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PREFACE

The purpose of the fifth meta-evaluation since 1991 was to analyse and draw lessons
from the project evaluations of 2010 and 2011 to benefit development cooperation.
The meta-evaluation compared the findings with two previous meta-analysis and two
other evaluations. This meta-evaluation used the OECD/DAC and EU quality stand-
ards and many cross-cutting type objectives as criteria, which were not used in the
earlier meta-evaluations.

The Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland has commissioned meta-evaluations
more regularly since 2007. The meta-evaluations have been useful, for example Help-
desk service and trainings on evaluations were organised as a result of the Meta-Anal-
ysis of 2009.

The novelty in this meta-evaluation was to study projects of the ten evaluation re-
ports included in the sample. This study was based on other documentation, project
documents, annual reports and minutes of meetings. The purpose of this additional
examination was to learn of the use of evaluation results, as well as how poverty re-
duction and cross-cutting objectives were considered in project planning and moni-
toring.

The current meta-evaluation showed that the quality of the Terms of References
(TORs) and evaluation reports had improved. However, it did not confirm the eatlier
findings that high quality TORs would predict high quality evaluation reports. Thus,
other factors must be influencing the quality of reports. Many findings of the qual-
ity of development cooperation, as depicted in the evaluation reports, were similar to
carlier meta-evaluations. Moreover, improvements are needed on results-based man-
agement, project planning, baseline studies, indicators, monitoring and in promoting
cross-cutting objectives.

This meta-evaluation identified for example the need for system-wide frameworks in
quality assurance and innovative approaches and tools for project design. It also em-
phasised the need to include budgets for cross-cutting activities and the importance
to identify the real needs of beneficiaries.

Helsinki, 31.12.2012

Aira Piivoke
Director
Development Evaluation
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

%
AHA
CCOs
DAC
EU
EUR
EVA-11
ICT
MDGs
MFA
MTR
OECD
SMART
TOR
UNDP

per cent

MFA case management system

Cross-cutting objectives

Development Assistance Committee (of OECD)

European Union

€, Currency of the EU

Development Evaluation of MFA

Information, Communication and Technology

Millennium Development Goals

Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland

Mid-Term Review

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Realistic and Timely criteria
Terms of Reference

United Nations Development Programme

Other acronyms and abbreviations are explained in the context they are used.
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TIVISTELMA

Metaevaluoinnin tarkoituksena on hyédyntda hajautettujen evaluointien tuloksia kehi-
tysyhteistyon toteutuksessa. Metaevaluoinnissa tutkittiin 41 hajautettua evaluointira-
porttia ja niiden tehtidvinkuvaukset. Ne sisélsivit 10 ennakkoarviointia, 19 viliarvioin-
tia ja 12 evaluointia ja niiden tehtivinkuvaukset. Tulokset osoittivat, ettd raportoinnin
laatu oli hieman parantunut. Tehtivinkuvaukset olivat hyvin suunniteltuja ja sisalsi-
vit oleelliset arviointikriteerit. Lipileikkaavien tavoitteiden kohdalla oli havaittavissa
huomattavaa parannusta sekd tehtivinkuvauksissa ettd raporteissa. Myos kéyhyyden-
vihentdmistavoitteet oli otettu jossain mairin huomioon. Tehtivinkuvauksen laadun
ja raportoinnin laadun vililld ei havaittu riippuvuussuhdetta. Kehitysyhteistyon laa-
tu oli yleisesti ottaen heikkoa eikd osoittanut viitteitd kestavistd tuloksista. Projektien
suunnittelu ja tulosjohtaminen olivat riittimittomid. Niiden perusteella ei yleisesti ot-
taen pystynyt seuraamaan hankkeen edistymistd, mittaamaan tuloksia tai analysoimaan
riskejd. Hankkeiden evaluointituloksia ei systemaattisesti toimeenpantu.

Tdmad metaevaluointi tarjoaa parannusehdotuksia ndihin puutteisiin. Ehdotukset sisil-
tavit a) ottaa kiytt6on johdonmukaisen laadunvarmistusjirjestelman, mikd keskittyy
hankkeen suunnitteluun, tulosperustaisuuteen, riskientunnistamiseen ja raportointiin,
sekd b) kehittdd yksinkertaisia ja innovatiivisia lihestymistapoja ja tyokaluja hankkei-
den suunnitteluun ja tulosjohtamiseen. Lisdksi raportoinnin hyviksymiskaytint6jd tu-
lisi parantaa; tydkaluja hytdynsaajien todellisten tarpeiden tunnistamisen tulisi kayttdd;
horisontaalista politiikkajohdonmukaisuutta valtavirtaistamisen tehostamiseksi tulisi
vahvistaa; ja ldpileikkaavien aktiviteettien budjettien tulisi sisdltyd hankkeisiin. Lisik-
si konsulttien raportoinnin laadunvarmistustaitoja sekd hankesuunnittelutaitoja tulisi
parantaa. Lopuksi keskeiset tekijdt jotka parantavat tai heikentivit laadukasta rapor-
tointia tulisi identifioida.

Avainsanat: metaevaluointi, projektien evaluoinnit, tulosjohtaminen, laadunvarmistus,
Suomen kehitysyhteistyo
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Metautvardering av decentraliserad utvarderingar
under 2010 och 2011

Svend Erik Sorensen och Casper Thulstrup
Utvirderingsrapport for Utrikesministeriet i Finland 2012:8

ISBN 978-952-281-079-3 (tryckt); ISBN 978-952-281-080-9 (pdf);
ISSN 1235-7618

Rapporten finns i sin helhet pd adressen http://formin.finland.fi

ABSTRAKT

Syftet med denna metautvirdering var att dra lirdom av de decentraliserade utvirde-
ringarna som skulle gynna utvecklingssamarbetet. Metautvirderingen bestod av en
skrivbordstudie som inkluderade 41 decentraliserade rapporter samt tillhérande upp-
dragsbeskrivningar. Tio granskningar, 19 halvtidsutvirderingar och 12 utvirderingar
analyserades. Resultaten visade pa en knapp forbittring av kvaliteten 1 rapportering-
en. Uppdragsbeskrivningarna var korrekt utformade och innehdll relevanta utvirde-
ringskriterier. De tvirgdende malen var betydligt bittre adresserade i rapporterna och
uppdragsbeskrivningarna. Aspekter relaterade till fattigdomsbekdmpning var, till viss
del, adresserade 1 rapporterna och uppdragsbeskrivningarna. Nagot samband mellan
god kvalitet pa uppdragsbeskrivningen och god kvalitet pa rapporteringen kunde inte
urskiljas. Kvaliteten péd utvecklingssamarbetet var Gverlag lig och visade f6ga effekt
for att na hallbara resultat. Aven projektutformningen och resultatstyrningen (RBM)
var otillrickligt utvecklade och de gav generellt sett ingen méjlighet att £6lja upp pro-
cesser, mita prestationer och analysera risker. Det fanns inte heller nigon systematisk
uppfoljning av utvirderingsresultat i projekten.

I metautvirderingen foreslds forbittringar till ovan nimnda brister: dessa inkluderar
(a) tillimpning av ett sammanhingande och systemtickande ramverk for kvalitetssak-
ring med fokus pa projektutformning, strategibaserade resultat, risker och rapporte-
ring, och (b) utveckling av férenklade och nyskapande l6sningar och verktyg f6r pro-
jektutformning och resultatstyrning (RBM). Vidare bor godkinnandeférfarandet £6r
rapportering forbittras. Verktyg for att identifiera verkliga behov hos projektens for-
minstagare bor dven tillimpas, horisontell policykoherens fo6r effektiv samstimmig-
het (mainstreaming) bor stirkas, och en budget f6r tvirgiende aktivitetet bér genom-
gdende inkluderas i projekten. Aven konsulters kvalitetssikring av rapporter och pro-
jektutformning bor stirkas. Till sist bor viktiga faktorer som bidrar till eller hindrar
rapportering av god kvalitet identifieras.

Nyckelord: metautvirdering, projektbaserad utvirdering, resultatstyrning (RBM), kvali-
tetssakring, Finlands utvecklings samarbete
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Meta-evaluation of decentralised evaluations in 2010 and 2011
Svend Erik Sorensen and Casper Thulstrup
Evaluation report of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland 2012:8

ISBN 978-952-281-079-3 (printed); ISBN 978-952-281-080-9 (pdf);
ISSN 1235-7618

The full report can be accessed at http://formin.finland.fi

ABSTRACT

The purpose of the meta-evaluation was to draw lessons from the decentralised eval-
uations to benefit development cooperation. The meta-evaluation was a desk study
only, including 41 decentralised reports and their Terms of Reference (TORs). Ten
appraisals, 19 mid-term reviews and 12 evaluations were analysed. Findings showed
a slight improvement in the quality of reporting. TORs were well designed and in-
cluded relevant evaluation criteria. There was a significant improvement in address-
ing the cross-cutting objectives in TORs and reports. Poverty reduction issues were
addressed to some extent in the reports and TORs. Correlation between high quality
TORs and high quality reporting was not found. Quality of development cooperation
was overall poor showing little effect towards sustained outcomes. Project design was
generally unable to monitor progress, measure achievements and analyse risks. Early
quality assessment of project design was missing. There was no systematic follow-up
on evaluation results in projects.

The meta-evaluation suggests improvements to the above shortcomings: (a) applying
a coherent and system-wide framework for quality assurance with particular focus on
project design, results-based approach, risks and reporting, and (b) developing simpli-
fied and innovative approaches and tools for project design and results-based man-
agement. Furthermore, approval procedures for reporting should be improved. Also,
tools for identifying real needs of beneficiaries in projects should be applied; horizon-
tal policy coherence for effective mainstreaming should be strengthened; and budgets
for cross-cutting activities included in projects. In addition, consultants’ quality assur-
ance on reporting and their project design skills should be improved. Finally, key fac-
tors that contribute to or impede quality reporting should be identified.

Keywords: meta-evaluation, project-based evaluation, results-based management, qual-
ity assurance, Finland’s development cooperation
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YHTEENVETO

Metaevaluoinnin péitarkoitus on hyédyntai hajautettujen evaluointien tuloksia kehi-
tysyhteistyon toteutuksessa. Metaevaluointi sisélsi 41 hajautettua evaluointiporttia sekd
niiden tehtivinkuvaukset. Raportteihin kuului 10 ennakkoarviointia, 19 viliarviointia ja
12 evaluointia.

Raporttien ja tehtdvinkuvausten laatu

Suurin osa raporteista oli hyvin kirjoitettuja ja ymmirrettavid. Ne sisilsivit verrattain
selkedn analyysin ja viittauksen tehtivinkuvaukseen. Puolta 41 raportista voidaan pi-
tad laadultaan joko hyvind (good) tai tyydyttivind (adequate); loppuja voidaan pitdd
laadultaan heikkoina (poor). Suurin osa raporteista oli sisilloltidn puutteellisia. Esi-
merkiksi niissé oli:

* puutteellinen kuvaus evaluoinnin kulusta, erityisesti liittyen hyodynsaajien ja si-
dosryhmien osallistumiseen (evaluoinnin suunnitteluun, henkil6stén koulutuk-
seen ja yhteisevaluointeihin) sekéd laadunvarmistusjirjestelmien kaytt66n;

* riittdmdton yhteenveto seki kontekstin ja loogisen viitekehyksen/tuloskehyksen
kuvaus;

* pinnallinen ja usein sekava DAC:n (OECD:n kehitysyhteistykomitea) ja Euroo-
pan Unionin evaluointikriteerien kiytto.

Havaittuihin heikkouksiin tulee puuttua noudattamalla paremmin DAC/EU laatu-
standardeja ja kouluttautumalla niissd. Vuoden 2009 meta-analyysiin verrattuna nyt
havaittiin lievd parannus raportoinnin laadussa. Raportoinnin heikkouksiin tulee kui-
tenkin puuttua tehostamalla Ulkoasianministerion ja konsulttien laadunvarmistusjir-
jestelmii sekd vahvistamalla Ulkoasianministerion raporttien hyviksymismenettelya.

Tehtivinkuvaukset olivat tyydyttiavasti laadittuja. Lihes kaikki sisalsivit oleelliset DAC
evaluointikriteerit, mutta evaluointikysymyksid oli usein litan paljon ja niiti ei ollut lai-
tettu tirkeysjirjestykseen. Vaikka lapileikkaavia tavoitteita kisiteltiin tehtivinkuvauk-
sissa, niiden tirkednd pitdiminen puuttui. Silti voidaan todeta, etti lipileikkaavien ta-
voitteiden osalta on tapahtunut huomattavaa parannusta vuoden 2007 meta-analyysiin
verrattuna, silld tuolloin niitd harvoin mainittiin tehtivinkuvauksissa. Kéyhyyden vi-
hentiminen mainittiin hieman alle puolessa tehtivinkuvista, kun taas Pariisin julistuk-
sen periaatteita kisiteltiin pddasiassa muun kriteeriston keinoin (esimerkiksi tuloksel-
lisuus). Tehtivinkuvausten ohjeistusta tulee tarkistaa sekd evaluointikriteereitd ja -ky-
symyksid laittaa niissa tirkeysjirjestykseen.

Sekd 2007 ettd 2009 meta-analyysit osoittivat laadukkaan tehtivinkuvauksen ja laa-

dukkaan raportoinnin vililld olevan vahvan riippuvuussuhteen. Samaa ei havaittu tis-
si metaevaluoinnissa. Muut tekijit vaikuttavat raportoinnin laatuun, kuten:
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* ulkoasianministerién yleinen institutionaalinen tilanne ml. henkiléston taidot,
kuormitus ja vaihtuvuus;

* poliittisten linjausten, kidytinnén ohjeistusten ja tyckalujen laatu sekd niiden
kayttd hankkeiden suunnittelussa ja toteutuksessa;

* hajautettujen evaluointiraporttien hyviksymismenettely;

* evaluointitiimi sekd sen sisédlto- ja raportointitaidot.

Kehitysyhteistyon laatu

Kehitysyhteistyon laatu oli yleisesti ottaen heikkoa ja osoitti vihin viitteitd kestavistd
tuloksista. Tarkoituksenmukaisuus (relevance) sai korkeimmat pisteet, johdonmukai-
suus (coherence) toiseksi korkeimmat ja tiydentivyys (complementarity) seurasi lihel-
ld perissi. Sen jalkeen tulivat matalimmat pisteet saaneet tuloksellisuus (effectiveness),
tehokkuus (efficiency), kestivyys (sustainability) ja vaikuttavuus (impact).

Heikon hanketoteutuksen ja heikkojen tulosten (tehokkuus ja tuloksellisuus) vilil-
I havaittiin vahva riippuvuussuhde. Lisiksi tulokset hankkeiden vaikuttavuudessa ja
kestivyydessa eivit olleet toivotun kaltaisia. Nama varmistavat tarpeen:

e parantaa tuloskehyksen laadunvarmistusta ja
* etsid uusia ja innovatiivisia tyokaluja seuraamaan hankkeiden edistymisti ja tu-
loksien saavuttamista.

Metaevaluoinnissa nousi esiin useita tirkeitd osa-alueita, joiden avulla on mahdollista
parantaa kehitysyhteistyon tdmiénhetkistd tilaa. Naitd ovat:

* hankesuunnittelun yksinkertaistaminen ja loogisen viitekehyksen/tuloskehyk-
sen kaytto;

* tarkoituksenmukaisuuden (relevance) ja koyhyysvaikutuksien vahvistamiseksi
hyodynsaajien voimakas mukaan ottaminen;

* keskittyminen horisontaaliseen polititkkajohdonmukaisuuteen;

* projektin suunnittelun laadunvarmistus projektin identifioinnin ja suunnittelun
aikana kehitysyhteistyon parempaa arviointia varten;

* vyksinkertaistettu ja systemaattinen riskianalyysi tukemaan paremmin hankkeen
kestivyyttd ja tuloksia;

¢ sellaisten hyédynsaajien tukeminen, joilla on vahva oma tarveagenda;

* lipileikkaavien tavoitteiden budjetointi ja sellaisten sektorien tukeminen, jotka
ovat tuloksellisia kéyhyyden vihentimisessa.

Koéyhyyden vihentdminen ja lipileikkaavat tavoitteet

Koéyhyyden vihentiminen mainittiin puolessa raporteista. Tehokkaimmin kéyhyyden
vihentdmisti oli lihestytty maaseudunkehitys-, vesi- ja sanitaatio-, metsa- sekd ympa-
ristésektoreilla. Kéyhyyden vihentimisen kolmea ulottuvuutta (vhteiskunnallinen, ta-
loudellinen ja luonnontaloudellinen) ei ollut sovellettu usein.
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Keskeisten hy6dynsaajaryhmien kokonaisvaltainen osallistuminen oli puutteellista ml.
koyhimmiat ja helpoiten syrjaytyvit. Tehokkaan kéyhyyden vihentimisen kannalta on
tarkedd, ettd hyodynsaajien tarpeet tunnistetaan paremmin.

Tidssid metaevaluoinnissa nikyi, ettd lipileikkaavat tavoitteet olivat osa raportointia,
mutta niitd ei systemaattisesti edistetty. Yhtend poikkeuksena oli sukupuolten tasa-
arvo. Demokratiakehitystd, ihmisoikeuksia ja ilmastonmuutosta kasiteltiin erittdin va-
hin. Merkittdvid parannusta oli kuitenkin tapahtunut lipileikkaavien tavoitteiden ka-
sittelyssd vuoden 2007 meta-analyysiin verrattuna.

Kehitysyhteistyén onnistumisen kannalta keskeistd riskianalyysia ei ollut kéytetty tar-
peeksi. Riskien kartoituksen ja hallinnan tulisi olla hankesyklin joka vaiheessa keskios-
sé ja eritylsend prioriteettina hankesuunnittelussa.

Pariisin julistuksen periaatteet ja vuosituhattavoitteet olivat harvoin nikyvissd hank-
keissa. Suomalaista lisdarvoa ei pystynyt arvioimaan, silld raporteissa ei ollut tarpeeksi
tietoa siita.

Evaluointiraporttien kiytt6

Tarkemman tarkastelun kohteena oli kymmenen hanketta. Niistd tarkasteltiin sita,
miten evaluointiraporttien suosituksia oli kéytetty projektisuunnitelmien tai projek-
tien jatkon valmistelemisessa. Evaluointien tulosten kiytt6d ilmeni, mutta se ei ollut
systemaattista. Loogiset viitekehykset olivat heikkoja ja indikaattorit sekd lihtokoh-
ta-aineisto puuttuivat usein. Lipileikkaavat tavoitteet eivit nikyneet budjetoinnissa.
Vaikka sukupuolten tasa-arvo oli hankesuunnitelmassa, se ei kuitenkaan niakynyt tu-
loksissa. Hankkeiden seuranta ja evaluointi olivat heikkoja. Suosituksena on kehittid
standardimalli hajautettujen evaluointien tulosten toimeenpanoa varten (management
response) ulkoasiainministeriossa.

Opetukset ja kokemukset

Organisaation institutionaalista ja henkiloresurssien mallia tiytyy katsoa laajemmas-
sa viitekehyksessi, jotta ymmirretdin laadukkaan raportoinnin, tehtidvinkuvausten ja
evaluointien hyédyntimisen yhteys. Vain tilld tavalla voidaan tehokkaasti tukea kehi-
tysyhteisty6ta.

Kehitysyhteistyon tulosten evaluointi tulee jadmédn heikoksi, jollei timidn metaeva-

luoinnin suosituksia huomioida tosissaan. Onnistumisen edellytys on, ettd ulkoasian-
ministerion johto on halukas ja kyvykis tukemaan téllaista prosessia.
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SAMMANFATTNING

Syftet med denna metautvirdering var att dra lirdom av det finska utrikesministeriets
(MFA) decentraliserade utvirderingar. Metautvirderingen bestod av en skrivbordstu-
die som inkluderade 41 decentraliserade rapporter med tillhérande uppdragsbeskriv-
ningar, diribland tio granskningar, 19 halvtidsutvirderingar och 12 utvirderingar.

Kvalitet pa rapporter och uppdragsbeskrivningar

De flesta rapporter ansdgs vilskrivna och littforstaeliga. I de flesta fall inbegriper de
en relativt tydlig analys och hinvisning till uppdragsbeskrivningen. Hilften av de 41
rapporterna kan anses vara av antingen god eller tillfredsstillande kvalitet, den andra
hilften av otillrdcklig kvalitet. De flesta rapporterna saknade tillricklig information
om utvirderingsprocessen och var ofullstindiga i fraiga om innehall. Exempel:

* otillrdcklig beskrivning av utvirderingshanteringen, speciellt relaterat till invol-
vering av olika parter (utvirderingsplanering, personalutbildning, och gemen-
samma utvirderingar) samt anvindningen av kvalitetssakringssystem;

* otillricklig redogdrelse av sammanfattningar, innehdll och logframe/resultat-
modell (verksamhetslogik);

* ytligt och ofta forvirrande anvindning av DAC/EU-utvirderingskriterier.

Utifran dessa identifierade svagheter kan slutsatsen dras att forstielsen f6r och anvin-
dandet av DAC/EU-kvalitetsnormer for utvirderingsrapporter maste forbittras ge-
nom trining/utbildning. En mindre forbittring i kvaliteten pa rapporteringen jamfort
med 2009 ars metautvirdering har dock kunnat urskiljas. De konstaterade bristerna i
rapporteringen ger vid handen att en mer effektiv kvalitetssikring av det finska utri-
kesministeriet och av konsulterna bor ske, liksom att utrikesministeriets godkidnnan-
deforfarande av rapporter bor forbittras.

Uppdragsbeskrivningarna var utformade pa ett tillfredstillande sitt. Néstan alla upp-
dragsbeskrivningar inkluderade relevanta DAC-utvirderingskriterier, men i flera av
uppdragsbeskrivningarna var antalet utvirderingsfragor f6r manga och utan priori-
tetsordning. De tvirgaende malsittningarna hade behandlats men de var inte priori-
terade. Dock kunde en avsevird forbittring 1 behandlingen av de tvirgdende malsitt-
ningarna konstateras 1 jimférelse med 2007 ars metautvirdering, da de tvirgaende
malsittningarna sillan presenterades i uppdragsbeskrivningen. Fattigdomsbekamp-
ning nimndes direkt 1 firre dn halften av uppdragsbeskrivningarna. Parisdeklaratio-
nens principer behandlades mestadels genom andra kriterier, som t.ex. effektivitet
(maluppfyllelse). Det foreslas darfér att man granskar den nuvarande uppdragsbe-
skrivningsguiden, och att utvirderingskriterier och utvirderingsfragor prioriteras i ut-
formningen av uppdragsbeskrivningar.

Enligt tidigare metautvirderingar finns det ett samband mellan god kvalitet pa upp-
dragsbeskrivningen och god kvalitet pa rapporteringen. Sidana samband kunde inte
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konstateras i denna metautvirdering. Andra faktorer dn uppdragsbeskrivningen anses
viktigare fOr att skapa god kvalitet pa rapporteringen. Dessa inkluderar:

* den 6vergripande institutionella kontexten vid det finska utrikesdepartementet,
diribland personalens kunskap, tid och personalomsittning;

* kvaliteten och anvindandet av policy samt praktiska guider och verktyg for ef-
fektiv projektutformning och implementering;

e godkinnandeprocessen for rapporteringen kring de decentraliserade utvirde-
ringarna;

e kvaliteten pa utvirderingsteamet och dess tekniska- och rapporteringskompe-
tens.

Kvalitet pa utvecklingssamarbetet

Kyvaliteten pa utvecklingssamarbetet ansigs vara lig och visade endast ha liten effekt
for héllbara resultat. Relevans fick hogst poing, koherens nist hogst poing, foljt av
komplementaritet och till sist effektivitet, kostnadseffektivitet, hallbarhet och ling-
siktliga effekter.

Den relativt starka korrelationen mellan svag projektimplementering och resultat
[kostnadseffektivitet och effektivitet (maluppfyllelse)] samt bristen pd forindrings-
effekter (hallbarhet och impact/lingsiktliga effekter) bekriftar behovet av:

e ett starkt fokus pa stirkt kvalitetsgranskning genom effektiv utformning av re-
sultatramverk;

e ett starkt behov att identifiera nya och innovativa verktyg f6r processuppfolj-
ning och uppfoljning av uppnadda resultat.

I metautvirderingen identifierades ett flertal omraden som skulle kunna forbittra ra-
dande status av projekt 1 utvecklingssamarbetet. Dessa inbegriper:

* forenkling av projektdesign samt anvindandet av logframe/resultatramverk;

¢ okad involvering av mottagare, for 6kad relevans;

* fokuserade anstringningar f6r horisontell policykoherens;

e tidig kvalitetsgranskning for férbittrad bedémning av utvecklingssamarbetet;

* tillférsikring av hallbara projektresultat genom forenklade och mer systematis-
ka riskanalyser;

e stod till mottagargrupper som sitter en tydlig efterfragestyrd agenda;

* budgetering for att uppna tvirgiende milsittningar och stédja sektorer som
uppndr effektivitet vad giller fattigdomsbekimpning,

Fattigdomsbekimpning och tvirgaende malsittningar

Fattigdomsbekimpning nimndes direkt 1 mindre 4n halften av rapporterna. Mest ef-
fektivt var fattigdomsbegrinsning adresserat nir det giller landsbygdsutveckling, vat-
tenforsorjning och -rening, samt skog och miljé. De tre dimensionerna av fattigdoms-
begrinsning — social, ekonomisk och ekologisk — applicerades sillan.
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Involvering av huvudmottagare, inklusive de fattigaste och mest utsatta grupperna,
var svag. Anvindandet av verktyg for att tydligt identifiera uppfattade behov hos mot-
tagarna dr viktigt for en effektiv fattigdomsminskning,

I denna metautvirdering utgjorde tvirgiende malsittningar/dmneséverskridande mal
(cross-cutting objectives) en integrerad del av rapporteringen men dessa applicerades inte
pa ett systematiskt vis. Ett undantag var jamstilldhet. Demokratisk samhillsutveck-
ling, minskliga rittigheter och klimatférandringar adresserades endast ett fatal ganger.
Jamfort med resultaten fran metaanalysen 2007 kunde dock en avsevird forbittring
vad giller adressering av tvirgaende malsittningar konstateras.

Trots att riskanalyser 4r en viktig férutsittning for ett lyckat utvecklingssamarbete kan
man konstatera att sidana inte adresserats pa ett adekvat sitt. Identifiering och han-
tering av risker bor ske pa varje projektniva och prioriteras hogt i utformningen av
projekt.

Parisdeklarationens principer och Millenniummalen (MDGs) férekom sillan i projek-
ten och finska mervirden kunde inte adresseras pa grund av brist pa data.

Anvindning av utvirderingsrapporter

Rekommendationer fran tio av de undersokta rapporterna anvindes i beredningen av
projektforslag, om dn dock inte pa ett systematiskt sitt. Svaga resultatramverk samt
avsaknad av indikatorer och baseline-data dominerade rapporterna. Tvirgdende mal-
sittningar och aktiviteter reflekterades inte i budgeten. Medan jamstilldhet ofta adres-
serades 1 projektdokument var det inte synligt i outputs. Uppf6ljning och utvirdering
av projekten var svag. Det fanns ingen effektiv uppféljning av forbittringar i projekt.
Ett standardiserat format for utrikesdepartementets management response foreslas dar-
for.

