expérience a tous les niveaux.

IIl. IMPARTIALITE ET INDEPENDANCE

11.  Le processus d’évaluation ou en tant que fonction devrait étre impartial
et étre indépendant des mécanismes mis en place pour I'élaboration des
politiques, 'acheminement et la gestion des concours d’aide au développement.

12.  L'impartialité concourt a la crédibilité des évaluations car elle est un
gage de l'objectivité des constatations, des analyses et des conclusions
presentées. L'indépendance donne une Iégitimité a I'évaluation et diminue les
risques de conflits d'intéréts qui pourraient se produire si les décideurs et

les gestionnaires étaient les seuls a pouvoir porter un jugement sur leurs
propres actions.





13. L'impartialité et 'indépendance sont des impératifs qui s'imposent a
toutes les étapes du processus d'évaluation : planification du programme
d’évaluations, énonce du mandat des évaluateurs, sélection et approbation des
membres de I'équipe d’'évaluation. L'indépendance des évaluations peut étre
encore renforcée lorsque les rapports sont diffusés sous le nom de leur auteur
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(ou sous celui des membres de I'équipe).

Structure institutionnelle de la gestion de 'évaluation

14. VLefficacité de I'évaluation dépend de maniere cruciale de la structure
mise en place pour la gestion du processus. Celle-ci doit permettre de répondre
aux trois exigences suivantes : élaborer une ‘politique et un ensemble de lignes
directrices en matiére d’évaluation ; veiller a l'impartialité et a

I'indépendance des études ; rattacher les constatations de I'évaluation aux
activités futures.

15. Il arrive souvent que certains types d’organisation tendent a
privilégier telle exigence au détriment xdes autres. Par exemple, le fait de
vouloir assurer I'indépendance du processus risque de nuire a la possibilité
d’établir une liaison étroite entre les constatations de I'évaluation et la

prise des décisions. Il convient de rechercher la solution optimale en faisant
un arbitrage entre toutes ces exigences.

16. Le meilleur moyen d'assurer 'impartialité et I'indépendance du

processus est de séparer la fonction d’évaluation des services d'exécution
responsables de la planification et de la gestion de I'aide au développement.
Pour ce faire, on pourrait constituer une cellule centrale d’évaluation rendant
directement compte au ministre de la coopération ou au chef de I'organisme
d'aide au développement, ou encore au conseil d'administration ou au conseil
des gouverneurs dudit organisme. Dans la mesure ou certaines fonctions
d'évaluation sont attachées a des services techniques, il faudrait qu'il soit

rendu compte des travaux a un niveau suffisamment élevé de la direction ou a un
comité de gestion dont dépendent les décisions relatives au programme. Dans ce
cas de figure, il faudrait prendre toutes les dispositions voulues pour

préserver I'objectivité du processus et de ses résultats. Quelle que soit la
démarche retenue, les structures et procédures organisationnelles devraient
faciliter I'établissement d’un lien entre les constatations de I'évaluation

d’'une part et, de 'autre, les décisions concernant la programmation et les
grandes orientations des politiques d'aide.

17. Les organismes d'aide doivent mettre au point une politique d'évaluation
prenant en compte les questions évoquées ci-dessus et contenant des
dispositions pour assurer I'ouverture du processus, notamment la communication
des résultats.

IV. CREDIBILITE

18. La crédibilité de I'évaluation dépend des compétences professionnelles
et de I'indépendance des évaluateurs ainsi que du degré de transparence du
processus. Pour étre crédible, I'évaluation doit porter aussi bien sur les cas





de réussite que sur les cas d’échec. En regle générale, les pays d’accueil
devraient participer pleinement a I'évaluation car I'exercice gagnerait en
crédibilité et susciterait un engagement plus fort.

19. Les organismes d'aide doivent avoir une masse critique d'évaluateurs
professionnels de maniére a disposer d’un éventail suffisamment large de
compeétences pour couvrir leurs divers domaines d’activite et a assurer la
crédibilité du processus.

20. Latransparence de |'exercice d’évaluation est un aspect décisif de sa
crédibilité et de sa legitimité. Pour qu'il y ait transparence, il faut :

-- que le processus d’évaluation pris dans son ensemble soit aussi
ouvert que possible et que ses résultats soient largement
communiqués ;

-- que les rapports d’évaluation fassent apparaitre séparément les
résultats et les recommandations. Les €léments d’'information a
I'appui des constatations devraient étre cités de maniere a ne pas
compromettre les sources.

V. UTILITE

21. Pour que les résultats des évaluations pésent véritablement sur la prise

des décisions, ils doivent étre percus comme pertinents et utiles, et ils

doivent étre présentés de maniére claire et concise. lls devraient refléter les
intéréts et besoins différents des multiples parties prenantes a la coopération

Pour le développement. La commodité d’accés est également un aspect crucial de
‘utilité. Le processus d'évaluation est en soi un moyen de clarifier les

objectifs, d'améliorer la communication, d’enrichir les connaissances et de
préparer la voie aux actions ultérieures.

22. Les études d'évaluation doivent intervenir a point nommeé, c'est-a-dire
u'elles doivent étre disponibles au moment ou des décisions sont a prendre.
ette remarque donne a penser que I'évaluation a un réle important a jouer tout

au long des diverses étapes de I'exécution d’'un projet ou programme et gu’elle

ne doit pas étre conduite uniqguement en tant qu'exercice rétrospectif. C'est

aux agents des services opérationnels qu'il appartient de suivre le déroulement

des activités en cours. Les dispositions prises pour faire intervenir des

évaluateurs independants permettent de compléter utilement le suivi régulier
des opérations.

VI. PARTICIPATION DES DONNEURS ET DES PAYS D’ACCUEIL

23. Conformément au principe de partenariat mis en relief ci-dessus, il
faudrait, chaque fois que cela est possible, que les donneurs et les pays
d’accueil participent au processus d’évaluation. Les résultats des exercices
intéressant les deux parties, les mandats des évaluations devraient prendre en





compte les préoccupations de chacun des partenaires ; les études devraient
refléter leurs points de vue respectifs quant a I'efficacité et I'impact des
activités en cause. Le principe d'impartialité et d'indépendance en cours
d’évaluation devrait s’appliquer tout autant aux bénéficiaires qu'aux donneurs.
La participation et I'impartialité concourent a la qualité de I'évaluation, ce
qui a des conséquences importantes pour la viabilité a long terme étant donné
3ue les pays d'accueil deviennent les seuls responsables du projet aprés le
épart du donneur.

24. Chaque fois que les circonstances s’y prétent, les opinions et =~
connaissances speciales des groupes touchés devraient faire partie intégrante
des données de I'évaluation.

25. La participation de toutes les parties concernées est une occasion
d’apprentissage pragmatiqu.e et contribue a renforcer les qualifications et
capacités des pays d’accueil, objectif important qu'il conviendrait également
de poursuivre grace a des actions de formation et a d’autres formes d’appui au
développement des institutions et des capacités de gestion.

VII. COOPERATION ENTRE DONNEURS

26. Il est essentiel que les donneurs collaborent de maniére a enrichir
mutuellement leurs connaissances et éviter les doubles emplois. Il convient
d'encourager les donneurs a collaborer afin de mettre au point des méthodes
d’évaluation, de partager leurs rapports et informations, et d'améliorer
I'acces aux résultats des études d'évaluation. Les donneurs devraient
s'attacher a faire des évaluations conjointes qui offrent le double avantage de
favoriser une meilleure compréhension mutuelle des procédures et approches
utilisées par les différents organismes d’aide et d’alléger le fardeau
administratif pesant sur le pays d'accueil. Les donneurs devraient échanger
leurs plans d'évaluations, de maniere systématique et bien avant la date
d’exécution, afin de faciliter la planification des exercices conjoints.

VIIl. PROGRAMMATION DES EVALUATIONS

27. Les organismes d'aide doivent établir un plan ?énéral pour I'évaluation
de leurs activités d'aide au développement. A cette fin, ils devraient
regrouper les diverses activités a evaluer en catégories approtpriées. lls
fixeraient ensuite un ordre de priorité pour I'évaluation des différentes
catégories et établiraient un calendrier en conséquence.

28. Ces categories devraient représenter les divers domaines couverts par
les activités d’aide au developpement. Les évaluations les plus fréequentes
seront probablement celles qui porteront sur des projets ou des activités
visant I'appareil institutionnel mais il y a peu de chances qu'elles puissent a
elles seules satisfaire a la totalité des besoins d’évaluation en raison de la
spécificité de leurs résultats. La programmation des évaluations doit tenir
compte des demandes particuliéres de la haute direction et des décideurs, et
des études faisant la synthése des enseignements tirés doivent étre prévues.





29. Les moyens consacrés a I'évaluation doivent permettre de réaliser un
large éventail d'études portant sur les grandes lignes d’action, les activités
réalisées au titre des programmes et projets, ainsi que sur des secteurs, des
thémes et des questions recoupant plusieurs domaines. Les procédures et
méthodes de gestion de I'organisme d’aide doivent également faire I'objet
d’évaluations.

