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Executive summary

The objective of this evaluation was to determine whether AFD's evalua-
tion system met the objectives set out in its 2013 evaluation policy and whether
evaluations ultimately proved "useful. "The aim was also to reflect on possible
directions for a new evaluation policy, which would take into account the changing
expectations and needs in the evaluation field. AFD’s Evaluation Committee
(COMEVA) has acted as the contracting authority for this evaluation.

What is evaluation contributing to accountability requirements?
The issue of ODA accountability is becoming increasingly important. It
is certainly a concern for AFD (given the rapid expansion of funds managed by

AFD from 3.4 billion euros in 2007 to 14 billion in 2020). Expectations have grown

stronger that evaluations should deliver systematic feedback on results, demons-

trate the impact of strategic interventions, and the coherence of AFD’s interven-
tions with its international and national commitments. However,

- In order to provide systematic information on results, we have found that
the evaluations, which are largely qualitative and non-systematic, cannot
meet that demand alone, as they are one link in a chain that also includes
processes related to results monitoring, which are often still rather limited
at AFD.

- Regarding the requirements for the demonstration of the impacts of strate-
gic interventions, our finding is that AFD has taken stock of this demand in
recent years, as it has expanded the team in charge of impact evaluations
within the Evaluation Department (EVA) and explored new methods.

- Finally, concerning the need for information and analysis on the coherence
of the interventions with high-level political commitments, this is a largely
undeveloped field that will have to be further developed.

Howuseful are the evaluations forinforming action and decisionmaking?
Greater use could be made of evaluations within AFD to drive action and
decision making. One obstacle identified is that the evaluations often come too
late to feed decision making processes. For AFD’s governing bodies (its Executive

Management and Board of Directors), the evaluation process helps ensure the

quality of work, yet remains rarely referenced and has little influence on strate-

gic decision making. Recognizing that the usefulness of evaluations is related
to stakeholders’ involvement, the study makes recommendations related to
participation in evaluations’ processes.

- Programming of evaluations and monitoring of recommendations should
be more strategic and concerted, and should integrate, at appropriate
levels, AFD’s Executive Management, Board of Directors, AFD supervisory
ministries, counterparts (i.e, the organizations/institutions responsible for
the projects funded by AFD), as well as AFD staff.

- Involving AFD’s counterparts in the evaluations appears as a major issue in
the promotion of a “shared accountability” principle between AFD and its
counterparts. Putting counterparts at the forefront of design and manage-
ment of certain evaluations could contribute to further promoting dialogue
on public policies.
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What is the level of quality achieved by the evaluations?

The quality of evaluations is largely determined in the upstream stages,
through developing clear and focused evaluations questions, and ensuring the
evaluability of interventions (clear intervention logic, baseline, precise indicators,
etc.). Regarding the first point, evaluation work has tended to be built upon the
framework developed by OECD DAC (the Organization for Economic Co-operation
and Development’'s Development Assistance Committee). Nevertheless, we
observe a shift towards focusing evaluations on a limited set of questions and
criteria in recent years. The evaluability of interventions remains one of the
main shortcomings highlighted by many of the evaluations we have reviewed.

What roles and resources for the EVA Department?

Over the years, EVA (the AFD department in charge of evaluation)
has diversified the types of evaluation it carries out, has increased support for
decentralized evaluations, has explored the field of impact evaluation, and has
advanced AFD’s evaluation culture. Taking on new duties, diversifying evalua-
tions and promoting quality improvements in evaluations explain the increase in
financial and human resources of the department, in spite of a certain stability
in the number of evaluations conducted up to 2020. Nevertheless, given the
growing amount of the funding managed by AFD, having even more resources
allocated to evaluation could make sense.

In summary, we would like to emphasize that the new evaluation policy
would benefit from a parallel reflection on the improvement of AFD's results
monitoring system, a redefinition of the relationship between AFD and its counter-
parts in terms of evaluation, and a more strategic and concerted approach
to monitoring and evaluation within AFD. The role of the future Independent
Evaluation Commission, announced in the 2021 “Law for solidarity development
and the fight against global inequalities”, must also be considered to optimize
complementarity.

Evaluation of AFD's Evaluation Policy
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1. Keyfactson
evaluation at AFD

In 2013, AFD adopted an evaluation
policy that has since served as a framework
forits evaluation practices. The present study
forms an evaluation of this policy. The main
purpose of this evaluation is to determine
whether the system established by AFD has met
the objectives set out in its evaluation policy
and whether the past evaluations were ultimao-
tely “useful.” The aim is also to reflect on future
directions that must be builtinto a new evaluation
policy, taking into account the changing expecta-
tions and practices in the field of evaluation.

AFD’s Evaluation Committee (COMEVA)
acted as the contracting authority for this
evaluation and has ensured its independence.
The evaluation covers the 2007-2020 period
(i.e. before and after the evaluation policy was
adopted), and the whole range of evaluations
undertaken. It examines multiple data sources,
using, in a complementary way, the results of:
- a quantitative review of evaluation at AFD

over the 2007-2020 period;

- an online survey of internal and external
respondents, which received more than 470
responses;

- dpproximately one hundred interviews
conducted within AFD and with key
stakeholders from within its environment;

- the review of a sample of 30 evaluations
conducted in the 2007-2020 period;

- the examination of documentation from AFD
and the evaluation sector.

Before presenting the main findings and
the associated recommendations, the study
highlights key points related to evaluation at AFD,
its organization, and the evaluations conducted.
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11 How evaluation is organized

The current AFD’s evaluation policy
started to be discussed in 2007 and was drafted
between 2011 and 2013. It reflects the debates
that existed during that time, in particular the
balance between the objectives assigned to
evaluation (accountability, improving action,
producing knowledge), the diversification of
evaluation exercises, the number of evaluations
to be carried out, or the positioning of the EVA
Department. The policy served mostly to clarify
the scope of evaluation at AFD, its objectives
and to uphold existing evaluation practices. It
set few measurables objectives and was not
further outlined in the form of a roadmap or an
action plan.

