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Assumptions
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PREFACE

Finland's international development cooperation has gone through major changes since June 1991 when
the FINNIDA Guidelines for Project Preparation and Design were published. The new strategy for
Finnish development coeperation in the 1990s, which was approved by the Parliament in 1993,
provided a new framework for Finland's relations with the developing world. The 1996 Government
Decision-in-Principle on development cooperation further reaffimms Finland's commitment to
cooperation and partnership with the developing countries. Membership in the European Union brought
new opportunities and challenges te Finnish development cooperation. In light of all the changes, the
revision of the 1991 Guidelines became necessary.

Poverty reduction, protection of environment and promotion of equality, democracy and human rights
are the main goals of Finland's development cooperation. True partmership, local ownership and
participation are preconditions for sustainable development. These issues are an integral part of all
Finnish development interventions. The aim of these guidelines is to provide a tool for the design,
monitoring and evaluation of the various interventions so as to ensure the achievement of the strategic
goals of Finnish international development cooperation. In view of the gradual-trend from project
assistance towards programme support and active participation in multi-lateral development
programmes, the guidelines aim at serving the programme design, monitoring and evaluation of the
various types of development interventions.

The Guidelines for Programme Design, Monitoring and Evaluarion consist of four interrelated parts:

Part | Basic Principles for Finnish Development Cooperation
Part II Project Design,
Part III Monitoring

Part IV Evaluation

The guidelines are based on the logical framework method which provides an integrated approach to
programme planning, monitoring and evaluation. The guidelines largely follow the methed applied in
the Project Management Cycle of the European Union strengthening the coordination between Finnish
and EU development cooperation.

The Guidelines for Programme Design, Monitoring and Evaluation are a result of a joint effort by the
.Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Department of International Development Cooperation. The Finnish
consultancy cormnpanies and institutions have been consulted during the preparation process. The
Guidelines shall be applied in all future Finnish development interventions.

Marjattadasi
Director General
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KEY TERMS
Activities
Assumptions
Beneficiaries
Blﬁeprini planning

Coliaborative pianning

Development intervention

Indicator

Integratad project cycle

management

Intervention logic
Logicat framework
Means

Overall objectives
Participatory planning

Precondition
Project

Project cycle
Project purpose
Results

Stakeholdears

Sustainability

Action taken or work performed within a project to transform means into
resuits.

Important conditions for the success of the project that are not within its
controt, and which are worded as positive conditions.

A fimited group among the stakeholders, who will directly or indirectly
benefit from the project.

Planning undertaken by expatriate or local officials/technical expents
alone, resulting In a detailed Implementation plan.

Planning based on the collaboration of officials/technical experts and the
representatives of the key stakeholders.

All types of planned undertakings with developmenta objectives.
The performance standard to be reached to achieve an objective.

Method of managing the project cycle, using the logicat framework and
the same sustainability criteria throughout the cycle.

Strategy for achieving the project purpose, consisting of results,
activities and means, and contributing to overall objectives.

Method for analysing and presenting the most important elements of a
project and their interrelationships.

Human resources, materials and other inputs required to carry out
planned actlvities and manage the project,

Long-term development goals to which the project makes a contribution.

A way of planning where the initiative and leadership is taken by the
beneficiaries, and in which external facilltators participate.

Cordition that must be fulfilled before a project can start up.

in these guidelines, different types of development interventions, which
are designed to achieve certain specific objectives within a given budget
and organization, and a specific period of time.

Mode! of the entire lifespan of a project.

The reason for or focus of the project, describing the improved situation
which the project is expected to achieve.

Products of the activities that together achleve the project purpose. Mot
only physical cutputs but a start to enjoyment of sustainable tenefits.

Groups of people, organisations and institutions who have a direct or
indirect interest, or a role, in the project, or who affect or are affected by
it.

in the context of a single project, the continuation of its benefits and
impact after the project itself has ended.
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Basic PRNCIpIes i Finmis
Development Cooperatio

1. BASIC PRINCIPLES

1.1. DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION AS PART OF FOREIGN POLICY

Development cooperation is an important part of Finnish foreign policy and
external relations. To mest various objectives, Finland uses different
multilateral and bilaterai channels. Whilst project assistance still hoids the
dominant position in bilateral cooperation, both sectoral and program
assistance are becoming more important. These guidelines are meant primarily
for design, monitoring and evaluation of projects, but the basic principles are
applicable in all types of cooperation.

Reduction of poverty, protection of the environment, and promotion of equality,
democracy and human rights are the principal goals of Finland's development
cooperation. They are an integral part of the planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of ali development interventions.

1.1.1 INCREASING COORDINATION AND COHERENCE

The strategy of Finland's Development Covperation in the 1990’s was
endorsed by the Government and Pariament in 1893, The justification and
motives are stated as follows:

“Enormous discrepancies in wealth and well-bsing between the
developed and the developing countries are not acceptable by any
human standards and constitute a threat to the prosperity and security
of all nations. Through its foreign and economic policies, Finland,
together with other developed countries, is doing what it can fo reduce
and eliminate these discrepancies.” -

As preconditions for cooperation, the strategy requires that Finland’s
partner countries commit therselves to the reduction of poverty, to combat
global threats to the environment and to promote social equality,
democracy and human rights as essential elements of sustainable
deveiopment.

The Finnish Government’s 19968 Decision in Pringiple reconfirms these
goals as the guidelines for Finiand’s development cooperation.

External assistance cannot be a substitute for & partner country’s own
national resources. At its best, external assistance serves as a catalyst for
development, to enhance conditions where governmerits, private sector,
communities and individuals take the initiative and lead into their own
hands.

-105-
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To strengthen coordination and coherence between development, trade
and other policies, the Finnish Government aims for a comprehensive
strategy for Finland's relations with devetoping.countries.

Membership of the European Union brought new opportunities and
challenges to Finnish development cooperation. This document, based on
the project cycle management principles of the European Union, is an
important step in the coordination of Finnish development cooperation with
the EU practice.

1.1.2 STRATEGIC PLANNING SETS THE FRAMEWORK

Long-term objectives of Finnish development cooperation are specified in
the rolling five-year financial and action plan. Annual budgets approved by
Parliament give further guidance and confirm financial commitment
authorisations for coming years.

Country-specific objectives are slaborated in negotiations with partner
countries. When setting priorities, Finland emphasises the primary
responsibility of the partner country.

Identification of development projects is founded on different forms of
communication between partner countries, and is based on mutual
negotiations on different levels.

The Ministry for Foreign Affairs also prepares sirategies for larger
geographic areas. Sectoral and thematic guidelines set policies to that
effect. Separate manuals deal with issues relevant to the susiainability.

1.1.3 COOPERATION HAS VARIOUS FORMS

The different channels for development cooperation, such as muttilateral
organisations and development funds, bilateral cooperation {including non-
governmental organisations), and humanitarian aid operations, serve
different purposes and are employed in accordance with need.

Bilateral development cooperation is channslied mainly through regional or
sector programme support, or takes the form of development programmes
and projects.

Programme assistance is support provided for vital development efforts at

national level, such as structural adjustment programmes. 1t includes both
general and sector programme assistance.
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General programime assistance consists of all contributions made availabie to
a partner country for general development purposes. it includes balance of
payment support, general budget support and support for imports of specific
commodities. General programme assistance is not linked to specific sector
programme nor project activities. Debt refief and food aid are normaily
included in this category.

Sector programme assistance is targeted at a particular sector and often
linked to specific policy conditions. Some bilateral donors view this type of
assistance as a set of interfinked projects aimed at a specific sector. It is
pased on a broad assessment of sector-specific needs.

Recently, donor agencies have further elaborated the concept of a sector
investment programime. The intention is to enhance the partner country’s
ownership of programme activities and to strengthen its institutional
capacity. Other key themes are the disbursement of funds through the
partner country’s own budget, and closer inter-agency coordination.

Within Finnish development cooperation, the temm ‘sectoral approach’
represents a practical solution to the problem of translating political and
economic diatogue into a long-term development programme. Dialogue
between the partners determines the framework for cooperation on paolicy
reform which will contribute to the desired sectoral parformance.

Sectors can be defined in economic terms, such as agriculture, industry and
energy, or in cross-institutional (i.e. thematic) terms such as environment,
health, education, gender, employment or jocal government. Adopting a
sectoral approach is possible only in situations where the pariner couniry hias,
or is, commitied to develop an appropriate institutional framework and policies
which promote the intended activities.

In this context the institutional framework includes both organisations and the
working environment in its broadest sense, i.e. including the “rules of the
game”. Organisations in society perform specific functions; a school educates
children and a water authority provides safe drinking water and sanitation. This
broad concept of the institutional framework includes laws, norms and values,
as well as the structures which constrain the behaviour of individuals and
groups. Employing a sectoral approach means working to strengthen local
institutions and building up their capacity. This process is much more
fundamental than one which is related only to organisations.

Until now, professionals working in development cooperation have considerad
agricutture and rural development, catchment area re-forestation, water supply
and sanitation, and hydropower energy development to constitute four different
sectors or separate programmes. Coherent planning and management of aid
means that these different “sectors” can be looked at jointly, since it may well
be that they use and protect the same water sources. In this particular case, a
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wider approach 'provides the incentive for broader programming, analysis and
the establishment of priorities for the whole of the water resources sector.

Once a broad national and regional analysis has been carried out, a
framework for project type assistance can be created. This, in turmn, makes it
possible for the purpose and role of each project to be bound more tightly to
the general policy framework for the sector in question.

Project assistance aims at achieving specific development objectives
within a given budget and time. Project assistance normally includes
financial, technicel and material support.

Whilst project assistance continues to be the dominant form of Finnish
development cooperation, programme and sectoral assistance are of
increasing importance. The Ministry for Foreign Affairs is making efforts to
further strengthen the role of programme and sectoral assistance.

These guidelinas useg tha term projeci to refer to all the foregoing types of
development interventions. The planning, monitoring and evaluation
methods described in this document are applicable to all the different types
of intervention.

From projects towards sector assistance

Since 1980 Finland has given project assistance to agricultural and rural
deveiopment in Luapula province in Zambia. From mid-1987 onwards the
Luapula Livalihood and Food Security Program (LLFSP} is financed
through the local Agricultural Sector investment Program (ASIP). In the
naw concept, the Finnish funds are divided so that the development funds
are paid to the ASIP account of the Ministry of Agriculture in Zambia and
the technical assistance funds directly to the consultant in Finland. The
funds remitted through ASIP are earmarked for LLFSP and conditions for
their release include that Zambia pays her financing share of the LLFSP to
ASIP first. Finland aiso reserves the right to employ an intermnational

auditing company to audit her financial input to the ASIP.

1.1.4 POLICIES REQUIRE ACTION

Reduction of poverty, protection of the environment and the promotion of
social equality, democracy and human rights are the principal objectives
and praconditions in Finland’s development cooperation policy. These
aims must be advanced and taken into aecount throughout the lifespan of
each intervention, from identification through planning, implementation and
monitoring to final evaluation.
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1. Poverty reduction

Sustainable economic growth, its fair and equitable distribution and
translation into broad-based sccial developm ent constitutes one part of
Finnish poverty reduction policy. it emphasises stable and conducive
economic policies and development of human resources which are both
one pre-requisite and the outcome of economic growth. Empowerment of
the poor, through improving their access to productive assets like land,
water, financing and other services, is another important part,

Poor people of both sexes must have the opportunity to participate in the
decisions that affect their lives. It helps to focus on these root causes of
poverty that poor people themselves consider 1o be most relevant.

The analysis of a project’s impact on poverty must be based on systematic
assessments which themselves are based on refiable indicators and which
are conducted on a regular basis. Existing poverty assessments and
profiles are complemented, when necessary, by additional studies.

2. Protection of the environment

Assessing environmental impacts together with the various parties
involved, and the resolution of possibie disputes, are important aspects in
both the strategic planning of development cooperation and in project
preparation, implementation and evaluation.

As part of, or in addition to, projects with direct environment-related
objectives, environmental protection is enhanced by strengthening a
partner country’s institutional capacity and by assisting in the fulfilment of a
country's international environmental cbligations.

The assassment of environmental impacts in Finnish bilateral development
cooperation projects is discussed in greater detait in Chapter 1.3.7 of this
" document - “Environment - not only ecolegy”.

3. Hurnan rights, equality and democracy

Human rights are indivisible, universal and interlinked. They form the basis
for broad-based, stable and pradictable development. Finland does not
accept cuttural relativism if it means violation of human rights. Equality,
both between different social groups and between the sexes, is an integral
part of human rights and must be promoted in all Finnish development
cooperation. There is a special emphasis on the status of people suffering
from disabilities.

Democracy is a prerequisite for broad-based participation in society and

promotes ownership of development cooperation activities. It leads to a
more stable, fair and equal society.
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The promotion of human rights, equality and democracy are cross-cutting
objectives that must be considered when assessing all deveiopment
interventions. They are objectives which are directly promoted by specific
actions such as support to electoral processes, other democratic
institutions , good governance and rule of faw, free press and non-
govemmental organisations.

Finland is active in seeking new forms of cooperation which support
human rights, equality and democracy and encourages an open dialogue
with partner countries, international organisations and NGOs.

Developing with disabilities

UN estimates indicate that there are as many as 300 milfion persons with
disabilities in developing countries. In other words, of the 1.6 billion poor
peopls, every sixth is estimated to suffer from a disability. To achiave
effactive reductions in levels of poventy, this large group of people must be
given special consideration.

The UN Standard rules on Egualisation of Opportunitias for Persons with
Disabilities challenge UN member states to establish, by law, the rights of
persons with disabifities, including accession to heaith services, education
and social services, as well as the right to equal participation in society.

The needs and concems of parsons with disabilities must bs included as
an integral component in development cooperation-projacts. The first step
is to put the rights of persons with disabilities on the agenda when
negotiating with the cooperation partners on joint development pians.

Tha inclusion of disability dimension is most urgent in the social, health,
education and employment sactors. it is often necessary to plan for a
specific disability component within & project to assura the inclusion. A
heaith project, for exampis, could have a component focusing on
rehabilitation and technical aids for people with disabilities.

Earmarking of financial resources can be used to enhance levels of
participation by disabled people. An agreed proportion of an educational
programme budget could, for example, be used for training teachers and
parents in disability issues.

When considering construction and renovation projects, disabled peopie’s
accessibiiity and mobility requirements can be integrated into the planning
of technical works.

People with disabilities are the best experts on their own needs, Disabled
people should be listened to directly, either through their own organisations

or through other ways.
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1.1.5 FINLAND AS A PARTNER

Finland is committed to the development cooperation strategy adopted by
the OECD in 1896, which states that cooperation between industrial and
developing countries is based on a partnership where the developing
countries themselves assume responsibility for their own development.

The Finnish Government’s Decision in Principle of 19986 states that
development cocperation cannot be a substitute for domestic and private
resources of funding which are essential to finance development in any
country. Cooperation can act as a major catalyst in the disadvantaged
countrias, producing favourable conditions for private sector, individual
and community initiative.

As a partner in development cooperation, Finland assumes a secondary
role while the developing country partner has the primary responsibility for
the cooperation process, inciuding project design, implementation and
evaluation. .

Further, Finland seeks greater coordination between international donors,

through strengthening the capacity of partner countries to coordinate
development actions financed by different partners.
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1.2. TOWARDS A COMMON LANGUAGE

These guidelines harmonise the terminology and methods in Finland’s
development cooperation with EU practices. A common language makes it easier
for pariner countries to work with a variety of donoss. it also improves aid
coordination.

These guidelines are based on integrated project cycle management. A iogical
framework is used as the tool to systematise the planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of development projects.

A project cycie divides a project into phases. It helps to administer the project
and provides check points for administrators o verify relavanca, {easibility,
participation etc. Different phases of the project cycle may be repeated or
interrupted.

1.2.1 AN INTEGRATED APPROACH IMPROVES LEARNING

These guidelines are based on intagrated project cycle management. This
approach helps those in charge of project planning, implementation and
evaluation to focus on the elements and factors considered most relevant
to success of a project.

The elements of an intervention are structurad using the logical framework.

Figure 1: L_ogical framework matrix
Overall - Cbjectively | Sources of
objectives | verifiable verification
. indicators
Project Objectively | Sources of | Assumptions
purpose - verifiable verification
S indicators
Results - | Objectively | Sourcesof | Assumptions
' verifiable verification
indicators
Activities Means Cosls Assumptions
Pre-conditions
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The logical framework systematises the setting of objectives and
assumptions for a development project and their analysis. It highlights
causes and effects between the key elements and provides a tool to
present them. '

The left hand column of the logical framework porirays objectives of a
hierarchy, linking them to the indicators, their verification and assumptions
in the other columns.

