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Introduction

Evaluations serve two main functions—accountability and learning. They provide an
“account” to stakeholders about the extent to which resources are being, or were,
used efficiently and effectively, and degree to which the intended results are being, or
were, achieved. In addition, they are often intended to generate empirical knowledge
about the interventions in pursuit of given objectives: what elements of the
intervention worked, what did not work, and why. By contributing to such knowledge,
evaluations help policy makers, program managers, and other stakeholders make
informed decisions regarding policy priorities, program design and implementation,
and resource allocations.

This guide provides simple and practical advice for the management and
commissioning of evaluations in a public sector context. It provides an overview of

the key concepts and processes and covers the major stages involved in managing an
evaluation (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Managing an Evaluation: Major Stages
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STAGE 4. REPORTING AND FOLLOW UP

Managing an evaluation can be challenging. Technical issues can become
politicized, and evaluators sometimes are viewed with suspicion and face
resistance, a lack of understanding, and frustration from local stakeholders,
including program implementers and program beneficiaries. Evaluations may also
be difficult to undertake because of contextual challenges such as limited



availability of data, weak program management systems, politically unstable
environments, corruption, instability and conflict, low human resource capacity,
and low levels of transparency and access to information. These issues can affect
an evaluation in any setting but may be particularly pronounced in a developing
country context. The general stages and steps in this guide should therefore be
supplemented with local knowledge and expertise where possible for the most
effective management of evaluation.

The terms “evaluation commissioner” and “manager” used in this document refer
to any person(s) whose primary responsibility it is to oversee and coordinate the
evaluation. Different phases of the evaluation and associated tasks may well be
managed by different people. However, these people are likely to liaise with the
person(s) with the primary responsibility for overseeing the evaluation.



Stage 1: Planning the Evaluation

STAGE 1: PLANNING
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A successful evaluation is based on good planning. Good planning helps ensure
that the evaluation runs smoothly and minimizes the number of adjustments
needed once it has begun. As part of the planning process, it is useful to cover the
following basic steps:

e  Step 1: Consult the commissioning entity’s (for example, organization’s
or country’s) evaluation policy.

e  Step 2: Define the purpose and feasibility of the evaluation.

e Step 3: Prepare the work plan to manage the evaluation.

Planning an evaluation is often an iterative process, as information that one
thought was available may not be available, or the methods envisaged to carry
out the evaluation may turn out not to be appropriate. Therefore, the planning
should continue until all the details have been worked out.

Box 1 describes two main types of evaluation to help set the stage for planning.



Box 1: Common Types of Evaluation

Below is an indicative list of common types of evaluation.

Formative evaluations assess ways in which a program, policy, or project can
be or is implemented. They are undertaken before or while the program is
under implementation, and the focus is typically on design or improvement of
implementation.

Summative (or ex post) evaluations, in contrast, focus typically on the
outcomes of a project, policy, or program, and to a lesser degree on how
implementation could have been improved.

Formative evaluation includes several types of evaluation and assessments:

Needs assessment—Determines who needs the program, how great the
need is that the program would address, and what specific intervention(s)
might work to meet the need

Prospective evaluation—Helps predict the success or failure of a program
by reviewing completed evaluations of similar programs to identify
lessons and issues and by looking for ways to strengthen the proposed
intervention(s), if the program goes forward

Process evaluation—investigates the process of delivering the program —
the intervention(s) — and is geared to answering several types of
questions — the quality of management, the relevance of the intervention
to the goals of the program, the efficiency of the intervention, and so
forth.

Summative evaluation can be subdivided as well:

Outcome evaluations investigate whether, and the degree to which, the
program outcomes were achieved. They often disaggregate the outcomes
by different demographic groups of interest. They can also look at both
intended and unintended outcomes of the intervention.

Impact evaluations are intended to assess the degree to which an
intervention caused the outcome of interest, and they often use
comparative methods to establish the causal like between the
intervention and the outcome.

Cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit analysis address questions of
efficiency by analyzing outcomes in terms of their dollar costs and values.
Meta-analysis integrates the outcome estimates from multiple studies to
arrive at an overall conclusion on an evaluation question.
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Step 1: Consult the Commissioning Entity’s Evaluation Policy

Many government and nongovernmental organizations have evaluation policies.
In the public sector, evaluation policies provide a framework for processes,
structures, and principles to guide a program of, as well as individual, evaluations.
Evaluation policies differ by organization but often include information such as
when evaluations will be conducted, how often, and under what circumstances;
they may also include guidelines on quality standards and ethical norms for
carrying out evaluations. Within a government, there may be varying evaluation
policy guidelines at the national, subnational, and ministry/department levels. Box
2 provides an example of a national evaluation policy and its key elements; other
national evaluation policy examples are provided in Appendix A for comparative
purposes.

Evaluation policies at the country level typically set out the country’s plan for
conducting evaluations. These policies provide details on the objectives the
country expects to achieve by carrying out evaluations. They also set out the
mechanisms for managing and coordinating evaluations across the whole of
government. Government evaluation policies will typically describe steps for
linking evaluation with other policy processes at different levels of government,
such as planning and budgeting functions. Usually governments will have
differentiated guidelines for the national, subnational, and organizational levels,
which include guidance on evaluation activities to be carried out over the short,
medium, and longer terms.

11



Box 2: A National Evaluation Policy—South Africa’s National Evaluation Policy
Framework

South Africa has a formally written and mandated National Evaluation Policy

Framework (NEPF), which was approved by its Cabinet in 2005 and developed

and finalized in 2011. Below are key elements of the framework.

The NEPF provides the basis for a system of evaluation across government. Its

main purpose is to promote quality evaluations that can be used for learning to

improve the effectiveness and impact of government, by reflecting on what is

working and what is not working and revising interventions accordingly.

Purpose: To ensure that credible and objective evidence from evaluation is
used in planning, budgeting, organizational improvement, and policy review, as
well as ongoing program and project management, to improve performance.

Definition of Evaluation: The systematic collection and objective analysis of
evidence on public policies, programs, projects, functions and organizations to
assess issues such as relevance, performance (effectiveness and efficiency),
value for money, impact, and sustainability and to recommend ways forward.

Evaluation Types/Approaches: Diagnosis, design evaluation, implementation
evaluation, impact evaluation, economic evaluation and evaluation synthesis.
These evaluations can occur at different stages — prior to an intervention,
during implementation, and after implementation.

The seven key elements of the NEPF are:

1. Large or strategic programs or those of significant public interest or
of concern must be evaluated at least every five years. The focus is
on government’s priority areas: health, crime, jobs, rural
development, and education.

2. Rolling three-year and annual national and provincial evaluation
plans must be developed and approved by the Cabinet and Provincial
Executive Councils. These will be developed by the Department of
Monitoring and Evaluation (DPME) and the Offices of the Premier.
These plans identify the minimum evaluations to be carried out —
departments are free to carry out additional evaluations.

3. The results of all evaluations in the evaluation plan must be in the
public domain, on departmental and DPME websites (excluding
classified information).

