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Preface

For maximizing the effect of development effortghwiinite resources, it is pertinent to formulate
programs and projects strategically and effectivielythis context, JICA has promoted the “Program
Approach” focusing on collaboration and synergy agnindependent projects in the specific sector of
developing countries under the framework of th€ AR Cooperation Programs” (Hereinafter referredgo
“Cooperation Programs”). JICA has also conductedbations of 11 Cooperation Programs in the pdslew
utilizing the concept otontribution, with which the effects of the Cooperation Progsamere indirectly
analyzed.

In order to make the Cooperation Programs mortegtcato further enhance their management and
to reach out different actors with the informatatrained from these Programs, while objectivelyiatang
their development effects, it is important to immroprogram planning and design, including the
objectives/scenario setting as well as the framlewoorder to evaluate Cooperation Programs and the
outcomes. Taking such context into account, thlestitic evaluation was conducted in order to cldhiéy
requirements to formulate the Cooperation Programish can be duly evaluated, and to present the
framework for the monitoring and evaluation of #@ooperation Programs, by focusing particularly on
theirevaluability.

In this study, the analysis was first conductetherexisting program evaluation done by other donor
and international organizations, then on the JIC&speration Program Plans and the evaluationtsepor
Cooperation Programs prepared by JICA. Based dnanalyses, a first version of the “Requirements fo
Evaluability” of the Cooperation Programs was @ehftThe desk- and field-trial followed to test the
feasibility and effectiveness of this first versiand to seek further improvement. Subsequentihave
proposed the following three outputs; (i) a dreft bf requirements for evaluability of the Coopiera
Programs, or an evaluability assessment checktishe used throughout the stages of formulation,
implementation, and evaluation of the Cooperatiomgfams; (ii) a draft of the evaluation criteriadan
evaluation questions for the Cooperation Programs;(iii) a draft of the tools/formats for formutat and
evaluation of the Cooperation Programs. Some re@ndations were also made with regard to the
evaluation framework of the Cooperation Prograrh&s€ outputs are expected to be integrated diming t
revisions of the existing major guidelines refen@éh JICA and to be utilized daily by the depastits in
charge of project and program operations as wéliase evaluations, so as to ultimately improvegtradity
of work done by JICA.

Finally, | would like to express my heartfelt gratie to all the people who have offered their
cooperation and kind support for this study.

January 2015

Keiichi Muraoka

Director-General, Evaluation Department
Japan International Cooperation Agency
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Chapter 1 Outline of the Study

1.1 Background and Objectives of the Study
1.1.1 Background of the Study
(1) Introduction to the program approach

When the “Basic Principles for the Preparationted Country Cooperation Program” were
developed in 1999, Japan International Cooperatigency (JICA) introduced the concept of the
“cooperation program” for the first time, which auh to maximize the development impact by
combining the projects that had been implemented @mnoject basis independently. In 2001, the
Cooperation Program was defined as “a group ofedlarojects directed towards the attainment of
specific objectives and targéfsThis enabled groupings of related projects unaéCooperation
Program, but more strategic program managemenneaded.

In 2006, among the Cooperation Programs, thosentdatlarified cooperation objectives and
a scenario of being composed of several projecte wategorized as “JICA Programs”. This type
of program was defined as a “strategic framewor&oferation objectives and scenario) for
supporting the achievement of certain medium- angddterm development objectives of the partner
countries.” Since then, the implementation of thegpams has been promoted as the best modality
of project operations for improving developmenteetts, which are currently called the “JICAs
Cooperation Programs” (Hereinafter referred to &odperation Programs”). In addition, the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs has announced the pglfor promoting the program approach based on
the results of the Official Development AssistafO®A) Review conducted in 2010.

(2) Evaluation of JICA's Cooperation Programs and is challenges

JICA has conducted evaluation surveys of 11 Codjmer®rograms on a trial basis since 2005,
and there has been a great need for a concretedttlevaluate Cooperation Programs. However,
there are some programs in which several projessgathered just for their similarity and the
projects that compose them are not necessarilyredéged. Also, there are programs that do not
have a clear significance as programs that aimréealyce development effects. Management for
these programs, including monitoring and modifigcatiis difficult. And, in terms of the evaluation
of programs, challenges for these programs areoppigite design and assured evaluability at the
formulation stage. For further improvement of ewddlility, programs need to satisfy certain
requirements, and a method for satisfying the megoénts is needed.

1 JICA (2007).



1.1.2 Objectives of the Study

This study aims to specify requirements for CooperaPrograms to be satisfied at the
formulation stage in terms of enhancing evaluapil&ccording to the Development Assistance
Committee of the Organization for Economic Coopera(OECD/DAC), evaluability is defined as
“the extent to which an activity or a program candyaluated in a reliable and credible fashion.”
Based on this definition, the following are theetijves of the study and expected uses of the study

result.

Objectives ® To examine the requirements for evaluating CoopemaPrograms in a more

reliable and credible way.
® To clarify the requirements for improving evaludtyilof Cooperation Programs (to

be considered at the formulation stage).

Expected ® The study results will be used by the operatiomted and evaluation departments

uses of the at the monitoring and evaluation stages of Coopmme®rograms.

study results ® The study results will be used for revision of #wdsting guidelines, such as the
Guideline for Enhancing the Strategies of Cooperairograms.

1.2 Direction for the Study

The following are the points to be considered for $tudy.

1: Keep the utilization of study results in mind.

The results of the study will be used by the operatelated departments and the evaluation
department for program formulation, monitoring, andluation at completion. They will also be
referred to for the revision of the internal guidek for strengthening strategies of Cooperation
Programs. These expected utilizations of the stedults need to be kept in mind throughout the
study.

2: Organize the evaluation items and tools by eva#tion objective.

It may be decided on a case-by-case base whetbeoperation Program should be evaluated
in a formative or summative way. This study willagwine the requirements for evaluability and
evaluation items/tools by evaluation objective atabe.

3: Promote the smooth introduction of the study reslts
The concept of evaluability is often used in twéfetient but complimentary ways. One is
evaluability “in principle” and the other is evahilty “in practice”. Also, some donors and

2 Davies (2013).



international organizations consider the issueatedl to evaluability “in principle” to result from
program desigh Taking these points into account, the study wikhmine the requirements for
evaluability in terms of usability and categorizeemn by program management stage (stages of

formulation, implementation, and evaluation).

1.3 Work Flow and the Schedule of the Study

The following are the work flow of this study arfur¢e expected outputs (Figure 1-1).

3 Ibid.
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Chapter 2 Results of the Literature Review

2.1 Results of the Review of the Requirements for Evaability and Evaluation
Framework of Other Donors and International Organizations

2.1.1 Targets and Methods of the Review

This section reviews the evaluation frameworks@at#on criteria, and tools/formats of other
bilateral donor agencies and international orgdrora so as to extract ideas for enhancing the
evaluability of JICA's Cooperation Programs. Th&ommation presented in this section was mainly
collected through a review of literature.

This review covers programs such as country assistgprograms for targeted countries,
which are at a higher level than individual progedihe review considers the fact that the definitio
of “program” used in the international aid commuyndiffers from the definition used for JICA
Cooperation Programs. In the international aid camity, the term “program” mainly refers to a
policy-level program that is implemented by the gaxment, while a JICA's Cooperation Program
is defined as a strategic framework of JICA aciigtthat is designed to support government efforts
to achieve its mid- or long-term development ohijectt the policy level. In other words, these
programs are formulated and implemented by follgatime policy programs of the governments of
developing countries.

Furthermore, the review contains information on ifamng and evaluation at the project level
if it is relevant to JICA's Cooperation Programs.

(1) Target of the review

The targets of analysis were the World Bank, Uniiations Development Programme
(UNDP), The United Kingdom's Department for Intefaaal Development (DFID), and United
States Agency for International Development (USAIDhese organizations were chosen because
they met the following criteria: i) having the pragn formulation method, evaluation framework,
evaluation questions, and tools which present \d&u@nputs for this study; and ii) having an
evaluation policy that was updated recently.

In addition, the World Bank has the Independentl&ation Group, which improves the
quality of monitoring and evaluation at the BanNDP has a program management system that
includes the partner country government. SimilaDfID has a system for monitoring and
evaluating programs that are of reference. USAIB peactical guidelines regarding program
formation, implementation management, and evalaatio Section 2.1.2, the results of the review
of these organizations will be described in threages: program formation, operation and
management (such as program monitoring and revjisamd evaluation.

Furthermore, examples of the mechanisms for immgeivaluability will be given in Section
2.1.3. These examples include International Lali@ganization (ILO), which has had successful



results in evaluability assessment at the planstage; the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (EBRD), which has recently introducacths assessments; the Inter-American
Development Bank (IDB), which has proven the efeuft using evaluability assessments; and the
Asian Development Bank (ADB) for its work in impliog the quality of each project itself.
In summary, these organizations were reviewed awvdhe following information:
Program evaluation: World Bank, UNDP, DFID, and UBA
Evaluability improvement: ILO, EBRD, IDB, and ADB

(2) Method of review

Analyses were performed using existing materialsmfrwhich reference information
pertaining to evaluation frameworks, evaluation gjioms/criteria, and tools was taken. The
information was drawn from the websites, evaluatiaidelines, and individual assessment reports
of each organization. In addition, in order to fyeinformation from a practical aspect, interviews
were held with personnel from the country officdégte above organizations in Tanzania as a part
of the field study in September—October 2014.

2.1.2 Results of the Review
(1) Program formation

a. Program definitions and elements
The definitions and elements of each organizatiensaown in the table below.

Table 2-1 Program Definitions and Program Planning Elements

Organization Explanation
World Bank |» The terms “program” and “project” are both usedthwino particular distinction mag
between the twoAccording to the World Bank’s glossary, a prograomsists of multiplg
interventions, while a project consists of a sinigkervention?

» There are “projects” consisting of multiple compaotewith common development go4d
this resembles JICA's Cooperation Programs.

UNDP » The terms “program” and “project” are both usedt programs are positioned at a le

above multiple projects and below the United NaglorDevelopment Assistan

Framework (UNDAF)

DFID * In the five-year operational plans for coungrieceiving assistance, the entire pla
sometimes called a “program,” with the term alsediso refer to the components
which it is comprised.

« A “program” is a portfolio of work consisting of rtiple subcomponents, which DFI
refers to ascomponents.” (These components are individual gotg with independe
funding lines.§ The points that should be considered for progranesshown in Box 2
1.7

USAID » A“program” includes all projects and activitiesa&d to a specific development ebjive

4 World Bank (2007).

5 UNDP (2011a).

5 From a response from DFID to the Study Team's timre$September 2, 2014).
7 DFID (2014).



that conforms to a Country Development Coopera8tmategy (CDCS).

» A“project” is a work conducted to achieve develarhobjectives within a set timefran
and resources. There is a clear correlation betwtésn and the CDCS’s resu
framework®

Source: Summarized by the Study Team using infaondtom each organization as a reference.

Box 2-1 Points for consideration in DFID programs

1. Does the program deliver a UK government intermatialevelopment policy?

2. Does the program suit the locadntext and is it flexibly responding and adapttngchanges
opportunities, and citizen feedback?

3. Isthere sufficient understanding of the eviden@efot, is evidence and learning being develo,
and shared incrementally?)

4. Is the program delivering the DFID vision and ddesontinue to be good value for money?

5. Are the delivery risks understood, and can sudksrtse mitigated appropriately through the
of the project?

6. Are the other organizations working in this areaognized? Is there room fdurther, more
effective collaboration or complementarity?

7. How is success determined and measured? How ik that the program is working? Are
beneficiaries being engaged in the monitoring pse@e

8. Are the roles and responsibilities in program iempéntation clear? Are the right skills to prov
program leadership and management through theflifee program in place?

9. Is the program timeframe realistic? (Does it takeocaint of leadn times and experience
previous projects?)

10. Have clear condibns been set for partners (organizations)? Aremenendations from annu
reviews and performance improvements measures tieioked?

Source: DFID (2014).

b. Availability and content of documents describprggram plans

As stated at the beginning of this section, thenikdn of “program” differs between the
international aid community and JICA. In this renvjea country strategy or a business plan of other
donors that includes multiple project-level compuises referred to as a “program.” A document of
other donors that encompasses the information todveded in a JICA’s Cooperation Program Plan
(hereinafter referred to as “Cooperation PrograanBlis considered as a “program plan.”

After reviewing the literature from the four orgaations on program formation, monitoring/
evaluation guidelines, and their country strategied operational plans, no notations were found
regarding the number of projects forming their cosigon.

Table 2-2 Documents Describing Program Plans

Formats and

Document . . .
L . Summary of plan and relationship to partner courl tools used in

Organization | equivalent to
development goals program
program plan i

formation

World Bank Country » Based on &ystematic Country Diagnostic (SCD) Results matrix
Partnership CPF is prepared every four to six years.

8 USAID (2012).



Framework The primary purposes of the CPF are to inform

(CPF) Board of the Bank of the objectives of t
engagements and to coordinate the engager
across World Bank Group institutionghe CPF als
has the objective of establishing accountability
engagements.

e The content of the CPF includes: i) the curt
situation and development issues of the pat
country; ii) the World Bank Group’s partnersk
framework (partner country programs and medium-
term strategies, World Bank Group strategies/a
of focus/CPF objectives, and partnership framev
engagements); and iii) risk management.

Project Appraisals The PAD shows the project objectivamponents Results

Document planned cost, stakeholders, results framew framework

(PAD)? monitoring/evaluation plan, availability of basedi
information, and classification of safegua
(environmental and social considerations),*étc.

* The results framework attached to the PAD inels|d
three indicators: project objectives, intermed
outcomes, and outputs.

UNDP Country Prograne The CPD shows UNDP’s country program pldn. Results
Document e It is positioned within the UNDAF, which is thframework
(CPD) strategic plan framework describing the collec
efforts of all UN institutions in their activitieie a
country.

e The UNDP generally uses a matsgyle resultg
framework as a tool to show the content of the plan

A five-year operational plan for target countr Results
consisting of: i) background of the target cour framework
and development progress/issues; ii) DFID’s vig
for the target country; iii) outcomes and indicat
by area of focus; iv) delivery mechanism &
resources; V) delivery of value for mone
vi)monitoring and evaluation; vii) transparencyg
viii) human rights assessment.

Business Case This document states tliketails of the process aj Logframe
and Intervention methods used to achieve the outcomes of
Summary programs and projects which are the compositi
elements of the operational plan. It aims to pre
a consistent approach to the choices and desig
programs and projectd.

DFID Operational Plar

USAID Country e Generally, this is a fivgeear developmer Results
Development cooperation strategy for target countries. Tframework
Cooperation document includes the background and issues ¢

Strategy CDCS) target country, external factors affect

% World Bank (2014a) (2014b).

10 Reference is made to Project Appraisal Documemt® las projects resembling JICAs Cooperation
Programs (single projects consisting of multipléeimentions) as well as projects consisting of &ng
interventions undergo the same procedures for atgnand monitoring evaluations as “projects.”

11 World Bank (2013a).

12 Cashin (2012).

13 At the UNDP Tanzania Office, the Country Prograrfdrmulated every four years with agreement from
the partner country government (Ministry of Finanderojects are also implemented to roughly cormesp
with this four-year period (from a meeting with tb&lDP Tanzania Office held on October 7, 2014).

14 DFID (2011).



development @operation, consistency with targ
country development strategies, consistency
US aid policies, development hypothesis,
relationship between development goals and ov
goals, the results framework, etc.

Source: Prepared by the Study Team using informdtiom each organization as reference.

b-1. World Bank

The World Bank’s country aid plans are referrech$oCPFs. They were introduced in July
2014 as an alternative to the original Country Sissice Strategy. Based on a Systematic Country
Diagnostic (SCD), a CPF is prepared every fourixoyears. CPF objectives are positioned in
between the partner country’s development goalstla@dutcomes of individual projects. They are
defined as being greatly impacted by support fromWorld Bank Group in terms of the partner
country achieving these goals. Due to the impratitic preparing CPFs jointly with another donor
IS not recommended. The results matrix attached OPF includes a summary of the partner
country's development goals including focus ar€aBF objectives, CPF objective indicators and
progress indicators, and the list of World Bank @roengagements relevant for each CPF
objective’®> An example of a results matrix is shown in Appentli

At the individual project level, a Project Apprdig2ocument (PAD) is prepared to appraise
projects. By examining a PAD, confirmation is madgarding the project objectives, components,
planned costs, co-financiers, results frameworknpitooing/evaluation plan, availability of baseline
information, and safeguard categdfyThe results framework also includes the indicatfins
project objectives, intermediate outcomes, and st

b-2. UNDP

The UNDP’s country aid plans are referred to asr@guProgram Documents (CPDs). The
CPDs are positioned within the UNDAF, which deseslbhe collective efforts of all UN institutions
in their activities in a country. The UNDP geneyalkes the results framework as a tool to show the
content of the plan. The results framework may lh@\s in a matrix or tree-style, but the UNDP
generally uses the matrix style. The content of includes the partner country’s development goals,
the UNDP assistance framework outcomes, outputcators (both baseline and target), primary
partners (relevant organizations of the partnentrgyl, and planned costs.

Additionally, in the process of preparing the résdlamework, a diagram called a “results
map” is drafted. This map should be updated througlhe life of the program. Although a results
framework is not mandatory for the UNDP, the pregian of an appropriate results framework is
expected due to its usefulness for evaluationga@ally outcome evaluation.

15 World Bank (2014a).
16 World Bank (2013a).
17 Cashin (2012).



b-3. DFID

The DFID’s Operational Plan is formulated baseddmtussion with the government of a
target country so as to reflect the target cougtryernment’s development policies, local needs and
priorities, and the assistance policies and objestiof the UK government. The strategic priority
areas are wealth creation; poverty, hunger andevability; health/HIV; education; water and
sanitation; and governance and safety. Goals &ii@ sleese areas for each target country.

As a component of the Operational Plan, the Busi@se and Intervention Summary is used
as an appraisal document that summarizes the progral projects into a plan. This document
shows the rationale for choosing the program, gtom approach, and aims to provide a consistent
approach to the choices and design of DFID intetiges. All interventions of £4 million or more—
and those that are politically sensitive or needeahnical discussions, regardless of value—must
be approved by the Minister for early appraisalislta review document that aims to ensure
transparency and show cost-effectiveness. Althoiigls not exactly the same as a JICA’s
Cooperation Program Plan, since it also coveryel hat is a step higher than the project plan and
consists of a portfolio of interventions at a legak step lower than the Operational Plan, itsexunt
is close to that of a JICA's Cooperation PrograranPIFor example, in the Business Case and
Intervention Summary of the Southern Agriculturab®th Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT), the
expected results are listed as results of progatlinterventions including road construction, new
agribusiness investment in the target region, Aedestablishment of commercial forests.

The results framework used by the DFID is not egpedl as a diagram, but instead divides
the indicators into four levels.

Table 2-3 Outline of DFID’s Results Framework

Level 1 Progress on key development outcomes in the tamettry (The indicators include not or
those attributable to DFID alone, but also thoskieedthrough collective action of th
country and donors.)
e« MDG*1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger
e« MDG2: Achieve universal primary education
« MDG3: Promote gender equality and empower women
 MDGA4: Reduce child mortality
 MDGS5: Improve maternal health
 MDG6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases
« MDGY7: Ensure environmental sustainability
Level 2 Outputs and intermediate outcomes whichkmadirectly linked to DFID interventions
» Bilateral program results (Indicators have beerf@aeeight items includig: i) wealth
creation, ii) poverty/vulnerability/nutrition/hungeiii) education, iv) malaria,
reproductive health/maternal and neatal health, vi) water and sanitation,
humanitarian and emergency response, and viii) g@aree and security.)
» Multilateral program results
Level 3 Indicators including DFID’s operational eftiveness
» Portfolio quality (a measure of the extent to whizh-D’s interventions are on tra
to deliver their expected outputs and outconi&g)ipeline delivery, monitoring an
evaluation, and performance against a structufatmeplan (assessing how well DF

18 DFID (n.d.).

10



is delivering against its corporate objectives anghs of UK government prioriyy)
Level 4 Indicators of organizational effectiveness
» Human resources, employment, finance, procurenestates

Source: Compiled by the Study Team based on DRII13e).
*MDG: Millennium Development Goal

b-4. USAID

USAID formulates a five-year Country Developmeno@eration Strategy (CDCS) for target
countries. The CDCS goal is the highest-level impade achieved by USAID, the target country,
and other donors within the CDCS timeframe. , addgwment Objective (DO) is to be achieved by
USAID together with the target country and othenals. Up to four DOs may be set in one CDCS.

A CDCS appropriates resources for the period ofGBES. Resources are allocated by the
DO. The CDCS is created over a period of four torabnths. After discussion between USAID
headquarters and the Mission, the CDCS formatiamtia the Mission drafts the results framework.
After consultations with the target country goveamt) a draft CDCS is prepared and submitted to
the USAID Regional Bureau. The Regional Bureau tteeeives comments from other bureaus and
offices. The Mission then finalizes the CDCS refileg these comments and submits it to the
Regional Bureau for approval. The approved CDC8isseminated publicly within two months
after approvaf®

The results framework required for inclusion in @BCS should organize the causal linkages,
including the work of the target country governmantl other donors, and clearly show the logic
behind the DOs. With this, the scenario for godiiaeement (development hypothesis) is easy to
understand. If intermediate results shown in tgeré below are interpreted as JICA projects, DOs
would be equivalent to JICA's Cooperation Programs.