The integrated approach means that the logical framework is used and the
same elements and factors are applied throughout the life of a project. The
factors adopted in Finnish development cooperation are described in
Chapter 1.3 of this document - “Achieving sustainable development™.

As a consequence of the integrated approach, the documents used in
different phases of the project cycle have the same format as shown in
Annex |.

1.2.2 PROJECT CYCLE = THE LIFE OF A DEVELOPMENT INTERVENTION

The project cycle is a detailed model of the entire lifespan of a
development intervention, starting with its identification, going through the
implementation, monitoring and evaluation phases, and ending with the
lessons learned. Although variations to the standard model are common,
the project cycle is a backbone used by the various donors in development
cooperation.

The division of a development project into distinct phases helps to define
the roles of various parties. It helps to make sure that the decisions are
based on relevant and adequate information. The project cycle clarifiss the
role played by meetings and documentation and makes them more useful.

Based on the information produced at each phase, a decision whether to
continue or to change course is made. The assessment of policy and
issues affecting sustainability plays a key role in the making of the
decision. Some phases may have to be repeated, some phases may
proceed according 10 a revised timetable.

For example, a project may be re-appraised if there have been significant
changes in the economic or political environment of the partner country
during the planning phase.

Planning or implementation can be interrupted at any point to aliow time for
specific studies, assessments or evaluations that will guide the direction of
further work.

Terms of reference are used to explain what should be done at the

different points and why. A general format for terms of reference is
presented in Annex Il
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The following model project cycle is used by Finland in its main partner
countries in large, multi-year development projects.

Figure 2: dodel project cycle

NATIONAL INTERNATIONAL EINNISH
DEVELOPMENT DEVELORMENT DEYELOPMENT
STRATEGIES OF COCPERATION COOPERATION
PARTMER COUNTRY STRATEGIES STAATEGIES
COUHTRY
EVALUATION CONSULTATIONS
REPOAT Feasaaa.
T s
i IDEHTIFICATION
EVALUATION . et A {TOR)
(TOR) P
et IDENTIFICATION
COMPLETION REPORT
REFORT
PROJECT
COMPLETION '
N FRAOJECT
MID-TERM . FORMULATION (TOR)
REVIEW
DRAFT
. DOGUMENT
ANNUAL : __APPRAISAL
WORKPLAN
ErPLEMENTATDN AFPRAISAL
MONITOR MG REPORT

FINANCING DECISICH &
TENDERING &
CONTRACTS

PROJECT & CONTRACT
DOCUMENTS

TOR = Tarms of Raferancs
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4.2.3 LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION VARIES

To enhance ownership and sustainability, Finland emphasises the
responsibility of the partner country in the planning and im plementation of
development cooperation.

Dividing a project into distinct phases assists in the identification of various
stakeholders, and in the definition of their roles. The diagram on the next
page illustrates different levels of stakeholder participation during the
planning phases, from initial identification through project formulation and
appraisal to praparation of the project document itself.

- “Participatory planning” indicates that the initiative and leadership are
taken by the beneficiarias in their communities. “Blueprint planning™
suggests an expert- or civil servant-driven approach. In many cases,
“Collaborative planning” , where planning is a joint exercise, is used.

The need for technical expertise, or grassroots participation, varies
between projects and betwsen different planning phases.

A planning phase where only technical expertise is used without people’s
participation must be complemented by collaborative or participatory
methods in the following phases. For example, a project identified and
formulated by technical officials and/or experts is appraised by the
communities. Thus, within a single project, “participatory”, “collaborative”
and “blueprint” planning may be used in its different phases.

The reports and project meetings indicated in the diagram provide check
points at which the project plan is verified and adjusted, and at which the
leve! of participation is determined for the next phase. Any planning phase
may be repeated.

The project documerit produced varies in content and level of detail. Whilst
a “blueprint document” provides an accurate implementation plan, a
“nrocess document” lays emphasis on the development options and is not
precise in relation to activities or means. A detailed plan is useful, for
example, when constructing a hospital, whereas flexible process is suited
to a participatory rural development project. _
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Figure 3:
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1.3. ACHIEVING SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

in the context of a single development project, sustainability means that the
development impact of a project continues once the project itself has ended.

Assessment of sustainability is necessary in all phases of the project cycle, in
aach element of the logical frameworl, from the overall objectives and project
purpose to the activities and resources employed.

Analysis of sustainability may lead to rejection of a project or corrective
adjustments. The content and scale of analysis are tailored to each project in
accordance with its nature and size.

1.3.1 POLICIES MUST MATCH

Development projects are always planned and implemented within the
policy snvironment of the partner country. A project must be in line with
politicai, economic, environmental, social and cultural environment, and
this, in turn, must be conducive to the project’s objectives.

Policy environment is analysed at the earliest stages of the project cycle,
this analysis continuing throughout the project, normally in cooperation
with different donors and the parntner country.

Analysis of existing policies and the identification of necessary reforms
must cover national, provincial, district or communal levels if they affect the
project directly or indirectly.

In the project identification, the emphasis is on the analysis of existing
policy. Key questions which should be asked are:

Which are the policies that affect the project directly or indiractly?

is the project in ling with the policy environment, i.e. do the policies
support the objectives of the project?

Is it necessary, and if it is, possible, to change that policy environment?
Would a policy reform as such be sufficient to improve the situation?

Without supportive policy environment, or a possibility to have it revised,
the project concept must be reformutated or further planning is stopped.

in the project formulation, the emphasis is on the identification of policy
environment and possible reforms. These often become a part of the
project preparation. Keeping in mind that policy changes often take a long
time, the contents and timing of reforms must be carefuily planned.
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The implementation of policy reforms often requires changes in the legal
and institutional frameworks.

The policy environment must be analysed for all projects.it is important that
all analyses are conducted by the partner country or, at least, in close
cooperation with it. Conclusions should be drawn up and agreed together
with the partner country.

Policy reformn as a precondition for private sector development

To promote private sector development in the Kyrgyz Republic, and
thereby economic growth at large, a rapid reform of the financial sector is
considered a precondition. To strangthen economic development, Finland
has agread to support the financial sactor reform by providing technical
and financial assistance to the banking institutions. The aim is to
strangthen the banking supervision and to create intarnationally accepted
practicas for accounting and intemal auditing in commercial banks. In view
of the new skills requirements, special emphasis is on training.

The Finnish intervention will be part of the Financial Sector Technical
Assistance Projoct (FINSAC), financed by the World Bank and further
supported by & number of othar donors. The overall objective is to develop
and degpen the financial system, restora public confidence, and to
establish, over the medium tenm, an efficiant system of resourca
mobilisation and allocation, which would become increasingly more liberal
and market-orientaed and offer a greater variety of instruments both to
borrowers and savers. .

1.3.2 BETTER VALUE FOR MONEY

Assessment on financial and economic feasibility aims at making sure that
resources are being used efficiently and effectively, and that the benefits
will be sustainad once external support has comse to an end.

Financial analysis deals with the financial viability of the project. The basic
concepts and principles of financial accounting, planning, control and
management are applied. The financial sustainability is the key.

When assessing financial sustainability, the total costs incurred by the
project are sstimated and weighed against the partner government’'s or
institution’s ability to provide continued financing. Special attention is paid
to long-term running costs, foreign exchange requirements and the
depreciation cost of investments.
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User charges are often the best safeguard for sustainable benefits. Where
such chargss are not realistic nor socially acceptabls, it is @ssential that
reliable provisions for financing are made. The ability of the partner
country to provide adequate public financing can in many cases be only
reviewed in the context of public sector recurrent cost burden.

Economic analysis measures the impact of a development project on the
partner country’s overall economy and/or on a specific sector. Key
elements are: the identification and consistent valuation of afl costs and
benefits; an appropriate allowance for the phasing of costs and benefits
over time; and the evaluation of project acceptability.

In theory, a development project is economically efficient when the sum of
the positive effects is greater than the total of resources utilised and any
negative effects. In other words, the benefits are greater than the costs
and the project produces a net improvement or economic profit for a
society. In practice, the analysis is more complicated and must, for
example, compare the efficiency of different projects..

Cost-benefit analysis is a technique which aims at expressing efficiency as
a single ratio, which can then be used to compare different projects. ltis a
demanding tool, mainly applicable to “hard” projects in which benefits can
be measured in monetary terms. Both costs and benefits are identified in
the broadest and most exact sense possible.

Cost-effactiveness analysis determines the unit price of a given benefit, for
example, of a single person being able to obtain clean drinking water. The
analysis allows the comparison of projects with similar goals and assists in
the identification of the most cost-sffective way to achieve a specific
objective. Cost-effectiveness can be assessed also for “soft” projects such
as health or educational programmes.

In theory, a project is most cost-effective when it produces the required
positive results for the lowest possible cost or when it produces the
greatest positive results for a given level of cost.

The time factor complicates all economic analyses. For an investment
decision today, costs and benefits must be considered, which, in many
cases, are only incurred several years into the future. One fechnique is to
discount future costs and benefits to their “present values” in order to
facilitate comparisons.

in many developing countries, monopolies, import restrictions, price
regulation, taxes and subsidies distort market prices to the extent that
these do not necessarily reflect true economic value. To tackle this type of
distortion, so-called “shadow prices” can be determined and used when
making economic analyses.
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Both economic and financial analyses require that project objectives and
success indicators are clearly defined. Systematic use of the logical
framework technique makes this task easier. Analyses conducted during
the planning and appraisal phases of a project must be followed-up
systematically during the implementation and evaluation phases. Data
reguirements must be built into the project monitoring and reporting
systems.

Somaone must pay for the services

In a water supply project, a variety of service levels are provided, ranging
from handpump wells and standposts to property connections. The
national water tanff is kept low for political reasons. Dua to the low tariff,
the operator of the water utilities cannot collect from the usars a sufficient
revenue to pay for electricity, which results in irregular water supply. The
subsidias from the Government are insufficient and delayed. Whilst the
usears with proparty connections have roof tanks and are not affected by
the irragular water supply, those served by public standposis have to
queus and minimise water consumption. The projact is not feasible unless

the tariffs are raised andf/or the govemment subsidies paid.

1.3.3 INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY MAKES A DIFFERENCE

Adequats institutional capacities enable a country to utilise and manage
both national and external resources efficiently.

I local institutional capacities are inadequate, they must be identified and
developed. Pianning of capacity development requires analyses on issues
such as:

- the activities to be carried out by the institutions to accomplish their
. tasks.

- the actors, institutions or individuals, who carry out the activities.

- the normative context i.e. the vision, values and policies that shape the
development of capacity.

- the societal context i.e. the political, social, cultural, demographic and
geographic conditions to which the capacity development must respond.

- the physical, .intallectual, financiat etc. resources required and available
for capacity development.

Development of local capacity often means that institutional reforms and
human resources development become an integral part of the project. It
requires an approach to planning and implementation that encolurages
mutual learning by donors and local stakeholders.

-120-




Basic Principles In Finnis
Development Cooperatio

improved capacity at local level is a valuable end in itself and, as such,
often one the most important objectives of a project.

Analysing institutional capacity is particularly important in the identification
and planning stages, but continues throughout the project cycle.

1.32.4 PEOPLE-CENTERED DEVELOPMENT EMPHASISES SOCIO-CULTURAL ASPECTS

Different subcultures, the relations between them, values, perceptions of
ownership and justice, customs, religions, gender roles and beiiefs are
examples of socio-cultural factors that influence the success and
sustainability of a development project. The behaviour of individuals is
determined by social structures and networks of social relationships and
obligations, as well as by shared knowledge and values. These factors
have the power to mobilise and bind people to a development project or to
separate them from it.

Socio-cultural analysis helps to identify the various actors invelved in, or
likely to be affected by, a development project and to understand their
nature. Socio-cultural analysis means being alert to a large range of
different perspectives and values. it describes whet is happening in 2
society and whether existing values and relationships create an
environment where individuals are participating members of society. Such
analysis is an essential part of all phases of the project cycle.

Cutture should be looked upon as a positive factor and a necessary agent
and partner in development. The existing cultural structures, which
encourage stakeholders in the pariner country to take the responsibility of
the project from the very beginning, should be supported. Local people are
the best expents concerning their own potential for change. If behavioural
or organisational changes are necessary, the commitment of focal people
should be sought by enabling them to design and create the changes
themselves .

Indigenous cultural identity must be respected and the opinions of different
sub-groups in a society must be taken into consideration. Local culture
must be respected, also when new ways of action are being introduced.

Attention to socio-cultural issues - both to improve the effectiveness of a

project and to avoid risks - must be built into the project activities at the
earliest possible stage, ideally during project identification.
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The following type of questions are helpful when assessing the socio-
cultural sustainability of a development project:

- |s the purpose of the project relevant to the local culture? Are the
analyses, the approach adopted, and the methods of implementation in
line with the local cultura?

- Does the local culture mobilise social action? (s it included in
cenception of the project?

- Who will benefit, directly, indirectly, and how, from the project? What
are the effects on the local context?

- Does the project take into account the different subgroups within the
beneficiaries and the project’s impact on them?

- Will other, perhaps more vulnerable, people be excluded? Could they
be incorporated?

- How do the iocal people commit themselvas to the project? In what ways
could this commitment be improved?

- Do the persons, groups and institutions involved in the project possess
full legitimacy, i.e. are they recognised and respected by the local
people?

1.3.5 PARTICIPATION ENHANCES OWNERSHIP

Better ownarship means that decision and control are increasingly in the
partner country, and transferred there from intermediary, implementing
organisations fo the beneficiaries. Development must be a participatory
process, which means that the various stakeholders influence, and share
control, over the development initiatives, decisions and resources which
affect their lives.

Development of a sense of ownership, a sense of authority and control,
and empowaering people to take control of their lives into their own hands,
is an important target in its own right.

It is important to assess the possibilities for participation, both from below
{NGOs, local organisations) and from above. Govermnment representatives
should be encouraged to become more receptive to participatory
approaches.
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In order to “implement participation”, it must be defined in operational
terms with regard to each specific project. Typical questions that should be
asked are:

— Are ali potential stakeholders, women and men, and sub-groups within
them, involved in the project?

- How intensive is the participation of the stakeholders?

— What does participation imply in the different phases? (see also Chapter
1.2.3, “Level of participation varies”)

— Which levels are involved?

— How is the project integrated into iocal institutions?

— Have the partner country and the project beneficiaries demonstrated
their commitment by .g. contributing their scarce resources?

— Are the project procedures and finances transparani?

Costs in terms of time and money tend to be relatively high for participatory
projects during their early phases. The initia! investments in participation
however produce a payoft in terms of increased efficiency, sustainability,
and saving of time.

1.3.6 GENDER EQUALITY AND PARTICIPATORY DEVELOPRMENT

Efficient and sustainable development is possibls only when the needs
and roles of both women and men are fully recognised in the planning and
implementation of projects.

The term gender refers fo the socially-constructed roles held by women
and men, their rasponsibilities and the possibilities that are open to them,
and also covers relationships between them. Gender is a dynamic concept
and includes change over time and space, as well as change during the
stages of each individuals life.

In development cooperation, gender analysis guarantees that both women
and men have equal opportunities to participate in development, to
influence and to benefit.

Gender is not just the relationship between women and men. it also
includes the concept of society, including culture, law, religion and politics,
and its impact on the roles played by women and men. Analysis of the
differences between gender roles should be key criteria when assessing
the goals and results of development projects.
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Gender analysis is linked directly to efficiency and sustainability. involving
both women and men means that the resources will be used more
efficiently. When both women and men take part in the planning and
implementation of a project, the objectives are more widely accepted. The
resulting benefits are more likely to be sustained once the project has
ended.

Gender analysis is carried out in a participatory manner, obtaining
information from locat women and men. It should also be considered in a
framework of social analysis, to take fully into account the social and
cultural context.

Constraints on, and opportunities for, the paricipation of both women and
men in development activities and the possibility of them receiving equal
bensfit, must be identified and taken into account in planning. Steps to
reduce constraints and maximise opportunities must be taken.

Gender roles must be taken into consideration, at all stages, by including
gender analysis in planning, appraisal, monitoring and evaluation and by
including gender spacialists in the work.