30. Pour des raisons administratives et financieres, il est indispensable de
fixer 'ordre de priorité des études. Un calendrier d’exécution dotit figurer
dans le plan des évaluations. Les utilisateurs des résultats devraient prendre
part aux déecisions touchant I'organisation et le calendrier des activités
d’évaluation, pour que leurs besoins puissent étre pris en compte. Le plan des
g_ctivit_és d'évaluation doit recevoir I'appui et I'approbation de la haute

irection.

31. Les organismes d'aide qui ne I'ont pas encore fait devraient établir des
lignes directrices et/ou des plans-types pour les évaluations. Ces documents
devraient donner des indications genérales et définir les normes minimales a
respecter pour la réalisation des etudes et I'établissement des rapports.

IX. CONCEPTION ET MISE EN OEUVRE DES ETUDES D’EVALUATION

32. _lIfaut planifier chaque étude d’évaluation et en établir le mandat de
maniere a :

-- définir I'objet et la portée de I'évaluation, avec notamment
I'indication des personnes auxquelles sont destinés les résultats ;

-- décrire les méthodes a employer durant I'évaluation ;

-- recenser les normes par références auxquelles les performances des
projets/programmes seront évaluées ;

-- déterminer les ressources a mobiliser et le temps requis pour mener
I'exercice a son terme.

33. L'objet de I'évaluation doit étre expliqué, c’est-a-dire qu'il faut
préciser s'il sagit d’'améliorer les politiques, procédures et techniques, ou
de déterminer s'il y a lieu soit de poursuivre, soit d'interrompre des
activités spécifiques en cours.

34. Une évaluation doit définir I'activité qui en est I'objet -- par exemple
projets, institutions, secteurs ou programmes -- et donner des renseignements
sur, par exemple, les origines, les objectifs, les activités, les dépenses,
I'impact et les effets escomptés.

35. Il faut absolument déterminer les guestions qui seront traitées dans

I'étude, ce que I'on appelle souvent les "thémes de I'évaluation”. Ces thémes
traceront un cadre commode pour la conduite de I'exercice et seront les
fondements d'un énoncé clair d’'un ensemble de conclusions et de
recommandations. Ces thémes peuvent étre regroupés sous les grandes rubriques
suivantes :





-- Raison d'étre. L'exercice se justifie-t-il ? Les objectifs poursuivis
sont-ils pertinents et réalistes ? Y aurait-il lieu d’envisager de
les remplacer par d’'autres ?

-- Réalisation des objectifs. Il est trés difficile de faire une
évaluation si les objectifs du projet/programme évalué n'ont pas été
clairement posés et si la collecte de données de base pertinentes n'a
pas été prévue dans I'accord de projet, dans le plan d’opérations ou
dans des dispositions spéciales. Dans quelle mesure les objectifs
initiaux ont-ils été atteints ? Ou ont-ils des chances de I'étre ?
Quels ont été les principaux facteurs ayant pesé sur la réalisation
ou la non-réalisation des objectifs ? Dans I'hypothése ou les
objectifs n'ont pas été énoncés en termes suffisamment précis pour
qu'il soit possible d’en évaluer le degré de réalisation, il faudrait
n,ée}_nmoins s’'employer a apprécier I'impact et les effets des activités
réalisées.

- Impact et effets. Que s'est-il passeé a la suite du projet/programme ?
Il s'agit non seulement des résultats directs mais aussi, ce qui est
extrémement important, de I'impact et des effets essentiels exercés
par I'activité sur des indicateurs sociaux, économiques,
environnementaux et autres. L'examen devrait porter a la fois sur les
résultats attendus et involontaires, et il doit également expliciter
I'impact négatif et positif exercé par des facteurs extérieurs tels
gue des changements intervenus dans les grands axes fondamentaux de
I'action publique, dans les circonstances économiques et financiéres
générales.

36. Le fait de poser ces questions répond au souci de veiller a ce que
I'évaluateur soit a méme de porter un jugement sur l'information et de formuler
des conclusions et recoxmmandations concernant les points suivants :

-- Résultats globaux. Quel a été le degré de réussite de I'action ? Pour
quelles raisons ? L'impact et les effets observés justifient-ils les
colts ? Les objectifs ont-ils été atteints dans les délais prévus et
dans les limites du budget fixé ? Y a-t-il eu des insuffisances
majeures ? A-t-on enregistré des réalisations particulierement
notables ?

-- Viabilité. La question de la viabilité a long terme des résultats
acquis est d’'une importance critique.

-- Solutions-variantes. Existe-t-il de meilleurs moyens d'atteindre les
résultats ?

-- Enseignements tirés. Quels sont les enseignements généraux que l'on
peut tirer et que I'on aurait intérét a garder présents a lesprit
pour le lancement d’autres programmes a 'avenir ?

37. Durant cette phase, il faut aussi définir les méthodes et les techniques
a appliquer pour traiter les thémes retenus. Etant donné la nature de l'aide au
développement, il est permis de penser que, dans la plupart des cas, il faudra
combiner des techniques quantitatives et qualitatives. En regle généerale, les
méthodes utilisées pour I'examen préalable d’'une activité devraient étre
également appliquées pour I'évaluation ex post.





38. Dans bien des cas, il est difficile d'imputer clairement la

responsabilité de l'issue de l'activité étant donné que des raisons extérieures
peuvent avoir joué ou non un réle décisif sans qu'il soit possible de les

isoler d’'un point de vue méthodologique. Il est certain que le processus
d'évaluation est complexe mais il faut néanmoins essayer de déceler les
relations de cause a effet.

X. ETABLISSEMENT DES RAPPORTS, COMMUNICATION DES RESULTATS
ET RETROACTION DE L'INFORMATION

39. Les rapports d'évaluation doivent étre rédigés dans un style clair,

éviter le plus possible le jargon technique, et comporter les éléments
suivants : un resume analytiqgue ; un profil de 'activite évaluée ; une
description des méthodes d’evaluation utilisées ; les principales
constatations ; les enseignements tirés ; les conclusions et recommandations
(qui peuvent étre présentées séparément du corps du rapport).

40. Les constatations et conclusions de I'évaluation sont les réponses aux
guestions posées et retenues aux fins de I'exercice. Les enseignements tirés et
les recommandations établissent le lien entre les résultats de I'évaluation et

!ca mise au point des grandes lignes d’action et des programmes pour les années
utures.

41. Les résultats doivent étre communiqués de maniére systématique,

condition indispensable pour améliorer la planification et la mise en oeuvre

des activités d’aide au développement. lls peuvent étre présentés non seulement
dans le rapport d’évaluation proprement dit mais ailleurs aussi : rapports

annuels faisant une synthése des constatations, ou condensés/sommaires donnant
un synopsis des résultats.

42. Larétroaction est une composante essentielle du processus d’'évaluation
dans la mesure ou elle crée un lien entre les activités passées et futures.

Pour veiller a ce que les résultats des évaluations soient exploités aux fins

de la mise au point des grandes lignes d’action et programmes futurs, il faut
absolument mettre en place des mécanismes de rétroaction faisant intervenir
toutes les parties concernées. Cela appelle des mesures telles que la
constitution de commissions d’évaluation, I'organisation de séminaires et
d'ateliers, la création de systemes automatiseés, I'adoption de procédures pour
I'élaboration des rapports et les actions de suivi. Des moyens informels

peuvent consister a établir des réseaux et des lignes de communication internes
pour la diffusion des idées et de I'information. Pour étre effectifs, les
mécanismes de rétroaction doivent étre dotés des moyens humains et financiers
nécessaires et recevoir I'appui de la haute direction comme des autres acteurs.

43. La communication de l'information et sa rétroaction doivent constituer
ges alspects dynamiques et continus faisant partie intégrante du processus
‘évaluation.





XI. APPLICATION DES PRINCIPES ET SUIVI

44. Les Membres du CAD conviennent ;

-- de revoir leurs politiques et procédures d’évaluation en vue de les
adapter, si besoin est, aux principes énonces ci-dessus ;

-- de revoir leurs poIiti_gues et procédures d’'évaluation dans le cadre
des examens de l'aide et d’autres travaux pertinents du CAD ;

-- d'appeler I'attention de leurs partenaires du monde en développement
sur les principes qui devraient étre considérés comme un code de
bonn%? pratiques d'évaluation a appliquer chaque fois que cela est
possible.e

e
END-OF-TEXT
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FOREWORD

Evaluation is a field where development partners work closely together and need to use a common technical vocabulary, despite widely
differing linguistic backgrounds. Accordingly, the OECD-DAC Network on Development Evaluation has developed a glossary of key
terms in evaluation and results-based management to help to clarify concepts and to promote consistent use of common terms in these
areas. The glossary was originally published in 2002 in English, French and Spanish and has since been made available in Chinese, Dutch,
Italian, Japanese, Portuguese, Russian, Kiswahili, Turkish and Swedish. It has been very widely used and is now a standard reference. The
present publication now offers the glossary in Arabic, in a trilingual format with English and French.

