
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

��
������	
��

�
��������������

��
��

�

 
 
 

FACT FINDING SURVEY ON EVALUATION CAPACITY 
DEVELOPEMT IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 

 
FULL REPORT 

 
 

This note has been prepared by Japan for consideration at the 5th meeting of the 
DAC Network on Development Evaluation, 16 – 17 November 2006. 

5th meeting 
16 – 17 November 2006 



FACT-FINDING SURVEY ON  

EVALUATION CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT (ECD) 

IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 

 

 

 

 

 

DAC Network on Development Evaluation, OECD 

 

 

 

 

 

October 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This survey was conducted by the ECD Task Team (Japan, France, Denmark and the DAC 
Secretariat) in collaboration with the UNEG and the ECG.



 

 2

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 
 
I.  Introduction        3 

1.  Survey Objectives        3 
2.  Survey Methods        3 
3.  Survey Responses       3 

 
II.  Major Findings from the Survey     4 

1. Current ECD Support (Q1 & Q2)     4 
2. ECD Policy/Strategy and Budget (Q3 & Q4)    14 
3. Challenges and Constraints of ECD (Q6)    17 
4. Key Factors for Success—Good Practice Experience (Q7)  19 
5. Suggestions for Effective Measures (Q8)    21 

 
III.  Issues for Discussion at the Network Meeting    25 
          
Annex 1: Countries and Agencies which have responded to Fact-Finding Survey 
Annex 2: Questionnaire Sheet 
Annex 3: Data Sheet of Responses from Donors 
 
 
 

Charts & Tables 
Chart 1-1: Target Country/Region/Global    4 
Chart 1-2: Country-Specific ECD by Region    4 
Chart 1-3: Regional ECD      4 
Chart 1-4: Target country/Region by Bilateral and Multilateral Agencies 5 
Chart 2-1: ECD Objectives; Single/Multiple    6 
Chart 2-2: ECD Objectives in Total     6 
Chart 3-1: Target Group; Single/Multiple    7 
Chart 3-2: Target Group in Total     7 
Chart 4-1: Modality of ECD; Single/Multiple    10 
Chart 4-2: Modality of ECD in Total     10 

 
Table 1: Survey Summary      3 
Table 2: Major ECD Strategy/Policy     15 
Table 3: Major Challenges and Constraints    17 
Table 4: Major Key Factors for Success identified through Good Practices 19 
Table 5: Major Suggestions for Effective Measures   22 

 



 

 3

Ⅰ.  Introduction 
1.  Survey Objectives 
This survey is financed by the Government of Japan, and conducted by the Task Team (Japan, 
France, Denmark and the DAC Secretariat) established in the DAC Network on Development 
Evaluation for a mapping exercise on Evaluation Capacity Development (ECD) in partner 
countries. The purpose of the survey is to obtain a better picture of current efforts on ECD by 
donors.  The results of the survey will be first shared among the members of the Network and 
partners, and then utilised as reference materials for further consultation and coordination with 
partner countries to extend more effective ECD support in partner countries.  
 
2.  Survey Methods 
This is a quick survey conducted in the period of July to September, 2006.  The survey is based 
on a questionnaire that asked basic questions on which donors extend what kind of support to 
which partner countries, and how. The questionnaire also addresses the challenges and 
constraints of the ECD process, as well as lessons learned from ECD experiences1. The 
questionnaires were sent via e-mail to all the members of the DAC network as well as the 
UNEG and the ECG2.   
  
3.  Survey Responses 
Responses to the survey were received from 26 agencies; 21 bilateral and 5 multilateral. The 
key survey figures are summarised in Table 1. The total number of individual cases reported is 
88.  The list of countries and agencies of respondents is attached as Annex 1. 
 
 
 
Table 1: Survey Summary 

 Bilateral Multilateral Total 
Donors covered by the survey 23 9* 32 
Responses to the survey   

- No. of donor countries 15 - 15 
- No. of agencies 21** 5 26 
- No. of total responses 20 28*** 48 

No. of individual ECD support 48 40 88 
*   Including the DAC Secretariat 
**  Reflecting the cases where several agencies from the same donor country responded to the survey.   
*** Including 23 UNDP Country Offices 
 
 

                                                   
1 See Annex 2 for questionnaire sheet 
2 This survey did not cover ECD experiences of partner countries. 
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Ⅱ.  Major Findings from the Survey 

 
1. Current ECD Support (Q1 & Q2) 
 
ECD Experience/Target Countries and Regions 
1.1   Out of 26 agencies that responded, 22 are currently conducting ECD support in partner 
countries, and 4 agencies are not. They reported on 88 individual cases of which 48 cases are 
conducted by bilateral donors, and 40 by multilateral donors. 59% of the cases target at specific 
countries, 17% at specific regions, and 24% are provided on a global basis. Among the cases of 
country-specific support, 38% are implemented in Asia and Pacific countries, while 31 % are in 
Africa.  About half of regional support is extended to Africa. (See Chart 1-1, 1-2 and 1-3.)  
As seen in Chart 1-4, bilateral donors extend more support to specific countries and globally, 
accounting for 22 and 17 cases respectively.  Multilateral agencies have more interventions in 
specific countries: there are 30 cases, of which 28 are covered by UNDP Country Offices.  