Figure 2-1 USAID Results Framework

CDCS Goal Statement

Indicator

Development Objective 1 Development Objective 2 Development Objective 3

Indicator Indicator Indicator

Intermediate Intermediate Intermediate Intermediate Intermediate Intermediate
Result (IR) 1.1 Result (IR) 1.2 Result (IR) 2.1 Result (IR) 2.2 Result (IR) 3.1 Result (IR) 3.2

Indicator Indicator Indicator Indicator Indicator Indicator

Sub IR Sub IR
111 112

Indicator Indicator

Source: USAID (2013a)

19 |bid.
20 USAID (2013a).
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(2) Program operation and management

a. Monitoring systems and monitoring tools/formats
a-1. World Bank

For country-level monitoring, a Performance andrbeay Review (PLR) is prepared every
two years or at the midpoint of a CPF. The purpofsthe PLR is to inform the Board and other
stakeholders about adjustments or corrections atw#te plan. Although it does not report on the
level of goal achievement, it does include inforimaton the status of the World Bank Group’s
portfolio. If the situation has changed greatlycsifiormulating the CPF, the content of the CPF will
be updated. Based on the results of the PLR, thiegef the CPF may be extended for up to 2 years.
The items included in the PLR are the informationneain changes in the target country, summary
of program implementation, lessons-learned, adjastsito the CPF, and risks to the CPF’s program.
The documents to be attached to the PLR are: tlier€gults matrixes, both updated and original,
and the matrix summarizing progress toward CPFatbjes?!

At the project level, by preparing an Implementatistatus and Results Report (ISR) every
six months, the project’s progress and level ofl gahievement are reviewed. If corrections were
made to the plan, these changes can also be tracicedecorded. The main items included in the
ISR are: the basic project information, projectelepment objectives, name and cost of components,
self-ratings (progress toward achievement of piojedevelopment objectives, overall
implementation progress, overall risk rating), aresults (progress on project development
objectives indicators, intermediate results indicat data on financial performance, key decisions
regarding implementation, restructuring historyd dist of related projectsy.

a-2. UNDP

At the time of planning, a Planning Matrix for Momiing (PMM) is created, with further
details added at the implementation stage. The RiMiMides outputs and outcomes, indicators, data
collection methods, time period and frequency, oesfble persons/organizations, data source,
resources (costs, including those borne by otheo), and risks (Appendix 1(2)).

a-3. DFID

The frequency and methods of monitoring shown iDperational Plan differ depending on
the country. However, items regarding “how,” “wh6yihen,” and “what” are planned in detail.

For example, for the Rwanda Operational Plan, Dipilogram staff follow the results
framework to conduct annual reviews of each prograrmluding monitoring of indicators. In
October of each year, development partners anNatienal Institute of Statistics for Rwanda jointly
review the progress toward achieving national dgwedent objectives of the Common Performance

21 World Bank (2014a).
22 Actual ISRs can be viewed on the World Bank’s viebéhttp://www.worldbank.org/projects/).
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Assessment Framewofk.

For the Malawi Operational Plan, the progress talvggral achievement is monitored quarterly
against the country’s operational plan and resfrtismework. Joint monitoring by the National
Statistics Office and relevant ministries is alsmducted to strengthen national monitoring and
evaluation systems. Furthermore, the Result andutian Team will work closely with DFID
program staff to improve DFID’s own internal monitay and evaluation capabilities.

Plans are reviewed annually, including a reviewndfcators. Any adjustments will be tracked
and attached to the annually updated Operatiorzad. Pl

a-4. USAID

A USAID’s results framework shows indicators forchadevel of result$* By monitoring
these indicators, the extent of progress towardrmédiate results and the causal relationship
between intermediate results and DOs can be orgdriiza manner that is easy to understand.

As a monitoring tool/format, a Performance Indicd®eference Sheet is used. This format is
used to compile information on the definition of iadicator, relationship to the results framework
or logframe, unit of measure, type of data, data@®, data collection method, reporting frequency,
known data quality limitations, and responsibleividuals. Furthermore, an Indicator Performance
Tracking Table is created to form a structure inickhrecords are preserved. This table includes
baseline data, time limits, target values and thationale, and actual values. It is created ome ti
or more per year. (USAID’s Performance IndicatofdRence Sheet and Instructions for Completing
the Performance Indicator Reference Sheet areasrsim Appendix 1(5).)

b. Program revision procedures
Information regarding program revisions is showiobe

Table 2-4 Frequency and Procedures for Program Revisions

Organization | Frequency Program revision procedures

World Bank Not specified® At the project level, if any major changes, suctchanges in developme
objectives or safeguard category, are includedram from the Board o
Executive Directors imecessary. All other changes can be made witl
approval of the country directét.

UNDP Once per ® UNDP portfolio managers conduct reviews on strategipects while targ
year country government officials review overall proggesid make decisions
changes as neededoth participate in deciding the framework
monitoring and evaluation during the planning s&f§e

DFID Once per six|®  Operational Plans are reviewed annually. If theeeravisions in the conte
months or of a plan, including indicators, these changes belitracked and attached
year the Operational Plan.

® For the Business Case anddrvention Summary, if there are changes in
outcomes/impact or major changes in external comit such as conte
risk, costeffectiveness, implementation, or policy environmeithe
Business Case and Intervention Summary will besexviand resubitted to
the presiding minister for approvl.

USAID Once per ® Results of the portfolio revied¥ and performance monitoring are preser
year in the annual report. Target values for the follogviyear and later are s&f.
If implementation problems are found as a resuthefportfolio review, th
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project’s logical framework and CDCS developmenpdihesis will be
correctec®

Source: Compiled by the Study Team using informmaffom each organization as reference.

c. Structures and approaches for ensuring and wmimpycevaluability
The organizations targeted for review have similgyves of approach for ensuring and
improving evaluability while their methods are \ars.

c-1. World Bank

At the World Bank, the quality of monitoring andadwation is comprehensively assessed from
three aspects: a project’s monitoring and evalmagitan, its implementation status, and its usage.
This is done through both theplementation Completion RepoffCR), which is a self-evaluation at
the project level created within six months aftgraject ends, and the third-party ICR review, whic
is an evaluation performed subsequently by the geddent Evaluation Group (IEG). These
actions lead to improving evaluability of futureopects.

c-2. UNDP

At the beginning of the evaluation process, the WNiDecks if the target project is ready for
evaluation. This assessment is performed by thgrpro unit and stakeholders that were involved
in the development of the evaluation plan. The progunit and stakeholders also review the results
framework, which forms the basis of evaluations.tiere were changes in the plan during
implementation, the program unit and key stakehwslaeay revise the results framework to reflect
these changes. Furthermore, the results map creatéuy the process of formulating the results
framework should be updated throughout the lif¢hef program.

c-3. DFID

DFID conducts an evaluability assessment when tbgegt starts and prior to evaluation.
Referring to evaluability checklists of other orgaations, a checklist has been created to make an
assessment from the aspects of project designigtimation between project and program for the

2 DFID (2013b), (2013c).

24 According to an interview with the USAID Tanzar(¥fice, indicators are not set for the CDCS overall
goals and development objectives. However, the mexté progress toward development objectives are
monitored yearly and factor analysis is conducfeaohf a meeting held on October 9, 2014).

25 World Bank (2009).

26 UNDP (2011a).

27 DFID (2011).

28 For the portfolio review, project-level resultseareviewed and used as material for data analysis o
performance. Additionally, indicators on the deymtent objective level are also subject to review.

29 USAID (2012b).

30 According to the USAID Tanzania Office, the CDC8erall goals are linked to the partner country
government’s policies and thus are not changedelOskctions may be changed at the discretion df eac
country’s office (from a meeting held on Octobe29.14).

31 World Bank (2013a).
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checklist), information availability, and institotial context (real problems and needs) in an effort
to improve evaluability. However, although oppoiities to introduce checklists are increasing, their
usage is not mandatory and is left to the discnetibeach project?

Furthermore, as an effort to enhance the avaitgbili information, work is being done to
improve the quality of statistical data and itsikadality in target countries. “Building capacityf o
partners” has been set as an item in OperatioaalsPhnd efforts to improve the quality of statisti
data and its availability while providing suppastriational statistics bureaus in target countries a
described in the plans. For example, in the Tarma&perational Plan, because economic and
population data must be improved, a plan has beenulated to strengthen the national statistics
system together with the National Bureau of Stafistand continue data collection and
dissemination activities.

c-4. USAID

USAID finds it desirable to implement evaluabiliggsessments when evaluating country-
level, cross-sectoral, or regional programs, asl el global programs. Specifically, whether
evaluation objectives and evaluation questionsemyant and whether related data and information
can be collected within the set period of time eegburces are to be confirmed. Additionally, since
the agreement and cooperation of stakeholdergjdimod target country officials, is necessary, the
individuals in charge of conducting the evaluatstould gain the cooperation of stakeholders and
identify their questions and concerns at the tirhplanning. Furthermore, the resources necessary
for evaluation are to be confirmed, and attentibwutd be given to cost-effectiveness of the
evaluation study, as well as the usability of stuelsults and recommendations extracted from such.
In the CDCS guidelines, the following important ipii are given for inclusion in an evaluation plan
that generates usable evaluation results: i) ofestdted evaluation needs and purposes including
usage, ii) an understanding of the development ase@r(hypothesis) for examining evaluation
questions, iii) identification of a small number @fidence-based questions, iv) reference to past
evaluation studies and research that are usefulthferproject targeted for evaluation and its
evaluation plan, v) selection of appropriate evAtma methods, and vi) gender-sensitive data
collection and analysis.

d. Challenges in monitoring
The organizations reviewed in this chapter havgssesn for regular monitoring of programs
and projects. However the following issues candam@l with regard to monitoring.

d-1. Implementation management of projects andnarng
® There are no unified guidelines regarding monitpf@valuation implementation systems and

32 DFID (2013c).
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using results (World Banky.

® |SR ratings are influenced by the progress of disbwments more than by the level of
achievement of results. Monitoring and evaluatiBi&E) indicators are not necessarily used.
There is a variance in objectivity (World BanX).

® |t is difficult to verify whether monitoring resultare actually being used. Monitoring results
are not made completely public (World Banik).

d-2. Partner country monitoring systems
It is important to examine the monitoring data d&ne necessary capacity during the planning
stages (UNDPJ®

(3) Program evaluation
a. Purposes and aims of implementing program etiahm

The organizations targeted for review have stimdahe following aims for implementing
program evaluation and evaluation as a whole.

a-1. World Bank

At the country level, a Completion and Learning Rew(CLR) is prepared at the end of the
CPF period. The main purpose of the CLR is to extiessons learned from the CPF implementation
and inform the next CPF or strategies worldwide.ditidnally, the review will report on
implementation of the CPF by the target countryegoment and the performance of the World
Bank Group in supporting its implementation. TheRCik subject to validation by the IEG.

At the project level, evaluation has three staggsThe ICR, which is self-evaluation
conducted by the team, is prepared within six meatiter the end of the proje®t.ii) Subsequently,
the ICR review (validation) is conducted by the &G Furthermore, 20-25% of completed projects
are chosen for a Project Performance AssessmemrREPAR) by the IEG® The purposes of the
ICR are to? i) provide a complete and systematic account @faiitcome of the project; ii) compile
and share experience gained from the planning mapdeimentation of the program or project; iii)
ensure accountability and transparency at the profproject level; iv) provide a means for a

33 Cashin (2012).

34 Ibid.

3 Ibid.

% UNDP (2011a).

37 World Bank (2014a).

38 |n the case of the World Bank’s Tanzania Officagicultural sector project (donations to ASDP tmsk
fund), the Tanzanian government will create theftdi@R within 6 months before the end of the prajec
Based on that, the World Bank’s Tanzania Officenplto create the final version of the ICR withir sionths
after the end of the project (from a meeting whike tWorld Bank’s Tanzania Office held on Septemb&r 2
2014).

39 Cashin (2012).

40 World Bank (2006).
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realistic self-evaluation for the World Bank andrimavers; and v) accumulate data to effectively
contribute to the creation of development strategiethe sector, country, and global levels.

a-2. UNDP

Program-level evaluations conducted by the UNDPparformed by the Central Evaluation
Office and/or local offices. Country program evdiaas conducted by the UNDP Evaluation Office
assess the achievement of intended developmertgesil UNDP contributions to these results at
a country levef! Outcome evaluations conducted by project-implemgnbffices are used to
assess the short-term, medium-term, and long-tesuitg? of a program or cluster of related UNDP
projects?®?

a-3. DFID

Not limited to program evaluation, DFID’s policyaseés that evaluations must: i) play an
important role for learning about what works andatvdoes not work through the presentation of
evidence; and ii) correct the course of the progtaranhance effectiveness and gain learning, as
well as to help identify optimal methods for inviegt resources in more effective aré&sThe
purpose of evaluation of Operational Plans is teeas: the relevance of DFID’s strategies to the
target country and DFID’s own corporate objectivide choices of aid interventions and their
effectiveness; DFID’s added value as a developrparner; and the impact of the DFID program
on poverty®® DIFID’s policy also states that summative evaloati is effective with programs
where there are interruptions or changes in thdamepntation stage. A theory-based evaluation
design should be emphasized for such evaluatienptiicy says’

a-4. USAID

At USAID, not limited to program evaluation, evaliom has two major purposes of
“accountability to stakeholders” and “learning ftine purpose of improving effectiveness.”
Evaluations can be conducted at the individualjgmto or development objective level. Evaluations
with the purpose of accountability are conductetbtik at effectiveness, relevance, and efficiency
at USAID*®

For the evaluation of projects, it is desirablectmduct impact evaluation with at least one
project under each DO. External performance evealdoatare conducted for large or above-average

41 UNDP (2011b).

42 According to the UNDP Tanzania Office, programleasions conducted by the local office view theules
of a program to be the outcome. Analysis is pergrfrom the aspects of baseline data, indicatod degree
of contribution to the outcomes. Additionally, ootces are set for each priority area (from a meaetiith

the UNDP Tanzania Office held on October 7, 2014).

43 UNDP (2011b).

44 DFID (2013).

45 DFID (2010).

46 Summative evaluation provides information on tffea of a program.

47 DFID (2013).

48 USAID (2012a).
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projects. For pilot projects or innovative approashexternal impact evaluations are conducted. In
all other cases, the DO team plans a separateai@iu

b. Evaluation criteria and formats/tools

All four organizations have adopted the Developméssistance Committee (DAC)
evaluation criteria (relevance, effectiveness,cédficy, impact, sustainability) as their evaluation
criteria. However, since the DAC's five evaluatioriteria were originally proposed for project
evaluation, they are not necessarily appropriateef@luation of country assistance strategies and
iIssue-specific programs. Therefore, these orgaoizatapply the criteria in a flexible manner,
depending on the purpose of the evaluation.

b-1. World Bank

In the ICR reviews conducted thus far by the 1B, fiollowing has been evaluated and given
a rating: i) project outcome (evaluated in termsedévance, effectiveness, and efficiency); iikris
to development outcome (evaluated in terms of tleagnability of development effects); iii) Bank
performance; iv) borrower performance; v) qualifytive ICR; and vi) quality of monitoring and
evaluation.

At the country level, the CLR is to be conductethatend of the CPF, as previously mentioned.
However, the CLR evaluation design has not begiulstied yet in the CPF guidance document.
This is because the World Bank Group’s new Coukimgagement Cycle, in which the CPF forms
the core, was only recently introduced on July@14 and detailed information has not yet been
made availablé®

b-2. UNDP

The five evaluation criteria are generally appli@devaluations, but the four aspects of
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and velece are used for outcome evaluafidrror the
Assessment of Development Results, evaluation &spéwlude UNDP contributions to
development results for the target country, thegponsiveness and alignment to country challenges
and priorities, strategic positioning, and use @hparative advantageé.

The tool/format used for monitoring and evaluati®the results framework formulated at the
time of planning. However, since this is not madgtit is also possible to retroactively prepare
the results framework at the time of evaluation: &atcome evaluations, a results framework that
clearly shows the indicators for measuring outcormed their level of achievement is extremely
effective>?

49 World Bank (2014a).
50 UNDP (2011b)

51 |bid.

52 UNDP (2011c).
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b-3. DFID

When evaluating an Operational Plan, four additienaluation criteria are added to the
original five criteria. Based on the aspects of elegment strategy, development results, and
development processes, these additional four etiatuariteria are: i) coherence, ii) coverage, iii)
attribution, and vi) coordination, as shown in T&aB}5.

Additionally, a Results Advisor is often appointedorder to ensure that the evaluation is
conducted at a high standa&fdThe role of the advisor is to formulate the evéhrapolicy, oversee
monitoring and evaluation activities, and check ¢valuation reports (in terms of data accuracy,
coherence to the Operational Plan, etc.) of eachept prior to submission to the head office.
According to an interview with DFID personnel iniDes Salaam, Tanzania, there are staff members
at local offices with specialized knowledge in wars fields, but because they are not necessarily
familiar with monitoring and evaluation, it is highadvantageous for a Result Advisor to be
stationed at country offices.

Table 2-5 DFID Operational Plan Evaluation Criteria and Eaion Questions

Evaluation Major Questions
Criteria
Development | Relevance ® Did DFID undertake the correct analysis and maleertpht choices in
Strategy making its regional strategy?
Coherence ® \What other policies and programs influenced DFIpragrams and how

well did DFID respond?

Development | Effectiveness| ® What results (outcomes and impacts) did DFID prograchieve?
Results Coverage and ® What high level results did DFID programs generate?

Impact ® \What types of groups were targeted or excludeaio?

Sustainability| ® To what extent are the benefits derived from DFHoguams likely to

endure?

To what extent can results be attributed to DFID?

How efficiently were the inputs transformed intcués?

How cost-efficient was it?

To what extent did DFID harmonize and align itsgrams with other

in-country and regional initiatives?

® To what extent did DFID achieve the Paris Declaratand the Accra
Commitments in the country?

® How good a development partner was DFID?

Source: Compiled by the Study Team based on DFIM @2

Attribution
Development | Efficiency
Processes

Coordination

Furthermore, DFID shows evaluation methods for agmm in its Business Case and
Intervention Summary depending on the makeup afatgents. For example, Tanzania’'s SAGCOT
program plan states that it will conduct the follog/types of evaluation: i) implementation of al ful
impact assessment regarding the impact of invedsriarroad construction; ii) implementation of
a program process evaluation for assessing exteoralitions such as the incorporation of new
agricultural methods by farmers through the suppbextension services; and iii) implementation

53 DFID (2013c).
54 Meeting with the DFID Tanzania Office (October2®14).
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of the full impact evaluation on the impact of ntidnal aspects in the target region due to DFID
assistance. (The program described above is pexbdigcause it is an example of a program
consisting of multiple interventions following awmtry operational plan.)

b-4. USAID

There are no set evaluation questions for DOsénGBCS. A CDCS'’s goal statement, which is
the objective at the highest level, is assumedédambhieved collectively by USAID, the target
country, and other donors. Thus, the measure ofiteegs not limited to those only derived from
USAID inputs®® The items that should be addressed by evaluatiestipns at the DO level are: i)
the development scenario and key external condifiah impact of the program; iii) political
approach in a specific sector; and iv) the efficienf the implementation approach. Using this as a
reference, the evaluation questions are set atirtiee of the CDCS formulation. Additionally, the
USAID Automated Directives Systems stipulate thatleation questions should be small in number,
relevant to future decisions, and presented togetiid evidence. Examples of USAID DO-level
evaluation questions are shown below.

® To what extent did USAID’s agricultural intervenmi®impact women?

® \What circumstances positively or negatively affddtee degree to which women benefited?

® \What are the most significant constraints to thecessful implementation of sustainable

natural resource management plans?

USAID Malawi's CDCS shows some examples of evabratjuestions for a DO-level impact
evaluation, assuming that the CDCS involves thestms. As these examples may be of particular
reference when looking at the synergistic effeotsiie evaluation of JICA's Cooperation Programs,
they are listed below:

® \Would there be differences in the synergistic dffestween DO 1, DO 2, and DO 3 if these
programs would have been conducted in the sameorregr if they were conducted
independently?

® When multiple DOs are aimed at the same regiontlagee constraints in coordination and
the generation of effects?

c. Challenges in evaluation
Major challenges in evaluation in the reviewed oigations are listed below.

c-1. Issues pertaining to the availability of dataleveloping countries
® Results frameworks do not identify a means of otitgj indicators, and data for a large share
of indicators are difficult to obtain. There are ngaindicators with no baseline data (World

55 USAID (2013a).

20



Bank)>®

Data sources are not provided in evaluation reparéking it difficult to determine the validity

of the information in many cases (World Bafk).

Weaknesses in developing country data systemstattfiecavailability of data and make it
difficult to ensure its quality, as well as to oibtdata in the necessary timeframe. Consequently,
it is also difficult to develop systems for managi®sults (DFIDY2

c-2. Issues pertaining to the usage of results/aluations

Evaluation results are not used in programmingampilag, and decision-making processes of
senior management (UNDP.
Many pilot activities are not evaluated (World BaAk

c-3. Issues pertaining to impact evaluations

Evaluations must be planned at the time of projectation, as for impact evaluations in
particular the control group must be followed dgrithe period of the project. Evaluations are
also useful for the project design itself. For epdan logic and hypotheses are made clear;
performance indicators and data collection are alade clear by setting evaluation questions
(USAID).