1.3.7 ENVIRONMENT = MOT ONLY ECOLOGY

All development projects have a direct or indirect impact on their naturat or
man-made environments. Making development sustainable requires that
planners, decision-makers, implementing agencies and evatuators
understand these impacts, and operate accordingly. One method of
ensuring that adaquate consideration is given 1o significant “external”
impacts in planning and decision-making is to apply the principles of
environmeantal impact assessment, EIA,

ElA provides a warning which can help to screen out those projects which
will have adverse environmental impacts. EIA is of maximum benefit to
planning and decision-making when it is closely integrated into every
phase of the project ¢cycle.

Environmental protection is not solely & matter of ecology. In addition to
the sustainable use of natural resources and the protection of natural
systems, it also refers to the preservation of valuable man-made
environments.

Traditions and available incomes strongly affect the use of natural
resources, such as forests. Social, cultural and economic factors must thus
be included in the analysis, which means that an ElA is to be conductad as
interdisciplinary teamwork.
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A reliable EIA can never result from an academic exercise in isolation from
the community. Only true participation can help to detect real probiems
and identify sustainable solutions. A participatory ElA, for example, should
enable a technical investment to be efficiently sized to reflect the neads of
the surrounding communities or the actual capacity which exists for
management of environmental impacts.

Every project idea requires a preliminary EIA, in which the extent of any
furthier analysis is decided. The scope ot this further analysis can range
from a quick assessment to a full-scale EIA. it may be unnecessary to
conduct more detailed analyses of some projects, usually smaller ones, in
sectors that are not environmentally sensitive.

The participatory EIA process is often a valuable end in itself. In many
countries where national or community level environmental management is
still lacking, an EIA can provide a forum for the concerns of the local
communities and NGOs. In the best cases, it can also help to strengthen a
country’s capability for environmental management.

Negotiation skiils are in dermnand

The assessment of significance and acceptability of environmental impacts
often involve a wide range of values and interests, Conflict may therefore
occur between the different public and private parties involved.

An EIA provides both a forum and systematic means by which to identify
the various opinions, values and interests, and resolve the problems in a
democratic manner using negotiation and mediation.

For example, Finland has supported several countries in the preparation of
master plans for their national forests. The planning processes have often
involved a variety of environmenial conflicts relating to issues such as land
tenure, competing use of land and forest, and the rights of indigenous

| peoples.

In planning situations such as these it is essential to identify the potential
conflicts at the earliest possible stage, and to consider the values and
interasts involved.

In planning situations involving confiict, extemal experts are easily
considered to be a stakeholder group and therefore part of the conflict. It is
important to make their role as facilitators and mediators clear. When
selecting experts, a good understanding of the political aspects of natural
resource management and the possession of good negotiation and
mediation skills are extremely important.
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1.3.8 TECHNOLOGY MUST MEET THE NEEDS

Technology is part of a society’s products, processes and institutions and
is a major force in social and political change. In a development project,
technology refers to much more than the equipment or the tools which are
used and this has far-reaching implications on the sustainability.

It is important that end users participate in the assessment and selection of
the technology to be used. The technology employed should be:

- socially acceptable (compatible with cultural and religious requiremants,
attractive in order to generate the willingness to pay for it).

— politically acceptable. :

— affordable (to the end users or, alternatively, to the sponsors who are
committed to subsidies} as both an investment and in operation.

- “ocalised”, i.e. compatible with the available human resources, spare
parts, hecessary tools and “after sales service”. '

— replicable (so that it can be adopted by a larger ciientele - this should
encourage private sector participation).

- ecologically sustainable.

In its ideal form, the technology employed in a development project makes
use of existing traditions and contributes to greater local, national or
regional independence. it promotes creative human activity and should, in

" this way, lead to the creation of more appropriate technologies. For

example, if a house is built relying on local skills and materiais, such a
project can encourage the local production of construction materials such
as tiles.

In development projects which are highly technology-oriented, it is
necessary 1o assess the technology during the identification phase.
Appraisal of such projects requires reievant technical expertise. For most
development projects, the assessment of technology becomes significant in
the planning phase. -
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2. PROJECT DESIGN

2.1 SITUATION ANALYSIS — THE CORNERSTONE OF PROJECT PLANNING -.-.-...

2.1.1 Background studies and the analysis of stakeholders

2.1.2 Problem analysis — key to the project's framework

2.1.3 Objectives reflect an ideal future

2.1.4 Strategic choices begin by fixing the project purpose

2.2 PLANNING WITH LOGIC

2.2.1 Logical framework is a practical tool

2.2.2 Intervention logic states the strategy

2.2.3 Assumptions must hold

2.2.4 Indicators make the plan concrete

2.2.5 Approach describes how

2.2.6 Organisation determines roles and responsibilities

2.2.7 Budget details financial framework

2.2 8 Various roles of the prolect document
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2. PROJECT DESIGN

2.1. SITUATION ANALYSIS - THE CORNERSTONE OF PROJECT
PLANNING

The planning of a davelopmant project, or any other typs of deveiopment
intervention, starte with an analysis of the situation. The purpose is to identify
the needs, interasts, priorities and resources of the stakeholders, from the

" | centrai governrnent all the way to the final beneficiaries, and to assess the
different possibilities for improving the situation.

The identification process startas from a dislogus between Finland and the
pariner country. The analyses baegin with general and sector-specific
background studies and identification of the stakeholders. The stakehoiders
together state the problems. Analysis proceseds to a more detailed
asgsassmant of objectives and of the project purpose.

Aliernative strategies are evaluated in the light of Finland’s devatopment
policies and the sustainabiiity of the development impact. The poseible need
tor more detailed studies is identitied.

Analysis brings togethaer the diffarent opinions and views. It is a joint exercize
carried out by representatives of the key stekeholders.

2.1.1 BACKGROUND STUDIES AND THE ANALYSIS OF STAKEHOLDERS

The purpose of the background studies is to make available reliable,
analysed data. Background studies, including analysis of the stakeholders
involvad, constitute the first steps in the planning of any development
activity.

Background studies are carried out at macro level e.g. as country and
intersectoral studies, and include secter-specific analyses as well as
studies in the cross-cutting issuss introduced in Chapter 1.1.4 “Policies
require action” and Chapter 1.3 “Achieving sustainable development”,
Evaluations carried out on similar interventions in the past are also
consuited.

At this stage it is also important to identify other donors and projects
involved in the same sector and to coordinate with other actors.
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The scope of background studies depends on the complexity of the issues
being addressed, and the availability of information, such as previous
studies or govemment plans.

Stakeholders are groups of people, organisations and institutions that will
affect and may be affected by the project. Stakeholders must be involved
in both the background studies and in the further project planning as early
as possible. This helps to focus the project on relevant needs and
opportunities, increases ownership and improves sustainability.

Staiteholders can be categorised on the basis of each oneg's interest. For
example, government agencies, NGOs, and low-income households, are
often distinet stakeholder groups.

Analysis of stakeholders is conducted as a participatory exercise, often in
the torm of a seminar or workshops. The analysis covers the needs,
interests and priorities of the different stakeholder groups as well as their
human, institutional, economic and physical resources..

A single project is unlikely to satisfy the interests of all stakeholders. The
staksholders whose needs are considered to have highest priority, wili be
the project beneficiaries. The beneficiaries are thus a limited group among
the stakeholders. Other groups directly involved in the project may include
the providers of the services which the beneficiaries will use and from
which they will benefit.

Critical points in stakeholder analysis

Stakeholder grouping requires careful analysis and a thorough knowlfedge
of the geographic project area, its inhabitants and their culture. Assumption
that diffarent groups of bensficiaries share the same values and needs can
be mislsading.

This can be exampiad by an sducation project, whers it was assumed that
the same programme could be appiied within a whole administrative
region. This did not work, because the region comprised two, quite distinct,
sub-culfures with radically distinct expectations: those whose livelthood was
fishing and those who were farmers.

2.1.2 PROBLEM ANALYSIS - KEY TO THE PROJECT’S FRAMEWORK

The analysis of problems guides the planning. This analysis constitutes a
check peint for the relevance of an intervention; either justifying it or
proving it unnecessary or impossible.
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The identification of problems is most reliable when undertaken in a
participatory way. !t is imporiant that pianners take into account different
groups, and consider both general and group-specific problems. For
example, men and women often perceive problems in different ways.

Problem analysis must go beyond a simple listing. The stakeholders
should address questions such as why the problems oceur and why they
persist. Joint discussion of these questions is, in itself, a valuable forum for
learning and can provide vital information.

People know their problems

Preparation of the project document for a Rural Water Supply and
Environmental Program began with participatory appraisals. These were
organised by local expents in arder to incorporate the views of the rural
communities.

Information was coflected on geographical, time-related, social, technical
and institutional issues. Consideration was given to the communities”
heritage, experience and knowledge and how this influenced attitudes and
bsehaviour. In the participatory appraisals, communities expressed their
views on the problerns, put them in order of priority and suggested possibla
solutions,

The second step in the project preparation was ¢ organise a planning
workshop. The data which was collected earlier was brought to the
workshop, to enable govemment reprasentatives at different levels to
become familiar with the problems and solutions being proposed by the
communities. The workshop produced recommendations for strategic
approaches.

The institutional set-up which was considered most acceptable and
sustainable by the workshop, was assembled. The decisions mads were
based on an analysis of the institutional, social, tachnical and
environmeantal sustainability. The workshop also carried out an analysis of
the programme environment, inciuding the relevant government policies.

Detailed project targets and activities were not developed at the workshop.
This aliowed the final project document to have the flexibility required for
process-oriented management. The project document’s role is to be a
quidefine, on the basis of which plans are prepared for practical work.

in the problem analysis, problems shouid be stated as a situation which
needs to be improved, and not in a form which expresses the absence ota
solution. For example, rather than saying “a lack of hospitals”, the problem
should be “high infant mortality™.
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Listing of possibie solutions at an éarly planning stage easily hampers
objective and open-minded problem analysis.

The “problem tree” technigue is a tool which is useful in the identification
and analysis stages. Users must have the knowledge and skills to use it
and they must also understand the project environment.

A problem tree usually consists of several fevels, a hierarchy of interlinked
problems. In this hierarchy, a problem at a lower lgver (in conjunction with
other problems at that level) leads to the problem positioned one level
above it. Connecting lines indicate cause-effect relationships. In the
following sxample, three levels of problems are shown (with the fourth, fifth
etc. lower levels continuing downwards).

Figure 4: Example of a problom free
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forest degradation
]
Wastefu! use and
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indequate Unclear land use Forests exploited Inefficient farming Low priority of
pelitical, policy and without investing requiring more forest
legal and tenura rights in thair renewal land to satisfy conssarvation
institutional food neads
framework
1 1 1 t 1
l__“""‘-J“‘-""‘"'""I I'_____'L____‘l l___"“'“}_"""‘__'l | —— 1 - |

I
1

[ S
M

[
(B

2.1.3 OBJECTIVES REFLECT AN IDEAL FUTURE

[ 3]
i1

P
T

The identification of objectives requires the analysis of problems. The
problem tree serves as a tool.

The situations recorded as requiting improvement during the problem
analysis are converted into corresponding positive statements, i.e.
achievements to be made or objectives targeted. If a problem is described
as “inefficient farming requiring more land to satisfy food needs”, the
corresponding positive statement is “sfficient farming not requiring more
land to satisfy food needs”.

Another diagram is then formulated where every cause-effect relationship
between problems becomes a positive means-end relationship between
objectives.
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Figure 5: Diagram of objectives
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This diagram represents an ideal future situation where the desired
conditions are fulfilled. Attainment of an objective at a lower lever (together
with other objectives at that level) leads to realisation of an objective one
level higher.

The validity, both of the objectives and their means-ends relationships
must be checked. Objectives so derived might not always be realistic, in
which case other solutions should be sought. If, for examplg, there is a
problem stated as “low world market price of timber”, the corresponding
objective would become “high world market price of timbe:”. This is unlikely
o be an objective that could be aiiained within the framework of any single
development project. However, “product diversification” or “further
processing of timber” might be other solutions to the same problem.

Each of the branches in the objective tree represents an alternative
strategy for the future project. The diagram therefore becomes & useful tool
when comparing and assessing the altemative ways of tackling the
problems. One or more of the alternative strategies are included in the
project plan.

2.1.4 STRATEGIC CHOICES BEGIN BY FIXING THE PROJECT PURPQSE

Screening of alternative strategies begins by defining the project purpose,
i.e. stating either the focus of the project or the reason for it. The purpose
is derived from the diagram of objectives. From the analytical point of view,
each project can have only a single purpose.

The project purpose describes the improved situation. The project purpose
can relate to the economic (income, productivity), social (living conditions,
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health), or personal {fulfiiment of aspirations, human rights) environment of
the beneficiaries. The benefits must be sustainable.

The project purpose should not be stated as if it were the delivery of a
service, but as a sustainable utilisation of that service by the beneficiaries.
tn a housing project, for example, the project purpose should not be stated
as “construction of houses for low-income households”, but as “low-income
households’ housing conditions improved”.

Selecting a project purpose high in the objectives hierarchy usually calls
for a multi-component programme, i.e. a programme with several stratagies
which complement one ancther. A project purpose lower down the scale
would suggest a smaller project. The resources of the different
stakseholders, which were analysed earlier, thus fay ground for the
selection of the project purpose.

in the forestry project example, drawing the project purpose from the
objective “sustainable use and management of forests” might call for an
axtensive programme covering the whole forest sector. Taking the projact
purpose from the objective “clear land use policy and tenure rights” would
suggest a smaller project focusing on those aspects.

Some of the objectives of the diagram, which are required in order to
achieve the project purpose, are defined as “project objectives”, The other
objectives may be achieved by others and, in subsequent analysis, are
considered as “external factors™ which can affect the success of the
project.

The figure on the next page demonstrates the division of objectives into

the two categories. The project objectives set the framewaork for the
sirategy of tha project.
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Figure 6: Division of objeclives into two categories

“project objectives” and “external factors”
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control

Sustainable use |
and management |:
of forests :

institutional tenure rights in renewal of land to satisfy conservation
framework : food needs
I T

Adequate political, Clear land use Adequate Efficient farming High priority of
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Selection of the project strategy {(i.e. the division of the objectives into the
two categories) is based on a number of factors, such as:

1. RELEVANCE
The degree to which the proposed strategy corresponds to the needs of
the beneficiaries.

2. IMPACT
The proposed strategy’s predicted impacts on the beneficiaries.

3. EFFECTIVENESS
The degree to which achieving the lower level objectives of the proposed
strategy will contribute to achievement of the project purpose.

4. EFFICIENCY

The estimated quantity, quality and availability of means and resources
required by the proposed strategy. The presumed cost-effectiveness of the
proposed sirategy in transforming the means into results.

5. POLICIES

Correspondence of the proposed strategy with local policies and its
compatibiiity with the general cbjectives of Finland’s development
cooperation policy.

6. SUSTAINABILITY
The likelihcod of the proposed strategy to:
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- correspond with local policies;
~ - be in line with, or strengthen, local institutional capacity;
- be economically and financially sound;
- be suitable to local socio-cultural context;
- be based on partticipation of local stakeholders;
- be based on participation of both men and women;
- creale positive impacts on environment;
- apply appropriate technology.

7. ASSUMPTIONS AND RISKS
Likelihood of external factors and risks to affect negatively the proposed
strategy.

Analysis using these factors resuits in each alternative sirategy acquiring a
different profile. These profiles can then be used as the basis for
identifying the most pertinent and feasible strategy for the project.

The Intervention profiie/performance summary-form presented in Anngx iV
can be used to compare the different profiles of the alternative strategies.
The same form is used for monitoring and evaluation as well, thus enabling
the same criteria to be applied when assessing success or failure
throughout the lifetime of a project.

All the factors seldom support the same project strategy. For example, one
strategy may be the most feasible from the environmentat viewpoint, and
another the most feasible from the financial viewpoint.

In such cases, the stakeholders negotiate, and jointly determine, the
dacisive factor to be empioyed in strategy selection, i.e. they decide which
factors are to be given priority and why. To be able to decide this, more
detailed studies might be required. It may be necessary to interrupt
planning activities to conduct the additional analyses.

In general, more detailed studies wilt also. be necessary once a strategy
has been selected. The needs for such specific assessments are identified
together with selection of the strategy.