                

Chart 1-1 Target Country/Region/Global (N=88)
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Objectives of ECD Support  
1.2   As shown in Chart 2-1, 60 cases are reported to have multiple objectives and 28 have a 
single objective.  Chart 2-2 shows the total number of objectives reported for the 88 individual 
cases.  “Skills training for individuals” and “development or improvement of evaluation 
system / organisational management” are most prevalent (48 and 51 cases respectively), 
followed by other objectives such as “preparation of evaluation strategies of policy” and 
“contribution to project/programme performance.”  The cases with multiple objectives indicate 
two trends in donor focus on ECD support: 1) higher level support aiming at institutionalisation 
of evaluation capacity through enhancement of evaluation system or organisational management 
as well as policy formulation, and 2) operational level support to contribute to 
project/programme performance.   
 
1.3   The former trend is clearly observed in ECD support by Denmark, France, Germany 
(GTZ), New Zealand, Japan (MOFA), UNDP and the World Bank.  The latter trend is observed 
in several cases by Germany (InWEnt), Japan (JICA, JBIC, FASID), and some UNDP Country 
Offices.  In the case of UNDP, country level ECD support has been extensively conducted to 
enhance monitoring of MDGs and assessment of PRSPs.  They are aimed at both the 
institutional and the operational level of ECD support, and different approaches are reported 
depending on the country situation.  
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Chart2-1: ECD Objectives; Single/Multiple  (N=88)
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Chart2-2: ECD Objectives in Total (N=88, multiple answers)
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Target Group  
1.4   A substantial fraction of ECD support focuses on more than one category of target group. 
Only 30% of the support targets a single group, of which “project/programme managers and 
staff” is most counted (See Chart 3-1). 70% of cases have multiple target groups. As seen in 
chart 3-2, the most targeted group in total is “senior officials in charge of evaluation 
policy/system,” followed by “project/programme managers/staff” and “junior or middle level 
officials.”  
 
 

Chart 3-1: Target Group; Single/Multiple(N=88)
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Chart 3-2: Target Group in Total (N=88, multiple answers)
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1.5   Efforts aiming at higher-level support for the institutionalisation of evaluation systems 
tend to set a target group of “senior officials in charge of evaluation policy/system.”  It is also 
obvious that “project/programme managers and staff” is more frequently observed in cases 
aiming at project/programme performance.   
 
1.6   However, “Junior or middle level government officials” and “management level of the 
organisation,” which seem to be more related to operational-level intervention, are frequently 
included as one of multiple target groups even in higher-level support. Judging from this survey, 
therefore, types of combination of target groups do not directly co-relate with ECD objectives.  
This is probably because higher- and operational-level supports are closely interrelated 
especially when the training component is highly emphasized.  For the purpose of 
institutionalisation, staff competency is also counted as an important factor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Box 1: Case of ECD support targeting at senior officials  
     “Tokyo Workshop on ODA Evaluation” sponsored by the Government of Japan 
 
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan has held the Workshop annually from FY2001, inviting 
partner countries in Asia with the aim of enhancing the effectiveness of Japan’s ODA, through 
deepening shared recognition of ODA evaluation in Asian partner countries.   
 
The Fifth Workshop was held in January 2006 in Tokyo (2 days), seeking to reinforce the 
monitoring and evaluation systems of partner countries with particular focus on Management 
for Development Results.  Senior officials in charge of evaluation from nineteen Asian 
countries, including Japan, and development agencies (JICA, JBIC, ADB, OECD/DAC, UNDP, 
UNICEF, WB, and USAID) attended the Workshop.  In addition, the academia, NGOs and 
others attended as observers.   
 
The workshop consisted of 3 sessions covering the following topics: 

 1st session (plenary session): What is the implication of managing for development 
results for M&E? 

 2nd session (group session):  Strengthening commitment to M&E for effective 
Results-Based Management, policy changes, budgeting decision, and accountability -
Learning from good practices and challenges of Asian partner’s experiences 

 3rd session (plenary session):  Partnership for M&E through a results-based 
approach 

 
There was a general recognition that the 5th Workshop contributed to deepening understanding 
among the participants on effective M&E and exploring further how to overcome challenges and 
improve M&E, and achieve development results for the benefit of the people.    
 