The frequency of impact evaluations is low dueheirt high cost and complexity in methods
(World Bank)®t

c-4. Issues pertaining to contributing evaluations

In the past, the Results and Performance Framewm#d by DFID focused on the monitoring
and reporting of development objectives on a globaale, in particular, Millennium
Development Goals (MDGSs). Thus, they were not usgfuneasuring the contributions of
DFID or other specific donors. Therefore, as margub previously, DFID made revisions by
dividing indicators into four levels for the resuiframework, making it easier to assess DFID
contributions (DFID)?

2.1.3 Approaches for Improving Evaluability

In this section, a more detailed review will be doated from the viewpoint of structures and

approaches for ensuring and improving the evaliglwf programs.

Cashin (2012).
Ibid.

DFID (n.d.).
UNDP (2010).
Cashin (2012)
Ibid.

DFID (n.d.).
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(1) Approaches for improving evaluability

As mentioned in Section 2.1.2., the use of an “eability assessment” is an approach to
improving evaluability. Evaluability assessments aronducted during project planning or
immediately prior to evaluation. Evaluability asse&nts conducted at the planning stage raise the
quality of the plan, which in turn increases itsaalkembility. Checking of evaluability just before
evaluation is used to formulate evaluation pland @mndetermine whether the evaluation itself will
be implemented.

Furthermore, not limited to improving evaluabilityjese evaluability assessments are also
conducted as an approach to increasing the qualidyprogram or project itself.

IDB and DFID are organizations that check evalugbdt the time of project planning (see
table below). At IDB, evaluability is checked apaxt of quality control during the project approval
process. DFID checks evaluability when the monitgrand evaluation framework is formulated at
the initial stage of the project. EBRD also emphesithe necessity of checking evaluability during
the planning stage, as making such realizatiotiseatime of evaluation would be too |&fe.

In the following paragraphs, a summary of evalugbassessments will be given, followed
by an overview of the different viewpoints of evalility. Examples of usage will be referenced
from various organizations including ILO, which hesnducted evaluability assessments during
planning, as well as EBRD, which is in the procesmtroducing their use in recent years. IDB is
also verifying the effects of implementing evaldapiassessments. Finally, examples from ADB
and its efforts to improve the quality of projewtsl be presented.

(2) Summary of evaluability assessments

Although projects and programs are the centraletafgy evaluability assessments, they also
cover sectoral and country strategies and poliSesie assessments are self-evaluations conducted
by the unit in charge of the program based on aldist, while some are commissioned externéfly.
Since IDB’s evaluability assessments are basedskwidork only with each assessment taking about
two days, they are done internally by an indepetdsmluation department. However, many
organizations such as DFID and USAID contract sk externally, as it may take from two weeks
to six months to complete. In this case, a constikdth expertise in both the subject matter and
evaluation checks evaluability while consultinglwgtartner country stakeholdes.

The scope of applicability also varies dependingtioa organization. In contrast to DFID,
where assessments are initiated by the personsmsigte for the project, IDB assesses evaluability
for all projects prior to approvaf. EBRD also has a minimum level of evaluability asoadition
for project approvaf’

()]

3 EBRD (2012).
Davies (2013).
% Ibid.

6 DB (2014).

" EBRD (2012).

(2]
S

(2]
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Additionally, even if there is no organizationalrusiture for conducting evaluability
assessments, they are done on an ad-hoc basiswynaases. For example, when the International
Finance Corporation (IFC) introduced a short-teradé finance program as a new product line five
years ago, it conducted an evaluability study tedrine how the program could be evaluated. As
a result, it was concluded that because evaluationld be difficult with existing methods, IFC
would look at the entire portfolio of the shortttetrade finance program. In addition, the best ways
to collect data were also studi&d.

Table 2-6 Timing and Uses of Evaluability Assessments

Timing Uses
Planning stagq Just before the Improving project| Designing the Deciding to
of project evaluation design evaluation evaluate

DFID O O
USAID o? O O O O
DANIDA O O O
UNDP O O O
ILO O O O O O
IDB O O O O
IFC 02 O
EBRD O O
World Bank Currently studying implementation

Notes: O =in use ( evaluability assessment used at project planniagesif the project is to include an
impact evaluation? conducted on an ad-hoc basis when new schemeéstaréuced)
Source: Compiled by Survey Team based on Davies3pand other documents.

(3) Evaluability assessment viewpoints

The viewpoints of each organization are charaaterizy the timing of implementation or the
purpose of evaluability assessments. Since ILO I@&l conduct project management based on
results-based management, their focus is placebbginal sequence and indicators. EBRD pays
particular attention to significant risks that mzguse the project design to stop functiorfihg.

Davies organizes the evaluability assessment viewpanto the 3 categories of: i) project
design, ii) information availability, and iii) inistitional context. (See table belo.)

Table 2-7 Evaluability Assessment Viewpoints of Other Donargl International Organizations

Category Viewpoint
Project design |® Are the long-term impacts and outcomes clearly fified and are the steps fpr
achieving these clearly defined?
® Does the project design meet the needs of thettgrgap? Is the intended beneficiary
group clearly identified?
® |[s it possible to achieve the objective within filanned project lifespan?

68 Meeting with World Bank IEG (July 16, 2014).
6 EBRD (2012).
0 Davies (2013).
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Are there valid indicators?
Have the most important linkages in the causalrchaien identified?
Are the roles of the other actors outside the mtojéearly identified? Have realistic
means to monitor these actors been identified?
Is the logic consistent from beginning to end?
If complicated causal relationships affect the pcoj have the type and extent of the
interactions been identified?
If there are differing opinions about project olijees and how they will be achieved,
to what extent are those differences? How visibéethese differing opinions?
Is a complete set of documents available?
Does baseline data exist?
Are there data on a control group (for impact eatibns)?
Are there data for all the indicators?
Is gender-disaggregated data available?
Are there data from past reviews or evaluations?
Do existing M&E systems have the capacity to defive
racticalities
Are there physical securities risks? Will weatheréconstraint? Are staff and k
stakeholders available during the period of evaduex
Are there problems with the time available for emxion, timing with the schedule
of other activities, funding, or securing necesgagysonnel?
® [s there an opportunity for an evaluation to haveiafluence? Has the project
accumulated enough information and lessons learlstd®re value in implementing
the evaluation?
® Are there other donors, government agencies, or-Gowvernmental Organizations
(NGOs) that should be or hope to be involved in ¢haluation? What forms of
coordination are most appropriate?
Demands
® Who wants the evaluation? Have the primary userthefevaluation results begn
identified? Will they be involved in planning theauation? Will they participate i
the evaluation process?
® What evaluation questions are of interest and tomh Are these evaluation
questions realistic given the evaluation period #redavailability of data?
® What sort of evaluation design do stakeholdersesginterest in? Is this evaluation
design realistic given this interest?
® What ethical issues exist?
® \Will stakeholders be ready to accept negative et&ua results?

Information
availability

Institutional
context

e TUoo0o0o 000

=]

Source: Compiled by the Study Team based on D42@k3), as extracted from a list created from #wutts
of areview of literature on 133 evaluability assesnt-related documents by development assistay@e®s
and other organizations.

(4) ILO’s evaluability assessment

In 2007, ILO developed an evaluability assessmeal which it uses for both projects and
programs. At the time of planning, it is used talerate whether a project's design allows for
outcomes to be evaluated at the end of the projéds.tool is also used at the time of evaluation t
confirm evaluation feasibility.

There are six elements, as shown in the table béttement 1 for objectives and outcomes is
roughly equivalent to the elements needed for ptfpeogram establishment, while most of
elements 2—6 apply to design criteria. The “milas of element 4 are part of a unique endeavor
used to confirm the path toward achieving objeditsg deciding a timeframe and allowing for a
clear sense of progress toward those objectives.
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Table 2-8 Elements of Evaluability Assessment of ILO

Elements Criteria questions
1. |Obijectives/ Objectives and 1) Are the longterm ILO priorities and outcomes clea
Outcomes outcomes are identified?
clearly defined. 2) Are the proposals and actions toward achievdngcomes

through the chosen strategy clearly identified?

3) Have the areas of agreement and disagreemeht tivé
constituents’ priorities and strategy clearly belefined?

4) Is there consistency with the objectives of rin&ional
development frameworks such as Poverty Reductioat&yy|
Paper (PRSP), MDGs, and other integrated developpians?
5) Are there established partnerships with natiomald
international actors and institutions?

2. |Indicators Indicators are 1) Are indicators specific?

appropriately set. |2) Are indicators measurable?

3) Are indicators attainable?

4) Are indicators relevant?

5) Are indicators time-bound?

6) Do indicators have a means of verification?

3. |Baseline There is a baseling 1) Are baselines explicitly stated for each indic&t
that can be 2) Are baselines specific to the program/project?
compared to future|3) Do baselines clearly describe the situation mptio the
outputs and intervention?
outcomes. 4) Will baselines permit comparing and measurirguhs?

4. |Milestones There are 1) Do milestones provide clear sense of the tinmé&afor

milestones that achievement of results?

allow for a clear |2) Do milestones help identify the path toward amspang
sense of progress |outcomes?

toward objectives |3) Do milestones provide a clear sense of progresard the
with a set timeline.| development goal?

5. |ldentification |Risk and 1) Have the principal restrictions tchieving outcomes beg
of Risks and |assumptions that |identified?
Assumptions |may affect the 2) Have the risks associated with each strategyoopand
achievement of achieving outcomes been identified?
objectives are 3) Have methods to mitigate risks been identified?
clearly defined.
6. |Monitoring Monitoring and 1) Is the results framework (objectives, indicajdaselines, an
and Evaluatior evaluation methodstargets) clearly defined?
are clearly 2) Has a progress monitoring system been clearfineld? Are
identified. appropriate implementation methods for monitoringd

evaluation clearly defined?
3) Has a risk monitoring system been clearly dafihe

Source: Compiled by Study Team based on ILO (2011).

ILO rates the six items above on a scale from @ teith the levels as: very good, good,
relatively good, poor, and no content. After ratithg items, each is weighted (objectives=25%,
indicators=25%, baseline=20%, milestones=10% rakd assumptions=15%, M&E=5%) and a
score is calculated. Projects are then placedtimtocategories of: fully evaluable (3.5 points or
more), most evaluable (2.5-3.5 points), limitedleahility (1.5—-2.5 points) and not evaluable (1.5
points or less). Projects categorized as most abéduor less will be prompted for improvement.
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The fact that this rating itself is largely depenten the expertise and experience of the usem is a
issue, thereby calling for a triangulation of reésudy multiple stakeholders.

(5) EBRD’s evaluability assessment

As EBRD does not require the creation of a resfriisnework for project planning, it
conducted a study on evaluability assessments 112 ¥ith the intention of using the assessments
to improve project performance. As a result of tetsdy, it was recommended that EBRD
incorporate evaluability assessments as a routioeegs at the project approval stage. It was also
suggested that this start with technical coopenadiod grants and then progressively expand to other
operations.

As a method of implementation, the project implemagon unit will use checklists for
assessments, the results of which will be submitteshanagement together with project approval

documents.
Table 2-9 Five Elements for EBRD’s Evaluability Assessment
Elements Description Requirements
1. |Result$? Results are clearly |1) Results are expressed #wmt anyone reading them ¢
identified and the understand them.
possibility of 2) Their degree of achievement can be evalu
achievement is high.| quantitatively or qualitatively.
3) The hierarchy of results is clear.
4) The possibility for achievement is realisticatisojected.
5) Groups or markets where results appear areifoht
2. |Indicators and | There are data that |1) There is at least one indicator for each exgkotsult.
Data can identify results. |2) Indicators are valid.
3) Data exist.
4) Indicators have measureable achievement levels.
3. |Baseline There is baseline |1) There is baseline information for each of the expesults
information areas.
4. |Risk Risks are identified |1) All main risks have been identified.
and mitigation 2) The potential severity of risks ahikelihood of occurrenc
strategies are have been identified. “Killer risks” do not exist.
appropriate. 3) The identified risks each have mitigation stgits.
4) Aresponsible party for risk monitoring has béaemtified.
5. |[Monitoring Monitoring is 1) The party responsible for monitoring is cleadgntified.
appropriately built in|2) Financial resources and personnel with skilly
monitoring have been secured.
3) Sources of information required for monitoringvie beer
identified.

Source: Compiled by Study Team based on EBRD (2012)

1 1LO (2011).
2 EBRD’s “results” is a broad concept including atijees, financial performance, transition impact,
environmental or social impact, additionality, andestment performance.
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(6) IDB’s evaluability assessment

IDB has already systematically incorporated evailitglassessments for more than 10 years,
and it is the only development organization thad heviewed the results of these assessments as
quality-at-entry’®

IDB has been using a comprehensive developmenttseBamework since 2008, and the
project design within this must be evaluable exeamvaluability for country strategies must also
obtain a certain score.

IDB uses three tools to validate development restifte Development Effect Matrix (DEM),
Progress Monitoring Report, and the Project ConbeReport. The DEM is a tool used for
planning loan projects for developing country goweents to evaluate whether a project meets
IDB’S required conditions. All projects are ratesing this matrix prior to approval by the board of
directors.

There are three elements of evaluability, whichssmared from 0—10. These requirements are
that the program logic is appropriate, the economialuation is above the standard, and the
monitoring and evaluation plan is appropriate. Wahg-term efforts, the evaluability scores have
been steadily rising. In 2013, all of the projestered at least 7. Looking at a breakdown of the
three elements, monitoring and evaluation rose fodnto 7.7 points compared to 2008; economic
evaluation rose from 4.0 to 10 points; and proglagic rose from 5.4 to 8.8 points.

It was decided that the DEM will also be fully irephented in the planning phase for projects
for the private sector from 2014 onward. Furtheculking on results, IDB aims to streamline
processes and to create an integrated data managsystent?

(7) ADB’s efforts toward improved planning’

In 1995, ADB implemented a logical framework andy&e using a development results
framework in 2004. It has conducted evaluationsiftbe four aspects of: Asia-Pacific development
outcomes, outputs and outcomes by sector, opesdti@ffectiveness, and organizational
effectiveness. Management is performed using th&dbeand Monitoring Framework, which is a
project planning document. Additionally, as qualiityentry, a consultant reviews the results
framework of all projects in progress and all coyrdtrategies every two years. The perspectives
held at that time are shown as follows.

® Did we do the right things to begin with?

® \Were the objectives worthwhile?

® \Were the rewards commensurate with the risks?

® Are the underlying development rationale and momtpframework clearly defined?

73 Davies (2013).
74 DB (2014).
75 ADB (2014), ADB (2013), EBRD (2012).
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Every year, the percentage of projects receivingtiag of “satisfactory” is calculated. Using
2004-2006 as a baseline, the transition is examaret quality control at the planning stage is
monitored. For example, in 2006, 33% of the counpartnership strategies’ operational
effectiveness was given a rating of “satisfactorydwever, this percentage rose to 100% in 2612.

2.1.4 Observations on the Programs of International Orgairations and Other
Donors

In this section, observations will be presentedarding the results of the review conducted
in this chapter on program formation, operation ammhagement, and evaluation, as well as the
elements for ensuring evaluability of other donamsl international organizations.

(1) Program formation

In the formulation of program plans, the checkethfso(elements) that were common to all
four of the organizations targeted for study weansistency with the partner country development
policies and consistency with assistance policfeth® donor country. A results framework is used
by the World Bank, UNDP, and USAID to compile artlme of the plans, including the elements
mentioned above. The World Bank and UNDP use aixnstlyle, while USAID uses a tree style, but
both are effective in understanding developmengéctibjes (equivalent to “program objectiV&sn
JICA's Cooperation Programs), including the workpaftner country governments and other donors
logically. The tree-style results framework usedJ$yAID is particularly useful as a reference, as it
shows the work of USAID and that of other donord anganizations separately, making it easy to
understand the goal achievement scenarios at agjlan

(2) Program operation and management

All of the organizations (World Bank, UNDP, DFIDné USAID) studied formulate detailed
monitoring plans from the program formation stagat include the implementing body, frequency,
methods, and target data for monitoring. They halge built systems for periodic revisions. At the
time of program planning, a general framework fog monitoring plan is stipulated. The use of this
framework at the implementation stage is esseatian element of program implementation.

Furthermore, the progress of the program and aemewt level of indicators is revised as
least once per year. Although most revisions comgisninor corrections in the plan, results of the
revisions are reflected in the plans for the foliogvyear and later, with a record of the changes
being preserved. In reality, implementation managetnissues such as indicators set at the planning
stage not actually being used or difficulties ihidating the usage of monitoring results have been

76 ADB (2013).
7 Program objectives include a program purpose arpluts.
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observed. However, the tracking and saving of ckang an important point in understanding the
changes and their reasons at the evaluation sésge/ell for understanding the level of program
progress and achievement. This leads to improvatualility.

Additionally, the inclusion of the monitoring syste of target country government
stakeholders, as is done by UNDP and DFID, is ficamit for their monitoring systems from a
viewpoint of ownership. The reason for this is thhas assumed that if the scale of the cooperation
is large (in the case of country-level assistanmogmmms), it is likely that the level of the goaldl
often be at the same level as the development thgacof the partner country. This is an important
point at the evaluation stage in terms of the amlity of data on indicators and ensuring the
reliability of information.

(3) Program evaluation

It was confirmed that each international organmatand donor devised evaluation criteria
and items while continuing to incorporate the fivAC evaluation criteria.

All four organizations targeted for the study stgie the evaluation plan to some degree at
the time of project formulation. For example, thedl Bank and UNDP conduct evaluations by
following the results framework that was formulaidthe time of project planning. DFID, in its
Business Case and Intervention Summary, desciifegglan for evaluation methods. USAID selects
development objectives for the evaluation targeECS and sets evaluation questions in advance.
Setting evaluation methods and criteria questiamsadvance is advantageous in that logic,
hypotheses, performance indicators, and data ¢alleare clearly defined. For impact evaluations
in particular, because the control group must heked during implementation, the inclusion of
evaluation questions in the evaluation plan from bleginning makes it more possible to increase
the quality of collected data and the accuracyhefdvaluation.

(4) Approaches for improving evaluability

Each organization makes various efforts in ordeémprove program design and evaluability
with many shared perspectives. There are some aplpes that involve systematically revising the
program design all at once, while some organizatiteave the work to the discretion of the
responsible persons. The approaches for improwatyability should consider the balance between
objectives (expected results) and efforts/cost&nB¥ program design improvements are expected
by conducting evaluability assessment at the tih@lanning, the effects will fade quickly if
continuous management of the constantly changihgatson of the local project site is not
subsequently performed. While maintaining viewpsifdr improving evaluability, it is necessary
to have a management system that allows for ravésaf its scenarios throughout the program.
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2.2 Results of the Review of the Requirements foEvaluability and Evaluation
Framework of JICA's Cooperation Programs

Information that could be used as reference reggrttie frameworks, evaluation criteria, and
tools of Cooperation Programs was analyzed. Withgurpose of providing feedback for various
deliverables, existing JICA Cooperation Progranar®l and program evaluation study reports
presented by JICA were the target of a review cotetli on program definitions, formation,
monitoring, and evaluation.

2.2.1 Definitions of JICA's Cooperation Program

(1) Definitions and elements of JICA's CooperatiorPrograms

In the Guideline for Enhancing the Strategies ofo@aration Programs {2 Edition),
Cooperation Programs are defined as JICAs stratégimeworks (i.e., cooperation goals and
appropriate cooperation scenarios for their achieargt) for supporting the achievement of specific
medium- to long-term higher-level development objexs in developing countries. Additionally,
the following three items are given as strategarednts in the above guideline (Table 2-10).

Table 2-10 Elements of Cooperation Program Strategic Framesvork

Iltem Element
1. |Clearly identified There are clear cooperation objectives following development strategiés
objectives of developing countries and Japanese aid strategies
2. |Appropriate There are appropriate cooperation scenarios foiesitty cooperation

cooperation scenarios|goals.
3. |Optimal usage plans foiThere are optimal usage plans for each form oktmste when
each form of assistancgmplementing cooperation scenari@s.

Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on JICE3(®.

The above guideline also presents the followingcasperation Program viewpoints, which
are used to validate the relevance of the impleatanmt of projects as Cooperation Programs.

Table 2-11 Viewpoints for Validating Relevance of Cooperati®rograms

Iltem Validation viewpoints
1. |a. Importance of development issuas Are the development issues prioripplicy issues for th
b. Level of program purposes Government of Japan or extremely important in thetrger

country’s development planning?

b. Is the Cooperation Program’s purpose so chaihgnthat it
cannot be achieved without the formation of a paog?

2. |a. JICAs comparative advantage |a. Has JICA worked on the issue before, and ddesvié the ability
b. Assumptions on structures andto analyze it?

systems b. Can assumptions be made on the specific streefior gaining
a voice with the partner country government and sysems

8 Technical cooperations, ODA loans, grant aid, aenldinteer programs are used strategically basethi@n
circumstances of each country. However, it is hetdase that all forms of assistance must be casdbin
JICA (2013d).
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available for that country to accept this influehce
3. |a. Strong commitment by the a. Has the partner country’s strong commitment bmarirmed?
partner country b. Is there a system in place foserting the Cooperation Progral
b. Insertion into government or framework aligned with it, into the policies amtitutions of
policies and institutions the partner country?
4. |a. Organizational position of a. Is it organizationally positioned as a develophigsue on whic
development issues the limited resources of development aid organizatisinguld bg
concentrated over the medium- to long-term?

Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on JICE3(®.