As a result of the analysis of alternative strategies, the following elements
of the project can be presented:

. The project purpose

The project strategy

The decisive factor for the selection of the strategy
The need for further studies

SRS

Reaching this stage in the planning process is often considered as the end
of the identification phase of the project cycle.
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2.2. PLANNING WITH LOGIC

The sifuation angiysié presented in Chapter 2.1 provides the information, which
is required to define the project's intervention logic, and thisg reprasents the
hasts tor further planning.

The logical framework method includes an assessment of the project
environment; external factors have a major influence on success or failure. The
identification and analysis of these exiernal factors therefore constitute a cruciat
task.

The sstabiishment of indicators makss the pién real. The indicators ghow, in
concrete terms, what happens and where. indicators serve their purpose only if
they can be checked in a feasibla manner.

The chosen indicators and their sources of verification provide the basis for
monitoring and evaluation of the project.

2.2.1 LOGICAL FRAMEWORK IS A PRACTICAL TOOL

The logical framework is a tool which improves project planning and
implementation. it is a systematic method for setting and analysing the
objectives of a development projact and the assumptions behind it. The
logical framework stresses the causal refationships between key slements
and provides a standard model for their presentation.

Figure 7: intervention togic and the logical framework matrix

%1 Indkcators Sources of
verification

. Indicators Sources of Assumptions
- verification

Indicators Sources of Assumptions
verification

| Means Costs Assumptions

Pre-conditions
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Howaever illustrative the matrix presentation, it should be remembeared that
the logical framework is only a foo!to be used in the process of

. development planning. The process of involving various stakeholders is an
important goal in itself. '

Analysis of the background information plays a key role in successful
application of the logical framework. Impact assessments in cross-cutting
issues, such as the policy environment, institutional capacity and gender,
are carried out in order to assess sustainability.

Other planning tools can complemaent the logical framework. At the
grassroots level, for example, Participatory Rural Appraisal {(PRA) methods
can be used to facilitate a participatory planning process. (See also Basic
Principles: Chapter 1.2.3 - “Lavel of participation varies™). Even if PRA or
other methods are used, the information produced is structured in the
logical framework matrix,

Correct application of the logical framework requires methodological,
organisational and communication skills that can be acquired or improved
“through training. Thorough knowledge of the project environment, its
- physical area and population, are also required.

2.2.2 INTERVENTION LOGIC STATES THE STRATEGY

The situation analysis presented in Chapter 2.1 provides the necessary
inputs for further planning. The further planning is conducted using the
logical framework matrix, which portrays the different aspscts and their
contribution to the success of the project.

The proposed project strategy defines the intervention logic. As described
in Chapter 2.1.4 “Strategic choices begin by fixing the project purpose”, it
is derived from the diagram of objectives. The intervention logic is
dependsnt on the project purpose and, in addition, states the project’s
overall objectives, resuits, activities and means.

The project purpose states the specific objective of the project, t.e. the
improved situation from the point of view of the beneficiaries {see Chapter
2.1.4 - “Strategic choices begin by fixing the project purpose”).

The overall objectiva(s), on the top of the intervention logic, describe(s) the
long-term development goals to which the project makes a contribution.
Several development projects may contribute to the same overall objective.
its attainment often takes ionger than a single project’s lifetime.
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The results are derived from the objectives which, togsther, lead to the
project purpose. Results should be stated as an improved state of affairs
such as “adequate legal framework exists” or ‘peasants are planting trees”.
Results may be, for example, services and infrastructure delivered by the
project and used by the beneficiaries. Thus, results are not on ly physicai
outputs but a start to enjoyment of sustainable benefits.

The activities are derived from the lower level objectives which, combined,
produce the results. When these activities are carried out, the means are
transformed into results that together will achieve the project purpose.

In the project document, activities should be expressed as processes
which will be then broken down inio more detailed tasks in workplans. For
example, the activity “training in occupational therapy” is in works plans
broken down into “curriculum preparation”, “theoratical classroom
gxercises”, “practical hospital training”, “studant examinations”, and
“allow-up and continuing education”.

The means are human resources and material inputs required to carry out
planned activities and manage the project. As in the case of activities,
means are first defined in general terms, and then detailed later in terms of
quantity, quality and finance.

Although the building-up of the intervention logic is based on the diagram
of objectives, the tool should not dominate the planning. Planners shoutd
be prepared to modify the intervention logic as various needs and ideas
arise during the paricipatory planning process.

The intervention logic forms the first vertical column of the logical
framework matrix.
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Figure 8: First vertical column of logical framework

in the forestry project example:

De-forestation and degradation under control

Sustainable use and management of forests

1} Adequate political, legal and institutional
framework
2} Clear land use policy and tenure rights

2.2.3 ASSUMPTIONS MUST HOLD

The intervention logic does not represent entire reality. A variety of
external factors, even though they are outside the scope of the project,
influence, or even determine its success. The identification of these
external factors and an analysis of their influsnce play an important role in
project planning.

in total, the external tactors constitute a project’s environment. The project
objectives can be achieved only in a favourable environment.

Figure 9: The project and its environment

Overalt

aoatves |~ |

Project
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Some external factors arise from the objéctives presented in the diagram of
objectives. These are the objectives which are not included in the
- proposed project strategy and the intervention logic.

Other external factors emerge during the participatory planning process or
are identified through additional studies.

According 10 the ‘project objectives” of the forestry project example (ses
page 29), the project will concentrate on the political, legal and institutiona,
framework as well as on the land use policy and tenure rights. The
‘axternal factors” ar@ however also necessary to reach the project purpose
*sustainabie use and management of forests”. One of the assumptions is
that therg is adequata invastment in renewal of forast resources i.e. in
replanting of trees. This, in tum, depends on issues which give an
economic value to trees and create incentives to plant them. Another
assumption Is that farming practices are improved so that forests do not
hava to be cleared for agricuiture to increase food production. The third
assumption derivad from the diagram of objectives is that the partner
Government gives high priority to forest conservation. This can also be a
precondition to be met before project activities begin. In addition to the
above assumptions, which are all derived from the diagram of objectives,
there may stilf be other external factors identified in the planning process.

In the logical framework matrix, external factors and risks are expressed as
positive conditions i.e. assumptions important for the success of the
intervention. To decide which assumptions to include in the matrix, an
assessment of their influence and likelihood to materialise is necessary.

In the assessment, the external factors are placed in the dia'grarn of
objectives at the appropriate level. The extent of their influence is
assessed by posing the foliowing questions:

* 1. Will the external factor be important for the success of the
intervention?

2. [s the sxternal factor likely to occur?

3. lIs it possible to redesign the intervention if required by the external
factors?

The possible alternative answers and their consequences are illustrated in
the foliowing diagram.
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Figure 10:  Analysis of external factors

Is the exiernal factor important?

YES NO

Do not include in the
logical framework
Will it be realised?

Almost certainy—> Do not inctude in the logical
framework

Likely > Include in the logical framework
as an assumption

Unlikely— Is it possible to redesign the
project in order to influence the
external factor?

YES NO

Redesign the project The project is not
feasible, unless a
solution is found to
cireumvent the
assumption.

Assumptions link different levels of the intervention logic. in the logicat
framework matrix, they are placed according to their position in the
diagram of objectives. For example, results will be achisved only once
activities have been carried out and the assumptions at that level have
materialised. A precondition is a condition that must be fulfilled before
project activities can begin (see the forestry project example on page 35).

Assumptions form the last vertical column of the logical framework matrix.
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Figure 11:  Assumptions in the logical framework-

Overall : '
Project ' 5 Assumptions
Activities > Assumptions

Praconditions

2.2.4 INDICATORS MAKE THE PLLAN CONCRETE

indicators describe the project’s overall objectives, purpose, and resuits in
operational and measurable terms. They snable reliabie monitoring and
evaluation of the project.

The joint specification of indicators by key stakeholders helps to analyse
what the project means to the stakeholders. Important points often emerge
which have not been recognised in the previous planning phases.

Indicators are established in the planning phase but they can be revised
when the project concept is revised. Additional indicators can be
established, for example, to meet the requirements of an evaluation.

For most projects, it is necessary to specify both qualitative and

guantitative indicators. It is often useful to have several indicators for a
single objective.
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Quantitative and qualitative indicators in a NGO health project

Both qualitative and quantitative indicators are used in a Training Health
Centre project in Malawi, supported by a Finnish NGQO. The quantitative
indicators on different favels includa numbar of visis to the out-patient
depantment and antenatal clinic, vaccination coverage, percentage of
deliverias assistad by trained personnel, and the number of cases of
different diseasas and malnutrition divided by sex and in age groups. The
qualitative indicators used measure the satisfaction of the people with the
different heaith services given, the involvernent of different groups of
people in decision-making in the iocal management committea and the
type of dacisions mada thers.

Sometimes it may be too difficult, or too costly, to use direct indicators. For
example, the quality of roofing or the number of radio sets possessed by a
community might serve as an indirect indicator to measure the income
leval. :

An indicator must answer questionsisuch as “How much?”, “What?”,
“Who?”, “For how long?” and “Whera?". To answer these guestions, the
sources of verification must be established, i.e. it is necessary to define
how the indicator will be checked in practise. It is important to define an
optimal number of indicators, since too many, or too complex, indicators
can be difficult and costly.

Indicators are astablished on different levels of the intervention logic and
the logical framework. Some indicators measure progress or changes in
the project environment, others are used to monitor impaci, effectiveness,
efficiency ste.
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Figure 12: Issues to be monitored using indicators
Progress/environment _ impact/effectiveness
Overall '
objectives - Relevance of project
T - Impact of project
Project purpose - Extent of achlevermnent
of Project Purpose
T - Effectiveness of project
Results - Extent of achievement - Sustainability of project
of results
*
Activities - Carrying out of - Efficiency of activities
_ activities
i
Means - Delivery of means
Assumptions - Changes in
environment

in order to monitor effectiveness and impact, one requires appropriate
indicators. The indicators should give an “early signal” of progress towards
the project purpose and the ovarall objective. As an example, the
indicators can measure whether the beneficiaries have access, are using,
and are satisfied with the project services. This gives an indication that the
project is offering relevant services and the project purpose is likely 1o be
met.

Statistics-based indicators such as literacy rates by sex, infant mortality or
value of agricultural exports can also be used to monitor effgctiveness and
impact.

Specific indicators are often necessary in monitoring factors ensuring
sustainability, presented in the Basic Principles, Chapter 1.3 “Achieving
sustainable development” .

The indicators are used continuously by the project management. The
related data-gathering activities should be a part of the project. The
indicators may also be chacked by external evaluators.

The specification of indicators and their sources of verification provide the
basis for project-specific monitoring and evaluation. Baseline studies are
often necessary for identifying indicators and in order to ostablish the
actual departure point using them.
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In the logical framework matrix, indicators form the second verticai column,
The third column shouid be reserved for their sources of verification.

A complete logical framework matrix can now be drawn up.

Figure 13:  Logical framework matrix

“l Objectively { Sources of
verifiable verification
indicators
Objectively | Sources of | Assumptions
verifiable verification
indicators
Objectively | Sources of | Assumptions
verifiable verification | .
indicators
Means Costs

Assumptions

For programmes with several sub-projects, or for distinct project

components, it can be useful to extend the logical framework across
several interlocking frameworks. This makes more detailed planning
possible and assists in the division and definition of responsibilities.

When using interlocking matrices, the results of the larger programme form
separate components or sub-projects. The project purpose of the larger
programmie becomes the overall objective for all the components. Results
of the programme framework become the “component purposes”.

In the following picture, a large programme is first presented in a single
logical framework matrix which is then broken down into several
interlocking matrices, each of them presenting, in more detail, one resuit (a

Pre-conditions

component or a sub-project} of the programme.
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Logical framework matrix for a programme and an
interlocking matrix for its result 1 (component 1)

L ogical framework matrix for the programme
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_ overall obpciwes

(Component 2) (Component 3) {Component 4)
Indicators for indieators for indicators for
result 2 result 3 result 4
Sources of Sources of Sources of
varification verification verification
Activities for Activities for Activities for | ‘ASstimptions -
rasult 2 result 3 resuit 4
Means Means Means Means Preconditions
Costs Costs Costs

Costs

Logieal framemrk mairix for programme oomponem 1
Indicaile

B =1 2. . .
Indlcators for Indmators for Indlcators for
result 1 result 2 resuit 3
Sources of Sources of Sources of
verification verification verification
" Activities for Activities for Activities for Assumptions
component 1 component 1 component
result 1 result 2 resut 3
Means Means Means Preconditions
Costs Costs Costs

Logical framework matrices for other programme components
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2.2.5 APPROACH DESCRIBES HOW

The planning process and the logical framework matrix as its outcoms,
provide the basic contents for a project document. In addition, the project
document format presented in Annex Ill contains information on how the
project will be implemented.

The implementation approach refers here to issues such as the planned
geographic coverage of the intervention (national, regional, etc.), its
general timeframe (short-term, medium-term, long-term), the intended levei
of participation and e.g. whether it is a pilot project to be extended to other
geographic areas at a later stage. The general timeframe is further
detailed in a tentative timetable.

2.2.6 CRGANISATION DETERMINES ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

- Implementation organisation is designed based on the logical framework
and Finland’s cooperation policies. Partner countries themselvas must
assume the responsibility for, and ownership of, the intervention. Finnish
assistance plays a catalytic role in the development process. An example
of an organisational structure for the management and monitoring of a
large project is presented in Annex V.

An external agency, a consulting company or other institution, can be
selected by Finnish and pariner country authorities to provide support
services in implementation. The services normally include technicai
assistance personnel, financial services and administrative support. The
agency assists project personnel in planning and monitoring throughout
the project cycle. However, the agency does not represent the Government
of Finland nor the partner country.

2.2.7 BUDGET DETAILS FINANCIAL FRAMEWORK

The budgst provides the financial framework for implementation. it reflects
internal priorities of the project and different roles and responsibilities of
the stakeholders. The budget draws a picture to itlustrate which way the
intended Finnish contribution is part of the general financial framework,
local and foreign, for the sector or a programme.

The responsibility and ownership of the partner country are confirmed
through its financial contribution to the project. When project
implementation is planned, the possibilities of different stakeholders to
contribute financially are analysed.
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The budgat specifies the contributions by source, such as local

. govemment sources, beneficiaries’ direct contribution, Finnish contribution
and other foreign sources. The use of the diffsrent contributions and the
timing of their availability is planned. Contributions-in-kind such as
premises or personnel are determined in financial terms or, if that is not
possible, in numeric terms such as person-months, square-metres etc. The
budget is prepared jointly by the key stakeholders’ representatives.

In implementation, the budget is reviewed annually and revised according
to need and possibility. The actual expenditures are regularly compared
with the budget figures and the progress made.

2.2.8 VARIOUS ROLES OF THE PROJECT DOCUMENT

The project document, which is produced as a result of the planning
process described in these guidslines, is used as a planning tool in the
preparation of work pians. The original project document is reviewed
annually and, if necessary, revised in the annual work plans.

The work plans specify the contents of the project document and adijust it
to the changing project environment. Preparation of work plans is
dascribed in Chapter 3.3.1.

The project docurment is also used as a legal tool in various agreements. i
is annexed to the intergovernmental agreement between Finiand and the
partner couniry. it also serves as the basis for contracting a consufting
company, or other institution, to provide support services to
implsmantation.
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3.1 HOW STAKEHOLDERS MONITOR

3.2 INTEGRATED APPROACH FACILITATES MONITORING

3.3 WHAT IS MONITORED AND HOW

3.3.1 Progress reports

3.3.2 Annual Monitoring Reports

3.3.3 Other performance monitoring

3.3.4 Financial reports
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3. MONITORING

Konitoring ie the continuous assessment of the intervention and its environment
it takes plzce at all levels of managemant snd vses both formal reporting and
informat communications.

These guidelines determine the issues to be monitored within & single
intervention, be it a programme, project or other kind of cooperation. A minimum
commion format for progress and menitoring reports is established, based on
which, each project wiil build its own internal moniforing design.

The approach aims at developing the partner country 's own monitering and
reporiing systems rather than imposing on them paraiiel systems used oniy for
projects with Finnish contribution.

3.1. HOW STAKEHOLDERS MONITOR

Monitoring is the continuous assessment of the intervention and its
environment with regard to the planned objectives, results, activities and
means.

Monitoring enables a stakeholder to review progress and to propose action
to be taken in order to achieve the objectives. Monitoring identifies actual
or potential successes or failures as early as possible and facilitates timely
adjustments o the operations.