(Source: Chair’s Summary of the 5the Workshop on ODA Evaluation in Tokyo, January 26-27, 2006) 
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1.7   In addition to government officials in charge of public sector evaluation activities, NGOs, 
private sector and academia are also viewed as important targets of ECD activities.  One 
notable trend is the collaboration with national, regional and global evaluation associations.  In 
the survey, 9 agencies reported that they are currently providing funding and other support for 
such associations (e.g. International Development Evaluation Association: IDEAS; African 
Evaluation Association: AfREA; Kenya Evaluation Association, Sri Lanka Evaluation 
Association).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Box 2: Case of collaboration with evaluation association  
      “Support for the African Evaluation Association (AfREA) by various donors” 
 
AfrEA was founded in 1999 in response to a growing demand for information sharing, advocacy 
and advanced capacity building in evaluation in Africa. Since the initial phase of the association, 
33 local and international organisations have supported its activities, including 6 member 
countries of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation as well as the Network itself. At the 
last AfrEA Conference in 2004, 25 local and international organisations provided financial 
and/or in-kind support and coordinated and hosted Conference sessions and strands. 
 
(Source: http://www.afrea.org/ ) 
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Modality of ECD Support 
1.8   The survey asked the respondents to identify the most important measures to implement 
ECD support, indicating such modalities as training, workshop, TA, financial support and so on.  
48% of the reported activities are conducted in a single modality, and 52% in multiple 
modalities (Chart 4-1).  The most adopted single modality is “training/scholarship,” followed 
by “workshop” and “joint evaluation” (Chart 4-2).  Chart 4-2 shows the total number of 
modalities applied, and it is apparent that trainings and workshops together make up a 
substantial part of support activities. 
 

Chart4-1: Modality of ECD; Single/Multiple (N=88)
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Chart 4-2: Modality of ECD in Total (N=88, multiple answers)
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1.9   Trainings and workshops are provided to specific countries, specific regions and globally.  
For example, Germany (InWEnt) and Japan (JICA, JBIC, FASID) are providing training 
opportunities to government officials and project/programme staff for the enhancement of 
national evaluation capacity or project/programme performance. A representative example of a 
global training and workshop is IPDET sponsored by the World Bank and Carlton University, 
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Canada (See Box 5).   
 
1.10   The survey identified 22 cases where joint evaluation was applied as an ECD measure.  
The survey results show that utilisation of joint evaluation is varied among donors. Some donors 
employ joint evaluation with the goal to train individual skills, and others to enhance the 
evaluation system.  Several donors implement joint evaluation together with training and 
workshops to achieve their own objectives. (See Box 3 for cases of joint evaluation.)  

Box 3: Cases of ECD support through joint evaluation  
 
1) Denmark (Danida): Joint Evaluation of Uganda’s Plan for the Modernization of 

Agriculture (PMA)  
Danida conducted the joint evaluation of PMA in Uganda in 2005, a sector-wide evaluation with 
the PMA Steering Committee and the sector working group of development partners.  PMA is a 
unique attempt to coordinate various players to address agricultural development and rural 
poverty in order to increase the impact and synergy of all efforts.  The vision of PMA is to 
eradicate poverty through a profitable, competitive, sustainable and dynamic agricultural and 
agro-industrial sector.  The joint evaluation was asked to address the validity of the original 
PMA concept, and its strengths and weaknesses; how well it has performed; and to suggest 
options for improving management and performance.   
 
From an ECD perspective, the joint evaluation provided participants from Uganda with a
learning opportunity to conduct impact evaluations in sector-wide settings, and institutional and 
policy assessment.  The joint evaluation also made recommendations on PMA implementation 
structures, including improvement of a monitoring and evaluation framework.  A particular 
need is identified to undertake regular impact assessment surveys with more systematic data 
collection which should include key impact indicators and periodic case studies to address 
more qualitative aspects of PMA implementation and impact.  
 
(Source: Oxford Policy Management Ltd, “A Joint Evaluation - Uganda’s Plan for the Modernization of 
Agriculture”, November 2005) 

 
2) Japan (JBIC): Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on Evaluation with Indonesia 

and Philippines  
JBIC signed in May 2006 MOUs with Bappenas (National Planning Ministry) of Indonesia and 
NEDA (National Economic Development Authority) of Philippines respectively, to improve 
monitoring and evaluation of ODA loan-financed projects by Japan. With this MOU, JBIC aims 
to transfer its monitoring and evaluation know-how to both organizations through joint 
evaluation of loan-financed projects, and to follow up on lessons learned and recommendations
derived from those evaluations. Ways to improve the evaluation systems of respective 
institutions are also investigated.  Besides joint evaluation, JBIC is to set up a study group to 
develop an evaluation methodology in collaboration with those organizations.   
 