The EVA Department (EVA) is in charge
of evaluation at AFD. It has been located within
the Innovation, Research, and Knowledge (IRS)
Directorate since 2006. This position within the
IRS Directorate reveals the desire not to position
evaluations as an exercise of control, and to
maintain a certain level of independence with
the operational teams.

AFD’s evaluation governance brings
together the Board of Directors, AFD Executive
Management, COMEVA, and the Observatory
of the French National Council for Development
and International Solidarity (CNDSI). COMEVA,
whose members are appointed by the Board of
Directors,was created in October 2009 to “support
AFD in the fulfillment of its mission to be accoun-
table and evaluate its actions in anindependent
and transparent manner.” The programming of
evaluations is submitted for opinion to COMEVA
and the Observatory of the CNDSI, presented to
the Board of Directors, and then approved by
AFD Executive Management.

1.2 The evaluations conducted

A total of 490 evaluations have been
conducted since 2007, on Operations Directorate
(DOE) projects. A strong increase occurred
between 2008 and 2010, before leveling off in
2011 (with an average of 30 to 40 evaluations

per year).

AFD has developed adiverse range of
evaluation exercises. The diversity of evalua-
tion approachesis, in fact, higher at AFD than at



many other public donorsin the aid sector.In the
last few years, this diversification of formats and
methodologies has been animportant driver, as
opposed to simply pushing for an increase in
the number of evaluations. The diagram below
illustrates the distribution of evaluations at AFD
over the 2007-2020 period.

Projectevaluationsrepresentthelarge
majority of the evaluations conducted (73%).
Most of them are decentralized at the AFD country
offices level, and are driven at this level, even
though EVA supports them throughout most
steps.

The effort level (i.e., the percentage of
projects being evaluated) has been relatively
constant since 2015,at40-45% (compored with
a 50% objective announced in the 2014-2016 AFD’s
Resources and Objectives Contract [MOC]). This
evaluation effort can vary by a factor of two
depending on the technical sector or geogra-
phical area concerned.

Evaluation of AFD's Evaluation Policy

An acceleration or “‘catching up” of the
evaluation effort can be observedinrecent years
oninterventions that are strategic for AFD, such
as policy-based loans (PBLs), 59% of which were
evaluated in the 2013—-2020 period. A significant
evaluation effort is also observed in strategic
regions (including the Greater Sahel region, with
a specific objective of 75% of projects undergoing
evaluation, as announced in the IRS Directorate’s
2019-2022 strategy).

Diagram 1 - A breakdown of the evaluations conducted at AFD (2007-2020).

Project Policy-based loans .
Evaluations Project
348
Impact .
EelEEEns Impact evaluation 12
Literature review 2
Studies Evaluation method and role 9
Mapping/Portfolio review/Assessment 9
Theme 25
Strategy/Instrument 22
Analytical review
Broad-scope vt 5
Evaluations Country a
Cluster n
Cross-analysis of evaluations / Meta-evaluations 20
Capitalizations Experience-based and documentary-based capitalization |l 15
o 100 200 300 400

Source: Kayros, based on data provided by AFD.
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2. Key findings

The findings of this evaluation are
organized into four key areas:
- the capacity for evaluation to meet the
increased demand for accountability;
- the usefulness of evaluation in informing
and improving decision making and action;
- the quality of evaluations;
- the coordination, management and the
resources for evaluation.

21 Evaluations in a time of increasing
demands for accountability

The question of the place and nature
of evaluation at AFD is topical given the rapid
expansion of funds managed by AFD (which
increased from 3.4 billion euros in 2007 to 8 billion
in 2016, and to 14 billionin 2020). The 2013 evalua-
tion policy was developed as AFD was growing
into a major player of the French ODA.

The growing consideration given
to accountability is reflected, for example, in
the creation of an Independent Evaluation
CommissionforFrench developmentassistance—
as suggested in the 2018 Berville report on the
modernization of }oqrtnership policy in the
development field. 1 This step-up in the issue
of ODA accountability result in higher expecta-
tions for evaluation, but also for all processes
that contribute to accountability.

“Accountability” covers three fairly
distinct sets of expectations, namely:

- access to systematic aggregated data on
the proper use of funds and the immediate
results of interventions;

- access to more in-depth information on the
impact of certain strategic, large-scale, or
particularly innovative interventions;

- access to consolidated information on the
coherence of interventions with the high-le-
vel political and strategic commitments
taken by AFD and its supervisory ministries.

1l Modernisation de la politique partenariale de développement —
https://www.gouvernement.fr/partage/10475-rapport-d-herve-
berville-sur-la-modernisation-de-la-politique-partenarial-de-
developpement
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We observed that the ability of evalua-
tion to meet these demands is highly variable
and that a series of cultural and organizational
challenges interferes with them.

2.1.1 - Evaluations are in a “poor position”
to meet the demand for systematic
information on the immediate results of
interventions

The first demand, in terms of accoun-
tability, concerns the access to systematic and
aggregated dataonintervention results. However,
we found that evaluations were currently in a
“poor position” to meet this demand in a systemor-
tic way. Evaluations are largely qualitative, and
roughly half of the projects are evaluated,
therefore producing an incomplete response.
Evaluations are, in fact, part of a continuum
(which also includes the entire results monito-
ring process), and it is necessary to specify the
contribution of evaluation to this continuum.

A large part of the response to the
demandforaccessto systematic and aggregated
information onintervention results is to be found
in the upstream stages preceding the evalua-
tions—in systematically establishing robust
monitoring mechanisms for interventions and
inthe ability of these mechanisms to be results-
oriented (not just input-oriented). Our findings
suggest that these mechanisms currently remain
quite weak, in their capacity to define robust
frameworks for objectives andindicators, in their
capacity to establish documented baselines,
and to collect data throughout the interventions.