Monitoring takes place at all levels of management and uses both formal
reporting and informal communications. Representatives of different
stakeholders are engaged in monitoring:

- the local and Finnish government officials, who are not directly
involved in the implementation monitor the interventions externally;

- the local and expatriate project managers i.e. the management
team of the intervention monitor it internally;

- the benelficiaries and cther affected groups monitor the

intsrvention when they participate in its impiementation, use iis
services etc.
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An example of a project specific internal management and monitoring set-
up is presented in Annex V. The example covers the stakeholders involved
in the project but excludes cthers who may be affected by it. The set-up is
best applied to large projects in countries where there is a Finnish
Embassy. Such a multi-level set-up is not justified for small projects.

Design of a project specific monitoring system is essential during the
formulation or early implementation phase. Good design is based on the
clear setting of measurable objectives and assumptions for the intervention
and its components, for which indicators are defined.

For the selected set of indicators, sources of verification are established
and provisions made for collecting data and managing records, if project
extemal statistical information is used, institutional arrangements for
gathering, analysing and reporting data are agreed with local statistics
offices.

The actual departure poirt, i.e. benchmarks which describe the situation
and trends during & particular period, is established using the defined set
of indicators.

Baseiine studies are often usad to identify indicators and give contenis to
them. Baseline study is a collection of data which describes and analyzes
socio-economic and other conditions and trends in a particular site during
a particular period. The indicators set through a baseline study are used at
a later date as reference points to demonstrate that an objective of the
project has been reached and that a change has occurred.

Special emphasis will be put on monitering capacity building within the
partner countries and organisations, with the aim of making the monitoring
activity sustainable.

3.2. HNTEGRATE_D ﬁPPRO&CH FACILITATES MONITORING

The integrated approach to project planning, implementation and
evaluation ensures that the same criteria is used all along the project
cycle.

The integration means that the same elements, e.g. impacts on such
factors as gender and environment, are monitored throughout the project.
This is realised by using the same basic format for all reports, inctuding the
monitoring reports. The project document format used is presented in
Annex Il :
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The use of the logical framework is part of the integrated approach. It
systemises the analysis and setting of objectives and assumptions. In the
{ogical framework matrix, the project’s overall objectives, purpose, and
results are pronounced in operational and measurable terms by using
indicators.

In the logical framework, indicators are the main tool for menitoring
progress towards achieving the objectives. The hierarchy of indicators
follows that one of the objectives: some indicators measure the
achievement of results, othars the achiavement of the project purpose.

Figure 15:  Logical framework and levels of indicators
Qverall Indicators Sources of
objectives : verification
Project Indlicators Sources of | Assumptions
purpose verification
Results Indgicators Sources of Assumptions
% - verification
Activities Means Cosls Assumptions
Pre-conditions |

Since no project can be planned nor implemented in isolation from its
environment, the external factors are equally important to be monitored. In
the logical framework, the external factors are expressed as assumptions,
the likelihood of which to materialise must be monitored.
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3.3. WHAT iS MONITORED AND HOW

Issues 1o be monitored include progress of implementation, environment
of the project, and its impact and effectiveniess. Thase, and other issues to
be monitored, can be positioned on different ievels of the intervention logic
as presented below.

Figure 16: issues to be monitored using indicators

Progressfenvironment Impact/effectiveness

Overall
abjectives - Relevance of project
T - Impact of project
Project purpose - Extent of achievemnent
of Project Purpose
T - Effectiveness of project
Resulls - Extent of achievement - Sustainability of
of results project
?
Activities . | - Carrying out of - Efficiency of activities
' activities
?
Means ' - Delivery of means
Assumptions - Changes in
- environment

In formal reporting, these issues to be monitored are addressed in
progress and monitoring reports.

3.3.1 PROGRESS REPORTS

- The project document normally is not precise in relation to activities and
means. It is usually considered rather as a “process document”, with
emphasis on development options and objectives. During implementation,
the project document is specified and adjusted to the changing
environment in work plans. :
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The work plan is derived from the logical framework matrix for the
intervention. The activities, expressed as processes in the project
document, are broken down into more detailed tasks (see page 33) for
which timing is specified. Operational responsibilities are further
elaborated. The work plan is presented together with a budget which
details the delivery of means. An example of a work plan format is
presented in Annex V..

The extent of the achievement of results is monitored by comparing the
actual results with those planned in the project document and the work
plans. The indicators used measure behavioural change such as
“involvement of peopte in local decision-making” or “establishment of water
users” associations”, or physical progress, such as “family planning advice
units established and in use by the beneficiaries”.

The carrying out of the activities is monitored by comparing the activities
performed with the milestones established in the work plans. The
indicators are derived from the project records, .. dates of starting and
completing a specific activity.

The delivery of the means, the human resources and material inputs, is
monitored by using indicators that are either physical, e.g. appointment of
staff, or financial, e.g. a partner country cortribution which has besn made
available. The data is derived from the project accounts and records.

Changes in the project environment may affect both the results, activities
and means of the project as well as its impacts and effectiveness
(described in Chapter 3.3.2.). The changes are monitored by assessing the
likelihood of assumptions and risks {which are defined in project planning}
to materialise, and by observing changes in the external environment of
the project in general. Especially, other projects within the sector and the
possible changes in the sector policies are under cbservation.
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The foregoing issuss form the minimum common format for progress
reports:

1. Extent of achievement of resuits
2. Carrying out of activities
3. Delivery of means

4. Possible changes within the sector and in the project
environment in general {including likelihood of
assumptions and risks to materialise}, and their effects on
the project.

5. Proposals for changes in the planned activitias, their
justification and, if necessary, a request to other
stakeholders to approve the change formaily

The emphasis is on reporting results and changes in the environment to
other levels of management using appropriate indicators. Activities and
means are reported only in a summarised form.

The minimum common format may not aiways be sufficient. As an
example, the priority needs of the beneficiaries may change due to
untoreseen external factors and the project strategy chosen does not any
longer correéspond to them.

A “check-list” of issues to be monitored is prasented in Annex IV
“Intervention profile/performance summary” -form. Monitoring of all those
issues must be continuous although they are included in the progress
reports only when there is a specific reason to do so.

The progress reports are normaily prepared quarterly. In very rapidly
progressing projects, the reports can be prepared monthly,

The existing reporting systems of the partner country are followed to the
extent possible, and developed in view of this minimum common format
and other needs. The level of detail in monitoring and reporting is
proposed in the project document and agreed between the stakshoiders
when the implementation starts.
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Example of 8 project specific progress roporting system

In a large, rural development project to which the moniftoring set-up of
Annex V is applied, the work pians are drafted by the management team
using participatory methods and finalised by the local steering committees.
The work plans cover tha fiscal year of the partner country.

The progress reporting is primarily a task of the management team,
composed of partner country project managers and expatriate advisers. In
its draft progress reports, the management team compares the actual
results, activities elc. with those foreseen in the work plan. The logical
framework format is used to list and schadule the activities, and to show
any diffsrences between the planned and the realised.

The progress reports are drafted quarterly for finalisation and approval by
the locai steering committee meeting. The beneficiaries” representatives
participate to the local steering committee meetings and their views are
taken into account when finalising the quarterly prograss repors.

The last “quarterly” progress report, prepared before the annual
supervisory board meeting. covers the whole year and is included in the
annual monitoring report (described in Chapter 3.3.2).

3.3.2 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORTS

Some elements of the project, such as its overall objectives, factors
ensuring sustainability or compatibility with the strategic goals of Finnish
development cooperation, are not addressed in the progress rapors
unless there is a specific reason to do so. Howevar, they must be under
continuous review and assessed, at least, in annual monitoring reports.

Ralevance is monitored by assessing the correspondence of the project
with beneficiaries” priority needs in the changing project environment.

Overall objective, which describes the long-term development goal towards
which the project contributes, and Project purpose, which states the direct
eftects of the project on the beneficiaries, are subject to impact and
effactiveness monitoring.

Impact can normally be assessed after the project has been implemented
for a few years. Although the assessment can be a costly and complex
task, it is the backbone of any evaluation exercise and must be addressed
already during planning and implementation.

Project purpose is unlikely to materialise until the end of the project.
However, the extent to which the praject purpose has been (or is likely to
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be) achieved must be assessed. This cause-eftect relation between the
resuits achieved and the fulfiiment of the project purpose as a
consequence describas the effactiveness of th_e project.

To monitor effectiveness and impact requires appropriate indicators. The
indicators should give an “early signal” of progress towards the project
purpose and overalt objective.

For example, the project purpose may describe the beneficiaries” use of
the project services such as preventive health care. The indicators
measure whether the beneficiaries have access, are using, and are
satisfied with the project services. This gives an indication that the project
is offering relevant services and the project purpose is likely to be met.

The use of “early signal® indicators means that the beneficiaries” views
are assessad continuously and systematicaily within the project internal
monitoring system. The management team may also organise periodic
surveys using local specialists.

To monitor effectiveness and impact, the management team can also use
statistics-based indicators such as literacy rates by sex, infant mortality or
value of agricuttural exports.

Factors ensuring sustainability are monitored continuously using
established indicators and/or direct observation. This includes an
assessment of changes in the sector policies and in the institutional
framework.

Efficiency concems the reiation between the results and means i.e.
whether the quantity and quality of results achieved justify the guantity and
quality of means used. Efficiency is monitored using cost-based indicators,
e.g. the cost per square metre, and/or performance-based indicators, e.9.
the time used for a spacific task.
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monitoring reports:
[1.  Summary

2. Proposals for changes in the project, if any, and their
justification

3.1 Correspondence of the project with the present priority
needs of the benaficiaries i.e. relevance

3.2 Tothe extent possible, assessment of impact of the project
towards its long-term development goal

3.3 Extent of achiavement of the project purpose as a
consequence of the project results, i.e. effectiveness

3.4 Extent of achievement of restilts

3.5 Carrying out of activities {and delivery of means, if
needed)

4. Possible changes in the project environment, including
materialisation of assumptions and risks, and their effacts
on the project

5. Factors ensuring compatibility and sustainability

5.1 Compatibility with the strategic goals for Finnish
development cooperation; reduction of poverty, promotion
of equality, democracy and human rights, etc.

5.2 Policy environmeant

5.3 Economic and financial feasibility

5.4 Institutional capacity

55 Socio-cultural aspects

5.6 Participation and ownership

5.7 Gender

5.8 Environment

5.8 Appropriate technology

B

Assessment of the efficiency of the implementation

Following the integrated approach o project cycle management, the
minimum common format for monitoring reports is compatible with the
project document and evaluation report formats, as shown in Annex I.
The monitoring reports are normally prepared annually. The last quarierly

(or monthly) progress report covers the whole fiscal year and is included in

the annual monitoring report (Chapters 2, 3.4, 3.5 and 4 of if). The

—161 —



Monitoring ‘\i
it

sustainability and compatibility factors are explained in detail in the
Chapter 1.3. “Achieving sustainable davelopment”.

The reporting, monitoring and evaluation issues and their relationships
with the intervention logic are presented in a diagram form in Annex Vi,

In progress reports, it is the managemeant team reporiing their own
understanding of the resulis achieved and the activities performed. In
monitoring repoerts, it should primarily be the beneficiaries’ and other
affected groups’ views and percaptions, which are compiled and reported
by the management team. Monitoring reports must make a clear distinction
between the management team's and other stakeholders’ views on the
monitoring issues.

The management team must assess the project objectively and report even
the critical views of other stakehoiders. The management team should
keap in mind that extemal mid-term reviews, evaluations and audits will
addrass the same issues, Discrepancies between the external
assessments and the management team’s monitoring reports are major
criteria in evaiuating the management team’s performance.

At the end of the programma a complation or final report will be prepared
according to the instructions in Annex XI.
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Example of a project spacific monitoring system

in the example rural development project, to which the monitoring set-up of
annex V is applisd, the management team is responsible for compiting the
annual monitoring report based on continuous follow-up and periodic
informat surveys on beneficiaries’ views. The continuous follow-up is
raalised through key informants among the beneficiaries, and through
informai gatherings and formal meatings of the beneficiaries, from which
the management team receives the views.

Although beneficiaries’ represantatives participate to the steering
commitiee mestings, periodic informal field surveys are conducted to
ansure that the views of the different subgroups within the beneficiaries are
taken into account,

The continuous follow-up and periedic informal surveys measure the
beneficiaries ' and other affected groups’ satisfaction with project results
and their perceptions of changes in the project environment. Sample
groups of beneficiarias are used to avoid too complex and costly surveys.

The beneficiaries’ and other affected groups’ views give contents to some
of the indicators used. Other impact and effectiveness indicators are based
on statistical data provided by the local authorities.

When compiling the annual monitoring report, the management team adds
their own separate assessment of the monitoring issues. The annual
rmonitoring report is finalised by the local stesring committes mesting and
then prasented for approval by the annual supervisory board meeting.

3.3.3 OTHER PERFORMANCE MONITORING

Monitoring takes place at all levels and uses both formal reporting and
informal communications. Beneficiaries monitor project performance daily
when they participate in project activities and/or use services delivered by
the project. Representatives of the partner country and Finnish
government visit the project from time to time. Other stakeholders are
affected by the project and form their impression of it based on the impacts
feh.

Personal judgements of different stakeholiders are collected using a rating
. form. The Intervention profile/performance summary-form form is
presented in Annex V. Based on it, project specific forms can be. prepared
e.g. for the use by the beneficiaries.

The use of the summary form provides a structure for judging performance

by a set of criteria and a rating scale, which is agreed upon by the
stakeholders using the-form.
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The summary form may be used in connection with steering committes
meetings, annual supervisory board meetings, mid-term reviews,
evaluations or on an ad-hoc basis. If used systamatically, it provides
stakeholders with a 100l to identify successes and weaknessss, to observe
progress over time, and to compare different projects.

Exampleé of the ise of the summary form

in the rural devetopment projact, to which the moniforing set-up of Annex V
is applied, the summary form is usad a.g. in connaction with the annual
supervisory board mesting. The aim of the representativas, from the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland and the Ministry of Cooperation of the
partner country is to judge which are the weak and strong points of the
project. They also wish to check whether there are differences in views
between them, and between their views and the annual moniforing report.
Since the representatives use the form annually, it also providas a track
record of progress oveér years.

The programme officer in charge of the project in the Ministry for Foreign
Affairs in Finland uses the form e.g. when someone from the consulting
company providing suppoit services for the projact is visiting the project
site. The visitor is requested to fill in, and retum, the form signed fo the
Ministry after the travel.

3.3.4 FINANCIAL REPORTS

The minimum common format for financial reports is based on annual
budgeting and quarterly financial reports. The partner country’s own
financial reporting systems are followed to the extent possible, and
developed in view of this minimum common format and other neads.

The project specific financial reporting system is built on the minimum
common format and on the specific requirements of the project and the
pariner country. The different stakeholders’ needs of information and their
capabilities 1o analyse it determine what is presented and how. Simple
standard tables and graphics promote understanding and use of the
reports as a planning tool.

Both donor and partner country expenditure is reported. Contributions-in-

kind such as premises or personnel which may be difficult to report in
financial terms, are described in words.
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Tha following issues form the minimum common format for financial
reports:

T, Execufive summary, Nignignung ary Major
ovarexpeanditure or underutilisation of funds, reasons for
them and action required from the finangiers, if any.

2.1 Comparison of the planned budget for the quarter with the
actual expenditure during it, by companent and. if
necessary, by budget line.

2.2 Explanation for the differences between the budget and
the actual expenditure, by component and, it necessary,
by budget tine.

2.3 Cumulative expenditure fram the beginning of the fiscal

year, by component and, it necessary, by budget line.

Annexes;
The original annual and quarterly budgets

The financial reports are normally praparad quarterly. They should bs
preparad and submitted together with the quarterly progress reports, so
that tha two combinad provids & complate record of pregress te financiers
and other stakeholders.

The last quarterly financial report covers the whole fiscal year. An example
of an expsnditure follow-up table and related graphics is presented in
Annex VIIL,

Instructions for preparing the programme complation report or final report
are given in Annex X
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4. EVALUATION

4.1. WHAT EVALUATION IS

Evaluation is a systematic and objective assessment of the design,
implementation and outcome of an on-going or completed intervention. The two
main purposes of evaluation are i) to improve future aid policy and interventions
through feedback of lessons isarned, and ii) to provide a basis for accountability,
inciuding the provision of information to the pubiic.