(Source: Information provided by JBIC) 
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1.11   Besides organising trainings and workshops, another modality of ECD support is to 
extend financial support for networking with evaluation associations and for conferences or 
events in the field of evaluation.  TA projects and programmes are yet another modality to 
promote ECD.  Many of the UNDP Country Offices (which have responded to the survey) 
utilise TA project/programme schemes in ECD activities in their respective country.  As for 
bilateral agencies, AusAID’s support to Vietnam is a typical example of TA support (see Box 4). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Box 4: Case of ECD support through TA project  
“Vietnam-Australia Monitoring and Evaluation Strengthening Project-Phase II” 

 (VAMESP II) by AusAID 
 
VAMESP II aims to assist the Foreign Economic Relations Department of the Ministry of 
Planning and Investment to establish an effective national system for monitoring and evaluating 
ODA in Vietnam.  The ultimate goal of the project is to maximize the benefits from ODA in 
Vietnam.  This project is formulated as a cross-cutting intervention which contributes to the 
quality of external assistance under the Vietnam Australia Development Cooperation Strategy 
2003-2007. 
 
The products of the project are: 1) a consolidated reporting system, 2) a group of people with 
the tools and the training to promote monitoring and evaluation, 3) case studies and training 
materials, and 4) a road map for the future in the shape of the national strategy.  Developing a 
harmonized monitoring format to be a standard of the Vietnamese government is the essential
part of the project.  Without this, harmonizing donor reporting would be of limited worth, with no 
counterpart reporting tool to align to.  According to the Mid-Term Review, the project is likely to 
achieve the institutionalization of the monitoring format during 2006. The initiative by the 
Vietnamese government to develop the national M&E strategy has heightened demand for a 
streamlined M&E system. 
 
Another important task of the project is to convince selected agencies (stakeholders) of benefits 
from monitoring and evaluation.  The Mid-Term Review recommended the continuous support 
of stakeholders in developing strategies to highlight to senior management how the harmonized
integrated monitoring data can be used to improve project management and performance, as 
well as the use of training programs developed by the project.  The project involves training 
and deployment of ‘champions of evaluation’ at each stakeholder and encouraging networking 
among the champions. 
 
VAMESP II is one of the examples of how best to extend ECD support at the national level 
through a TA project that targets key ministries in a partner country. 
 
 
(Source: AusAID,” Vietnam-Australia Monitoring and Evaluation Strengthening Project Phase 2 –Mid-Term 
Review” (Final Report), 23 April 2006) 
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Partnership with Other Donors in ECD 
1.12   In the survey, about half of the cases have partnerships with other donors, in which quite 
a few cases of joint collaboration among multilateral and bilateral agencies are observed.  In 
most cases they employ the modality of financial support for trainings and workshops or 
evaluation associations.  On the other hand, partnership between bilateral donors is very 
limited. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Box 5: Case of collaboration among donors  
 
1) International Program for Development Evaluation Training (IPDET)  
IPDET in Ottawa, Canada is presented by the World Bank and Carlton University with 
financial support from various donors. (In 2005, Canada, Denmark, Norway, Switzerland and 
United Kingdom are among the donors.)  IPDET is designed to meet the professional 
development needs of senior and mid-level evaluation and audit professionals working in 
developed and developing country governments, bilateral and multilateral development 
agencies, non-governmental organizations and the private sector.  It provides 80 hours of 
instruction in essential tools and techniques, current lessons from the field, guidance from 
experts, and hands-on opportunities to practice developing an evaluation design. IPDET 
2006 was attended by 188 people in total, representing more than 65 different countries from 
every region of the world. 
 
(Source: http://www.ipdet.org/ ) 
 
2) Distant Learning Training Course on Evaluation 
The World Bank Institute (WBI) and Japan (JICA) have collaborated in providing evaluation 
training through distant learning to partner countries since FY 2003. WBI and JICA worked 
together to develop a curriculum and teaching materials including case studies and 
textbooks, and implement training courses on three subjects: Management-focused 
Monitoring and Evaluation, Performance Outcome Indicators for Public Sector Management, 
and Qualitative Methods in Evaluation. The distant learning facilities in Washington, D.C, 
Tokyo and all the sites in participating countries are connected. So far, the trainings have 
been provided five times to a total of 365 participants from 12 partner countries in Africa, Asia 
and the Middle East. 
 
(Source: Information provided by JICA) 
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2. ECD Policy/Strategy and Budget (Q3 & Q4) 
 
2.1   The survey asked open-ended questions about the current ECD policy and strategy of 
each donor.  The responses on ECD policy and strategy have been extracted and categorised in 
Table 2 according to two dimensions: one is for objective oriented description (ECD for what) 
and the other for strategies and measures to materialise the objectives (how).  First of all, 
policies to strengthen evaluation systems in partner countries are outlined from various 
perspectives, including improvement of institutional and legal frameworks, identification of key 
ministries, and involving civil society organisations.  Responses to the survey also indicate that 
ECD policy tends to focus on the enhancement of project/programme management capacity, 
since evaluation is considered to be an integral part of a project life cycle.  In the case of 
UNDP, commitment to monitor MDGs at the country level seems to be reflected in their ECD 
policy. In the process of evaluation system enhancement, the importance for effective ECD 
support of reflecting local needs and the resources of partner countries is emphasized.   
 