As an official language used in the United Nations and of course in organizations, administrations and development institutions
throughout the Arab world, Arabic is an important language in the field of development assistance. Accordingly, the African Development
Bank (AfDB), the Islamic Development Bank (IsDB) and the OECD-DAC Development Co-operation Directorate agreed to translate the
glossary of key evaluation terms, concepts and definitions into Arabic. With the publication of this trilingual glossary, the three institutions
hope to facilitate and improve dialogue and understanding among all those who are involved in development activities and their evaluation,
whether in Arab partner countries, development agencies and banks, or non-governmental organizations working or interacting with the
Arab world. The glossary is intended to serve as a convenient reference guide in evaluation training, in preparation of evaluation guidelines
and standards and in practical development work. The glossary will give evaluation experts, field staff and other partners working in Arabic
a basis for helping them to align their work with internationally agreed concepts. In this respect, the glossary is an important step towards
enhancing harmonization and mutual understanding between the Arab development funds and institutions and other international devel-
opment partners, and can be expected to promote and facilitate joint work.

This glossary is the result of a collaborative effort. The Islamic Development Bank provided the first translation draft which was re-
viewed by internal and external editors, under the shared guidance of Mr. Mohamed Manai (Chief Evaluator, Operations Evaluation De-
partment, AfDB) and Dr. Djelloul Saci, Director, Operations Evaluation Office (IsDB). Then the quality of the translation was assured by
a Validation Panel composed of translators, editors and evaluation experts. In this respect, we wish to express our sincere gratitude to:
Messrs. Abderazak Hlioui (Translator); Issa Omar (Translator IsDB); Mohamed Mouatassim (Arabic Editor IsDB); Raafat Bishai, (former
Deputy Director, Operations Evaluation Department AfDB) and Tahseen Ettaji (former IsDB Translator) in addition to Dr. Abdelouahab
Ghzala and Zaher Rebai from the Operations Evaluation Office, IsDB.

Having overseen the preparation of the present publication, we believe it will make a valuable contribution in the field of development
cooperation.





Colin KIRK Djelloul SACI Hans LUNDGREN
Director Director Head, Evaluation Section
Operations Evaluation Department Operations Evaluation Office Development Co-Operation Directorate
African Development Bank Islamic Development Bank OECD-DAC
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AVANT-PROPOS

L’évaluation est un domaine ou les partenaires dans le développement, souvent de compétences linguistiques diverses, travaillent en-
semble et donc trouvent le besoin d’utiliser un vocabulaire et un langage communs. Ainsi, le réseau de I’évaluation du Comité d’aide au
développement (CAD) de PTOCDE a développé le glossaire des termes usuels utilisés dans le domaine de I’évaluation et la gestion axée sur
les résultats en raison des besoins ressentis de clarifier et de réduire les incompréhensions dans l'utilisation fréquente de ces concepts. Le
glossaire a été publié en 2002 en anglais, francais et espagnol et a été rendu disponible depuis en chinois, néerlandais, italien, japonais, pot-
tugais, russe, kiswahili, turc et suédois. Cette publication donne le glossaire en arabe, dans un format trilingue avec l'anglais et le francais.

En tant que langue officielle de travail utilisée au sein des Nations unies et évidemment par les organisations et institutions de dévelop-
pement dans le monde arabe, la langue arabe est importante dans le domaine de 'assistance au développement. Ainsi, la Banque africaine
de développement (BAfD), la Banque islamique de développement (BIsD) et la Direction de la coopération pour le développement du
CAD de FOCDE ont convenu de traduire le glossaire des termes usuels, concepts et définitions, en langue arabe. Avec la publication de ce
glossaire trilingue, les trois institutions esperent faciliter et améliorer le dialogue et la compréhension nécessaires parmi ceux impliqués dans
les activités de développement et leur évaluation, qu’ils soient des partenaires des pays arabes, des agences de développement ou des ban-
ques multilatérales ou organisations non-gouvernementales travaillant ou interagissant avec le monde arabe. Ce glossaire constituera donc
un guide de référence dans la formation dans le domaine de I’évaluation, le lancement de directives ou de normes et dans la pratique du
financement du développement. Le glossaire fournira aux experts évaluateurs, aux personnels de terrain et autres experts de partenaires au
développement travaillant dans les pays arabes, la base nécessaire qui les aidera a s’aligner sur les concepts internationalement reconnus et
agréés. A cet effet, le glossaire constituera un pas important vers le renforcement de ’harmonisation et la compréhension mutuelle entre les
fonds arabes de développement et les autres partenaires dans le domaine de I’évaluation, facilitant ainsi les financements conjoints des pro-
jets et des programmes.

Ce glossaire résulte d’un effort collaboratif. L.a Banque Islamique de Développement a fourni une premicre traduction, qui fut revue
par des réviseurs internes et externes, sous la supervision conjointe de M. Mohamed Manai, Evaluateur en chef, département d’évaluation
des opérations, BAfD et de Dr. Djelloul Saci, Directeur, Bureau de Iévaluation (BIsD). La version finale a été validée par un panel compo-
sé de traducteurs, réviseurs et évaluateurs. A cet égard, nous voudrions exprimer notre sincére gratitude a Messieurs Abderazak Hlioui, tra-
ducteur ; Issa Omar, traducteur a la BIsD; Mohamed Mouatassim, réviseur de langue arabe a la BIsD; Raafat Bishai, ancien directeur-
adjoint du département d’évaluation des opérations de la BAfD et Tahsin Taji al-Faruqji, traducteur retraité de la BIsD ; Dr. Abdelouahab
Ghzala et M. Zaher Rebai, professionnels au Bureau de I’évaluation a la BIsD.
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Ayant supetvisé la préparation de la présente publication, nous croyons qu'elle apportera une contribution appréciable a la coopération
au développement.

Colin KIRK Djelloul SACI Hans LUNDGREN
Directeur Directeur Chef, Section de I’évaluation
Département de I’évaluation Bureau de I’évaluation des Direction de la coopération pour
des Opérations opérations le développement
Banque africaine de développement Banque islamique de développement CAD-OCDE
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Glossaire

This first edition of the Glossary was developed in consen-
sus between the editors based on multiple iterations. The
Glossary will be reviewed in subsequent editions to incorpo-
rate expected feedback from users and peer development
institutions and to reflect the continuing evolution of the
evaluation field.

Cette premicre édition est I'ceuvre consensuelle de plusieurs pro-
fessionnels. Elle sera améliorée a la lumiére des commentaires at-
tendus des utilisateurs, notamment les autres institutions de finan-
cement du développement et en fonction du progres ininterrompu
de I’évaluation des opérations.

Further information may be obtained from:

Pour toute information supplémentaire, veuillez contacter

Mr. Colin Kirk, Director, Operations Evaluation Department,
African Development Bank -Angle de 'avenue du Ghana et des
rues Pierre de Coubertin, Hédi Nouira — P.O. Box 323 - 1002
Tunis Belvédeére Tunisia - Tel : +(216) 7110 2041- Fax : +(2106)
7183  0636- Email ckitk@afdb.org —  Website

www.afdb.org/opev

Dr. Djelloul SACI, Director Operations Evaluation Office, Is-
lamic Developpement Bank — P.O. Box 5925, Jeddah 21432, Saudi
Arabia — Tel : +966-2-646 6930 — Fax : +966-2-646 7879 — Email :

dalsaci@jisdb.org — Website : www.isdb.org

Mr. Hans Lundgren, Head, Evaluation Section Development Co-
operation Directorate, OECD, 2 rue André-Pascal 75775 Paris
Cedex 16, France - Tel : +33.1.45.24.90.59 — Fax: 33.1.44.30.61.44
—  Email hans.lundgren@oecd.org -  Website
www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation

M. Colin KIRK, Directeur, Département de I’évaluation des opérations,
Banque aftricaine de développement —Angle de I'avenue du Ghana et des
rues Pierre de Coubertin, Hédi Nouira- BP 323 — 1002 Tunis Belvédeére,
Tunisie - Tel : +(216) 7110 2041-Fax : +(216) 7183 0636 — Courtiel :
c.kitk@afdb.org — site web : www.afdb.org/opev

Dr. Djelloul SACI, Directeur, Bureau de I’évaluation des opérations,
Banque islamique de développement - PO Box 5925, Jeddah 21432, Ara-
bie Saoudite - Tel: +966-2-646 6930 — Fax : 966-2-646 7879 — Coutriel :

dalsaci@jisdb.org — site web : www.isdb.otg

M. Hans Lundgren, Chef, Section de I’évaluation, Direction de la coopé-
ration pour le développement, OCDE, 2 rue André-Pascal, 75775 Paris
Cedex16, France - Tel : +33.1.45.24.90.59 — Fax : 33.1.44.30.61.44 —
Courtiel hans.lundgren@oecd.org- site web
www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation
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Accountability

Obligation to demonstrate that work
has been conducted in compliance with
agreed rules and standards or to report
fairly and accurately on performance re-
sults vis 2 vis mandated roles and/or
plans. This may require a careful, even
legally defensible, demonstration that the
work is consistent with the contract
terms.

Note: Accountability in development
may refer to the obligations of partners
to act according to clearly defined re-
sponsibilities, roles and performance
expectations, often with respect to the
prudent use of resources. For evaluators,
it connotes the responsibility to provide
accurate, fair and credible monitoring
reports and performance assessments.
For public sector managers and policy-
makers, accountability is to taxpayers/
citizens.

Activity

Actions taken or work performed
through which inputs, such as funds,
technical assistance and other types of

Glossaire

Responsabilité de rendre compte
(Redevabilité)

Obligation de rendre compte du fait que
le travail a été conduit selon les regles et les
normes convenues, ou obligation de rendre
compte de facon claire et impartiale sur les
résultats et la performance, au regard du
mandat et/ou des objectifs fixés. Cela peut
exiger une démonstration précise, voire juri-
dique, que le travail a été accompli selon les
termes du contrat.