Ditferent types of evaluations comprise project, programme, sectorai, thematic,
policy and management evalugtions. Other related 2ssessments include audits
and reviews.

The integrated approach to project cycie management and the logical tramework
method are used in these guidelines as a basis for designing and carrying out
avaluation work.

4.1.1 EVALUATION HAS TWO MAIN PURPOSES

Evaluation generally performs two functions: i} it is a learning tool to
improve future aid policy and interventions, and ii) provides a basis for
accountability. Although both functions are usually covered by the same
axercise, it is important to determine, in advance, the main users of an
avaluation.

Donor agencies, pariner countries, consultants, technical advisers and
administrators are interested to improve aid policy, programmes and
projects through avaluations. Their emphasis is on lessons to be learned
for future - rather than on whether projects succeeded or failed.

Accountability is wanted by the Parliament, politicians, media, pressure
groups etc. Emphasis is on success or failurg in light of originally-defined
objectives, and the reasons behind the successes or failures.

The most important aspect, however, is to realise and remember that all
evaluation efforts are wasted if there is no change in organisational
behaviour as a resuf.

The guiding principles of the Finnish evaluation work are those determined

by the OEDC/DAC and its Expert Group on Aid Evaluation, in whose work
Fintand seeks active partipation.
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According to the definition of OEDC/DAC, an evaluation is an assessment,
as systematic and objective as possible, of an on-going or completed
project, programme or policy, its design, implementation and results. The
aim is 1o determine the refevance and fulfiment of objectives,
developmental efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.

The evaluation process must be impantial and independent. it must provide
information that is credible and useful, enabling the in¢orporation of
iessons learned into the decision-making process of both partner countries
and donors.

4.1.2 DIFFERENT TYPES OF EVALUATIONS AND OTHER RELATED ASSESSMENTS

Project evaluation is the most common evaluation type. In general, it is
also the easiest to undenake. If the project design is well done, the
evalualor can base his or her work on fixed, clearly defined objectives with
relevant and measurable indicators.

In practice, the eventual project may finish up looking very different from its
original design. Therefore, it is imporant that records of the changing
circumstances are kept throughout the project's life, i.e. monitoring
baecomes crucially important for effective evaluation.

Programme evaluation wilt become more common with the planned shift
away from individual project assistance towards programme assistance.
Programme assistance may take the form of general programme
assistance, such as balance of payments suppor or import support, or
sector programme assistance, which is targeted at a particular sector and
often finked to specific policy conditions. .

Programme assistance involves many donors, and the partner country's
own investments, and is difficult to evaluate without, at the same time,
forming a judgement about the reform effort in general. The cbjectives of
such reforms are often not as clearly stated as they generally are with
specific projects, whilst success or failure may be influenced more by a
number of extemal factors than by the actions taken by the partner
country.

For the a(bove reasons, programme evaluations should be made jointly not
only with the pariner country but also with other donors.

Other non-project evaluations include policy evailuations on issues such as
the use of concessional credits or a NGO suppon programme, and
thematic evaluations, which focus on issues such as participation, gender
or cost effectiveness. In management evaluations it is the organisational
structure and behaviour under scrutiny.
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Active participation in the evaluations of multilateral aid is necessary to be
able to propose improvements in the performance of international
organisations, and to judge whether the financirig of their operations is
justified.

Other related assessments include audits, which assess the conformity of
the intervantion to procedures, norms and criteria established in advance
by the financiers. Since issues such as management performance are
under scrutiny, audits can be considered part of the external monitoring of
a project.

Raviews are mid way between monitoring and evaluation, as they involve a
frash look at the objectives, design and performance of a project.
Compared to evaluations, reviews are more limited in scope, time and
focus. Reviews are used to verify the relevance, sustainabiiity and
efficiency of the project, and that the project is going in a direction where
the intended effects and impacts will be reached. There is, however, less
emphasis on lessons leamed or accountability.

Project Completion Reports document the status of the project at the time
of the completion of the assistance. They can be seen as a link between
monitoring and evaluation (last stage of monitoring and first stage of
avaluation) and an input to eventuat evaluation. The main emphasis is on
iessons leamt. Sea Annex Xl.

Bassline studies can be seen as a first step in the evaluation process.
Baseline study is & collection of data, carried out normally during the
project preparation phase, which describes and analyzes the socio-
economic and other conditions in the project area. The indicators set
through a baseline study are used at a later date as reference points 10
demonstrate that an objective of the project has been reached and that a
change has occurred.

4.1.3 INTEGRATED APPROACH AND THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK

The guidelines in this document are based on the integrated approach to
project cycle management. This approach consolidates the preparation
and evaluation criteria used by the aid agencies represented in
OECD/DAC. It helps all those in charge of evaluation to take account of
the factors considered most relevant to success of a project. The elements
of an intervention are structured using the logical framework.

The integrated approach means that the logical framework is used to

organise and analyse the information within a single project. It alsc means
that the same slements ara applied throughout the life of a project and that
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the documents used in each phase have the same format as shown in
Annex [.

The logical framework systematises the setting of objectives and
assumptions for a development project and the subsequent analysis of
these. It highlights causes and effects between the key elements and
provides a tool {o present them.

The left hand column of the logical framework porirays a project's
objectives and provides 2 hierarchy according to which the indicators, their
verification and assumptions are placed in the other columns.

Figure 17:  Logical framework matrix
Overall ' - | Objectively | Sources of
objectives | verifiable verification
~ . lindicators
Project . - | Objectively | Sources of | Assumptions
purpose. | verifiable verification
oo ]indicators
Resufts. - 1 Objectively | Sources of | Assumptions
. & verifiable verification
. . indicators
Activities ] Means Costs Assumptions
Pre-conditions
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4.2. ISSUES TO BE EVALUATED

The general issues {0 be avaluated are relevancs, impact, affectivenass,
efficiency and sustainability. Each of these has a direct relation to a specific level
or levels of the intervention logic and the logical framework.

The compatibility tactors to be evaluated relate to Finland s development
cooperation policy and include poverty reduction and promotion of human rights
and democracy. The sustainability faciors to be svaluaied are policy
environment, economic and financial feasibility, institutional capacity, seclo-
cultural aspects, participation and swnership, gender, environment and
appropriate technology.

Each of the evaluation issues and factors must be addressed in every svaluation.
They can be divided in categories according to their importance in a specific
evaluation. A number of other evaluation issues, specific 1o the evatuation in
question, may aiso exisl

4.2.7 GENERAIL EVALUATION ISSUES AND THEIR RELATION TO THE LOGICAL
FRAMEWORK

Definition of issues to be addressed is essential in all evaluation work. The
following are the basic groups of questions to be asked:

Relgvance
Doas the project make sense within the context of its environment?
Relevance concerns whether the results, purpose and overall objectives of

the project are in line with the needs and aspirations of the bensficiaries,
and with the policy environment of the project. .

Impact

What has happened (or is likely to happen) as a consequence of the
project?

Impact concerns whether there has been a change towards the
achievement of the overall objective(s) as a consequence of the
achigvement of the project purpose. Both intended and unintended impacts
are reviewed.
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Effectiveness

To what exterit has (or is likely to be) the profect purpose been achieved,
and to what extent is the achievement a resuit of the project?

Effectiveness describes how well the results achiaved have furthered the
achievement of the proiect purpose.

Eﬁicienég

Does the quantity and quality of the results of the project justify the quantity
and quality of the means used for achieving them?

Efficiency concerns the relation between the results and means i.e.
whether the process of transforming the means into results has been cost-
sffective.

Efficiency assessments are normally part of the planning and monitoring
process. They may be included also in evaluations, especially if the
evaluations cover management performance.

Sustainabitity

What has happened {or is likely to happen} to the positive effects of the
project after the external assistance has (or will) come to an end?

In terms of a single project, sustainability can be described as the degree
to which the benefits produced by the project continue after the external
assistance has come to an end. it is a central themae in all evaluation work
and refates to all elements of the logical framework for a specific project.

The foregoing evaluation issues have a direct relation to a specific level or
levels of the intervention logic. The relations are illustrated in the Figure 18
on the following page. The sams figure is presented in Finnish language ir
Annex IX. .
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Figure 18: Evaluation issues and the logical framework

SUSTAINABILITY

The extent to which the positive effects of the project continue after the external
assistance has come to an end.

RELEVANCE
The degree o which the project is justified in

relation to the needs of the beneficiaries and the
policy environment of the project.

IMPACT

The intended and unintended
impacts of the project.

EFFECTIVENESS

The extent to which the project purpose
has been achieved as a result of the project,

EFFICIENCY

The cost-effectiveness of transforming
the means into resuits.

MEANS ACTIVITIES | RESULTS PROJECT OVERALL
PURPOSE | OBJECTIVE(S)

INTERVENTION LOGIC
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4.2.2 FACTORS ENSURING COMPATIBILITY AND SUSTAINABILITY

The following goais which are central to Finland’s development
cooperation policy are to be addressed in all evaluations commissioned by
the Department of international Development Cooperation of the Ministry
for Foreign Affairs:

1. Poverty reduction

To reduce poverty, promoting economic growth in isolation is not sufficient.
Empowerment of the poor is another important objective, since this can
contribute towards a mere equal distribution of wealth and power. Finjand
therefore emphasises the promotion of poor people’s rights and
capabilities.

2. Protection of the environment

Assessing environmental impacts together with the various parties
involved, and the resolution of possible disputes, are important aspects in
both the strategic planning of development cooperation and in project
preparation, implamentation and evaluation.

3. Humén rights, equality and democracy

Finland is committed to the promotion of equality, human rights and
democracy within development cooperation. Finland therefore recognises
the essential role that equal participation and good and transparent
adgministration play in national development.

Furthermore, there are eight sustainability factors to be addressed in all
evaluations:

1. Policy environment

Development projects are always planned and implemented within the
policy environment of the country of implementation. A project must be in
line with the partner country’s pelitical, economic, environmental, social
and cultural environment, and this, in turn, must be conducive to the
project's objectives.

2. Economic and financial feasibility

Assessiment of a development project's financial and economic feasibility is
aimed at making sure that the resources employed are being used
efficiently and effectively, and that the benefits will be sustained once
external support has been withdrawn,
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3. Institutional capacity

Adequate institutional capacity enables a couniry to utilise and manage its
resources efficiently and effectively. In the case of a development project,
institutional capacity can either hinder or promote the sustainability of the
rasufts.

4. Socio-cultural aspects

Different subcultures, the relations between them, values, perceptions of
ownership and justice, customs, religions, gender roles and belisfs are
examples of socio-cultural factors that have a major influence on the
success and sustainability of a development project. The behaviour of
individuals is determined by social structures and networks of social
relationships and obligations, as well as by shared knowledge and
values.These factors have the power to mobilise and bind people to a
develcpment project or to make them reject it.

5. Participation and ownership

increasing ownership requires that power and control is increasingly
transferred to the pariner country, and within the latter, from intermediary,
implementing organisations towards the intended beneficiaries.
Developrnent must be a participatory process, which means that the
various stakeholders influence and share control and risk over the
development initiatives, decisions and resources which affect their lives.

6. Gender

The overall objective of efficient and sustainable development is only
attainable when the needs and roles of both women and men are fully
recognised in the planning and impternentation of projects.

7. Environment
All development projects have a direct or indirect effect on their natural or
man-made environments. Making development sustainable requires that

planners, decision-makerss, implementors and evaluators understand these
impacts, and operate accordingly.
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8. Appropriate technology

Technology is part of a society’s products, processes and institutions and
is thus a major force in social and political change. In a development
project, technology refers to much more than the particuiar items of
equipment or the exact tools which are used and this has far-reaching
imptications on the sustainability of the benefits produced.

For more details on sach of the foregoing compatibility and sustainability
factors see Basic principles Chapier 1.3 “Achieving sustainable
development”.

Each of the compatibility and sustainability factors relate to ail elements of

‘the logical framework. The evaluation model presented in Figure 19.0n the

next page has three dimensions: the intervention logic, the evaluation
issues and the factors ensuring compatibility and sustainability.

Indicators describe the general evaluation issues and sustainability and
compatibitity factors in such terms which can be monitored and evaluated.
The indicators, which were established in the project planning phase, are
used throughout the project cycle, including mid-term reviews and the final
evaluation. Additional indicators may, howevar, be established to meet the
requirements of a final evaluation.

" The level of importance of each of the compatibility and sustainability

{actors varies from one evaluation to another. A clear distinction of the
factors into different categories helps the evaluator to focus on the key
issues and not to waste time on assessing factors that are not central in a
specific evaluation. The following categories can be used:

1. Faciors which are directly related to the overail objectives, project
purpose or results.

2. Factors which we hope that the intervention can influence positively.

3. Factors which we do not want the intervention to influence in a
negative way. .

The elements of the evaluation modei are also listed in the Intervention
profile/performance summary-form presented in Annex IV, In evaluations,
the form provides a check list and a simplified rating scale which can be
developed according to the needs of the evaluation in question.
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Figure 19: Evaluation model
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4.3. How TO PLAN AND CARRY OUT AN EVALUATION

Terms of reference determine the most important aspects of an evaluation. The
gensral evaluation issues and the compatibility and sustainability factors must
ba included in the terms of refarence. In addition, there are normally other
evaluation issues relevant to the situation in gquestion.

Quality of evaluations depends on the methedology used and the expertise and
impartiality of the evaluators chosen. Participation of diffsrent stakeholders
increase the cradibility of findings and ussfuiness of svaluation results.

Demand for loceal svaluation capsecity is increasing. Lecal evaluation capacity
buiiding serves both the donor’s and the pariner country’s own efforts to
increase transparancy.

Evaluation report answers the questions presantsd in the terms of reference.
Conclusions and recommendations must bagsed on the findings which, in turn,
should be supported by empirical avidence.

4.3.1 TERMS OF BEFERENCE

Each evaluation must be planned and terms of reference drawn up, in
order to:

- define the purpose and scope of the evaluation, including identification
of the usérs of the findings.

- describe the methods to be used during the evaluation.

- identify the standards against which project performance is to be
assessed.

- . determine the resources and fima required to complste the evaluation.

Terms of reference aiso provide a formal record of agreement between the
financing authorities and the evaluators. Terms of reference are usually
drafted by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs’ officer-in-charge of the
evaluation and reprasentatives from the pariner country. Evaluators may
participate in the finalisation of the terms of reference e.¢. by proposing
methodological issues.

When defining the issues to be evaluated, the officer-in-charge must
include in the terms of reference the general evaluation issues and the
compatibility and sustainability factors presented in Chapter 4.2. In
addition to these, there are normally issues to be addressed, which are
essential for, and relevant to, the specific situation where the evaluation
takes place.
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The specific evaluation issues may relate {o the very reason for the
evaluation. For exampie, an eva'uation issue specific to the thematic
evaluation of the overseas effectiveness of expatriate advisers couid be
the effect of the culiure shock on the advisers’ performance. Cther specific
evaluation issues may arise from any specific needs or problems
axperienced in the implementation, such as fack of mon#oring information
or poor management performance.

Carrying out an evaluation is a process where unforeseen issues to be
addressed may arise during the exercise. Inclusion of these issuss in the
scope of an evaluation which is already being carried out, is decided
mutually by the different stakehoiders, and additional resource allocations
are made accordingly.

The foliowing are the main iterns normally to be included in the terms of
reference for an evaluation. More details can be found in Annex X
“General format for terms of reference for evaluations”,

Subject of the evaluation
Background of the evaluation
Evaluation issues
Compatibility and sustainability
Methodology

Evaluation {eam

Reporting

NP O AW

In the Department of International Development Cooperation of the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the terms of reference for ail evaluations
shouid be cleared with the Central Evaluation Unit.

4.3.2 PLANNING OF EVALUATION REQUIRES EXPERTISE

When planning an evaluation, one must take intc account the general
requirements; impartiality, independence, credibility and usefulness, as
well as the purpose of the evaluation and the resources available.
Scientific approach improves the quality of information but may not be
justified because of time constraint, nature of the avaluation etc. Alsg,
when scientific approach is justified, it must be kept in mind that evajuation
is, above all, a tool for decision-making, and decision makers want the
findings, conclusions and recommendations in a concise form.

Credibility of an evaluation depends on the expertise and indapendence of
the evaluators and the degree of transparency of the evaiuation process.
The evaluators should have the required expertise to make relevant and
realistic conciusions and recommendations based on the findings. The
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reliability of the findings, in turn, depends on the empirical avidence the
evajuators can show to support the findings, including sources of
information. Evaluation reporis must show the evidence and clearly
distinguish between the findings and conclusions/recommendations.

