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Attachments

1. Invitation

2. List of participants and e-mail contacts

3. Quality Review Synthesis report by Roger Riddell

4. Presentation slides from Burt Perrin & Roger Riddell

Introduction

1. The roundtable of invited experts and stakeholders was held on 4th November at DFID Palace St. chaired by IACDI Chairman David Peretz. Burt Perrin, IACDI member and consultant author to the study, along with Roger Riddell, member of IACDI and author of the Synthesis study, presented key findings. Nick York, EVD, gave a response from DFID, and mentioned the valuable experience of having been “evaluated” in this study. Participants were then invited to provide comments and feedback. 

2. There was strong endorsement of the study. Participants unanimously felt the recommendations were valid to most organisations and encouraged DFID to implement them. There was broad discussion around 5 key areas: organisational culture, the nature of evidence, “evaluability” and evaluation process, the role of partner countries and the Paris Declaration, and lesson learning.  
3. The main focus was on the organisational culture in DFID – can it be changed? Should it and how? It was acknowledged that senior leaders set the tone of organisations, and their attitude to and actions on evaluation quality and use would be important as DFID goes forward. DFID needed to consider difficult questions about its effectiveness – a high-performing organisation must be one that learns lessons. Increased spend and profile heightens need for accountability.  But DFID is not homogeneous and there were very good examples of the organisation supporting and learning from evaluation. 
4. This note summarises key points and messages arising in these categories. The IACDI  used these inputs to help revise recommendations of the study report which was formally considered at their meetings on 4/5th November. 
Key Messages

Organisational Culture
· Leadership at senior levels is critical to improving culture. Annual checks should be made on follow up of evaluation management responses, but this requires focused interest and incentives for continuity and development of institutional memory. 
· All evaluations require honest management responses with follow up (e.g. by Internal Audit) of implementation
· Higher quality of skills and greater assertiveness in DFID’s Evaluation Department (EVD) are needed to push forward quality overall; 
· Link evaluation findings with strategic decision making processes; but don’t lose the link with everyday lesson learning at the operational level
· Put greater emphasis on decentralised evaluations, placing ownership (and therefore more rigorous follow-up) with those who commission and will utilise the evaluations

· More recognition of trade-offs and creative tensions 

· Use of expert staff in EVD (or contracted-in experts) can help safeguard quality of work and avoid isolation or undue influence on external consultants

The Nature of Evidence

· The push on accountability (“political imperative”) for corporate results should not hinder - indeed it can help to drive a strong demand from the top of the organisation for high quality, independent evaluation. Achieve better balance between quantitative (numbers) and other sources of evidence: most DFID evaluation is qualitative by nature – utilise triangulation.  Where the report says evaluators should use their judgement when there is no evidence means they should draw on qualitative evidence when no numerical evidence is available.
· Better links between research (and methods) and evaluation functions

· Evaluations should set realistic limits and define expectations better

· Analytical techniques require greater scrutiny and rigour to ensure validity of evidence e.g. on how to draw conclusions from a series of case studies.  Guidance needed on application of “theories of change” model

· Stronger links could be made with evaluation evidence and results based planning
Evaluability & Evaluation Process

· Require evaluability screening as part of project design process including greater focus on risk assessment and mitigation 
· Strike a balance between evaluability and attribution – the latter being less important in multi-stakeholder evaluations
· Focus on less complex, more focussed evaluations: DFID needs other tools (and models), in addition to logframes to enable succinct and evaluable descriptions of the design of complex projects (those with diversity of objectives, multiple locations etc); Indicators utilised in evaluations might not reflect the dynamics and depth of projects.

· Recognise creative tensions between objectivity/independence and “clear-cut evidence” and the use evaluators’ expertise, and experience of those on the ground. Distinguish what is independent evidence and participatory evidence. Sorts of evidence deemed permissible are narrower than evaluators would like;
· EVD to challenge “blandness” of evaluation recommendations through greater independence

· Role for summative, post-programme evaluation and assessments of sustainability? This area appears neglected.
Partner Countries/Paris Declaration

· Balance tension between accountability to UK taxpayer and engagement with country partners and “demand-led” evaluation
· Engagement with country partners may lead to a trade-off between building capacity and ownership and the quality of product;
· The role of country partners and engagement of beneficiaries in the evaluation process is an important element of (long term) capacity development including in the decision making process of what to evaluate, and the utility of the work. Questions raised on the role of DFID’s country programme evaluations in this respect. 
· Consider using DAC network more flexibly on downward accountability, and cross-learning. Non-donor agencies (e.g. Gates Foundation) might have useful lessons from their evaluation approaches

Lesson Learning

· Lessons from the evaluation process are important: learning should go beyond published reports. Consider surveying consultants’ experience to improve transparency; and additional inquiries of the experience of intended beneficiaries. 
· Acknowledge the possible tension between corporate accountability and lesson learning within the organisation. 

· Creativity in communications is needed to make information more relevant and consumable

· There is wide scope for learning across HMG and conduits should be utilised either on thematic or systems basis

· DAC study of donor central evaluation departments forthcoming on systems for learning and accountability 