Lirdomar

Ett bredare beaktande av savil institutionella som personliga monster 1 organisatio-
nerna dr nédvindigt for att forsta den 6msesidiga kopplingen mellan rapportkvalitet,
uppdragsbeskrivningar och anvindandet av utvirdering som stéd i ett effektivt ut-
vecklingssamarbete.

Mitningen av utvecklingssamarbetets resultat kommer dven fortsittningsvis vara un-
dermailig om rekommendationerna i denna metautvirdering inte tas pa allvar. Vilja
och kapacitet 1 Utrikesdepartementets ledarskap att mojliggora denna process ar en
férutsittning for forbattringar.
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SUMMARY

The purpose of the meta-evaluation was to draw lessons from decentralised evalua-
tions of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland (MFA). The meta-evaluation was
a desk study only of 41 decentralised reports and their Terms of References (TORs),
covering ten appraisals, 19 mid-term reviews and 12 evaluations.

Quality of reports and terms of reference

Most reports were well written and understood. They often included a relatively clear
analysis and reference to TOR. Half of the 41 reports could be considered of either
good or adequate quality, the other half of inadequate quality. A majority of the re-
ports lacked sufficient information on the evaluation process and were incomplete in
terms of content. This included:

* inadequate description of evaluation management, particular related to inclu-
siveness of stakeholders (evaluation planning, training of staff, and joint evalu-
ations) and use of quality control systems;

* inadequate description of summaries, context and logframes/results frame-
works;

* superficial and often confusing use of the Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) and European Union (EU) evaluation criteria.

The identified weaknesses call for improved compliance with the DAC/EU Quality
Standards for evaluation reporting through skills training. A small trend towards im-
provements in the quality of reporting was observed compared with the 2009 Meta-
analysis. Deficiencies identified in reporting suggest a need for more effective quality
assurance by MFA and consultants, and strengthened approval procedures for report-
ing by the MFA.

TORs were satisfactorily designed. Almost all TORs included relevant DAC evalua-
tion criteria but in several TORs the number of evaluation questions was too many
and not prioritised. While cross-cutting objectives (CCOs) were addressed they were
not prioritised. Still there was a significant improvement in addressing the CCOs
compared with the 2007 Meta-analysis, where CCOs were rarely presented in TOR:s.
Poverty reduction was mentioned directly in less than half of the TORs. The Paris
Declaration principles were addressed mainly through other criteria, e.g; effectiveness.
It is suggested that current TOR guidelines are reviewed and evaluation criteria and
evaluation questions prioritised in the design of TORs.

Previous meta-analyses carried out in 2007 and 2009 claimed correlation between
high quality TORs and high quality reporting. Such correlation was not found in this
meta-evaluation. Other factors than TORs seem important for the quality of an eval-
uation report, including:
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* the overall institutional context of the MFA, including staffing skills, time and
turnover;

e the quality and use of policy and practical guidance and tools for effectively
addressing project design and implementation;

* the approval process of decentralised evaluation reporting;

* the quality of the evaluation team and its technical and reporting skills.

Quality of development cooperation

The quality of the development cooperation was considered to be poor showing little
effect towards sustained outcomes. Relevance received the highest score, coherence
second highest, followed by complementarity and a group ranked lower, comprising
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact.

The relatively strong correlation between weak project implementation and results
(efficiency and effectiveness) and the lack of effects towards change (sustainability
and impact) confirms the strong need to:

* improve quality assurance through effective design of results framework and
* identify new and innovative tools for progress monitoring and results achieve-
ment.

The meta-evaluation identified several areas of importance that would enhance the
current state of projects in development cooperation. These include:

* simplifying project design and use of logframe/results framework;

* stronger involvement of beneficiaries for improved relevance and better ad-
dressing poverty;

* focused efforts on horizontal policy coherence;

* early quality assurance of project design — during project identification and for-
mulation — for improved assessment of development cooperation;

* sustaining project benefits and results better through simplified and systematic
risk analysis;

e supporting dedicatedly beneficiary groups that set a strong demand-driven
agenda;

*  budget for CCO activities and support sectors that achieve strong effectiveness
towards poverty reduction.

Poverty reduction and cross-cutting objectives

Poverty reduction was directly mentioned in less than half the reports. Poverty re-
duction was most effectively addressed in rural development, water supply and sani-
tation, forestry and environment. The three dimensions of poverty reduction: social,
economic and environmental, were not often applied.

Full involvement of key beneficiary groups lacked, including the poorest and most
vulnerable. Applying tools for clearly identifying perceived needs of the beneficiaries
is important for successfully alleviating poverty.
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In this meta-evaluation CCOs comprised an integrated part of the reporting but were
not systematically applied. One exception was gender equality. Democratic develop-
ment, human rights and climate change were hardly addressed. Compared with 2007
Meta-analysis there was however a significant improvement in addressing the CCOs.

Risk analysis was inadequately addressed though crucial for development cooperation
to be successful. Identifying and managing risks should be targeted at every level of
the project and receive high priority in project design.

The Paris Declaration principles and the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
were rarely visible in projects, and Finnish value added could not be assessed, due to
lack of data about it in the reports.

Use of evaluation reports

Recommendations from ten reports investigated were generally used in the prepara-
tion of project proposals or extensions, though not systematically. Weak logframes,
lack of indicators and baseline data dominated the reports. CCOs were not reflect-
ed in the budget. While gender equality was often addressed in project documents, it
was not visible in outputs. Monitoring and evaluation application in the projects was
weak. There was no effective follow-up on improvements in projects. Standardised
formatting for MFA management response of decentralised evaluations is suggested.

Lessons learned

A broader framework of institutional and human resources patterns across organisa-
tions is needed to understand the interconnectedness between the quality of reports,
TORs and the use of evaluations. Only in this way can development cooperation be
effectively supported.

Development cooperation results will remain poorly measured in years to come if

recommendations from this meta-evaluation are not seriously considered. Willingness
and ability of the MFA leadership to facilitate this process is a prerequisite for success.
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Summary of findings, conclusions and recommendations

Findings Conclusions Recommendations

Strategic considerations

The quality of develop- Finnish development 1 Establishment and

ment cooperation, re- cooperation results maintenance of a coher-
sults-based management | will remain deprived in | ent and system-wide
and reporting was inad- years to come if rec- quality assurance frame-
equate. ommendations from work in the Ministry for

this and previous meta- | Foreign Affairs (MFA) for
evaluations are not seri- | improving quality in de-
ously considered. velopment cooperation

— with a special focus on
simplified project design,
results-based approach,
risks and reporting,

2 Willingness of MFA
leadership is required

to develop and maintain
quality assurance. This
must include testing and
applying new, innovative
approaches and tools —
supported by institutional
changes, human resourc-
es management and staff

training.
Project design and results-based approach
Reports showed that re- | Measurement of ef- 3 Existing tools and
sults frameworks of fectiveness, sustainabil- | guides on result-based
projects were generally ity and impact is chal- management should be
weak, i.e. the definition lenged by lack of a clear | reviewed and improved,
of results targets at out- | results chain, baseline e.g. Manual for Bilateral Pro-
come and output level and monitoring data grammies.
were inadequate, indica- | which affect all levels of
tors not measurable and | planning (MFA, part- 4 Simplification of the
baseline studies absent. fner country, projects). results chain/logframe
Therefore, managers should be targeted on a
Progress reporting was and decision-makers pilot basis. This will en-
primarily activity based. cannot correct activities | able MFA/project staff
propetly and learn for and consultants to test
future activities. new, easy and time-saving
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Simplification of sys-
tems could provide

an effective fast-track
mechanism towards im-
provements in results-
based management in
the MFA.

Simplification of the
results-based tools will
strengthen consultants’
and MFA staff’s skills
in management of
projects.

Intervening at an early
stage would allow for
targeting better goals
of poverty reduction
and cross-cutting ob-
jectives (CCOs). This
will raise the quality of
appraisals, the project
document and the
measuring of progress
and achievements.

tools for project monitor-
ing and results achieve-
ments. Simplifications
should include: phrase
output narratives in gener-
ic terms, apply easy Quan-
tity, Quality and Time in-
dicators, strengthen risk
mitigation by incorporate
risk issues into project ac-
tivities, etc.

5 MFA staff and consult-
ants must strengthen their
project design skills and
MFA its approval proce-
dures.

6 The decentralised evalu-
ations under the respon-
sibility of the regional de-
partments and embassies
should effectively deal with
project design discrepan-
cies, particularly during the
early stages of the project
cycle. The Quality Assut-
ance Group must provide
effective supervision of
adherence to quality and
approval procedures.

Relevance of projects
was overall met. There
was great variation in re-
lations to the priorities
and policies of the tar-
get group, recipient and
donor.

Poverty concerns and
priorities of the benefici-
aries were often insuffi-
ciently addressed.

If real needs and pri-
orities of primary ben-
eficiaries are not ade-
quately targeted, pov-
erty reduction cannot
be realistically tackled.
This reduces project
relevance.

In assessing relevance
particular attention
should be given to
detecting any chang-

7 Project beneficiaries,
particulatly the poor and
vulnerable and their insti-
tutions, should have abso-
lute priority in project de-
sign. They should consti-
tute the basis upon which
policy priorities and coun-
try strategies are devel-

oped.

8 Specific tools, e.g. clas-
sic grounded theory and

14

Meta-evalution 2012



In some projects objec-
tives and purpose drifted.
This caused relevance to
alter with often negative
consequences for project
outputs and implemen-
tation.

es or drifting in the
project objectives and
purpose.

participatory appraisals,
should be used during
project identification and
formulation to identify the
main concerns and real
needs of beneficiaries.

9 TORs for mid-term
evaluations should always
include an assessment of
changes to objectives and
the consequences hereof
to project results chain/
logframe.

Policy coherence is ad-
dressed primarily verti-
cally (i.e. international,
regional, national and lo-
cal levels), while horizon-
tal policy coherence (e.g.
across governmental de-
partments) is almost not
addressed in projects.

Mainstreaming policies,
especially cross-cut-
ting policies, do make
sense only if horizontal
policy coherence is ad-
dressed in projects.

10 Horizontal poli-

cy coherence must be
strengthened in project
design to support im-
proved mainstreaming of
policies. The Organisa-
tion for Economic Coop-
eration and Development
(OECD) guidelines for
policy coherence for de-
velopment should be ap-
plied in this process.

Complementarity re-
ceived a lower score in
appraisals than in mid-
term reviews and evalua-
tions. This indicated that
complementarity was in-
adequately addressed in
project preparation and
design.

The lack of attention
paid to complemen-
tarity in appraisals is
likely to backfire dur-
ing project implemen-
tation. Parallel project
structures and lack of
coordination have pre
viously demonstrated
unsustained develop-
ment.

11 Complementarity must
be thoroughly addressed
at the early stages of the
project design to support
harmonisation and avoid
duplication.
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Sustainability of proj-
ects is weakened when
project designs are based
on subsidisation, poor
cost recovery and high
operation and mainte-
nance cost. Excessive
dependence on Finnish
donor contribution and
imbalances where ben-
eficiaries’ needs are not
sufficiently targeted also
weaken sustainability.

Reports show that par-
ticipation and awareness
are often seen as impot-
tant properties of sus-
tainability.

Unsustained project
outcomes and outputs
are the result of poor
design and poor risk
analysis.

Participation and
awareness should not
on their own merits
justify the initiation of
a project or the con-
tinuation of on-go-
ing projects into a new
phase.

12 MFA/project staff and
consultants must under-
take thorough risk analy-
sis and avoid complacen-
cy when dealing with as-
sumptions. Effective risks
mitigation measures must
be applied. Influential and
determining factors that
support sustainability of
outputs and outcomes
must be identified.

13 When justified for con-
tinuation of a project, par-
ticipation, awareness and
similar processes should
be clearly linked to the
output and outcome lev-
els.

Reasonably strong effec-
tiveness at the output
level and to some extent
the outcome level was
found in projects in wa-
ter and sanitation, rural
development, communi-
ty forestry and environ-
ment. Delivery of prod-
ucts and services had an
immediate effect on the
ability of the beneficia-
ries to improve their live-
lihoods.

A strong and more di-
rect impact on poverty
reduction is achieved
through funding to
projects in water and
sanitation, rural devel-
opment, community
forestry and environ-
ment.

Lessons learned and
best practices from
these sectors should be
identified.

14 MFA should consid-

er increasing its financial
supportt to those sectors
that prove to achieve high
effectiveness on reduc-
ing poverty.

Cross-cutting objec-
tives’ (CCOs) activities
are not reflected in budg-
ets. Gender equality is
only addressed in few
project outputs.

CCOs are less likely to
be given priority if not
addressed through spe-
cific outputs.

15 Prioritised CCOs
should be incorporated
into all projects, at out-
come and output levels,
with a designated budget
line.

16
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Recommendations from
the mid-term reviews and
evaluation reports are
generally discussed and
addressed in preparation
of subsequent project
phases. However, there is
no systematic approach
for follow-up on recom-
mendations.

Recommendations
from mid-term reviews
and evaluations should
be addressed systemati-
cally in a format that al-
lows for follow-up on
status and clarity of
measures taken to ad-
dress recommenda-
tions. Only in this man-
ner is value for money
guaranteed and learning
for future interventions
ot phases enhanced sig-
nificantly.

16 Improved management
tools for the use of eval-
uations should be devel-
oped. Standardised man-
agement response, follow-
up on recommendations
and back-reporting on the
decentralised evaluations
should be designed.

Quality of evaluation reporting

The compliance with the
DAC/EU Quality Stand-
ards for evaluation re-
porting is reduced by lack
of information on the
evaluation process and
incompleteness in report
contents.

There is no formal ap-
proval process of decen-
tralised evaluation reports
in the MFA.

There is a gap between
current decentralised
evaluation practices and
what is perceived as the
best evaluation practice
(=DAC/EU Quality
Standards).

The utility of the de-
centralised evaluation
reports is not likely to
happen without a for-
mal approval process in
place.

17 Capacity building
support should be pro-
vided to MFA/project
staff and consultants on
how to comply with the
DAC/EU Quality Stan-
dards.

18 MFA must review and
improve its approval and
quality assurance pro-
cedures for decentralised
evaluation reporting,

There is no clear corre-
lation identified between
quality of TORs and
quality of reports.

Identification of fac-
tors that influence high
quality reporting is re-
quired for improving
the design of TORs,
evaluation reporting
and assessing develop-
ment cooperation.

19 Factors that contribute
to or impede high qual-
ity reporting should be
studied. Meta-evaluations
should be complement-
ed with analyses of MFA’s
management practices of
evaluation oversight and
quality assurance.
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Terms of reference

TORs include relevant
DAC evaluation criteria
but often there are too
many evaluation ques-
tions and these are not
prioritised.

CCOs, poverty reduction
and Paris Declaration
principles are addressed
in TOR, yet not methodi-
cally.

TOR:s are satisfactori-
ly designed with some
flaws related to prioriti-
sation and numbers of
evaluation questions.

Without systematically
addressing important
development policies in
TOR the possibilities
for meeting policy tar-
gets/statements are di-
minished.

20 Current TOR guide-
lines should be reviewed
and clear instructions pre-
pared on how to use eval-
uation criteria and ques-
tions. Depending on the
scope and budget allotted
for an appraisal, a mid-
term review or an evalu-
ation, focus should be on
prioritising development
and evaluation critetia and
questions.

Meta-evaluation recommendations

Improvements to the
quality of development
cooperation, quality of
evaluation reporting and
TORs, and use of evalu-
ations have been identi-

fied.

Without proper man-
agement and adminis-
tration of recommen-
dations suggested from
this meta-evaluation the
MFA will lose the op-
portunity to strengthen
development coopera-
tion.

21 Recommendations
from this meta-evalua-
tion should be integrat-
ed into the MFA case
management system
(AHA), country program-
ming, country strategy pa-
pers and feed into policy
guidelines and tools.

18
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Evaluation context

Evaluations of development cooperation comprise an important part of the internal
control and monitoring of effectiveness of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Fin-
land (MFA). The purpose is to produce independent information on the results, effi-
ciency, effectiveness, sustainability and impact of development cooperation. This will
ensure accountability towards the development policy. Also, the purpose includes ad-
ministrative procedures and organisational processing for improvement of develop-
ment cooperation.

The evaluation function of the MFA is divided into two: (a) the Development Evalu-
ation (EVA-11) which is attached to the Under-Secretary of State for development
cooperation and development policy. EVA-11 is responsible for extensive and strate-
gically important evaluations, including meta-evaluations; (b) evaluations of projects
and regional programmes, which fall under the scope of decentralised evaluations
performed by departments of MFA or the Finnish embassies. They can be appraisals,
mid-term reviews, final evaluations and ex-post evaluations of projects.

Previous meta-analyses of decentralised evaluations were carried out under the re-
sponsibility of EVA-11, in 1996, 2007 and 2009. As a result hereof, steps have been
taken to strengthen the quality and use of evaluations, including development of
tools for guiding evaluations. A “help-desk service” was established in 2009 and the
provision of regular evaluation training events was initiated in 2010, offered by EVA-
11. Evaluation training is now integrated into the advanced development cooperation
training, held twice a year. As such, an evaluation culture is strengthened within the
MFA (MFA 2012e, 41).

Meta-evaluations are, according to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD), “used for evaluations designed to aggregate findings from a
series of evaluations. [They] can also be used to denote the evaluation of an evalu-
ation to judge its quality and/or assess the performance of the evaluators” (OECD
2002, 27). The present meta-evaluation entails both elements. It not only covers de-
centralised evaluations but also mid-term reviews and appraisals.

The rationale for this meta-evaluation was stated in the Terms of Reference (TOR, 3;
Annex 1): “The meta-evaluation of evaluations is an excellent means to bring togeth-
er the otherwise scattered knowledge and lessons learned from the decentralised and
centralised evaluation systems. At the time of the emergence of the 2012 develop-
ment policy and the imminent commitment of the strategic planning of the develop-
ment programmes, it is important that lessons from the past experience are assessed,
made available and utilized”.
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1.2 Evaluation process

This meta-evaluation was performed between May and December 2012 by two inde-
pendent evaluation consultants. An initial meeting was held between the evaluation
team, the contractor and EVA-11 on 7 May 2012. A Start-Up Note was prepared,
commented by EVA-11 and, in the revised form approved on 22 May 2012. The
preparation of the Inception Report involved (a) discussions on the elaboration of a
common understanding of TOR and defining a framework for a suitable approach to
accomplish the purpose and objectives of the evaluation, (b) feed-back from a quality
assurance team to draft versions of the Inception Report during the period 22 May-
17 June 2012, and (c) EVA-11’s comments to versions of inception reports, dated 26
June and 4 July 2012. The Inception Report was accepted by EVA-11 on 12 July 2012.

This meta-evaluation has strived towards compliance with the Development Assist-
ance Committee (DAC)/European Union (EU) Quality Standards for high quality
evaluation reporting (MFA 2011a).

Throughout this report the term ‘project’ has been applied to all development inter-
ventions and activities as the conditions for using a ‘programme’ term as defined in
the Manunal for Bilateral Programmes is, in most cases, not fulfilled (MFA 2012b, 12).

1.3 Purpose and objectives

The overall purpose of this meta-evaluation was twofold: to contribute to strengthen-
ing institutional learning and to be accountable towards the general public and profes-
sionals. Looking across decentralised evaluation of Finnish development cooperation,
the meta-evaluation should provide the MFA with an overview of the quality of eval-
uation reports and the projects being evaluated across different regions and sectors.

The specific objectives of the meta-evaluation were to:

* build a comprehensive and independent analysis of the quality of Finnish de-
velopment cooperation, the quality of decentralised evaluation reports from
2010 and 2011 and their TORs;

* assess the operationalisation of poverty reduction and Finnish cross-cutting
objective (CCOs);

* identify possible trends of change and address trends related to best practices,
challenges and obstacles;

 study the effects and use of evaluations at the practical level.

The above purpose and objectives reflect the fundamental assumption that quality
of development cooperation can be improved through good evaluation practices,
i.e. high quality of TORs and reports (appraisals, mid-term reviews and evaluations),
and the proper management of knowledge captured in reports. The presence of
these three practices may have a positive effect on development activities and they are
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therefore relevant to investigate in one coherent meta-evaluation. Figure 1 illustrates
the implicit interconnectedness between the three practices in influencing develop-
ment cooperation and policies.

Use of
=] evaluation
Quality of reports results

1
—/

Quality of TORs

Figure 1 Interconnectedness between three practices influencing development co-
operation and policies.

1.4 Sample

The meta-evaluation involved 41 decentralised sample reports (hereafter “reports”),
including ten appraisals, 17 mid-term reviews (MTRs) and ten final, ex-post/impact
evaluations. In addition two combined evaluations/appraisals and two combined
mid-term reviews/pre-appraisals were included. The former was categorised as eval-
uations in the analysis, the latter as mid-term reviews. All reports were available elec-
tronically and accessed from the internet service Dropbox.

Ten appraisals (25%), 19 mid-term reviews (46%) and 12 evaluations (29%) consti-
tuted the sample. The sample also constituted 87% of the total number of appraisals,
mid-term reviews and evaluations carried out in the period 2010-2011, or 41 out of
47 reports of bilateral and multi-bilateral projects. The spread of the reports in terms
of report type and geographical region is illustrated in Figure 2 and Figure 3.

= Africa
¥ Asia

™ Central America

B Appraisal
¥ Evaluation

U MTR ® Eastern Europe

¥ Global

Figure 2 Reports by type. Figure 3 Reports by region.

Source: Meta-evaluation database. Source: Meta-evaluation database
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The sectors of the reports covered rural development (17%), environment (20%),
water (17%), forestry (12%), education (10%), human rights, including gender equal-
ity and ethnic minorities (10%), information, communication and technology (ICT)
and innovation (7%) and others (7%), including law and private sector development
(Figure 4).

The reports covered different continents, regions and countries that receive Finnish
development assistance. 17 reports covered the African continent (41%), 15 the East
and South-East Asian region (37%), five Western Balkan and Eastern Europe and
Central Asia (12%), two Central America (5%) and two global (5%). Country focus
of the reports constituted 26 (67%) and regions and global focus 15 reports of the
sample (33%).

Reports targeting Finnish long-term partner countries constituted 19 out of 41, or
46% (Figure 5). This included Tanzania (three projects), Kenya (four projects), Mo-
zambique (one project), Zambia (two projects), Nepal (two projects), Vietnam (six
projects) and Nicaragua (one project). Other countries included South Africa (one
project) and Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR) (three projects). Fur-
thermore, 12% of sample reports targeted Fragile States including Western Balkan
(three), Eastern Europe (one) and Central Asia (one).

In addition, documents were selected by EVA-11 for ten of the 41 reports for the
analysis of use of evaluations, including project documents, progress reports and
minutes from steering group meetings. No information was provided regarding
which MFA departments and/or embassies commissioned which appraisals, mid-
term reviews and evaluations. Annex 2 presents a fact sheet for all the 41 reports with
easy reference to be used forward in this report (R1, R2, R3, etc.). Definitions of the
respective types of reports are presented in Box 1.

5% : Edufaﬁon t B Mozambique
p nvironmen H Kenya
y ¥ Forestry M Tanzania
M Human rights B Zambia
17% mier 54 % ¥ Nepal
n
Other H Vietnam
Rural Development
\ Nicaragua
N Water
N _ |
Figure 4 Reports by sector. Figure 5 Reports by long-term partner
countries.
Source: Meta-evaluation database source: Meta-evaluation database

The assessment relied on broad based information sources. Five reports were re-
ferred to between two and four times, 13 reports were referred to between five and
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ten times, 20 reports were referred to between 11 and 20 times, and three reports were
referred to more than 20 times. This “normal distribution” characteristic of the use
of reports indicates strength of the meta-evaluation methodology.

The reports ranged from a power point presentation of 18 pages to comprehen-
sive reporting of several hundred pages. Eight of the 12 projects that were subject
to evaluations were initiated in the mid-2000s, two in the late 1990s, and two in 2008
and 2010, respectively. All project start-ups for the mid-term reviews were initiated
in 2009 apart from two, in 2002. For appraisals most projects were initiated in 2010
and 2011.

Box 1 Definition of the three report types included in the meta-evaluation.

Appraisal

An “[a]ppraisal is ‘an overall assessment of the relevance, feasibility and poten-
tial sustainability of a development intervention prior to decision of funding’
(OECD/DAC). Appraisal is also called ex-ante evaluation. An appraisal provides
an independent view — a second opinion — of the draft project document before
implementation starts” (MEFA 2012b, 54). The feasibility primarily aims to address
adequacy in background analysis, the intervention logic, project management and
aid effectiveness.

Mid-term review (MTR), mid-term evaluation

A mid-term review or mid-term evaluation “is an evaluation that is performed
towards the middle of the implementation of the project (e.g. after two years

of implementation in a 4-year project). A mid-term evaluation typically focuses
on issues that are relevant for improvements in remaining years of implementa-
tion. It also often gives recommendations on the continuation of support” (MEFA
2012b, 77).

Evaluation

An evaluation “is a systematic and objective assessment of either an on-going or
already completed development programme. An evaluation focuses on the pro-
gramme’s design, implementation and its achievements. An evaluation should
provide information that is credible and useful, enabling the incorporation of les-
sons learned into the decision-making process of both recipients and donors”

(MFA 2012b, 76).

1.5 Methodology

The main evaluation criteria applied in the meta-evaluation were (a) the DAC/EU

evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, impact, coher-
ence and complementarity (EU 2012; OECD 2012a, 3; OECD 2012b), and (b) the
DAC/EU Quality Standards for evaluation reporting in development cooperation
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(MFA 2011a). As a member state of the OECD and the EU Finland is committed to
comply with these evaluation criteria and quality standards. Additional evaluation cri-
teria applied included Finnish development cooperation’s policy priorities of poverty
reduction and CCOs, as well as the Paris Declaration principles, the Millennium De-
velopment Goals (MDGs) and Finnish value added.

The specific objectives of the meta-evaluation cover four major, interrelated themes:

e quality of TORs and evaluation reports;

* quality of Finnish development cooperation;

* the use of evaluation findings in projects;

* trends that can be identified from the assessment of decentralised evaluation
reports, TORs, and findings in decentralised evaluation reports on Finnish de-
velopment cooperation.

To guide the meta-evaluation an evaluation matrix was developed with an outset in
the evaluation questions defined in the TOR. The evaluation matrix provided the
overarching framework for the screening of the reports and data collection against
the applied evaluation criteria. All data from the screening of the reports were subse-
quently added to a database. This enabled an analysis, including data handling, narra-
tive assessment and scoring, of the individual reports and across the different types
of reports, sectors, etc.