2.2   Networking or knowledge sharing among donors and civil society as well as evaluation 
associations is also considered to be critical in ECD support. Utilisation of the DAC network 
and collaboration among UN agencies are related to this perspective. Some respondents 
reported on more concrete strategies or measures to materialise policies. For example, in 
addition to specific project support and training, cooperation with universities and the creation 
and use of ECD resource materials are indicated. Respondents also noted the need for training 
of staff on the donor side, including local staff at country offices. 
 
2.3   24 respondents reported on their ECD budget for the current fiscal year.  The budget 
ranges from USD 22,000 to 12,000,000. In two cases an amount of over 10 million was reported, 
and this is considered to have covered all the expenses of a development project/programme in 
which ECD is a part of the project component.  22 respondents reported a budget of up to USD 
1 million; of these, the average amount is around USD 320,000.  
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Table 2: Major ECD Strategy/Policy 
ECD Policy/Strategy 

 ECD Objectives 

<Development or improvement of evaluation system> 

Improving institutional and legal framework for policy monitoring and evaluation 

Enhancing evaluation capacity at institutional level 
Providing support for both the central ministry level and the municipal level responsible for 
the development of the monitoring and evaluation capacity 
Strengthening programme country evaluation capacity and involvement in evaluation process 
by the donor 
<Improvement of management capacity / service delivery> 

Strengthening project/programme management capacity, of which evaluation is a part 

Support to M&E as an integral part of TA projects 
Along with RBM(Results Based Monitoring) policy, ensuring improved service delivery of 
government 
<MDGs and PRSP> 

Focus on projects/programmes that contribute to MDGs target 

Monitoring MDGs and implementation of PRSP 

 Strategies and Measures 

<Reflecting local needs/conditions> 

Utilisation of local experts  

Emphasis on locally defined evaluation system 
Starting by identifying the main entrance (in central ministry) for all country programme and 
sector evaluations 
<Knowledge Sharing> 

Supporting selected countries to pursue ECD, with the hope that they will provide a strong 
demonstration effect to others 

DAC network as the main vehicle to share experiences 

Inter UN Agencies collaboration  

<Forming Partnership in Partner Country> 

Partnership with NGOs and counterpart government ministries 

Support for evaluation associations 
Efforts for creating national capacities in Universities in order to prepare professionals in 
RBM 
Training for parliamentarians on the control of the governmental actions and state budget 
implementation 
Fostering civil society organisations to participate in policy monitoring and evaluation 
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ECD Policy/Strategy (2) 

<Donor Capacity Improvement> 

Persuading operational staff in the donor agency to themselves support ECD 
Enhancing capacity of M&E specialists in country offices via capacity development 
programme under UNEG 
<Concrete Measures : modality, use of tools, OJT, etc.> 

Specific project support 

Embarking on joint programmes focusing on policy monitoring and evaluation 

On-the-job training, transfer of knowledge, skills, and expertise (local and international) 
Transfer of donor’s evaluation know-how to the partner countries, aiming at their own 
evaluation in the future 
Providing ECD foundation building such as creation of ECD resource materials, provision of 
M&E and ECD training and cooperative initiatives with other donors 
Use of UNDP’s RBME (Results Based Monitoring and Evaluation) package of monitoring 
tools 
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3. Challenges and Constraints of ECD (Q6) 
 
3.1   Major challenges and constraints have been extracted from the survey responses and 
categorised in Table 3. Many respondents pointed out issues of ownership, commitment and 
incentive of partner countries as major challenges. A low priority of evaluation in the 
government system due to lack of knowledge about the merit and importance of evaluation, and 
difficulty in mainstreaming evaluation into the bureaucratic system could weaken their demand 
for ECD. Some respondents mentioned that emphasis seems to be rather on credible monitoring 
systems than evaluation in some partner countries. 
 
3.2   Low priority of evaluation has eventually influenced the status of existing evaluation 
systems or related institutions in partner countries. A lack of such systems and of a legal 
framework is another big constraint for ECD.  Challenges also exist in ECD support at 
project/programme level, since in many cases M&E is not incorporated systematically into 
projects and programmes due to a lack of both strategic programming and of an efficient 
feedback loop to integrate lessons learned. 
 
3.3   In addition to the above mentioned constraints in partner countries, some respondents 
also touched upon issues on the donor side, such as less harmonisation among donors, less 
participation from partner countries, and limited resources at the donors’ side.   
 