Efforts have been made to support
AFD staff and counterparts (i.e. the organiza-
tions responsible for AFD-funded projects) to
put monitoring systems in place. However, the
challenge now is about achieving a greater
recognition for monitoring as a key activity within
the project cycle.The current lack of recognitionis
reflected in the observation that there s a certain
degree of uncertainty internally regarding who
can support the operational teams in develo-
ping and running more robust projects monito-
ring systems.



2.1.2 - An effort in terms of measuring the
impact of strategic interventions

Giventhe demandforin-depthinforma-
tion on the impact of strategic interventions,
impact evaluation has a key role to play.Impact
evaluations can indeed provide information
and data on the causal relationships between
interventions and their impacts (even though
they require a certain level of hindsight and
therefore remain difficult to connect with policy
agendas).

Our finding is that AFD has taken
stock of this demand in recent years, as it has
expanded the teamin charge of impact evalua-
tions within the Evaluation Department (EVA) and
has explored new impact evaluation methods.
In our opinion, this widening of scope is a good
thing and should now focus on the exploration
of new methodologies, beyond the counterfac-
tual methods, which would help open impact
analysis to a larger pool of interventions.

2.1.3 - The challenge of demonstrating
the coherence of AFD interventions
with its high-level policy and strategy
commitments

The third expectation in terms of
accountability concerns the need for consoli-
dated information related to the coherence of
interventions with the high-level policy commit-
ments of AFD and its supervisory ministries. This
expectationis clearly expressed by the supervi-
sory ministries and Members of Parliament and is
also a growing concern of AFD’s governing bodies
(Boards of Director, Executive Management).
Coherencerelates directly to how interventions
align with (|) the frameworks defined by AFD itself
(corporate mission, Strategic Orientation Plan,
Sectoral Intervention Framework, Cross-cutting
Intervention Framework, etc.), (ii) the policy
guidelines set out by the supervisory ministries,
and (jii) France’s major international commit-
ments (Sustainable Development Goals [SDGs],
Paris Climate Agreement, etc.).

Evaluation of AFD's Evaluation Policy

In a time for increasing demands for
accountability, our finding is that, overall, AFD
has increased its effort, particularly through:

- developing an accountability framework
(revamping aggregated indicators across
projects, sectors, and geographies; training
accountability focal points; objective set at
50% of projects undergoing evaluation; etc.);

- producing and disseminating accountabi-
lity outputs (an annual report drafted with
the respective evaluation departments of
the supervisory ministries, a biennial report
on AFD’s evaluations, the uploading on
the AFD website of evaluations reports or
summaries, as well as reports on indicators
that aggregate across projects, sectors, and
geographies, etc.);

- exploring approaches that contribute
to accountability (the development and
expansion of impact evaluations, the
development of “cluster” evaluations, etc.).

A framework is therefore emerging in
orderto meetthe demand for accountability. The
challenge lies in its practical application and in
the remediation of a series of shortcomings or
weaknesses—though these weaknesses aren't
all dependent on evaluation.

2.2 Evaluation’s usefulness in improving
action and decision making

One of the greatest challenges
for evaluation lies in its ability to influence
decision-making and management to ultima-
tely improve action. Given the finding that
evaluation is most useful to those that actively
participate in it, the involvement of the various
parties concerned with the evaluationsis acentral
issue that must be considered at all stages of the
evaluation cycle: programming, implementation,
and follow-up of their recommendations as well.

The general view shared by many
respondents, regardless of their profile, is
that AFD’s evaluations have little influence on
improving and driving action or decision making.
Theriskthatis put forwardis that time and energy
might be mobilized internally on exercises that
have limitedimpact oninterventions and strate-
gies.The challenge for AFD is therefore toincrease
the willingness of projects stakeholders to get
involved in the evaluation processes, and to
address the barriers that limit availability.
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We present five findings regarding
evaluation governance and stakeholder engage-
ment (stakeholders include among others
AFD governing bodies, supervisory ministries,
operational teams, and counterparts).

2.2.1 - Evaluation programming: an
exercise insufficiently strategic and
concerted

For AFD governing bodies (the Executive
Management and the Board of Directors), evaluo-
tion currently remains first and foremost areassu-
rance mechanism, due to its very existence.
Though it yields little influence on strategic
decision making, it helps ensure the quality of
work. This finding calls for animprovementinthe
overall visibility of the most strategic evaluations
to the Executive Management and the Board of
Directors. A greater involvement of these bodiesin
guiding evaluation programming would respond
to this visibility challenge.

More generally, evaluation program-
ming continues to be handled with too little
strategic intent and the level of consulta-
tion with other parties that could benefit from
evaluations (supervisory ministries, operatio-
nalteams, and counterpqrts) is too low. A more
strategic approach to evaluation programming
and broader stakeholder involvement would be
needed to ensure greater ownership of evalua-
tions by all stakeholders.

Furthermore, the usefulness of evaluo-
tions is optimized when they are conducted at
the right time and formatted to inform projects
management and assist with decision making.
Our finding, however, is that the evaluations (cmd
in particular project evaluations) often come
toolateinthe process compared to the timeline
of decision making. AFD’s efforts to shorten the
time between the completion of operations and
evaluation, have gradually contributed to making
evaluations more directly useful to improving
action. However this shortened time frame
doesn’t solve everything. Evaluation program-
ming is still largely dominated by the ex-post
evaluation model and still doesn’t sufficiently
explore the various possible formats and timings
(midterm evaluations, evaluations during the last
year of the project, etc.) that could be applied
depending on the objectives pursued.
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2.2.2 - Alack of follow-up on evaluation
recommendations that undermines the
usefulness of evaluations

A purpose of evaluation is to make
recommendations to improve interventions.
These recommendations aren't binding; however,
itis necessary to monitor how they are received,
and how those that have been selected are
implemented.