Remarque : dans le contexte du dévelop-
pement, le terme peut concerner I'obligation
des partenaires a agir selon des responsabili-
tés clairement établies, un partage des roles
et des performances attendues, souvent dans
le respect d’'une gestion prudente des res-
sources. En ce qui concerne les évaluateurs,
le terme évoque la responsabilité de fournir
des appréciations de performance et des
rapports d’avancement précis, impartials et
crédibles. Pour les décideurs et les gestion-
naires du secteur public le devoir de rendre
compte s’effectue envers les contribuables et
les citoyens.

Activité

Actions entreprises ou travaux menés en
vue de produire des réalisations spécifiques.
Lactivité mobilise des ressources telles que
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resources are mobilized to produce spe-
cific outputs.

Related term: development interven-
tion.
Analytical tools

Methods used to process and inter-
pret information during an evaluation

Appraisal

An overall assessment of the rele-
vance, feasibility and potential sustain-
ability of a development intervention
prior to a decision of funding,.

Note: In development agencies,
banks, etc., the purpose of appraisal is to
enable decision-makers to  decide
whether the activity represents an
approptiate use of corporate resources.

Related term: ex-ante evaluation

Assumptions

Hypotheses about factors or risks
which could affect the progress or suc-
cess of a development intervention.

Note: Assumptions can also be un-
derstood as hypothesized conditions that
bear on the validity of the evaluation it-
self, e.g., about the characteristics of the

Glossaire

des fonds, une assistance technique et
d’autres types de moyens.

Terme connexe : action de développe-
ment.

Outils d’analyse

Techniques utilisées pour traiter et inter-
préter I'information durant une évaluation.

Appréciation préalable

Appréciation globale de la pertinence, de
la faisabilité et de la durabilité probable d’une
action de développement avant que la déci-
sion de financement ne soit prise.

Remarque : dans les agences et banques
de développement, le but de cette apprécia-
tion est de donner aux décideurs les éléments
qui leur sont nécessaires pour décider si
Paction représente un usage approprié des
ressources de 'organisme.

Terme connexe: évaluation ex ante.

Hypothéses

Suppositions déduites de facteurs ou de
risques pouvant avoir des répercussions sur
le progres ou le succes de 'action de déve-
loppement.

Remarque : le terme hypothése peut

s’appliquer facteurs  qui

conditionnent la validité de I’évaluation elle-

méme, par exemple les caractéristiques de la
3
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Glossary

population when designing a sampling
procedure for a survey. Assumptions are
made explicit in theory based evaluations
where evaluation tracks systematically
the anticipated results chain.

Attribution

The ascription of a causal link be-
tween observed (or expected to be ob-
served) changes and a specific interven-
tion.

Note: Attribution refers to that
which is to be credited for the observed
changes or results achieved. It represents
the extent to which observed develop-
ment effects can be attributed To a spe-
cific intervention or to the performance
of one or more partner taking account of
other interventions, (anticipated or unan-
ticipated) confounding factors, or exter-
nal shocks.

Audit

An independent, objective assurance
activity designed to add value and im-
prove an organization’s operations. It
helps an organization accomplish its ob-
jectives by bringing a systematic, disci-
plined approach to assess and improve
the effectiveness of risk management,

Glossaire

exemple les caractéristiques de la population
dont est tiré DPéchantillon d’une enquéte.
Dans une « approche théorique » de
I’évaluation, les hypotheses émises sont sys-
tématiquement vérifiées par rapport a
I’enchalnement des résultats escomptés.

Attribution (Imputation)

Confirmation d’une relation causale en-
tre les changements observés(ou que l'on
s’attend a observer) et une action spécifique.

Remarque : Pattribution met une partie
du changement observé au crédit de I'action
évaluée. Elle représente la part des effets
observés qui est attribuable a une interven-
tion spécifique ou a l'action d’'un ou plu-
sieurs partenaires. Elle suppose de prendre
en compte les autres interventions, les fac-
teurs exogenes (anticipés ou non) et les
chocs externes.

Audit (Contréle)

Activité de contréle en matiere de quali-
té, exercée de facon objective et indépen-
dante, et destinée a améliorer les opérations
d’une organisation et a en accroitre la valeur.
L’audit aide une organisation a atteindre ses
objectifs grace a une approche systématique
et rigoureuse pour constater et améliorer
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Glossary

control and governance processes.

Note: a distinction is made between
regularity (financial) auditing, which fo-
cuses on compliance with applicable
statutes and regulations; and perform-
ance auditing, which is concerned with
relevance, economy, efficiency and effec-
tiveness. Internal auditing provides an
assessment of internal controls under-
taken by a unit reporting to management
while auditing is conducted by an inde-
pendent organization.

Base-Line Study

An analysis describing the situation
ptior to a development intervention,
against which progress can be assessed or
comparisons made.

Benchmark

Reference point or standard against
which performance or achievements can
be assessed.

Note: A benchmark refers to the
performance that has been achieved in
the recent past by other comparable or-
ganizations, or what can be reasonably
inferred to have been achieved in the
circumstances.

Glossaire

Pefficacité de la gestion des risques, du
contréle et des processus de gouvernance.

Remarque : une distinction doit étre ef-
fectuée entre laudit de régularité (de
contréle, exemple : contrdle financier) qui
porte surtout sur la conformité avec les pro-
cédures et reglements en vigueur et 'audit de
performance qui s’intéresse a la pertinence,
a ’économie, a l’efficience et a I’efficacité.
L’audit interne fournit une appréciation des
controles internes exercés par une unité ren-
dant compte 2 la direction, tandis que I'audit
externe est exécuté par un organisme indé-
pendant.

Etat des lieux

Analyse décrivant la situation avant le
lancement de I'action de développement, et
par rapport a laquelle on pourra apprécier
des améliorations ou faire des comparaisons.

Référence (Etalon)

Norme permettant d’apprécier la pet-
formance ou les résultats obtenus.

Remarque : la référence se rapporte a des
résultats obtenus dans le passé récent pat
d’autres organisations comparables, ou a ce
qu'on pensait pouvoir atteindre raisonna-
blement dans un contexte donné.
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Glossary

Beneficiaries

The individuals, groups, or organiza-
tions, whether targeted or not, that bene-
fit, directly or indirectly, from the devel-
opment intervention.

Related Terms: reach, target group.

Cluster Evaluation

An evaluation of a set of related ac-
tivities, projects and/ot programs.

Conclusions

Conclusions point out the factors of
success and failure of the evaluated in-
tervention, with special attention paid to
the intended and unintended results and
impacts, and more generally to any other
strength or weakness. A conclusion
draws on data collection and analyses
undertaken, through a transparent chain
of arguments.

Counterfactual

The situation or condition which hy-
pothetically may prevail for individuals,
organizations, or groups was there no
development intervention.

Glossaire

Bénéficiaires
Individus, groupes ou organisations qui
bénéficient de laction de développement,
directement ou non, intentionnellement ou
non.
Termes connexes : publics concernés, ci-
blés ou atteints.

Evaluation groupée

Evaluation d’un ensemble d’activités, de
projets ou de programmes connexes.

Conclusions

Les conclusions font ressortir les fac-
teurs de succes et d’échec de ’action évaluée,
avec un intérét particulier accordé aux résul-
tats et aux impacts, escomptés ou non, et
plus généralement aux autres points forts et
points faibles. Une conclusion fait appel a
des données et des analyses élaborées a partir
d’un enchainement transpatent d’arguments.

Scénario en absence d’intervention
(Situation contrefactuelle)

Situations ou conditions dans lesquelles
se trouveraient les personnes, les organisa-

tions ou les groupes concernés si I'action de
développement n’existait pas.
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Glossary

Country Program Evaluation/
Country Assistance Evaluation

Evaluation of one or more donot’s
or agency’s portfolio of development
interventions, and the assistance strategy
behind them, in a partner country.

Data Collection Tools

Methodologies used to identify in-
formation soutces and collect informa-
tion during an evaluation.

Note: Examples are informal and
formal surveys, direct and participatory
obsetvation, community interviews, fo-
cus groups, expert opinion, case studies,
and literature search.

Development Intervention

An instrument for partner (donor
and non-donor) support aimed to pro-
mote development.

Note: Examples are policy advice,
projects, and programs.

Development Objective

Intended impact contributing to

Glossaire

Evaluation de programme national/
évaluation-pays

Evaluation de I'ensemble des actions de
développement d’un (ou plusieurs) bailleur(s)
ou organisme(s) dans un pays partenaire, au
regard de la stratégie d’aide sous-jacente.

Outils pour la collecte de données

M¢éthodologies utilisées pour identifier
des sources d’information et les rassembler
au cours de I’évaluation.

Remarque : par exemple, enquétes for-
melles ou informelles, observation directe et
participative, interviews de communautés,
groupes de contrdle, avis d’experts, études
de cas et recherche de documentation.

Action de développement

Instrument d’aide utilisé par un parte-
naire (bailleur de fonds ou non) en vue de
promouvoir le développement.

Remarque : par exemple, projets, pro-
grammes, avis ou conseils en matiere de
politiques.