In the JICA Guideline for Project Evaluation (2004)CA was already using terminology on
evaluability, and they have continued to incorpetdtis concept in various forms. In the JICA
Guidelines for Project Evaluation'(ZEdition), the following are given as the requirersefor

evaluability.
Table 2-12 Requirements to Secure Evaluability
ltem Requirements
1. Securing evaluability of theGiving concrete shape to the project plan, inclgdinputs project
project itself purpose, and scope.
Availability of evidence for assessingevelopment results throu
monitoring.

Identifying relevant stakeholders.

2. Setting and applying
objective and consistent
evaluation criteria

Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on JICKE).

The following items are also given in the guidetinegs viewpoints for the formulation of
cooperation scenarios.

Table 2-13 Viewpoints for the Formulation of Cooperation Sceos

ltem Cooperation scenario formulation viewpoints
1. Dialogue with partner Were scenarios formulated through dialogue withghgner country?
country
2. Conformance with Were scenarios examined that follow the partner nbgded aid
coordination frameworks | coordination framework?
3. Use of Capacity Is the knowledge andexperience cultivated through capag
Development (CD) development support being used effectively?

knowledge and experience
4, Addressing policies and Are approaches aiming for the manifestation of biglhvel developmer

institutions effects being studied by addressing improvementisérpartnecountry’s
policies and institutions?
5. JICA's mission Have the viewpoints of the JICA organizational rogs of “humarn

security” and “promoting inclusiveness” been takaio account?
6. Building partnerships and |Has consideration been given to building partngrstand tiedps with

tie-ups other relevant donors, private companies, and NGOs?

7. Japanese resources Is there an awareness of the viewpoint of the imiahip to Japanes
domestic policies and the effective use of Japandseelopmen
resources?

8. Synergy with JICA's Are the characteristics and advantages of JICAsious forms of
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characteristics, advantages
and other projects

assistance being exhibited? Is an input/activign@eing formulated th
takes the synergy with other projects into account?

MDGs, cross-cutting issues

Are responses to global issues, such as contriptnitDG achievemer
and approaches to crosatting issues such as the environment
gender being taken into account appropriately?

10.

Exit strategy

Is the progre®f scenarios that anticipate an exit strategynftbe star
being considered? (Is the assurance of sustaihaliéing taken int

account?)

11.

Risk analysis and measures

Are implementationaisdysis and response measures being stud

Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on JICE3(D.

2.2.2 Results of the Review of JICA’'s Cooperation ProgranPlans

(1) Summary of target programs

ied?

In this section, 26 of the 27 existing Cooperatlrogram Plans provided by JICA were
targeted and reviewed. The title, period, and budféhese Cooperation Programs are as shown in
Table 2-14. At the time of formation, the plannedipd for a program averaged 6.5 years, with the
shortest at four years and the longest at 11 y@alditionally, the average budget of the 26 progsam
was JPY 19.14 billion, with the smallest budgedRY 720 million and the largest at JPY 212.49
billion. This does not include the four programs Which the budget amount was not noted or the

one program that gave a numerical range.

Table2-14 Coo

Number of projects included in Budget
. the Cooperation Program Plar udge
Period | 9 (one
Country Program Title (Fiscal 2 ol - 8: ol 4 hu.ntlzlred
Year) S|s|8P%3| 3| 2| milion
2|3 88|a|"® en)
5 = Y
1. |Afghanistan| H€81th  System - Strengthening o 014 7 | 1 | 0 9 | 2|12 191
Program
. Agricultural and Rural 292.8
2. |Afghanistan Development Support Program 2010-2020, 11 | 1 | O 18 4 | 23 - 446.6
3. |Afghanistan| <@0U! Metropolitan Development, oo, 11 | 13 | g 8 | 1|31] 212409
Program
Program for Transpoft
4. |Indonesia |Environment Development in2011-2020| 10 | O 3 10 4 | 17 N.A.
Jakarta Metropolitan Area
5. |uganda |Northem Uganda Reconstructibyng o014l 6 | 6 | 1 5 | 5| 17| 125.0
Program
Improvement of Water Supply
Coverage and Capacity
6. Ethiopia Development for Malntenance/2011_2015 5 61 o 10 > | 18 80.6
Management of Safe Water
(approved only by related
departments)
Program for Eastern Regi r}
7. |El Salvador 010-2014| 5 2|1 8 6 | 17 260.5
Development
Program for the Improvement pf
8. |Ghana Health Status of People Living jr2005-2009| 5 1|10 2 1| 4 7.2
Upper West Region
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Program for Promoting Mother and
9. |Ghana Child Health Services Focusing p2011-2016| 6 3]0 2 2 7 31.3
Upper West Region

10. | Cambodia |Program for Human Resourtg ), 55511 10| 2| o 8 | 2|12| 386
Development for Industry
11. |cambodia |Program for Urban —Water, )\, ,516l 5 | 4 5 2 | o|11] 3331

Environment Improvement
Support to the Victims of Armed
12. |Colombia |Conflict and Their Coexistence apn@2008-2013| 6 o O 9 10| 19 10.5
Reconciliation
Programme for Reinforcement pof

13. | Senegal the Health System of Tambacound2007-2011| 5 1|0 6 5] 12 16.8
Region
14. | Tajikistan Transport Infrastructure Progran 201320 5 5|0 3 0| 8 91.6

Programme for Strengthening Ri
Production Capacity
Transportation and Infrastructu

15. | Tanzania “So11-2018 8 | 2| 0 8 | 2|12| 1262

5013-2018 6 | 3| 0 4 ol 7 84.3

16. |Nepal Development Program

17. | Palestine Improvement of Health 2009-201Y 1] 0 4 4 1 9 18.0

18. |Palestine |2eficho  Regional - Development, s 50100 6 | 0| o | 12 | 0| 12| 150
Program

Arsenic Contaminatio
Countermeasure Program
Basic Education Improveme

19. | Bangladesh "2006-2000| 4 | 1| 0 6 | 1| 8| NA

20. | Bangladesh "o011-2016) 6 | 1| 0 2 | 1| 4] 315

Program

21. E:;I;ma Program for Malaria Control 2008-20114 1 0 5 0| 6 N.A.
Program on the Development |of

) Small and Medium Enterpris¢

22. | Viet Nam (SMEs) and Supporting |ndustria$szoog_2015 7111 4 23 2|30 197.0
(Sls)

23. | Benin Maternal and Child Health Programg g 50190 5 | 1 | o | 7 | 3|11| 152
in Benin

24. | Bolivia Program for Water Supply in the,s,c o010 6 | 5 [ 0| 5 | 8|18| NA
Poverty Area
Program for Integrated

25. | Morocco Development of Errachidig2008-2015| 8 1 1 3 2|17 31.6
Province

26. |Lao Power Development Program 2012-2016 1 3 12 0 | 16 361.2

Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on eampe@iion Program Plans

Note 1: Although there is a possibility that a charmas occurred during the implementation periosloime

of the programs reviewed, the analysis was madedian the above Cooperation Plans since the pumpiose
this section is to analyze the content of CooperaBrogram Plans.

Note 2: In addition to the above 26 CooperationgPam Plans, JICA provided the Study Team with
documents of the Program for Strengthening BasiecBtlon in Honduras (Cooperation Program for Teaghi
in Mathematics in Latin American and Caribbean Goes). However, this Cooperation Program was not
targeted for the review since the Cooperation RaogPlan was not formulated

Note 3: The technical cooperation includes technicmperation projects, dispatch of individual entpe
development study, training in Japan, third counteyning, and grassroots technical cooperatiorjeuts.
Others include grassroots grant aid projects, di$paf volunteers, and multilatér@operation.

Additionally, an ex-ante evaluation is conductecewlthe Cooperation Program Plan is being
approved. The items described in the plan includiegessity, relevance, purpose/content, effects
(effectiveness), external factors/risks, etc. amganized and the appropriateness of the plan and

33



implementation structure is comprehensively vedifie

(2) Formulation and evaluability of programs

Based on the Cooperation Program Plan describegeaba analysis is performed on program
formation from the perspective of evaluability. $tanalysis is generally the result of a literature
review of the program plan and its appendiceshduéd be noted that the analysis only focuses on
the formation of the plan and that it is perfornvéth a limited amount of information.

a. Issues pertaining to elements of the plan

Elements of the plan are of two types: they areegielements such as Cooperation Program
or they pertain to the program design. Althoughpadicular problems were seen with the former,
the issues described below were observed withatter] (See Table 2-15 for details.)

a-1. Ambiguous program purposes set at a levelishab high

Programs have been observed where the program smripeelf, which shows what the
program is aiming to achieve, is not set in a marhat is clear and concrete (Table 2-15 “a”).
Therefore, the indicators, which will be describ&ter, become more difficult to define
appropriately. Additionally, cases have been sekare/even if the program purpose itself has been
concretely set, it has been set at too high o¥elld his makes program purposes difficult to achie
within the time frame based on the amount of inpetjod of time, and content of the cooperation
for the program. For example, in the AgriculturaldaRural Development Support Program in
Afghanistan®® the program purpose has been set as the “refminitit of the key industry of
agriculture and the rural development sector.” ¢atlhrs for the program are the agricultural share
of the gross national product (GDP) and rice proidncvolume. The target values for each indicator
were not indicated, as they were scheduled to bieese the time of the mid-term review. Therefore,
although the target level was unclear, if it wehmught that a Cooperation Program could
substantially change the GDP of the agriculturdmethe level set for the program purpose (and
the level of the indicators) would likely be togyhi

a-2. No causal relationship between the programagse and outputs

Cases have been observed where the program pulpesenot have a causal relationship (or
means/ends relationship) with the outputs. Conweialiy, the relationship between the program
purpose and outputs is established with the Idgitif multiple outputs are all achieved, the peogr
purpose will be achieved. However, for examplerehere many cases where the program purpose

7 JICA (2013d)

80 Before this, the phrase “The base will be formeddontinued and sustained agriculture and rural
development in rural area” was included. This & ja rearrangement of the wording for the targetste
level of the outputs. The portion that states tlegpam objectives is thought to be the latter lodlthe
phrase only, as stated above.
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is differentiated from the multiple outputs by clgang one phrase, making the multiple outputs and
program purpose the same. Thus, in effect, therprogurpose has not been set. This decreases
evaluability and lowers the efficiency of the ewation. As an example, the purpose of the Program
for Transport Environment Development in the Jakdtetropolitan Area in Indonesia is to improve
the transport environment in the metropolitan dnearder to achieve higher economic growth and
job creation through the promotion of investmenttlie area. The five outputs defined for this
Cooperation Program are the improvement of plassgésys and capacity enhancement, increased
transport volume of mass transit organizationstdased road capacity, increased cargo handling
volume at ports, and expansion of airport facisiteapacity. The seven indicators are not categwrize
according to program purpose or outputs, and thejude items such as total railway extension
length in kilometers and the increase ratio forghecentage of public transport users. However, the
specific content of the program purpose “transpostironment” is unclear, and it seems to express
the five outputs collectively in a single phrase.

a-3. The indicators set are inappropriate or inecigffit

Cases have been observed where the indicatorgrdrig@ous and not sufficiently concrete.
For example, mere stating “improving capacity of Z¥ersonnel” does not express the specific
area, type of group/people, type of capacity, hawwill be measured, or extent to which
improvements should be made to determine achieverdenan example, the Northern Uganda
Reconstruction Program states its program purpssthe “return of internally displaced persons
(IDP) and ensuring their secure and stable livether new domiciles.” Of the three indicators,
indicator 2 is the “improvement of living environmteor IDP,” and indicator 3 is the “revitalization
of IDP’s livelihood activities and production adties.”®' However, because what will be used to
measure “improvement” and “revitalization” is ndearly defined, the indicators have not been
made sufficiently concrete. There are also casewhith the indicators have been specifically
identified, but the target values are not semdficators are not set in a concrete manner, mongor
is difficult to implement. Additionally, if targetalues are not set, it is highly likely that thevil
be differences in determinations depending on tauator. All of these have a negative impact on
evaluability.

There are also many programs in which the apprtgress of the indicators cannot be
considered because none have been set at alle@btRooperation Programs, a total of 13 programs
had a portion of the indicators that were not &dtthese 13, five programs did not have indicators
set for program purposes, and eight did not hagecators for outputs.

a-4. Deviation among target areas
Cases have been observed where despite the fathéarogram target area includes all areas
of the partner country, the actual activities todquce effects were only conducted in some limited

81 In this program plan, indicators have been sefFf62012 (three years after the program starts).
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areas. (See Table 2-15 “e.”) This makes it difficalanticipate the effects of the program’s pugos
For example, the target area for the Program fdbadrWater Environment Improvement in
Cambodiais all of Cambodia. The program purpose is stated'leor the Cambodia Millennium
Development Goals aiming to improve urban watempsupercentages and sanitation: to increase
the urban water supply service percentage of 60%0B8 to 80% in 2015; to increase access to
urban sanitation facilities from 49% in 1998 to 74%2015; and to contribute to the achievement
of projected post-CDMGs indicators.” In addition ttee problem of the program purpose itself
containing multiple items, the areas where actogirovements in water supply percentages and
access to sanitation facilities are expected amiédd to a portion of the cities including PhnormPRe
and Siem Reap, which are the target areas forutputs. This causes a deviation between the target
areas of the program purpose and outputs. Iféssumed that the program aims for improvement
in all areas of Cambodia, the outputs are insudfiti If it aims for improvement only in the target
areas of the outputs, however, then the targesarest be specified as such.

a-5. Target sector selection does not attach impo#g to producing measurable effects

For the target scope of a Cooperation Programulifipie issues in the same sector are chosen
to be handled in a manner that is broad and shailolecomes difficult to measure the effects
brought about by the Cooperation Program durinduasteon. In order to show the effects of the
program more clearly, the target scope of the Cradjm Program must be decided after thoroughly
examining what specific effects should be producEdr example, for the Health System
Strengthening Program in Afghanistan, the progranppse was set as, “Systems related to building
efficient health care systems, including the pevséctor, will be strengthened, thereby allowirg th
health care administrative organizations of Afglséam to autonomously propose and implement
health care policies to achieve national develogrstrategies.” The scope of this program was set
to cover five of the eight programs on the Afghgmsside. These five programs only support the
development of human resources and institutiondinugl. Therefore, as opposed to concentrating on
one program, this scope will likely cause the degie which effects are produced to be lowered.
Additionally, it will become more difficult to mease the contribution of the Cooperation Program
to these Afghani programs, in turn causing diffimd from the aspect of evaluability.

There is one common cause among the five probleitis elements of the plan that were
described above. The definitions and positioningh&f program purposes and outputs were not
clearly identified. The first step toward improvemhdor the relevant stakeholders is to share this
information and make it clearer.

a-6. Analysis of external factors is insufficient

Although external factors cannot be controlledtyprogram, some cases have been observed
where the analysis of these (external) factorsreggddor achieving program purposes and outputs
has been insufficient. (See Table 2-15 “i.”) Ifmlents not included in the scope of the program (e.g
distribution and marketing in programs to improwgrieultural productivity) worsen compared to
the beginning of the program, even if the prograimplemented as planned, it is difficult to ackdev
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program purposes and outputs. It will also be difii for the program to link to advancing the
development objectives positioned at a higher le&dtitionally, even if resources are secured for
each constituent project and are implemented ampld if there are delays in support from other
donors in supplementary roles or a change in doegctt will be difficult for the expected synergy
to be produced. Furthermore, if there is a majancje in directionality of the policies of the pamtn
country during the period of the program, the digance of the program will decrease for that
country. There will also be a negative impact oa itlputs (funding, human resources, etc.) from
the partner country side for the constituent prigiemaking it more difficult to produce and sustain
effects. At the formation stage of a CooperationgPam, a plan must be formulated that is based on
thorough data collection/analysis on the currermt projected conditions.

For example, for the Maternal and Child Health Pamgin Benin, the program purpose is the
reduction of the maternal and neonatal mortalitg ra the southern region of Benin. The indicators
are lower maternal mortality rates and neonataltatity rates. The following three outputs were
also given. Outcome 1: Maternal and neonatal catkeal agune Maternity Hospital is improved.
Outcome 2: A system is created by the Ministry @fakh for in-hospital training in the field of
maternal and child health targeted for medical pangl at the Lagune Maternity Hospital. Outcome
3: Maternal and neonatal care at the municipaltheanter is improved. However, in regard to
hospitals and medical facilities in target regiatlser than that of the Lagune Maternity Hospital,
there was no clear analysis regarding the shortfgmedical facilities and capable medical
professionals, which had been pointed out as algmbThus, the current situation and future
projections are unclear.

a-7. Monitoring plans are not included in the JI€&ooperation Program Plan

In addition to inputs and the progress of constitugrojects, monitoring of the program
purpose’s achievement levels is essential to tieeess of the program. If the data and information
that should be collected, the person who will atileend compile the information, the person making
determinations, and the timing of these steps atelearly identified at the start of the progrdtn,
becomes more difficult to implement monitoring. @ntly, there is a template for the monitoring
sheet (hereinafter referred to as “program mormigsheet”), but it is not mandatory. There were no
programs that attached a monitoring sheet to t@eoperation Program Plans. Additionally, 13 of
the 26 programs did not clearly state monitorinigjscts, methods, or timing on their program plans.
Therefore, who will conduct monitoring during impientation and how it will be done, or whether
there is a plan to conduct monitoring at all, ikmown.
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Table 2-15 Issues Pertaining to the Formation and Evaluabilit§6 Cooperation Programs Targeted for Review
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Agricultural and Rural ’ In addition to the program purpose including twopgmses, it i
Development Support Programl ° ° ° ° ° e | unspecific and likely to be a rephrasing of thepatd.
in Afghanistan
Improvement of Water Supply Some of the indicators for program purpose and wstgre
Coverage and Capacity identical (population benefitting from water supplscility
Development for Maintenance/ development), with both being rephrased from eahbkroAlso,
Management of Safe Water |inl ° ° the entire country is the target area for humaroue=s)
Ethiopia development, but actual effects related to wateplyu are|
predicted to be produced in only four regions @agitargeted
by water supply facility development).
Program for the Improvement Program purpose is clearly stated, but two of hinegt indicators
of Health Status of People:L R R R . |2® not sufficiently concrete. Additionally, theogram purposg
Living in Upper West Regioh is identical to the project objective of the tedahicooperation
in Ghana project.
Program for Promoting Mother There is a notation of external factors in the paagplan. Of the
and Child Health Services R three program purpose indicators, tf€igdicator (postpartum
Focusing on Upper West examination rate) is included in thet indicator (prenatdl
Region in Ghana examination coverage rate).
Program for Human Resource Program purpose indicators are not sufficientlyarete. The
Development for Industry in 1 R timing of the monitoring (five years from the stafthe program
Cambodia and at completion) and the use of working groupth wiher
donors is clearly stated in the program plan.

82 “Indicators are not appropriately set” covers “sofficiently specific as indicators,” “target vakiare not set,” and “the year used as the badelimemparison of target values
is several years before the start of the program.”
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Improvement of Health i
Paraguay

Two provinces are set as the target areas, bubmeat@ cover:
only one of those provinces. Also, the level ofgreon purpos

—~ W U7

14

f

L

1 is likely too high compared to the outputs. Tanggties are ng
set for indicators at the outcome level.

7. |Basic Education Improvement Program purpose is at the same level as the pactnhertry’s
Program in Bangladesh development policy objective, but it should be dhat is

1 ° achieved jointly with other donors. Meanwhile, icatiors for
outputs are not set. Therefore, it is difficult neeasure th
portion contributed by the Cooperation Program @lon

8. |Program for Malaria Control in The indicator for outcome 3 is not sufficiently coete, and
Burkina Faso other indicators do not show target values. Grahpejects are

1 also being implemented in areas other than thogettd by this
program. Depending on the outcome, there is nolayén the
target area.

9. |Maternal and Child Health Indicators for both program purposes and outputs raot
Program in Benin 1 sufficiently concrete. External factors are notadlgidentified.

10. |Power Development Progrgm The program purpose is ambiguous, not specifyingtwiill
in Lao 1 R allow for a “stable and efficient” electricity sugplndicators fo

program purposes and outputs are not set. Alserredtfactors
are not clearly identified.

11. |Kabul Metropolitan Because the program purpose is close to beinghaasipg of
Development  Program |n3 outputs (rewording of outputs 1-5), measuring thdseing
Afghanistan monitoring and evaluation is expected to be difficu

12. | Northern Uganda Program purpose is ambiguous and is a rephrasiting @utputs|.
Reconstruction Program |n Additionally, some indicators (e.g., Indicator @@grovement o

3 = . . L
Uganda IDP living environment) are ambiguous and not sidfitly
concrete as indicators.

13. | Programme for Reinforcement Using the project design matrix (PDM) attachedhi® progran
of the Health System f3 plan, the logic regarding objectives and indicatisreeasy tg
Tambacounda  Region n check. External factors have not been analyzed.

Senegal
14. |Health System Strengthenipg Program purpose is not concrete and indicatoraatrset. Also
Program in Afghanistan since the approach was taken to support only éopaot the five)
4 R issues (human resources development and institbtidding)
with the complementary relationship with other denas 4
precondition, it is difficult to see the contribais of the
Cooperation Program alone.

15. | Program for Transport Program purpose is a rephrasing of the outputs lincleal

Environment Development in| 5 whether the indicators set are for program purpo$er outputs

Jakarta Metropolitan Area

Also, the program is composed of 17 projects, whclyuite
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Indonesia

numerous and branching. The linkage between psgud the
path to the program purpose is hard to see.