Our finding is that the stakeholders that
could derive the most benefit from evaluations
(operational teams, contracting authorities,
governing bodies) are rarely involved in respon-
ding to recommendations, or in following how
they are put into action. Internally, this lack of
follow-up is seen as one of the reasons for the
insufficient influence of evaluations on projects’
design and funding decisions.

One of the explanations often given for
this shortcoming is the substantial expansion of
AFD's sectoral and geographic coverage over the
past decade, which has led to frequent "disconti-
nuity”in the actions undertaken. Another explana-
tory factor is the predominance of a "disburse-
ment culture” within AFD, with more attention
givento project appraisal than to the analysis of
ongoing or completed interventions. To address
this situation, AFD faces a challenge that is both
cultural and organizational.

2.2.3 - The perception of evaluations by
operational teams: closing the gap

We have observed a certain “distan-
cing’ of operational teams from evaluation and
the role it can play for them (this distance being
more pronounced within AFD country offices
staff than within headquarters staff).

Nevertheless, the interest in evaluo-
tionis rising overall, thanks to the ties developed
between EVA and other departments and
operationalteams, to a more substantial involve-
ment of EVA in decentralized evaluations, and to
an increasingly close coordination with DOE on
evaluation programming.

It must be noted that this shift has hit
a “glass ceiling” in recent years, due to the very
perception within AFD that evaluation must avoid
being a burdensome constraint for operational
teams. Itis therefore still a challenge to advance



evaluation culture with operational teams and
to obtain a greater involvement of these teams
in evaluations.

2.2.4 - Counterparts and their role
in evaluation: an ideal of “shared
accountability” that is difficult to achieve

AFD’s current position is to consider its
counterparts as “accountability partners,” and to
treat evaluations as opportunities for dialogue.
This should logically lead to the co-design of
evaluations and the co-management of evalua-
tion’s processes. This appears even more logical
given that the data concerning the results of the
interventions isn’t, for the most part, under the
control of AFD. The counterparts are the front
line of the data collection regarding projects.

Our finding is that national stakehol-
ders, and, first and foremost, the counterparts,
are not very involved in the evaluation processes
setup by AFD and that they most often perceive
these evaluations as being of little use for them.
Decentralized evaluations are a good example.
They provide an opportunity for dialogue between
counterparts and AFD about intervention results.
However, this dialogue often has had difficulty
emerging.

This observation must be qualified. AFD
country offices and the EVA Department have
worked hard to bolster the involvement of AFD
counterpartsinthe management of evaluations.
In crisis areas, AFD strong focus on evaluation
has come with more involvement of counter-
parts, and often a strengthened dialogue around
evaluations. However, as AFD is emphasizing its
role as a platform and the position of counter-
parts as “accountability partners,” it remains to
be seen how AFD counterparts can take greater
ownership of the evaluations.

2.2.5 - Links with the other public
institutions involved in ODA: coordination
must be bolstered

The coordination of the evaluation of
French ODA involves AFD’s supervisory ministries
(the Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs [MEAE],
the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Finance

Evaluation of AFD's Evaluation Policy

[MEAF], and the Ministry of the Overseas [MO]).
Depending of the projects, various departments
in these ministries are interested in the evalua-
tions carried out by AFD. Each of the supervi-
sory ministry also has its own evaluation unit,
with established links with AFD’s evaluation unit.

A series of information channels and
products exist to report on AFD’s evaluation activi-
ties:the annual note to the Board of Directors and
the Observatory of the CNDSI, which presents
an overview of the evaluations conducted
during the year and the planning for the years
to come; the biennial report prepared jointly
by the evaluation units of MEAE, MEAF and AFD
for the Members of Parliament. In spite of this
existing products, we observe a desire (from
the supervisory ministries) to establish closer
ties with the evaluation activities conducted at
AFD. This involves a demand for more in-depth
information on the evaluations and the activi-
ties of the EVA Department, a request for higher
involvement in strategic evaluations, a proposal
to develop joint evaluations, and a demand for
increased sharing between evaluation units on
tools and methods.

2.3 Evaluation quality

The survey and the interviews give a
medium range appreciation of the quality of
evaluations, the most critical respondents being
AFD staff. Three primary drivers of evaluation
quality were identified by respondents: (i) the
evaluation framework, (ii) the evaluability of the
interventions, and (jii) the level of analysis and
the actionability of recommendations.

2.3.1 - Evaluations are becoming more
focused

The evaluation frameworks, the clarity
of the terms of reference (ToR), their scope, and
their evaluation questions are all perceived by
the respondents of this evaluation as being a
primary driver of evaluation quality.
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Most of the evaluations that were
assessed (mostly project evaluations, but also
other types) were built around the OECD DAC
criteria (relevance, coherence, effectiveness,
efficiency, impact, and sustainability), typically
considering allthese criteria and weighting them
all quite similarly. This comprehensive, balanced
consideration of the evaluation criteria often
leads to a superficial analysis of each of them.

However, a shift towards considering
the DAC criteria as a guideline and developing
focused and contextualized evaluation questions
is noticeable in recent years. This is apparent in
the ToRs of the latest project evaluations. This shift
has to do with the remodeling of the standard ToR
template, but also, and more importantly, with
the time spent by EVA to support agencies and
technical divisions in drafting the ToRs (in particu-
lar in developing the evaluation questions).

2.3.2 - Evaluability remains problematic

Most of the evaluations reviewed
mention that they have faced a difficulty related
to the “evaluability” of interventions (i.e., their
readiness for evaluation—which would require
a clear intervention logic, a well-established
baseline, precise and realistic indicators, data
related to the indicators, etc.). Aimost half of
evaluation reports reviewed call attention to
the issue of the evaluability of the intervention
or the strategy being evaluated.