Objectif de développement

Impact attendu, en termes physiques, fi-
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Glossary

physical, financial, institutional, social,
environmental, or other benefits to a
society, community, or group of people
via one or more development interven-
tions.

Economy

Absence of waste for a given output.

Note: An activity is economical when
the costs of the scarce resources used
approximate the minimum needed to
achieve planned objectives.

Effect

Intended or unintended change due
directly or indirectly to an intervention.

Related terms: results, outcome.

Effectiveness

The extent to which the develop-
ment intervention’s objectives were
achieved, or are expected to be achieved,
taking into account their relative impor-
tance.

Note: Also used as an aggregate
measure of (or judgment about) the
merit or worth of an activity, i.e. the ex-
tent to which an intervention has at-

Glossaire

nanciers, institutionnels, sociaux, environ-
nementaux ou autres, par une ou plusieurs
actions de développement, au bénéfice d’une
société, d’'une communauté, d’'un groupe de
personnes.

Economie

Non-gaspillage d’une ressource donnée.

Remarque : une activité est économique
si le cott d’utilisation des ressources rares se
rapproche du minimum requis pour attein-
dre les objectifs prévus.

Effet

Changement escompté ou non, attribua-
ble ditectement ou indirectement a une ac-
tion.

Termes connexes : résultats, réalisation.

Efficacité (Succes, réussite)

Mesure selon laquelle les objectifs de
P'action de développement ont été atteints,
ou sont en train de I’étre, compte tenu de
leur importance relative.

Remarque terme également utilisé
comme systtme de mesure globale (ou
comme jugement) du mérite et de la valeur
d’une activité; mesure selon laquelle une in-
tervention a atteint, ou est en train
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Glossary

tained, or is expected to attain, its major
relevant objectives efficiently in a sus-
tainable fashion and with a positive insti-
tutional development impact.

Related term: efficacy.
Efficiency

A measure of how economically re-
sources/inputs (funds, expertise, time,
etc.) are converted

Evaluability

Extent to which an activity or a pro-
gram can be evaluated in a reliable and
credible fashion.

Note: Evaluability assessment calls
for the eatly review of a proposed activ-
ity in order to ascertain whether its ob-
jectives are adequately defined and its
results verifiable.

Evaluation

The systematic and objective assess-
ment of an on-going or completed pro-
ject, programme or policy, its design,
implementation and results. The aim is
to determine the relevance and fulfill-
ment of objectives, development effi-
ciency, effectiveness, impact and sustain-
ability. An evaluation should provide
information that is credible and useful,

Glossaire

d’atteindre, ses principaux objectifs perti-
nents, de facon efficiente et durable, et avec
un impact positif en terme de développe-
ment institutionnel.

Terme connexe : effectivité.

Efficience

Mesure selon laquelle les ressources
(fonds, expertise, temps, etc.) sont converties
en résultats de facon économe.

Evaluabilité

Mesure selon laquelle une activité ou un
programme est évalué de facon fiable et
crédible.

Remarque Iappréciation de
Iévaluabilité suppose d’examiner a I'avance
Pactivité projetée afin de vérifier si ses objec-
tifs sont définis de facon adéquate et si les
résultats sont vérifiables.

Evaluation

Appréciation systématique et objective
d’un projet, d’'un programme ou d’une poli-
tique, en cours ou terminé, de sa conception,
de sa mise en ceuvre et de ses résultats. Le
but est de déterminer la pertinence et
P'accomplissement des objectifs, efficience
en matiere de développement, lefficacité,
I'impact et la durabilité. Une évaluation de-
vrait fournir des informations crédibles et
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Glossary

enabling the incorporation of lessons
learned into the decision—making process
of both recipients and donors.
Evaluation also refers to the process
of determining the worth or significance
of an activity, policy or program. An as-
sessment, as systematic and objective as
possible, of a planned, on-going, ot
completed development intervention.
Note: Evaluation in some instances
involves the definition of appropriate
standards, the examination of perform-
ance against those standards, an
assessment of actual and expected results
and the identification of relevant lessons.

Related term: review.
Ex-Ante Evaluation
An evaluation that is performed be-

fore implementation of a development
intervention.

Related terms: appraisal, quality at

entry.

Glossaire

utiles permettant d’intégrer les lecons de
Pexpérience dans le processus de décision
des bénéficiaires et des bailleurs de fonds.

Le terme «évaluation» désigne également
un processus aussi systématique et objectif
que possible par lequel on détermine la va-
leur et la portée d’une action de développe-
ment projetée, en cours ou achevée.

Remarque : dans certains cas I’évaluation
suppose la définition de normes appropriées,
lappréciation des performances par rapport
a celles-ci, et en juger les résultats attendus et
obtenus. Elle permet de dégager des lecons
pertinentes.

Terme connexe : examen.

Evaluation ex ante

Evaluation qui est conduite avant la mise
en ceuvre d’une action de développement.

Terme connexe : appréciation préalable.
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Glossary

Ex-Post Evaluation

Evaluation of a development inter-
vention after it has been completed.

Note: It may be undertaken directly
after or long after completion. The inten-
tion is to identify the factors of success
or failure, to assess the sustainability of
results and impacts, and to draw conclu-
sions that may inform other interven-
tions.

External Evaluation

The evaluation of a development in-
tervention conducted by entities and/or
individuals outside the donor and im-
plementing organizations.

Feedback

The transmission of findings gener-
ated through the evaluation process to
parties for whom it is relevant and useful
so as to facilitate learning. This may in-
volve the collection and dissemination of
findings, conclusions, recommendations
and lessons from experience.

Finding

A finding uses evidence from one or

Glossaire

Evaluation ex post

FEvaluation d’une action de développe-
ment une fois celle-ci terminée.

Remarque : ce type d’évaluation peut étre
réalisé tout de suite aprés I'achévement de
I'intervention ou longtemps apres. Le but est
d’identifier les facteurs de succés ou d’échec,
d’apprécier la durabilité des résultats et des
impacts, et de tirer des conclusions qui pour-
ront étre généralisées a d’autres actions.

Evaluation externe

Evaluation d’une action de développe-
ment conduite par des services et/ou des
personnes extérieures au bailleur de fonds et
a lorganisation responsable de la mise en
ceuvre.

Rétroaction

Transmission des constatations résultant
du processus d’évaluation a ceux qui peuvent
en tirer des lecons utiles et pertinentes afin
de favoriser un meilleur apprentissage. Cela
peut impliquer de réunir et de diffuser les
constatations, les conclusions, les recom-
mandations et les lecons de 'expérience.

Constatations

Données avérées déduites d’une ou de
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Glossary

more evaluations to allow for a factual
statement.

Formative Evaluation

Evaluation intended to improve pet-
formance, most often conducted during
the implementation phase of projects or
programs.

Note: Formative evaluations may
also be conducted for other reasons such
as compliance, legal requirements or as
part of a larger evaluation initiative.

Related term: process evaluation.

Goal

The higher-order objective to which
a development intervention is intended
to contribute.

Related term: development objective.

Impacts

Positive and negative, primary and
secondary long-term effects produced by
a development intervention, directly or
indirectly, intended or unintended.

Glossaire

plusieurs évaluations permettant d’établir
des faits.

Evaluation formative (Endoformative)

Evaluation visant a améliorer les perfor-
mances, le plus souvent effectuée au cours
de la phase de mise en ceuvre d’un projet ou
d’un programme.

Remarque : les évaluations formatives
peuvent également étre menées pour d’autres
raisons telles que la vérification de la
conformité et du respect des obligations 1é-
gales ou comme partie d’'une évaluation plus
large.

Terme connexe :
sus.

évaluation de proces-

Finalité

Objectif global vers lequel I'action de dé-
veloppement doit contribuer.

Terme connexe :
ment.

objectif de développe-

Impacts

Effets a long terme, positifs et négatifs,
primaires et secondaires, induits par une ac-
tion de développement, directement ou non,
intentionnellement ou non.
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Glossary

Independent Evaluation

An evaluation carried out by entities
and persons free of the control of those
responsible for the design and imple-
mentation of the development interven-
tion.

Note: The credibility of an evaluation
depends in part on how independently it
has been carried out. Independence im-
plies freedom from political influence
and organizational pressure. It is charac-
terized by full access to information and
by full autonomy in carrying out investi-
gations and reporting findings.

Indicator

Quantitative or qualitative factor or
variable that provides a simple and reli-
able means to measure achievement, to
reflect the changes connected to an in-
tervention, or to help assess the per-
formance of a development actor.

Inputs

The financial, human, and material
resources used for the development in-
tervention.

Glossaire

Evaluation indépendante

Evaluation d’une action de développe-
ment conduite par des setvices ou des pet-
sonnes non liés aux responsables de la
conception et de la mise en ceuvre de I'action
de développement.

Remarque : la crédibilité d’une évaluation
dépend en partie de I'indépendance avec la-
quelle elle a été conduite. L’indépendance
implique une liberté par rapport aux influen-
ces politiques et aux pressions des organisa-
tions. Elle est caractérisée par I'acces libre et
complet a I'information et par une autono-
mie totale pour mener des investigations et
en rendre compte.

Indicateur

Facteur ou variable, de nature quantitatif
ou qualitatif, qui constitue un moyen simple
et fiable de mesurer et d’informer des chan-
gements liés a intervention ou d’aider a ap-
précier la performance d’un acteur du déve-
loppement.