The analysis of the reports in this meta-evaluation is compared against the findings
and recommendations of four previous evaluation reports, to identify trends. They
are referred to as follows:

e 2007 Meta-analysis (White & Stenbick 2007);

e 2009 Meta-analysis (Williams & Seppinen 2009);

e 2008 CCO evaluation (Kiirid, Poutianen, Santisteban, Pineda, Munive, Pchu-
Voima, Singh & Vuorensola-Barnes 2008);

e 2010 Synthesis of evaluations (Caldecott, Halonen, Serensen, Dugersuren,
Tommila & Pathan 2010).

A detailed description of the methodology applied in this meta-evaluation is present-
ed in Annex 3.

1.6 Quality management

Quality of the evaluation process was assured using the quality management system
defined by MFA and Finnish Consulting Group and guidelines provided by the MFA.
A quality assurance group — external to the evaluation team — provided systematic
quality assessments of the inception report, draft final report and final report. The
quality assessment report and the quality assurance grid were submitted at the same
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time as the final report, using the EU evaluation report quality assurance criteria and
the DAC/EU Quality Standards.

The evaluation team applied its own internal quality assurance mechanisms to guar-
antee consistency and reliability in the assessment of the 41 reports. The assessment
and scoring given to the reports were discussed to clarify any divergences in assess-
ments, including data handling, narrative assessments and scoring. The consultants
eventually ‘agreed’ to a final assessment. Quality assurance was also applied during
the course of the evaluation process. The consultants communicated on any issues of
importance that emerged from the analyses and discussed and assessed accordingly.
This on-going and constant quality assurance process has contributed to strengthen-
ing the quality of the meta-evaluation.

1.7 Limitations

The meta-evaluation was a desk study of 41 reports only. Without an opportunity
for verifying findings in reports through interviews with MFA officials, evaluators,
beneficiaries and other stakeholders, the validity of findings and conclusions regard-
ing quality of Finnish development cooperation is weakened. However, by limiting
the meta-evaluation to a desk study only, the quality of the reports became the cen-
tre of the analysis. This has exposed the strengths and weaknesses of the reports and
whether they are of an acceptable quality that will enable decision-makers to take ap-
propriate action.

The differences in purpose of the reports (appraisals, mid-term review or evalua-
tion) are reflected in differences in terms of the importance of individual criteria in-
cluded in the DAC/EU evaluation ctitetia and the DAC/EU Quality Standards. The
meta-evaluation team has done its best to take into account these differences in the
assessment of the reports and their TORs. This included assessing each of the three
reporting types against the DAC/EU evaluation critetia and Quality Standards. The
TOR models for the different types of reporting which was developed and applied
for MFA /project staff and consultants in mid-2011 were not applied to any of the
41 reports.

The reports were commissioned by the regional departments and embassies of the
MFA (regional departments or embassies) or as part of Finnish support to a multi-
donor appraisal, mid-term review or evaluation. In case of the latter, the TORs were
not necessarily prepared by the decentralised units nor were the evaluation teams se-
lected by them.

Any attempt to extract general conclusions about quality across development activi-
ties has to be made with respect for the specific circumstances of each individual
project — from financial support to a small research organisation, such as the Inter-
national Council on Human Rights Policy based in Geneva, to longstanding project
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support to sustainable management of natural forests in Lao PDR. The sample was
limited to bilateral and multi-bilateral projects. Evaluations of budget and sector sup-
port programmes and special instruments, such as the Institutional Cooperation In-
strument and cooperation with non-governmental organisations, were not included
in the meta-evaluation. Typically these evaluations suit well for joint evaluations or are
evaluated separately. Also, investment projects and allocations to EU agencies, EU in-
struments and the World Bank Group were not included. Therefore, it would not be
fair to make generalisations about the quality of Finnish development cooperation
based on the assessment of the reports in this meta-evaluation alone. However, the
high representativeness of decentralised evaluations (87%) covering bilateral, multi-
bilateral and some jointly financed projects over a full two year period provides a solid
base for and a significant insight into the decentralised development efforts made by
Finnish development cooperation.

The projects operate within the institutional context of the MFA and the appraisals,
mid-term reviews and evaluations commissioned by the MFA reflect and are influ-
enced by this context. However, this meta-evaluation was not assigned to undertake
an institutional study within which the analysis of the qualities of development coop-
eration, reporting and TOR was a part.

2 QUALITY OF EVALUATION REPORTS

This section assesses the compliance of reports with the DAC/EU Quality Standards
for evaluation reporting (MFA 2011a). This covers an overall assessment followed by
an analysis of the extent to which reports address 33 critetia in the DAC/EU Qual-
ity Standards. These include Overarching consideration (2.1.2) — six criteria; Purpose, plan-
ning and design (2.1.3) — 12 criteria; and Implementation and reporting (2.1.4) — 15 criteria.

2.1 Compliance with DAC/EU Quality Standards
2.1.1 Overall assessment

None of the 41 reports achieved a score equivalent of Very Good quality (score 06).
Seven reports achieved a score equivalent of Good quality (score 5) and 13 reports
achieved a score equivalent to Adequate quality (score 4). 15 reports achieved a score
equivalent to Inadequate quality (score 3) while the remaining six reports achieved a
score between 2 and 1 equivalent to Very Poor quality and Unacceptable quality. Eight
out of ten appraisal reports scored below adequate, half of the mid-term reviews
scored below adequate, while three out of 12 evaluations scored below adequate.
As such there was a clear trend from poor quality in appraisals to average quality in
mid-term reviews and higher quality in evaluations. The ranking of projects based on
score and type of report is illustrated in Table 1.
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Table 1 Quality of reports measured against the DAC/EU Quality Standards.

Quality Appraisal MTR Evaluation Total
6 Very Good 0 0 0 0
5 Good 1 4 2 7
4 Adequate 1 5 7 13
3 Inadequate 4 8 3 15
2 Very Poor 3 1 0 4
1 Unacceptable 1 1 0 2
Grand Total 10 19 12 41

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

2.1.2 Overarching considerations

Overarching considerations apply to the entire evaluation process, i.e. the systematic
and objective assessment of an on-going or completed project, its design, implemen-

tation and results (Table 2).

The MFA by-law, Norm 4/2011 (MFA 2011b, 3), states that: “the evaluations are
commissioned to external, independent consultants and/or experts”. However, few
reports and TORs clearly described or substantiated the evaluation process as free
and open (criterion 1.2). In 14 out of 41 sample reports descriptions were found as
being open and fair, i.e. reference was made in the report or the TOR to, e.g. “invita-
tion to tenders” or the report was carried out by “independent external evaluators”.

Table 2 Number of criteria “addressed” per type of report for the Overarching con-
sideration phase of the DAC/EU Quality Standards.

Criterion Appraisal | MTR | Evaluation | Total
;rZO fersese and open evaluation 0 5 9 14
1.3 Evaluation ethics 0 1 2 3
1.4 Partnership approach 2 2 1 5
1.5 Coordination and alignment 0 1 0 1
1.6 Capacity development 1 0 0 1
1.7 Quality control 0 3 2 5
Source: Meta-evaluation database.
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In a few of the reports there were indications that a free and open evaluation process
was not strictly adhered to. These include situations where documentation had been
withheld from the evaluation team (R33), or where interviews were “interfered” with
by the main implementing partner, the Regional Environmental Center (R37). In one
report the independence of the mid-term review team could be seriously questioned,
because the design of TORs and team selection was executed by a commissioning
group, in which one partner had a 20% stake in the project (R20).

Evaluation ethics (criterion 1.3) were addressed in a few reports but they were not
addressed in any TORs. In these reports reflections were made, such as “the team
shall exercise discrete manners”. Also, considerations regarding ethics were explic-
itly described in relation to confidentiality, impartiality and objectivity (R35). In one
report the evaluation team showed a commendable level of honesty and integrity in
openly discussing observed favouritism in a project (R37). In this context it is note-
worthy that Finnish development cooperation applies a zero-tolerance in relation to
corruption behaviour. This is clearly stated in the following: “The Ministry for For-
eign Affairs is committed to maintaining its reputation as an organization that will not
tolerate abuse of position for personal or organizational gain” (MFA 2012c).

Considerations were described in regard to evaluation partnership approach (crite-
rion 1.4) in a few reports. In two of them, and only sketchily, were there clear signs of
inclusiveness and early involvement of stakeholders (R15, R20). The limited efforts
to include stakeholders early in the evaluation process were also mirrored in criteria
related to stakeholder involvement in the evaluation (criterion 2.5) and considerations
for joint evaluations (criterion 2.6).

No clear description was found in reports or TORs that included coordination or
alignment (criteria 1.5) with national or local monitoring and evaluation systems —
except for one mid-term review (R20). This lack of focus on coordination and align-
ment with local systems indicates shortcomings in developing sustainable institution-
al structures in projects, including monitoring and evaluation systems. Similarly, ca-
pacity development (criterion 1.6) in evaluation was not described in the reports or
TORs.

There was no mentioning of quality control systems (criterion 1.7) in almost any of
the reports. The commissioner of the report delivered comments through the project
steering committees or supervisory boards, in which partner groups and stakeholders
are represented. The only well described quality control system was in the Education
for All-Fast Track Initiative project for Mozambique (R13) — a huge global project on
educational support commissioned by a large group of donors, including Finland. Ef-
forts made to ensure effective quality control were also exercised in the Organisation
for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) Academy project (R40). However,
this was not entirely successful as the alumni organisation — a key stakeholder group
— was not involved in the evaluation and only five out of a total of 175 alumni were
interviewed.
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Elements of informal quality assurance mechanisms were observed in the Sustaina-
ble Forestry and Rural Development project in LLao PDR (R24). In the mid-term re-
view there was a description of major milestones in the evaluation process, e.g. wrap
up meeting, circulation of draft, incorporation of comments in final report, etc. The
milestones indicated that there had been a “window of opportunity” for key stake-
holders to take stock of the evaluation work. Still, very few effective quality control
mechanisms were described in the reports.

2.1.3 Purpose, planning and design

The Purpose, planning and design phase of the DAC/EU Quality Standards was addressed
in a significantly higher number of reports than that of the Overarching considera-
tions. The Purpose, planning and design phase comprised 12 criteria that guide the prepara-
tion of an evaluation (Table 3).

Table 3 Number of criteria “addressed” per type of report for #he Purpose, planning
and design phase of the DAC/EU Quality Standards.

Criterion Appraisal | MTR | Evaluation | Total
2.1 The rat}onale and purpose of 7 16 1 34
the evaluation
2.2 Th(f, specific objectives of the 6 14 1 3
evaluation
2.3 Evaluation object and scope 5 15 9 29
2.4 Evaluability 4 13 7 24
2.5 Stakeholder involvement 3 5 2 10
2.6 Systematic consideration of
. , 1 5 2 8
joint evaluation
2.7 Evaluation questions 5 8 10 23
2.8 Sele.:ct1on.& z.;lpphcatlon of 8 13 v 38
evaluation criteria
2.9 Selection of approach and 5 10 1 2%
methodology
2.10 Resources 6 3 3 12
2.11 Governance and management 1 1 1 3
structures
2.12 Docum@t defining purpose - 15 1 3
and expectation

Source: Meta-evaluation database.
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In most TORs and reports the rationale and purpose (criterion 2.1) of the assign-
ment were reasonably described. In a few evaluation reports the rationale and pur-
pose was not mentioned at all (R2, R14, R39). It was not clear in the evaluation of the
Institute for Human Rights and Business project (R36) whether it was the organisa-
tion itself or the Finnish supported projects that were assessed — or both. In the ap-
praisal of the Ethiopian Water, Sanitation and Hygiene project (R9) and the mid-term
review of the Environmental and Natural Resources Management project in Zambia
(R15) the rationale and purpose was insufficiently described. In most cases the spe-
cific objectives (criterion 2.2) were defined and clearly presented in the reports and
TORs. The exception included R2, R9, R11, R15 and R39 and to some extent R34
and R36.

The object of the evaluation (criterion 2.3) was described in most reports, often in
the form of an incomplete intervention logic. The description of scope (criterion
2.3) was not fully covered in the majority of reports and TORs. When the scope is not
described well it leaves the reader with an incomplete and fragmented understanding
of the context in which the evaluation is carried out. This was confirmed in the de-
scription of criterion 3.0, Clarity and representativeness of summary.

The Southeast Asian Climate Change Network project (R34) was the only report
that included clear and explicit reflections on the evaluability (criterion 2.4) of the
project. However, more than half of the reports reflected upon or explicitly assessed
the quality of the results-based framework and monitoring practices, which are deter-
mining factors for the evaluability of any project. In some of these reports the log-
frame or intervention logic were presented very clearly (e.g. R18, R20, R21, R25). An
almost equally large part of the reports had no or very poor reflections on the project
document, monitoring framework and monitoring practices. This was the case in the
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services for Local Sustainable Development in Western
Balkans (R38). In this mid-term review the lack of quality in the project logframe
should have been more critically assessed.

Stakeholder involvement (criterion 2.5) in the evaluation planning process was lim-
ited. It included stakeholders’ comment on a draft evaluation report (R2), a comment
on an “impact matrix” (R8) and a mission preparation note prior to the execution
of the evaluation (R15). In a few large multi-donor funded projects (R13, R20) there
was strong evidence of stakeholder participation in the evaluation planning, includ-
ing the establishment of an Evaluation Overseeing Committee. From the initiation
of the evaluation the Committee engaged all relevant partners through partnership
meetings (R13).

In most projects where Finland and its recipient partner countries were both contrib-
uting to projects (financially and/or in kind) the assighments were commissioned
solely by Finland. This included projects in Ethiopia (R10), Vietnam (R29, R30), Ne-
pal (R22), Nicaragua (R33) and Zambia (R15). Also, in several regional and global
projects to which Finland contributed there were no joint evaluations (criterion 2.6),
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e.g. projects in the Mekong and in Western Balkans (R17, R18, R36, R37, R39). Joint
evaluations of projects were however carried out with United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) (R1, R6), Denmark (R15) and United Kingdom (R35) and in
collaboration with groups of donors (e.g. R5, R13, R20). Nevertheless, only limited
efforts were made to embark on joint evaluation practices with stakeholders. This is in
contrast to other MFA endeavours, including EVA-11’s strong commitment in part-
ner-led and joint evaluations (OECD 2012c, 68).

Regarding the use of evaluation questions (criterion 2.7) only a few reports trans-
lated evaluation objectives into relevant evaluation questions applying research ques-
tions and evaluation matrices (e.g. R19, R41). In the case of R41 this ensured a har-
monised approach by the team of evaluators when assessing the three separate com-
ponents included in the project. A great majority of reports had no evaluation ques-
tions defined to specify how evaluation criteria would be assessed or which dimen-
sions of an evaluation criterion would be prioritised.

With the exception of two reports (R9, R39) one or more of the main DAC evalua-
tion criteria (criteria 2.8) were applied in the reports. These criteria were often sup-
plemented by other criteria, such as CCOs, coherence, complementarity, compatibil-
ity, and specific criteria, such as risk management, project design, alignment and co-
ordination, stakeholder satisfaction and Finnish value added. For the appraisals the
main criteria were relevance, feasibility and sustainability. The evaluation criteria were
interpreted differently in the reports, though they should be defined “unambiguous-
ly” — according to the OECD definition of a criterion (OECD 2002). These issues
on evaluation criteria are dealt with in more details in Section 4, Quality of Develop-
ment Cooperation.

Some reports (R2, R3, R10, R22, R33) did not provide a sufficient description of ap-
proach and methodology (criterion 2.9). Yet, in up to half of the reports the ap-
proach and methodology were described in subsequent report sections. All evaluation
reports included some kind of description of approach and methodology. Some mid-
term reviews and appraisals either omitted such a description or briefly mentioned
that interviews were conducted and documents reviewed. An example of good prac-
tice is the evaluation of the International Council on Human Rights Policy (R35). In
this evaluation the description of approach and methods was comprehensive and tar-
geted. This included, e.g. measuring sustainability and impacts of the Finnish support
to a research entity that produced reports. Such targeted approach and methodology
represents the exception rather than the rule.

Assessing available resources (criterion 2.10) for the evaluations against effective im-
plementation and meeting objectives was difficult. Data regarding evaluation budget,
number of days assigned and skills of evaluators were only included in a few TORs
and reports. Certain extreme situations were shown in the reports: from five days of
fieldwork assigned for two persons to cover three countries — including travel (R37)
— to the use of consultants in abundance (R20). However, it was difficult to assess
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whether a good report with a weak summary (e.g. R33) or evaluation questions not
being answered (e.g. R3) was the result of poor resource allocation or inefficient work
by the evaluation team.

The MFA governance and management structures (criterion 2.11) of the evalua-
tions process and phases were overall unsatisfactory. This was clearly evidenced in the
lack of adopting stakeholder inclusiveness, lack of ensuring sufficient quality control
and limited efforts made to embark on joint evaluations in partner countries. Lack
of support to the review team (R37) and inappropriate time management (R26) were
also found. Only the global fund project for Fast Track Initiative on Education for All
in Mozambique (R13) showed a near ideal evaluation governance practice. The docu-
ment defining purpose and expectation (criterion 2.12) was presented as a part of
assessing the quality of the TORs (Section 3).

2.1.4 Implementation and reporting

The Implementation and reporting phase of the DAC/EU Quality Standards describes the
evaluation process from the composition of the evaluation team and preparatory ar-
rangements with stakeholders to the production of the report, the latter covering cri-
teria 3.5 to 3.15. The Implementation and reporting phase comprised a total of 15 criteria
(Table 4).

The information available in the reports and the TORs did not give a clear picture of
the recruitment processes, gender balance or professional composition of the evalu-
ation teams (criterion 3.1). In some reports it was mentioned that the official tender
procedures were applied. The assignment forms used in two reports (R38, R39) were
clear on recruitment conditions.

The degree of independence of evaluators vis-a-vis stakeholders (criterion 3.2)
was not explicitly reflected upon in the reports. Indications of independency were
found in various statements, where the evaluation was performed by “an independent
international consultant” (R25), “an external independent observer” (R22) or “an ex-
ternal, independent and objective view” (R17). Since no clear descriptions were pro-
vided for in the reports on the selection of evaluation teams, the independence of
evaluators could not be verified objectively.

Stakeholder consultation (criterion 3.3) addressed stakeholders’ participation in and
contribution to the implementation of the evaluation. Consultations were satisfactori-
ly described in a majority of the reports. Different methods were used, e.g. interviews,
field visits, observations, questionnaires and workshops. However, in some reports
the beneficiaries appeared to have been left out. For example, potato farmers and seed
farmers were not consulted in the Potato Sector Development project in Tanzania
(R3), far too few villages were consulted in the appraisal of the Mama Misitu Forestry
Governance project in Tanzania (R4) and the Mekong Water Dialogue project (R10)
showed a clear imbalance in the information base of the evaluation. In addition, rel-
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evant business communities or firms were not sufficiently consulted in the evaluation
of the Institute for Human Rights and Business (R35). Issues concerned with the im-
plementation of evaluation within allotted time and budget (criterion 3.4) are dealt
with in Section 4 and criterion 2.9 in Section 2.

Table 4 Number of criteria “addressed” per type of report for #he Inmplementation and
reporting phase of the DAC/EU Quality Standards.

Criterion Appraisal | MTR | Evaluation | Total
3.1 Evaluation team 2 8 7 17
3.2 Independence of evaluators 2 10 5 17
vis-a-vis stakeholders

3.3 Consultation with and 5 17 12 34
protection of stakeholders

3.4 Implementation of evaluation 5 5 5 15
within allotted time and budget

3.5 Evaluation report 7 16 12 35
3.6 Clarity and representativeness 4 13 9 26
of summary

3.7 Context of the development 5 15 8 28
intervention

3.8 Intervention logic 6 14 6 26
3.9 Validity and reliability of 4 14 12 30
information sources

3.10 Explaining the methodology 5 12 11 28
used

3.11 Clarity of analysis 8 15 12 35
3.12 Evaluation questions 4 10 11 25
answered, meeting needs

3.13 Acknowledgement of changes 1 8 5 14
and limitations of the evaluation

3.14 Acknowledgement of 0 0 0 0
disagreements within the

evaluation team

3.15 Incorporation of 3 6 4 13
stakeholders” comments

Source: Meta-evaluation database.
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Almost all reports were well composed (criterion 3.5), well written and reason-
ably understood. However, in nearly half of the reports the list of acronyms was
incomplete, and in a couple of reports not produced at all. A less clear picture was
found with regard to clarity of executive summaries (criterion 3.6) in the reports.
High quality summaries were characterised by a clear distinguishing between find-
ings, conclusions and recommendations (e.g. R5, R6, R8, R20, R24, R30, R31, R34,
R35) though not all of them were able to present a clear interconnectedness between
the three. Some reports were without a clear summary (R3, R14, R15, R23 and part-
ly R18). Poor quality summaries were present in more than half of the reports. They
were too short, or too long, or lacking focus or — in too many cases — lacking impor-
tant information described in the reports. In the Rural Water Supply and Sanitation
Programme in Nepal (R22) findings, conclusions and recommendations were well
structured and yet the summary was of low quality.

The context of the project (criterion 3.7) was often inadequately described in the re-
ports. This included policy and institutional structures, the capacity and specific role
of the implementing partners, and national and donor related activities in the sector.
For example, the level of funding and the geographic spread of other donors’ sup-
port were often not described. It was often difficult to assess the value and use of
findings, conclusions and recommendations without a suitable contextual description.
Therefore, the overall quality of the report would be diminished. This situation indi-
cated problems related to the time allotted to the evaluation, the evaluators’ knowl-
edge of the project or their ability to get access to important information.

The intervention logic (criterion 3.8) is important for understanding the intercon-
nectedness between the project’s objectives, purpose and deliverables. In more than
half of the reports the project logframes were insufficient. They did not clearly
present the project’s purpose, objectives and deliverables in a logical context. Where
the project logframes were more clear and verifiable (e.g. R7, R18, R19, R20, R24,
R25) reports also included assessments of the intervention logic as described in the
project document. See also criterion 2.4 on Evaluability.

Validity and reliability of information sources (criterion 3.9) were generally well
described in the reports. In most reports information was analysed using cross valida-
tion and triangulation, e.g. use of statistics, documents, field visits, observations, in-
terviews and workshops. In some reports this was excellently performed (e.g. R4, RS,
R30) in others less well performed, mainly due to lack of data, time constraints or the
complexity of the project.

Some problems were observed with regard to the use (or lack) of information sourc-
es in reports. For example, key project beneficiaries were not brought sufficiently into
the assessment of the projects, which questions the reliability of the reports (R29,
R36, R37). Also, stakeholder participation and ownership in projects were occasion-
ally used — often unsubstantiated — to meet a certain DAC criteria, e.g. sustainability
or efficiency (R17, R25). Further discussion on this issue is presented in Section 4. In
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the Rural Water Supply and Sanitation project in Nepal (R22), there was a mismatch
between insufficient analysis and recommendations for continuation of the project.

Methodologies (criterion 3.10) were presented in almost all reports, in some very
sketchy and brief, in others very detailed, and in a few comprehensively describing the
use of qualitative and quantitative data. Two reports did not describe a methodology
at all (R2, R3). Most reports analysed (criterion 3.11) their evaluation object well, but
they varied in degree of diligence and clarity. Yet, they provided satisfactory evidence
for conclusions and recommendations. Problems were observed in some reports, in-
cluding the following: the absence of analysing according to DAC criteria (R37), the
superficial use of the DAC criteria in the analysis (R25), the missing analysis of critical
problems that should underpin the project (R4), and important findings not reflected
in conclusions and recommendations (R29). Regarding questions and needs met
(criterion 3.12) all issues are covered in criterion 2.7 and in Section 4.

Limitations to the implementation of the evaluation (criterion 3.13) were ac-
knowledged in several reports. Limitations primarily related to lack of time (R5, R0,
R18, R20, R206), lack of data for measuring outcomes, sustainability and impacts (R20,
R27) or the inability to address the logframe in a suitable manner (R22, R32). With-
holding or unavailability of data and important documentation also limited the work
efforts of some evaluation teams (R29, R33, R39). Disagreements (criterion 3.14)
were not addressed in the reports.

A majority of the reports did not provide sufficient evidence of clearly incorporat-
ing stakeholder comments (criterion 3.15) prior to their completion. The reports
showed surprisingly little interest or systematic incorporation of views by stakehold-
ers, though in half of the cases some kind of indication was mentioned — some clearly
(R19), most vaguely.

2.2 Summary of key findings

* The reports included acceptable descriptions of the selection and application
of the evaluation criteria, the rationale and purpose of the evaluation, specific
objectives of the evaluation and consultations with stakeholders during the im-
plementation of the evaluation.

* The reports were well written and could be reasonably understood, often in-
cluded a method description and a clear analysis and referred to the TOR.

e The reports included insufficient information in relation to key areas of the
evaluation process, particularly on inclusiveness of stakeholder and use of qual-
ity control systems.

e The reports included no or inadequate reflections on coordination and align-
ment with evaluation systems of partner organisations, the possibility of joint
evaluation with partner countries and how the evaluation process could support
building the evaluation capacity of development partners.
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3 QUALITY OF TERMS OF REFERENCE

This section assesses the compliance of TORs with different criteria and topics as
requested in the TOR of the meta-evaluation. This included an assessment of the
TOR’s objectives, purpose, scope and methodologies; their use of evaluation crite-
ria; descriptions and use of key policy priorities of Finnish development cooperation
(poverty reduction and CCOs); and how the Paris Declaration principles were ad-
dressed. Finally, a comparative analysis that determines TOR’ role in facilitating or
impeding the quality of reporting is presented.

3.1 Compliance with selected criteria
3.1.1 Objectives, purpose, scope and methodologies

The TORs varied in their descriptions of objectives, purpose, scope and methodolo-
gies and were not always clear in defining the difference between them. However, in
most TORs the rationale, objectives and purpose of the assignment were sufficiently
described. Almost all TORs included desctiptions of approach and/or methodology,
from very brief to comprehensive and detailed, varying significantly in quality and op-
erationalisation. Approach and methodology were often synonymous with the DAC
evaluation criteria but also included descriptions of the data gathering processes, e.g
desk reviews, field visits, interviews, etc. Consultants were asked to provide detailed
and elaborated methodologies in the tendering process. This requirement was, how-
ever, not always fulfilled in a satisfactory manner (e.g. R22, R29, R32).

3.1.2 DAC evaluation criteria

Almost all TORs included references to the DAC evaluation criteria as well as spe-
cial criteria for appraisals, often focusing on feasibility, effectiveness and sustainabil-
ity. The evaluation criteria were presented in a separate section or as part of different
sections of the TOR, e.g. in the approach or methodology section, in the scope sec-
tion or under “issues to be studied” or “assessing the performance of the study”. The
description of each evaluation criterion differed: from general references to one or
more evaluation criteria to very detailed break-down of each criterion, covering a vast
number of evaluation questions.

