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Abstract

LEAD (Log-frame Evaluation Application Design), a new evaluation method for program and policy levels
, will be discussed as a global trend in development Evaluation
. The importance of evaluation in development aid has grown significantly over the past several years. Traditionally, aid evaluations have been performed on individual projects. Since the mid-1980s, however, there has been a trend in aid organizations to expand the scope of evaluation from projects to programs and sectors. Moreover, the impact of the MDGs has accelerated this expansion. The LEAD method of program and policy evaluation was developed by FASID in 2003
. LEAD can be used not only for evaluation but also for aid coordination, and program or project planning. Importantly, LEAD is a very effective tool to strengthen a host country’s ownership and capability for evaluating programs that include many projects supported by different donor agencies. LEAD also has potentiality to encourage aid coordination among stakeholders. 

1. Introduction

The importance of evaluation in development aid has grown significantly over the past several years. Traditionally, aid evaluations have been performed on individual projects.  In Project evaluation, evaluation methods have been developed and used by development organizations.
 
From the mid-1980s, however, there has been a trend in aid organizations to expand the scope of evaluation from the project level to program and sector levels; this expansion is accelerating with the impact of the MDGs. More recently, the need for evaluation not only for the project level, but also for programs and policies under which multiple projects are conducted is increasingly being underscored. In 2002, the “Study Group for Evaluation on Public Policy and Programs” was convened under the initiative of FASID, with the aim to develop a new evaluation method for policy and program levels. Through intensive discussions and continued efforts, the study group participant experts developed the new Log-frame Evaluation Application Design (“LEAD”) method
. 
The LEAD method can be used for the following needs:
-To evaluate the various types of projects being implemented independently, but having similar overall goals as a comprehensive program
. 

-To evaluate multiple projects with similar overall goals, being implemented as a comprehensive program, delivered by various agencies.

-To link evaluation results to improvement of internal management.

This method is based on the PCM (Project Cycle Management) evaluation method that is the de-facto standardized method for evaluating international development projects funded by the Japanese government as well as other donors. The PCM evaluation method consists of three elements; namely, the PDM (Project Design Matrix) or the Log-frame; the five evaluation criteria (Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, Impact, and Sustainability), and the six cross-cutting viewpoints (Policies, Technologies, Environment, Society & Culture, Organizations & Institutions, Economy & Finance). 
Principally, LEAD is employed for evaluation at the program level. However, it is often difficult to formulate a Log-frame at the program level, if the projects involved were not initially designed to be components of a program. In such cases, there will be three preceding steps in order to formulate the Log-Frame. These three steps are: the Hierarchy Tree Development; the Logic Tree Development; and Project Mapping. 




2. 
Steps of LEAD
LEAD involves four phases (Initial, Preparation, Evaluation, and Improvement Phases) and a set of steps for each phase. 
	Phase
	Step
	Issues to be addressed

	1. Initiation Phase
	1-1. Evaluation Scope Planning


	For what purpose, and to what extent will be evaluated?

	2. Preparation Phase
	2-1. Hierarchy Tree Development

2-2. Logic Tree Development

2-3. Projects Mapping 
2-4. Log-frame Formulation

	What is the structure and content of the target program?

	3. Evaluation Phase
	3-1. Evaluation Study Design

3-2. Evaluation Study Implementation

3-3. Conclusions, 
Recommendations and 
Lessons Learned


	What are the results of the evaluation?

	4. Improvement Phase
	4-1. Feedback

4-2. Improvement Planning

4-3. Improvement Implementation


	What should be improved?

How should the improvement measures be implemented?


(FASID website)
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3. Characteristics of LEAD

(1) The Log-frame as a tool for understanding the target program

The target program can be expressed through use of a Log-frame. The Log-frame contains important information about the program such as its objectives, indicators and achievements, enabling the evaluator to understand the nature of the target program. The Narrative Summary of the Log-frame specifies the program’s Overall Goal, Intermediate Objectives, Activities, Inputs and Important Assumptions, allowing the evaluator to pursue detailed analysis on the results of the achievement. 

(2) Five evaluation criteria
LEAD procedures require clarification of the evaluation purpose during the Initial Phase. Program performance can be measured by five evaluation criteria (namely, efficiency, goal attainment, impact, relevance and sustainability). The evaluation criteria can be modified to meet the purpose or the needs of evaluation. Evaluation criteria are selected (subject to change) and clarified in the scope of evaluation. This should be presented to the stakeholders, including clients, before the start of the evaluation. In practice, it is a matter of balancing the evaluation needs with the available resources. 