The lack of data is viewed internally
as one of the main shortcomings of many of
the evaluations. The difficulty for evaluations
to take stock of the interventions and to pass
judgment therefore comes in part from the
upstream stages—from inadequate formaliza-
tion of intervention logics and weakness of the
monitoring mechanisms.

Weak focus on setting up monitoring
systems during the appraisal and launch phases,
combined with low capacity for data collec-
tionin subsequent phases of interventions, result
in low evaluability. However, efforts have been
made by AFD to support teams and counter-
parts in establishing more robust monitoring
frameworks, particularly in areas considered
strategic by AFD, like the Sahel region.
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2.3.3 - Critical analysis and
recommendations need to improve in
quality

The survey and the review of the evaluo-
tions sample converge on the fact that many
evaluations remain too descriptive and aren'tup
to standards interms of both the critical analysis
and the quality of the recommendations. Among
the explanations is AFD’s frequent emphasis on
having evaluators reconstruct the intervention
logic and history, at the expense of the rest of
their work.

This expectation that evaluation should
play a descriptive function has to do with the
project completion reports (PCRs) not being
produced as regularly as they should. If this
memory and review exercise is missing, itis only
logical that evaluations are asked tofillin the gap
left by the lack of final reporting, at the expense
of the evaluations’ quality. Since 2018, a catch-up
effort has been launched and the percentage
of projects with a PCR has increased. This should
free the evaluations from that descriptive role.
Instead of filling the void for missing PCR, evalua-
tions would be able to build on them,

In addition, some of the recommenda-
tions made by the evaluations are perceived as
being imprecise, unactionable, or parachuted.
Evaluators capacities, unclear evalua-
tion questions, and a lack of space for the
co-construction of recommendations are only
afew of the many different factors accounting for
this observed difficulty in producing recommen-
dations that are conducive to change. We
observed that, in order to address this deficiency,
the co-construction of recommendations has
become a more regular fixture of evaluation’s
processes in recent years.



2.4 Coordination, management, and
resources for evaluation

Evaluation coordination and manage-
ment cuts across all of the above challenges. In
this section, we look more precisely at the roles
of the EVA Department and COMEVA, and at the
issue of the financial and human resources made
available for evaluation.

2.4.1 - The Evaluation Committee’s steering
role seems to be weakening

COMEVA was created in October 2009
to “support AFD in the fulfillment of its mission to
be accountable and evaluate its actions in an
independent and transparent manner.” COMEVA'’s
role seems less clear than in 2013, however, and
its responsibilities seem to have been watered
down. One of the initial objectives was to have
an authority capable of promoting evaluation at
the Board of Directors level. Access to the Board
of Directors has increased and the issue now
appears less critical. At the same time, COMEVA
doesn’'t seem to be playing a pivotal role in terms
of the monitoring of evaluation quality or in the
programming of evaluations.

Maintaining this structure, which is
currently being called into question, doesn't seem
to be possible without redefining its composition
and mandate. This will have to be addressed
during the preparation of AFD’s new evaluation
policy. The contours and responsibilities of the
future Independent Evaluation Commission will
also have to be considered.

2.4.2 - Substantial changes in EVA’s
mandate and resources

The EVA Department has pursued a
strategy built around four main lines of action
over the past years: diversifying, exploring,
supporting, and connecting. EVA has diversified
the evaluation types, explored the field of impact
evaluation, increased support to decentralized
evaluations, and has sought to draw closer to
other services, high-level management, and AFD
country offices. This diversification explains the
strongincrease in budget and human resources
in the department, despite a certain stability in
the number of evaluations conducted.

Evaluation of AFD's Evaluation Policy

Overall, we view this diversification
as being a positive development. It addresses
several key expectations formulated in the
preceding pages, including the need for more
in-depth information on the impact of certain
interventions, animproved quality of decentro-
lized evaluations, and anincreased usefulness of
evaluations for operational teams and governing
bodies. We also note that, overall, EVA has a key
role to play over the next few years in addressing
most of the challenges and recommendations
laid out in this evaluation.

2.4.3 - Increased resources for evaluation,
that could nevertheless be stepped up
even further given the challenges of
evaluation at AFD

EVA’s human resources have been
strengthened in recent years. The growth was
especially significant in 2017, 2018, and 2019. EVA
only had around 10 FTEs (full-time equivalent
positions) between 2007 and 2016. This increased
to 24 FTEsin 2019. The budget allocated to evalua-
tions has also increased regularly since 2015
(rising from 2.9 million euros in 2015 to 5.6 million
euros in 2019). This budget includes the cost of
EVA's human resources, evaluation providers,
and the evaluation processes themselves.

In spite of the increase in staff and funds
allocated to evaluation, the budget that AFD
is dedicating to evaluation remains low as a
percentage of AFD’s funding commitments. The
increase of the resources allocated to evaluation
is, in fact, more or less in line with the increase
of AFD’s overall budget since 2015.
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3. Challenges and
recommendations

Our findings highlight 15 key challenges
for evaluation at AFD. For each of these challen-
ges, we suggest a series of recommendations to
be discussed when preparing the next evalua-
tion policy. These 15 challenges are grouped in
four key areas:

3.1 Priority Area No.1-Improving tools
and processes to meet accountability
requirements

CHALLENGENO.1-CLARIFYINGTHECONTRIBUTION
OF EVALUATION TO ACCOUNTABILITY

11— Inthedrafting of the future evalua-
tion policy, delineate the contribution of evalua-
tion to accountability, and clarify how this
contributionis articulated with others, and, in
particular, with the contribution made by the
monitoring of results throughout the interven-
tions. This work would benefit from being carried
out jointly with AFD’s supervisory ministries and
governing bodies in order to formalize a shared
vision, both in terms of accountability expecta-
tions vis @ vis AFD as well as how evaluation can
meet them.