4. Improvement plans to address the recommendations from the
evaluations must be produced by departments, and their
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implementation must then be monitored.

5. Departments are responsible for carrying out evaluations. DPME and
(in time) the Offices of the Premier provide technical support and
quality control for evaluations in the national and provincial
evaluation plans.

6. Appropriate training courses are provided by Public Administration
Leadership and Management Academy (now the National School of
Government), universities, and the private sector to build evaluation
capacity in the country.

7. DPME will produce a series of guidelines and practice notes on the
detailed implementation of the policy framework, elaborate various
aspects of the system, and set quality standards for evaluations.

Source: Policy Framework for the Government-Wide Monitoring and Evaluation
Framework, Republic of South Africa 2011.

Jointly conducted evaluations, between governments or organizations, can
increase the legitimacy of findings and reduce the overall number of evaluations;
however, they can also bring unique challenges when decisions are required to
align with multiple evaluation policies. For this situation, the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) Guidance for Managing Joint
Evaluations (2006) provides practical advice for increasing the effectiveness of
evaluation work being commissioned by more than one agency (in the case of
evaluations initiated or commissioned by development agencies).

Finally, a formal policy framework to guide evaluations is part of strengthening an
evaluation system and culture and therefore the use of evaluation results.
Evaluation commissioners or managers in countries or agencies that have an
evaluation policy will begin by articulating how any given evaluation fits with the
evaluation policy and then work to better define the purpose and rationale for the
evaluation (Step 2). Evaluation commissioners or managers in countries and
agencies without a formal policy might find it useful to invest in an extra up-front
effort to explore with key stakeholders how the evaluation will contribute to
systematic learning and use of evaluation findings and recommendations.

Step 2: Define the Purpose and Feasibility of the Evaluation

The reasons for conducting an evaluation should be clearly defined before a work plan
for its management can be developed. Evaluation findings are most likely to be useful
when the evaluation manager determines the main rationale and purpose(s) for the
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evaluation, together with intended users in consultation with relevant stakeholders,
managers can develop a statement describing the purpose of the evaluation by
answering the following questions (CDC 2011a):

e  What does this evaluation strive to achieve?
e Who will use the findings?
e  How will the findings be used?

The process of developing the initial statement tends to be iterative, as the evaluation
manager(s) seek to specify why the evaluation is being conducted, who the main
audiences are, how the findings are likely to be used, and what is feasible for the scope
given resource and time considerations. Relevant stakeholders should therefore be
involved early in defining the rationale and purpose of the evaluation by identifying
issues to be addressed and shaping the evaluation questions to be answered.

To ensure that key groups and perspectives are included at appropriate points
throughout the evaluation, it is important for the evaluation manager to consider the
following questions:

e  Who are the stakeholders for this evaluation?

e Whatis their role in the evaluation?

e  What do they need to learn from the evaluation?

e How will the findings and recommendations be communicated?
e  How will the findings and recommendations be used?

e  What do intended users view as credible information?

e  How will the evaluation findings be communicated?

Stakeholders might include:

e  Beneficiaries—Those persons, groups, and organizations, who directly
benefit from the intervention

e Indirect beneficiaries—Those persons, groups, and organizations who have
no direct contact with an intervention but who benefit from it/ or are
somehow affected by it nonetheless

e Donors—The organizations or individuals that provide funding for the
project or program

e  Staff and volunteers

e  Politicians (including opposition party members), community members,
and other interest groups

e  Government officials—Elected officials, government employees with
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common or relevant interest

e Social partner organizations (employer and trade union representatives,
representatives of nongovernmental organizations and other third-party
organizations)

e  Research and advocacy groups.

Stakeholders may participate in focus groups to discuss the type, scope, and criteria for
the evaluation; to provide feedback on evaluation questions and key issues; to explore
the evaluation methodology, terms of reference, work plan, and data collection
strategy and process; as well as to disseminate and gather feedback on results.

Engaging key stakeholders early in the planning stage will provide opportunities to
consider whether there are any conflicts between the interests of the evaluation
managers and the stakeholders and how these can be addressed. It is important to
resolve any disagreements or misunderstandings about the overall purpose or specific
evaluation questions among stakeholders. This consultative process will help foster the
buy-in or shared ownership that will be valuable in later stages of managing the
evaluation.

The process of clarifying the rationale for an evaluation often includes having key
stakeholders agree on the main evaluation questions. The selection of one or more
common reasons for conducting an evaluation can help a manager and intended users
identify the main focus and how the findings will be used.

Evaluations are typically undertaken for learning or accountability purposes. In that
regard they may:

e Contribute to improving a specific development policy, program, or project.
Evaluation supports learning—to determine what approaches and processes
worked well or did not work well for improving current and future
outcomes. Drawing on monitoring and additional data, evaluations provide
managers and stakeholders with a means to reflect on performance.

e Influence the continuation or discontinuation of a policy, program, or project.
Evaluation findings provide the basis for informed decision making and can
support evidence-based programming and policy making.

e Account to stakeholders for public expenditures, policies, programs, or
project results. Evaluations provide information to taxpayers, policymakers,
donors/funders, the private sector, civil society, the media, and other
stakeholders about how a program is performing and how well funds are
being used to achieve intended results.
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e Help communicate about, and build support for, a policy, program, or
project. If an evaluation yields positive results, it may be used to support
promotion or advocacy efforts and serve as the basis for communicating
about the benefits or effectiveness of a policy, program, or project, to
ensure its continuation.

The intended uses of evaluation findings thus often extend beyond implementation
decisions regarding a specific policy, program, or project to more broadly influence
decisions at the agency or sector levels. An example of how evaluation information can
impact public policy decisions is shown in Box 3.

Box 3: Implications of the International Food Policy Research Institute’s
Evaluation of Progresa (1998 — 2000)

In 1998, the International Food Policy Research Institute was asked “to assist
Progresa’s program administration in determining whether the program was
functioning in practice as it is intended to by design.” The Institute’s evaluation
had significant policy implications. Because it showed that the program had made
a substantial “impact on the welfare and human capital of poor rural families,” the
new Mexican government of 2000 under Vicente Fox maintained and expanded
the coverage of the program (renamed Oportunidades) into urban areas.

Source: Skoufias 2005.

In addition to defining the purpose and rationale of the evaluation, it is necessary to
assess if such an evaluation is feasible. Planning an evaluation involves trade-off
decisions, with the evaluation manager typically having to weigh the costs and
feasibility of various designs against the likely benefits of the findings for program
administrators, policymakers, the public, or other audiences. Common problems
during this planning stage can be avoided by assessing whether a program, policy, or
project can be—

e “Meaningfully evaluated“—with clearly defined objectives and attainable
data,

e “Whether the evaluation is likely to contribute to improved performance” —
with some agreement among intended users on how the results will be used
(Wholey 2004, p. 35).