16.

The Program for Easter
Region Development in E

Salvador

Because the target values for indicators are rtdbserogran
purpose or for outputs, the extent of changes aifmeh terms
of workforce population and average income is uac|e
Composed of 17 projects, which is quite numerdus, hard tqg
see the linkage from outputs to program purpose.

17,

Program for Urban Watg
Environment Improvement
Cambodia

h

=

Phrases such as “contribute” are used in the pnognarpose),
but the level of contribution the program attenmpt@chieve i
unclear. There are no target values for the indisafor the
program purpose and (some of the) outputs. Alsotdtget arep
is defined as all of Cambodia, but there is diveogewith the
areas in which effects can be expected. It is dtttat regula
monitoring will be conducted using the Urban Watdarking
Group, which is an assistance coordination framkwor

18.

Support to the Victims @
Armed Conflict and thei
Coexistence and Reconciliati
in Colombia

===

The logic linking the program purpose to the ouwpus
appropriate. However, the wording for the programppse is
difficult to understand, and target values foritidicators for the
program purpose and outputs are not set. It islgletated thaf
the achievement levels will be monitored throughlicypq
discussions between the partner country governanaht local
ODA task force. A program adjustment meeting wioabe|
conducted once every six months.

D -

19. | Transport Infrastructure Since the baseline for trade volume used for pragoarpose
Program in Tajikistan indicators was from eight years prior to the stéthe program
it is questionable whether the contribution of pnegram can b
measured. Outcome indicators are specific, buetargiues ar

not set.
20. | Programme for Strengthening Since the program purpose is the “contribution” partner
Rice Production Capacity |n country development objectives and is set to beiemed

Tanzania

together with support from other donors, it isidifft to measure
the extent of contribution from the Cooperationd?aon alone.

21. | Transportation and Program indicators are clearly identified, but ttoegrlap with
Infrastructure Development output indicators. The relationship between outpantsl the
Program in Nepal program purpose is a rephrasing of the same coriésd, the

relationship between roads and airports coveretthéyprogram
is hard to see, and there is a possibility thatsétor grouping
is the same.

22. | Jericho Regional Developmegnt The program purpose is lacking specificity, anddatbrs for the

Program in Palestine

program purpose and output levels are not settdiget area

[
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of the subprograms match, but the linkage betwe®jegts|
within the subprogram and the scenario from thesagram tq
the program purpose is hard to envision.

23. | Arsenic Contamination The period of the program is short at three yewith the
Countermeasure Program |in program purpose going no further than institutiamlding.
Bangladesh 5 . . . . There are no concrete development effects. Theerdiftce

between the outputs and the program purpose is t@rd
understand. Since the actual program purpose iggamiss, the
causal relationship between the two is also amhigLio

24. |Program on the Developmgnt Since the number of constituent projects is nunmer@d the
of Small and Medium schemes branch out in different directions, theati@hship
Enterprises (SMEs) and between these projects is hard to see. The proguapose itself
Supporting Industries (SIs) In5 ° ° ° ° is ambiguous (i.e., “the supply of management resssu(human
Viet Nam. resources, funding, technology) will be expandeaifiy it is alsg

a rephrasing of outputs. Thus, the actual programpgse iS
unknown.

25. |Program for Water Supply in In the program plan, program purpose indicatorsdefaned a$
the Poverty Area in Bolivia ° [ “concrete outputs.” This terminology is not unifariherefore

the specific outputs are unknown.

26. | Program for Integrated The program purpose is set at the same level apalteer
Development of Errachidia country’s development policies, and the link betwie specifig
Province in Morocco ° ° [ content of each output and the program purposendear.

Indicators are not set for outputs, and targetashre not set fq
program purpose indicators.
Total 12 9 3 3 3 5 8 17 12 4 13

=

Note: Types are based on the classification ofQbeperation Program purpose described in JICA (8P Independent type, 2: Model type, 3: Completawy type, 4: Project-

support type (linked project), 5: Subprogram type.
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b. Program type and number of constituent projects

Looking at the 26 programs analyzed by their défdértypes, 22 of the 26 were classified as
either Type 1 or Type 5 from the five different égdescribed in the JICA Project Management
Handbook (1st Edition). There were only a few fadliunder Type 3 and Type 4, with no Type 2
programs. Table 2-16 shows the programs by tymmrozed under the issues that were described
earlier. Comparing Type 1 to other types, issuéqffaogram purpose is not specific) and “b” (no
causal relationship between program purpose anguts)t were seen slightly less often, but the
difference is not remarkable. Also, the differeletween Type 3 (Complementary type) and Type
4 (Project-support type/linked project) is difficwb understand, and the necessity of dividing the
two types is described below.

Table 2-16 Issues by Program Type
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5 12 7 5 1 1 2 3 4 7 7 2 5
Total| 26 | 12 9 3 3 3 5 8 17 12 4 13

Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on CdapeRrogram Plans provided by JICA.

Additionally, the number of projects making up egecbhgram varies widely from four to 31
per program. Programs were divided into the follogvcategories based on their number of projects
and are shown in Table 2-17: 1) up to 10 proje2}d;1-20 projects; 3) 21-31 projects. Although no
conspicuous difference between number of projestshe seen, there are relatively fewer programs
with issues critical to the program plan such ds ‘and “b” if they fall into category 1) with 10
constituent projects or less. For example, of thgbgrams in the group with 1-10 projects, only
one has issue “b” (no causal relationship betweaegnam purpose and outputs), representing 10%.
In contrast, of the 13 programs in the group with2D projects, 6 programs have the same issue
(46.2%), as do 2 of the 3 programs with 21-31 pt3€66.7%). Although there are not many cases
for analysis, it is thought that as the numberrojgcts becomes larger, it becomes more diffiqult t
accurately grasp the path between the constituepg results and program purpose.
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Furthermore, when the 26 target Cooperation Prognaere classified by scenario type, no
specific trends in evaluability were seen.

Table 2-17 Issues by Number of Projects
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Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on CdapeRrogram Plans provided by JICA.

c. Monitoring plans created during program formatio

Of the 26 programs, half of them (13) did not im®unonitoring plans in their program plans.
(See Table 2-15 “k.”) To conduct the monitoring ttrehould be done during the program
implementation period, a monitoring plan must berfolated at the time of program formation, not
after the program starts. For many current progrants appendices, a monitoring plan (i.e., Who
will collect what kind of information when and inhat manner? Who will decide when monitoring
results will be reflected through corrections te fflan?) was not clearly stated. Conversely, there
were also programs that included specific planamdigg the timing and individuals responsible for
the monitoring, such as plans to periodically shamegram achievement levels with the partner
country government as part of the annual plan ef8ICA overseas office and plans for the project
formulation advisors in charge of the related fi@dlso be in charge of monitoring. Some programs
also included plans to conduct monitoring withinstixg frameworks together with other donors in
developing countries where aid coordination is mateanced.

d. Formats and tools used in program formation

The formats and tools created when forming the i2@m@mms targeted for analysis are shown
in Table 2-18. A program matrix was created foryowo of the 26 programs, and there were no
programs at all that attached the program monigpsimeet with completed monitoring plans to their
programs, as specified by the JICA Guidelines foei®&thening Cooperation Program Strategies
(2" Edition). Many (15 of 26) attached illustratiorsaCooperation Program concept diagram. The
advantage of using an illustration is that the ioetlof complicated programs can be presented to
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stakeholders in a manner that is easy to understlsd, no particular knowledge or skills are
needed by either the creator or people receiviegettplanation. Conversely, this may not clearly
express the logic of the scenario, and is thussaivible for checking its logicality.

Table 2-18 Tools/Formats Created in the 26 Cooperation Program

o|® |22 |92 |2pEed
s|&|58 |5 |2|€2es
28| 2 |3|8|8%Eq
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| SIE§| g% || 8] &
Cooperation Program o| = @ o o o Remarks
3| > g > ®| 3
= o 2 o
2 : S| 8
3 S = a
o 5 3
o Q@ =
>
1 Health System Strengthening Prograrg " o o " B c
in Afghanistan
Agricultural and Rural Development Attachments to the
2 Support Program in Afghanistan o N N N « |NA | ¢ |Program plqn: program
concept illustration|,
rolling plan

Kabul Metropolitan  Development Attachments to the

3 Program in Afghanistan o " o o " B c program plar.1: Prog_ran
concept illustratio
including chronology

Program for Transport Environment

4. Development in Jakarta Metropolitano X X X X X X
Area in Indonesia
Northern Uganda  Reconstructipn Attachments to the
5 Program in Uganda o " o N " A B program plar.1: Prog_ran
concept illustratio
including chronology

Improvement of Water  Supply Attachments to the

Coverage and Capacity Development program plan: Program

for Maintenance/ Management of Safe concept illustratio

6. . .. o) X X o X X x |, !

Water in Ethiopia including chronology
location of constituent
projects

7 Program fgr Eastern Regiq n " o o " B c
Development in El Salvador
The Program for the Improvement |of Attachments to the
8. Health Status of People Living jno o X o X B | B/C |program plan: locatioh
Upper West Region in Ghana of constituent projects
The Program for Promoting Mother
9. and Child Health Services Focusing|or X X X X A A
the Upper West Region in Ghana
Program for Human Resourgce Attachment to the
10. |Development for Industry in Cambodiao X x x X A C |program plan
conceptual diagram

Program for Urban Water Environment Attachment to the

11. |Improvement in Cambodia o X x x X A C |program plan
conceptual diagram

Support to the Victims of Armed

12. |Conflict and their Coexistence ando x o x x A A

Reconciliation in Colombia
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Programme for Reinforcement of the

13. |Health System of Tambacounda Regjon X o X X A C
in Senegal

14, Trgln.sport Infrastructure Program in | o o | x A A
Tajikistan

15, Programme for Strengthening RlceO " o " " B c

Production Capacity in Tanzania
Transportation and Infrastructure

16. . x X X A A
Development Program in Nepal ° °
Improvement of Health in Paraguay Attachment to the
17, o " o N " B c program plan: Iogatlow
of major constituent
projects
18. Jericho _ Reglor)al DevelopmentO " o N " A c
Program in Palestine
Arsenic Contaminatiop
19. |Countermeasure Program ino X o X X X X
Bangladesh
20. Program for Strengthening BaslcO " o N " " «

Education in Bangladesh

21 Prog.ram for Malaria Control in . o o N " A c
Burkina Faso

Cooperation Program on the
29 Development of Small and Medlu.mO " o o " A c
Enterprises (SMEs) and Supporting
Industries (SlIs) in Viet Nam
23, Matgrnal and Child Health Program in o o " " A c
Benin
o4, Program for.Watgr. Supply in treO " " N " " «
Poverty Area in Bolivia

The Program for Integrated

25. |Development of Errachidia Provincelino X o x x A C
Morocco
26. |Power Development Program in Lag o X x x X B C

(Note) The number of range and type of conceptisdrdm in the above table refer to the following.

Range: A. Projects that constitute the CooperaRomgram only, B. Programs of partner government and
other donors included.

Type: A. JICA's Cooperation Program tree, B. Progmaatrix, C. Conceptual illustration

Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on CdapeRrogram Plans provided by JICA.

2.2.3 Results of the Review of Program Evaluations Condued in the Past

In this section, a review was conducted of 11 pmogevaluation studies implemented from
2005 to June 2014. Three of the 11 target prognaers evaluated on a trial basis with the purpose
of improving evaluation methods. Furthermore, foe cof these, the master plan proposed in a
development study was artificially treated as agpam. In this section, these three programs and
the other eight programs are all treated as prograatuations, with a review conducted on (1)
implementation status of program management inolpdionitoring, (2) the outline of the program
evaluation study, and (3) recommendations for i@ evaluation methods.
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(1) Implementation status of program management inading monitoring

Of the 11 program evaluation studies, only the progshown in the table below made any
notation of monitoring. In the Program for Supptwtthe Victims of Armed Conflict and their
Coexistence and Reconciliation in Colombia, a pbjermulation advisor in the field of peace
building began to manage the program and its ptejgom the second year after the program was
started. With the detailed information collected arganized by this project formulation advisor,
constituent project-specific evaluation grids, ddnent project-specific secondary evaluation grids
program integration review grids, and a programleat#on matrix were created and used for
analysis. The evaluation result, “the compositibthe projects was complementary with synergistic
effects expected,” was likely brought about throulyd periodic meetings held with stakeholders
and mid-term reviews led by the project formulataalvisor®® Conversely, the inadequacy of logic
pertaining to scenarios and a lack of clear indicatvas also pointed out in the evaluation study.
Although these are thought to be required elemémtsthe formation and implementation of
Cooperation Programs, their creation has been stiowe a difficult issue in reality.

Table 2-19 Programs that Included the Implementation of Monitg

Program (period) Implementation status of Evaluation results (excerpted)
monitoring
1. Support  to the A dispatched project formulation® Inregard to the projects’ strategjic
victims of armed| advisor  conducted program aspect, the composition of the
conflict and theirl management. Specifically, He projects was complementary,

coexistence and updated the Peace-Building Needs  with synergistic effects expected.
reconciliation in| and Impact Assessment (PNA)® In regard to the concept of
Colombia (2008-| collected relevant policy data, contribution, some indicators are
2013 formed new projects for the unclear, and some logic regarding

program, conducted program PR, the scenarios for the program
held seminars regarding relevant  purpose is poorly organized.
bill recommendations, held study Some aspects of the results based
meetings for project course on the concept of contribution
corrections, led regular meetings  were difficult to evaluate
for Japanese experts working on  comprehensively.

constituent projects, and
conducted mid-term reviews.

Source: Prepared by the Study Team.

Apart from the program evaluation study describledva, and excluding projects that stated
“monitoring system not yet developed” (i.€rogram for Water Supply in the Poverty Area in
Bolivia),®* there was no description in any of the program®lagarding the implementation status
of monitoring. As shown in the table below, it walsserved that monitoring of programs on the

83 Before the program was started, an extended-regianning Researcher had been dispatched to conduct
multiple technical cooperation projects that wofddm this program and its constituent projects.

84 This program states that a “Program-manager tgpsgnnel (overseas senior researcher) will be
allocated...and a local consultant will be placedettral ministries and various provincial sanitatio
bureaus. ...The office will perform this type of ca##program coordination, making it a highly cost-
efficient system.” However, there is no mentiomudnitoring.
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whole was not sufficiently conducted, and many meemndations were generated related to
management systems that include monitoring. In taddi there were many common issues
regarding coordination and public relations betwamanagement personnel, partner country
governments, and other donors. Furthermore, althahg current definitions for Cooperation
Programs were formulated in 2006, there are no ndifterences between the issues in programs
planned before or after that time. There are atsmajor differences between the issues depending
on program classifications based on their systeihabj@ctives.

Table 2-20 Recommendations and Lessons Learned on Managenwuding Monitoring

Title (period*1)
In order of
implementation of

Type*2| Recommendations and lessons learng Monitoring G e T e

program evaluated ST

1. | Trial Quasi- ® Study a monitoring system in advance
assessment on the to make it possible to respond |to
Development Mastear external factors appropriately anpd
Plan to Examin review suitable strategies at the
Evaluation Method program implementation stage.
for Cooperatio ® Describe the monitoring system in the
Programs (2002- program plan.
2010 for Master 5 ® Maintain baseline data usable for o
Plans in Zambia, monitoring.
1991-2010 for ® Adjust and advance overall efforts
Master Plan in th toward the improvement of partner
Philippines, an country development issues.
1991-2000 for @ ® Create scenarios through  aid
Master Plan i coordination.
China

2. | Programs for the ® Make program revisions flexibly.
Education Sector in ® Allocate a program leader. Assign
Malawi and Viet policy advisors as program leader-like
Nam (1999-2006 fo 5 personnel. o o
Malawi and 2000 - ® Strengthen public relations activities
2006 for Viet toward other donors.
Nam)

3. | Basic Educatio ® Allocate a manager to oversee the

-

Sector Program i entire program.
Honduras (2003 Scale up JICA program outcomes wjith
2006 1 aid coordination. o o
® In order to avoid policy influence, use
an implementation structure that takes
risk into account.

4. |Program for Water ® (Clearly identify the program
Supply in the management tasks and allocatd a
Poverty Area in person to be in charge.
Bolivia (2005-2010 ® Create a program matrix and program
monitoring sheet to implemept
5 monitoring once per yeatr. o o o

® Allocate a program manager to the
partner country side to enhance
ownership and sustainability after the
program ends.
® Allocate a program manager and
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personnel at the central ministry/lo¢al
level. The office will manage th
overall program.

[¢]

5. | Programme for HIV Allocate a program  manager,
Prevention in Kenys coordinate communication with the
(2005-2010) central government, confirm progress

and make course corrections for the
program, and coordinate with other
donors.

Independent budgetary measures |for
the program are desirable.

Establish a consensus among Japahese
stakeholders involved in the program.

6. |Program for the Strengthen partnerships with other
Improvement o] donors and increase the program’s
Health Status of contribution level.

People Living in Allocate a program manager.
Upper West Region Use the partner country government’s
in  Ghana (2005+ periodic reviews as an opportunity for
2009 monitoring.
For projects conducted through
consultant contracts, ensure that the
contracts for consultants can e
changed depending on the program’s
progress.

7. |Health Secto Allocate a program formulation
Program in advisor to the JICA overseas office|to
Afghanistan (2005 be in charge of coordination with the
2009 partner country government and other

donors as well as the
discovery/formation of constituept
projects.

Regional departments will be the
contact point for the JICA
headquarters for studying program
composition and managing
implementation and resources. The
thematic departments handling issues
will support constituent projects based
on expert perspectives.

Create a program support committee
and strengthen the support system|for
the program.

8. | Regional Incorporate the monitoring plan into
Development the overall plan and correct the plan in
Program of South a flexible manner according o
Sulawesi in monitoring results during
Indonesia (2006~ implementation. It is necessary |to
2019 create a system for monitoring and| to

allocate a program manager.

9. | Capacity In order to clearly define the extent|of
Enhancement contribution, the items in the
Program to Reduge development strategy (for newly
Water industrializing countries) that afe
Contamination i being responded to should be made
Mexico (2006-20138 clear. Set program indicators

appropriately and monitor them.

10/ Arsenic  Mitigation Strengthen coordination, informatiopn
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Program in exchange, and management for [the

Bangladesh (2006- program as a whole.

2009)

11]/Support to  the ® During the period of the program,

Victims of Armed share program information with the

Conflict and thei partner country government and other

Coexistence and donors. Promote synergy through

Reconciliation in 5 partnerships. o o

Colombia (2008 ® The JICA overseas office shoyld

2013 monitor changes in target sector
information and the externpl
environment.

*1 The target period of the evaluation study wasduas the program period for programs that didcneate
program plans. For the Program for Water SupplithenPoverty Area in Bolivia, only some of the consnt
projects in the plan were subject to program ew#naTherefore, the implementation periods of thegget
projects were used as the program period.

*2 Types are based on the classification of the g@oation Program purpose described in JICA (200Zd).
Independent type, 2: Model type, 3: Complementanyet 4: Project-support type (linked project), 5:
Subprogram type cooperation.

Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on vauimggam evaluation study reports.

(2) Outline of the program evaluation studies

The same 11 programs described above were revi@methe implementation status of
evaluation studies. As mentioned previously, thoé¢he 11 target programs were evaluated on a
trial basis with the purpose of improving progravaleiation methods. (See shaded portions of Table
2-21.)

Looking at the evaluation purposes of the 11 prograall but one of the evaluations were
conducted with the aim of improving programs subjecevaluation and extracting lessons learned
for the subsequent programs. The single exceptiamlyn focused on the study of evaluation
techniques, with the target for evaluation being tinaster plan of the development surveys, which
was made to resemble a program. There were no &uahs that defined their purpose as
“accountability.”

For the evaluation criteria, the viewpoints of pimsiing, strategic aspect, and contribution
were used in all of the evaluations. Looking at ¢lvaluation results, it can be determined that the
positioning was appropriate in each of the prograaotgect to evaluation. However, as pointed out
by external experts, both the development strasegfepartner countries and Japanese assistance
policies are written in very general terms, witle gorograms roughly following these stratedies.
Six programs, more than half of the 11 prograns ndit set appropriate scenarios or objective levels
in terms of strategic aspect. Although almost nifedéinces can be seen between program types
depending on program purpose classification, thae one program with a result stating: “As a
result of the program including multiple subsectdh® level of the program purpose is increased
while overall coherence is weakened.” It is thiely that coherence becomes more difficult to
ensure for large-scale programs such as subprog@es and programs with high-level objectives.

8 JICA (2007€).
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There was also an attempt to evaluate contribubahjts determination was judged to be difficult.
There was also an evaluation stating that contiobuwill not be determined, but matters regarding
the improvement of contribution will be includedfiture recommendations. These differences are
not due to the program type based on program perplassifications but were instead caused by
the timing of evaluations.