Five Evaluation Criteria in Program Level Evaluation (FASID website)
	Evaluation Criteria
	Basic Approach
(As a whole)
	Advanced Approach

(About the Structure)

	Efficiency
	Consider the Productivity in implementation. How efficient is the manner in which the outputs are produced by the inputs? Are any inputs wasted? What about the adequacy of the inputs, considering the outputs and outcomes achieved?
	Consider adequacy in the use of the inputs provided by different agencies. Are there any redundant inputs? What about adequacy in the sequence of executed projects? Is there any efficiency-making effort, e.g. to share the same input by different agencies? 

	Effectiveness
	Consider the achievement level of the Overall Goal. Consider as to whether the Intermediate Objectives within the program contribute the achievement of the Overall Goal.
	Consider which component projects are effective or ineffective to the achievement of the Overall Goal. Consider the synergistic effects among the component projects.

	Impact
	Consider positive and negative impacts (changes) accrued directly or indirectly by the program.  The impacts that are not expected from the planning are also included.
	Consider which component projects are the most or least influencing in causing the impacts, in a positive or negative manner.

	Relevance
	Consider the relevance of the Overall Goal to the needs of the beneficiaries, the national and international  goals, socio-
economic trends, etc. 
	Consider the relevance of component projects and activities to achieve the Overall Goal. Consider the coherence among the component projects. Consider the maturity of the proxy-program as a genuine program. 

	Sustainability
	Consider the sustainability of the impact and benefits accrued by the program.  
	Consider which component projects provide the most or least influence to the sustainability of the program.



(3) Three steps for Log-frame formulation
Log-frame formulation for the target program can be difficult when the component projects have not been pre-designed to form a program. LEAD procedures for formulating a Log-Frame under such circumstances involve the analytical processes of; developing a hierarchy tree that reorganizes the subject of evaluation; developing a logic tree that constructs the objective-means relationships; and project mapping that illustrates the geographical distribution of projects. 

Hierarchy Tree
When there are numerous projects being implemented in multiple areas, it may be difficult to grasp the general picture of the projects to be evaluated. The LEAD method specifies the need to sort out the “means-ends” logic before proceeding to the Evaluation Phase. 

However, it may be both difficult and potentially erroneous to draw “means-ends” logics from “raw” information, as important elements can be overlooked during the rigorous process. Instead, the preliminary stage involves creating a diagram according to existing institutional approaches, or the existing hierarchical orders. This diagram called a “Hierarchy Tree” leads into the next stage of developing a “Logic Tree”. Stakeholders would usually find themselves familiarized with the Hierarchy Tree which in turn can facilitate understanding of the Logic Tree and Log-frame that are developed subsequently.

As its name suggests, a Hierarchy Tree stratifies the projects to be evaluated according to the institutional arrangement. One of the most common ways of arranging is by department or type of modality. The hierarchy (or stratification) can be made into multiple layers. 
Logic Tree 

The Logic Tree expresses the logical structure of projects and activities to be incorporated into a proxy program by reconstructing the logic of the components. Creating a Logic Tree is necessary to conduct a comprehensive evaluation. With the Logic Tree the following aspects can be evaluated:

· Holistic effects of various projects as a comprehensive program

· Relationships among projects and activities

· Single effects of projects, including the indirect effects

The evaluator is responsible for developing a Logic Tree with the participation of stakeholders to gather sufficient information, similar to the process of developing a Hierarchy Tree
. Overall Goal at the top of a Logic Tree is the common goal for which all related projects and activities are conducted. In many cases, this common goal is directly or indirectly related with MDGs or PRSP at macro level. Some clues for setting the Overall Goal can be found within the main goals of each project, which is set above the direct project purpose. Referring to the needs and the purpose of evaluation, or meeting with stakeholders will also give good clues. It is important to determine the Overall Goal by reaching a consensus among stakeholders.


The Concept Map of Program Evaluation







(FASID website)



· 
· 
· 




Project Mapping

The Logic Tree will include more than one project. However, even if there are citing of two very similar projects, the projects may be implemented – thus taking effect – in different locations. Project Mapping shows the geographical distribution of projects. In general, programs tend to cover wider areas than projects, thus highlighting the significance of Project Mapping for formulating the Log-frame.      