Box 4 presents a checklist for assessing whether a program can and should be
evaluated and how common pitfalls can be avoided. Although it focuses on program

16



evaluations, the elements outlined can apply to most evaluation types. Some
evaluation plans dictate when, where, and how evaluations should occur, and under
what budgets and circumstances. However, if an evaluation plan does not exist, then it
is useful to consider the checklist for assessing the feasibility of an evaluation.

Box 4: Feasibility Checklist for Planning a Program Evaluation

Program Design Elements

O The program’s objectives, outputs, and activities are clear enough to be able
to evaluate progress, results, and/or impact.

O Thereis adequate and reliable program information available (for example,
monitoring data) to engage in an evaluation.

O The program’s stage of development is appropriate for the envisioned
evaluation; for example, an evaluation of outcomes is not being proposed
for a program still in its planning stage.

O The program had adequate sustainability and stability. Political and financial
will exists to sustain the intervention while the evaluation is being
conducted, and the program design is not likely to change abruptly during
the evaluation period.

Resource and Logistical Considerations

Q) The evaluation manager and/or commissioning agency staff have sufficient
availability for this evaluation during the proposed timeframe.

U stakeholders who have an interest in the evaluation will have the
appropriate availability and opportunities to participate.

L sufficient funds are available for the evaluation, or additional funds can be
raised or leveraged as needed.

Utility
O Thereisa high probability that the evaluation will be used to improve the
project or program.

O The proposed evaluation design is appropriate, given available resources,
and intended users have expressed interest in the findings.

Sources: IEG; adapted from CDC 2011a, 2011b; Imas and Rist 2009; IUCN 2004.
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Step 3: Prepare a Work Plan to Manage the Evaluation

An overall plan for managing the evaluation is an important tool for anyone
commissioning an evaluation. Although the more detailed work plan for the
evaluation itself might be developed by or in collaboration with in-house
evaluators or an external evaluation team of consultants, the manager or
evaluation team should identify some key parameters for overseeing the work
early on. Considerations during this planning step should focus in particular on
clarifying the distribution of roles and responsibilities, the overall timeline, and
the budget, as follows (Better Evaluation 2013; CIDA 2004):

e Roles and responsibilities—The management plan should spell out how
decisions related to the evaluation will be made and describe who is
expected to fill key roles.

0  Decision-making authority—Who will make which decisions related

to the evaluation? What types of structures will be in place to
guide decision making? For example, will an advisory group,

steering committee, or other formal body be established? If so, will
such a group make decisions through voting or consensus or will it

simply serve as an advisory body?

O  Quality assurance—How will the technical quality of the evaluation

be assured—through the reference group or another quality
assurance body in the agency?

0  Evaluation—Who will conduct the evaluation? Will the evaluation

be carried out by relying primarily on in-house capacity or an

external consultant or team? Or will a combination of internal staff

and external experts work jointly to conduct the evaluation?
0  Document management—Who will have responsibility for

managing key documents, records, and data? Who will develop the

terms of reference (ToR)?
0  Stakeholder relations—Who will be in charge of managing
stakeholder relations throughout the evaluation?

e Timeline—How much time is available to complete the evaluation and report

results? Given this timeframe, when should key milestones be completed
(that is, developing ToRs, hiring consultants, finalizing evaluation work plan,

and so forth)? Extra time should be allotted if possible in between deadlines
to allow for unexpected delays and to ensure that the evaluation is delivered

according to expectation.

18



e  Budget—What resources are available for the evaluation in terms of time,
money, and expertise? Is the funding allocation for evaluation built into
project or program budgets? Are there other potential resources available? Is
the evaluation cost-effective?

Clarifying expectations for all these key areas related to managing an evaluation—
in combination with specifying the purpose(s)—will allow the commissioner
and/or team to identify the most appropriate evaluation design(s). The process of
continuing to refine the evaluation work plan can then be done in collaboration
with the evaluator(s). In addition, the evaluation commissioner or team should
also consider what information will be needed and how difficult it will be to
collect. In some cases, obtaining data and information can be a timely and costly
endeavor, and this should be taken into account.

19



Stage 2: Commissioning the Evaluation

STAGE 2: COMMISSIONING
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After completing the planning steps to define the purpose and key parameters of
the evaluation, the evaluation commissioner or manager will begin the process of
commissioning the evaluation. This stage has three key steps:

e  Step 1: Prepare the evaluation ToR.

e  Step 2: Prepare the requests for proposals and select the
evaluator(s)/evaluation team.

e  Step 3: Establish an evaluation reference group.

Step 1: Prepare the Evaluation Terms of Reference

The ToR is the document that details the assignment and spells out the
requirements and expectations of those commissioning or managing the
evaluation. The ToR serves as the basis for a contractual arrangement between
those commissioning the evaluation and the consultant(s) and/or in-house staff
carrying out the work. However, the ToR should be brief, with the typical length 5-
10 pages (IEG 2011a). Administrative annexes can be added to provide
supplementary information that can inform the depth and breadth of the
evaluation or address key issues, where appropriate. The functions commonly
served by a ToR are listed in Box 5.

Box 5: What Is a ToR?
A ToR presents an overview of the requirements and expectations of the
evaluation. It provides an explicit statement of the roles, resources, and
responsibilities of the evaluators and the evaluation client, as well as resources

available for the evaluation.

ToRs provide clearly detailed parameters for:

20
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Why and for whom the evaluation is being done

What it intends to accomplish

How it will be accomplished

Who will be in involved in the evaluation

When milestones will be reached and when the evaluation will be
completed

What resources are available to conduct the evaluation

Source: IEG 2011a.

Although some aspects of the ToR may vary depending on the hiring organization,
local norms, and the specific tasks, most ToRs share certain common characteristics,
such as those outlined below, adapted from IEG’s guide, Writing Terms of Reference
for an Evaluation: A How-to Guide (2011a).

a.

Background knowledge and rationale for carrying out the evaluation. The ToR
should provide background on the “evaluand”—the subject of the evaluation
(typically a policy, program, or project) —along with an explanation of why an
evaluation is being commissioned at this point in time. The background should
include an overview of the subject matter as well as the social, economic,
cultural, political, and environmental context of the policy, project, or program
in terms of what it aims to achieve and whom it will serve. It should also specify
the type of evaluation that is being commissioned.

Objectives—The framing and presentation of the objectives of the evaluation is
a brief but important section in the ToR. It builds an understanding of the
process and expectations for the desired task(s) by succinctly presenting
information about why the evaluation is being conducted, its objectives, and its
intended users.

Consultation of stakeholders—Key stakeholders in the evaluation should be
consulted to hear their opinions and recommendations. Evaluation managers
or commissioners should ensure that these views are incorporated
appropriately in the ToR.

Scope, approach, and methodology—The ToR should specify the scope of the
evaluation, the approach, and the evaluation plan and propose a methodology.
The scope or parameters of an evaluation usually refer to the depth, breadth,
and timeline of the evaluation. In some cases, one of the first outputs of the
ToR is an evaluation plan that describes the scope, evaluation design,
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approach, and methodology; however, this is not always the case. If the
evaluation manager is prescribing the methodology, the ToR will include, for
example, specific guidance on the data collection strategy to be used.
Depending on the research questions and resources available, an evaluation
may be conducted as an impact evaluation using randomized control trials or it
may be conducted using quasi-experimental methods. If the evaluation is not
an impact evaluation, it is likely to take a mixed-methods (quantitative and
qualitative) approach. Appropriate methods must always be discussed and
determined based on the research questions, what is being evaluated, and the
resources available.