1.2 - For the time being, maintain the
principle of a percentage of interventions that
must be evaluated (currently 50%), without
resorting to a random selection of evalua-
tions. The minimum threshold helps ensure
the persistence of the evaluation effort and
remains as a guarantee of credibility (without
forming aresponse to the systematic demand for
information on results). This objective is currently
necessary to provide reassurance on the quality
and performance of interventions and will remain
so as long as monitoring systems remain quite
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weak or report back too little data on results. On
the other hand, any random sampling of interven-
tions to be evaluated would be inconsistent with
the need for a more strategic programming
of evaluations, which results in selecting the
interventions to be evaluated based on specific
objectives, expressed by the operational teams,
partners, or supervisory ministries.

CHALLENGE NO. 2 - STRENGTHENING RESULTS
MONITORING MECHANISMS: THE TWIN PILLAR
OF THE RESPONSE TO ACCOUNTABILITY
REQUIREMENTS

2.1 - Increase support to operational
teamsin setting up and running result monito-
ring mechanisms. This enhanced support
involves having AFD undergo a cultural and
organizational transformation, which would
make results-based management a structu-
ring orientation for the organization, as well as
give more importance to results’ monitoring in
the role and practices of the operational teams.
To achieve this, it willbe necessary to make time
for monitoring in the operational teams planning,
and to clarify how operational teams and their
partners are to be supported (individually or
collectively), and to mandate a service within
AFD to provide this support.



2.2 -+ Keep articulating, with the
sectoral divisions, result indicators (related
to the monitoring of projects) and aggregated
indicators that provide a more “macro” picture
of AFD’s results. In several sectors, the finding
is that the two levels of indicators don't easily
“talk” to each other, in spite of work conducted
internally to elaborate pyramids of indicators.
Frameworks of connected indicators, from the
intervention level to the global level, that would
make sense for those tasked with field monito-
ring, would be an important step to improve
monitoring mechanisms.

CHALLENGE NO. 3 = FURTHER REINFORCING
IMPACTEVALUATION APPROACHES INALL THEIR
DIVERSITY

3.1- Continue developing counterfac-
tual impact evaluations, especially when the
demonstration of the impact can be extrapolated
tolarge swathes of AFD’s action and can therefore
contribute greatly to accountability. At the same
time, it would be in AFD’s interest to have aflexible
approach to impact evaluation (which AFD has
started doing) and to exploit the opportunity for
dialogue and capacity building they provide.The
space given to impact evaluation at AFD must
take into consideration the role that the future
Independent Evaluation Commission could be
willing to assume in this evaluation category.

3.2 - Beyond counterfactual
approaches, other methods of impact and
change analysis should be explored. These
methods require lighter formats/budgets and
could be applied to alarger number of interven-
tions. Going further in the exploration of a series
of qualitative and participatory approaches that
can help identify and understand “‘changes”
that may have occurred during the interven-
tions would be useful (Outcome Harvesting, Most
Significant Change, Realist Evaluation approach,
etc.). These methods are used by other public
and private donors and are already guiding
some recent evaluation exercises engaged by
AFD. Progress in this area will require a close
collaboration between EVA’s “quantitative” and
‘qualitative” teams, to design and adjust mixed
approaches together.
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CHALLENGE NO. 4 — STRENGTHENING THE
EVALUATION OF THE COHERENCE WITH THE
HIGH-LEVELPOLICY ORSTRATEGIC COMMITMENTS
OF AFD AND ITS SUPERVISORY MINISTRIES

4.1 - Explore closer collaboration
between AFD, its supervisory ministries, and
the Independent Evaluation Commission in
ordertodevelop aspecific “coherence evalua-
tion” methodology (as was done concerning
the evaluation of policy-based loans) in order to
ensure that these evaluations are conducted at
theright level of strategic analysis (which will vary
with respect to the commitments concerned).

4.2 - AFD could also look into develo-
ping “coherence evaluation” as part of its
“broad-scope evaluation” category. A key
methodological aspect will be to take into
account, in these evaluations, ex-ante and
ex-post appreciation on dimensions linked to
the “macro-level’ commitments of AFD.

3.2 Priority Area No. 2 - Improving
evaluation governance to fulfill the need
for evaluations that can drive action and
decision making

CHALLENGENO. 5-PROGRAMMING EVALUATIONS
IN A STRATEGIC AND CONCERTED WAY

We propose several recommenda-
tions concerning evaluation programming,
with repercussion for both internal and external
stakeholders. Given the importance of the
issue and the number of players involved, it is
important that governance and overall timing
of the programming exercise be clearly defined
to avoid contradictions or redundancies.

5.1~ Onayearly basis and at the Board
of Directors level, draft a strategic orientation
note describing the priority needs in terms of
evaluation. This document would help guide
both the strategic evaluations (“broad-scope”
evaluations) and the project evaluations. The
annual basis would have the advantage of lining
up better with decision-making. The note would
directly involve AFD’s supervisory ministries (and
possibly also the future Independent Evaluation
Commission). As a result, AFD’s supervisory
ministries represented in the Board of Directors
would have to engage in prior consultation
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with the relevant directorates within their own
institutions.

5.2 - One strategic evaluation peryear
could be commissioned directly by the Board
of Directors. This would contribute to bolster the
evaluation culture within the Board. We believe
that this proposal would help shift from an
evaluation system that provides “reassurance”
towards one that influences decision making.

5.3 — At the Operations Directorate
(DOE) level, associating evaluation program-
ming and reviews of business plans on a
sectoral basis could help impart more visibi-
lity to evaluation within operational teams.
The evaluation programming would then be
managed jointly by EVA and DOE. Maintaining
a close connection with AFD’s geographical
departments (and with the corresponding
geographical directorates within the supervisory
ministries) will ensure that these departments
will take ownership of the planned evaluations
from the start.