(4) Workshop by inviting stakeholders 
Workshops are encouraged as a fora through which stakeholders provide information and arguments as basis for the evaluator to make a Hierarchy Tree. The most effective method for making a Hierarchy Tree is undertaking a participatory hands-on workshop, using paper cards with the names of projects and activities. The Hierarchy Tree is then constructed by arranging these cards on a large sheet of paper on a wall. Such a participatory workshops are helpful in building consensus among the stakeholders. 
The purpose of this workshop process is to come up with a diagram that can be easily understood by the main stakeholders. 
4. Potentiality of LEAD 
(1) Effective tool for joint multi-d
donor evaluation
LEAD is especially useful for joint multi-donor evaluations. “Joint evaluations will have a distinct advantage as donors continue to shift their assistance strategies away from isolated projects and towards national, sector-wide programs that stress collaboration and harmonization of multi-donor assistance efforts (OECD,2000)”. Joint evaluations enable; streamlining procedures of evaluation; providing opportunities for donor agencies to learn and share their process and techniques; enabling a broader scope and number of evaluation questions; promoting higher quality and more credible evaluations, and fostering greater consensus among donors and host country agencies. (OECD, 2000) Joint multi-donor evaluations will need partner-country participation and ownership. 

At same time, there are several obstacles in conducting joint evaluations. For instance, there may be different interests among donor agencies in evaluation topics, evaluation policies, procedures, methods and reporting requirements. LEAD, as a participatory process has the potential to increase the advantages while minimizing obstacles.         

(2) Good stakeholder relations
In a Joint Multi-Donor Evaluation, establishment of good rapport with stakeholders is especially important. It is the project (or program) implementer who will receive recommendations from the evaluation process and turn them into actions for improvement. Collaboration among stakeholders, including the implementer, is critical for conducting LEAD, which requires the formulation of a logical diagram of target programs during the Preparation Phase with these stakeholders. Thus, LEAD is a cooperative evaluation method rather than a judgmental one, and formative rather than summative. It is critical that the evaluator is cognizant with such natures of LEAD, and commits to developing good relations with all stakeholders. 
However, at the same time, an evaluator who listens to all the demands and information that stakeholders provide is apt to end up overwhelmed, and with little credibility among stakeholders. It is equally important that the evaluator stay objective, fair and independent .
(3) LEAD as an aid coordination tool

LEAD can also be used for aid coordination and program or project planning. When various projects exist to achieve a shared goal, the aid organizations involved would work together to evaluate a program that includes those projects
. In 2003, a trial case evaluation of international assistance for regional development in the Republic of Karakalpakstan, Uzbekistan, was conducted using LEAD. The Aid Coordination Unit of UNDP, Uzbekistan is currently using elements of LEAD (the Hierarchy Tree and Logic Tree) as an aid coordination tool. These elements have enabled the sharing of information on all projects, and the identification of the logical relations between the common goal at the macro level and project purposes at the project level, between projects, and the role of each project in the context of achieving the common goal. The Logic Tree that was drafted through a stakeholder workshop held in Nukus, Uzbekistan in September 2003. The common goal of the Logic Tree is, “People’s well-being of Karakalpakstan is improved”. There are five intermediate objectives to achieve this, including health improvement, accessibility to enough good quality water, improving agriculture productivity, rehabilitated and conserved natural environment and increasing income. Under the common goal, an external factor is specified; “Negative impacts from uncontrollable factors”. Through use of the Logic Tree, each organization can identify its own role in the project, and the process for contribution to achieving the common goal, while  stakeholders share information. At the same time, parts where projects are concentrated, or alternatively, where project implementation is weak is become clear. This facilitates identifying prospective partner organization in aid coordination.        
(4) LEAD as a tool for capacity building
The program level involves various aid organizations often with different evaluation methods. Because what is being evaluated is essentially the development of the country itself, the host country government should take the initiative in evaluation, find out what needs to be improved and take necessary measures for improvement. To do so, their capacity for evaluation needs to be enhanced by developing human resource, and strengthening organizations and improving institutions involved in evaluation. LEAD can be an effective tool to strengthen host country ownership and capacity for evaluating programs that include various different projects.
If the evaluation is at the program level, and concerns several projects delivered by multiple agencies, it becomes necessary to identify the coordinating agency that feedbacks recommendations from the evaluation for improvements. If the coordinating agency is the local government, for instance, the evaluation team should include officers from the local government from the beginning stages of the evaluation. Such officers should be substantially integrated into the evaluation process, (listing of names as evaluation team members, or attendance in periodical meetings is not enough). The evaluation should be designed in accordance to the understanding of participating officers. 
It is no one other than the officers who can improve the projects with their coordinating capabilities. Coordination of multiple projects needs the competent capacity of understanding and analysing projects. Thus, the participatory nature of the processes embedded in LEAD are effective capacity building mechanisms for coordinating officers. 