Ressources (Moyens, intrants)

Moyens financiers, humains et matériels
utilisés pour P'action de développement.

23

ADRA

B geala yi
Jaiaal) H...\E\

Vo Galadl TS 4y yad L
pranal e Gl gl B Y () raady
o2udts 5 7 Ll JAal)

G ppl Alaas adiad ; 4 sale
iy e 38l ALY s e
3l anil) aady Wi ALY o2
ol (o 5 (o gal) Jaazall W 5 (o
I 5 il slaall ) 2N J a5l
dic iy lee E3LY1 5 Jall 3 LK
il e il 138

B o5 ol (S Dsia ol le
3 Ol el 8 g ge Adag Al
Jasilly ddag yall il e ikl
gl i o saeludl (ALY
) Jasie
AL

A Qg Aypdys Al 3 e
say) JAl





Glossary
Institutional Development Impact

The extent to which an intervention
improves or weakens the ability of a
country or region to make more effi-
cient, equitable, and sustainable use of its
human, financial, and natural resources,
for example through: (a) better defini-
tion, stability, transparency, enforceabil-
ity and predictability of institutional ar-
rangements and/or (b) better alignment
of the mission and capacity of an organi-
zation with its mandate, which derives
from these institutional arrangements.
Such impacts can include intended and
unintended effects of an action.

Internal Evaluation

Evaluation of a development intet-
vention conducted by a unit and/or in-
dividuals reporting to the management
of the donor, partner, or implementing
organization.

Related term: self-evaluation.

Joint Evaluation

An evaluation to which different do-
nor agencies and/or partners participate.

Glossaire

Impact en termes de développement ins-
titutionnel

Effets d’une action affectant, plus ou
moins, la capacité d’un pays ou d’une région
d’utiliser ses ressources propres (humaines,
financieres et naturelles), de facon plus effi-
ciente, équitable et durable. Par exemple : (a)
des mécanismes institutionnels mieux défi-
nis, plus stables, transparents et effective-
ment appliqués de fagon prévisible, et/ou (b)
pour les organisations concernées par ces
changements institutionnels, un meilleur
ajustement entre leur mandat, leurs missions
et leurs capacités. Ces impacts peuvent in-
clure les effets, escomptés ou inattendus,
d’une action.

Evaluation interne

Evaluation conduite par un service et/ou
des personnes qui dépendent des responsa-
bles de l'action de développement chez le
bailleur de fonds, chez ses partenaires ou au
sein des organisations chargées de la mise en
ceuvre.

Terme connexe : auto-évaluation.

Evaluation conjointe (Partenariale)

Evaluation a laquelle participent diffé-
rents organismes bailleurs et/ou leurs parte-

24

adRA

Aot gal) Apalil) 83

S ) Bas 4y 5 s sl
pladiv) o al) 5 ol 58 Comaa
Laphally AWl 4,000 1)) 5
Aalaind g Glail s L ) Galadial
daudine il i (1 JIA (e Sl lld
UG, Adlady Tl fiuls Tayass T
Aaslse Opend (@ sl el a8l
Gl e e W Sl sl
sda el ) (Kary Anesdl
e ol Bageatall (elad) &Ll
Lo JAa 3 guaiall

JPAESKL PR
jf San g 4y ad [alay) JANN L ‘
o Al sl By o eals A

M) f A

A anil) ; Ala 93 xllaias

& i) pill
UYE)}\ alid g 4:\3 cﬂJM M





Glossary

Note: There are various degrees of
“jointness” depending on the extent to
which individual partners cooperate in
the evaluation process, merge their
evaluation resources and combine their
evaluation reporting. Joint evaluations
can help overcome attribution problems
in assessing the effectiveness of pro-
grams and strategies, the complementar-
ity of efforts supported by different
partners, the quality of aid coordination,
etc.

Lessons Learned

Generalizations based on evaluation
experiences with projects, programs, or
policies that abstract from the specific
circumstances to broader situations. Fre-
quently, lessons highlight strengths or
weaknesses in preparation, design, and
implementation that affect performance,
outcome, and impact.

Glossaire

naires.

Remarque : il peut y avoir plusieurs de-
grés de partenariat selon que les partenaires
cooperent plus ou moins au processus
d’évaluation, regroupent leurs ressources et
restituent ensemble les résultats. Les évalua-
tions conjointes peuvent aider a traiter les
probléemes  d’attribution en  appréciant
Pefficacité des programmes et des stratégies,
la complémentarité des efforts des différents
partenaires ainsi que la qualité de la coordi-
nation de l’aide, etc.

Enseignements tirés

Généralisations, établies a partir de cir-
constances spécifiques relatives a des évalua-
tions de projets, de programmes ou de poli-
tiques permettant de tirer des enseignements
plus larges. Souvent les lecons soulignent les
points forts et les points faibles dans la pré-
paration, la conception et la mise en ceuvre,
qui ont un effet sur la performance, les résul-
tats et 'impact.
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Glossary

Logical Framework (Logframe)

Management tool used to improve
the design of interventions, most often at
the project level. It involves identifying
strategic elements (inputs, outputs, out-
comes, impact) and their causal relation-
ships, indicators, and the assumptions or
risks that may influence success and fail-
ure. It thus facilitates planning, execution
and evaluation of a development inter-
vention.

Related term: results based manage-
ment.

Meta-Evaluation

The term is used for evaluations de-
signed to aggregate findings from a series
of evaluations. It can also be used to de-
note the evaluation of an evaluation to
judge its quality and/or assess the pet-
formance of the evaluators.

Mid-Term Evaluation

Evaluation performed towards the
middle of the period of implementation
of the intervention.

Related term: formative evaluation.

Glossaire

Cadre logique

Outil visant a améliorer la conception
des actions, le plus souvent au niveau des
projets. Cela suppose d’identifier les élé-
ments stratégiques (ressources, extrants, ré-
alisations, impacts) et leurs relations causales,
les indicateurs, ainsi que les facteurs exté-
rieurs (risques) qui peuvent avoir une in-
fluence sur le succes ou I'échec de P'action. 11
facilite ainsi la conception, lexécution et
Iévaluation d’une intervention de dévelop-
pement.

Terme connexe : gestion axée sur les ré-
sultats.

Meta évaluation

Evaluation concue comme une synthése
des constatations tirées de plusieurs évalua-
tions. Le terme est également utilisé pour
désigner I’évaluation d’une évaluation en vue
de juger de sa qualité et/ou d’apprécier la
performance des évaluateurs.

Evaluation a mi-parcours
Evaluation conduite a la moitié de la

mise en ceuvre de ’action.

Terme connexe : évaluation formative.
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Glossary

Monitoring

A continuing function that uses sys-
tematic collection of data on specific
indicators to provide management and
the main stakeholders of an ongoing de-
velopment intervention with indications
of the extent of progtess and achieve-
ment of objectives and progress on the
use of allocated funds.

Related term: performance monitor-
ing, indicator.

Outcome

The likely or achieved short-term and
medium-term effects of an intervention’s
outputs.

Related terms: result, outputs, impacts,

effect

Outputs

The products, capital goods and ser-
vices which result from a development
intervention; may also include changes
resulting from the intervention which are
relevant to the achievement of outcomes.

Participatory Evaluation

Evaluation method in which repre-

Glossaire

Suivi

Processus continu de collecte systémati-
que d’informations, selon des indicateurs
choisis, pour fournir aux gestionnaires et aux
parties prenantes d’une action de dévelop-
pement en cours, des éléments sur les pro-
gres réalisés, les objectifs atteints et
Iutilisation des fonds alloués.

Termes connexes : suivi des performan-
ces, indicateut.

Réalisation (Effet direct)
Ce que T'action doit accomplir ou a ac-
compli a court ou 2 moyen terme.

Termes connexe : résultat, extrant, pro-
duit, impacts, effet.

Extrant (Produit)

Biens, équipements ou services qui ré-
sultent de l'action de développement. Le
terme peut s’appliquer a des changements
induits par Paction qui peuvent conduire 2
des effets directs.

Evaluation participative
Méthode d’évaluation selon laquelle les
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Glossary

sentatives of agencies and stakeholders
(including beneficiaties) work together in
designing, carrying out and interpreting
an evaluation.

Partners

The individuals and/or otrganiza-
tions that collaborate to achieve mutually
agreed upon objectives.

Note: The concept of partnership
connotes shared goals, common respon-
sibility for outcomes, distinct account-
abilities and reciprocal obligations. Part-
ners may include governments, civil so-
ciety, non-governmental organizations,
universities, professional and business
associations, multilateral organizations,
private companies, etc.

Performance

The degree to which a development
intervention or a development partner
operates according to specific crite-
ria/standards/ guidelines or achieves
results in accordance with stated goals or
plans.

Glossaire

représentants des agences d’aide et des autres
parties prenantes (y compris les bénéficiaires)
collaborent pour concevoir et conduire une
évaluation et en tirer les conclusions.

Partenaires

Personnes et/ou organisations qui collabo-
rent pour Atteindre des objectifs convenus
en commun.