As constraints and points of attention for the iempéntation of evaluations, about half of the
evaluation studies (5) noted that the evaluatioesevbased on estimations because the outputs were
still in the process of being produced. The reagonthis are that the programs had just beeneddart
or that there were a few programs that were stipriogress.
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Table 2-21 Timing, Purpose, Evaluation Criteria, and Resulism&ary of Program Evaluation Studies ConductedhéRast

Timing of

Fiscal ' Type | Evaluation/ - . o Results summary

Year Program Title *1 Program PLITOSE O CUEEE Evaluation criteria (Major constraints and points of attention for exslon)
Period*2

2005 Basic Education 1 |39year/N.A.|1. To conduct a program evaluation study| ®ositioning, StrategicCentering on the technical cooperation projects toaprisg
Sector Program ip a trial basis. Practical use drabpect (Coherence anithe focus of the constituent projects, work is lgeilone on a
Honduras improvement of evaluation techniques. Results/Outcomes), |portion of the partner country’s development plahe JICA

2. [To extract recommendations contributir@ontribution program outputs and outputs of other donors’ pitsjeare
to program improvemeht and lessons linked in these areas, thereby continuing to predac even
learned that will become a reference |[for higher outcome. Meanwhile, in order to increaseléwel of
future country-specific and issue-spec|fic achievement for the final objective, it is necegdarcontinug
approaches. to progress while having a clear view of the impade of

other efforts as well.
(This program uses formerly used definitions, arite
objectives and timing were not clearly set.)

2005 Education Sector 5 | 7" year (for|1. [To extract recommendations regard|mypsitioning Strategic| Positioning for Malawi was appropriately set, butterms of
Program in Malaw Malawi), 6" the formation and evaluation of JIQAspeciPlanning, Strategic aspect, the level of the program purposs
and Viet Nam year (for Viet Qrogramls based on evaluation results Résults/Outcomes increased while overall coherence weakened because

Nam)/N.A. example programs. and Process)program included multiple subsectors. The purpasfethe
2. To conduct program evaluations on a tri@bntribution major constituent projects were roughly achievedt, there
basis and extract recommendations jand have been problems with sustainability. The progpampose
lessons learned. is at the same level as the partner country’s dgreént

3. To improve and strengthen proposed objectives, but it was not achieved to a great xtever the
program evaluation techniques. medium or long term.

(This program uses formerly used definitions, dmalpartne
country development policies that formed the baSgogram
positioning were set at the time of evaluation. cBirthe
program is still in progress, evaluation focusimgresults was
difficult.)

The positioning for Viet Nam is appropriate anctamsisten
with the content of the plan. Outputs that work &oev the
program purpose continue to be produced. The partne
country’s development issues continue to unfold,iciwh
increases the possibilities for contribution.

(This program uses formerly used definitions, amel intent
of the program has been confirmed through its rait@mm by
stakeholders.)

2006 Regional 5 |Istyear 1. To confirm the extent of JICAPositioning, StrategicPositioning is appropriate, and in terms of strgtégaims to
Development /Ten years contributions to the target regionaspect (Coherence apachieve objectives in upper level plans. Howevdre
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Program of South
Sulawesi in
Indonesia

development outcomes up to the poin
the evaluation study.

To make recommendations regarding|
improvement of cooperation scenar

future programs, and

indicators for thesk.

target values that should be achieved with
the evaluation

Résults/Outcomes),
Contribution

the

DS,

objective of the subprogram is ambiguous and inpami
limited. Contribution can be expected, but it via# limited.

&9

2006 Program for Water 39 year . To evaluate the contribution of the JICRositioning, StrategicPositioning is clear, and the program has a higrellef
Supply in  the [Five years program to the resolution of issues. aspect (Planning andtrategy. Since program outputs are also beingdsye
Poverty Area in To compile recommendations |pResults/Outcomes), |produced, the program as a whole has a high leve
Bolivia strengthening strategic characteristics| Contribution contribution to the development issues of its parcountry’s

target sector.

(This is a mid-term evaluation that does not plagportance
on results. The possibility of contribution wasidated based
on in-progress results.)

2006 Program for thie 2dyear To extract recommendations for hieositioning, Strategic| Positioning is appropriate. In terms of stratediamcteristics,
Improvement o [Four years creation, revision, and implementation|aspect (Planning, it did not go through a formation process guaraniga causa|l
Health Status of a more strategic program. Results/Outcomes, |relationship, and there are gaps in compositionclégading
People Living in and Process)up to the achievement of program purposes. It cesgary tq
Upper Wes Contribution reconsider the links between projects and strasdgiescaling
Region in Ghana up.

(The production of effects is in progress, and ¢bacept of
contribution is included in future recommendatigns.

2006 Health Sectar 2d year . To review the cooperation to the presdnositioning, StrategicPositioning is appropriate. However, clearly defirseenarios
Program in [Three years point and extract lessons learned aaspect (Coherencpwere not set, making coherence to strategy ingeffic
Afghanistan precautions that will contribute to futurBrogress anpContribution is projected for future sustainabilitythe health

cooperation. Results/Outcomes), |sector, with conditions attached.

To make recommendations on the shaentribution (The production of effects is in progress, makingifficult to
of future programs (plans, scenar|ps) verify progress that included quantitative data.eDio the
taking new projects into consideratipn. security situation, data collection was limited.)

2007 Arsenic Mitigatior 3dyear . To confirm the program’s extent pRositioning, StrategicPositioning is appropriate. In terms of strategispect,
Program in [Three years contribution to the developmepAspect (Planning, andoherence has been maintained since the startaBosrare
Bangladesh objectives of the cooperation. Results/Outcomes), |appropriate, with scale-up occurring due to thekdipe

To further strengthen the stratgg@iContribution between constituent projects. Program outputs naetto bg
characteristics of the program and||to given, and contributions continue to be produced.
study future cooperation policiés.

2007 Capacity 3dyear . To conduct an evaluation on positioningositioning, StrategicPositioning in the base development plan is appab@r but

Enhancement /Seven yearsg strategic characteristics, and (projecteapect (Coherence anithe coordination of this plan with other relatedligies is

Program to Redugde
Water
Contamination in

contribution.
To make recommendations regard
brogram revisions.

Results/Outcomes),
r€pntribution

somewhat difficult. In terms of strategy, the pragr is
theoretically cohesive, but the target regions v@epending

on outputs. Outputs of projects currently being lienpented
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Mexico are being steadily produced.
(Since there are only a few constituent projectsantly being
implemented, evaluation was based on projections.)

9. |2008 Programme far 4h year To extract recommendations [foPositioning, StrategicPositioning is appropriate, but in terms of strated is
HIV Prevention in [Five years strategically strengthening the progrimaspect (Planningnecessary to reconsider the composition of the narag the
Kenya Results/Outcomes antinkage between projects, and scale-up. Constitpeojects

Process, are progressing smoothly.
Contribution (The production of effects is in progress, and ¢bacept of
contribution is included in future recommendatigns.

10. | 2009 Trial Quasit gh year for{1. To study evaluation techniques {d?ositioning, StrategicPositioning for Zambia is clearly defined. Strategjiwere
assessment on the Zambia/ Cooperation Programs. aspect (Planninggcreated toward achieving objectives based on Initia
Development N.A. Results/Outcomes andonditions. As a result, some results have beemwshm
Master Plan to 18" year for Process), Contributiopachieving objectives. Conversely, the planned lavas not
Examine Philippines/ reached as of the time of evaluation, but there s@mme
Evaluation N.A. contribution.

Methods fon 18" year for The purpose for the Philippines continues to beeas, but
Cooperation China/N.A. the project grouping aiming for a synergistic effe@s not
Programs in implemented.
Zambia, the Chinese development issues continue to unfold. surmiseq
Philippines, and that one cause of this may be the improvement in
China infrastructure conditions included in JICA projects
For the program overall, it is important to improvee
verifiability of effects through items that sholdd considered
when strategies are formulated.

11. | 2013 Support to the 6" year To study the necessity of futlrPositioning, StrategicPositioning is appropriate. In terms of strategipect, project
Victims of Armed /Six years Cooperation  Programs and  tHe#rspect (Planning, composition is complementary, and a synergistieaftan be
Conflict and their directionality to encourage sustainabliljtResults/Outcomes andxpected. The implementation process is also éfiech base
Coexistence and and have greater effects with few inpdt$rocess), Contributionfor the support model has been formed, and cortidbuvas
Reconciliation in made to the advancement of reconciliation and sterce. |
Colombia may have been possible for the program plan to beem

refined in terms of scenarios and indicators. HEspect madg
the evaluation of contribution more difficult.

*1 Types are based on the classification of thepg@oation Program purpose described in JICA (200rdndependent type, 2: Model type, 3: Complementygpe, 4: Project-

support type (linked project), 5: Subprogram type.

*2 Two programs marked “N.A.” for Program Periodaéuation was conducted for a group of projectslengented before the Cooperation Program Plan wafsedt.
For one other program (No. 10), a group of projgcesented in the master plan of the developmeidtystvas selected for a program and evaluated.

*3 In the evaluation purposes, the shaded portaresrelated to improving program evaluation techagy whild the encircled portidns are related tprowing the programs
targeted for evaluation.
Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on vguimggam evaluation study reports.
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The tools and formats used in evaluation studieshi® 11 programs above are shown in Table
2-22. It is known that various tools and formats @sed depending on the program, but those common
to multiple evaluation studies can be broadly dididnto grids necessary for a portion of evaluation
design, chronological tables and results/perforraaables for organizing program outputs, constituen
project summary tables, and program concept diagfsystematic diagrams that are helpful in
organizing and understanding target programs. fioisknown from the evaluation reports which of
these tools and formats were created (or used) fhentime of project formation. However, program
concept diagrams and systematic diagrams thatreatec for many programs can be created with the
data available at the time of program formationisTis likely to promote the understanding and
organization of the program among stakeholderseatitne of program formation.

Table 2-22 Tools and Formats Used in Evaluation Studies Caedia the Past

FY Program Program Tools and formats used for evaluation
Type Tools and formats that can be created
at the time of program formation
1. |2005|Basic Education 1 ® Evaluation grid ® Concept diagram up to contribution
Sector Program ih ® Chronological table (partner ® JICA program component chart
Honduras country development plan) ® JICA program association chart
® Progress confirmation matrix of (times series)
partner country development
strategy
2. |2005|Programs for the 5 ® Evaluation grid ® Objectives tree (including program
Education Sector in ® Chronological table (project positioning)
Malawi and Viet Nam history) ® Constituent project outline table
® Program component chart
® Constituent project-specific
positioning matrix of partner
country development strategy
3. | 2006 | Regional 5 ® Japanese assistance results ® Program logic analysis
Development (chronological table format) ® Layout diagram of implemented

Program of Sout
Sulawesi in Indones

-

® Assistance results of other donors  projects
® Positioning chart of assistance frar® Program concept diagram
other donors ® Program schematic design chart
°
°

[

® Chronological table of program Subprogram-specific objective tre|
formulation history Partner country policy and program
relationship chart

[©]

4. | 2006 | Program for Drinking 5 ® Chronological table (partner ® Program formation process chart
Water Supply in the country development plan) ® Concept diagram up to contribution
Areas with Poverty in ® Chronological table (program
Bolivia constituent projects)

® Objective achievement level
analysis chart

5. |2006|Program for the 1 ® Evaluation grid ® Program design matrix
Improvement 0 ® Map of assistance in target region® Program concept chart
Health  Status df (matrix) ® Relationship concept diagram for
People Living in ® Chronological program table major development strategies
Upper West Region in
Ghana
6. | 2006 | Health Sectof 1 ® Chronological assistance results | ® Tree diagram (partner country
Program in table development issues and
Afghanistan approaches)
® Concept diagram up to contribution
7. 12007 | Arsenic  Mitigation 5 ® Table for comparing plan and ® Objectives system chart (including
Program in results by program elements program positioning)
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Bangladesh ® Concept diagram
® Program outline table
8. | 2007 | Capacity 1 ® Constituent project purposes and| ® Concept diagram
Enhancement outputs table ® Systematic chart on development]
Program to Reduge strategy and issues
Water Contamination ® Objectives system outline table
in Mexico
9. | 2008 | Programme for HI\ 1 ® Evaluation grid ® Program design matrix
Prevention in Kenya| ® Program concept diagram
® Partner country target sector
objectives tree (including JICA
program positioning)
® Systematic chart for each
constituent project
® Relationship diagram for program
and each constituent project
® Relationship diagram for major
development strategies
10.|2009 | Trial Quasi- 5 ® Evaluation grid ® Master plan overall perspective
assessment on the ® Related project plan/results table
Development Master ® Theory of change chart (evaluatign
Plan to Examing logic frame for contribution,
Evaluation Methods changes in plans and results and
for Cooperation their cause)
Programs in Zambia, ® Target and non-target region
the Philippines, and comparison (with-without
China comparison)

® Contribution analysis table
® Chronological table (related

projects)
11.|2013 | Support to the 1 ® Program timetable ® Constituent project chart
Victims of Armed @ Evaluation grid by constituent
Conflict and their program
Coexistence and ® Secondary evaluation grid by
Reconciliation in constituent program
Colombia ® Overall program evaluation grid

Note: Types are based on the Cooperation Programogeé classification described in JICA (2007d). 1:
Independent type, 2: Model type, 3: Complementgpe t4: Project-support type (linked project), Bbfrogram

type.
Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on vgiogsam evaluation study reports.

(4) Recommendations for improving evaluation methosl

Through the 11 evaluation studies, the followingngo regarding evaluation methods were
extracted as improvement recommendations and ls¢samed. The proposed content can be divided
into the categories of purpose, timing, and metHodsvaluation. There are no specific trends that
depend on program classifications based on thermsyst program purposes.

From the evaluation on the Colombian Program fqup®ut to the Victims of Armed Conflict
and their Coexistence and Reconciliation in 20&8dback on evaluation methods was extracted. This
feedback stated that in cases where the levebgiam maturity is developing, more importance stioul
be given to an evaluation that improves the proffsrmative evaluatiolf) than an evaluation that

86 A formative evaluation provides useful informatifum maximizing efficiency and improving the progralt
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summarizes results (summative evaluation).

This was also pointed out during the general aisalysthe country-specific project evaluation
conducted prior to this series of program evaluetim 20057 It was thus discovered that this is an
issue common to the projects, regardless of theals.

Table 2-23 Evaluation Issues and Recommendations Identifidebst Program Evaluations
Type

Program
*in program
implementation order|

Recommendations and lessons learned on implemer
evaluations

Purpos¢g Timing | Methods

Trial Quasi-assessment5

on the Developmer
Evaluation Methods fq
Cooperation Progran
in Zambia,
Philippines, and Ching

t
Master Plan to Examirle
r
S

the

It is difficult to look at the contribution of arsjle
organization to the progress of the partner coim
development issues. In terms of external factdre
possibilities for collecting data become a conditio

The synergistic and ripple effects of long-term

wide-ranging programs are to be looked at,
quantitative analysis is difficult due to difficids in
developing data.

Collecting data for ex-post evaluation after a |
period of time has passed is difficult in termsboth
quantity and quality. Evaluating positioning 3
strategic aspect using existing documents is ditfic
When the program’s level of maturity is still ate
development stage, it is more important to placed
on evaluations for improving projects (format
evaluation) than evaluations that summarize re
(summative evaluation).

try
t

and
but

bNng

=

ve
sults

Programs for th
Education Sector i
Malawi and Viet Nam

1%
al

Depending on the timing of the evaluation, the
purpose and focus of the evaluation will change.

useo

Basic Education Sect
Program in Honduras

br 1

The purpose of the evaluation should be clearlingd
(e.g., where results will be used).

The timing of the evaluation should be decideg
correspond with the use purposes of the evalu
results.

Attention should be paid to factors other than J

cooperation regarding the path leading to contidimgy

to partner country development objectives.

to
ation

CA

Programme for HIV
Prevention in Kenya

The timing of the implementation should be beftre
mid-term evaluation of the technical cooperal
projects. Through the use of inventive survey mes
one idea is to conduct the program evaluation e
technical cooperation project mid-term evaluati
simultaneously.

—

ion
0

d t
ons

Program for the
Improvement of Healt
Status of People Livin
in Upper West Regio
in Ghana

o S (o J B 1

Implement the evaluation with time to spare so thel
results of the program evaluation can be reflestede
technical cooperation project's PDM.

Use partner country human resources to have a
grasp of the issues and conduct the study effigient

t

good

Health Sector Progral
in Afghanistan

3
[EEN

If implementing a quantitative evaluation, the peorg
evaluation should be implemented to coincide wiik
timing of the project's mid-term evaluation
termination evaluation.

Ex-ante type evaluation surveys are also meanirig

provides information that will serve as feedbackimiyithe life of the program.
87 JICA (2005).
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program formation.

7. |Capacity Enhancement1l |® For newly industrializing economies, donors are|not o
Program to Reduge involved in development plans, and the contribution
Water Contamination in provided by donors has always been low. It is clifi
Mexico to evaluate the contributions of programs provided
together with other donors and programs conducyad b
Japan alone.
8. |Support to the victims 5 |® In cases where the level of program maturity i |sti o
of armed conflict and developing, more importance should be placeq on
their coexistence arjd evaluations that improve the project (formative
reconciliation in evaluation) than evaluations that summarize theltgs
Colombia (summative evaluation).

® Evaluations should be conducted based on| the
characteristics of the target program field (iceiteria
items, analysis).

® The items to be verified in terms of program posiiing
and strategic aspect will change with changes @ th
external environment.

Note: Types are based on the classification thep€ation Program purpose described in JICA (200Zd).
Independent type, 2: Model type, 3: Complementgpg t4: Project-support type (linked project), GBbSrogram
type.

Source: Prepared by the Study Team based on vafogsam evaluation study reports.
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Chapter 3 Summary and Recommendations

3.1 Setting the Depth and Width of Monitoring and Evaluation, depending on the
“Degree of Evaluability” of a JICA's Cooperation Program

The result of the desk and field trials affirmeck tbffectiveness of draft version 2 of the
evaluability assessment checklist, the evaluatinastions, and the planning and monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) formats/tools for Cooperation Prags. Among them, the evaluability assessment
checklist is particularly useful in formulating aw Cooperation Program and in refining an ongoing
one.

This report proposes that the depth and width oftvi& a Cooperation Program is to be decided
depending on the degree of its evaluability. Byndaso, the design of the program will become more
strategic. In other words, it is not recommendexd tihe uniform M&E rule be applied to all coopeoati
programs in different degrees of evaluability.

3.1.1 Classification of JICA's Cooperation Progrars

Based on the degree of evaluability, Cooperatiagiams are classified into four types:

(1) Type 1: JICA's Cooperation Program with high ewaluability

A Cooperation Program that meets most requiremierttse evaluation checklist (Tables 3-3, 3-
4 and 3-5) is considered to be highly evaluableh@un effort is sufficiently strategic in desigmetefore,
it is possible to be monitored as a Cooperatiorgfar. In other words, it is the most ideal form of
Cooperation Program. It can be subject to “sumreadvaluation,” which assesses the degree of
achievement of the program purpose.

In this report, “summative evaluation” means “sumaiag the result of the program” by
assessing the extent to which development objectia@e been achieved as they were assumed in the
plan for a Cooperation Program. Both quantitatimd gualitative indicators and targets are used in
summative evaluation. Contrarily, “formative evalan” is applied to monitor external conditions to
make managerial judgments. In other words, formeagivaluation is an evaluation “to refine a progtam,
and is considered as a part of the managementg¥bce

At present, only a few Cooperation Programs arssifiad as Type 1. However, the following
programs can be upgraded to Type 1 in the nearefutuprogram which was enlarged as a result of
adding components; a prioritized program in mediem or regional budget planning; and a program
in which the achievement of goals is objectivelyifi@le as an impact of the program.

With a Type-1 program, an ex-ante evaluation iseé@onducted over the process of preparing a

88 JICA (2010D) p. S-4, S-5.
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program plan, a conceptual diagram, and a JICAp€mation Program tree (hereinafter referred to as
“Program tree”). During the implementation of agmam, annual monitoring is to be performed. At the
end of the last sub-component project, a prograémbe evaluated. This evaluation may be ablerieese

as an ex-post evaluation of sub-components ifntassess the degree of achievement of the outcome
or impact-level goals of such a program. This puiititbe proposed in detail in Section 3.3.

(2) Type 2: JICA's Cooperation Program positioned mder a multi-donor framework (low
evaluability as a cooperation program)

A Cooperation Program of this type is an integeat pf a sector program of the partner country
or a Sector-Wide Approach (SWAp) framework; therefdt aims to achieve a high-level development
goal through collaborative action with the parteeuntry and other donors. This type of program
sometimes lacks a direct causal relationship betvitsesub-components; consequently, it has lower
evaluability than Type 1 programs. However, in fica; Type 2 programs are also a favorable form of
Cooperation Program.

Meanwhile, even if a Cooperation Program is embédde larger framework of development
issues in the partner country, it may have a geagram purpose as a cooperation program, as well a
a strategic scenario to follow. In such a caseAdiay choose to monitor a Type 2 program in theesam
manner as a Type 1 program. However, before degidinio so, it is recommended that the feasibility
of such monitoring using the checklist for the ewdlility assessment be confirmed.

Type 2 programs are subject to ex-ante evaluatibich is to be conducted over the process of
preparing a program plan, a conceptual diagramagmgram tree. But the result of Type 2 programs
may be better assessed by sector evaluation eboohtion with the partner countries and other dgno
instead of evaluating them as standalone progr@is.is because it is difficult for the evaluator t
extract and evaluate the development effect thhtdaght exclusively by a Cooperation Program. In
such a case, it is important for JICA to focus loa tlegree of achievement of the indicators that are
closely related to a Cooperation Program among atldécators. Moreover, when JICA participates in
a joint sector review or evaluation, it is impottam set up a team of the ODA Task Force, Japanese
embassy, JICA country office, including a prograranager and staff in charge of the sector, and
technical support from JICA headquarters, suchsgmatthing a study mission.