5.4 —» While ensuring an improved
targeting of evaluations thanks to the strate-
gic orientation note, keep much of the program-
ming open to the needs and demands of AFD
country offices (thus it should be avoided to
impose too many criteria to select evaluations).

To ensure that the evaluations are
tailored to the needs of the operational staff, open
project evaluations to a range of formats and
timings, moving beyond the dominant model
of ex-post evaluations conducted at the end
of projects.

The objective would be to further
integrate:

e midterm evaluations, to inform action during
projects;

e final evaluations during the last year of the
project,in order to inform the subsequent phase
of the intervention;

e evaluations carried out several years after the
end of the projects, in order to provide better
hindsight on effects.

CHALLENGE NO. 6 — FOSTERING
RECOMMENDATIONS OWNERSHIP AT VARIOUS
LEVELS

6.1 - At the Board of Directors level,
ensure that the recommendations of the
most important evaluations (as identified in
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the strategic orientation note mentioned in
Recommendation 5.1) are discussed. The aim
here is to highlight the potential impacts of key
findings and recommendations from these
evaluations on AFD’s strategic orientations. It
must be noted that this would be a profound
changeinthe governance of evaluations, as the
Board of Directors would then be in a position
where it actively requests evaluation findings
and recommendations with a view to improve
decision making. This will require aligning
evaluation reporting with the Board of Directors’
decision-making cycles and favour short and
readable formats focused on the most strategic
elements, to help with the uptake of evaluations
recommendations.Finally, prior to any discussion
of recommendations at the Board of Directors
level, it remains necessary to ensure that the
relevant operational teams have taken a position
ontherecommendations and that their position
is presented to the Board of Directors.

6.2 - Engage more systemati-
cally, at the level of EVA, into a cross-cutting
analysis of the evaluations’ findings based on
major thematic or transverse subject areas
(structured, for example, around the sixmajor
transitions defined by AFD).The aimiis to further
amplify the approach already undertaken over
the past few years by EVA in terms of ensuring
that the evaluations are discussed by operational
teams, which requires consolidating the findings
and facilitate exchanges with operational teams
based on the cross-cutting analysis of evalua-
tions’ findings. This “post-evaluation” work is one
of the main avenues to make evaluation more
useful.

6.3 —» At the country level, involve
operational teams and contracting authorities
inthe monitoring of recommendations, without
making it a systematic obligation (to prevent
creating a new “box to be ticked”). This monito-
ring work would make particular sense if it contri-
butes to fostering the dialogue between AFD and
national players. It must therefore be favored
when a public policy dialogue (or a strategic
diologue) is conducted over time between AFD
and its counterparts.



CHALLENGE NO. 7 - VALORIZING EVALUATIONS,
TRAINING OPERATIONALTEAMS, AND PROVIDING
GUIDANCE ON EVALUATION

7.1 - Strengthen the ownership of
evaluations internally. This requires that
evaluations’ presentations be iterative and
engaging processes, rather than a one-shot
dissemination of information. This recommen-
dation ties in with Recommendation 6.2, which
emphasizes the need for a learning process
fed by evaluation findings and recommenda-
tions. To improve the influence and ownership
of evaluations, coordinating the post-evalua-
tion phase between the EVA Department, the
Communication (CMN) Department, and the
Operations Directorate (DOE) would prove useful
for certain evaluations.

7.2 - Continue the development of
training tools on evaluation and make them
available to operational teams. This would
include the development of e-learning tools
to ensure that all teams have access to a set
of basic references in evaluation and can refer
to them as needed. Within these training tools,
introducing the diversity of formats and timings
for evaluation along the whole project cycle, and
highlighting how they canrespond to the needs
of the operational teams, will prove useful.

7.3 - Extend the “framework
agreement” mechanism beyond the current
three regional AFD offices. These framework
agreements (signed between a regional AFD
office, the relevant geographical Department, the
EVADepartment, and evaluation consultonts) can
help overcome some of the barriers that limit the
involvement of operational agents in the evalua-
tion process. They alleviate alarge portion of the
administrative time spent on these evaluations,
they simplify the search for evaluators, and they
facilitate the cross-cutting review of evaluations
from a given region.New framework agreements
should be considered when a critical mass of
evaluations is to be carried out each year in a
region, either because of the sheer number of
projectsimplemented in that region or because
AFD seeks to place a particular evaluation effort
in that region. However, it has to be noted that
framework agreements transfer some adminis-
trative work to both EVA and the geographi-
cal Department concerned. This will have to be
considered.
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7.4 - Strengthening the role of AFD
regional offices in the programming and
supporting of evaluations. AFD regional offices
are well-placed to provide support to AFD
country offices, liaise with EVA and transver-
sally review the various evaluations conducted
inthe region.Because these objectives fall within
the mandate of EVA, it could be interesting to
consider deconcentrating part of EVA’s staff at
thelevel of these regional offices. In this regard, it
must be observed that various approaches have
been adopted by other funding organizations,
including the UK's Department for Internationall
Development (DFID), which decentralizes many
of its internal evaluators, and the Bill & Melinda
Gates Foundation, which embed evaluators
within programs.

CHALLENGENO.8-INVOLVINGTHECOUNTERPARTS
AT ALL STAGES OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS

8.1 - Reflecting on the counterparts’
level ofinvolvementin the evaluation process
fromthe very first stages of the project should
help consider several options,including having
the counterpart fully manage the evaluation. A
commitment to greater counterpartinvolvement
when the evaluation creates an opportunity for
broader policy dialogue could be particularly
fruitful. The abilities of the contracting authorities
(in terms of managing the evaluation process)
must also be taken into consideration.