 
 
 
Table 3: Major Challenges and Constraints 

Major challenges and constraints 

 Lack of ownership/commitment/incentive of partner countries 

Lack of ownership and commitment of partner countries due to insufficient demand or political 
will 
Limited demand in partner countries for independent evaluation according to DAC standards. 
This is considered a donor issue 
Difficulty to prioritise ECD and mainstream into existing heavily bureaucratic and unaligned 
governmental processes 
No national consensus on the role and mandate of evaluation 
Less incentive of partner countries for ECD/ Weak incentives of related entities for providing 
evaluation information 
Lack of importance applied to the role of M&E for project management 
Difficulty to ensure that evaluations and evaluative knowledge are actually used to inform 
decision making 
Weak demand due to lack of knowledge about the potential cost-effectiveness of M&E 
Little demand or capacity to establish evaluation function.  Emphasis seems to be rather on 
developing credible monitoring systems. 
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Major challenges and constraints (2) 

 Weak evaluation system/related institutions in partner countries 

Lack of government system and procedures for effective and efficient evaluation 

Non-existence of a legal framework for accountability, and if it exists, non-compliance 

Need to transform M&E into a discipline or part of the way of life of a programme or project 
Frequent changes in the national strategic programmes network impedes consistent, orderly and 
disciplined evaluation efforts 

Lack of efficient feedback loop to integrate lessons learned and to improve performance 

No focal point where ECD can be discussed 

Lack of baseline data 

 Limited resources/low skills in partner countries 

Limited resource and skills of the professional and support staff including political dimensions 
of decision making, not only evaluation skills 
Poor mastering of M&E techniques by civil servants involved in planning and reporting 

High turn-over of M&E staff in partner countries 

Limited fiscal resources for M&E 

Difficulty to identify the partners/beneficiaries (governments without evaluation system, NGOs) 

Unclear role and status of evaluators in partner countries 

 Lack of evaluation culture of partner countries 

Lack of an evaluation culture 

Difficulty to change the internal cultures of bureaucratic governmental institutions 

Persistence of impunity related to corruption and moral issues 

 Weakness in capacity and coordination on donor side 

Lack of Harmonisation of ECD among the donors 

Too many donor requirements set forth 
Difficulty of synergizing donor side M&E mechanisms with those of government and/or other 
key donors 
M&E concept varies even within UN family 
Donor behaviour, e.g. not using local resources/limited participation of evaluation team from 
partner countries 
Difficulty to involve operational staff in donor agencies, since ECD is a cross-cutting issue 

Limited range of resource materials prepared on ECD lessons and country experiences 
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4. Key Factors for Success—Good Practice Experience   (Q7)  
 
4.1   The survey asked donors’ experience of good practice cases and key factors for success 
based on those experiences.  Major factors from responses are compiled and categorised in 
Table 4.   
 
4.2   Ownership and commitment can be recognised as one of the critical factors for success.  
Especially commitment of a high-level government body seems effective.  Participation from 
partner countries seems to be essential not only in implementation, but also in planning ECD 
content.  It is obvious that good practices are supported by existing sound legal and 
institutional framework of partner countries.  
 
4.3   Training is the major modality of ECD.  Success factors for training include careful 
need assessment of training content, and a substantial amount of training together with 
institutional development.  Some respondents interestingly indicated the importance of 
follow-up activities after ECD support such as identification of lessons learned and assessment 
of capacity level of partner countries.  From the perspectives of sustainability and 
institutionalisation, such activities could continuously contribute to ECD efforts by partner 
countries.  Donor harmonisation in working closely with other donors and their ECD experts is 
also identified as one of the key factors.    
 
 
 
Table 4: Major Key Factors for Success identified through Good Practices  

Key Factors for Success 

 Ownership, commitment and incentives of partner country 

Commitment of the highest level in government to the functions and activities of the high-level 
monitoring and evaluation division 
When projects/programmes are able to use the information for better planning, for reshaping of 
projects and correction of problems, etc, they are more motivated to further development 
Identification of promising countries, where there is good demand for M&E and where there are 
good prospects of achieving significant progress being achieved 
Ownership of partner country (in case of Vietnam) was the critical factor for success 

 Local participation 

Involvement of national counterparts in the whole process 

Full local implementation of the French partners (SCAC at the Embassy) 

Working with local partners mixed from different sectors to share experiences 

Full participation of partner side at all stages 
Actually use the newly created capacity through joint evaluations and the involvement of 
local/national evaluation expertise in donor-led or jointly led evaluation teams 
Capacity not defined by donors but by the people in respective countries (in case of Mongolia) 

Allow ECD recipients a voice in shaping the content 
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Key Factors for Success (2) 

 Existence of Evaluation System 

Presence of a high level division for monitoring and evaluation that ensures that projects are 
implemented as planned and that they are viable, competitive and sustainable 
Sound legal and institutional framework 
Monitoring and evaluation procedures: an integral and effectively enforced component of any 
strategy or development programme 