When comparing the TOR with their respective reports the assessment showed that
most reports answered the questions presented in the TOR. Often, the evaluation
questions from the TOR were “copied” into the report. However, too many and un-
prioritised questions were asked for in TOR. In some cases the evaluation team did
not answer sufficiently questions from the TORs, often due to lack of time (R4, R29,
R36). The TOR for the appraisal of Mama Misitu Forest Governance project in Tan-
zania (R3) listed 37 not prioritised questions. Similatly, the TOR for the evaluation of
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phase I and appraisal of phase II of the Core Environmental Programme and Bio-
diversity Corridors Initiative in the Greater Mekong Sub-region (R19) listed 30 ques-
tions for the evaluation and 40 questions for the appraisal. Many of these questions
were defined as issues to be investigated. Other similar examples were identified (R15,
R24, R32). A prioritisation of questions would help to guide the consultants to the is-
sues considered most relevant.

3.1.3 Resources and time allotted

The assessment showed that the relationship between budgets and time spent on the
assignments could not be assessed in a satisfactory manner. Often there was no budg-
et stated in the TOR and time to be spent on the assignment was also not informed.
Very few TORs included descriptions of both resources and time allotted. In those
cases no discrepancy was identified. Timeliness in report delivery was overall kept.

3.1.4 Poverty reduction

Poverty reduction was mentioned directly in almost half of the TORs. Poverty reduc-
tion was often directly addressed in the objectives or evaluation questions where pov-
erty concerns were at the very core of the project itself (R3, R33). Poverty reduction
was not directly mentioned in several integrated projects on water supply, forestry and
rural development (e.g. R4, R11, R22, R23, R30, R32) but referred to indirectly, men-
tioning “livelihood improvements for communities” (R4) or mentioning the target
group, such as vulnerable groups (R8). Poverty reduction issues were not mentioned
in projects on gender equality (R5), education (R13, R40), knowledge partnership
(R10), regional water, private sector and security (R17, R18, R20, R41), international
law (R25) and human rights (R35, R306).

3.1.5 Cross-cutting objectives

In most TORs the CCOs comprised an integrated part of the content. They were de-
scribed either in a separate section or as an integrated element of the evaluation cri-
teria section or the approach and methodology sections. Different projects prioritised
different CCO issues. For example in the TOR for the ICT project in Tanzania (R2)
focus was on sustainable development, gender and social equality. In the TOR for the
Potato Sector Development project in Tanzania (R3) focus was on sustainable and lo-
cal development. In the TOR for the Environmental and Natural Resources project
in Zambia (R15) risk management was included as a priority. Gender equality and en-
vironment were the focus in the TOR for the Finnish Knowledge Partnership project
in South Africa (R16).

While acknowledging the presence of a CCO focus in TORs there was a lack of sys-
tematically addressing CCOs as assessment criteria. There was often no clarity or jus-
tification for why particular CCOs were selected for assessment and others not in the
TORs. CCOs were not included as assessment criteria at all in TORs in some projects
(R20, R25, R20).
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3.1.6 Paris Declaration principles

The Paris Declaration principles on aid effectiveness constitute an important chal-
lenge to development cooperation and evaluation practices (Wood, Betts, Etta, Gay-
fer, Kabell, Ngwira, Sagasti & Samaranayake 2011). The principles were mentioned
and addressed in the TORs, however, to a lesser degree and less directly than CCOs
and poverty reduction. Rather, they were addressed as part of the DAC/EU evalu-
ation criteria, where ownership and harmonisation were considered as important el-
ements of coordination, complementarity and coherence. The direct relevance of
the Paris Declaration principles was discussed in some reports, e.g. in sections under
“Aid Effectiveness” (R6) or where TOR focused on ownership, donor coordination
and accountability (R15). Similatly, in addressing the evaluation criteria of effective-
ness and sustainability in the TORs, the “results” principle of the Paris Declaration
was indirectly addressed, as it relates specifically to achieving outcomes of projects.
So, while the Paris Declaration principles were not necessarily directly addressed in
TORs, the principles were discussed comprehensibly through other related themes
and criteria.

3.2 Factors related to quality reporting

TORS’ facilitating or impeding role in achieving good quality reports is the key issue
to be addressed in this section. For this purpose a comparative analysis was conduct-
ed in which the ten best scoring and the ten worst scoring reports on quality were as-
sessed against their respective TORs to identify possible correlation.

When assessing the zen best scoring reports (Table 5) an immediate observation was that
four out of ten TORs were based on multi-donor funded projects (R5, R13, R20,
R35), while the number of multi-donor funded projects in the total sample of reports
was 25%. Projects in Vietnam and Nepal constituted five out of the ten projects,
50%, while 20% of the total sample.

Eight out of the ten TORs provided clear intervention logic structures comprising
relevant and concise questions to be assessed. The correlation between these features
of the TORs and high quality reporting appears to be strong.

In comparison with the remaining 31 reports the ten best scoring reports were char-
acterised by the following: their ability to address well evaluability, approach/method-
ology, intervention logic and questions, but also their level of involvement of stake-
holders and their quality of summaries and context. As such, correlation exists be-
tween good quality TORs and good quality reports. This may indicate that the units
responsible for Vietnam and Nepal seem to draft useful and good TORs leading to
good quality reports. In addition, only one of the ten TORs was for an appraisal.
However, it was also found that one poorly designed TOR resulted in a well written
and good quality report (R8).
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Table 5 Ranking of the ten best scoring reports on quality.

Report Report Scores Rank
Type of 33

R13 | Education For All (EFA)-Fast MTR 25 1
Track Initiative (FTT) Country Case
Study: Mozambique

R5 | Gender and Governance MTR 23 2-4
Programme I1I in Kenya (2008-
2011)

R19 | Asian Development Bank/Core Evaluation 23 2-4
Environment Programme (CEP),
Mekong

R30 | Rural Development Programmes Impact 23 2-4
supported by Finland in Two Evaluation
provinces, Vietnam

R20 | Mekong Private Sector MTR 22 5-7
Development Facility (MPDF)

R21 | Strengthening of Environmental Appraisal 22 5-7
Administration and Management
at the Local Level in Nepal
(SEAM-N) III

R26 | Technical Assistance for Support to MTR 22 5-7
Management of P135 II, Vietnam

R22 | Rural Water Supply and Sanitation MTR 21 8-9
Project in Western Nepal
(RWSSP-WN)

R35 | International Council of Human Evaluation 21 8-9
Rights Policy

R31 | Trust Fund for Forests (TFF), Evaluation 20 10
Vietnam

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

When assessing the zen worst scoring reports (Table 6), it was observed that none of
TORs covered multi-donor funded projects. Six out of the ten projects were geo-
graphically positioned in Africa of which 40% covered Zambia and Ethiopia. Two of
the three Western Balkan reports were also represented.

The TORs were all well structured, including logically and systematically addressing

evaluation criteria and questions. As such, there seemed not to be a correlation be-
tween the quality of the TORs and the quality of reporting.
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Table 6 Ranking of the ten worst scoring reports on quality.

Report Report | Score | Rank
Type of 33
R39 | Sustaining Rural Communities and MTR 1 41

their Traditional Landscapes through
Strengthened Environmental Governance
in Transboundary Protected Areas of the
Dinaric Arc, Western Balkan

R2 | The Information Society and ICT Appraisal 2 40
Development Project (TANZICT),
Tanzania

R14 | Appraisal of the Phase II of the Appraisal 6 39

Programme for Luapula Agricultural and
Rural Development, Zambia

RY9 | Community Led Water, Sanitation and Appraisal 7 38
Hygiene Acceleration (COWASH), Ethiopia
R15 | Environmental and Natural Resources MTR 10 | 36-37

Management and Mainstreaming Program
(ENRMMP), Zambia

R12 | Improving Food Security in East and West | Appraisal 10 | 36-37
Atfrica through Co-operation in Research
and Education

R11 | Rural Water Supply, Sanitation and Hygiene MTR 11 35
Program in Beningshangul-Gumuz,
Ethiopia

R28 | Development of Management Information MTR 12 34
Systems for Forestry Sector (FORMIS),
Vietnam

R1 United Nations DDC Programme of MTR 13 32-33
Catalytic Support to Implement the
Convention to combat desertification in the
Arab States Region, Phase IV 2009-2012,
Middle East & North Aftica

R38 | Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services for MTR 13 | 32-33
Local Sustainable Development in the
Western Balkans (South East Europe BAP)

Source: Meta-evaluation database.
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In comparison with the remaining 31 reports the ten worst performing reports were
characterised by their limitation in addressing rationale, objectives, scope and evalu-
ability/intervention logic. Also, they scored less on addressing evaluation criteria and
questions, the validation of information sources and overall quality in analysis. Finally,
at least four of the TORs among the ten poorest performing reports were appraisals,
contrary to one for the ten best performing reports.

Following the above analysis correlation between high quality TORs and high quality
of reports was not confirmed. Therefore other factors than quality of TORs are likely
to influence the quality of reporting. As such, additional data gathering and analysis
are needed before factors that improve or reduce the quality of reporting can be iden-
tified. Some of the factors may include:

* the overall institutional context of the MFA, including staffing skills, time and
turnover;

* the quality and use of policy and practical guidance and tools for effectively ad-
dressing project design and implementation;

* the approval process of decentralised evaluation reporting;

* the quality of the evaluation team and its technical and reporting skills.

Since mid-2011 MFA has applied standard models of TORs for different types of as-
sighments, e.g. appraisals, mid-term reviews and final evaluations. This development
indicates further progress towards improvements in guiding consultants in their as-
sighments and supporting MFA staff in designing useful and relevant TORs. The
TORs analysed in this meta-evaluation were prepared prior to the applications of the
new standards.

3.3 Summary of key findings

* Nearly all TORs provided clear intervention logics, comprising relevant and
concise questions — this despite the report was of high or poor quality. As such,
there was no correlation between high quality TOR and high quality reports.
Factors that facilitate high quality reporting should be identified.

* In the majority of the TORs the rationale and purpose of the assignment were
sufficiently described and reference made to DAC/EU evaluation criteria.

* Inamajority of TORs the number of evaluation questions was often too many
and not prioritised.

* In most TORs the CCOs comprised an integrated part of the content, but
there was a lack of systematic application of CCOs as assessment criteria.

* Poverty reduction was mentioned in less than half of the TORs. Where poverty
concerns were at the very core of the project itself, poverty reduction was often
directly addressed in the TOR.

e The Paris Declaration principles were mentioned and addressed in less than
half the TORs, that is, to a lesser degree than poverty reduction and CCOs.
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4 QUALITY OF DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION

This section provides an analysis of the quality of Finnish development cooperation
based on information provided in the reports. The analysis was done against seven
DAC/EU evaluation criteria: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, im-
pact, coherence and complementarity.

4.1 Overall assessment

A relatively clear picture emerged from the assessment of reports regarding their
compliance with the DAC/EU evaluation criteria (Table 7). On a scale from 1 to 7,
relevance achieved a high score, 5.5, significantly higher than second ranked score,
coherence (4.6) and complementarity (4.0). Four criteria: efficiency, effectiveness, sus-
tainability and impact, all clustered around an average score of 3.2 to 3.6, significantly
lower than relevance.

Table 7 Ranking of DAC/EU evaluation ctiteria based on assessments of all reports.

Main criteria Rank Mean score
Relevance 1 5.5
Coherence 2 4.6
Complementarity 3 4.0
Effectiveness 4 3.6
Efficiency 5 3.3
Sustainability 6 3.3
Impact 7 3.2

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

The assessment indicated that there was a discrepancy between the relevance of de-
velopment policies and beneficiary needs on the one side, and the implementation
and results of project activities (efficiency and effectiveness) on the other. A relatively
strong correlation was found between weak project implementation results (efficien-
cy and effectiveness) and the lack of effects towards sustained change (sustainabil-
ity and impact). This demonstrates the need for new, powerful and easily applicable
structures and tools that would strengthen efficiency and effectiveness in project de-
sign and implementation. The relative strength of coherence showed that efforts were
made to apply integrated policy and mainstreaming practices.

When looking at the evaluation criteria disaggregated by sector (Figure 6) and region
(Figure 7) there was no correlation between high relevance on the one side and high
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effectiveness, sustainability and impact on the other side. The same is evident for in-
dividual projects.

Relevance
6

e===Environment
Coherence

e=\Nater
es==Rural
e==Forestry
e===Education
Complementarity ~— Human rights
@===Qther
All Sectors
Efficiency Effectiveness
Figure 6 Evaluation criteria by sectors.
Source: Meta-evaluation database.
Relevance
6
Impact Coherence ===Global
e===Eastern Europe
e===Central America
N i ‘ Complementarit e==Asia
Sustainbility \ P
y == Africa

e Al regions

Efficiency Effectiveness

Figure 7 Evaluation criteria by regions.

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

4.2 Relevance

Relevance is defined in this meta-evaluation as the extent to which the aid activity is
suited to the needs, priorities and policies of the target group, recipient and donor.

Relevance received a high score — more than 80% of the reports were rated in the
Very good/Good category and five per cent of the reports in the Problems/Serious
deficiency category (Table 8).
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Relevance was primarily assessed for the entire project. Relevance was also assessed
of project components covering different sectors, such as in the Luapula Agricultur-
al and Rural Development project in Zambia (R14). While the overall relevance was
considered high, the relevance of one component (agriculture) was considered low.

Table 8 Assessment of relevance by report type.

Score Appraisal MTR Evaluation Total
Very good 4 11 5 20
Good 3 5 6 14
Neutral 2 2 1 5
Problems 1 1 0 2
Serious deficiencies 0 0 0 0
Grand Total 10 19 12 41

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

4.2.1 Areas of strength

Assessment of the reports suggested that projects were generally aligned with Finn-
ish development policy and policies and strategies of the partner country, first and
foremost including the 2007 Development Cooperation Policy (MFA 2007a). Other
Finnish development policies included civil society in development policies, security
policies and policy guidelines for Western Balkans and Africa, and sector policy guide-
lines for forestry, water, and agriculture and food security. New policies and guidance
on human rights-based approach to development was initiated in 2012 (MFA 2012f).

Some projects featured strong integrated relevance, e.g. where projects target the
three dimensions of sustainable development, i.e. economic, social and environmen-
tal. The importance of addressing the three dimensions of sustainable development
was emphasised in the 2007 Development Cooperation Policy as well as in the most
recent policy (MFA 2012a), and also resonated in the conclusions of the outcome
document of the Rio+20 Conference (UN 2012).

Projects assessed as having a high level of integration across sectors were mostly
within the rural development, water and sanitation, forestry and environment, such
as the Environmental Administration and Management at the Local Level project in
Nepal (R21), the Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Programme in Western Nepal
(R22) and the Water and Sanitation Programme for Small Towns in Vietnam (R29).
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4.2.2 Areas of weakness

The degree to which beneficiaries’ needs and priorities are met in a project is impor-
tant when assessing the relevance of a project. Reports showed that a great majority
of the projects did not explicitly assess these needs and priorities. This issue relates
closely to the involvement of beneficiaries in project design and is addressed in details
in the discussion of poverty needs and perceptions in Section 4.9.

Relevance is not static and it is therefore crucial — particularly during mid-term re-
views — to address relevance and assess if drifts may have occurred. In some projects
relevance either weakened or strengthened due to changes in the context or adjust-
ments in project objectives, scope and activities. This was the case in the South Fast
Asian Climate Change Network project (R34). The mid-term review found that focus
and activities had diverted from the original objective, i.e. from supporting national
climate change focal points, to supporting departments of energy, academic and re-
search institutions working with energy issues, and private sector companies.

Another example was found in the Catalytic Support to Implement the Convention
to Combat Desertification (R1). This project was generally assessed as highly relevant
considering the overall strategies of the United Nations Convention to Combat De-
sertification as well as to the needs of the targeted countries. However, the project
did not focus specifically on the reduction of land degradation but on environmental
issues. The mid-term review therefore recommended a more focused project delivery
against the priorities of the Convention to strengthen the relevance of the project.

Findings in the reports showed that projects tended to advocate for an integrated ap-
proach and address multiple dimensions of Finnish development policy. At the same
time some projects were not realistic and balanced in their priorities against the re-
sources available and the complexity of the context in which they operated. For ex-
ample, the overall objective of the Development of Management Information Sys-
tems for Forestry Sector project in Vietnam (R28) did not achieve this balance. The
project objectives focused on building a modern forest information system, but the
project also emphasised other activity areas. This included gender equality and ethnic
minorities through the creation of employment opportunities, reducing the number
of poor houscholds and completing allocation of forests land to organisations, com-
munities, households and individuals. However, no activities in several of these areas
were reported.

For projects that did not have an integrated approach there was a substantial risk
of facing adverse effects. This was exemplified in the Support to the Mekong Riv-
er Commission project (R18). The appraisal described how one component was de-
signed to consider rivers and dams as producers of hydropower without considering
issues of water supply, flood protection, protein production and environmental pro-
tection. By not recognising these “multiple use” and “water security” issues there was
a substantial risk that the project was not meeting the needs of the people in the re-
gion. As such, project relevance was clearly reduced.
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4.3 Coherence

Policy coherence for development entails the systematic application of mutually rein-
forcing policies across government departments to help promote the achievement of
internationally agreed development goals along with other global and national policy
objectives.

A majority of reports described policy coherence from basically two levels: (a) that of
nationally adopted policies for a sector and/or cross cutting objectives, and (b) that
of internationally and regionally adopted conventions, agreements and principles, e.g.
MDG and Education for All

Table 9 Assessment of coherence by report type.

Score Appraisal MTR Evaluation Total
Very good 2 8 2 12
Good 4 2 2 8
Neutral 3 3 5 11
Problems 0 5 2 7
Serious deficiencies 1 1 1 3
Grand Total 10 19 12 41

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

Almost half of the reports scoted in the Very good/Good category on coherence
while 25% scored in the Problems/Setious deficiency category. The Very good cat-
egory itself stood out for more than 25% alone (Table 9).

4.3.1 Areas of strength

Coherence with national policies was assessed as strong in most of the reports, par-
ticularly in the water and sanitation sector (R8, R9, R11, R22). At the regional project
level coherence was supported through both national and international policies and
mainstreaming efforts. In the Mekong Private Sector Development Facility project
(R20) policy support and advice were provided to national governments on policy in-
novations and development related to the private sector. In the Gender and Govern-
ance Programme in Kenya (R5) and the Special Needs Education project in Ethiopia
(R10) international and regional instruments were promoted in national policy devel-
opment processes.
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4.3.2 Areas of weakness

In the regional Mekong River Water Dialogue project (R17) and in the Rural Devel-
opment and Poverty Reduction project in Nicaragua (R33) national policies were ig-
nored. When the latter project was initiated in 2004, the official rural development
policy of the Nicaraguan government was directed towards increasing rural “produc-
tivity””. The project, nevertheless, instituted a subsidised poverty reduction policy aim-
ing at the poorest segments of the rural areas. The result was, combined with other
factors, a conflicting policy framework that contributed significantly to divert project
implementation from its very inception. It took several years before changes in the
national policies made the project concept coherent with rural development policies.
Such lack of policy coherence had a negative influence on implementation and main-
streaming of policies.

Other projects did not align with national or regional policies and priorities. As such,
they were not able to achieve policy impact. This assessment was found in the Sup-
port to the Mekong River Commission project (R18) and the project on Catalytic Sup-
port to implement the Convention to Combat Desertification (R1).

Very few reports addressed or mentioned policy coordination across ministries/insti-
tutions in partner countries. This indicated that horizontal sector policies in partner
countries were not applied or were insufficiently coordinated. For example, the In-
novation Partnership Project (R27) showed how science and technology policies and
strategies in Vietnam were spread across many ministries, without any coordination.
This threatened the progress and sustainability of the National Innovation System.
The Rural Development project in Vietnam (R30) was another example, where hu-
man rights and other CCOs were not adhered to, despite Finnish support over a pe-
riod of more than 12 year.

4.4 Complementarity

Complementarity is defined as the optimal division of labour between various actors
in order to achieve optimum use of human and financial resources. This implies that
each actor focuses its assistance on areas where it can add most value, given what oth-
ers are doing,

Complementarity was identified in the reports vertically between project entities and
horizontally between different projects operating within the same or a related sector.
Complementarity scored almost equal between the Very good/Good and the Prob-
lems/Setious deficiency categories, i.e. 41% to 37%, respectively. Complementarity
scored relatively lower in appraisals than in mid-term reviews and evaluations (Ta-

ble 10).
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Table 10 Assessment of complementarity by report type.

Score Appraisal MTR Evaluation Total
Very good 0 3 1 4
Good 2 6 5 13
Neutral 2 4 3 9
Problems 3 4 2 9
Serious deficiencies 3 2 1 6
Grand Total 10 19 12 41

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

4.4.1 Areas of strength

An example of strong complementarity between two projects within the same sector
was identified in the Mekong Water Dialogue project (R17) and the Support to the
Mekong River Commission project (R18). The two regional projects focused on na-
tional stakeholders across the region through a bottom-up and a top-down approach,
respectively. The latter provided its overall support to the basin countries on water
governance with particular emphasis on management, modelling and technical data.
The former was a “dialogue” based initiative addressing participation in water govern-
ance from a beneficiary perspective. This was a good example of a combined hori-
zontal and vertical complementarity at regional level.

Complementarity was also strong in the Strengthening of Environmental Adminis-
tration and Management at the Local Level project in Nepal (R21). The project did a
solid analysis and clearly outlined division of labour among donors. This included ur-
ban governance (World Bank), urban environmental development, including sewages
systems (Asian Development Bank) and solid waste management (Finland). Potential
linkages with other on-going interventions were also identified and detailed areas of
coordination and synergy spelled out.

The potential for horizontal complementarity between large projects was exempli-
fied in the Rural Water Supply and Sanitation project in Nepal (R22). Finland sup-
ported both United Nations’ Children’s Fund’s (UNICEF) Water Supply and Sanita-
tion and Hygiene Sector Approach Reform Programme and the Rural Village Water
Resource Management Project in Nepal. The overall policy environment was strong
where stakeholders catered for durable coherence and complementarity — reinforced
by UNICEF’s overarching sector harmonisation project. However, evidence in the
mid-term review suggested that effective complementarity was not achieved.

The International Council on Human Rights Policy project (R35) and the Institute for
Human Rights and Business project (R36) were examples of projects which had the
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capability to produce relevant and independent research that complemented on-going
discussions and policy demands in the human rights area. The Institute of Human
Rights and Business filled a niche that provided constructive and realistic dialogue be-
tween human rights concerns and business operations.

4.4.2 Areas of weakness

Insufficient analysis of horizontal complementarity was identified in several projects,
including the Rural Development project in Kenya (R7), the Mama Misitu Forest
Governance project in Tanzania (R4) and the Improved Food Security in Western
and Eastern Africa project (R12). In the Luapula Agricultural and Rural Development
project in Zambia (R14) and the Sustainable Forestry for Rural Development project
in Lao PDR (R23) the potential for vertical complementarity was not sufficiently ex-
plored and the division of tasks, inputs or responsibilities among partners and stake-
holders were not satisfactorily defined.

The East Asian Climate Change Network project (R34) did never fully take into ac-
count the multitude of climate change mitigation or adaptation projects financed and
implemented by other donor countries and organisations. As a consequence bilat-
eral and multilateral donors were not aware of the project’s activities, and the senti-
ment was that the project worked in isolation with limited interfacing with other rel-
evant bodies and potential partners. In the Gender and Governance project in Ken-
ya (R5) the mid-term review noted that the same beneficiaries were benefitting from
three similar activities by three different projects. Projects with insufficiently prac-
ticed complementarity were often those where formal cooperation with government
programmes and donors were limited. This included the Special Needs Education
Programme in Ethiopia (R10) and the Rural Development Programmes in Vietnam
(R30).

Complementarity received a lower score in appraisals than in mid-term reviews and
evaluations. This indicated that complementarity was inadequately addressed in
project preparation and design. As such, avoiding duplication and complementing
other initiatives in projects are therefore less likely to occur. Consequently, a comple-
mentarity analysis should be an important activity in the early stages of project prepa-
ration, i.e. identification and formulation.

4.5 Effectiveness
Effectiveness is defined as a measure of the extent to which an aid activity attains
its objectives at outcome and impact levels. As such, it is measured at the end of the

project life cycle.

Effectiveness of development activities scored near to 50% in the Problems/Seri-
ous deficiency category, while less than every fifth report would be considered in the
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Very good/Good category. Whereas all report types had low scores on effectiveness,
appraisals recorded seven out of ten in the Problems/Serious deficiency category

(Table 11).

Table 11 Assessment of effectiveness by report type.

Score Appraisal MTR Evaluation Total
Very good 1 1 0 2
Good 1 2 3 6
Neutral 1 7 6 14
Problems 4 5 1 10
Serious deficiencies 3 4 2 9
Grand Total 10 19 12 41

Source: Meta-evaluation database.
4.5.1 Areas of strength

Tangible results at the outcome level were found in relatively few projects, and mostly
in the water supply and sanitation projects, as evidenced in the Water Services Trust
Fund’s Community Project Cycle in Kenya (R8), the Rural Water Supply, Sanitation
and Hygiene Programme in Nepal (R11) and the Water and Sanitation Programme
for Small Towns in Vietnam (R29). While the latter project did measure towards out-
come levels, the stated outcome indicators were not used, i.e. supporting regionally
balanced economic development and decreased migration to large cities. Also, while
acknowledging a relative strong effectiveness in the Finnish supported water supply
and sanitation sector evidence also shows, according to Blue Planet Network, that up
to half of these sector projects are not sustainable after five years (Brookland 2012).
Other reports showing tangible results included R6, R21 and R31.

4.5.2 Areas of weakness

Measurement of effectiveness presupposes the existence of project objectives and a
well designed results chain. However, most projects were characterised by an over-
all weak design, including the lack of well defined outcome indicators (e.g. R22, R306,
R38). As a consequence the focus of the meta-evaluation was on outputs and the ex-
tent to which these seemed likely to contribute to project outcomes and objectives.
Box 2 presents briefly selected deficiencies in the design of selected projects that limit
measurement towards effectiveness.
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Box 2

Selected deficiencies in the design of selected projects limiting measure-

ment towards effectiveness.

Project Project design deficiencies

R7 | Rural Development projectin | Weak project design with poorly
Kenya formulated objectives and no

measurable targets.

R9 | Water, Sanitation and Hygiene | Outputs not balanced against resources.
project in Ethiopia

R14 | Luapula Agricultural and Serious flaws in the intervention logic as
Rural Development projectin | fundamental assumptions (of two out
Zambia of three components) were contested by

the appraisal team.

R17 | Mekong Water Dialogue Insufficient logframe structure.
project

R34 | South East Asian Climate Insufficiently defined objectives of
Change Network Project projects.

R35 | International Council on Lack of strategy for medium and long
Human Rights Policy project term goals.

R38 | Biodiversity and Ecosystem Inadequate project design with poor
Services for Local Sustainable | definitions of outcome and output
Development in Western indicators.