This section of the ToR should also take into consideration any geographic or
cultural sensitivity that evaluators need to be mindful of, both as part of
evaluation design and in undertaking the evaluation. The expected approach
should be outlined to set realistic expectations among all stakeholders. The
degree to which the evaluator(s) can propose additional or alternative methods
for completing the task(s) should also be specified.

Qualifications of the evaluators—Specific competencies, skills, and
characteristics of the evaluators or the team should be outlined in the ToR and
determined beforehand with evaluation stakeholders. Broadly, evaluator
competencies should include:

e  Understanding of evaluation roles

e  Ability and experience managing and implementing evaluation
projects

e  Knowledge of evaluation methods

e  Good interpersonal, writing, and communication skills

e  Cross-cultural competence and sensitivity

e  Understanding of ethical practices.

Budget—The cost of the evaluation should be estimated beforehand and the
ToR should identify the resources that will be available for the evaluation. The
budget should include consulting fees, cost of data collection and analyses, any
travel, communication, and any reporting costs associated with undertaking
the evaluation. Special attention should be given to factors that might affect
the budget; for example, the evaluation of a regional program might require
the translation of data collection instruments and reports into one or more
languages.
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g. Schedule and reporting requirements—The ToR should identify the beginning
and the completion date of the evaluation. The document should also include a
timeline for the evaluation with key milestones and deliverables such as initial
findings, interim findings, and submission of the draft and final reports.

h.  Communication formats and requirements—The format in which deliverables
should be presented should be articulated in the ToR, along with preferred
modes of communication (email, phone, and so forth).

Step 2: Prepare the Request for Proposals and Select the
Evaluator/Evaluation Team

Once all the details of the ToR have been reviewed and approved by key
stakeholders, the next step is preparing a request for proposal (RFP) and selecting
the evaluator or evaluation team. Requests for proposals should include the format
for the proposal, the content, the submission process, and deadline for submission.
Specific elements may include:

e  Topics to be covered

e  Format requirements and length

e Number of proposal copies and how these should be submitted (hard
copy, electronic copy)

e  Criteria on how the proposal will be judged

e  Timeline for judging proposals and responding to bidders.

Each organization may have its own internal guidelines on selection and
procurement processes that must be followed. It is a good idea to putin place a
selection committee that is able to review the bidders’ proposed methodologies and
that has both knowledge of the issues to be addressed and awareness of the ethical
and procedural requirements of conducting the evaluation.

Bidders are usually given the opportunity to ask questions to clarify the RFPs up to a
certain deadline. Some organizations have policies that questions should be in
writing and that all bidders should receive the answers to questions asked, not only
the bidder asking the question. There may also be a bidder’s conference where
consultants can meet with the team commissioning the evaluation to ask questions
(IEG 2011a). Although in most cases a competitive process will be used, there may
be cases where the organization decides to hire evaluator(s) on a sole-source basis,
if it is consistent with procurement regulations.
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It is important to note that the evaluator or evaluation team should be selected
based on agreed upon selection criteria to ensure that the evaluator or team has the
skills and competencies necessary to undertake the work. Evaluations require that
the evaluator or the evaluation team have a good understanding of the purpose of
the evaluation as well as good technical expertise and knowledge of the program
area and good evaluation skills.

Step 3: Establish the Reference Group

Evaluation managers should consider establishing a reference or evaluation advisory
group to ensure that the evaluation incorporates state-of-the art technical thinking
from external experts and represents stakeholder interests. The reference group is
different from the steering committee, as a steering committee is typically
responsible for managing the evaluation, while a reference group is usually
comprised of external actors that provide additional knowledge and technical
guidance. Some potential functions and value of having a reference group are
shown in Box 6. Reference groups are also referred to as advisory or consultation
groups and may be tasked with:

e  Reviewing the ToR

e Providing advice on the composition of the evaluation team and work
plan

e  Reviewing and commenting on draft reports.

Box 6: Why Have an Evaluation Reference Group?

There are several good reasons for having and using a reference group for the
evaluation. A reference group may:

=  Provide needed scientific, programmatic, and related expertise to
supplement that of staff.

=  Provide insights from program practices and can contribute to a deeper
understanding of “what is really going on.”

=  Provides legitimacy to the evaluation by providing an independent
perspective.

=  Contribute to the use of evaluation findings by providing visibility to the
evaluation and helping to disseminate findings

Source: Adapted from CDC 2011a, 2011b.
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Such a group can help enhance stakeholder ownership on the evaluation and its
results, which can lead to a more engaged process with stakeholders feeling more
enfranchised and providing more feedback and comments on evaluation findings
and draft reports. The group might consist entirely of members who are external
to the organization commissioning the evaluation or it might include a mix of
internal and external members.

Evaluation reference groups are established to provide advice on an individual
evaluation, a series of evaluations, or the evaluation function within an
organization. Therefore, the manager of the evaluation should first confirm
whether there is an existing advisory body serving this function. If not, the process
for establishing such a reference group should include working with key
stakeholders to determine what role(s) the group will serve and identifying who
should be invited to serve as members. Developing a ToR for the group is useful
for clarifying responsibilities and expectations.

The American Evaluation Association has dedicated a journal issue to evaluation

advisory groups with further guidance and areas for consideration (see Velure
Roholt and Baizerman 2012).
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Stage 3: Undertaking the Evaluation

1 Supenise the Evaluation 2 Ensure Evaluation 3 Provide Feedback on the
Work Plan and Implementahon Quaiity Inception, Draft, and Final Reports:

Managing an evaluation is frequently considered more of an art than a science, as
the work can take place in complex environments and unpredictable situations
can arise. No one can completely plan for everything that may arise, but the best
approach is to imagine and plan for possible contingencies and to ensure that the
views of all key stakeholders are considered at the outset.

The process of managing the implementation of an evaluation typically includes
three steps.

e  Step 1: Supervising the evaluation work plan and implementation
e  Step 2: Ensuring evaluation quality
e  Step 3: Providing feedback on the report.

Step 1: Supervise the Evaluation Work Plan and Implementation

The process of overseeing the actual implementation of the evaluation includes
not only supervising an evaluator or an evaluation team but also organizing and
managing documents and other materials for the evaluation and maintaining
communication with key stakeholders as appropriate.