Remarque : le concept de partenariat évo-
que des objectifs conjoints, des responsabili-
tés partagées en ce qui concerne les réalisa-
tions, des engagements réciproques et une
obligation de rendre compte de maniere
claire. Les partenaires peuvent étre des orga-
nisations gouvernementales, de la  société
civile, des ONG, des universités, des associa-
tions professionnelles, des organisations
multilatérales, des entreprises privées, etc.

Performance

Mesure selon laquelle Paction de déve-
loppement, ou un partenaire, opére selon des
criteres, des normes, des orientations spéci-
fiques, ou obtient des résultats conformes
aux objectifs affichés ou planifiés.
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Glossary

Performance Indicator

A variable that allows the verification
of changes in the development interven-
tion or shows results relative to what was
planned.

Related terms: performance monitor-
ing, performance measurement.

Performance Measurement

A system for assessing performance
of development interventions against
stated goals.

Related terms: performance moni-
toring, indicator.

Performance Monitoring

A continuous process of collecting
and analyzing data to compare how well
a project, program, or policy is being
implemented against expected results.

Process Evaluation

An evaluation of the internal dynam-
ics of implementing organizations, their
policy instruments, their service delivery
mechanisms, their management prac-
tices, and the linkages among these.

Glossaire

Indicateur de performance

Indicateur permettant de vérifier les
changements intervenus en cours d’action ou
les résultats obtenus par rapport a ce qui
était planifié.

Termes connexes : suivi des petforman-
ces, mesure des performances.

Mesure des performances

Systéme permettant d’apprécier les pet-
formances des actions de développement par
rapport aux objectifs affichés.

Termes connexes :
ces, indicateur.

suivi des performan-

Suivi des performances

Processus continu  de collecte et
d’analyse de 'information, visant a apprécier
la mise en ceuvre d’un projet, d'un pro-
gramme ou d’une politique au regard des
résultats escomptés.

Evaluation de processus

Evaluation de la dynamique interne
d’organismes chargés de la mise en ceuvre de
Paction, de leurs instruments et politiques
d’intervention, de leurs mécanismes de pres-
tation de services, de leurs pratiques de ges-
tion, et des liens entre tous ces éléments.

Terme connexe : évaluation formative.
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Glossary

Related term: formative evaluation.

Program Evaluation

Evaluation of a set of interventions,
marshalled to attain specific global, re-
gional, country, or sector development
objectives.

Note: a development program is a
time bound intervention involving mul-
tiple activities that may cut across sec-
tors, themes and/or geographic areas.

Related term : Country program/strategy
evaluation.

Project Evaluation

Evaluation of an individual devel-
opment intervention designed to achieve
specific objectives within specified re-
sources and implementation schedules,
often within the framework of a broader
program.

Note: Cost benefit analysis is a major
instrument of project evaluation for pro-
jects with measurable benefits. When
benefits cannot be quantified, cost effec-
tiveness is a suitable approach.

Project or Program Objective

The intended physical, financial, in-

Glossaire

Evaluation de programme

Evaluation d’un ensemble d’actions,
structuré pour atteindre des objectifs de dé-
veloppement spécifiques a I’échelle d’un sec-
teur, d’un pays, d’une région, ou global.

Remarque : un programme de dévelop-
pement a une durée limitée et implique des
activités multiples qui peuvent concerner
plusieurs secteurs, thémes et/ou zones géo-

graphiques.

Terme connexe : évaluation-pays,
gramme national, stratégique.

de pro-

Evaluation de projet

Evaluation d’une action de développe-
ment individuelle congue pour atteindre des
objectifs spécifiques avec des ressources et
un plan de travail déterminés, souvent dans
le cadre d’'un programme plus large.

Remarque : I'analyse couts-avantages est
un outil important de I’évaluation pour les
projets présentant des bénéfices mesurables.
Si les bénéfices ne peuvent pas étre quanti-
fiés, I'analyse cout-efficacité est une appro-
che appropriée.

Obijectif du programme ou du projet

Résultats que le programme ou le projet
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Glossary

stitutional, social, environmental, or
other development results to which a
project or program is expected to con-
tribute.

Purpose

The publicly stated objectives of the
development program or project.

Quality Assurance

Quality assurance encompasses any
activity that is concerned with assessing
and improving the merit or the worth of
a development intervention or its com-
pliance with given standards.

Note: examples of quality assurance
activities include appraisal, RBM, reviews
during implementation, evaluations, etc.
Quality assurance may also refer to the
assessment of the quality of a portfolio
and its development effectiveness.

Reach

The beneficiaties and other stake-
holders of a development intervention.

Related term: beneficiaries.

Recommendations

Glossaire

est supposé contribuer a générer en termes
physiques, financiers, institutionnels, sociaux,
environnementaux ou auttres.

But

Objectif énoncé relatif au projet ou au
programme de développement.

Assurance qualité

L’assurance qualité couvre toute activité
concernant Pappréciation et 'amélioration
des mérites et de la valeur d’une action de
développement, ou le respect de normes
préétablies.

Remarque exemples  d’activités
d’assurance qualité : appréciation préalable,
gestion par les résultats, examens intermé-
diaires, évaluations, etc. L’assurance qualité
peut aussi concerner 'appréciation de la qua-
lité d’un portefeuille de projets et son effica-
cité en termes de développement.

Publics concernés (Publics atteints)

Bénéficiaires et autres parties prenantes
concernés par une action de développement.

Terme connexe : bénéficiaires.

Recommandations
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Glossary

Proposals aimed at enhancing the ef-
fectiveness, quality, or efficiency of a
development intervention; at redesigning
the objectives; and/or at the reallocation
of resources. Recommendations should
be linked to conclusions.

Relevance

The extent to which the objectives
of a development intervention ate con-
sistent with beneficiaries’ requirements,
country needs global priorities and part-
ners’ and donors’ policies.

Note: Retrospectively, the question
of relevance often becomes a question as
to whether the objectives of an interven-
tion or its design are still appropriate
given changed circumstances.

Reliability

Consistency or dependability of data
and evaluation judgements, with refer-
ence to the quality of the instruments,
procedures and analyses used to collect
and interpret evaluation data.

Note: evaluation information is reli-
able when repeated observations

using similar instruments under similar
conditions produce similar results.

Glossaire

Propositions qui ont pour but de pro-
mouvoir lefficacité, la qualité ou lefficience
d’une action de développement, de réorien-
ter les objectifs, et/ou de réallouer les res-
sources. Les recommandations doivent étre
reliées aux conclusions.

Pertinence

Mesure selon laquelle les objectifs de
Paction de développement correspondent
aux attentes des bénéficiaires, aux besoins du
pays, aux priorités globales, aux politiques
des pattenaires et des bailleurs de fonds.

Remarque : rétrospectivement, la ques-
tion de la pertinence consiste souvent a
s’interroger sur le fait de savoir si les objec-
tifs de I'action ou sa conception sont encore
appropriés compte tenu de Iévolution du
contexte.

Fiabilité

Cohérence et consistance des informa-
tions sur la base desquelles se fondent
I’évaluation et les jugements qui en décou-
lent. La fiabilité fait référence a la qualité des
techniques, procédures et analyses utilisées
pour collecter et interpréter les données.

Remarque : I'information est fiable si des

observations répétées utilisant les mémes
outils dans des conditions identiques produi-
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Glossary

Results

The output, outcome or impact (in-
tended or unintended, positive and/or
negative) of a development intervention.

Related terms: outcome, effect, im-
pacts.

Results Chain

The causal sequence for a develop-
ment intervention that stipulates the
necessaty sequence to achieve desired
objectives beginning with inputs, moving
through activities and outputs, and cul-
minating in outcomes, impacts, and
feedback. In some agencies, reach is part
of the results chain.

Related terms: assumptions, results
framework.

Results Framework

The program logic that explains how
the development objective is to be
achieved, including causal relationships
and underlying assumptions.

Glossaire

sent des données similaires.

Résultats

Extrants (produits), réalisations ou im-
pacts (escomptés ou non, positifs et/ou
négatifs) d’une action de développement.

Termes connexes : réalisation, effet di-

rect, impacts.

Chaine des résultats

Suite de relations de cause a effet qui
menent d’une action de développement a
latteinte des objectifs. La chaine des résul-
tats commence par la mise a disposition des
ressources, se poursuit par les activités et
leurs extrants. Elle conduit aux réalisations
et aux impacts, et aboutit 4 une rétroaction.
Dans quelques agences d’aide le public
concerné fait partie de la chaine des résul-
tats.

Termes connexes :hypotheses, cadre de
résultats.

Modé¢le des résultats (Cadre de résultats)

Représentation  logique  expliquant
comment 'objectif de développement peut
étre atteint en prenant compte des relations
causales et des hypotheses implicites.
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Glossary

Related terms: results chain, logical
framework.

Results-Based Management (RBM)

A management strategy focusing on
performance and achievement of out-
puts, outcomes and impacts.

Related term : logical framework.

Review

An assessment of the performance
of an intervention, periodically or on an
ad hoc basis.

Note: Frequently “evaluation” is
used for a more comprehensive and/or
more in-depth assessment than “review”.
Reviews tend to emphasize operational
aspects. Sometimes the terms “review”
and “evaluation” are used as synonyms.