Balkans

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

Lack of baseline data was a problem in most evaluations and mid-term reviews (R1,
R10, R16, R26, R32). Lack of baseline data is further discussed in Section 5. Without
baseline data outcome indicators cannot, if defined at all, be appropriately measured.
An evaluation would therefore often need to “retrofit” the point of departure for the
project. A typical approach, where a baseline is missing, is for evaluations to follow
the results chain and focus on the extent to which outputs seemed likely to have con-
tributed to project outcomes and objectives. Some evaluations, such as the Technical
Assistance for Support to Management of P1351I project in Vietnam (R26) lost sight
of the overall project objectives and focused on what could be measured, e.g. work-
shops, trainings and the number of participants. As such, it failed to acknowledge
that achievement of outputs is a measure of efficiency and not effectiveness. Finally,
seven out of ten appraisals were in the Problems/Setious deficiency category. This
indicated problems with drafting relevant intervention logic for projects in their initial
phases, i.e. during identification and formulation.
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4.6 Efficiency

Efficiency measures the outputs — qualitative and quantitative — in relation to the in-
puts. It is an economic term, which signifies the extent to which the project should
use the least costly resources possible (funds, expertise, time, etc.) to achieve the de-
sired results. The assessment of efficiency generally requires comparing alternative
approaches to achieving the same outputs, to see whether the most efficient process
has been adopted. This approach was not applied in the reports which indicated a
more subjective approach to assessing efficiency.

Efficiency is mainly assessed against a variety of factors. The most important factors
include project implementation settings (institutionally and financially) and the actors
engaged in shaping the implementation of the project. As such, efficiency assessment
relates to a wide range of different project properties. They include at the least the
following:

(a) project design and planning;

(b) implementation and management, including coordination and finances;
(c) monitoring and evaluation;

(d) the number, quality and capacity of technical assistance personnel;

(e) implementing partners and their staff;

(f) the engagement of donors;

() main beneficiaries of the project.

Almost two out of three reports (63%) received a score in the Problems/Setious defi-
ciency category. Less than one in five reports received a score in the Very good/Good

category. It was the same picture across types of reports (Table 12).

Table 12 Assessment of efficiency by report type.

Score Appraisal MTR Evaluation Total
Very good 1 0 1 2
Good 1 2 2 5
Neutral 1 4 3 8
Problems 6 7 2 15
Serious deficiencies 1 6 4 11
Grand Total 10 19 12 41

Source: Meta-evaluation database.
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4.6.1 Areas of strength

Although overall assessment showed low efficiency some reports showed areas of
high efficiency, for example through strategic partnership and prioritisation of activi-
ties. The Catalytic Support to Implement the Convention to Combat Desertification
project (R1) made use of the comparative strength of a partner organisation by imple-
menting activities through UNDP, which already had country and regional presence.

Experiences from the Rural Water Supply, Sanitation and Hygiene project in Ethiopia
(R11) illustrated how a high degree of efficiency in a project could be achieved and
sustained through the use of inexpensive technologies. The Nepali Rural Water and
Sanitation project (R22) and the Mekong Private Sector Development Facility project
(R20) exemplified how well structured monitoring and evaluation systems could be
established to support the efficiency of the projects. In the Rural Development Pro-
gramme in Two Provinces in Vietnam (R30) specific regulations in the project tender-
ing procedures helped minimise the risks of corruption. This led to substantial sav-
ings in investment costs and cost effectiveness in the construction process.

4.6.2 Areas of weakness

The reports showed general efficiency problems in projects related to performance
monitoring, administrative processes and human resources and technical assistance.

Performance monitoring

Operating unfitting performance monitoring systems or not executing appropriate
corrections to well designed performance systems can have serious implications. For
example, it can undermine the possibilities to take corrective measures, learn, replicate
and further build a knowledge base, as found in the Environment and Security Initia-
tive project (R41). Or it becomes an ad hoc activity, as found in the Innovation Part-
nership project in Vietnam (R27), or monitoring can become too cumbersome, e.g.
if monitoring and evaluation templates are too detailed and comprehensive, as was
found in the Finland Knowledge Partnership on ICT project (R16). Inefficiency was
also observed where performance monitoring could not be executed in a satisfactory
manner because data inputs expected from external institutions (e.g. the local govern-
ment) were not delivered. This was the case in the Water and Sanitation Programme
for Two Small Towns in Vietnam (R29).

Administrative processes

Efficiency problems also related to the administrative processes of the projects. A re-
current consequence of inadequate administrative processes was low disbursement
rates as identified in several projects (R22, R26, R29, R32), which sometimes led to
delays in programme implementation (R16, R33).

The administrative processes were particularly challenging in projects supporting in-
novative initiatives, where a “one size fits all“-approach in administration was not
conducive to efficiency. This was observed in the Finland Knowledge Partnership on
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ICT project (R16) and the Innovation Partnership project in Vietnam (R27). Also,
while efficiency benefits could be achieved by applying well designed tendering pro-
cedures, the opposite was also evident. For example, contractors for the construc-
tion of water supply schemes in the Water and Sanitation Programme for Two Small
Towns in Vietnam (R29) sub-contracted work to local firms with poor capacity and
skills. As the contractors did not perform on-site supervision the delivery of project
outputs was reduced.

Another administrative challenge was the management of joint efforts towards im-
proved aid effectiveness (i.e. use of country systems), which is one of the key prin-
ciples of the Paris Declaration. In the Fast Track Initiative Education for All project
in Mozambique (R13) the World Bank required a special arrangement in order to use
the government system for channelling funds. This demand reduced the efficiency of
the pooled funding mechanism significantly. In the Technical Assistance for Support
to Management of P135 II in Vietnam (R26) efforts were made by donors to apply
joint technical assistance with the aim to strengthen and improve coordination of do-
nor contributions to the national P135 II programme. The coordination mechanism
did not succeed, had a negative effect on efficiency and was subsequently discontin-
ued. In the Forests and Forest Management project (R32) in Central America a lack
of a harmonised approach among key stakeholders resulted in increased administra-
tive burdens.

Human resources and technical assistance

The reports also presented overall problems related to human resources in projects.
They showed examples of projects where skills, knowledge and experience among
partner institutions or other stakeholders had an impact on efficiency, positively as
well as negatively. In a few water supply and sanitation projects (R8, R22) the involve-
ment of community based organisations and non-governmental organisations as
leaders and responsible for project implementation was problematic. Due to continu-
ously poor performance and political interference they were not able to establish and
manage the water supply schemes.

Technical assistance also appeared problematic in several projects. They included
the following: lack of technical support in prioritised areas of the project (R4, R22);
shortcomings in skills and experience (R30); confusion and disagreements over re-
sponsibilities and decision-making processes between technical assistance and the
main implementing partner (R33); and massive overspending by the main implement-
ing partner (R38).

4.7 Sustainability

Sustainability is concerned with measuring whether the benefits of an activity, output
or outcome are likely to continue after donor funding has been withdrawn. Projects
must be institutionally, environmentally and financially sustainable. Social and techni-
cal sustainability has been added in the Manual for Bilateral Programmes (MFA 2012b).
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Almost two out of three reports were observed in the Problems/Setious deficiency
category for sustainability, or 63%. Seven per cent scored in the Very good/Good cat-
egory. The same picture was drawn across the three report types (Table 13).

Table 13 Assessment of sustainability by report type.

Score Appraisal MTR Evaluation Total
Very good 1 0 0 1
Good 0 2 0 2
Neutral 3 3 6 13
Problems 2 10 4 16
Serious deficiencies 4 4 2 10
Grand Total 10 19 12 41

Source: Meta-evaluation database.
4.7.1 Areas of strength

In several reports were participation and ownership described as a strength that ca-
tered for consolidating and sustaining projects results (R1, R7, R10, R30, R38). This
included participation of parents and school councils in an ethnic primary education
programme (R206). In some projects beneficiary groups set a real “demand-driven”
agenda for sustaining benefits. An example included a strong commitment from water
users to operation and maintenance of and willingness to pay for public water serv-
ices (R22). Similar demand driven agendas were observed in the Water and Sanitation
project in Vietnam (R29) and the Potato Sector Development Project in Tanzania
(R3). While these demand-driven agendas often reflected the real needs and concerns
of the beneficiaries, they were not addressed satisfactorily by the projects. See also
Section 4.9.1 on poverty reduction.

Involving stakeholders with high-level prominence or political clout can help sup-
porting project results. Such properties of a project can ensure long-term financial
support, i.e. from businesses and donors as identified in case of the Institute for Hu-
man Rights and Business (R36). However, a change in the prominence or political
power of stakeholders may also turn projects around as the political influence can
have the opposite effect. An example was where the project became local partner-
driven and not demand and beneficiary-driven. This was found with the Regional En-
vironmental Center’s management of the Education for Sustainable Development
project in Western Balkan (R37).

4.7.2 Areas of weakness

The reports showed how assumptions comprised a critical factor in risk management
and whether project benefits and results could be sustained or not. Examples includ-
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ed the following assumptions: national recruitment policies would change to facilitate
project achievements (R3); experienced and trained project staff would be absorbed
into ministries following the completion of the project (R25); and data for project
monitoring would be delivered from external institutions (R29). Similarly, it was as-
sumed that institutional and programme support external to the project (through
the “agriculture growth corridor”) was required for the Potato Sector Development
project to succeed (R3). It was also assumed that all stakeholders were willing and
committed to engage in a “dialogue” process towards democratising water govern-
ance in the Mekong basin — and that the riparian governments would be willing to
“change policies” based on this process (R17).

In a theory of change context identifying assumptions should allow for checking, de-
bating and enriching project design and implementation (Vogel 2012, 4). However, in
reality the reliance of assumptions as a part of risk management often leads to com-
Pplacency among project stakeholders and eventually put a project increasingly at risk
of failure. A brief discussion on risks and assumptions in projects is presented Box
6 in Section 6.6.

Institutionally compounded and financially large projects, covering sectors like rural
development, water and sanitation and infrastructure, aimed toward integration with
national structures, policies and strategies (R7, R8, R14, R29). However, the process
was often slow as these projects were complex in nature, big in size and operated in
cross-institutional contexts. The commercial viability of these projects was also lim-
ited. This often included poor cost recovery tariffs and revenue collection as well as
high operation and maintenance costs — as observed clearly in at least two water sup-
ply and sanitation projects (R8, R29).

Without the Finnish support, project components of the Support to the Mekong
River Commission project (R18) would collapse, despite long-term Finnish support
to the Commission. Also, projects where subsidisation was an important aspect of
project delivery often showed poor sustainability. Beneficiaries are often inclined to
omit activities when subsidised services or products are terminated. This was the case
in the Gender and Governance Programme in Kenya (R5) and the Strengthening of
Rural Development and Poverty Reduction project in Nicaragua (R33). Poor environ-
mental and livelihood sustainability was also observed in reports (R1, R7, R18).

A special feature of sustainability related to projects where imbalances of allocated
resource were observed. While budgets were supposed to match the overall objectives
of a project, budgets favouring one beneficiary group over another was observed in
several projects, which tilted project objectives (R4, R17, R18, R29, R38). Particularly,
the favouring of central stakeholders at the expense of important beneficiaries at lo-
cal levels was common.

Increased participation and awareness in projects were frequently seen as properties
of sustainability. However, often there was no evidence that linked them to meet-
ing project outputs or outcomes (R17, R25). Therefore, participation and awareness
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cannot and should not on their own merits be used as justifications for funding new
projects or the continuation of existing projects.

4.8 Impact

Impact is defined as the positive and negative changes produced by a development
activity, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

Impact scored 66% in the Problems/Serious deficiency category (ot two out of three
reports) and 12% scored in the Very good/Good category. While appraisals only re-
flected on impact as part of assessing the project’s “feasibility”, evaluations and mid-
term reviews addressed impact directly. 15 out of 19 mid-term reviews were consid-
ered in the Problems/Serious deficiency category (Table 14).

Table 14 Assessment of impact by report type.

Score Appraisal MTR Evaluation Total
Very good 1 1 0 2
Good 1 0 2 3
Neutral 1 3 5 9
Problems 2 10 2 14
Serious deficiencies 5 5 3 13
Grand Total 10 19 12 41

Source: Meta-evaluation database.
4.8.1 Areas of strength

Impact was mainly identified in projects that related to the rural water supply and ru-
ral development sectors, and to policy development and mainstreaming. The reports
also provided examples of how small projects can contribute to fast and positive im-
pacts. While the assessment indicated overall weaknesses, several areas of strengths
were also identified.

Support to policy development and efforts to mainstream policies were among the
most tangible impacts observed in the reports. This included mainstreaming of the
MDGs into national policies in the Gender and Governance Programme 111 in Ken-
ya (R5); policy support to Universal Primary School Completion, teacher education
and school construction in the Education for All Fast Track Initiative project in Mo-
zambique (R13); and development and operations of a large number of policy and
strategy tools in the Trust Fund for Forests Financing Mechanism project in Vietnam
(R31). Concepts and policies developed in the two regional environmental projects
in the Western Balkan (R37, R38) were tested for application and integration into na-
tional sector development policies in Serbia.
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The two impact evaluations in the report sample (R8, R30) claimed high impacts of
the projects as presented in Box 3. It should be noted that not all the stated impacts,
of which some are not strictly impacts, were substantiated or verified. For example,
there was no data showing enrolment of students related to the claim that increased
access to education was achieved from infrastructure support (R30).

Small projects, like the Institute for Human Rights and Business project (R36) and
the International Council on Human Rights Policy project (R35), demonstrated im-
pact. This was identified in relation to the ability to set an agenda for international
debates on corruption through effective networks and strategic partnerships. Codes
of conduct of businesses in Kenya, including Unilever Tea and Kenya Flower Coun-
cil were strengthened. Impact was achieved from the training provided to large tea
growers and flower growers on how to apply the principles of human rights in their
businesses.

Box 3  Impacts of projects claimed by two impact evaluation reports.

The Impact Evaluation of the Water Services Trust Fund project in Kenya (R8)
assessed the project to have contributed to (a) reduced work load of women;
(b) reduced disease burden and hence expenditure on medicine, (c) women par-
ticipation and representation in leadership, (d) increased socio-economic activi-
ties; (e) reduced family conflicts; (f) improved hygiene and sanitation awareness;
(g) improved accountability; and (h) improved water coverage.

Based on the Impact Evaluation of the Rural Development Programmes in
Vietnam (R30) it was claimed that the project (a) increased access to education
achieved from the infrastructure support together with (b) an increase in ac-

cess to government services and (c) an increase in irrigated crop production. The
project had a direct impact on (d) enhancing incomes and food security of partic-
ipating households and, indirectly, on (e) increasing access to markets through the
construction of roads, bridges and market facilities. The impact in one of the two
provinces in Vietnam included contribution to (f) improved living conditions and
(g) a reduction in the actual number of poor houscholds in target districts com-
pared with other districts.

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

The institutional framework within which a project is implemented should be con-
ducive in order to turn project results into impacts. This approach was applied in the
case of the Mekong Private Sector Development Facility project (R20), according to
the mid-term review. This included a long-term strategy, the implementing partner’s
network and familiarity with the country context, and multi-year programmatic en-
gagement. These were critical factors in achieving impact and continued to be a major
source of competitive advantage for the project implementing partner.
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4.8.2 Areas of weakness

Weaknesses of impact assessment related first and foremost to the lack of data and
structures for measuring impact. Due to the poor intervention logic and logframe set-
up, lack of baseline data and no clear theory of change descriptions in the reports,
it was not possible to address impact in a satisfactory manner. Questions useful to
evaluate impact could therefore not be answered: What has happened as a result of
the project? What real long-term difference has the project made to the beneficiaries?
How many people have been affected? The two impact evaluations (R8, R30) were
not able to assess impact based on baseline data, but on available statistics, studies,
surveys and interviews.

The most problematic impact issue in a project was found in the Support to the Me-
kong River Commission Plan for 2011-2014 (R18). One component of the project
was to support sustainable hydropower, since the countries in the Mekong region plan
for a massive introduction of new hydropower projects. The appraisal of the compo-
nent showed that the project was inadequately designed and that without significant
changes to the component, it would most likely contribute to the deterioration of the
livelihoods of millions of people.

According to the appraisal a sustained impact could only be envisaged if “multiple
use” and “water security” approaches were adopted through sustainable modelling
and actively engaging national line agencies. With these recommendations the value
of this appraisal has been significant. It challenged a project design that could have
— over a period four years — wasted 11 million EUR of Finnish development funds.

4.9 Operationalisation of poverty reduction and cross-cutting
objectives

4.9.1 Poverty reduction

Within the context of Finnish development cooperation, poverty reduction is under-
stood as contextual and multi-dimensional and primarily achieved through activities
that link economical, social and ecological sustainable development (MFA 2007a, 5;
12). Following this definition, the meta-evaluation found that poverty was addressed
in less than half of the reports, while there was insignificant or no reference to pov-
erty in the other half of the reports.

Perceptions of poverty and needs of beneficiaries

In some instances the differences in perception of what is meant by being “poot” can
create a gap between what a project aims to deliver and what the beneficiaries per-
ceive as their need. To better understand the needs of the beneficiaries an explorative
analysis of perceptions of poverty was found valuable, because new dimensions or
perspectives on poverty can emerge.
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Examples of how poverty can be perceived differently were evident from several re-
ports. In the Rural Development Programme in Kenya (R7) there was a strong focus
on roads, market infrastructure and irrigation. Network creation between producers
and buyers was not prioritised, though this was the key concern of the beneficiaries.
In the Mama Misitu Forest Governance project in Tanzania (R4) it was noted that
overall poverty would probably prevail without addressing land tenure and natural re-
sources rights, which the project did not. In the Nepali Rural Water Supply and Sani-
tation project (R22) a successful mobilisation of resources from user groups and lo-
cal bodies for water schemes was observed, but beneficiaries were more concerned
with sanitation and hygiene needs. Also, several rural development, water supply and
community forestry projects did not support women’s requests for income generating
activities to increase their family and the community’s livelihood. Vulnerable groups
are particularly exposed to poverty, but projects do not always address their problems.
For example, while handicapped girls may receive services for special needs school-
ing, the girls’ exposure to sexual harassment in rural Ethiopia refrain parents from
sending their girls to school (R10). There were no indications of remedies being initi-
ated to solve the problem.

In a poor locality in the Nicaraguan Rural Development and Poverty Reduction project
(R33) the communities stated that next to water supply, road improvements for access-
ing towns were their main priority. This was not taking sufficiently into account by the
implementation partner, i.e. the local authorities, when distributing funds for project
activities. Another example of how poverty was perceived differently was the Sustain-
able Development in Education project in the Western Balkans (R37). This project
focused on designing and operationalising environmental plans for local municipal-
school partnerships. However, funds were used primarily on construction of basic
school infrastructure. Therefore, school infrastructure may reflect the actual need of
the local communities and not a “donor-driven” environmental approach to schooling,

These examples of how poverty and needs are perceived differently may not be ex-
haustive, but they indicate that project beneficiaries were not always sufficiently and
actively included in the design of projects. This is an indication that is confirmed by
the assessment of the criteria of relevance (4.2) and sustainability (4.7).

Methods like rapid appraisals (Chambers 1992) or classic grounded theory (Glaser
1992; Serensen 2010) would identify more clearly the needs and concerns of the ben-
eficiaries. This approach could have strong impacts on reducing poverty. At the same
time this could strengthen project design and governance. This would also imply that
poverty concerns and beneficiary needs were more realistically addressed. Further-
more, baseline data could be more focused by reflecting the actual needs of the ben-
eficiaries, which could improve measurement of progress towards alleviating poverty.

Areas of strength

Findings in the reports indicated that a strong and more direct impact on poverty re-
duction was best achieved through bilateral funding to especially water and sanitation
projects. Also, rural development, community forestry and environmental projects
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showed strong impact on poverty reduction (R8, R11, R21, R22, R23, R29, R30). Ex-
amples are presented in section 4.8.1. Impact on poverty reduction was also achieved
through large multi-donor projects, such as the Fast Track Initiative Education for All
project in Mozambique (R13). Through this project affordable educational services
were provided to the public.

Assessments made in appraisal reports suggested that a multi-dimensional poverty
reduction approach was applied in several project proposals, such as the Improved
Food Security project in Western and Eastern Africa (R12), the Environmental Ad-
ministration and Management at the Local Level project in Nepal (R21) and the Sus-
tainable Forestry project in the Lao PDR (R23). In some environmental projects
the poverty-environmental nexus was well established, for example in R21 and R38

(Box 4).

Box4  Two examples of the environment-poverty nexus.

Strengthening of Environmental Administration and management at Local Level
in Nepal (R21):

The project design incorporated several results and activities that would contrib-
ute to increased well-being and reduced poverty of beneficiaries. For example,
health and overall physical well-being of the beneficiaries would improve. Activi-
ties that would contribute to this included the model Village Development Com-
mittee (VDC) programme, emphasis on reducing waste water emissions from in-
dustries and addressing herbicide leakage from the tea estates. The project design
specifically addressed the access of ultra-poor to services, particularly in the tar-
get VDCs. One important dimension the project addressed was the greater vul-
nerability of the poor to environmental hazards, including natural hazards, such
as storms, floods and droughts, as well as human induced threats, such as air and
water pollution. For instance, the poor people also suffered great loss of life and
health from pollution and other environment-related causes. The project docu-
ment explicitly recognised these concerns.

Biodiversity & Ecosystem Services for Local Sustainable Development in West-
ern Balkans (R38):

Poverty reduction was a part of the overall objectives of the project. It related to
employment and growth possibilities in connection with a “green economy” pet-
spective. For example, project activities included eco-tourism and the cultivation
of the Danube salmon.

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

Areas of weakness

No linkage was made between the project and poverty reduction in a few cases, de-
spite an otherwise clear connection. Such a link seemed both possible and preferable
in the Mekong Private Sector Development Facility project (R20), as the Facility oper-
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ated a social and environmental business service that apparently did not include a job
creation dimension, with particular focus on women entrepreneurs.

The Potato Sector Development project in Tanzania (R3) showed that a clear poverty
reduction perspective was basically lacking, even though the project was oriented to-
wards improved food security and poverty reduction. Another example was the Me-
kong Water Dialogue project (R17). This project’s objectives were to improve liveli-
hood security and human and ecosystem health through improving water governance.
However, project activities did not sufficiently support the achievement of this objec-
tive. Appraisals also showed examples of projects where the purpose, objectives and
activities of the project proposals were not sufficiently cohesive to prevent or reduce
poverty (R3, R4, R7, R18).

Where the poorest and most vulnerable were targeted in project objectives, the re-
sults were often difficult to document. For example, in the Water and Sanitation Trust
Fund project in Kenya (R8) approximately 10% of households reported that the
project delivered positive impact on poverty reduction. However, due to lack of indi-
cators and baseline data, it was not clear if this result was satisfactory. The Rural Water
Supply project in Nepal (R22) targeted the poorest and most vulnerable in the project.
Yet, because of an inadequate project design, including poor definition of output in-
dicators, target achievements could not be documented.

4.9.2 Aid modalities for poverty reduction

Different aid instruments are used by Finland to achieve the poverty reduction goal
of development cooperation, but only some of them are presented here. Different
bilateral and multi-bilateral instruments and funding channels were used. Funding was
channelled to international organisations, research institutes and development banks
for project implementation. Finland also embarked on close collaboration with bilat-
eral partners, including Denmark, Norway and United Kingdom. Bilateral funding
was mainly provided through national organisations, including central ministries, local
and provincial governments and national institutions (e.g; R4, R16). Funding to part-
ner countries was mainly channelled through local authorities and trust funds for ru-
ral development, water and sanitation, community forestry and environment projects.

While the sample of reports showed a broad palette of modalities used by Finland,
it was not possible to generalise on any correlation between modality and poverty re-
duction — with some reasonable exceptions made to the correlation between bilateral
funding through local governments and decreased poverty.

4.9.3 Cross-cutting objectives
In accordance with the Development Policy Programme 2007 (MFA 2007a), a set of

CCOs must be supported in all Finnish development policy. The CCOs are based on
a human rights perspective and comprise:
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* Promotion of the rights and the status of women and girls as well as gender
equality and social equality;

* Promotion of the rights of easily marginalised groups, especially children, per-
sons with disabilities, indigenous peoples and ethnic minorities, and the promo-
tion of their equal opportunities of participation;

* Human Immunodeficiency Virus/Acquited Immune Deficiency Syndrome
(HIV/AIDS) as a health and social challenge.

In addition to these CCOs, other cross-cutting objectives were subject to the meta-
evaluation, including sustainable development and risk management. Several steps
have been taken by the Finnish MFA to streamline CCOs in development coopera-
tion. This includes the systematic integration of CCOs in all stages of the new case
management system (AHA); generally strengthening attention to CCOs by the MFA
Quality Assurance Group; and a team of sector advisors established as an expert re-
source to service the entire MFA organisation (MFA 2011c). Other steps taken in-
clude training and a web-site with open-access to tools for mainstreaming different
CCOs.

Approximately 15% of the total report sample addressed one or more of the CCOs.
If including the six focused environmental projects, almost one-third of the reports
addressed one or more of the CCOs. Though efforts were made to integrate and ad-
dress CCOs in the projects, it was not done systematically, which corresponded with
findings of other recent 2009 Meta-analysis and 2010 Synthesis of evaluations. CCOs
were considered only superficially in several reports (R3, R12, R13, R15, R28, R34,
R41). For example, in the Development of Management Information Systems for
Forestry Sector project in Vietnam (R28) the inception report linked the planned ac-
tivities of the project to tasks with particular emphasis on gender equality and ethnic
minorities. However, very limited progress was made in terms of monitoring CCOs.

Gender Equality

Gender equality issues were addressed in more than half of the projects. For exam-
ple, the Environmental Management project in Nepal (R21) included gender equal-
ity, social inclusion and sustainable development as CCOs (Box 5). Other examples
included the Lao Sustainable Forestry project (R23), where gender equality and eth-
nic minority activities were integrated elements in the overall project focus; the Rural
Water Supply and Sanitation Programme in Nepal (R22), where a strategy on gender
equality supported project implementation; the Catalytic Support to Implement the
Convention to Combat Desertification project (R1), which showed disaggregation of
data by sex; and the Special Needs Education project in Ethiopia (R10), which used
male leaders as ambassadors for increasing the participation of women in leadership.
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Box 5 Example of good practice of integrating CCOs in project design.

Strengthening of Environmental Administration and Management at the Local
Level in Nepal (R21):

The appraisal of the project proposal for Local Level support to Environmen-

tal Administration and Management in Nepal (R21) showed strong integration of
CCO features, e.g. relevant authorities, people and their representatives were iden-
tified with respect to gender equality and social inclusion objectives. The same
applied to the climate change and disaster reduction component. While specific
resources for gender equality and social inclusion objectives were not outlined,
the theme was reflected in the responsibilities of local bodies in implementing the
activities. Furthermore, gender equality, social inclusion and sustainable develop-
ment were incorporated into the project document and reflected in the indica-
tors and proposed activities. The appraisal found that the proposed strategies and
activities were environmentally sound and cost-effective. Risks were identified
and their probability of realisation analysed in sufficient detail. Finally the project
completion phase addressed climate change issues by mainstreaming ecological
sustainability through strengthening the resources of actors in the environmental
sector. As such, this project provided a good example of how multiple CCOs
intended to be operationalised in a relatively complex project context.