Besides the skills of the evaluators, the selection of appropriate methods
tor data collection and analysis affects the quality. A wide range of relevant
methodologies and techniques is presented in evaluation and scientific
literature, Only a few examples of issues to be considered in the selection
of an appropriate methodology are briefly described here.

The data collection for an evaluation can seidorn cover the whole range of
stakeholders and beneficiaries who are affected by the intervention.
Defining how {o choose a sample becomes essential; its size and nature
determine whether it is representative or not. The sample ¢can be chosen in
many different ways, ranging from a random sampling, where every unit
has an equal chance 1o be included in the sample, to a selection made by
the evaluator.

Identifying the standards against which performance is tc be evaluated is
important. Without any comparison with a control group or other
interventions, the result is quite predictable: the project had some impact
on various aspects but coutd have done better in athers. Using a control
group which has not been affected by the project and comparing it with a
group of project beneficiaries before and/or after the project makes the
comparison possible.

Since the use of a control group is often costly and difficult, it is more
common to study ordy the situation of the beneficiaries but to do it before
and after the intervention. Availability of baseline data and the use of
indicators are essential for such evaluation. To complete the evaluation, its
results should still be compared with other similar projects and/or with the
general developments outside the area of influence of the intervention.

For the coliection of data, a number of methods can be used. Traditional
quantitative methods include sample surveys where quantifiable aspects
are measured using standardised questionnaires and interviews. The
method is often used in connection with the baseline studies and requires
a substantial amount of skilled resources and time.

Data collection on qualitative aspects is often carried out using direct
observation by the evaluators. Since the evaluator cannot spend as a long
time with the beneficiaries as &.g. in anthropological research, the methods
used are simplified. Group interviews, key informant or resource person
interviews are cheap and quick to undertake. Choosing the ones to be
interviewed and interpreting their views correctly, however, requires a fot of
knowledge and skilis from the evaluator.
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In evaluations commissioned by the Department of International
Development Cooperation, the methodology is normally only outlined in
the draft terms of reference. Evaluators are asked to elaborate the
methodotlogy in their proposai on how to carry out the evaluation.
Evaluators alsc propose resources required for using the proposed
methodology. The team leader of the evaluation prepares a work plan in
consultation with partner country and other stakeholders and the
management team of the intervention to be evaluated.

When the methodology and its resource requirements have been agreed
upon, the terms of reference are finalised and signed. The evaluation work
plan may be included in the terms of reference or it may be finalised later
e.g. in the partner country.

4.3.3 PARTICIPATION IMPROVES QUALITY

To enhance ownership and sustainability, Finland aims at increasingly
shifting the responsibility for planning, implementation and evaluation to
the partner country and her representatives at different jevels.

Participatery development stands for a partnership which is buiit upon the
basis of a dialogue among the various stakehclders, during which the
‘agenda’ is set jointly, and jocai views and indigencus knowledge are
deliberately sought and respected. This implies negotiation rather than the
dominance of an externally set project agenda. Thus, people become
actors instead of being simply beneficiaries (OECD/DAC Expert Group on
Aid Evaluation).

In participatory evaluation, a variety of beneficiaries and other
stakeholders actively take part in the different phases of the evaluation
process: the definition of the purpose and scope of the evatuation, the

_ selection of the methods, the gathering and analysis of data, and decisions
made based on the evaluation results.

In participatory data collection and analysis, techniques such as group
discussions, kay informant interviews and field workshops are used to
gather both quantitative and qualitative information, The exiernal evaluator
is a neutral observer who assesses project processes and effects in local
communities. Although the main responsibility for the evaluation process
remains with the external observer, the above-mentioned and cther
participatery technigues increase the influence of different stakeholders on
the evaluation findings and improve their credibiiity and usefulness.
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The conclusions and recommendations, which are made based on the
findings, are shared with the different stakeholders. The stakehoiders then
jointly decide on the measures to be taken as a result of the evaluation.

4.3.4 DEMAND FOR LOCAL EVALUATION CAPACITY IS INCREASING

As in planning and implementation, participation in evaluation should not
be seen only as a means to improve the quality but also as a valuable end
in itself. By participating in evaluations of donot interventions, focal
organisations and individuals gain experience and skills which benefit
national programmes.

The demand for local evaluation capacity is increasing because of the
partner countries’ efforis to make their administration more transparent.
The shift from project type of donor interventions towards programme
assistance further adds to this demand. in programme assistance, the
partner country organisations have increased responsibilily not only for
planning and implementation but also for evaluation,

LLocal evaluation eapacity building is necessary to meet the partner
country’s own and the donor community’s requirements, Arranging joint
evaluations and coordinating evaluation programmes with partner
countries and other donors is essential. Instead of transterring ready-made
evaluation systems, which usually have slight chances of being adopted
and used, partner countries should be provided with consistent evaluation
methodologies and terminologies, based on which they can build their own
evaluation systems.

4.3.5 EVALUATION REPQRT - THE FIRST STEP

Evaluation report must, in principle, answer the questions presanted in the
terms of reference. The format jollows that of the terms of reference and
differs from it depending on the issues relevant for the evaluation in
question. '

The same format is used for final evaluations, which take placs after the
doner intervention has already ended, and for mid-term reviews. The
scope in mid-term reviews is, however, different (see Chapter 4.1.2) and
the evaluators may have o rely more on indicators which give an “early
signal” of progress.

For example, the projsct purpose may describe the beneficiaries” use of

the project services such as preventive health care. The indicators
measure whether the beneficiaries have access, are using, and are
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saiisfied with the project services. This gives an indication that the project
is offering relevant services and the project purpose is likely to be met,

in case the project internal monitoring system does not provide this kind
information, the mid-term review may carry out a survey using focal
specialists.

1. Executive summary. 3-5 pages clearly separated from the rest of
the report. Especially, conclusions and recommendations.

2. Subject of the avaluation. Brief history of the intarvention, changes
in the project environment and their effects on the intervention,
materialisation of risks and assumptions, etc.

3. Background of the evaiuation, Purpose of the evaluation,
methodology used, imitations of the evaluation, etc.

4, Evaluation issues
4.1 General evaluation issues:
4.1.1 Correspondencs of the project with the priority-needs of
the beneficiaries i.e. ralevance.
4.1.2 Assessment of impact of the proiect towards its long-term
objectives.
4,1.3 Extent of achievement of the project purposa as a
consequence of the project, i.e. effectiveness.
4.1.4 Assessment of the efficiency of the implementation.
4.2 Specific evaluation issues

5.  Factors ensuring sustainability and compatibility

5.1 Compatibility with the strategic goatls for Finnish development
cooperation: reduction of poverty, promotion of equality,
democracy and human rights, stc.

5.2 Policy environment

5.3 Economic and financial feasibility

5.4 Institutional capacity

5.5 Sccic-cutturat aspects

5.6 Participation and ownership

5.7 Gender

5.8 Environment

5.9 Appropriate technology

8. Conclusions and recommendations. Suggestions for operational
improvemants and developmantal lessons leamt.
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Following the integrated approach to project cyclie management, the
standard format for evaluation reports is compatible with the project
document and monitoring report formats, as shown in Annex L.

Beth positive and negative findings are reported under the Chapters 4 and
5 of the report. To the extent possibte, the findings are supported with
empirical evidence.

Conclusions and recommendations are based on the findings and clearly
separated from them. To ensure that a conclusion or recommendation is
relevant and realistic, it must be discussed with the stakeholders
concerned before it is presented. Operational recommendations which are
relevant only for the intervention in question are separated from the
lessons learnt, which are relevant also for other interventions or for
designing future policies.
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4.4, WHAT TO DO WITH THE EVALUATION REPORT

Evaluation fesdback process has two main purposes: i) digssemination of
conclusions and recommendations, and ii) operationalisation of the lessons
{earnt. Different technigues such as seminars, summaries and synthesis reports
are used to disseminate information. The operationalisation of the lessons learnt
means that there is a change in organisational behaviour as a resuit of the
evaluation. Different institutione! mechanisms are used to approve the
recommendations, and to taks action upon the approval.

4.4.1 DISSEMINATION OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Evaluation feedback is a dynamic process which includes both the
presentation and dissemination of evaluation results and their application
to new or existing developrnent interventions.

Presentation of the evaluation report is one of the initial stages in the
feedback process. Based on the report, conciusions, recommendations
and lessons learnt are disseminated using different techniques.

The dissemination technigues used by the Depariment of Intarnational
Development Cooperation of the Ministry for Forgign Affairs inctude
organisation of evaluation seminars during, and after, the evaiuation
exercisa. In the seminars, evaluation results are presented by the
evaluators and discussed by different staksholders. If organised during the
evaluation exercise, the seminars can be used for planning of evaluation
work. Participation of pariner country stakeholders requires that seminars
are organised also in the partner country.

Other dissemination techniques used include printing of evaluation
summaries, bibliographies and synthesis reports. While the evaluation
saminars are aimed for the stakehoiders who have a special interest
and/for an involvement in the interventions, the printed material is meant for
broader circulation in and outside Finland. This includes the media and the
public in partner countries and in Finland as well as other donors.

The officer-in-charge of the evaluation must ensure that the terms of
reference are clear in who wilt use the conclusions and recommendations,
and for what purpose. This, together with an indication of seminars 1o be
organised or speciai summaries to be written, gives the evaluators a basis
for structuring their conclusions and recommendations.
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The quality of the evaluation report, both in terms of contents and
presentation, determines how easy or difficult the dissemination process
will be thereafter. Concise but profound reports with good summaries, and
organisation of participatory presentation seminars, contribute to an
effective dissemination.

4.4.2 APPROVAL AND OPERATIONALISATION OF RECOMMEMNDATIONS

The application of the evaluation resuits to existing or new interventions is
in fact one of two main purposes of evaluation. As stated earlier, all
evaluation efforts are wasted if there Is no change in organisational
behaviour as a consequence.

Different institutional mechanisms are used by the Ministry for Foreign
Affairs of Finland for operationalising the evaluation results.

In case of mid-term reviews, where the emphasis is in giving direction fo
the project, there s instant feedback through different levels of project
management, such as local steering committees or annual supervisory
board meetings. They study, approve or disapprove, and put into action
the recommendations. Responsibitity for bringing relevant information from
mid-term reviews to the attention of other projects fies with the Ministry's
officer-in-charge of the mid-term review and the partner country authorities,

In case of final evaluations, the emphasis is more on lessons learnt for
new projects and for future strategies. The Central Evaluation Unit of the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs plays a central role: ail those involved in
planning new projects, or in designing strategies, find relevant evaluation
information there. As an example, planners of a new intervention must
consult evaluation reports made eartier on similar interventions.

Evaluation results are also used in staff training, both on the level of
individual interventions and within organisations in general. As an
example, a thematic evaluation on gender aspacts is foilowad by a series
of training workshops organised for the staff of the Ministry for Foreign
Afiairs, partner country organisations and project management and support
personnel.

Whatever the institutional mechanism for evaluation feedback is, it must
make a clear distinction between the recommendations made by the
evaluators, the approval of the recommendations by the concerned
stakeholders; and the action taken upon the approved recommendations.
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How to decide on the Ministry for Foreign Affairs’ approvai, disapproval or
a point of view with regard to a specific recommendation, depends on the
nature of the evaluation and decisions 1o be taken. As a general rule, it is
the responsibility of the officer-in-charge of the evaluation {0 obtain
necessary viewpoints on the recommendations within the Ministry, to
report these 10 other stakehoiders concerned and to propose to them how
joint decisions will be made in practice.

In reporting the Ministry's viewpaints, the officer-in-charge uses a short
meamorandum cantaining issues such as:

- the Ministry’s general comments on the recommendations.

- comments conceming the implernentation of the evaluation.

- concrete recommendations for action, indicating time and responsibility
for their implementation from the Ministry's paint of view.

how the implementation of recommendations should be foilowed-up.
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ANNEX II

GENERAL FORMAT
FOR TERMS OF REFERENCE

INTROCDUCTION
Explains the reason for the exercise and its general nature.

OBJECTIVES OF THE EXERCISE l
Why the exercise is carried out? What is expected as its result?

BACKGROUND OF THE EXERCISE
Brief history and present situation of the issue(s) to be studied.

ISSUES TO BE STUDIED

Scope of work: main issues to be studied, their inter-relationships, any
priorities or special emphases. implications of the logical framework
methodology and integrated project cycle management on the issues to
be studied. .

PLAN OF WORK
Mede of work: methodology, key information sources to be used, ete.

AEQUIRED EXPERTISE
Parsonal qualifications reguired to successtuily carry out the exearcise.

TIMETABLE AND REPORTING

Timing of different phases of the exercise, language and number of
copies of the report, how the report will be commented upon, and
approved, efc.

MANDATE
Parties with which to cooperate, authorisation to make commitments,
etc.
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ANNEX HI

PROJECT DOCUMENT FORMAT

Programme/Project Fact Sheet
1. Summary

2. Present situation
2.1 Government and sectoral policies
2.2 Background siudies
2.3 Problems to be addressed
2.4 Stakeholders and benegficiaries

3. Definition of the intervention
3.1 Overall objectives (and corresponding indicators)
3.2 Project Purpose (and corresponding indicators)
3.3 Results (and corresponding indicators)

3.4 Activities
4, Assumptions and risks
5. Compatibility and sustainabitity

5.1 Compatibility with the strategic goals for
Finnish development cooperation

5.2 Policy environment

5.3 Economic and financial feasibility

5.4 Institutional capacity

5.5 Socio-cultural aspects

5.6 Participation and ownership

5.7 Gender

5.8 Environment

5.8 Appropriate technology

6. implementation
6.1 Approach
6.2.Organisation
6.3 Tentative timetable

6.4 Budget
7. Menitoring
8. Evaluation

ANNEXES Logical framework matrix {unless presented under section 3.)
List of other documentation available
Job descriptions
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ANNEX iV
INTERVENTION PROFILE/PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

COUNTRY/
TITLE OF
INTERVENTION:

STATUS {in planning/implementation or completed):

Rating scale: -2=highly unsatisfactory, -1= unsatisfactory, +1 =satisfactory, +2=highly satisfactory, N/A= not
applicable or not known
20 -1 +1 +2 N/A Comments
RELEVANCE

Correspondence with beneficiaries” priority needs | | | 1

IMPACT

impacts on beneficiaries and other affected groups [ [ | | 1

EFFECTIVENESS

Contribution of resulis to achieve project purpose [ [ [ |

EFFICIENCY

Cost-effectiveness of converting means into resulis I | ! |

POLICIES

Reduction of poverty

Promotion of equality and human rights

Prometion of democracy and gocd governance

SUSTAINABILITY

Correspondence with local policies

Development of local institutional capacity

Strengthening of local human resources

Economic/financial soundness

Suitability to focal socic-cultural context

Participation of local stakeholders

Optimal participation of men and women

Impacts on environment

Appropriateness of technology

ASSUMPTIONS

Likelihood of assumptions 1o materialize T 1T T 113

IMPLEMENTATION

Achievement of planned results

Compliance with budget

Availability of baseline data

Use of indicators

MAIN CONCLUSIONS:

ACTION NEEDED, AND BY WHOM:

OTHER COMMENTS:

FILLED IN BY: DATE AND PLACE:
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ANNEX Vi

EXAMPLE OF A WORK PLAN FORMAT

Logical framework for the project:

Qverali Objectives Indicators for overall Sources of verification
objectives
Project purpose Indicators for project | Sources of verification Assumptions
purpose
Result 2 Result 3
indicators for result 2 Indicators for result 3 Assumptions
Sources of verification | Sources of verification
Activities for result 3 Activities for result 3 ‘Assumptions
Means Means Means
Costs Costs Costs

Annual work plan for result 1 of the project:

Pianned extent of achievement of resutt 1 in year X

Planned extent of achievement | -8¢
n year X using indicators:

Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr [May [Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec

Kt |
xxx | x| XEX
xxx | oxxx
XKX XXX XXX
XX XX Hxx
XXX 1 axx | xxx
xxx | xxx | oxax § X®X
ARK XXX XX
x| xxx | MxX
Ax% | xxx | xaxx | xxx
X% | XHX
] oaxx | XXX | xxx { xux

Separate work plans are presented for results 2 and 3 of the project.
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ANNEX VIl