The evaluation commissioner or manager and selected evaluator(s) should review
the ToR together to ensure that there are no questions, comments, or points that
need to be renegotiated. If there are, then the evaluation commissioner or
manager should decide if the ToR should be amended or not. In addition, both
parties should agree on the remuneration for the work so that a contract can be
issued. Covering these considerations and establishing a system for progress
reporting at all stages of the evaluation will ensure that if problems arise, they are
tackled sooner rather than later. Setting up a schedule for check-ins will help
facilitate communication on the achievement of evaluation milestones and any
issues that may arise.
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Both the evaluation manager and evaluator (or evaluation team) have important
responsibilities, which need to be met to ensure a high-quality evaluation. Both
parties should share an understanding of the ToR and business processes. Each
individual can help strengthen the evaluation by carrying out the relevant
activities listed in Box 7.

Box 7: Key Roles and Activities to Ensure a High-Quality Evaluation

The evaluation manager should:

Ensure that the objectives of the evaluation are clear

Maintain ownership of the study by ensuring that decision-making
responsibility is retained and that decisions are made in a timely
manner

Negotiate expectations with stakeholders

Monitor the progress of the evaluation and provide relevant and
timely feedback and guidance to the evaluator and evaluation team
Be open to suggestions from evaluators on possible solutions if
problems arise

Discuss and ensure agreement on formal and informal
communication protocols from the beginning

Ensure evaluators have full access to information as early as possible
Meet with evaluators and stakeholders to discuss draft reports and
revisions

Approve the final report and organize a presentation of evaluation
findings for stakeholders (UNEG 2005a, 2005b).

The evaluator (or evaluation team) should be encouraged to:

Commit to conducting the evaluation within the allotted time frame
and budget

Provide regular progress reports to the evaluation manager and
communicating problems that require the attention of the evaluation
manager immediately

Discuss the draft report and correct any errors or misinterpretations
Respond to comments and finalize the report.

Source: Compiled by IEG.

Before and while the evaluation is being conducted, the manager or commissioner is
responsible for organizing the relevant materials and data and ensuring that these
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are available to and used by the evaluators as appropriate. The process of
identifying and managing key program documents and other materials relevant to
the evaluation can be time consuming, so the commissioner or manager should
factor in the time and/or support needed to do the following:

e Identify and collect relevant background documents, program materials,
organizational charters, memoranda of understanding or other
agreements among partners, previous evaluation reports, or other
available resources that will help to inform the evaluation

e  Compile and prepare relevant existing data such as that related to
program activities and participant information

. Brief the evaluator or team on available documents, materials, and data
and ensure that these have been provided in an accessible format and
that the evaluator(s) understand the context and range of available
information

e  Monitor the use of key materials and data throughout the evaluation to
ensure that these are being drawn on as appropriate, given the study
design.

Finally, the commissioner or manager should communicate with key stakeholders
regularly. Common activities that comprise this role include:

e Identifying the key individuals and/or stakeholder groups that should be
aware that the evaluation is being undertaken or who are expected to
have a role in the evaluation (that is, as respondents, peer reviewers, and
so forth)

e  Drafting and sending general information about the evaluation:

0  Aletter at the start describing the evaluation and introducing
the team

0  Aletter at the end sharing a summary of findings and notifying
stakeholders where they can access the evaluation report or
learn about follow-up activities

e  Coordinating correspondence for targeted respondents; for example, a
letter from a high-level official in the commissioning agency might be an
effective mechanism for increasing the survey response rate among past
program participants.
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Step 2: Ensure Evaluation Quality

Quality standards ensure that evaluations provide accurate and useful information
and comply with procedural requirements within an organization (for example,
communicating findings in a specific way), along with technical requirements and
ethical guidelines. Most organizations and agencies will already have established
evaluation quality standards, principles, or norms (for example, see Box 8 for the
norms for evaluation at the United Nations Development Programme). Sometimes
these standards are included as part of the overall evaluation policy (see Stage 1,
Step 1); in other cases they are produced as separate documents.

Box 8: United Nations Development Programme Norms for Evaluation

e Independent—Management must not impose restrictions on the scope,
content, comments, or recommendations of evaluation reports. Evaluators
must be free of conflict of interest.

e Intentional—The rationale for an evaluation and the decisions to be based
on it should be clear from the outset.

e  Transparent—Meaningful consultation with stakeholders is essential for the
credibility and utility of the evaluation.

e  Ethical—Evaluation should not reflect personal or sectoral interests.
Evaluators must have professional integrity, respect the rights of institutions
and individuals to provide information in confidence, and be sensitive to the
beliefs and customs of local social and cultural environments.

e Impartial —Removing bias and maximizing objectivity are critical for the
credibility of the evaluation and its contribution to knowledge.

e  Of high quality—All evaluations should meet minimum quality standards
defined by the Evaluation Office

e  Timely—Evaluations must be designed and completed in a timely fashion so
as to ensure the usefulness of the findings and recommendations

e  Used—Evaluation is a management discipline that seeks to provide
information to be used for evidence-based decision making. To enhance the
usefulness of the findings and recommendations, key stakeholders should
be engaged in various ways in the conduct of the evaluation.

Source: UNDP 2011.
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If an organization does not have quality standards already in place, it is useful to
consult the standards and principles set forth by the local professional association
of evaluators or to refer to the guidelines of OECD’s Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) as a starting point. These evaluation standards aim to provide a
roadmap for ensuring the quality of development evaluations. They are based on
the following key evaluation principles: “impartiality, credibility, independence,
and usefulness” (OECD 1991). The standards should be used throughout an
evaluation to provide quality checks at its different stages (OECD 2010b). In
addition, quality evaluation standards should be used (or developed) with input
from stakeholders and should be adapted to local and national contexts.

Technical Quality
To ensure the technical quality of an evaluation, evaluation commissioners and
managers should ensure that the evaluator (or evaluation team) asks the
following questions:

e  Are the data collected accurate?

e  Arethe data relevant to the evaluation questions?

e Isthe analysis clear and logical?

e  Arethere any gaps?

e Are the findings and lessons presented appropriately?

e  Are the recommendations cost-effective and actionable?

Ethical Guidelines

Ethical guidelines are sometimes covered by quality standards, or they may be
published separately. All evaluations should be conducted in an ethical manner,
especially with regard to vulnerable populations. It is key for evaluation managers
to understand the local context in which the evaluation will be conducted and to
communicate expectations for ethical practices.

In many cases conflicts of interest may arise; for example, individuals who may
have worked on a project or program years before may seem like good candidates
to be involved in an evaluation. However, managers need to be careful because
these types of situations can yield biased results. If the manager is not aware of
the person’s past involvement, the person being approached for the work should
be forthcoming and offer to recuse him or herself from conducting or working on
the evaluation.

Evaluation commissioners or managers may have a set of quality standards that
their organization already subscribes to. In these cases it is important to ensure
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that the evaluator (or evaluation team) subscribes to them, and that they are
acceptable to the reference group and other stakeholders.

If neither party has a preferred set of ethical guidelines, the evaluation manager
can review those of various evaluation professional associations or other
organizations that routinely practice, or guide the practice of, evaluations, such as
United Nations Evaluation Group, the American Evaluation Association, the
African Evaluation Association, the Canadian Evaluation Society, the European
Evaluation Society, the Global Environment Facility, and so on (OECD 2010b).