Source: Meta-evaluation database.

However, gender equality could have been more visible in the projects. As already
mentioned the Mekong Private Sector Development Facility (R20) could have en-
hanced the business environment for women entrepreneurs, and projects in water
supply and sanitation could more effectively have met women’s requests for income
generating activities. Similar aspects were relevant for the ethnic-women link in at
least two other projects (R26, R30).

Democracy, human rights and climate change

Democratic development, human rights and climate change were rarely addressed ex-
plicitly. Only in a few projects were multiple CCOs addressed at the same time, such
as in the Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Programme in Western Nepal (R22).
Apart from the decentralised projects, i.e. rural development, water and sanitation and
forest governance, good governance was particularly prevalent in the Mekong Water
Dialogue project (R17), which aimed at strengthening democratic processes towards
improved water governance in the region.

4.9.4 Paris Declaration principles

As a signatory to the Paris Declaration, the Accra Agenda for Action and the 2011
Busan Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation, Finland has strived to
meet the commitments on ownership, harmonisation, alignhment, managing for de-
velopment results and mutual accountability. Over the years, Finland has been very
active and forward looking in addressing challenges in Aid Effectiveness. This has in-
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cluded an emphasis on effectiveness in policy guidance, operational planning, coun-
try-level programming and monitoring and in promoting effectiveness bilaterally and
multilaterally. In practice Finland has prioritised the use of partner’s public financial
systems and strengthened the predictability of aid delivery. Overall Finland has put
itself among the better performing half of the EU countries (OECD 2012c, 71-78).

Alignment

Looking more specifically at the individual principles, alignment stood out as the prin-
ciple with highest visibility in the projects. In some projects, alignment was addressed
explicitly, as in the Luapula Agricultural and Rural Development project in Zambia
(R14). Here 32% of the total project budget was reserved for a specific component
on alignment and harmonisation. The large budget allocation followed from the rec-
ognition that considerable resources were needed to invest in systems and capacity
building to allow for effective project implementation under full alignhment. In the re-
gional Forest Management project in Central America (R32) alighment was internal-
ised in the project outcomes and objectives, which were consistent with policies, laws
and needs of the countries of the region.

If the capacity of the partner country is weak it can be tempting to avoid using the
systems of the partner country. Such was the case in the project for Mainstreaming
MDGs in Kenya’s Development Process (R6), where the weak financial systems of
the partner country meant that Finland used its own systems. Full alignment with in-
stitutions and systems of the partner country should nevertheless be an end target
even in cases where existing structures are weak. At the same time, corruption prac-
tices prevail at the political and administrative levels in many countries that receive
aid from Finland. This is critically counterproductive for establishing partnerships for
effective development. Therefore, Finland is at the forefront of combating corrup-
tion in development cooperation — recently expressed in the production of the An#:-
Corruption Handbook for Development Practitioners (MFA 2012d). Implementing the Paris
Declaration principle of alignment as an important long-term development goal and
effectively combating corruption and fraud are two major challenges in development
cooperation. They can only effectively be addressed through common efforts made
by the international aid community.

4.9.5 Millennium Development Goals and Finnish value added

The MDGs were not systematically addressed in the reports and were often not men-
tioned at all, even in projects with obvious connection to one or more of the MDGs.
Despite not being addressed explicitly in a majority of the reports, projects contrib-
uted to the achievement of one or more of the MDGs. It would take little effort of
projects to relate their interventions to these goals. Limited visibility of MDGs in
evaluation reports was also found in 2009 Meta-analysis. Finnish value added was only
visible in few reports (R14, R21, R23).
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4.10 Summary of key findings

The reports showed no correlation between high relevance on the one side and
high effectiveness, sustainability and impact in the projects on the other side. Coz-
relation was identified between weak efficiency and effectiveness and weak sus-
tainability and impact. As such, the quality of the development cooperation was
considered to be overall poor showing little effect towards sustained outcomes.
Projects were generally aligned with Finnish development policy and policies
and strategies of the partner country. Often the projects addressed multiple di-
mensions of Finnish development policy, but few reports explicitly assessed the
degree to which the project was relevant for the main beneficiaries.

Coherence with national policies was assessed as overall strong, particularly in
relation to the water and sanitation sector. Horizontal sector policies in partner
countries were not applied or were insufficiently coordinated.

Evaluations and mid-term reviews were generally weak in terms of measuring
impact, sustainability and effectiveness. This reflected that project objectives were
poortly formulated, data at the outcome level were scarce, and baseline data lacking,
Impact was relatively strong in integrated policy development. Also, a strong
and more direct impact on poverty reduction was achieved through funding to
projects in the water and sanitation sector, but also in the rural development,
community forestry and environment sectors.

It was not possible to generalise on any clear correlation between modality and
poverty reduction.

Needs and priorities of main beneficiaries were not sufficiently addressed in
projects and not actively included in the design of projects.

Reports show that CCOs were not addressed systematically in projects.
Gender equality issues were addressed and/or included in more than half the
projects. However, gender equality was lacking in several projects, where it
should have been addressed.

While the Paris Declaration principle of alighment is an important long-term
development goal, effectively combating corruption and fraud is to be critically
addressed in order to make alignment happen.

5 USE OF EVALUATIONS - ANALYSIS OF TEN SELECTED

PROJECTS

Based on a comprehensive desk study of documents for ten selected projects,

this section explores the extent to which project designs facilitated monitoring of

progress, how monitoring was performed and if evaluation findings were used in the

preparation of subsequent project phases.

The MFA selected the ten projects, which were different in terms of type, duration,

geography and management. The sample included different types of interventions,
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e.g. a rural development programme, a gender and governance programme, a knowl-
edge partnership on ICT and an education programme on biodiversity (Table 15).
Most of the projects were on-going between five and ten years and a few on-going
since the late 1990s, while one project was still in its preparation phase. The projects
were implemented in different regions and countries, including Kenya, South Africa,
Lao PDR, Vietnam and the Western Balkan. Some projects were co-funded by other
donors, some implemented through a multilateral organisation and others in partner-
ships between Finland and the partner country.

Table 15 List of the ten selected projects for the analysis of use of evaluation.

No. | Type Project Sector Continent
R1 | MTR United Nations Programme of Environ- Africa
Catalytic Support to Implement | ment
the Convention to Combat De-
sertification in the Arab States
Region, Phase IV 2009-2012,
Middle East & North Africa
R5 MTR Gender and Governance Pro- Human Africa
gramme III, Kenya (2008-2011) | rights
R12 | Appraisal Improving Food Security in East | Rural De- Africa
and West Africa through Co-op- | velopment
eration in Research and Educa-
tion
R16 | Evaluation | Finland Knowledge Partnership | ICT Africa
on ICT (SAFIPA), South Africa
R17 | Evaluation | Mekong Water Dialogues Water Asia
R23 | Appraisal Sustainable Forestry and Rural Rural De- Asia
Development (SUFORD), Lao velopment
PDR
R25 | MTR International Law project, Phase | Other Asia
II1, L.ao PDR
R30 | Evaluation | Rural Development Programmes | Rural De- Asia
supported by Finland in Two velopment
provinces, Vietnam
R34 | MTR Southeast Asian Climate Change | Environ- Asia
Network Project, United Na- ment
tions Centre Environmental
Programme
R38 | MTR Biodiversity and Ecosystem Serv- | Environ- Europe
ices for Local Sustainable Devel- ment
opment in the Western Balkans
(South East Europe BAP)

Source: Meta-evaluation database.
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The documentation reviewed included project documents, evaluation and audit re-
ports, progress reports and minutes from steering committee meetings (or similar).
The set of project documents provided for each of the projects differed in terms of
size and completeness, e.g. for some projects all annual and/or quarterly reports were
available, in others they were not.

5.1 Strengths and weaknesses of use

The assessment showed that findings and recommendations from evaluations were
generally disseminated among project stakeholders and addressed in subsequent
project documents and/or annual work plans. The steering committee meetings were
the most common venue for presentation and dissemination of evaluation findings.
Minutes from these meetings indicated that there was a tendency to focus more on
the positive findings and on issues pertaining to programmatic priorities than issues
related to weaknesses of project design. The latter included lack of logic and con-
sistency between results levels in the logical framework, weak indicators and lack of
baseline data. This may have been one of the reasons why 71% of advisers consid-
ered responses to evaluations as being ineffective (Poate, Bartholomew, Rothmann &
Palomiki 2011, 63).

5.1.1 Areas of strength

The approach taken to address evaluation recommendations following a discussion
of these at a steering committee meeting (or similar) varied across projects. In two
projects (R12, R34) a table was produced containing all recommendations, a response
to the recommendation and the measures taken to address the recommendations.
Such an approach was good practice and made it easy to track and monitor if recom-
mendations were adequately addressed. For example, in the Food Security in East and
West Africa project (R12) the following improvements were developed: a table format
of tasks, outputs, outcomes and indicators with partners; a common template for re-
porting in collaboration with all partners; and an electronic self-evaluation form for
use in connection with annual reporting;

Follow-up on evaluations and audit reports was also done through annual progress
reports, e.g. in a specific section on follow-up on audit findings (R25, R30) and by in-
cluding recommendations from the most recent evaluation in the project document
for a subsequent phase (R34). This indicated that lessons were learned and also sug-
gested that the project was responsive to recommendations, such as in the Mekong
Water Dialogue project (R17). Recommendations from the evaluation of phase I and
appraisal of phase Il regarding the need to improve indicators resulted in a revised
set of indicators of much better quality. They were presented at the Project Steering
Committee meeting in September 2011.
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5.1.2 Areas of weakness

However, all recommendations were often not addressed. In three of the ten projects
it was not clear from the documents if and how recommendations were addressed
(R23,R30, R38). For example, as a response to a recommendation to revise an indica-
tor for the project objective to become more meaningful, the objective was removed
from the logframe — without any justification (R12).

Timing was critical to ensure that evaluations added value to subsequent planning and
implementation of programmes. In one project (R5) the planning of a subsequent
project phase was undertaken two months before an evaluation was finalised. Find-
ings from the evaluation were therefore not included in discussions and preparation
of the subsequent phase.

5.2 Project design

The Guidelines for Programme Design, Monitoring and Evaluation (MEFA 1999) and the Manu-
al for Bilateral Programmes (MFA 2012b) describe the logframe as structured by the fol-
lowing four levels: development objective, overall purpose, results and activities. For
each of these four levels, objectively verifiable indicators should be defined togeth-
er with sources of verification and assumptions. The assessment of the ten projects
showed a great variety in how logframes were structured. Some projects followed the
structure recommended by MFA (R16, R30, R34), but a majority of projects made
substantial modifications in the logframe structure. Table 16 provides some examples
of how logframes were structured in five of the ten projects.

The different logframe structures reflected that the same terminology was interpreted
differently across projects. What was considered a result in one project was consid-
ered an output in another project. While some projects had objectives, others had a
goal and an expected impact and so forth. The confusion about terminology is com-
mon and can be frustrating for project teams and stakeholders. It complicates assess-
ment of and reporting on progress across different projects. However, the logframes
in the ten projects illustrated a bigger problem, namely, a general lack of causal rela-
tionships for all levels of results (output, outcome and impact) and their correspond-
ing indicators.
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Table 16 TFive examples of logframe structures from ten selected projects.

R12: Food R16: R25: R30: Rural R38: Education
Security in Knowledge International | Development | for Sustainable
East and Partnership Law Project, | Projectin Development
West Africa | on ICT in phase 11T in Vietnam in Western

South Africa | Lao PDR Balkans
Task Overall Output Overall Objectives
Output objective targets objective Actions
Deadline Purpose Activities Outcomes
Outcome Specific Responsible | Purpose Indicators
Outcome objective parties Results Results
indicator Results Inputs
User/Tatrget
audience

For each For each For each level:

level: output: Indicators

Indicators Baseline data | Means of

Means of Indicator verification

verification Indicator Assumptions

Assumptions | target

Sources: Meta-evaluation database.

5.3 Indicators

Looking across the ten projects there was a tendency towards improved quality of
indicators in project documents from 2009/2010 and onwards (R5, R17, R25, R34).
In six of the ten projects the indicators were not developed in line with the SMART
criteria, i.e. Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant and Timely. There was no con-
sistency among the ten projects in terms of the results level for which indicators were
defined. In five of the ten projects indicators were defined for all results levels but, as
mentioned above, the logframes were not structured similarly. In the other projects
indicators were defined only at the purpose and outcome levels (R1, R12, R38), or
at the output level (R25). In the Sustainable Forestry and Rural Development project
in Lao PDR (R23) no indicators were included in the project proposal for the period
2012-2016. Yet, the progress reports from 2009-2010 showed outcome/impact indi-
cators formulated in line with the SMART principles.

Though indicators were defined for a certain results level, this did not ensure that in-
dicators were meaningful proxies for the expected result. In one project indicators
were simply a reflection of activities, which did not describe the actual progress to-
wards purpose (R38). In another project indicators became irrelevant, as they were
never modified despite strategic changes to the programme (R106). Few projects had
defined target values for the indicators (R17, R25, R34) and only in three projects
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were baseline data available (R1, R5, R25). In the Food Security in West and East Af-
rica project (R12) no indicators were developed at the output level and indicators at
the outcome level were of varied quality, i.e. downloads, citations, hits on webpages,
dissemination of publications, etc. Good indicators are those that target behavioural
change, e.g. number of farmers changing the dairy breed type. Outcome and output
indicators are only useful when they measure something of importance and are devel-
oped in collaboration with key stakeholders.

5.4 Cross-cutting objectives

All of the ten reports addressed one or several of the CCOs, e.g. gender equality and
reduction of inequality in their project documents. CCOs varied, from a section in a
project document describing the general commitment of the project to mainstream,
e.g. climate change or gender equality in activities, to activities where CCOs were tar-
geted directly through project objectives, outputs, indicators and activities. In two in-
stances a budget line was dedicated to gender equality (R1, R5) but in most projects
CCOs were addressed at the overall level only, i.e. through project objectives (R12,
R16, R23, R38, R30). The more visible CCOs were in outputs and indicators, the eas-
ier it was to monitor progress and evaluate results against these.

5.5 Baseline

A baseline study is described in the Guidelines for Programme Design, Monitoring and Eval-
uation (MEFA 1999, 28) as a first step in the evaluation process, but it is not defined as
a requirement when designing a project. This could explain why a baseline study was
carried out in few projects only. This is problematic since any assessment of progress
without knowledge of the point of departure often becomes a “qualified estimate”.

A baseline study is of great importance for subsequent project management and
evaluation, as it provides the basis for measuring whether a change has taken place
or not. However, baseline studies are often either ignored or pushed forward. The
reasons for this may relate to the lack of understanding of the inter-linkage between
outcomes, indicators and baseline data. Baseline studies can only be useful if objec-
tives, purpose and outputs of the project are properly described and important indi-
cators developed.

Baseline data was identified in two of the ten projects (R1, R25). In two other projects
the project documents included a commitment to develop baseline data as part of
the inception or implementation phase (R12, R16) and in one project (R5) a baseline
study was carried out half way through the implementation of the third phase of the
project. In the latter case, the baseline study was undertaken as a response to a rec-
ommendation from the evaluation of phase II. Though the project document from
November 2008 stated that a baseline study was in progress, it was not finalised until
September 2010.
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Where baseline data were defined in the project document, the type of baseline data
differed. In one of the projects (R25) the baseline data focused on the current capac-
ity in terms of qualifications among different groups of staff, e.g. 80% of instruc-
tors lack formal qualifications in international law. Such data allowed for measuring
progress as the total number of qualified staff increased. In the other project (R1)
baseline data stated qualitative descriptions of a situation, e.g limited investment in
the drylands or advocacy efforts needed. Such statements could not be used for mon-
itoring progress and did not qualify as baseline data. In neither of the two projects
(R1, R25) was baseline data disaggregated by sex or CCOs. However, in case of the
former project the indicator targets were disaggregated by sex where relevant in its
annual work plan for 2009.

In two projects plans were made to carry out baseline studies as part of the inception
phase (R16) or as part of delivering the specific project components (R12). In case of
the former, the baseline study would have qualified strategic priorities as these were all
reflected in indicators in the project logframe. In case of the latter a baseline survey
was an output under each component, but the exact data to be produced was unclear
and stated in general terms, e.g. household survey.

5.6 Monitoring

Progress was reported through quarterly (R16, R23, R30), semi-annual (R1, R5,
R17, R38) and annual progress reports (R24, R25, R35). With the exception of two
projects (R23, R25), progress reports were mainly narrative descriptions of activities
with no reporting on progress towards project outcomes or objectives.

In the Sustainable Forestry and Rural Development project in Lao PDR (R23) quar-
terly progress reports were comprehensive and included descriptions of both activi-
ties and progress made against outcome/impact indicators. The same counted for the
International Law project in Lao PDR (R25) regarding the project’s annual progress
reports and quarterly board meetings (semi-annual from 2010 and onwards). Re-
sults were described against indicators and explanations provided if results were not
achieved. Also, in addition to reporting on progress against the project logframe, a
description was provided of activities performed to support ownership, a partner-
ship approach, gender mainstreaming, etc. Table 17 shows an overview of the vari-
ous types of performance monitoring mechanisms that were used in the ten projects.
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Table 17 Overview of performance monitoring systems in ten selected projects.

Project

Performance monitoring

R1

Semi-annual progress reports. Primarily activity based reporting with
long narratives of activities and few tangible results. Furthermore,
progress was not reported against any clear target.

R5

Semi-annual progress reports were comprehensive with long narratives
on activities performed in relation to the project objectives.

R12

Project implementation had not begun.

R16

Quarterly progress reports focused on activities of projects and a
visual (smiley) was applied to indicate progress made in activities,
budget and (towards) outcomes. It was not clear what progress was
measured against since no targets were included. One reason for this
was that the matrices developed for the project reporting focused on
outputs, saying little about progress towards impact.

R17

Semi-annual progress reports. Primarily activity based reporting with
long narratives for each of the results, but reporting was not done
against the revised set of indicators.

R23

Quarterly progress reports which were comprehensive and included
descriptions of both activities and progress made against outcome/
impact indicators using the logframe.

R25

Annual progress reports and quarterly board meetings (semi-annu-

al from 2010 and onwards). Not clear if quarterly progress reports as
such were produced. Results were described against indicators and ex-
planations provided when results were not achieved. A particularly
helpful feature of the report format was that progress or activities sup-
portive of e.g. ownership, a partnership approach, gender mainstream-
ing etc. were reported on, in addition to the progress made against the
logframe targets.

R30

Quarterly and annual progress reports. Both types of reports were
comprehensive and focused on financial aspects, activities, outputs and
lessons learned.

R34

Annual progress reports were narrative descriptions of activities but
showed little in terms of results since targets were unclear.

R38

Semi-annual progress reporting, However, only minutes from one
Steering Committee meeting (in Quarter 4) were available. The results
presented were activities.

Source: Meta-evaluation database and documentation from ten selected project.
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5.7 Summary of key findings

* At the project level, evaluations were generally disseminated among stakehold-
ers and addressed in subsequent project documentation. However, there was no
common approach to follow-up on evaluation recommendations at the project
or corporate level.

* Logframes in the ten projects were designed differently and only three projects
follow existing guidelines;

* There was a tendency towards improved quality of indicators in project docu-
ments from 2009/2010 and onwards, but in six of the ten projects indicators
were not developed in line with SMART criteria.

* All of the ten selected projects addressed one or several of the CCOs, but var-
ied in how it was done.

* Baseline data was identified in two of the ten selected projects and in neither of
the two was baseline data disaggregated by sex or CCOs.

* Progress reports were mainly narrative descriptions of activities with no report-
ing on progress towards project outcomes or objectives.

6 TRENDS

This section assesses the trends related to the qualities of the reports, their TORs and
the development cooperation as well as trends related to CCOs, the Paris Declaration
principles and the goal of poverty reduction. To identify trends the analysis of the
reports in this meta-evaluation was compared against the findings and recommenda-
tions of the four previous studies mentioned in Section 1.5.

Comparison across reports has limitations. Particularly, the different evaluations ap-
plied different assessment tools. Furthermore, the reports and TORs for each of the
meta-analyses differed in numbers, sectors, geographical spread and in the distribu-
tion of types of reports (appraisals, mid-term reviews and evaluations). For example,
the 2009 Meta-analysis (p 40) covered Fragile States projects with a total percentage
of 42, while they represented only 12% in this meta-evaluation. The 2010 Synthesis
of evaluations report only included assessment of evaluation reports commissioned
by EVA-11. With these limitations in mind trends have been identified.

6.1 Quality of reports

When comparing the trend in quality of reporting from the two 2007 and 2009 meta-
analyses and this meta-evaluation the picture shows the following: a relatively positive
assessment in 2007; a much more negative assessment in 2009; followed by a slight
positive trend towards improvements in 2012 — compared with 2009 Meta-analysis
(Figure 8).
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The quality assessment in the 2007 Meta-analysis was measured against the European
Commission’s evaluation guidelines at that time, and focused primarily on the prod-
uct, i.e. the report itself. The 2009 Meta-analysis and this meta-evaluation assessed the
quality of the reports as well as the entire evaluation processes, using the DAC Evalu-
ation Quality Standards (for test phase application) (OECD 2006) and the DAC/EU Quality
Standards (MFA 2011a). The reliability of comparison between the 2009 Meta-analy-
sis and this meta-evaluation is therefore higher and the trend towards improved qual-
ity of reporting validated.

25

20 /\
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/

Poor Quality Good Quality

Figure 8 Quality of reports across the 2007 and 2009 Meta-analyses and this meta-
evaluation — data normalised.
Source: Meta-evaluation database; White & Stenbdck 2007; Williams & Seppinen 2009.

6.2 Terms of Reference

The 2007 and 2009 meta-analyses had difficulties in accessing TORs, which impacted
the use of the sample and their final analysis. It was not the case with this meta-eval-
uation. All relevant documentation was accessible from the Dropbox server.

In this meta-evaluation it was found that TORs were satisfactorily designed with
some flaws related to prioritisation and numbers of evaluation questions. Similar
findings were identified in the 2009 Meta-analysis. Also, as in the 2007 and 2009 me-
ta-analyses, reports responded overall well to the content and requests of the TORs.

Important development cooperation issues and policy priorities were reasonably ad-
dressed in TORs in this meta-evaluation, including poverty reduction, CCOs and Par-
is Declaration principles. However, they could have been addressed more systemati-
cally. These findings represented a significant improvement from the 2007 Meta-anal-
ysis (p 50) in which there was hardly any requirement included in the TORs to assess
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human rights, democracy or other CCOs in projects. The 2009 Meta-analysis did not
address development policy priorities in relation to the TORs.

The meta-analyses of 2007 (p 45) and 2009 (p 42) stressed the importance of high
quality TORs as a precondition for achieving a high quality evaluation. This meta-
evaluation did not find correlation between high quality TORs and high quality re-
porting. Rather, there is a need for identifying other factors than the quality of TORs
that influence the quality of reporting. The difference in findings between 2007 and
2009 meta-analyses and this meta-evaluation could to some extent be explained by
difference in the use of methodology.

The need for balancing time, budget and scope of work in TORs was an important
concern in the 2007 and 2009 meta-analyses, but was not possible to detect sufficient-
ly in this meta-evaluation, due to lack of data. In the 2009 Meta-analysis the most
highly rated reports were based on TORs prepared in collaboration with other part-
ners, which was also the case in this meta-evaluation. Overall TORs have improved
in quality since 2007.

6.3 Quality of development cooperation

2007 Meta-analysis did not provide scoring of results on the quality of development
cooperation and comparison can only be done against narratives. The 2009 Meta-
analysis provided a scoring system based on a 1-3 rating and the 2010 Synthesis of
evaluations applied a 1-7 score, which was similar to the one used in this meta-eval-
uation. As such, the latter two can be directly compared and the result is as follows:

This meta-evaluation showed a somewhat more negative assessment for all evalua-
tion criteria (3.4 against 3.8 average score). There was, however, a clear trend for the
data in the two analyses: relevance scored highest followed by coherence obtaining
the second highest score. Effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability were all identified
within the same range of scoring and at a lower level than coherence, and significant-
ly lower than relevance. Complementarity was however lower in the 2010 Synthesis
of evaluations than in this meta-evaluation (3.8 against 4.0), and impact much higher
(4.3 against 3.2). Impact’s high score could be caused by the fact that the data in the
Synthesis of evaluations were based on evaluation reports commissioned by EVA-11
only, not including decentralised evaluations, appraisals and mid-term reviews.

The narratives of the 2007 Meta-analysis, the scorings in the 2009 Meta-analysis and
the 2010 Synthesis of evaluations report, all confirm the results of this meta-evalua-
tion’s assessment of the quality of Finnish development cooperation: poor perform-
ance of projects with little effect towards sustained outcomes.
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6.4 Cross-cutting objectives

The 2008 CCO evaluation showed that insufficient priority was given to the project
design phase, which is crucial for mainstreaming of CCOs. Furthermore, the eval-
uation showed that the TORs for project preparations did not adequately address
CCOs. Projects seldom included specific human or financial resources allocated for
CCO implementation. Similarly, projects did not always monitor CCOs, the embassies
reported little on them, and the MFA did not demand reporting on them.

To a large extent the findings in the 2007 and 2009 meta-analyses were supportive of
the 2008 CCO evaluation findings. It was generally found that only superficial atten-
tion was given to CCOs — if they were mentioned at all. CCOs were only given sub-
stantial attention in projects where they represented the key priority of the project.

This meta-evaluation found that projects did not systematically integrate and address
CCOs. In general the visibility of CCOs was more pronounced in projects targeting
poverty reduction, namely in rural development, water and sanitation, forestry man-
agement and environment. These projects included a broad spectre of CCOs, e.g. sus-
tainable development (one or more of the three sustainability dimensions of Finnish
development cooperation priorities were included), gender equality (different aspects
of rights, participation and wealth creation), and democratic governance (decision-
making at local and community levels). These projects also often addressed the poor-
est and the most vulnerable.

The MFA has tried to strengthen the mainstreaming of CCOs, including the issuance
of the 2009 Instruction (MFA 2009). Findings in this meta-evaluation indicate that
progress has been made towards addressing gender equality in projects. Compared
with the findings of the 2009 Meta-analysis progress has been achieved. Allocation
of funds to gender focused activities confirms the positive trend (OECD 2012c, 52).

6.5 Paris Declaration principles

Considering the degree by which Finland has been engaged in the overall aid effec-
tiveness process internationally and in the EU, the visibility of the Paris Declaration
principles in the reports is low — particulatly for managing development results, own-
ership and mutual accountability. This finding coincides with findings in the 2009
Meta-analysis. It mentions on page 54 that “consideration of the Paris Declaration,
or efforts of a programme or project to harmonize and align with government pro-
cedures and work together with other donors, was not much stressed in the reports
of the projects”.