 Training/resources 

Careful assessment of need before training is delivered 

High emphasis on training 
A substantial amount of training of individuals and TA for institutional development (in case of 
Uganda) 
Objectivity and independent-mindedness is very critical 

Monitoring and evaluation skills and knowledge/ the discipline and expertise has to be there 
Consultants with a great understanding of strategic evaluations and a good attitude to share 
knowledge 

 Follow Up 

Identification of lessons learned 

Follow up with partners to establish what use was made of the imparted knowledge  

Test to see what knowledge has been acquired 

 Donor harmonisation 

Working with other donors and agencies in developing and implementing M&E 
strategies/discussing strategies and collaborations (DAC meetings, open forums, workshops, 
conferences) 
Close collaboration between donor ECD experts and operational staff-via provision by former 
of advise, good-practice country examples, resource materials, names of good consultants, etc. 

 Combination of factors/modalities 

Providing multi-layered support (joint evaluation and dispatch of expert in case of Thailand) 
through collaboration with other agency 
Combination of factors including stability of staffing (high proportion of trained staff remain in 
tasks), high-level support in key places and existence of a mandate by Cabinet decree for 
evaluation 
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5.  Suggestions for Effective Measures (Q8) 
 
5.1   Table 5 shows the most important suggestions for effective ECD measures.  At the 
preparatory stage of ECD, a thorough study on the general situation of partner countries is 
underlined.  In that process, identification of national interest and commitment as well as 
relevant targeting of main actors is suggested.  
 
5.2   Responses also indicated several measures to ensure ownership, commitment and 
incentive for M&E.  They emphasize measures to convince senior management by clarifying 
the benefits of evaluation.  A careful demonstration that evaluations are tools to improve 
performance and decision-making is required.  Participation from the preparation stage of ECD 
support may raise awareness of partner countries.  Participation of various stakeholders 
including civil society in all stages of evaluation is also encouraged.  Some respondents 
mentioned the importance of partner-side involvement to define ECD requirements that are 
tailor-made for the situations of the individual country and organisation. This can help by giving 
warning of donor bias in ECD projects/programmes that have often been donor-driven. 
 
5.2   For the purpose of enhancement of evaluation systems and organisational management, a 
holistic approach is required that covers data collection, data aggregation, and data analysis. Not 
only the utilisation of existing organisations and networks, but also the establishment of M&E 
centres in partner countries are suggested as supportive measures.  In order to establish an 
evaluation system in an organisation, the responses indicate that effective budgeting procedures 
are a necessary precondition. Regarding individual competence for evaluation techniques, 
respondents suggested the need to enrich various training components, including evaluation 
methodology, training modality (e.g. case study approach) and the training package. 
 
5.3   Links with the global evaluation community for knowledge and skills sharing and 
exchange would contribute to fostering evaluation culture and awareness.  Several respondents 
suggested that support for a national evaluation body or even establishing regional centres of 
excellence to promote ECD in partner countries would be useful. At the operational level, 
networking and coordination among donors is another issue.  The survey reported that 
duplication or contradictions among partner countries’ ministries required by different donors 
often cause confusion in the field.  Responses suggested the need for streamlining the existing 
formats and procedures in a partner country, but determining to what extent and how donors can 
ensure coordination of methods or systems remains as a future task. 
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Table5: Major Suggestions for Effective Measures 
Suggestions for Effective Measures 

 Needs assessment / design of ECD support 

Any strategy needs to be derived from a thorough analysis of the general situation, the 
“demand” and the “supply” side 
TA design should include specific features to encourage, facilitate, and formalise the 
incorporation of evaluation results in decision making 
Specialised interventions through TA programmes and projects targeting relevant national 
institutions with adequate funding available 
Centrally-driven, by capable ministry 
Start with a diagnosis of existing M&E 
Establishment of M&E unit is often a prerequisite 
Need to clarify the allocation of tasks between partner country and donor in joint evaluation  

 Ensuring ownership / commitment / incentive of partner countries 

Need to identify countries which can demonstrate not only their interest but also their 
commitment to building capacity by providing and investing in their own people 
High-level ownership of and commitment to performance evaluation, demonstrated by budget 
and staff allocation, status within institutional hierarchy, and existence of an influential 
“champion for evaluation” 
Commitment of policy makers/high level managers to continuously promote the 
implementation of M&E systems 
Convince senior management of the usefulness and benefit of ECD 
Clarify benefits that are obtained when the results should be used in key operational, budget, 
investment and policy/strategy decision-making processes 
Exposure to examples of highly cost-effective M&E activities, and to growing evidence of the 
high returns to investment in M&E 
Bring benefits of ECD to the attention of high-level government officials to make it a 
government priority and ensure funding commitments  
Include national monitoring and evaluation (versus external donors evaluation) as requirements 
for development assistance projects and programmes, to increase national demand for capacity 
support and increase ownership 
Experience in learning process of evaluation that makes a real difference stimulates 
commitment and continuity 
Creation of awareness among senior decision makers during the preparation process of TA 