Step 3: Provide Feedback on the Inception, Draft, and Final Reports

The evaluation commissioner or manager should plan to oversee and provide
feedback on all the reporting for the evaluation. Typically, the evaluator(s) will
provide an inception report with a detailed evaluation plan near the start of the
evaluation period, and then draft and final reports once the evaluation has been
completed. When each report has been written, it is critical for the evaluation
commissioner or manager, the reference group, and other key stakeholders as
appropriate to review it and provide feedback. This step will help ensure that all
the intended users of the findings will receive the information they need.

If there are significant issues at any stage of the reporting, then the evaluator and
manager should re-assess the process and develop a plan to address them. Often
the problems that arise are technical, ethical, or procedural:

e Atechnical issue, for example, is where a report makes a strong statement
about causality, without having tested for causality; it could make
statements about trends based on a period too short to generalize from; it
could claim a significant result when in fact the result was not statistically
significant; or there could be statistical results based on an unrepresentative
sample or on analysis that leaves out key variables.

e  Ethical issues relate to whether proper evaluation protocols were followed
when conducting interviews and other data collection and analysis activities.

e  Procedural issues can usually be addressed more easily and may not risk the
integrity and validity of the study. These tend to relate to whether the report
is clear and logical and whether findings are expressed appropriately and in
an appropriate format required by the evaluation manage.

Any of these kinds of issues will require that the evaluation team figure out where
mistakes have been made and whether they can be corrected; otherwise, the
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evaluation will likely not be useful and could do more harm than good, especially
if there were technical and ethical concerns.

The evaluation commissioner or manager is ultimately responsible for the quality
of the evaluation and should plan to review the relevance and accuracy of any
reports and compliance with the ToR. However, it is also important to note the
need to safeguard the independent view of the evaluation team. The team leader
will determine the evaluation’s conclusions and recommendations and the
evaluation manager must decide what actions to take if there is strong
disagreement from stakeholders. One option is to add content about the
disagreement to the evaluation report and possibly a management response, such
as from a program office or from a specific agency or department of a
government as relevant (WFP 2013).

Specific responsibilities for reviewing the evaluation are best established during
the planning stage of the evaluation. One common approach is that after the
evaluation has been reviewed by the evaluation manager, the team shares the
report with the reference group and other stakeholders for feedback and
comments. As part of this review, all parties should ensure that the
recommendations in the report are actionable. In many cases, evaluators may
provide recommendations that are not practical in the circumstances and context
in which a given project is operating, or the recommendations may simply not be
able to be implemented because of constraints such as budget, time, and so forth.

To address this issue, some organizations have put out guidelines on how to write
good evaluation recommendations. The Independent Evaluation Group of the
World Bank Group created a 12-point checklist on writing good recommendations
(see Appendix B).

Once the evaluation manager, the reference group, and other key stakeholders
have reviewed, commented on, and discussed feedback internally, a meeting
should be scheduled with the evaluator or evaluation team to discuss feedback
and comments and to jointly decide on changes that will be made or incorporated
to finalize the evaluation and disseminate the findings to a broader audience.
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Stage 4: Reporting and Follow-Up

STAGE 4: REPORTING AND FOLLOW UP

Even after the evaluation report is final, the evaluation commissioner or manager
still needs to make critical decisions about how to most effectively communicate
and disseminate findings and ensure that the results are used to improve future
practice.

e  Step 1: Communicating and reporting results.
e  Step 2: Following up on use of evaluation recommendations.
e  Step 3: Wrapping up the evaluation.

Step 1: Communicate Results

After the reference group and stakeholders have approved the final report, the
evaluation commissioner or manager should consider and discuss how the
findings of the report will be presented to other stakeholders, particularly if the
findings are sensitive or controversial.

Evaluation commissioners or managers should also consider the following when
crafting a communication and dissemination strategy and timeline for an
evaluation:

e  How will the findings of the evaluation be reported and disseminated to
relevant audiences (publications, presentations, roundtables, social
media, and conferences)?

e How will the findings be shared with various groups of stakeholders with
diverging points of view?

e When is the best timing for communicating the findings to ensure their
use?

e Should the report, or summaries, be translated to enable all
stakeholders to make use of the findings and the recommendations?
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Evaluation commissioners or managers should consider what reporting
mechanisms would resonate best with stakeholders. For example, if evaluation
findings are applicable to an organization or institution, organizing conferences,
meetings, or forums may work best. In this situation, the evaluation manager may
want to hire a communication specialist to help facilitate the events. This person
should have a number of skills, including a degree of cultural competence in
communicating with diverse groups, some knowledge of the subject matter if
possible, and appropriate media and information technology skills. However, if
the audience is much wider and geographically dispersed, then presenting and
disseminating findings may entail using video or webinar, publishing synthesis
reports, posting materials on the Web, issuing press releases, and possibly
organizing conferences.

Communication specialists can also be helpful in cases where the evaluation
manager needs to communicate findings to sensitive stakeholders or to mitigate
potential adverse reactions to negative feedback. Specialists can advise on how to
present findings in a constructive way that encourages engagement with and use
of those findings. One way to encourage engagement is to cast the findings in
forward-looking ways and to focus on implications for the future.

The evaluation and its findings may also be presented at professional conferences
as a way of sharing knowledge and lessons broadly and communicating with
experts working in the area the evaluation addressed.

Ultimately, evaluation managers must realize that the communication and
dissemination of results requires analyzing stakeholders, knowing the audiences
as much as possible, and knowing how they may react to findings in order to
devise a strategy that ensures findings reach the right people at the right time and
are used.

Step 2: Follow Up on Use of Evaluation Recommendations

Once findings are disseminated, evaluation commissioners and managers need to
be responsive to the needs of various audiences and stakeholders. It is important
that managers and evaluators be as transparent as possible in answering
questions, in particular on the methodology and approach to the evaluation and
the implementation process.

To ensure that the findings and recommendations from evaluations are used,
managers should be sensitive to a number of factors when disseminating and
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following up on the report. Specifically, they should:

e  Ensure the timely delivery of the report and responses to questions or
comments on the findings; avoid information overload and consider the
format for delivery for the various stakeholders.

e Discuss findings and recommendations with the programs/projects
affected and, to the extent possible, agreed on these with the program
managers/funders/stakeholders before the disclosure.

. Ensure that the recommendations are timely and actionable; frame
recommendations in a digestible and actionable manner.

e Actively promote follow-up and use of the evaluation findings by finding
champions for the recommendations (through workshops, publications,
seminars, and so forth).

In some cases, ensuring that program managers accept and adopt
recommendations can take some influencing and negotiation and may not
happen quickly. However, it is important to work with program managers to reach
an agreement.

In addition, some countries and organizations have instituted systems or
mechanisms which allow for following up and tracking the adoption of
recommendations. Appendix C presents two examples of such systems: the World
Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group’s system—the Management Action
Record—and Mexico’s Follow-Up Mechanism for the Use of Evaluations.