Meta-evaluation 2012 77



6.6 Use of evaluations, results-based approach and risk
management

The 2007 and 2009 meta-analyses found that there was room for improvement in the
use of evaluations. They suggested that a standard process for sharing results and fol-
low-up on evaluations, mid-term reviews and appraisals should be established. This
meta-evaluation did not find any clear evidence of any systematic follow-up on these
evaluation recommendations, not in the reports themselves nor in the additional doc-
uments provided for ten of the 41 reports.

Weak project designs and poor result-based management set-ups were recurrent
problems described in the reports. This was also found to be a critical issue in the
2010 Synthesis of evaluations (p 60) where project design was rated lowest of 14 cri-
teria applied. The reports assessed in the 2007 and 2009 meta-analyses showed a lack
of baseline data, weak indicators and monitoring practice in projects. The 2011 anal-
ysis of the result-based approach in Finnish development cooperation found similar

Box 6 Brief considerations on addressing risks and assumptions in projects.

Addressing risks is crucial for development cooperation to be successful. Identi-
tying and managing risks of any kind (developmental, fiduciary or reputational)
must be targeted at every level of the project — from policies, strategies to project
outcomes, outputs and activities and during the course of the entire project cycle.
At the project design stage mitigating risks should be given a particular high pri-
ority and risks identified should be incorporated, where possible, into project ac-
tivities, outputs and/or outcomes. Risk mitigation is the most important activity
to be undertaken on a continuous basis throughout the project management cy-
cle to ensure accomplishment of project objectives. Simplified methods and tools
for effectively mitigating risks must therefore be tested, developed and applied in
project design to ensure project success.

Assumptions — the other side of the coin — are the key elements in establishing a
solid theory of change for a project. This should have several advantages, accord-
ing to a recent study. They include activating critical reflection in response to dy-
namic contexts, and encouraging on-going questioning of what might influence
change in the context. Basically, assumptions of the project theory are to be reg-
ularly tested and monitored. Other advantages include drawing on evidence and
learning during implementation. At the same time it is acknowledged that the re-
alities of funding and performance management systems in international devel-
opment make this very challenging to achieve, at all levels (Vogel 2012, 4-5).

Combining this challenge with the complacency that stakeholders often display to-
wards assumptions, projects are at risk of failure. The good intentions of empha-
sising an assumption-based theory of change for effective development perform-
ance may therefore not be easily applicable in the real world.
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weaknesses (Poate ez a/ 2011, 17-19). These weaknesses are unfortunately very com-
mon in development cooperation across development agencies. One recent example
is evidenced in a report from the British Independent Commission for Aid Impact on
EU’s aid to low-income countries (ICAI 2012).

Several projects showed inadequate risk analysis. It was also observed in the 2009 Me-
ta-analysis (p 19), where only a few reports referred to focused risk assessments un-
dertaken by projects. Some brief considerations on addressing risks and assumptions
in projects are presented in Box 6.

6.7 Summary of key findings

* Development cooperation issues and policy priorities, including poverty reduc-
tion and the Paris Declaration principles, were better addressed in the TORs for
this meta-evaluation than in 2007 Meta-analysis, though not systematically.

e Current TORs address CCOs significantly better than the TORs in 2007 Meta-
analysis, where CCOs were rarely required or mentioned in TORs. However,
CCOs are still addressed superficially.

* There was a slight improvement in the quality of reports compared to findings
of the two previous meta-analyses.

*  When comparing with the 2007 and 2009 meta-analyses and the 2010 Synthesis
of evaluations, the trend in the quality of the development cooperation showed
poor performance of projects with little effect towards sustained outcomes.

e The visibility of the Paris Declaration principles was low, particularly for man-
aging development results, ownership and mutual accountability. This finding
coincided with findings in the 2009 Meta-analysis.

e Weak project designs were a recurrent problem identified in the reports. This
was also found in the 2007 and 2009 meta-analyses and in the 2010 Synthesis
of evaluations report.

* No evidence was found of overall progress towards increased use of results-
based management practices.

* Risk analysis in projects was inadequately addressed, which was also observed
in the 2009 Meta-analysis.

7 CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED

7.1 Project design and results-based management
This meta-evaluation showed that results-based approach was either inadequately ap-
plied or not used. Projects included weak results frameworks, inadequate definition

of result targets at outcome and output levels, indicators not being measurable and
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baseline studies not being performed. This meta-evaluation has identified at least two
overall factors behind these inadequacies: (a) the experience and skills of develop-
ment actors engaged in project design, development, implementation and evaluation,
i.e. MFA staff, consultants, technical advisers, national staff, etc., and (b) the degree
by which national stakeholders and beneficiaries are involved in the project design.

It is important on a continuous basis to strengthen structures and tools for improved
project design, implementation and results for all development actors engaged in de-
velopment cooperation. Only in this way can measurement of effectiveness, sustain-
ability and impact take place and ensure sufficient information for decision-makers to
make better judgements and correct activities.

Simplification of the tresults chain/logframe could provide an effective fast-track
mechanism towards improvements in result-based management — if applied in a
smart and innovative fashion. The use of innovative tools should not be underesti-
mated in making performance measurement substantially more effective than it is to-
day. Simplification of the results-based tools will strengthen consultants’ and MFA/
project staff’s overall skills in project monitoring and evaluation.

Intervening at an early stage would allow for targeting better goals of poverty reduc-
tion and CCOs. This will raise the quality of appraisals, the project document and the
monitoring of progress and measurement of achievements.

7.3 Quality of evaluation reports and TORs

Reports assessed in this meta-evaluation lacked information of the evaluation proc-
ess and were incomplete with regards to the content of the reports. As such, there ex-
ists a gap between the present evaluation practice of decentralised reporting and what
is perceived as best evaluation practices (FDAC/EU Quality Standatds). This gap in
performance also confirms that there is an inadequate approval process and no clear
quality assurance mechanism in place for the decentralised evaluation reports, which
is crucial for their usability. TORs are however satisfactorily designed despite some
flaws related to prioritisation and numbers of evaluation questions. Also, while im-
portant development cooperation issues and policy priorities are addressed they could
be addressed more systematically.

There was no clear correlation identified between quality of reports and quality of
TORs. Therefore other factors that influence high as well as low quality reporting
should be identified. The inappropriate approval process of decentralised evaluation
reporting stands out as an obvious factor. This is confirmed in the Manual for Bilater-
al Programmes which shows no clear or persuasive procedures for effective report ap-
proval mechanism for appraisals (MFA 2012b, 54-57). While some factors may very
well relate to the institutional and human resources challenges and obstacles in the
MFA, other factors could, for example, include the role of the evaluation team and
its technical and/or reporting skills; the relationship between the significantly high
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number of TORs for appraisals and poor reporting; and the relationship between
high quality TORs and the number of reports that are based on joint multi-donor
evaluations.

7.4 Quality of development cooperation

The quality of the development cooperation over time shows the same picture: rel-
evance has the highest score, coherence second highest, followed closely by comple-
mentarity and then a group ranked somewhat lower comprising effectiveness, effi-
ciency, sustainability and impact. This indicated poor performance of project design
and implementation with little effects towards sustained outcomes. The relatively
strong correlation between weak project implementation and results, and the lack of
effects towards change confirms the need for improved project design and results
framework. The meta-evaluation concluded the following:

Relevance and Poverty issues: If real needs and priorities of main beneficiaries
are not adequately targeted poverty reduction cannot be realistically tackled. This re-
duces project relevance and therefore important development cooperation objectives,
e.g. poverty reduction, become indistinct. In assessing relevance particular attention
should also be given to detect any changes or drifting in the project objectives and
purpose.

Coherence: The issue of mainstreaming policies, especially cross-cutting policies
(gender equality, human rights or environment) makes sense only if horizontal policy
coherence is addressed in projects. As mainstreaming important policies is a key de-
velopment cooperation focus, the particular complexities of coherence for develop-
ment should be properly addressed.

Complementarity: The lack of attention paid to complementarity in appraisals is
likely to backfire during project implementation. Parallel project structures and lack
of coordination in development cooperation have previously demonstrated unsus-
tained development.

Sustainability: Sustainability of project results is weakened by insufficient risk analy-
sis. Participation, awareness and commitment should not on their own merits justify
the initiation of a project or the continuation of on-going projects into a new phase.

Effectiveness and Impact: A strong and more direct impact on poverty reduction is
best achieved through funding to projects in water and sanitation, rural development,
community forestry and environment. Lessons learned and best practices from these
sectors should be identified.

Cross-cutting objectives: If CCOs are not addressed through specific outputs they
are less likely to be given priority. Considering the emergence of CCOs in recent
years as significant drivers of change towards poverty reduction and sustainable de-
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velopment in Finnish development cooperation, commitment should be confirmed
in project designs and budgets.

Use of evaluations: Recommendations from mid-term reviews and evaluations
should be addressed systematically in projects. Only in this manner is value for money
guaranteed and learning for future projects or phases enhanced significantly.

7.5 Lessons learned

Findings from this meta-evaluation should be understood and applied within a broad-
er framework of institutional and human resources patterns across organisations
(MFA, consultants and partner country organisations). In this way the interconnect-
edness between the quality of reports, TORs and the use of evaluations for support-
ing effective development cooperation could be identified better and corrective meas-
ures more effectively applied.

Development cooperation results will remain poorly measured in years to come if
findings from this meta-evaluation are not seriously addressed. The Finnish MFA
should strive to create an enabling environment for a results-oriented approach
among staff to planning, implementation and measurement of results. This will in-
clude identification of new and innovative tools, building of staff capacity, initiate
structural changes and adjustments, e.g; in the organisational environment, incentives
and resources. A prerequisite for this to be successful will, first and foremost, depend
on willingness and ability of the MFA leadership to facilitate such a process.

8 RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations have been consolidated across the report structure and organised
according to key areas of concern for the future quality of Finnish development co-
operation.

Strategic considerations

1. Establishment and maintenance of a coherent and system-wide quality
assurance framework in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs (MFA) for improv-
ing quality in development cooperation — with a special focus on simplified
project design, results-based approach, risks and reporting.

2. Willingness of MFA leadership is required to develop and maintain quality
assurance. This must include testing and applying new, innovative approaches
and tools — supported by institutional changes, human resource management
and staff training,
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Project design and results-based approach

3.

10.

11.

12.

Existing tools and guides related to result-based management should be re-
viewed and improved, e.g. Manual for Bilateral Progranmes.

Simplification of the results chain/logframe should be targeted on a pilot
basis. This will enable MFA /project staff and consultants to test new, easy and
time-saving tools for project monitoring and results achievements. Simplifi-
cations should include: phrase output narratives in generic terms, apply easy
Quantity, Quality and Time indicators, strengthen risk mitigation by incorpo-
rate risk issues into project activities, etc.

MFA staff and consultants must strengthen their project design skills and
MFA its approval procedures.

The decentralised evaluations under the responsibility of the regional depart-
ments and embassies should effectively deal with project design discrepancies,
particularly during the early stages of the project cycle. The Quality Assur-
ance Group must provide effective supervision of adherence to quality and
approval procedures.

Project beneficiaries, particularly the poor and vulnerable and their institu-
tions, should have absolute priority in project design. They should constitute
the basis upon which policy priorities and country strategies are developed.

. Specific tools, e.g classic grounded theory and participatory appraisals,

should be used during project identification and formulation to identify the
main concerns and real needs of beneficiaries.

TORs for mid-term evaluations should always include an assessment of
changes to objectives and the consequences hereof to project tesults chain/
logframe.

Horizontal policy coherence must be strengthened in project design to sup-
port improved mainstreaming of policies. The OECD guidelines for policy
coherence for development should be applied in this process.

Complementarity must be thoroughly addressed at the early stages of the
project design to support harmonisation and avoid duplication.

MFA /project staff and consultants must undertake thorough risk analysis
and avoid complacency when dealing with assumptions. Effective risks miti-
gation measures must be applied. Influential and determining factors that sup-
port sustainability of outputs and outcomes must be identified.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

When justified for continuation of a project, participation, awareness and sim-
ilar processes should be clearly linked to the output and outcome levels.

MFA should consider increasing its financial support to those sectors that
prove to achieve high effectiveness on reducing poverty.

Prioritised CCOs should be incorporated into all projects, at outcome and
output levels, with a designated budget line.

Improved management tools for the use of evaluations should be developed.
Standardised management response, follow-up on recommendations and
back-reporting on the decentralised evaluations should be designed.

Quality of evaluation reporting

17.

18.

19.

Capacity building support should be provided to MFA/project staff and
consultants on how to comply with the DAC/EU Quality Standards.

MFA must review its approval and quality assurance procedures for de-
centralised evaluation reporting;

Factors that contribute to or impede high quality reporting should be stud-
ied. Meta-evaluations should be complemented with analyses of MFA’s man-
agement practices of evaluation oversight and quality assurance.

Terms of reference

20.

Current TOR guidelines should be reviewed and clear instructions prepared
on how to use evaluation criteria and questions. Depending on the scope and
budget allotted for an appraisal, a mid-term review or an evaluation, focus
should be on prioritising development and evaluation criteria and questions.

Meta-evaluation recommendations

84

21.

Recommendations from this meta-evaluation should be integrated into the
MFA case management system (AHA), country programming, country
strategy papers and feed into policy guidelines and tools.
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THE EVALUATION TEAM

Svend Erik Sgrensen (Team-leader) is an economic historian and sociologist. He is
an experienced evaluator, having led major reviews and evaluations. He led the Eval-
uation of United Nations Development Programme’s (UNDP) 2007-2013 Country
Programme in Croatia (to be published in March 2013); in 2007 he led the Evalu-
ation of Urban Development and Environmental Support to the Western Balkans
(2000-20006), for Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida);
and in 2006 the Outcome Evaluation of UNDP’s Good Governance and Justice Pro-
gramme in Asia and the Pacific. He is well familiar with Finnish development cooper-
ation, has performed peer reviews and was a team member of the Synthesis Evaluation
of Sustainability in Poverty Reduction in 2010.

His evaluation expertise is based on his long practical experience in development co-
operation. From 2000 to 2004 he was Process Consultant on project design, imple-
mentation and evaluation for regional youth, media and human rights networks in the
Danish supported Peace and Stability through Transboundary Civil Society Collabo-
ration in South East Europe; Survey Manager for the 2004 Vulnerability and Pover-
ty Assessment Survey of all 200 inhabited islands of Maldives for the World Bank;
Project Manager of United Nations Environment Programme’s (UNEP) tsunami re-
covery programmes in Indonesia and Maldives in 2005; Institutional and Human Re-
sources Development Specialist on risk analysis for EU’s Programme for Improve-
ment of Border Relations between Ukraine and Moldova (EUBAM) in 2007-2008,
and the Principal Researcher for a 9-months comprehensive poverty study in Green-
land in 2009-2010.

Casper Thulstrup (Team member) is a political scientist. For the past 10 years he
has been working with quality assurance of project and programme design, monitor-
ing and evaluation, policy and sector analysis and performance management. He is
a results-based management specialist and an experienced project manager with ex-
cellent skills in the use of qualitative and quantitative techniques such as interview,
observation, case study, logical framework, questionnaires and web-based surveys,
data-analysis, etc. His main areas of expertise include environmental governance, cli-
mate change, resource efficiency, education, policy coherence, institution and capac-
ity building and democratisation. He has worked for UNEP and the Danish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs. In his work he has carried out a large number of evaluations and
analyses, provided analytical support to senior management, supported the project
and programme managers in design of projects and reporting on results, developed
programme performance frameworks and provided progress reports to programme
stakeholders.

Elisabeth Lewin (Quality Assurance team) has a Master of Business Administra-
tion (MBA) from the Stockholm School of Economics and post-graduate courses
in BEvaluation Methodology, at Carleton University, Ottawa, Canada. She has over 20
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years experience in leading positions at the Swedish International Development Co-
operation Agency (Sida). Her most senior management position was that of Director
of the Department for Latin American and member of Sida’s Management Commit-
tee. She has also served as Head of the Evaluation Section, and Director of Multilat-
eral Coordination, i.e. Sida’s coordination with the United Nations, EU, and the World
Bank. Throughout her career much of her work has focused on policy frameworks,
the formulation of development strategies, and the project cycle. She is the sole au-
thor of Sida’s evaluation manual which was used by the agency worldwide 1993 —
2004. She has frequently conducted training in evaluation methodology. She is now
an independent consultant undertaking evaluation assighments for international de-
velopment agencies.

Stefanie Bitengo (Quality Assurance team) is a trained social worker with an ad-
vanced degree in Development Studies. She has worked in the field of community
development for over 20 years, garnering a wealth of experience through undertaking
consultancies in both governmental and donor funded projects in the Eastern Afri-
ca region, including Kenya, Rwanda and Ethiopia. Her work expertise covers the en-
tire project management cycle, i.e. planning, monitoring, evaluations and reporting,
She has progressively offered leadership and quality assurance in areas of participa-
tory planning, organization development, project/programme targeting, and over-
all efficiency and effectiveness in project implementation. She has held senior posi-
tions both in government and donor funded projects, in which she has sharpened her
skills in overall project management, through development of project implementa-
tion manuals, monitoring and evaluation tools, reporting frameworks as well as qual-
ity assurance tools. She is an experienced facilitator and the co-author of the Group
Development Section for International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)
supported Central Kenya Dry Area Smallholder and Community Services Develop-
ment Project (CKIDAP) Publication on project community development initiatives.

Dorte Kabell (Quality Assurance team) is an economist with a social science intet-
est and more than 25 years’ experience in international development. She has worked
in UNDP and OECD and held senior positions in the Asian and African Develop-
ment Banks respectively, including senior adviser to the President of the African De-
velopment Bank, and later as Director of Cabinet. She was instrumental in pioneer-
ing the Quality Assurance Unit in Danish International Development Agency (Dani-
da), including being responsible for the development of the multilateral performance
management framework. She specializes in methods and processes that generate re-
sults-oriented and evaluative knowledge for strategic purposes. Assignments include
the development of a monitoring and evaluation framework for leadership develop-
ment for the World Bank, various policy and organisational evaluations for the Afri-
can Development Bank, and The Evaluation of the Paris Declaration, the latter granted
the American Evaluation Association’s Outstanding Evaluation Award in 2012.

90 Meta-evalution 2012



ANNEX 1: TERMS OF REFERENCE

Developing countries, Meta-analysis of Decentralised
Development Evaluations in 2010 and 2011

1. Background to the evaluation

The evaluation function of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland (MFA) is di-
vided into the central evaluations, meaning those carried out by the Development
Evaluation (EVA-11) attached to the office of the Under-Secretary of State for de-
velopment, and into the decentralised evaluations, which are done by the regional
and other departments and units and in some cases also by the embassies. Thus, in
addition to the 5-7 evaluations performed by the central system, MFA commissions
a large number of evaluations, mid-term evaluations and other assessments of aid,
which target specific projects, programmes or restricted topics.

Since autumn 2010 EVA-11 has offered help-desk services in evaluations and or-
ganized regular trainings. The objective is to provide basic knowledge of and under-
standing on evaluation of development cooperation. This includes the introduction
of basic concepts and quality standards of development evaluation by the OECD/
DAC and the EU. Through the training the participants gain practical skills for prep-
aration of high quality evaluations and use of evaluation results for learning and ac-
countability.

The primary goal of Finnish development policy of 2012 is the eradication of ex-
treme poverty in accordance with the UN Millennium Development Goals. In addi-
tion, the key objective is wide-ranging and value-based cooperation that ensures meet-
ing the needs of the most vulnerable. The priorities in the activity include democratic
and responsible society promoting human rights; green economy that empowers peo-
ple and provides employment; sustainable management of natural resources and en-
vironmental protection; and humane development. The three cross-cutting objectives
to be observed in all activities are promotion of gender equality, climate sustainabil-
ity, and reduction of inequality. These issues were also central in the 2007 and earlier
development policies.

Results of previous evaluations

There have been four meta-analyses of evaluations done in: 1) 1991, 2) 1996 (cover-
ing the years 1988-1995, 150 reports), 3) 2007 (covering the year 2006, 29 reports) and
4) 2009 (covering the years 2007 and 2008, 33 reports). When the conclusions of first
three meta-analyses were compared in the 2009 meta-analysis, fairly little improve-
ment in terms of sustainability and impact were observed.
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The synthesis evaluation (Sustainability in Poverty Reduction: Synthesis 2010:4) sum-
marizing the findings of 22 wider evaluations commissioned in 2008-2010 by EVA-
11 recommended to evaluate not only the quality of development cooperation and
evaluations, but also how the quality has developed and how the lessons learnt and
improvements can continue to be made; review regularly the implementation and rec-
ommendations from evaluations and systematically disseminate lessons learnt and
best practices; identify indicators that explicitly link with partner country priority
MDGs and poverty reduction strategies; and ensure that the proxies of sustainability
are routinely assessed during appraisals and monitoring, The evaluation also recom-
mended that the cross-cutting objectives should be defined as ¢ritical enabling factors.

The evaluation of cross-cutting objectives (including human rights in all of its aspects
with special attention to the rights of the most vulnerable groups like children and in-
digenous peoples and minorities; women’s rights and gender equality; and democracy,
good governance and rule of law) was completed in 2008. A management decision
on the implementation of the recommendations of the evaluation was affectuated in
2008. According to it the relation between the cross-cutting objectives and other reg-
ulating principles and how to promote cross-cutting objectives in practice should be
clarified. It also recommended trainings for operationalizing the cross-cutting objec-
tives for everyone in the ministry. The Instruction on how to take into account the
cross-cutting themes in implementation of the 2007 Development Policy was issued
and different trainings were organized as a follow-up of the evaluation.

The back-reporting on the materialization of the results was done in 2011. It showed
that progress has been achieved, for example the cross-cutting objectives have been
integrated into the new AHA information management system and it gave credit for
wider evaluations having cross-cutting objectives always in agenda. To achieve more
progress, directions of the responsibilities and systematic accountability how to pro-
mote the cross-cutting objectives at all levels of the ministry are required, as well as it
is important to agree and have instructions how to integrate cross-cutting objectives
to mandates of country negotiations and memorandums of objectives, etc. Keeping
this in mind, it is of atmost interest to assess, how these central issues have been adr-
eressed in the 2010-2011 decentralized evaluations.

2. Scope of the Meta-Analysis

This meta-analysis will be a desk study. It shall assess and collate information con-
tained in the decentralized evaluation reports from years 2010 and 2011. The sample
contains appraisals (about 1/3), mid term reviews (almost 1/2) and final and ex-posze
evaluations (about 1/4). A preliminary categorization shows that the sectors evalu-
ations cover most are rural development, environment and water 18% each, forest
15 % and other sectors less than 10 % each. The best presented countries in this se-
lected material are Vietnam, Mekong (regional), Kenia, Tanzania and L.ao PDR.

The evaluations for this analysis have been selected so that different units and sectors
will be presented to the extent possible. (Tentative list of selected evaluation reports
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for this meta-analysis Annex 1). The total number of evaluation reports to be ana-
lyzed will be no more than 45. The evaluation material should be analyzed both 1) by
grouping by types of evaluation and 2) as an overall synthesis including all reports.

In addition, there will be about ten evaluation reports, selected from the reports includ-
ed in this study, with other documentation, including the project documents, annual re-
ports, minutes of the steering committee and supervisory board meetings and possible
previous evaluation reports (Tentative list Annex 2). The majority of this documental
material will be provided to the evaluation team. Nevertheless, the team may still need
some additional documentation that needs to be retrieved from the archives or inter-
net. Retrieval of this additional material is the responsibility of the evaluation team. The
evaluation team should use their own judgment, knowledge base, expertise and expe-
rience to ensure the achievement of the objectives and purpose of this meta-analysis.

The cross-cutting objectives of the Finnish Development Policy of 2007 are the fol-
lowing: the promotion of the rights and the status of women and gitls, gender and
social equality; promotion of the rights of easily marginalised groups, especially chil-
dren, persons with disabilities, indigenous peoples and ethnic minorities, and the pro-
motion of their equal opportunities of participation, and HIV/AIDS as a health and
social challenge. Moreover, the promotion of sustainable development, rights-based
approach, democracy, good governance (including corruption), rule of law and hu-
man rights, climate change: adaptation and related disaster risk reduction, and risk
management are defined as cross-cutting objectives of this meta-analysis.

3. Rationale, purpose and objectives of the evaluation

Rationale

The meta-analysis of evaluations is an excellent means to bring together the otherwise
scattered knowledge and lessons learnt from the decentralised and centralised evalua-
tion systems. At the time of emergence of the 2012 development policy and the im-
minent commitment of the strategic planning of the development programmes, it is
important that lessons from the past experience are assessed, made available and uti-

lized.

Purpose

The overall purpose of this meta-analysis is to draw lessons from the decentralised
evaluations to benefit development cooperation practices, and widen the scope of
evaluation utilities and use of results in the institutional learning,

Moreover, evaluation per se is a tool for accountability and increased transparency to-
wards general public, parliamentarians, academia and development professionals out-
side the immediate sphere of the decision-makers in development policy.

The users of the results of this meta-analysis will be the desk-officers, advisers and
decision-makers of the ministry and the wider constituencies in the implementation
of development cooperation.

Meta-evaluation 2012 93



Specific objectives

The specific objectives of the meta-analysis are

to build a comprehensive overall independent analysis of the quality of Finn-
ish development cooperation, decentralized evaluation reports from 2010 and 2011
and their terms of reference assessed against 13 development criteria;

to assess the operationalization of the poverty reduction and the cross-cut-
ting objectives as defined in the section 2 of these TORs; and

to compare the results of the first two objectives to the selection of previ-
ous evaluations: Sustainability in Poverty Reduction: Synthesis 2010:4, Cross-Cutting
Themes in the Finnish Development Evaluation 2008:6 and Meta-analyses of 2007:2
and 2009:9 to identify possible trends of change and address trends related to best
practises, challenges and obstacles.

Another task of this meta-analysis is to study the ten selected interventions
and effects of the evaluations in the practical level.

4. Evaluation criteria

The meta-analysis will use DAC and EU evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficien-
¢y, impact, sustainability, coberence, complementary; the Paris Declaration principles as crite-
ria: ownership, harmonisation, alignment, managing for results, mutual acconntability, and the ad-
ditional criteria #he cross-cutting objectives as spelled out above in section 2. The criterion
impact has been included, however understanding that in many cases it is not possible
to analyze, but whenever possible, the evaluation team may want to display towards
possible impact trends. Patterns, trends and best practices should always be pointed
out and justifications given for them.

The major applied principle of any of the criteria will be their presumed significance
in the relationship with poverty reduction and g objectives.

An evaluation matrix should be constructed and included in the inception report
which will attribute the criteria to the major evaluation questions opened up into spe-
cific research questions (Section 5).

5. Evaluation questions

The following evaluation questions have been designed to achieve the fulfilment of
the purpose and the specific objectives. The list is not exhaustive and the evaluation
team may suggest other questions in the inception report or later in the process to
achieve the purpose and objectives of this meta-analysis in the best possible way.

The questions of 5.1 Quality of Development Cooperation and 5.2 Quality of Evalu-
ation TORs and Reports are for all the evaluation reports and will be answered based
on the evaluation reports and their TORs (except in case of the ten sample interven-
tions all available material should be used to answer all the questions).
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Comparing the results of the selection of previous evaluations as defined in Specific
objectives should be used with all the questions of 5.3 Trends. 5.4 Additional ques-
tions related to ten sample interventions are only for the ten sample interventions

with additional documentation.