 Partner country involvement / participation 

Bringing together government officials, specialists, evaluators and Civil Society 
Working at the same time with the people in charge to decide and set up evaluation, and those 
who are responsible to implement evaluation, giving also a part to the beneficiaries 
Involve partner countries more in the individual evaluations from the start 

Participation by all key stakeholders in the TA preparation process 
Donors should work closely with local people: capacity requirements should be defined by the 
people in the respective countries, not by donors 
Evaluation is a science and an art, a democratic process and a research practice, requires 
specialised methods and has to be implemented by all parties 
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Suggestions for Effective Measures (2) 

 Enhancement of evaluation system/organisational management 
Holistic approach required that covers collecting data at the field and project levels, through 
various levels of aggregation and analysis for the end users 
Structural arrangements of M&E system to ensure the objectivity, credibility and rigour of the 
M&E information  
Supportive measures will include capacity development for existing organisations and networks 
for research, statistics, planning, monitoring and evaluation 
Need for systematic evaluation which covers ex-ante evaluation, implementation, mid-term 
review, ex-post evaluation, ex-post monitoring 
A precondition for evaluation is the introduction of programmatic budgeting based on 
developed strategies and action plans and which reflect expected results to be achieved over the 
next year 
Build reliable ministry data systems /danger of over-engineering the system 
Establish a system of M&E within the country, which enables an aggregation of results of M&E 
and the development of indicators/ provide software for project/programme database 
Development of software that can support efforts in capturing indicators, baseline, targets, etc. 
Possibility of building a regional centre of excellence to provide support and training across the 
region (through identification of partner country with strong commitment to ECD) 
Establish M&E responsibility centre in each project/provide technical support for the 
centre/focused evaluation of specific projects/programmes under specific time interval 
Establish linkage to MDGs reporting and monitoring 

Establish “Incentive and Accountability” system 

 Enhancement of evaluation technique/ skills / staff competence 

Possibility of building a regional centre of excellence to provide support and training across the 
region (through identification of partner country with strong commitment to ECD) 
A case study approach to training is needed to develop staff competency 

Direct practice in the field on a real experience after a theory-based seminar 

Involvement of national evaluators/researchers in the joint evaluation teams 

Provide training at the working level to relevant government agencies 

Putting emphasis on mastering the different tools for programming for result management  

New development of evaluation methodologies meeting local need 

 Knowledge sharing / networking 

Publication of experiences and use of Internet 
Online discussion groups to share knowledge and experiences / exchange visits and look-learn 
activities 
Link with wider/global evaluation community for knowledge and skills/personnel exchange 
Establishment of functional national evaluation societies led by the national government to 
promote the national development priorities 
Taking advantage of current resources (documents, papers) on ECD, such as those from the 
World Bank 
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Suggestions for Effective Measures (3) 

 Enhancement of capacity and coordination on donor side 

Teaming with other donors or other international agencies for M&E 

Joint efforts to evaluate PRSPs and joint assistance strategies are to be enhanced by all donors 

Ensure coordination among major development partners together with national government 
Streamlining the existing formats and procedures among donors (to avoid duplication or 
contradictions among ministries in partner countries requiring different procedures by donors) 
Donors should promote and support the role of the core national evaluation bodies, including as 
a standard feature, the establishing of liaison to these bodies of all evaluations 
Ensure availability of funds to provide regular training for staff of development agencies given 
the global importance of the MDG targets so that they can speak to partners on the issue of 
ECD/M&E with authority 
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Ⅲ.  Issues for Discussion at the Network Meeting 

 
１） The challenges and constraints from various perspectives—e.g. low demand in partner 

countries, their weak evaluation system, limited resources, lack of donor 
harmonisation—in promoting ECD support in partner countries are widely recognised 
among donors.  How can we address these issues to overcome those challenges in 
collaboration with partner countries? 

 
２） The need for full investigation into suggested effective measures is underlined, in order 

to share good practices and lessons learned from the past experiences among donors and 
partner countries.  How can we promote this process?  

 
３） How can we coordinate ECD efforts among donors?—e.g. utilisation of each other’s 

comparative advantage, use of existing resources, combination of multiple modalities, 
etc. To what extent and how can donors ensure coordination of methods or systems in 
ECD process of the same partner country? 

 
４） Reflection of partner counties’ views is essential for conducting ECD support effectively. 

How should we incorporate their views into various ECD activities in both cases of 
collective action by the Network and individual donor efforts? 

 
 
 
 
 