(3) Type 3: JICA's Cooperation Program, or a groupof standalone projects, that aims to improve
their strategy as a Cooperation Program (low evaluaility but some potential for improving it).

A Cooperation Program is classified as Type 3 witéa not sufficiently equipped with the
requirements for evaluability. Thus, it has lowleeility, but JICA intends to develop the preditiy
of the program or further deepen collaboration gwagram basis. Some of them are no more than
groups of standalone projects.

For this type of program, simple monitoring will benducted and what is important is to put
more emphasis on the evaluation to improve its rigtéas a Cooperation Program (formative
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evaluation) by reviewing its program plan and sjtkening the strategy by using the evaluability
assessment checklist. In principle, a Type 3 pmgsanot subject to ex-ante evaluation and assegsme
at the end of the program unless JICA considersdessary. Instead, the strategy of a Type 3 progra
can be improved by further elaborating the dedonpbf the program in a working paper (WP),
particularly the current status of developmentim partner country and challenges to be tackldatidy
program, as well as JICA's cooperation policy tadvilre partner country.

(4) Type 4: A group of standalone projects that isnanaged as a JICA's Cooperation Program in
order to improve efficiency in project management lpw evaluability and a limited potential for
improving evaluability).

This type of program is classified as neither T¢p@&, nor 3. In many cases, a Type 4 program is
a group of standalone projects that cannot stremgth strategy, due to limitations in budget,léregth
of the program period, or security. Despite thdgdtdtions, such a program is managed as a
Cooperation Program, so as to improve efficiencgdiiectively managing standalone projects.

At present, in the rolling plans attached to theul@oy Assistance Policies of the Japanese
government, many projects that aim to support partountries’ efforts to achieve their development
goals are grouped as Cooperation Programs. Mothesfe Cooperation Programs are, at present,
classified as Type 4.

A Type 4 program is a germinal form of the CooperaProgram. Therefore, with this type of
program, instead of conducting M&E as a prograi@Alshould conduct monitoring and evaluation at
the project level.

(5) Summary of the classification of JICA's Cooperion Programs

Classification of Cooperation Programs is showmahle 3-1. In practice, precise classification
is difficult between Type 1 and Type 2 programsause they often have common characteristics. For
example, some programs have high evaluability, itesipeir being embedded in a sector program of
the partner country. In such cases, based on a oanumderstanding between JICA departments on
how to manage the programs and improve their slyaldCA needs to judge the types of Cooperation
Programs to which they are to be classified anddtineof M&E that is to be applied to them.

Also, during the program life, there may be vari@hsnges in conditions under which the
program is being operated. As a result, the pesiim size, or institutional setting of the Coojtena
Program may need to be adjusted, and such an mdjostmay lead to the reclassification of the
Cooperation Program and a change in the M&E plan.
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Table 3-1 Classification of Cooperation Progranms @hoice of Monitoring and Evaluation Accordingthe Program Types

Types of
Cooperatio
rograms

Type 1: Having high evaluability anc
a clearly measurable program purp

Type 2: Being positioned under a
multi-donor framework

Type 3: Aiming to improve strategy
a Cooperation Program

Type 4: A group of standalone
projects

Evaluability

High. It is possible to conduct a
summative evaluation, which
assesses the level of achievemen
a program purpose as a result of
program

t ofthe partner country and other
hedonors is greatly needed

Low as the program itself.
However, a sector evaluation with

- Low, but some items in the
evaluability assessment checklist
may be improved in the future

-Low

Examples of the
programs

Is formerly a Type 2 program but
was chosen by JICA departments
be managed as a Type 1 program
assuming it will improve
effectiveness in management

Is a program which includes a
large-scale project as a result of
merging smaller projects as a par
of appropritization of the project
size

Is a program which is given priorit
in input allocation and, therefore,
has a degree of predictability und
the mid-term or regional budget
planning and management

Is managed as a stand-alone
program

[

toframework, such as a sector

Is clearly positioned under a large

development plan and a PRSP

Is a program which is given priorify

in input allocation and, therefore,
has a degree of predictability und
the mid-term or regional budget
planning and management

Is aiming to achieve a high-level
development goal under a multi-
donor framework

n

U

Is a group of standalone projects
Has potential for improving its
evaluability as a program

Is a program which is expected to
be given priority in input allocation
and, therefore, has a degree of
predictability under mid-term or
regional budget planning and
management

r

- Is a group of stand-alone projeq
- Is a germinal form of a
Cooperation Program

Evaluation

- Is subject to ex-ante evaluation o
the course of preparing the progra
plan
- Is subject to summative evaluatiorn
at the completion of the program

verls subject to ex-ante evaluation o
m the course of preparing the progra

plan

In principle, evaluation is not to be

conducted at the end of the
program. Instead, a sector or joint
evaluation with the partner countr
and other donors is to be conducw

amand, therefore, it is not subject to

y
edassessment checklist.

erThe program plan is not be prepa

ex-ante evaluation. However, WP
will be updated or elaborated
reflecting the result of annual
monitoring, which is structured
according to the evaluability

re@he program plan is not be
prepared; therefore, it is not
subject to ex-ante evaluation. In
principle, evaluation is not to be
conducted at the end of progran

ts

- Once the program has developed
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evaluability to a certain level, the
program plan is to be
experimentally prepared and ex-
ante evaluation is to be conducteq
If the program has developed its
evaluability high enough to be
classified to Type 1 or 2, it will be
subject to evaluation at the
completion of the program

or sub-components, in the progra
is not mandatory, as the outcome
of the program are to be assesse
evaluation at the completion of thg

program.

Monitoring - Is subject to annual monitoring -ual monitoring will be When WP and others are updated;i& not subject to monitoring
conducted. simplified annual monitoring is to
- Joint monitoring with the partner be conducted with the program
country or other donors will be based on the evaluability
conducted assessment checklist. This exercise
is expected to improve the
evaluability of the program, and
corresponds to formative evaluatipn
Others - Ex-post evaluation of each project,

Source: Prepared by the Study Team.
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Meanwhile the Guideline for Strengthening the Strategy of Cooperation Programs (the 2™
version) describes the five scenario patterns found irobjective trees of Cooperation Programs.
The five scenario patterns are one of classificatiof Cooperation Programs, but this study
proposes not to use the five scenario patterngfinelthem. This is because some Cooperation
Programs do not have a scenario applicable to ftedive, but they still meet the requirements
for being Cooperation Programs.

3.1.2 Proposed Monitoring and Evaluation accordingto the Classification of
JICA's Cooperation Program Types

This study proposes to conduct ex-ante evaluationkor evaluations at the end of the
program, as well as annual monitoring, accordinth&classification of Cooperation Program
types.

Ex-ante evaluation is to be conducted with Typend @ype 2 programs. The ex-ante
evaluation form is not to be prepared, but the mogdesign is to be “evaluated” over the course
of preparing the Cooperation Program Plan. Thatusing the questions on “the strategy of
program (significance)” and “the strategy of pragréplanning)” in the evaluation questions in
Table 3-7, the relevance of the program is to Bessed. Once the program plan is authorized by
JICA management, an ex-ante evaluation is assumbd tompleted. The planning and M&E
formats are explained in Section 3.2.3.

Annual monitoring is applied to Type 1, Type 2, angbe 3 programs. The purpose of
annual monitoring is to periodically monitor thegress of a Cooperation Program and changes
in external conditions, as well as to improve tlwo@eration Programs.

For the sake of efficiency and effectiveness, gr@priate institutional setting for M&E is
in great need.
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Table 3-2: Proposed Monitoring and Evaluation agitay to the Classification of Cooperation Programs

Ex-ante evaluation (over the course o Annual monitoring Evaluation at the completion of the
preparing the program plan) program
Applied to Type 1 and Type 2 programs Type 1, T¥pend Type 3 programs Type 1 program
(Type 2 program®*)
Purpose -To assess the significance of -To assess the progress of the progran -To assess the result of the program and
implementing the program, as well as theand improve it draw recommendations and lessons
relevance of the program plan learned

-To share information widely on the
program, particularly the effects of the
program on development of the partner

country
Method -No particular evaluation will be -By collecting and analyzing information -By collecting and analyzing informatior
conducted. Instead, by preparing the | using the JICA's Cooperation Program | using the evaluation questions

program plan using the evaluability monitoring sheet
assessment checklist, the program is | -Simplified monitoring is applied to Type
being 'evaluated.’ Also, the plan includgs3 programs
some items’ equivalent with a part of the
evaluation questions.

Timing -Over the course of preparing the -At the time of needs survey for the next -At the time of completing all projects of
program plan year or when updating WP sub-components in the program
What to be assessed -Strategy of program (signifen -Progress of the program towards the | -Strategy of program (significance)
-Strategy of program (plan) program purpose -Strategy of program (plan)
-Policy changes in a sector in question jnStrategy of program (process)
the partner country -Result of program (objectives)

-Changes in external factors or risks
*In principle, Type 2 programs are not subjectvalaation at the completion of the program. Ins{8aghe 2 programs are to be evaluated by a joialuaion
or sector review with the partner country and ottamors.

Source: Prepared by the Study Team.
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3.2 Proposed Evaluability Assessment Checklist, Bluation Criteria, and Formats
and Tools

3.2.1 Evaluability Assessment Checklist (final drk)
(1) Idea of utilization of the evaluability assessent checklist

As stated in 3.1, regarding the evaluability assesg checklist (final draft) proposed below,
the higher the level of satisfaction of these eletsiethe more possible it is to evaluate the effect
of the development generated by the interventionao€ooperation Program objectively and
quantitatively at its completion. The purpose dfizing the evaluability assessment checklist can
be classified into following four groups:

1) Designing a new Cooperation Program
In order to design a new Cooperation Program wigjih levaluability.

2) Examining the evaluability of Cooperation Prograriassification of types)

In order to examine the evaluability of an ongo®goperation Program and classify them
by four types described above.

3) Improving an ongoing Cooperation Program and itategy by enhancing the evaluability
In order to improve an ongoing Cooperation Progidype 2 or 3) and its strategy by
enhancing the evaluability

4) Checking evaluability prior to evaluation
In order to check evaluability of a Cooperationdteon prior to evaluation at the completion

Meanwhile, regarding the criteria described in “Asgs for formulation of a Cooperation
Program” and "Elaboration of a cooperation scerianalICA (2013)Kyoryoku Puroguramu no
Senryakusei Kyoka ni kakaru Gaidorain: 2 han [Guideline for Strategic Cooperation Prograni, 2
ed.], the partial review is proposed by utilizifgst evaluability assessment checklist.

(2) Evaluability assessment checklist (final draft)

The evaluability assessment checklist (final dréftproposed as below. The legend of the
check column is as follows:

v . Satisfy the requirements

—: Withhold the judgment

/A Need to improve the evaluability
N/A: Not applicable
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Table 3-3: [Checklist for the Evaluability AssessijeCategory |: The Requirements for a CooperaRoogram (final draft)

Criteria Requirements Points to be confirmed Check
Consistency with | Selected development issues are I-1 To confirm if the Cooperation Program is pasited clearly in the development policy,
policy important in the development plan of theuch as within the sector development plan of #réngr country, by the following aspects:
partner country. 1. Consistency with the development policy/plan
[Positionind 2. Timing of formulation of the development policy/pland its period of validity
3. Consistency with the target area and group
4. Whether it is possible to explain clearly the posiing and role of the Cooperation
Program in the development policy/plan, which iswh in any kinds of documents or in

written form

Selected development issues are
positioned as important issues in the
Japanese government’s policy.

[Consistency with direction of
Japanese cooperatn

[-2 The Cooperation Program is

1. consistent with the important area of the Countsgistance Plan of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs.

2. consistent with “cooperation scenario” of the JICAuntry Analysis Paper (JCAP).

Strong commitment of the partner

country’s government is confirmed.
[Clear sharing of the cooperation

scenario with partner countly

I-3 The Cooperation Program has a scenario eladsbrgion through the dialogue with the

related persons of the partner country. The scentue contents of the Cooperation Program

Plan, the implementing body and the program pesahnounced in written form and is
understood by the partner country (the cooperati@mario is not elaborated by donor-drive
manner).

eN

There is a framework, such as an aid
coordination or an endeavor to work o
the policy or system, in itself, of the
partner country.

[Aid coordinatior]

I-4 The positioning and the role of the Cooperattsngram in question within a framework
nof aid coordination, such as SWAp or PRSP, thdtiieen by the partner country is clearly
explained in the Cooperation Program Plan or in WP.

Strategy

Higher development effect can be
expected by integrated manner as a
Cooperation Program, than by
independent project management of th
projects implementation.

[Level of program purpode

I-5 The objectives of the Cooperation Program atexsa higher level (outcome-impact
level) by the implementation of several projectaimintegrated manner.

e

Desirable situation to be achieved in thd-6 The scenario of the Cooperation Program isrbjeadicated in JCAP/ Cooperation

future is clearly indicated.
[Clearly indicated scenario by JICAS
Cooperation Program tree, dtc.

Program Plan/WP and others, and visualized in tbgrBm tree and others.

[Positioning or roles of each sub-

I-7 The positioning and role of each sub-compomeaject is organized well in JCAP/
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component projedt

Cooperation Program Plan/WP so that they can pkieed clearly. |

The Cooperation Program period is
appropriate and the exit strategy or the
rolling strategy for the next phase is
clear.

[Period of the Cooperation Program

-8 Sufficient period necessary for the Cooperaftoagram to achieve its objective is set (It

is not assumed that the program period is too sh@thieve its objective); the rolling
strategy for the next phase is clear.

The various risks are examined.
[Risk management (important
assumption, internal factdr)

I-9 The anticipated risks are identified in the peration scenario indicated by JCAP/
Cooperation Program Plan/WP/Program tree and qthedsthe estimated phases when the
risks might be realized is made clear.

2Se

Implementation
management plan
as a Cooperation
Program

How to implement the Cooperation

Program is concretely stated in the

Cooperation Program Plan.
[Implementing system in JICA

I-10 The implementing system to monitor the achieeet status of the outputs and progra
purpose in an integrated manner and also the maceshare them is established among th
who are concerned with the program on the JICA €ithe headquarters, the overseas offig

the consultants, the contractors, the experts trets). These implementing bodies and the

monitoring method, period and frequency are madardh written form and are shared
among related personnel.

ose
e,

D

[Implementing system in partner
country or related dona}s

I-11 The implementing system to monitor the achieeat status of outputs and program
purpose in an integrated manner and also to shame is established with the related persg
in the partner country and the projects. And theg#gementing bodies and the monitoring
method, period and frequency are made clear inemrform and shared among related
personnel.

ns

[Implementing system of partner
country / coordination institutios

I-12 In the various counterpart institutions of fub-component projects of the Cooperatio
Program, the focal points (coordination bodies) pasonnel are organized so that they c3
manage the progress of projects in an integratethaera

5 S

Table 3-4: [Evaluability assessment checklist] Gatg II: The Requirements regarding the Design Gbaperation Program (final draft)

Criteria Requirements Point to be confirmed Check
Program purpose| The objective level is appropriate. II-1. The pagrpurpose can be achieved within the period andiget area.
of the [I-2. The cause-effect relationship between thegmam purpose and its sub-component
Cooperation project is clear in JCAP/Cooperation Program P¥R/Program tree and others.
Program [I-3. In case the Cooperation Program is positioaed part of a framework of the partner
country’s sector development plan, the program ggeps not the same as the final objectiye
of sector development plan, but the lower levelv@tals the issue or the strategy) to achieve

the sector objective.

[I-4. Purpose and outputs of the Cooperation Progiee in cause-effect relation. (The
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program purpose is not paraphrasing the outputs.)

The logic to reach
the program
purpose

The scenario to achieve the program
purpose is appropriate.

[I-5. The scenario that each sub-component progaathes regarding the program purpose
logical and concrete. Implementation of sub-compbpeoject enables the program
objectives to be achieved.

5 iS

[1-6. If the Cooperation Program is composed ofesalsub-sector or sub-issues’ small
programs (sub-programs), the objective of the sualgiams and the program purpose of th
original program have a direct cause-effect refedip.

D

[I-7. If the sub-component project is expectedtodpice synergy effects, then the strategy
effectively achieve the program purpose is contyételicated in the Cooperation Program
Plan, WP and others.

o

[1-8. The Cooperation Program is regarded as #&esfyao respond to the specific issue of th
partner country’s sector program.

e

[1-9 The monitoring system to identify the restidgct for the cooperation or the risks which
might hinder the achievement of the program purf®senbedded in the Cooperation
Program Plan and its result is stated on the JICAsperation Program monitoring sheet.

[1-10. The realistic exit and rolling strategies fbe next phase are envisaged and stated ir
JCAP/ Cooperation Program Plan/WP and others sfieinability of the effect of the
program purpose is given consideration)

[I-11. In case the division of roles and the efazt collaboration with other donors is
obviously assumed, these division and effects aseribed clearly in JCAP/ Cooperation
Program Plan/WP and others, and these partner slafsw understand them.

The path to contribute to achieve the
development goal of the partner countrn
by the Cooperation Program is clear.

yCooperation Program is concretely described in JCABperation Program

[I-12. The path to contribute to achieve the depeient goal of the partner country by the

Plan/WP/Program tree and others.

The indicator to
show the
achievement leve
of the
Cooperation
Program

The proper indicators are established,
considering the objectives of the

[1-13. The indicators of the objectives of the Cemdion Program are effective to show the
degree of achievement of its objectives.

Cooperation Program.

[I-14. The indicators of the outputs can measueeadthitputs’ achievement of the Cooperatio|
Program.

)

[I-15. Data for the indicators are likely to be ainied and are measurable.

[I-16. The realistic indicators achievable withietCooperation Program period are set.

The degree of achievement of the
development goal of the partner countn
(or strategic objective at lower level),
supported by the Cooperation Progranm

can be figured out.

ycountry, to which the Cooperation Program triesdotribute, is indicated concretely in

[I-17. The measures of the degree of achievemettiteoflevelopment goal of the partner

JCAP/Cooperation Program Plan/WP and others.
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Table 3-5: [Evaluability Assessment Checklist] @atey I1l: The Requirements for the ImplementatidradCooperation Program (final draft)

Assessment timing

Requirements

Points to be confirmed

Check

Implementation of
the Cooperation
Program

Managed as a Cooperation Program.  1ll-1. The per@bdnonitoring is implemented and its results rgorted to the Cooperation

Program manager.

[1I-2. The related documents (the approval docusmenttCAP/Cooperation Program Plan/W
and others, and all their annex documents and s)thee properly filed from the time of the
program formulation. It would be even better if thiormation before preparing the
Cooperation Program Plan or of the formulation pes; such as logic analysis at the time of

the formulation of the Cooperation Program Platherbackground information of the program,

are recorded in a written format.

U

[1I-3. In the event that the drastic change ordbdition of the core sub-component project is

identified, and the orientation of the Cooperattyogram has changed, the concerned parts|of
JCAP/Cooperation Program Plan/WP and others, intduthe program purpose, the scenaria,
the indicators and others, must be revised.
The information of the Cooperation| 111-4. After starting the Cooperation Program, thiormation regarding it is shared, in a written
Program is shared. format, with the actors, such as related instingim the partner country or other donors.
Table 3-6: [Evaluability Assessment Checklist] @atey IV: The Requirements for Evaluation of a Cosgien Program (final draft)
Assessment timing Requirements Points to be confirmed Check
Utilization of | The purpose of evaluating thdV-1. The purpose of evaluating the points for whtbe Cooperation Program is assessed |(the

evaluation results

Cooperation Program is clear, and 1

occasion to utilize its results is cleatr.

héissemination of the results, the examination efdbevelopment effects, the accountability, the

recommendation to improve it, the extract of lesstime enhancement of its strategy and others),

and the concrete use of the results of evaluatienrfodification of JCAP/Cooperation Program

Plan/WP and others, the publication of the JICAumhvaluation report, the dissemination
the results at the international conference andrejtare clear.

of

IV-2. The concerned parties of the Cooperation Rnogare ready to accept the negat
evaluation results.

ive

Data collection is possible.

IV-3. The data necaska the evaluation is possible to be colleciadact.
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3.2.2 Criteria of Monitoring and Evaluation (final draft)

As stated in Section 3.1.1, the monitoring and eatibn should be conducted according to
the type of Cooperation Program classification.