5.1 Quality of Development Cooperation

The following evaluation questions will be examined within the scope of this meta-
analysis defined in section 2.

D

2)

3)

V)

How is the overall quality of cooperation assessed against the DAC and EU
evaluation criteria? Do the selected development cooperation modalities en-
able and facilitate effective implementation of Paris Declaration principles and
the Millenium Development Goals? How is the goal of poverty reduction ad-
dressed in general and in specific with the most vulnerable? Whose poverty has
been reduced and through which measures of modality?

Are there any best mechanisms of enhancing, programming and implementing
the cross-cutting objectives? What are the major achievements and challenges
in a concrete way? Do the evaluations show that the interventions have had any
positive or negative effects on cross-cutting objectives?

Are concrete results identified and discernible? At what level (output, outcome
and impact)? Have adequate indicators been used? Were they specific, measur-
able, achievable, relevant and time-bound (SMART)? How have the risks been
identified and managed?

Have the participatory and partnership approaches of beneficiaries and differ-
ent stakeholders been addressed in projects?

5.2 Quality of evaluation TORs and reports

TORs

5)

0)

How does the quality of TORs compare against the DAC and EU evalua-
tion quality standards? Are the TORs conducive to good evaluation reports
in addressing the right issues? Do the TORs cover poverty reduction and the
cross-cutting objectives? In which way the Paris Declaration is addressed in the
TORs?

Are the tasks assigned in the TORs reasonable as compared with the time,
budget and other resources allocation described in the TORs. Do the TORs
give adequate guidance for the performance of the evaluation task?
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7) What are the factors of the TORs which facilitate the achievement of the good

quality of evaluation reports? Give justifications for factors affecting the quality
of analysis of the evaluations. Are there any good examples within the material
of this meta-analysis? Are there any unsatisfactory factors?

Evaluation reports

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

3.3

96

13)

14)

Do the evaluations comply with the TORs and fulfill the purposes and objec-
tives of the evaluations? How does the quality of evaluation reports compare
against the DAC and EU evaluation standards?

Is the overall description of the methodologies of the evaluation reports
clear and exact enough for readers to understand how the evaluation analyses
have been done? Are the chosen methodologies suitable for the type of tasks
commissioned and for seeking answers to the evaluation questions and issues
spelled out in the TOR? Is the scope of analyses and assesments performed
adequate to fulfill the purpose and objectives of the evaluations?

Are the cross-cutting objectives systematically and explicitly mainstreamed
into evaluation findings, conclusions and recommendations? Do the evalu-
ations confirm the use of participatory and partnership approaches towards
the beneficiaries and different stakeholder groups?

Do the evaluations address the Finnish value-added, and how is it defined?
What have been the best way and the results of implementation to attain best
Finnish value added, if any?

Can best practise examples of any kind be identified? If any, justify why or
why not?

Trends

Are there any trends discernible in regard to the cross-cuting objectives, com-
pliance with Paris Declaration and the goal of poverty reduction, in terms
of the quality of the development cooperation, evaluation reports and their
TORs? How these issues are addressed in the evaluation reports and their
TORSs? Can any lessons be drawn on good practices or unsatisfactory practic-
es? Can some patterns, for example obstacles or achievements be found?

Are there any changes towards results-oriented planning and management, in-
clusion of risks and their management, and regular results oriented monitoz-
ing? Are there any trends to be found and are these trends likely to continue?
Has there been any discernible changes, for instance in the quality and con-
tests of the TORs and evaluation reports?
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5.4 Additional questions related to the ten sample projects (Annex 2)

Here it should be analyzed what has happened to the results of the evaluations, the
analysis being based on the evalution reports and other documentation, including the
project documents, annual reports, minutes of the steering committee and supervi-
sory board meetings and possible previous evaluation reports. In the following, there
are also questions whether the poverty reduction of the most vulnerable and the pro-
motion of cross-cutting objectives were taken into account in baseline data, project
document and monitoring;

15) What has been learnt and how the results of the evaluations have been used
in the ten sample projects and programmes, as shown by the documentation
of the projects’ management records? Have the lessons learnt been taken into
account in the next phase of projects? What have been the challenges and
achievements in implementation of evaluation results? How the results of
evaluations have been used, what works, what not and why? How the results
of evaluations could have been utilized better?

16) Have adequate and appropriately dissagregated baseline data been available on
the poverty reduction and cross-cutting objectives for projects? Are the data
disaggregated by gender, age, income or other qualities? Have clear cross-cut-
ting objectives been factored in budget, objectives, activities and monitoring
indicators?

17) Are the indicators SMART in the project documents? How have the monitor-
ing and data on progress been recorded?

6. Methodology

The meta-analysis shall use multiple methods with defined tools to draw findings and
conclusions and formulate recommendations. The more precise methodology of this
meta-analysis shall be defined in the inception report at the outset of the evaluation.
The methodology shall contain the description of analytical methodologies, includ-
ing the methods, indicators, judgement points and tools of analyses, scoring or rating
systems and alike. Validation of results must be done. No single statements should be
taken as a general outcome. All results must be factually based with a verifiable trail
of evidence.

7. The evaluation process

There will be an initial start-up meeting to which the evaluators will prepare a short
note where they summarize their understanding of the TORs and present their initial
approach to the evaluation task. Thereafter, the evaluation team shall prepare an in-
ception report within three weeks from the start-up meeting, Within five months later
the draft report shall be ready for comments. After receiving the comments, that will
take about 10-14 days, the team has four weeks to submit the final report.
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8. Reporting and deliverables

The following deliverables will be submitted. Each deliverable is subject to written
approval by EVA-11. The evaluation process will advance only after the approval has
been granted. Instructions to the Authors of the Evaluation Reports of the Ministry
will be made available to the evaluation team in the start-up meeting. The deliverable
reports included in this evaluation shall follow those instructions.

— Start-up note for the initial meeting
The meeting shall be organised as soon as the team has been identified and will be
available. The objective of this meeting is to discuss through the TORs, the start-
up note and the initial approach, the evaluation process, reporting and administra-
tive matters. The evaluation team will also have an opportunity to pose questions
on this assignment. The start-up note will be further elaborated into the inception
report.

— Inception report
The Inception report will be submitted as specified in section 7. The inception re-
port shall suggest an outline for the final report and contain the precise methodol-
ogy as specified in section 6, as well as detailed division of labour within the team,
any critical issues of the evaluation and a time-table, with an indication of the dates
of deliverables. The inception report should be kept short and concise, no more
than 20-25 pages, annexes excluded.

— Draft report

The draft report should be ready no later than five months after the inception re-
port. The MFA and the relevant stakeholders will submit comments on the draft
report within about three weeks. The draft report must be of high quality, so that it
can be approved by EVA-11 after only one round of comments. The commentary
round is only to correct misunderstandings and possible mistakes, not to rewrite
any part of the report. The results presented must be supported by evidence. The
draft report shall discuss all evaluation criteria and questions and feature the meth-
odology used and define the limitations to the evaluation, what benchmarking has
been deployed to arrive at the results described. If the results are only a percep-
tion of the team, it should be said so. The draft report shall follow the format of
the final report, with abstracts, summaries, references and annexes included. The
references, abbreviations and acronyms and other details must be already carefully
checked.

— Final report
The final report must be submitted within four weeks after receiving the com-
ments. The final report must follow the Instructions to Evaluation Report Authors.
It shall be clear and concise, with carefully checked language that is easily com-
prehensible by informed ordinary readers and include illustrations, figures, tables,
boxes, and clear messages to the potential users of the results of this meta-analy-
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sis. In the compilation of the captions to the tables, figures and boxes, the clarity
should be kept in mind. The captions must be informative enough that the reader
may understand the messages contained in the table, figure or box without read-
ing the report.

The text body should not exceed 60 pages, abstracts, summaries and annexes ex-
cluded. Annex 1 is the terms of reference, Annex 2 the people interviewed, other
annexes can be added as need arises. The report will be written in English, and in-
clude an abstract of no more than 250 words in Finnish, Swedish and English and
also a summary in Finnish, Swedish and English. The abstract will be followed by
a maximum of five key words to describe the subject of the report.

The report must be proof-read, copy-edited and ready for printing. If the report
does not comply with these requirements, it will be returned to the authors for cor-
rection. Careless finalization of the report may also cause penalties to the contrac-
tor.

— Individual assessments of each evaluation report
Individual assessments of each evaluation report as a separate document will be
surrendered to the Ministry at the same time of submitting the final report.

— Quality Assurance Grid
The quality grid as a separate document will be surrendered to the Ministry at the
same time of submitting the final report.

— Oral presentation on the evaluation findings
The evaluation team is expected to give a PowerPoint supported presentation on
the evaluation findings in a public seminar organized by EVA-11, and the possibil-
ity of web based presentation for the wider audience will be considered and con-
firmed later.

9. Expertise required

The Framework agreement contractor should suggest to the Ministry two (2) interna-
tional experts with multidisciplinary senior expertise and one (1) junior assistant for
practical and organizational matters. None of the experts proposed for this task have
had anything to do with the projects, appraisals, mid-term evaluations or final evalua-
tions concerned. A statement of non-bias is required from each of the experts.

The senior evaluation team members should preferably represent gender balance,
one male and one female. Preference will be given to the senior consultants from the
South, preferably from Finland’s long term partner countries. The senior evaluation
team must have long-term (more than three years) of residence in a developing coun-

try.
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The junior assistant to the evaluation team should be resident in Finland, and be avail-
able personally to perform the retrieval of archived documents from the archives of
MFA in Helsinki and other daily tasks. There can be no additional accommodation
ot per diem charges for the junior assistant. He/she shall have full command of oral
and written Finnish as some of the material is not available in English. He/she should
have some experience in evaluations.

The competencies of the team members shall be complementary, but the team leader
should have proven experience in four team leaderships of wider development evalu-
ations and track record of analytical skills.

The overall requirements towards the senior evaluation team include relevant long-
term experience (minimum of 15 years) in development, including experience in per-
forming different types of development evaluations, including meta-analysis of high-
ly heterogenic material (a minimum of five evaluations each). Proven ability to tease
out the essence and conclude on the results in a compact and clear manner is a must.

The evaluation requires senior expertise particularly in the following areas of devel-
opment:
e Results-based planning, monitoring and evaluation, including meta-evaluation.
e Poverty reduction, cross-cutting objectives in general and incompliance with
these TOREs.
e Operational experience in a multitude of sectors and themes relevant to this
meta-analysis in different countries (Annex 3).
e Opverall international development issues, development instruments, capacity
building and institution building,

Familiarity with Finnish Development Policies is an asset.
The entire team shall have fluency in oral and written English. Spanish or Portuguese
is an asset.

Quality Assurance

In addition to the evaluation team, the service provider will nominate two persons,
external to the team and the service provider, who are responsible for the quality of
the evaluation planning (inception), process and the deliverables. The quality control
experts are not members of the team, but their CVs must be presented and their roles
explained. They must have earlier proven experience in quality assurance tasks, and be
senior of their stature. The quality assurers will fill in the EU Commission’s evalua-
tion report quality grid, with inclusion of their justification for their rating of the nine
categories. The quality grid as a separate document will be surrendered to the Minis-
try at the same time of submitting the final report. The grid will also be made avail-
able to the peer reviewers of the final product of this meta-analysis, the final report.
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10. Budget

The total tentative budget of meta-analysis is 200 000 Euros, VAT excluded, which
cannot be exceeded. The service provider will submit the budget with the limited ten-
der against these TORs.

11. Time-table
The evaluation will be carried out between 15.3.2010-15.10.2012.
12. Mandate

The evaluation team has no immaterial rights to any of the material collected in the
course of the evaluation or to any draft or final reports produced as a result of this
assignment.

The consultants are not authorised to make any statements, commitments or act on
behalf of the Government of Finland.

13. Authorisation

Helsinki, March 1, 2012

Aira Piivoke

Director

Evaluation of Development Cooperation
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland

Annexes:

Annex 1: Tentative list of the selected evaluation reports

Annex 2: Tentative list of the ten sample projects

Annex 3: Most represented sectors and countries

Annex 4: List of annexes that will be provided to the team as a package
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NON-EDITED
ANNEX 3: DETAILED METHODOLOGY

1 Evaluation Criteria
The main criteria applied in this meta-evaluation are:

e The DAC/EU evaluation criteria;
* The DAC/EU Quality Standatrds for high quality evaluation reporting (MFA
2011a).

The DAC/EU evaluation criteria include: relevance, coherence, complementarity, ef-
fectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact. The definition of each criterion is

presented in Table 1.

Table 1 Definition of evaluation criteria as per OECD/DAC and the European

Commission.
Criterion Definition
Relevance The extent to which the aid activity is suited to the priorities

and policies of the target group, recipient and donor.

Coherence Coherence entails the systematic application of mutually re-
inforcing policies across government departments and in-
tegration of development concerns to help promote the
achievement of the internationally agreed development goals
along with other global and national policy objectives.

Complementarity | Complementarity is the optimal division of labour between
various actors in order to achieve optimum use of human
and financial resources. This implies that each actor focus-
es its assistance on areas where it can add most value, given
what others are doing;

Effectiveness A measure of the extent to which an aid activity attains its
objectives.
Efficiency Efficiency measures the outputs -- qualitative and quantita-

tive -- in relation to the inputs. It is an economic term which
signifies that the aid uses the least costly resources possible
in order to achieve the desired results. This generally requires
comparing alternative approaches to achieving the same out-
puts, to see whether the most efficient process has been

adopted.
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Sustainability Sustainability is concerned with measuring whether the ben-

efits of an activity are likely to continue after donor funding

has been withdrawn. Projects need to be environmentally, in-
stitutionally as well as financially sustainable.

Impact The positive and negative changes produced by a develop-
ment intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unin-
tended. This involves the main impacts and effects result-
ing from the activity on the local social, economic, environ-
mental and other development indicators. The examination
should [...] include the positive and negative impact of ex-

ternal factors.

Sources: OECD 2012a, 3; OECD 2012b; EU 2012.

The DAC/EU Quality Standards comprise one overall assessment and three different
phases of the evaluation process:

*  Opverarching considerations;

* Purpose, planning and design;
* Implementation and reporting;
* TFollow-up, use and learning,

FEach of those includes several sub-items (criteria) that characterises the requirements
and factors to observe. The DAC/EU Quality Standards are applied and discussed in
detail in Section 2.

The DAC/EU evaluation criteria provide the internationally recognised guidance for
evaluating development cooperation and policies, the DAC/EU Quality Standards
the same for evaluating the quality of evaluation reports (including appraisals and
mid-term reviews). They both constitute tools that Finland is obliged to comply with
as a member state of the OECD and the EU. Additional criteria applied to the meta-
evaluation include Finnish development cooperation’s policy priorities of cross-cut-
ting objectives (CCOs) and poverty reduction, as well as the Paris Declaration princi-
ples, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and Finnish value added.

2 Analytic Framework
The specific objectives of the meta-evaluation cover four major, interrelated themes:

Theme 1: Quality of TORs and evaluation reports;

Theme 2: Quality of Finnish development cooperation;

Theme 3: The use of evaluation findings in projects;

Theme 4: Trends that can be identified from the assessment of decentralised evalu-
ation reports, TORs, and findings in decentralised evaluation reports on Finnish de-
velopment cooperation.
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Theme 1: The DAC/EU Quality Standards define the framework of what consti-
tutes high quality evaluation reports. Each of the 41 reports has been assessed against
these criteria, to identify 1) /f the criteria have been addressed and 2) Jow the criteria
have been addressed. Furthermore, the three main types of reports, i.e. appraisals,
mid-term reviews and evaluations are all expected to consider strategic priorities in
Finnish development cooperation, i.e. policies of poverty reduction and CCOs. The
TORs have been assessed against the DAC/EU Quality Standards, the quality of re-
ports as well as selected additional criteria, i.e. poverty reduction, CCOs and the Paris
Declaration principles.

Theme 2: The assessment of quality of Finnish development cooperation was as-
sessed against the DAC/EU evaluation criteria. As part of this assessment the follow-
ing additional criteria were also addressed (a) the strategic priorities in Finnish devel-
opment cooperation, i.e. policies of poverty reduction and CCOs, and (b) the Paris
Declaration principles, the MDGs and Finnish value added.

Theme 3: The DAC/EU Quality Standards also set out the standatrd for good prac-
tice in regards to use of evaluations, dissemination and follow up on recommenda-
tions made in reports. Based on an in-depth study of ten selected projects the meta-
evaluation attempted to identify patterns and examples of good as well as poor prac-
tice (including data handling, project design and monitoring) for the use, dissemina-
tion and follow-up activities to the sample reports.

Theme 4: Possible trends have been investigated with the outset in the findings and
results from the assessment of the first three themes of the meta-evaluation. This in-
cluded trends identified from comparing the findings and results with previous meta-
analyses and evaluations, assessing any important linkages, possible best practices, and
main challenges and obstacles.

As such the four themes provided answers to the evaluation questions presented in
the TOR (Annex 1).

3 Approach
The approach of the meta-evaluation included four phases:

Phase 1: Evaluation matrix

To guide the meta-evaluation an evaluation matrix was developed with an outset in the
evaluation questions defined in the TOR for the meta-evaluation. Research questions
and judgment criteria were defined to outline the key dimension(s) of the evaluation
questions. Also, one or more indicators were defined for each judgment criteria to clari-
ty the basis upon which the judgment criteria and research question would be assessed.

Phase 2: Screening of sample reports
Two assessment tools were developed to allow for a screening of the reports and col-
lection of data: Assessment tool 1 for assessing the quality of reports and the quality
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of development cooperation, and Assessment tool 2 for assessing the use of findings
and the quality of performance measurement data.

Assessment tool 1 was designed to capture information on three issues:

e General background data on the reports and the development activity;

* An assessment of whether or not the reports addressed criteria in the DAC/
EU Quality Standards for evaluations;

* The petformance of the development activity compared to the DAC/EU eval-
uation criteria.

The assessment was done in narrative form and supported by a score for each of the
DAC/EU evaluation critetia and the DAC/EU Quality Standards. This allowed gen-
eral comparison across reports. Each of the 41 sample reports was screened indi-
vidually, using an assessment template. Assessment of the quality of TORs was per-
formed in narrative form and their quality assessed against the narratives and scoring
of the reports.

All reports were also screened against the additional criteria (poverty reduction,
CCOs, etc.), which were all related to one or more of the seven main criteria, e.g. rel-
evance, coherence, complementarity, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and im-
pact. The additional criteria were not given a numerical rating but a degree of “visibil-
ity” to which they were considered in the project, i.e. addressed explicitly or implicitly
through project objectives, outcomes and/or outputs.

Assessment tool 2 was developed for the analysis of use of evaluation findings and
performance measurement data in documents related to ten of the 41 sample re-
ports. The tool included questions addressing five issues related to design, baseline
data, CCOs, performance monitoring and the use of the reports. The latter included
to which extent actions were taken to dissiminate evaluation results, and if there was
any uptake of recommendations in project implementation.

Phase 3: Population of database and consolidation of data

All data from the screening exercise were added to a database to facilitate analysis
across the reports. The database was developed in an Excel spreadsheet. With all
data contained in one repository, scores and narrative assessments were consolidated
across the reports. The database included the following:

Basic facts about each report, its background and presentation of main purpose and
objectives, type of evaluation report (appraisal, mid-term-review, evaluation), title
of the evaluation report, geographic position of the project, country(ies) involved,
sector(s), name of main partner(s), commissioner of the evaluation, project budget,
evaluation budget, report date for submission, project start and end. Not all data were
accessible.
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Each of the 41 sample reports included narratives and scoring data for each of the
seven DAC/EU evaluation criteria, the five additional criteria and the 33 critetia of
the DAC/EU Quality Standards for assessing quality of evaluation reporting. While
efforts were made to assess as many criteria as possible, not all reports qualified to
make this possible.

Narrative and scoring data for each of the questions included in the assessment of
the ten additional development interventions — Assessment tool 2.

The specific assessment method and scoring systems applied for each of the different
set of criteria are presented in their respective sections of the report.

Phase 4: Data analysis

The analysis of data was done in four steps basically following the four main themes
outlined in the analytic framework: (a) analysis of quality of TOR and evaluation re-
ports, (b) analysis of the quality of development cooperation, (c) analysis of use of
evaluation findings and performance measurement data, and (d) analysis of trends
across sample reports and between findings from this meta-evaluation with findings
in previous studies.

Steps (a) and (b) included an exploratory and a descriptive analysis for each of the
evaluation criteria (i.e. DAC/EU quality standards, DAC/EU evaluation criteria and
the additional criteria) based on the narrative assessments across all reports. The pur-
pose of the exploratory approach was to allow findings to emerge from the narrative
data in the reports. The purpose of the descriptive analysis was to identify patterns
across the different types of reports and within each report type. The results of both
analyses were discussed and analysed against the specific evaluation questions relevant
for theme 1 and theme 2.

In step (c) the analysis of use of evaluation findings and performance measurement
data was done using a case study approach. This meant that an individual analysis was
performed for each of the ten selected reports. The case study included an analysis
of the supplementary documentation. For each of the ten selected reports an analysis
was prepared and findings across the case studies summarised.

The analysis of trends in step (d) was based on findings from the previous three steps

(a-c) and an analysis of trends identified in this meta-evaluation compared with find-
ings of four previous studies.
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4 DAC/EU Quality Standards

The Quality Standards applied for this analysis comprised 33 criteria: (a) Owverarching
considerations (6 critetia), (b) Purpose, planning and design (12 criteria), and (c) lmplementa-
tion and reporting (15 criteria). The fourth phase of the Quality Standards — Follow-up,
use and learning — was omitted from the general analysis of the 41 reports and as-
sessed against the ten selected reports (Section 5).

Despite the differences between the evaluation types included in this meta-evaluation
(appraisals, mid-term reviews and evaluations), a// criteria were applied to a// sample
reports to assess whether or not they addressed these criteria. As a guiding principle
in the assessment of the reports, it was assumed that all sub-criteria were zof tulfilled
from the outset of the assessment. It means that reports had to show narratives of
clear descriptions or strong indications of no deficiencies in meeting the stated crite-
ria, in order for it to switch from a pre-set “not addressed” to “addressed”. Each of
the reports was given a numerical score based on the total number of criteria “ad-
dressed” in the Quality Standards. Table 2 defines the qualitative results of the scor-
ing and describes in brief the consequences for the commissioner of the report for
each score.

Draft OECD Quality Standards have been in use since 2006 (OECD 20006) and for
EU since 2007 (EU 2007). EVA-11converted the OECD/DAC criteria into a ma-
trix tool in 2008 and updated it in 2011 with the inclusion of EU quality standards
for evaluation reports (MFA 2011a). Finland has prepared instructions in preparing
high quality evaluation reporting in the Guidelines for Programme Design, Monitoring and
Evaluation (MFA 1999), the 2007 Evaluation Guidelines (MFA 2007b) and in different
by-laws (norms) issued by the MFA (e.g. MFA 2011b). They all provide a comprehen-
sive and useful framework for understanding the entire evaluation process and the
requirements for producing high quality reports. The DAC/EU Quality Standards
guiding this meta-evaluation has therefore been based on reference materials used in
centralised evaluation assignments and distributed to the decentralised wider circles.
As such, the DAC/EU Quality Standards have been parts and patcel of the Finnish
evaluation structure during the evaluation period covered by the reports (from late
1990s to 2011).

The meta-evaluation applied the DAC/EU Quality Standards as defined in the MFA
matrix tool. It should be noted that the design of the Quality Standards tool included
obvious overlaps in issues to be assessed — for example with regard to stakeholders
involvement (criteria 1.4, 2.5 and 3.3) and free and open evaluation process (criteria
1.2 and 3.2). This overlap is inevitable as the first part of the Quality Standards relates
to all phases of the evaluation process, while the subsequent phases relate to specific
stages of the evaluation process. A redesign of the matrix should be considered to
avoid overlapping.
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Table 2 Scoring system for the quality of evaluation reports applying the DAC/EU

Quality Standards.
Number of items | Numer- | Qualitative | Brief description
“addressed” ic score | result
28-33 6 Very Good | The report is covering all impor-
Quality tant issues and be of good value
to the commissioner of the re-
port.
22-27 5 Good The report is sufficiently cover-
Quality ing important issues and is valu-
able to the commissioner of the
repott.
17-21 4 Adequate The report is acceptable but
Quality need some improvements to be
of value to the commissioner of
the report.
11-16 3 Inadequate | The report needs significant im-
Quality provements to be considered of
value to the commissioner of
the report.
6-10 2 Very Poor | The report is to be re-written to
Quality be considered of any value to
the commissioner of the report.
0-5 1 Unaccept- | The report should not be con-
able Quality | sidered of any value to commis-
sioner of the report.

Source: Meta-evaluation team.

5 Quality of Development Cooperation

Each of the main evaluation criteria has been given a numerical rating in the assess-
ment of the quality of Finnish development cooperation. The rating represents a
summary of an assessment of the extent to which a given project has addressed pat-
ticular evaluation criteria. The scoring system is based on the European Commission’s
monitoring practice (EuropeAid 2012, 64). In this system, a score of ‘a’ means very
good, ‘b’ means good ‘c’ means problematic; and ‘A’ means serious deficiencies. Allowing for
intermediates, seven possible scores can be given using this system. It is transformed
into numerical equivalents for analytical purposes (d = 1, ¢/d = 2, ¢ = 3, b/c = 4,
b =5,a/b = 6,a = 7). This allows mean scores to be calculated across all seven main
evaluation criteria for each project and across all projects for each criterion. The scor-
ing system is presented in Table 3.
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The total distribution of scoring from a-d was as follows: a = 5%, a/b = 11%,
b =18%, b/c = 24%, ¢ = 28%, c/d = 12% and d = 5%. The meta-evaluation assess-
ment concentrated on addressing the four “outet” scores (a-b and c-d, excluding b/c¢):

* ‘a’and ‘a/b’ categorised as being “Very good”
* ‘b’ being “Good”

* ‘b/c being “Neutral”

e °C’ being “Problematic”
e ‘c/d’and ‘d categorised as being “Seriously deficient”

Table 3  Scoring system for the quality of Finnish development cooperation.

Rating

Score

Qualitative

Description

a

7

Very good

Considered highly satisfactory, largely above
average and potentially a reference for good
practice. Recommendations focus on the need
to adopt these good practices in other opera-
tions.

Good

The situation is considered satisfactory, but
there is room for improvements. Recommen-
dations are useful, but not vital for the opera-
tion.

b/c

Problems

There are issues which need to be addressed;
otherwise the global performance of the op-
eration may be negatively affected. Necessary
improvements however do not require major
revisions of the operations’ strategy.

c/d

Serious
deficiencies

There are deficiencies which are so serious
that, if not addressed, they can lead to failure
of the operation. Major adjustments and revi-

sion of the strategy are needed.

Source: EuropeAid 2012, 64.
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