Related term: evaluation.
Risk Analysis

An analysis or an assessment of fac-
tors (called assumptions in the log-
frame) affect or are likely to affect the
successful achievement of an interven-
tion’s objectives. A detailed examination
of the potential unwanted and negative
consequences to human life, health,
property, or the environment posed by
development interventions; a systematic

Glossaire

Termes connexes : chalne des résultats,

cadre logique.

Gestion axée sur les résultats

Stratégie de management orientée vers la
performance, la réalisation d’extrants et
Iaccomplissement d’effets directs.

Terme connexe : cadre logique.

Examen

Appréciation de la performance d’une
action, périodiquement ou de fagon ad hoc.

Remarque : le terme « évaluation » est
souvent appliqué pour une appréciation plus
globale et/ou plus profonde que I'examen.
L’examen tend a souligner les aspects opéra-
tionnels. Les termes «examen» et «évalua-
tion» sont parfois utilisés comme synonymes.

Terme connexe : évaluation.

Analyse des risques

Analyse ou appréciation de facteurs (ap-
pelés hypothéses dans le cadre logique) qui
contribuent, ou pourraient contribuer, a
latteinte des objectifs d’une intervention
donnée. Examen détaillé des conséquences
non voulues et négatives qu’une action de
développement pourrait avoir sur la vie hu-
maine, la santé, la  propriété
Penvironnement. Processus visant a identi-

ou
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Glossary

process to provide information regard-
ing such undesirable consequences; the
process of quantification of the prob-
abilities and expected impacts for identi-
fied risks.

Sector Program Evaluation

Evaluation of a cluster of develop-
ment interventions in a sector within one
country or across counttries, all of which
contribute to the achievement of a spe-
cific development goal.

Note: a sector includes develop-
ment activities commonly grouped to-
gether for the purpose of public action
such as health, education, agticulture,
transport etc.

Self-Evaluation
An evaluation by those who are en-

trusted with the design and delivery of a
development intervention.

Stakeholders

Agencies, organisations, groups of
individuals who have a direct ot indirect
interest in the development intervention
or its evaluation.

Summative Evaluation

A study conducted at the end of an

Glossaire

fier systématiquement les conséquences in-
désirables et les risques, avec quantification
de leur probabilité d’apparition et leur impact
prévisible.

Evaluation de programme sectoriel

Evaluation d’une série d’actions de
développement dans un secteur d’un ou
plusieurs pays, contribuant ensemble a
Iatteinte d’un objectif de développement

Spéqi(féﬁ?ﬁque : un secteur inclut des activités
de développement habituellement regrou-
pées dans la perspective d’une action publi-
que telle que la santé, I’éducation,
Pagriculture, les transports, etc.

Auto-évaluation

Evaluation réalisée par ceux qui ont la
responsabilité de concevoir et de mettre en
ceuvre une action de développement.

Parties prenantes (Protagonistes)

Agences, organisations, groupes ou indi-
vidus qui ont un intérét direct ou indirect
dans I'action de développement ou dans son
¢évaluation

Evaluation récapitulative

Etude conduite en fin d’action (ou a la
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intervention (or a phase of that interven-
tion) to determine the extent to which
anticipated outcomes were produced.
Summative evaluation is intended to
provide information about the worth of
the program.

Related term: impact evaluation.

Sustainability

The continuation of benefits from a
development intervention after major
development assistance has been com-

pleted.

The probability of continued long-
term benefits. The resilience to risk of
the net benefit flows over time.

Target Group

The specific individuals or organiza-
tions for whose benefit the development
intervention is undertaken.

Terms of Reference

Written document presenting the
purpose and scope of the evaluation, the
methods to be used, the standard against
which performance is to be assessed or
analyses are to be conducted, the re-
sources and time allocated, and reporting
requirements. Two other expressions

Glossaire

fin d’une étape de cette action) pour déter-
miner dans quelle mesure les réalisations
escomptées ont été atteintes. L’évaluation
récapitulative vise a fournir des informa-
tions sur la validité du programme.

Terme connexe : évaluation d’impact

Viabilité (Pérennité, durabilité)

Continuation des bénéfices résultant
d’une action de développement apres la fin
de Pintervention.

Probabilité d’obtenir des bénéfices sur le
long terme. Situation par laquelle les avanta-
ges nets sont susceptibles de résister aux ris-
ques.

Groupe cible (Population cible)

Personnes ou organisations au bénéfice
desquelles T'action de développement est
entreprise.

Termes de référence (Cahier des char-
ges)

Document écrit présentant le but et le
champ de Iévaluation, les méthodes a utili-
ser, les références permettant d’apprécier la
performance ou de conduire les analyses, les
ressources et le temps nécessaires, ainsi que
les conditions de présentation des résultats.
Une autre expression parfois utilisée avec la
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sometimes used with the same meaning
are “scope of work” and “evaluation
mandate”.

Thematic Evaluation

Evaluation of a selection of devel-
opment interventions, all of which ad-
dress a specific development priority that
cuts across countries, regions, and sec-
tofs.

Triangulation

The use of three or more theories,
sources or types of information, or types
of analysis to verify and substantiate an
assessment.

Note: by combining multiple data-
sources, methods, analyses or theoties,
evaluators seek to overcome the bias that
comes from single informants, single-
methods, single observer or single theory
studies.

Validity

The extent to which the data collec-
tion strategies and instruments measure
what they purport to measure.

Glossaire

méme signification est le « mandat ».

Evaluation thématique

Evaluation ~ dun  certain  nombre
d’actions de développement, toutes orientées
vers une priorité spécifique de développe-
ment, qui s’applique de facon transversale
aux pays, aux régions et aux secteurs.

Triangulation

Utilisation d’au moins trois théories,
sources ou types d’informations, ou démar-
ches d’analyse, pour vérifier et soutenir une
appréciation ou un point de vue.

Remarque en combinant plusieurs
sources, méthodes, analyses ou théories, les
évaluateurs cherchent a surmonter les biais
qui apparaissent quand on se fonde sur une
seule source d’information, un seul observa-
teur, une seule méthode ou une seule théorie.

Validité

Disposition selon laquelle les stratégies et
les instruments de collecte d’information
permettent de mesurer ce qu’ils sont censés
mesurer.
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EXTERNAL EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation externe
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INTERNAL EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation interne
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SELF-EVALUATION
Fr. Auto-évaluation
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PROGRAM EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation de programme
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SUMMATIVE EVALUATION

Fr. Evaluation récapitulative
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FORMATIVE EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation formative (Endoformative)
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CLUSTER EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation groupée
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THEMATIC EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation thématique

Bstsl (o Lol Loty 1 Alaiy) DA (e Dol B
BJ:\J.C QLCLI:@} ék\_boj u\JL ‘_g §JE;A E\;:\LA.\J

Jiiecal) axdl)

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation indépendante
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PROJECT EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation de projet
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EX-ANTE EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation ex ante
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PROCESS EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation de processus
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EX-POST EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation ex post
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PARTICIPATORY EVALUATION

Fr. Evaluation participative
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EVALUABILITY
Fr. Evaluabilité
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Fr. Recommandations
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JOINT EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation conjointe (Partenariale)
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MID-TERM EVALUATION
Fr. Evaluation 4 mi-parcours
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Fr. Enseignements tirés
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MONITORING
Fr. Suivi
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PERFORMANCE MONITORING

Fr. Suivi des performances
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RESULTS CHAIN
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OUTCOME
Fr. Réalisation (Effet direct)
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CONCLUSIONS
Fr. Conclusions
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BASE-LINE STUDY
Fr. Etat des lieux
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VALIDITY
Fr. Validité
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QUALITY ASSURANCE
Fr. Assurance qualité
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GOAL
Fr. Finalité
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Fr. Chaine des résultats
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PARTNERS
Fr. Partenaires
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TERMS OF REFERENCE

Fr. Termes de référence (Cahier des charges)
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EFFICIENCY
Fr. Efficience
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INDICATOR
Fr. Indicateur
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PERFORMANCE INDICATOR

Fr. Indicateur de performance
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REACH
Fr. Publics concernés (Publics atteints)

Glossaire oo
A aaly o ALY JRa1) e M el Saaa
Y Caagll <
o2 A
PURPOSE
Fr. But
i) g g il gl iyl (g B gial) Ailaal) CalaaY)
- d -
ddladl)
EFFECTIVENESS

19

Fr. Efficacité (Succés, réussite)
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT
Fr. Mesure des performances
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ACCOUNTABILITY
Fr. Responsabilité de rendre compte (Redevabilité)
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BENEFICIARIES
Fr. Bénéficiaires

Glossaire

20

AdRA

Ll ol lY) e ad e 5 (SAlaY) JA2 e ) sl

A
FUESTCNONR |

Aagial) ds ganall

TARGET GROUP
Fr. Groupe cible (Population cible)
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OUTPUTS
Fr. Extrant (Produit)
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INPUTS
Fr. Ressources (Moyens, intrants)
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Fr. Examen
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RELIABILITY

Fr. Fiabilité
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RESULTS
Fr. Résultats
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ASSUMPTIONS
Fr. Hypothéses
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EFFECT
Fr. Effet
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RELEVANCE
Fr. Pertinence
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Fr. Scénario en absence d'intervention (Situation Fr. Activité
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DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVE
Fr. Objectif de développement
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PROJECT OR PROGRAM OBJECTIVE

Fr. Objectif du progtamme ou du ptojet
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