(1) Evaluation criteria and questions (final draft)

Except the Type 3 and 4 program, with low evaludhilex-ante evaluation should be
conducted (elaboration and approval of the Coomra®rogram Plan and other planning-related
documents). The evaluation of the Type 1 programickvhas high evaluability, can be conducted
as a summative evaluation, i.e. reviewing the tesuthe program. It should be the only case the
evaluation is conducted at the program completidowever, in case of Type 2, even though the
evaluability is not as high as a stand-alone pnogtae joint evaluation with other donors or a sect
review should substitute for its independent eviadura The evaluation questions (final draft) in
Table 3-7 should be expected to be used when thgrgm is complete. The ex-ante evaluation
should be substituted for the examination of thesection of the related questions, within a
possible range of facts to be confirmed, on thegse of the elaboration of the Cooperation Program
Plan. At the time of ex-ante evaluation, among éveluation criteria, the significance of the
implementation of evaluation and its plan will besassed. At the time of completion, the process
and the result of the program will be evaluatedaduition to the criteria of ex-ante evaluation.
“Manual for Monitoring and Evaluation of Cooperatid’rograms (final draft),” including the
evaluation criteria and questions, is shown in Ange
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Table 3-7: Evaluation Criteria and Questions (fithilft)

Evaluation at

strategy (process

projects implemented properly

budget securement, and others) conducted as planned

Evaluation Evaluation questions . . : Ex-ante
criteria (main questions) Evaluation questions (sub-questions) evaluation the program
completion
I. Program 1.1s the program purpose 1-1 Is the Cooperation Program consistent withdiaeelopment policy and plan o o
strategy aligned with the development of the partner country?
(significance) policy or plan and the 1-2 Is the Cooperation Program consistent withpttieritized development needs o o
Japanese aid policy? of the partner country?
1-3 Is the Cooperation Program consistent withJdqganese aid policy? )
Il. Program 2. Is the scenario to achieve thg2-1 Is the program purpose clear? )
strategy program purpose appropriatg?2-2 Can the program purpose be examined baseceatath or facts? 0
(planning) 2-3 Can the program purpose (its target value)béesed within a program . .
period?
2-4 s the logical sequence from the each sub-coemioproject to the program o o
purpose clear?
2-5 Was the Cooperation Program structured by denisig the endeavors of the
partner country, other donors and internationaaoizgations in order to o o
effectively achieve the program purpose?
lll. Program 3. Were the sub-component 3-1 Was the plan (approval and implementation bf@amponent projects,

to achieve the program purpos

£3-2 Was there an integrated system to manage themuponent projects of the
Cooperation Program (an assignment of program neareagl others)?

3-3 Was the understanding of the Cooperation Prodmathe related persons
adequately?

3-4 Was the monitoring system shared among théeckef@ersons? Was the
necessary data and information collected and aclated?

3-5 Were other program management activities (bolation and coordination
with the partner country and other donors, risk aggment, revision of the
program, and others) conducted properly?

IV. Program
results

4. Was the program purpose

4-1 To what extent was the program purpose achieved

achieved?

4-2 What kinds of impact did the implementatiortref Cooperation Program
generate to achieve the development goal of thagracountry?

4-3 What other impact was generated by the impléatien of the Cooperation
Program?

Source: Prepared by the Study Team.
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(2) Monitoring criteria (final draft)

The Cooperation Programs that are classified eitlseffype 1, 2 or 3 will be monitored
annually by utilizing the following criteria: For anitoring, there are two kinds of sheets; one is
annual monitoring sheet for JICAs Cooperation Paog (hereinafter referred to as “annual
monitoring sheet”) and the other is monitoring gshie the entire program period for JICA's
Cooperation Program (hereinafter referred to asrfibooing sheet for the entire program period”).
For Type 2, only the annual monitoring sheet wal dttilized; for Type 3, simpler monitoring will
be conducted, referring to the annual monitoringesh

Table 3-8: Monitoring Criteria (final draft)

Monitoring criteria What to do Applicable
Cooperation
Program
Achievement -Confirm the achievement status based on the nualedata or 1
status of program | objective facts.
purpose -In case that the indicators are not establisheteatime of
planning of the program, set them at an early stage
Achievement -Confirm the achievement status based on the nualedata or 1
status of program | objective facts.
outputs -If the indicators are not established at the tofhplanning of the
program, set them at an early stage.
Progress status to | -Evaluate the progress status incrementally. Ifitidécator data 1,2 and 3*
achieve the cannot be collected, assess and judge the staalisagively by the

program purpose | related information.
-In case that some problems are found, record tuedtheir

reasons.
Policy change in | -Confirm the condition of change. In case some gearare found| 1, 2 and 3*
the respective record them and their reasons.

sector of the

partner country
Change in external -Confirm the condition of change. If big changes fovund, record| 1, 2 and 3*
factors and risks | them and their reasons.

Source: Prepared by the Study Team.

3.2.3 Formats and Tools for Planning, Monitoring ad Evaluation of JICA's
Cooperation Programs (final draft)

(1) Basic idea of the formats/tools

The basic idea of the formats and tools is as Widto

1) Refining the number of common formats and tools
Reduce the number of formats/tools as much as lplesso that the common formats and
tools will be utilized for sure.

2) Consistent utilization of tools through the procesgrogram management cycle
Utilize the usable formats/tools consistently thgbaut the process of formulation,
monitoring and evaluation of the program so tha¢ thvaluability, efficiency and
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3)

4)

5)

effectiveness of the program management can bateldv

Simple tools to be utilized easily

The formats and tools should be so simple that ttzeybe used easily without any special
training by the related persons in practice.

Consideration of the psychological resistance eortfatrix and logic tree

Pay attention to the related individuals who hasgcpological resistance to the matrix and
logic tree.

Attention to the limitation of the conceptual iltuastion

The conceptual diagram has an advantage that tieepocan be shared easily. On the other
hand, it also has a limitation, in that it is diffit to check the inappropriateness of the
scenario to achieve the objective. It is import@ntake into consideration these points and
examine how to solve its defect.

Based on the basic idea mentioned above, thetliteraeview, desk trial study and on-site

trial study were performed. As a consequence addlstudies, the following six kinds of formats

and tools are proposed, according to the diffetgpes of Cooperation Programs as stated in 3.1.

Among them, the Cooperation Program, to which adbk of formats/tools are applicable, is only

Type 1.

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

JICA's Cooperation Program Plan

Conceptual diagram

Program tree

Monitoring sheet (annual and for the entire period)

Summary of sub-component projects

JICA's Cooperation Program evaluation grid (heréerareferred to as “program evaluation

grid”)

(2) Formats and tools according to the type of JICA Cooperation Program, its timing of

elaboration and purpose of utilization

The timing of elaboration and the purpose of thkzation of formats/tools are described in

Table 3-9.
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Table 3-9: The Timing of Elaboration and PurposéhefTools and Formats

Tools and formats Summary Type of program Timing of Purpose of
elaboration utilization
2 3 4 F I E F I E
1 | JICA's Cooperation | The format partially corrected some items of thisting formats. If a
Program Plan drastic change may happen during the program imgaaation, the o *1 o o o o
program plan needs to be revised
2 | Conceptual diagram The illustration, which concisely shows the outlofehe program,
(%) such as a relation among the program purpose utipeis and the sub
component projects, and also the relationship @ptlogram with the o *1 o o o
policy of the partner country, and the cooperabgrother donors, and
others
3 | JICAs Cooperation | The tree diagram, which shows the cause-and-aff¢ation among the
Program tree program purpose, outputs and each sub-componejetcpro *1 o o o o
(%)
4 | JICAs Cooperation | 4-1 Monitoring sheet for the entire period of the program
Program monitoring| To describe the program purpose, outputs, basétiteeand target
sheets value of indicators, means of verification and mwible department. o o o o
(%) Update the monitoring sheet by recording the latatt of indicators
once a year
4-2 Annual monitoring sheet o » o o o
To describe the monitoring result by each criteriae a year
5 | Summary of sub- | Tabulation, which summarizes the sub-componeneptsj Summarize
component projects| concisely the project purpose, overall goal, owgppériod, and ) o
progress of activities
6 | JICAs Cooperation | To state the evaluation criteria, questions andrstHts format is
Program evaluation| similar to the evaluation grid for project evaloati %3 o o
grid
(%)

F: Formulation
The format denoted by¥) needs to be prepared in a foreign language,depgnding on an official language of the partneméy, a Spanish or French version will also be

I: Implementation

E: Evaluation

prepared in addition to an English or JapaneseorgrsA Japanese version can be omitted if it ismezessary.

*1: For Type 3, there is no need to elaborate upenCooperation Program Plan, conceptual diagradrPaogram tree. However, it is necessary to erthiehdescription of

WP.

*2: For Type 3, simple monitoring will be done hettime of revision of WP, referring to the annomnitoring format.

*3: For Type 2, evaluation at program completionabstandalone Cooperation Program will not be cotetl However, if the joint evaluation with a partrcountry or other

donors will not be implemented, it is expected tH&A will implement the sector review by itself.
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The formats and tools to be used for each typasufellows;

Type 1:

At the time of the program formulation, i) CoopéoatProgram Plan, ii) conceptual diagram,
iii) program tree and iv) monitoring sheet (for wnatire period) will be elaborated. The formats and
tools of i)~iii) will be used, at any time, during the implentation and at the time of evaluation at
program completion. Moreover, during the impleméntaof the Cooperation Program, the program
manager or the responsible department of the CatiparProgram in question will annually collect
and complete the updated data of each indicatorexadhine the necessity of correction of the
direction of the Cooperation Program Plan. Throthgh process, in case the drastic change might
occur (for example, the revision of the programpmse, outputs and their indicators and others),
the Cooperation Program Plan in question must bised accordingly. At the time of evaluation,
the summary of sub-component projects and the atialu grid of Cooperation Program will be
prepared, and the evaluation will be conductedziniy the Cooperation Program Plan and other
formats and tools. The conceptual diagram is usea ol to share the outline of the Cooperation
Program, not only with Japanese-related persomlalso with the partner country’s government
or other related donors. So, it should be prepafted in foreign language (in addition to Japanese
or English version, Spanish or French version algb be produced, according to the language used
in that area) (According to the partner countryitare, the brief English outline will be prepared
instead of the conceptual diagram)

Type 2:

In some countries where the aid coordination isvalst promoted, the Cooperation Program
is positioned under the bigger framework of thetpar country, such as a sector-level program and
others. So, the evaluation, as a stand-alone CatiperProgram, is not expected. The monitoring
is also assumed to be done at the sector and ptejads. Therefore, for Type 2, it is requested to
prepare i) Cooperation Program Plan, ii) conceptiiedram and iv) monitoring Sheet (only annual
monitoring sheet). In Type 2, the evaluation isexpected to be conducted, in principle, as a stand
alone Cooperation Program; therefore, the summérgub-component projects and a program
evaluation grid will not be prepared. Moreover, giregram tree will not be prepared as a JICA-
independent program. However, it is important tihat program tree, beyond the framework of the
Cooperation Program, of the sector program willpbeduced, jointly with the partner country’s
government or the other related donors or inteomati organizations. The positioning of the
Cooperation Program under the sector program aadetation with the support by other donors
should also be made clear.

Meanwhile, regarding Type 2, the annual monitoshget can be substituted for the partially
improved WP, which is currently prepared by JIC#nh the point of view of the efficiency of tasks.
However, because WP was not originally designea msanagement tool, the following points need
to be acknowledged:
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1) Because the area covered by WP is different fraah dfithe program, the utilization of WP
cannot overlook all of the program scope (for exeempome projects that were already
completed would not appear in WP).

2) Even though WP has an advantage to understandgkinae, the project name, scheme,
period of implementation and approximate budges fitot intended to be used as a common
tool of objective management. Thus, it is necessamgfer the other related documents in
order to comprehend the project objectives and nexgystatus.

Type 3:

At the time of the formulation of the Cooperatioro§ram, i) Cooperation Program Plan, ii)
conceptual diagram and iii) program tree are nquired for type 3. However, it is important to
more completely describe the current status oreissand the responsive policy of development
issues, mainly in the outline of the CooperatiorogPam in WP. Moreover, during the
implementation of the Cooperation Program, the sasfble departments of the JICA will conduct
simple monitoring at the time of WP renewal, refegrto the annual monitoring sheet.

Type 4:

For Type 4, the monitoring and evaluation will fot conducted as a Cooperation Program.
Therefore, the formats and tools for the programmtioeed are not required. Only the monitoring
and the evaluation for an independent project maliconducted.

(3) Formats/ tools

The formats and tools are as follows. The deta#gsshown in Annex 2.

1) JICA's Cooperation Program Plan
The Cooperation Program Plan is the document tevghe principle of the program plan.
This document includes the information regarding ttame of the Cooperation Program,
period, objectives (program purpose and its oudpaisl its scenario to achieve them, each
sub-component project, the policy of the partharntoy, relation between the other donors’
cooperation and the Cooperation Program in questieks, monitoring system and others.
Especially if a big change has taken place, thep@oattion Program Plan has to be revised.

2) Conceptual diagram
It is the illustration which makes the essentiatiee of the Cooperation Program Plan
understood at a glance. It illustrates briefly theme of Cooperation Program, objectives
(program purpose and its outputs) and its link weitlth sub-component project, policy of the
partner country, relation between the other donoweperation and the Cooperation Program
in question, and others.
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3) JICA's Cooperation Program tree

The Program tree is the diagram which illustratesrelation between the program purpose,
the outputs and sub-component projects by “meadseans relation” (once A is achieved

[means], B will be achieved [ends]). Some uncofaitie factors, which are necessary for the
achievement of outputs, program purpose and alscstiperior development goal, and the
factors that are out of scope of the CooperatimgfRxm are also described in any part of this
tree diagram, making a clear distinction within gfregram objectives and the components
covered by the program. Moreover, the related cradfmn by other donors and other

Cooperation Programs are also illustrated in ttes tliagram so that the way in which they
correlate with other components can be understood.

4) JICA's Cooperation Program monitoring sheet

The monitoring sheet is the format to record anclawlate the information periodically in
the achievement status (for the entire programopérof the objectives of Cooperation
Program (program purpose and outputs), the chaimgse respective sector of the partner
country, the changes of the important assumptiahresks, and the responses and revision of
the program plan, based on the analysis of thedessand changes.

5) Summary of sub-component projects

This is the tabulation at a glance to summarize dbine of sub-component projects at
program evaluation after the completion of the Gaagion Program.

6) JICA's Cooperation Program evaluation grid

3.3

This is the tabulation of the survey plan and ttvevsy result to show the evaluation criteria,
the evaluation question to analyze these crité¢hi@,relation between the survey points, the
information resources and the survey results. Amdmg information, the evaluation
qguestions are, in principle, the ones that aresdtat Table 3-7.

Recommendations

The following points are recommended so that tiselte of this study will be utilized.

Recommendation 1: Utilize the evaluability assessme checklist for JICA's Cooperation
Programs

This study reviewed the evaluability of the progsawnf the JICA and other donors and

international organizations, as well as the medasifor improving the evaluability of their
programs. The requirements for evaluability areugea into two; one is the elements that affect
success and failure of evaluation (“evaluabilityphactice”) and the other is the elements to make a

77



program valuable (“evaluability in principle”), raglless of its being evaluated or not.

Improving evaluability in practice and in principhll help to strengthen the strategy of the
design and implementation of Cooperation Prograrhsrefore, it is essential to recognize that the
improvement of evaluability is fundamental to praigrplanning, implementation, and evaluation.

In sum, this study proposes to utilize the evalligbassessment checklist to strengthen the
strategic aspects of Cooperation Programs. To dtheavaluability assessment checklist should be
referred to during the planning of a CooperatioogPam as well as during the monitoring and
evaluation of an on-going program. This will helgentify points for improvement, and by
addressing them, JICA will be able to strengthem ekaluability and strategy of the Cooperation
Program.

Recommendation 2: Select the method of program ewtion according to the level of
evaluability

In order to overcome the limitation of the concept‘contribution,” which has been used
uniformly with Cooperation Programs, this study poees to select the depth and width of program
evaluation according to the degree of evaluability.

A Cooperation Program with high evaluability (Typehas a clearly defined objective as a
program and also a scenario to follow. Therefotds ipossible to summarize the result of the
Cooperation Program (summative evaluation) throengduation at the completion of the program.
Also, such a program can be monitored annuallydaange its progress towards the program purpose.

A Cooperation Program with low evaluability (Typ@Bd Type 4) should not, in principle, be
subject to evaluation at the completion of the paog This is because such a program has limited
potential for utilizing the result of evaluationhds, its progress should be assessed by the sieaplif
annual monitoring only. By monitoring the progrg&siodically and adjusting the program design
and institutional setting for program implementatisuch a Cooperation Program is expected to
gradually improve its strategies.

A Type 2 Cooperation Program is not subject to la swaluation at the completion of the
program. However, it is important to assess whatbieen achieved by the Cooperation Program in
a joint evaluation or sector review with the partoeuntry and other donors.

Ex-ante evaluation is applicable to both Type 1 &yge 2 Cooperation Programs, regardless
of their levels of evaluability. Its method is tss&ss, as clearly as possible, the significance of
implementing the Cooperation Program, as well asréhevance of program design over the course
of preparing the program plan.

Recommendation 3: Define the objectives of prograravaluation

In the past evaluation of Cooperation Programs otijectives of evaluation were limited to
improving the Cooperation Programs in question aoddrawing lessons learned for new
Cooperation Programs; none of them listed were @wttable to the public as an objective of
evaluation. However, being accountable to the puislian important objective of evaluation, as
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much so as improving the Cooperation Program irstjore. Moreover, considering that Cooperation

Programs aim to support the partner countries oklitag development challenges, and such

programs must be aligned with the actions of thénga countries and other donors, the importance
of publicizing the current status and result of @e@tion Programs is becoming more and more
significant.

Defining the objectives of evaluation will lead tdilization of the result of evaluation.
Therefore, it is important to clarify the objectsvef monitoring and evaluation, and to show how
their result is to be utilized. In order to be aaotable to the public, it is important to assess
objectively and quantitatively to what extent a @emtion Program has contributed to development
in the partner country. It is not sufficient to Wgr‘the plausibility of causality” between the myess
towards a development goal and the outcome of thep€ration Program based on the concept of
“contribution,” as has been done previously.

Recommendation 4: Review the concept of “contributin” used in the evaluation of JICA's
Cooperation Programs and make clear a difference leeen “formative evaluation” and
“summative evaluation”

In the current guideline, the evaluation of CoopieraPrograms is to verify “the plausibility
of causality” between the progress toward a devalag goal and the outcome of the Cooperation
Program based on the concept of “contribution.” ldwer, in practice, it is difficult to verify “the
plausibility of causality.” On the other hand, ihetcase of a program with high evaluability,
summative evaluation of the “result” of program mgement is possible. Therefore, this type of a
Cooperation Program is fit for an evaluation methtwat assesses the result, as well as the relevance
of design and appropriateness of implementation.

This evaluation method has two advantages. Fitstzoncretely shows the degree of
achievement of a program purpose, instead of Igat¥éiam vague, by using indicators. Second, this
method can assess the “strategy” of a CooperatiogrBm because its evaluation questions include
elements of strategy. This evaluation method ceectly draw recommendations and lessons learned
that can be utilized in strengthening the stratefggooperation Programs in the future.

In addition, it is important to use “formative euation” and “summative evaluation” properly,
depending on the degree of maturity of a CoopemaRoogram or its level of evaluability. A
Cooperation Program with high evaluability is fdarfsummative evaluation, but a Cooperation
Program with lower evaluability is fit for formagvevaluation, which can be done through ex-ante
evaluation by using a part of the evaluation questiand annual monitoring. In particular, a Type 3
program is expected to improve its strategy throfogmative evaluation.

Recommendation 5: Link the evaluation of a JICA's @Woperation Program to the evaluation
of projects and sub-components composing the JICA€ooperation Program

With regard to Type 1 Cooperation Programs, evidaait the completion of the program can
be regarded as ex-post evaluation of projects trcaumponents composing the Cooperation
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Program. However, such program evaluation musthbe @ satisfy the objectives of the ex-post
evaluation of projects, including securing accobiiiy to the public and improving the projects in
question and future projects. Therefore, the follmppoints are recommended.

First, with regard to technical cooperation praogeajrant aid, and ODA loans, which are
currently targets of ex-post evaluation, the achiegnt of a project objective and the overall goal
at the end of the project must be recorded in tbgept completion report so that it can be refeezhc
in the evaluation of a Cooperation Program, whichdmposed with these projects.

Second, if such components have faced a signifipmablem over the course of their
implementation or if they have clearly failed tchaeve project objective and overall goal, ex-post
evaluation of such components is recommended tdwzimapart from evaluation of a Cooperation
Program.

Recommendation 6: Build a common understanding aman JICA staff of the JICAs
Cooperation Program approach, and build the implematation system of Cooperation
Programs

The desk review and field trial in this study releghthat there was a difference among JICA
staff in the level of understanding of what Coopiera Programs are. In order to improve the
effectiveness of Cooperation Programs, it is indigable to deepen understanding among JICA
staff on the purpose of introducing the Cooperaffsngram approach and the effective way of
managing Cooperation Programs.

At the same time, to promote the Cooperation Prograpproach, a cross-sectional
implementation system is in need. Setting up susfistem requires a certain level of investment,
such as assigning program managers and offering thitor-made pre-departure training. Without
these measures, the effectiveness of Cooperatimgrdins might be difficult to be raised. To foster
common understanding on the Cooperation Programoap, it is effective to broadly share the
best practices of producing outputs effectivelyhivitJICA by adopting the Cooperation Program
approach.

Recommendation 7: Accept the option of not formulahg a JICA's Cooperation Program

The study proposes that some groups of project&ghndire not in the situation to have a
scenario to achieve a program purpose, can bevifout being forced to formulate a Cooperation
Program.

As stated in 3.1.1 (4), some Cooperation Prograrasohliged to be managed on a project
basis, due to their limitation in budget, projeetipd, security, and other factors. Even in sudesa
the links among projects within a Cooperation Paogrcan be strengthened over the course of
planning and implementation. Loosely grouping baihaging projects as stand-alone entities is far
better than imposing the unnecessary burden of giagahem as a Cooperation Program. Choosing
not to form a Cooperation Program would not causespecific inconvenience in such cases.

In order to identify those that are appropriatedeing managed as a Cooperation Program, it
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is necessary to check each Cooperation Programtesrdine whether it has something attainable,
only by having a strategic nature, and by being agad as a Cooperation Program. As the four
types of Cooperation Programs show, if a grouprofgets does not meet such a condition, it does
not benefit from collective management and it maybe given an option of to form a Cooperation

Program.
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