Step 3: Wrap Up the Evaluation

Although the implementation of recommendations and follow-up activities might
continue over a longer term, the evaluation commissioner or manager will need
to formally end the evaluation task itself. The completion or closing of an
evaluation should include clear decisions about the storage and release of any
reports and data over the longer term. If the manager has not already established
who will have access to reports and how data and other materials will be
archived, then these activities need to be undertaken as part of a wrap-up step.

One key decision is who will have access to the evaluation findings in the future.
Many organizations have policies in place to determine the level of public access
to evaluation information. For cases where such guidelines have not yet been
established, local professional associations for evaluators can serve as useful
resources to develop such a policy. The American Evaluation Association (AEA)
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Program Evaluation Standards promote the public disclosure of findings given the
“evaluator’s obligation to serve the broader public who benefit from both the
program and its accurate evaluation,” but the AEA acknowledges that its
standards will not be appropriate in all countries and contexts (AEA 2004; Imas
and Rist 2009, p. 507).

The evaluation commissioner or manager should consult the standard policies and
procedures of the organization and determine whether and how one or more
reports from the evaluation will be accessible to the public or designated
audiences. In addition, similar guidance is needed regarding the archiving and
management of data or other artifacts from the evaluation.

Typically, the commissioning agency will maintain long-term control over the data
and artifacts from an evaluation rather than the evaluation consultant or team.
Specifying roles, responsibilities and ownership throughout all stages of the
evaluation will help to facilitate the closure of the evaluation and help to ensure
the long-term value of the findings and data.

Decisions and protocols for the evaluation data should cover at least the following
considerations (BetterEvaluation 2013; FAO 1998):

e  Secure data storage—What processes are needed to protect electronic and
hard copy data in all forms, so that these are not accessed without authority
or damaged? These data could include questionnaires or other hard-copy
materials, interview tapes, and electronic files.

e Backing up data—Are there protocols or automated processes in place to
back up data so that the risk that they will be lost or corrupted is reduced?
One approach is to store a duplicate set of data offsite.

e Archiving for future use—Has a data set been specifically cleaned and stored
for future use, to support further analysis and research? Sometimes a
cleaned data set is archived for broader research use in which sensitive
identifying information has been removed.

®  Data access and dissemination—Has the authority for managing and/or
releasing the data in the future been clearly specified? What process should
be used for someone seeking to use the data to verify the evaluation’s
findings or to use the data as a basis for further research? If the organization
does not already have clear guidelines in place, the procedures for control of
the data and permissions for access should be defined as clearly as possible.
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Appendix A: Sample National Evaluation Policies

United Kingdom’s Official Policy:

Some countries have formal, legally mandated and written evaluation policies,
and others have informal practices. Aside from South Africa, another example of
an evaluation policy is that of the United Kingdom’s Department for International
Development (DFID). This policy articulates the organization’s commitment to
learning from evaluation, measuring results, and accountability. It also sets out
guiding principles, criteria, and standards, as well as its evaluation approaches
(see Box A.1).

Box A.1: U.K. Department for International Development’s Policy for the
Evaluation of Official Development Assistance

Purpose: Evaluation is a significant part of DFID’s strategy to using evidence
more effectively to achieve maximum impact from its development assistance.
According to DFID, “Evaluation has a key role in generating evidence and
learning about what is working in development and what is not; it can identify
better ways of doing things, allow for course corrections of programs to
improve effectiveness; ensure that lessons are learned during the
development process and resources shifted to where they are most effective;
and improve the ability to respond to change.”

Definition of Evaluation: DFID subscribes to the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development—Development Assistance Committee
internationally agreed definition of evaluation, “a systematic and objective
assessment of an ongoing or completed project, program or policy, its design,
implementation and results in relation to specified evaluation criteria.”

The core guiding principles for DFID’s policy are:

o Independence: When possible, evaluations are to be carried out by
specialists who are independent of those designing and
implementing the intervention.

e  Transparency: Lessons are to be shared publicly, after allowing for
legal obligations and protection of confidential information.

e  Quality: Evaluation strategies and plans should be clear and
actionable and have a budget, with approaches and methods
reflecting the best available in the profession drawing on latest
research, drawing on the latest research.
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e  Utility: Evaluation process and design has to keep “use” in mind —
ownership by users in the process.

Evaluation Approaches: The choice of the actual evaluation approach in DFID
is guided by four factors: the content within which the initiative is operating,
the attributes of the program, the evaluation questions posed and the criteria
being used to judge these components. There are two broad evaluation
approaches:

e  Theory-based approach: This focuses on understanding the
characteristics of development interventions—what it is about a
particular approach that works. It is suitable for complex initiative
where there are multiple assumptions and lines of inquiry, and it
typically requires more qualitative than quantitative data.

e Impact approaches: These focus on establishing cause and effect.
This approach is better suited for single lines of inquiry and is most
useful for pilot initiatives and phased roll-out. Where one wants to
see where the initiative is working or not.

Source: U.K., Department for International Development 2013.

Chile’s Informal Policy:

Chile is an example of a country with an informal evaluation policy. Although Chile
does not have an evaluation policy framework, it carries out evaluations under its
system of management control and results-based budgeting. The government
originally launched the evaluation program after a 1996 political agreement with
Congress, aiming to enrich the information available for budgetary decision
making. The creation of the evaluation program was in part a response to
demands from the legislature to have better quality information about
government programs, to increase its ability to affect budget decisions. In the
beginning, the evaluations were exclusively rapid desk evaluations, which were
primarily based on secondary sources. Later, the more profound impact
evaluations were added. In 2003, several laws were passed with the aim of
strengthening the evaluation program (Box A.2).
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Box A.2: Chile’s Informal Evaluation Policy

Chile’s government evaluation program is one of the six instruments of its
monitoring and evaluation systems, known as the System of Management
Control and Results-based Budgeting of the Budget Direction Office (Direccion
de Presupuesto). Other instruments include:

1. Strategic definitions (Definiciones Estratégicas)

2. Management Improvement Program (Programa de Mejoramiento de
Gestion)

3. Performance Indicators (Indicadores de Desempefio)

4. Comprehensive Management Reports (Balance de Gestion Integral)

5. Competitive Fund (Fondo Concursable).

Objectives of the Evaluation Program: The annual budget law provides the
legislative framework for the evaluations. The objectives of the program are
the improvement of the efficiency of resource allocation and of policies,
program management, and accountability. Evaluations have been
institutionalized through an annual budget law and their routine use in
budgeting.

Chile carries out three main types of evaluations and reviews:
e  Government program evaluations (Evaluacidn de Programas
Gubernamentales)
e Impact evaluations (Evaluacién de Impacto)
e  Comprehensive spending reviews (Evaluacion Comprensiva del
Gasto).

Who Is Involved: At first these evaluations were done by panels composed of
both public servants and independent evaluators. Since 1998, the panels are
composed only of external evaluators. They are chosen in a public tender to
ensure transparency, objectivity, and independence of the evaluations. After
2001, DIPRES incorporated the Impact Evaluations, to evaluate the actual
impacts caused by the program on the situation the government is attempting
to correct or improve.