The planning and implementing stages of LEAD are led by the evaluator, but active involvement of officers of the implementing agency or a coordinating agency will enhance feasibility and effectiveness of the recommendations drawn through LEAD. By participating in LEAD from the Preparation Phase, participating officers will learn the strengths and weaknesses of the target programs at full length. Thus, the recommendations and lessons drawn from such a participatory evaluation are likely to be more concrete and suitable for implementation. 

(5) Feedback mechanism

The dual objectives of evaluation feedback are learning and securing accountability. The Log-frame is especially useful for improving internal management. While the Log-frame is used for evaluation, the Log-frame’s can be used for program management in planning and implementation, too.
 The Log-frame formulated in the evaluation can be used as a basis for the subsequent phases of planning and implementation; the Log-frame formulation is effective and efficient in the long-run.  
For securing accountability, LEAD includes reporting as a process through which evaluation results are disclosed and fed back. This happens though  participatory stakeholder meetings to draft a “Commitment for Improvement”. The meeting discusses issues including; the extent of inclusion for recommendations; and roles of organizations for implementation, enhancing realistic implementation to follow. In practice, the meeting may call for a facilitator or consultant from the evaluation team. The representatives of the concerned party produce the draft version of the Commitment of Improvement.  However, it should be shared and agreed as a consensus of all the main stakeholders before final authorization. 

The evaluation study will have produced documents containing useful information. The results and other information from the preceding evaluation should be fully utilized within the planning process, especially when selecting alternative approaches. 

Unfortunately, there are many cases in which sound recommendations from valid evaluation processes are not implemented. One of the main causes is the lack of follow-up action to ensure the implementation of recommendations. Recommendations should be considered as a request for improvement that needs to be replied to from the concerned party.  The concerned party (the program implementer in most cases) that receives the recommendations should clarify their commitment to the request for improvement by issuing the Commitment of Improvement. 
　
5. Conclusion
LEAD is an evaluation method for program or policy levels. LEAD, as an effective tool for; joint multi-donor evaluation, enhancing good relations with stakeholders; aid coordination; capacity building and feedback mechanism, challenges the de-facto of project level evaluation. 
Principally, evaluation methods are tools for the evaluator. 
Application in real situations is the best way to improve tools. Tools should be easy to handle for users. In order to improve LEAD, feedback from users – evaluation experts, practitioners and academics – is welcomed. 
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�PAGE \# "'ページ : '#'�'"  �� Colinさんと同感。なぜ大文字になっているのでしょうか？


� I do not understand why this phrase “Global Trends …” uses capitals as it is not a conference theme.  I suggest deleting it and the phrase ‘will be discussed’.  Replace with “is a significant innovation in development evaluation.”


�Is this sentence necessary?  The previous and following sentence seem to flow together better without this sentence.


�PAGE \# "'ページ : '#'�'"  ��１つのプログラムに含まれるﾌﾟﾛｼﾞｪｸﾄの大目標は相互に「類似」しているのか？（あるいは共通する大目標なのか？）


�PAGE \# "'ページ : '#'�'"  ��　原文では、For stakeholders, … would be more familiar　と、断言的であるのを、”would usually find themselves”　とした。 


�PAGE \# "'ページ : '#'�'"  �� “as with the development of a Hierarchy Tree” とあるが、その主部に当たるのはどの部分か？（「ステークホルダーの参加を得て、evaluatorの責任で行うこと」と解釈して修正）


�PAGE \# "'ページ : '#'�'"  �� “as with the development of a Hierarchy Tree” とあるが、その主部に当たるのはどの部分か？（「ステークホルダーの参加を得て、evaluatorの責任で行うこと」と解釈して修正）
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�I suggest - “can jointly use LEAD to evaluate composite projects and the overall program.”


�I suggest - “can jointly use LEAD to evaluate composite projects and the overall program.”
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