Flanned Actual Difference Used Original  [Accumulated Available
budget |expenditure| budget- budget |expenditure for
2nd quarter| 2nd quarter actual % 1897 1997 july-dec

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE {TA)
Persannel costs:

Long-term 200.000 200.000 0 100 % B00.000 400000 400.000

Short-term 20.000 17.000 3.000 B5 % B0.00O 39.500 40.500
Reimbursable TA costs: 20.000 16.879 3121 B4 %] 80.000 38.865 40.135
SUB TOTAL TA 240.000 233,878 6.121 97 %] 960.000 475,365 480,835
COMPOMENT 1
Traming, commumnication I 25000 22800 2400 O] T20.000 o7 800 B2 200!
Materials 115.000 117.563 -2.563 102 % 600.000 318.567 281.433
suU8 TOTAL COMP.1 140.000 140,163 -163 100 % 720.000 376,367 343,633
COMPOMNENT 2
Construction 125.000 118.821 5179 96 % 500.000 239,603 260.397
Training 50.000 53.647 -3.647 107 % 200.000 104775 §5.225
Egquipment 80.000 78.854 146 100 % 350.000 179.854 170,148
SUBTOTAL COMP.2 255.000 253,322 1.678 38 % 1.050.000 524.232 525,768
COMPOMENT 3
Micro projects 25.000 18.854 5.348 75 % 220.000 115.280 104.720
Facilitators 20.000 16.000 4.000 80 % 80.000 34.000 46.000
Credit schemes 80.000 85.000 -5.000 106 % 350.000 190,000 160.000
SUB TOTAL COMP.3 125.000 119.654 5.345 96 % 650.000 339.280 310.720
OTHER COSTS
Recurrent costs 50.000 49 851 148 100 % 205.000 g7.821 102.179
Vehicles, office equipmant 35.000 38.921 -3.821 111 % 140.000 68.754 71.246
Financing costs 4.500 4,452 48 99 % 20.000 10.00¢ 10,000
SUB TOTAL OTHER COSTS 29.500 93.224 -3.724 104 % 360.0C0 178,575 183.425
CONTINGENCGIES (5% ] 42.500] ] 42 500] D %; 190.000] 0] 150.000
TOTAL FINLAND B92.000 B40.242 51.758 94 % 3.930.000 1.895.818 2.034.183
TOTALL PARTNER COUNTRY 257.000 256,389 611 100 %! 1.120.000 576.964 541.036
GRAND TOTAL 1.149.000 1.066.631 52,369 95 % 5.050.000 2,474,783 2.675.217

CONTING.
5%

OTH, COSTS
9%

COMP3
17 %

COMPZ
7%

Original budget 1997/Finnish contribution

TA

24%

7 COMPA
&%

28 %%

CONTING.
QoTH IQC‘;ESTS 0%

Accumulated expenditure 1937/FInn. confr.

¥ COMPA
20 %
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ANNEX X

EVALUOINTIKASITTEET JA LOOGINEN SUUNNITTELUKEHIKKO

KESTAVYYS
Miten pysyvid hankkeen aikaansaamat tulokset ja muutokset ovat?

s AT SRR T L A Y

TARKOITUKSENMUKAISUUS
Miten hyvin hanke vastaa paikallisia tarpeita

ja kuinka se on edistanyt tavoiteltua
muutost

YAIKUTUKSET

Mitka ovat hankkeensuunnitellut
ja suunnittelemattomat vaikutukset?

TULOKSELLISUUS
Miten hankkeen tulokset ovat edisténeet sita
tarkoitusta jota varien hanke kaynnistettiin?

TEHOKKUUS

Miten tehokkaasti hanke on lyhyelld 1ahtaimella
muuntanut voimavaroja tuloksiksi? {ns. panosftuotos-suhde)

VOIMAVARAT | TOIMINNOT TULOKSET TARKOITUS KEHITYS-
TAVOITE

Mia | Mita Mita Mika on Minkataista
voimavaroia tehdaan? saadaan hankkeen muutesta
kaytetdan? | aikaan? tarkoitus? halutaan?

HANKKEEN PAAM}E\AREN HIERARKIA
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ANNEX X

GENERAL FORMAT FOR
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR EVALUATIONS

1. Subject of the evaluation

Explains the subject of the evaluation.
E.g. a project, programme or a policy. Describes briefly its history and general context
e.g. previous phases, sectoral policies, and the institutional framework.

Describes the main components of the logical frarnework.
Overall obiectives, project purpose, activities, means and assumptions {in matrix form,
if available},

Describes the availability of monitoring information.
Baseline data, indicators, EIA-, gender- etc. analyses, and the findings of possible
previous reviews and evaluations.

2. Background of the evaluation

Explains why the evaluation is cartied out.

E.g. there may have been a formal decision to do so after a certain number of years,
or the seemingly poor (or excetient) project performance has raised the need for a
review, or there is a need for new orientation from the peint of view of one or some of
the stakeholders.

Describes who will use the the evaluation results and for what purpose.

E.g. one or some of the stakeholders will use them for accountadility, or for decision
making to continue/phase down/expand etc., or to provide lessons learnt and
recommendations for improvements concerning policies/other interventions/efc.

3. FEvaluation issues
Describes first the general evaluation questions to be answered:

Relevance. E.q. does the intervention make sense within the context of ite
environment? Has it addressed the needs and aspirations of the beneficiaries? Have
changes in the environment affected its relevance? ) :

impacts. E.g what has happened {or is fikely to happen} as a consequence of the
intervention? What are the positive or negative, intended of unintended impacts of the
intervention on the beneficiaries and on the institutional tevel? What are the impacts
of external factors?

Effacliveness. E.g. to what extent has {or is likely to be) the purpose of the
intervention been achieved, and to what extent is the achievement a result of the
intervention? What is the progress from the beginning {baseline) towards the agreed
project purpose (as determined in the project document}?

Efficiency. E.g. does the quantity and quality of the results justify the quantity and

guality of the means used for achieving them? How cost-effectively have the means
neen converted into results?
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ANNEX X

Sustainability. E.g. what has happened {or is likely to happen) to the positive effects
of the intervention after the extemal assistance has (or will) come to an end?

Describes then the specific evaluation questions to be answered.:

E.g. implementation issues such as how well has the project been managed internally
and/or extemally (management team, local and Finnish government officials, other
stakehoiders)? Has it been coordinated with other projects? How well is the
monitoring organised? |s the utilisation of funds transparent?

4. Compatibility and sustainability

Describes the questions to be answered conceming compatibility.

E.g. How are the goals which are central to Finland's development cooperation policy
taken into aceount in the planning and implementation? How have they affected the
intervention? :

Poverty reduction. E.g. How are poor people’s rights and capabilities prometed in the
project? :

Protection of the environment. E.g. Are environmental impacts assessed together with
the various parties involved?

Human rights, equality and democracy. E.g. How are equality, human rights and
democracy prormoted in the project? How is transparency of administration increased?

Describes the qusstions to be answered concerning sustainability.

E.g. How have the factors ensuring sustainabifity been taken into account in the
planning and impiementation? How have they affected the intervention? What have
been the effects and impacts of the intervention on the sustainability issues?

Policy environment. E._g. 15 the project in line with the partner country’s policy
environment, and is this in turn conducive to the project's objectives?

Econamic and financial feasibility. E.g. Are the resources employed used efficiently
and effectively, and are the benefits sustained once external support has been
withdrawn?

Institutional capacity. £.9. Does the institutional capacity of the partner country enable
her to manage the project efficiently? |s the institutional capacity strengthened to
promote the sustainability of the results?

Socio-cufiural aspects. E.g. Are socio-cultural factors faken into account to mobilise
and bind people to the project? How does the project affect socio-cuitural values?

Participatiory and ownership, £.9. Who has power and control over the project? Who
participates in decision-making?

Gender. £.9. Are the needs and roles of both women and men fully recognised in the

planning and implementation? How does the project affect the relations between
women and men?
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ANNEX X

Environment. E.g. What effects does the project have on natural or man-made
environments? Is the project managed in environmentally sound way?

Appropriate technology. E.g. Is the technotogy used compatible with the available
human resources? Is it socially acceptable?

Although alf the foregoing issues must be addressed in every evaluation, the level of
detalt with which each one of them is dealt varies from one evaluation fo another {see
Chapter 4.2.2 “Factors ensuring compatibility and sustainability”, page €8). For more
details on each of the factors see Chapter 4.2.2 and Chapter 1.3 "Achieving
sustainable development”.

5. Methodology
Explains what is the basic methodology for the evaluation.
E.g. whether it is based on documentation available, on interviews with key persons,
on field work inciuding daia coliection and analysis, or on all of these.
Suggests the degree of participation.
E.g. defining whose representatives should be included in the evaluation tearm and
speciftying who will name them.

Describes a tentative fimeiable.
E.g. the time allocated for preparations, field work and reporting.

6. Evaluation team

Describes the general requirements for the evaluation team.
E.g. independence, representation of both genders, ability to work as a team.

Cutlines the special technical expertise required.
E.g. the approximate number and type of technical specialists.

Outlines the special evaluation expertise required.
E.g. the gualifications of the team leader, including his or her methodolegical
knowledge, team leader and evaluation experience.
7. Reporting
Explains how and when the conclusions and recommendations are presented. E.g.

workshops or seminars to be organised in the partner country and Finiand and the
types of reports to be prepared (draft, final).
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ANNEX XI

PROGRAMME COMPLETION REPORT

General

Support to a programme ¢an be discontinued when agréed results have been
achigved, the time frame has expired and the available foreign financing has been fully
utilised,

Support may alse be discontinued #f major implementation problems arise, and the
measures to rectify the situation, as faid down in the intergovernmental agreement,
have not led to an acceptable solution for the financing agency and/or for the pariner
country goveriwnent, The deterioration of the political, economic and social conditions,
considered necessary for programme impiementation, may also lead to termination of
foreign support.

Programme Completion Report (PCR }is based on the Programme Document,
intergovernmental agreement and other agreaments as appropriate. As a minimum, it
should provide a record of pregramme results, activities and means used to attain the
results. It should alse address issues related to efficiency, effectiveness, policy
relevance and sustainability of the programme results and impact. Furthermore, the
PCR should assess to which extent the obligaticns and regulations iaid down in
intergovernmental agreements have been met.

The PCR shall be prepared by the partner country implementing agency, with the
support of the consultant providing support services for programme implementation.
The final responsibility for the PCR lies with the partner country Programme Director
who will be assisted by the consuftant. The report shall be submitted for approval to the
Supervisory Board (where applicable} and thereafter to the competent authorities of the
prograimme.

The preparation of the PCR should be initiated 6-3 months before the completion of the
programme. The PCR shall be based on existing information, i.e. as a rule no special
studies or surveys should be canded out. The database will typically comprise:

s programme document and country agreement

e project werk plans and logical framework where applicable

o programme progress and review reports

s avaliuation reports.

Purpose of the Report

The main purpase of Programme Completion Reports is to provide a summary of the
means, activities and results of the programims and to assess the effectivenass and
efficlency of the programme implementation., The PCR assesses to which extent the
planned resulls have been achieved and whether this has been done within the
estimated fime scale and cost. This information enables il parties involved in
programme implementation (financing agency, partner country government, consultant)
to draw conclusions and Jearn lessons from its experience of implementation. The
report also contributes to the accumulation and dissemination of experiences and
provides a basis for determining whether & terminal or ex-post evaluation is warranted.
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ANNEX Xl

The Programme Completion Report further provides an initial epportunity to assess the
wider and longer-term impact of the project or programme. This means making an
initial assessment of the extent to which the overall objectives identified in the
Programme Decument are likely to be met.

Content of PCR

-

L

As a minimum the Programme Gompletion Report deals with the following:

The establishment of the components and activities in relation to those indicated in
the Programme Document and implementation plan including reasons for possible
divergences.

A description of the main budget lines of the original budget, budget revisions and
actuat expenditure.

A review of the partner country financial centributions to the programime as agreed
in the Programmea Document, annual consultations and intergovernmental
agreement,

An assessment of the achievement of the programrme resuits, or the probabitities of
achieving these objectives, and if relevant, the reasons why the resulis were not
attained as expected.

An assessment of the sustainability of the programme.

Experiences of general nature gained during programme implementation phase.

Standard format

The report shall be prepared in English/Spanish/Portuguese (as applicable}, in
accordance with the general format attached on the fofiowing pages. Please note that,
subject to consultations with the pariner country authorities, the Ministry for Foreign
Affairs of Finland or the Embassy of Finland may indicate ancther format for the report.
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ANMEX XI

FORMAT FOR PROGRAMME COMPLETION REPORT

Programme Fact Sheet

Basic information of the completed pregramme followihg the format of Programme Fact
Sheet (See Annex X},

1. Summary of the PCR and of the lessons learned

2. Programme background
« Brief description of the sector concerned focusing on activities and gonstraints
relevant to the programme.

3. Programme design
» Brief description of the programme strategy and design (intemnal logic) including the
management set-up and institutional framework.

4. Means

» Financial statements and their comparison with the budgets

= Information of programme financing from heth foreign (Finland and others) and focal
sources '

o Overview of the Technical Assistance Personnel, institutional partner or consultant
where relevant

o Overview of the equipment and other fixed assets where relevant (inventory list as
an attachment)

5. Activities
+ Summary of main activities

6. Resuits
+ Summary and comparison of results as planned and achieved

7. Relevance
o Programme’s correspondence with beneficiaries’ priority needs and partner
country's development policies

8. Efiectiveness _
« Contribution of results to achieve project purpose

9. Efficiency _
+ Cost-effectiveness of converting means into results

10. Compatibility with the mutual strategic goals for development cooperation’
= Heduction of poverty
» Protection of environment
o Promotion of human rights and democracy
» Promotion of gender equality
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ANNEX X

11. Sustainability

¥ 4 & 4 0 & & O &

Correspondence with local policies
Development of local institufionat capacity
Strengthening of local human resources
Economic/financial soundness

Suitability to local socio-culiural context
Participation of local stakeholders
participation of women and men

Impacts on environment

Appropriateness of technology

12. Further analysis
Possible need for further analysis, impact study or evaluation

13. Need for further assistance
Possible need for further assistance.

14. Experiences gained and lessons learned
An assessment of lessons learned and positive aspects which may be replicabte and/or
negative aspects which may be avoided in future in connection with

o

L

Programme implementation

Fulfiment of obligations and regulations stipulated in the infergovernmental
agreement '
Performance of the competent authorities of the programme.

Annexes:
List of References including

»

Programme Document and intergovernmental agreement

Agreed Minutes of annuat consuitations and Supervisory Board Meetings (where
applicable)

Repors, including annual financial statements

Last annual progress report and audit report

Repons from reviews and evaiuations

Inventory list

-]

inventory list of equipment and other fixed assets when handed over to the
implernenting agency

— 206



ANNEX XI

' A tentative checklist for issues to be addressed with regard to the assessment of the
compatibility of the programme with the mutual strategic goals for development cooperation.

Poverty reduction

- was the prograrmine a largeled poverly progranme

- was the pragramme focussed on poverly issues

- has there been in the programme some interventions lo policy mafters
- did paverly issues expiicitly appear in the prograrmime plan

Protection of environment

- has the programme increased the capacily to manage iocal environment

- has the programme sirengthened focal capacity lo saive environmenltal problems

- has the programme conlributed towards participating in sotving the global
environmental problems

- are the environmental aspacts not fealuring in the programme at alf

Promation of human rights, democracy and good governance

- has the programme sirengthened the role and capacity of civil society

- has the programme strengthened the democralic institutions and responsible
governiment

- has the prograrmime strengthened the compelence of public sector

- has the prograrmme contributed to the capacity of human rights insiitutions

- has the programme influenced the leaders on alf levels to respects rights, rufe
demaocraltically and govern effectively

- have these principles not featured in the programme at all

Fromotion of gender sequality

- has gender analysis been made

- have gender issues been addressed in the alf programme phases and at alt
levels

- has the pragramme coniribuled to increased economic, political and social
equalily between men and wornen

- has the programme been able to protect and promate the human rights of
women.
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ANNEX Xil

PROGRAMME/PROJECT FACT SHEET
Froject Title

Project Number

Sector

Sub-Sector

Focus

Geographical Coverage and Project Site

Duration
Starting Date

Froject Financing

Total FiMi
Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Finland FIM
Partner Country

Other financing

intended Beneficiaries

Project Purpose

Overall Froject Objective

Institutional Framework

Competent Authorities
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