Source: World Bank 2005.
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Appendix B: A Guide to Developing Good Recommendations
in Evaluation Reports

Recommendations should be:

e  Relevant to the object and purposes of the evaluation.

e  Based on the evidence and conclusions, logically related to the key
findings and appropriate for what has been learned.

Developed in an iterative manner in consultation with management and
operational staff, always understanding that the final recommendation
represents the views of the evaluation team and cannot be dictated by
management.

e  C(learly stated in simple, straightforward language and written in a
prescriptive manner to facilitate implementation (neither so broad that
they become motherhood or so detailed that they unnecessarily take
degrees of freedom away from management).

e  Prioritized in terms of urgency and timing.

e  (Clearly identifying the unit that is supposed to take action on the
recommendation.

e Actionable, feasible, and reflecting an understanding of potential
constraints to implementation.

e  Capable of being monitored using verifiable indicators, and time bound—
when specific, monitorable actions are expected to be taken.

e  Relatively few in number, generally five to six per evaluation (with not
too many subrecommendations), covering resource allocation, financing,
planning, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation.

e Accounting for the least costly alternative to achieve the objectives and
for whether the benefits resulting from the recommendations exceed
the likely cost of implementation, based on existing evidence or the
literature.

Sources: Among other documents, this checklist draws on material from ADB

2008, 2009; UNEG 2010, p. 6; UNEG 2005, Standard 4.16; Hendricks and
Handley 1990; USAID 2010; CIDA 2004; Perrin 2009.
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Appendix C: Examples of Follow-Up Mechanisms for
Tracking the Adoption of Recommendations

Some organizations, such as the World Bank Group’s Independent Evaluation
Group (IEG), have instituted a system that allows for follow-up on the adoption of
recommendations. IEG is mandated to report periodically to the World Bank
Group’s Board on the adoption of its recommendations in efforts to promote
accountability and learning within the Bank Group.

IEG carried out a series of case studies on some evaluations to determine the
factors that contributed to the adoption of recommendations. The case studies
found that the following factors matter:

e In-depth discussion with management during the drafting of
recommendations

e Credibility of the evaluation results
e  Sense of shared ownership over the evaluation and the findings

e Quality of the recommendations, specifically in terms of their
timeliness, how actionable they are, and their cost-effectiveness, clarity,
and coherence

e Advocates/champions supporting the adoption of the recommendations

e Institutional incentives and accountability for adopting the
recommendations.

Based on the findings from the case studies, IEG proposed a series of reforms to
its process for drafting and following up on recommendations. Figure C.1 shows
the process and the reform recommendations

Other agencies and organizations have devised other ways of following up on
evaluation recommendations that fit their needs, as depicted by the case of
Mexico (Figure C.2).

IEG’s 2012 annual report indicated that the reformed process is yielding “more
constructive engagement with Bank Group management and a sharper focus on
IEG recommendations” (IEG 2012). The report also noted that a piloting of the
process on three evaluation reports has yielded positive results, specifically
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creating clearer links between the evaluation findings and the proposed
recommendations, which has encouraged greater adoption of recommendations
and more ownership (IEG 2012).

An example of another follow-up system is Mexico’s Follow-Up Mechanism for
the Use of Evaluations. The “Mechanism,” as it will be referred to in this text, was
devised by the Mexican federal government’s National Council for the Evaluation
of Social Development Policy (Consejo Nacional de Evalaucién de la Politica de
Desarrollo Social - CONEVAL), in conjunction with the Secretary of Finance and
Budget (Secretaria de Haciendo y Credito Publico — SHCP) and the Secretary of
Public Administration (Secretaria de la Funcio Publica - SFP)). Its purpose is ensure
the use of findings and recommendations of external evaluations to improve
Mexico’s social programs (UNDP 2013).
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Figure C.1: IEG’s Recommendation and Follow-Up Process
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Record

43




The purpose of the Mechanism is twofold:

e  To establish a general procedure to monitor areas identified through the
evaluations where there are agreed upon actions for improvement

. Disseminate the commitments made by program operators to improve the
public programs evaluated

As observed in Figure C.2, the mechanism has four stages:

e  Stage 1—Select Findings and Recommendations—Evaluators and program
operators select the findings and recommendations they will address by
using feasibility and relevance criteria. These are then called Aspects
Susceptible for Improvement (ASI)

e  Stage 2—Classify and Prioritize—Evaluators and program operators define
the responsible areas where actions must be taken to improve the program.
Other actors from other parts of the program are involved at this stage, as
improving a program typically involves the interaction of several areas
(operation, budgeting, and so forth) In addition, ASls are classified as being
high, medium, or low priority.

e  Stage 3—Develop an Action Plan—Development of instruments and
elaboration of an action plan by the agency making the improvements and
CONEVAL. The action plan documents and defines the commitments of the
agency for the improvements of the program.

®  Stage 4—Disseminate the Plan—Dissemination and publishing of the action
plans on the web pages of CONEVAL and the agency/organization involved.
This is meant to encourage the agency to carry out the agreed upon actions
to improve the program. The agency/organization also agrees to report its
advances on each action it has committed to undertake at specific dates.
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Figure C.2. Follow-Up Mechanism for the Use of Evaluations

Analysis and e |dentify and select the findings and
selection of findings recommendations of evaluations to
— follow up on, using feasibility and
P B S relevance criteria. The results selected
P are called Aspects Susceptible to
O ElRY L]y Improvment (ASI)

Classification and
prioritization of
findings and
recommendations

¢ Classify the ASI using the level of priority to
undertake actions.

¢ Develop an action plan and an

Development of institutional document which.

instruments for defines the commitments of the
improvement agency to improve

e Agencies disseminate action plans
DIk dlels e and insitutional documents.

CONEVAL elaborates a report of the
actions and encourages
accountability of public programs.

instruments

Source: de la Garza and Niembro 2013.
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Mexico’s Mechanism encourages the participation of several actors, including
those in program units, evaluation units, and others tasked with other important
aspects of the programs evaluated, such as budgeting, communications, and so
forth. This follow-up process requires continual communication as well between
evaluators and program operators (UNDP 2013).

The Mechanism has motivated agencies to take concrete actions to improve
programs. In Mexico, the evidence suggests that evaluations are becoming a key
factor in the improvements of policies and programs. CONEVAL has measured a
number of improvements. Figure C.2 categorizes the actions taken and the
changes implemented in 2011 as a result of follow-up on evaluation findings and
recommendations.
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Table C.1: Actions Implemented to Improve Social Development
Programs

Activity 20112012
Actions Participation (%)

Improved activities or program 163 71

processes

Modify program’s services or goods 27 12

Substantially reorient the program 35 15

Increase or reallocate the program 3 2

TOTAL 228 100

Source: CONEVAL. Informe de Seguimiento a los Aspectos Susceptibles de Mejora
de los Programas y Acciones Federales de Desarrollo Social 2011-2012.

Table C.1 shows that the Mexican follow-up mechanism has achieved an increase
in the systematic use of evaluations and their findings.
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