8.2~ Including financing for evaluation
more frequently in the project budget would
allow for a better integration of evaluation in
the project dynamics. Midterm evaluations,
in particular, are useful in helping operational
teams and contracting authorities adapt their
actions and should be included more frequently
in project budgets. Earmarking long in advance
(during the design phase) budgets for ex-post
evaluations appears to be more problematic.

8.3 - Strengthen the "shared accoun-
tability” dimension of decentralized evalua-
tions by ensuring joint follow-up of recommen-
dations. Three situations seem appropriate:
long-lasting projects; projects that foster public
policy dialogue; and projects for which accoun-
tability is a major challenge at a national level
(see Recommendation 6.3).
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CHALLENGE NO. 9 - IMPROVING THE
COORDINATION OF ODA EVALUATION BETWEEN
PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

As suggested in recommendations 5.1
and 6., the involvement of supervisory ministries
could be strengthened first at the level of the AFD
Board of Directors, with active participation both
in the drafting of the strategic orientation note
(prior to the programming of evaluations) and
in the follow-up of the recommendations made
by the most important evaluations.

9.1 » The direct involvement of the
supervisory ministries in AFD’s evaluations
could increase along two directions. First, the
supervisory ministries should be more closely
associated when evaluations contribute to
decision-making processes led by them (for
example, in the case of fund renewols). Second,
when they have a strategic role in the projects
evaluated, more interviews “at the right level”
should be conducted with respondents from
the supervisory ministries.

3.3 Priority Area No. 3 — Improving
evaluation quality

CHALLENGE NO.10 - FOCUSING EVALUATIONS

10.1 - Continue taking a step back from
the “standard” evaluation framework, particu-
larly in the case of decentralized evaluations.
Prioritize DAC evaluation criteria to be conside-
red in any given evaluation and increase
the requirements for more precise evalua-
tion questions. Taking some liberty with the
standard framework helps ensure that evalua-
tions provide a useful assessment in response
to precise questions. Excessively standardizing
the evaluations decreases learning opportuni-
ties and usefulness, while still not being able to
provide a systematic response to the accoun-
tability demands regarding project results.

CHALLENGENO.11-IMPROVING THE EVALUABILITY
OF INTERVENTIONS

11.1- Continue toimprove the evalua-
bility of interventions, including by reinforcing
monitoring mechanisms (see Recommendation
2.1). The strengthening of ex-ante evaluation
processesis alsoimportantasitcan help establish
baselines and intervention frameworks based
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on clear objectives and indicators. Recognize
that evaluability is a different challenge when
interventions have to be adaptable and operate
on flexible frameworks, for example in crisis areas,
and adapt evaluation methods accordingly.

CHALLENGE NO. 12 - IMPROVING CRITICAL
ANALYSIS CAPACITY AND QUALITY OF
RECOMMENDATIONS

12.1 - Steering committees of evalua-
tions should be careful to balance the demands
for reconstructing the logic of interventions
and establishing comprehensive reviews of
the results (which should primarily be done
in the project’s completion reports) on one
end, and the demands for an in-depth critical
analysis of interventions on the other. Put the
onus on ensuring that analysis be prioritized,
especially during the final stages and the collec-
tive moments of the evaluations.

12.2 - The ToRs for evaluations should
be more specific concerning the quality of
recommendations and their actionability (i.e.,
recommendations that clearly indicate what
needs to change). Evaluation questions must
be assessed in view of the actionability of the
recommendations that could stem from them.

3.4 Priority Area No. 4 — Improving
coordination, management, and
resources available for evaluation

CHALLENGE NO.13 -~ REDEFINING COMEVA'’S ROLE

13.1 » Task COMEVA with the monito-
ring of the upcoming evaluation policy. The
new evaluation policy will set out challenges that
must be met, with associated objectives. The
policy may be supplemented by a multi-year
action plan detailing the different stages of its
implementation andincluding relevant progress
indicators. COMEVA could be tasked with following
up onthe implementation of the evaluation policy
and its action plans.

13.2 > Have COMEVAretainaroleasan
“evaluation adviser.” In this capacity, COMEVA
would carry out an in-depth examination of
certain evaluation exercises, especially those



exploring new evaluations methods or addres-
sing strategic challenges for AFD. It must be
noted that these two roles are achievable with
COMEVA having a similar composition to the one
it has now, which associates members of the
supervisory ministries together with independent
members, with expertise in evaluation as a profile
priority.

CHALLENGE NO. 14 — STRENGTHENING EVA’s
SUPPORT AND FACILITATION ROLE

14.1 » Continue with the diversifi-
cation of evaluation formats, timings, and
methods based on the priority needs it permits
to address. EVA has started working on a “Map
of methods”, which highlights the diversity of
possible approaches that can be used according
to needs. This could be developed further as EVA
continues exploring a wide range of tools.

14.2 - Continue EVA’s investment
in approaches for measuring impact and
improving data management, which constitute
animportant response to one of the key expecta-
tions in terms of accountability mentioned in
previous pages (see Recommendations 31and
3.2).

14.3 —» Continue EVA’s investment
in decentralized evaluations. Improve EVA’s
overview of all the evaluations carried out on
AFD interventions (including those commis-
sioned by other organizations/institutions). We
believe EVA’s current overview strategy helps
promote the aggregation and dissemination
of learnings derived from evaluations. It helps
ensure that the benefits of evaluation at AFD are
higher than the sum of its parts (i.e. the evalua-
tions considered separately).

In connection, EVA could set up
a directory of evaluations which could be
subsequently extended to other public-sector
providers of ODA. This directory would improve
the monitoring and the visibility of the French
ODA evaluation work.

14.4 - Continue EVA'seffortstoadvance
evaluation culture at AFD and to shift to a more
influential evaluation. Some recommendations
in the former sections clarify how EVA could be
up to this challenge:

- strengthen EVA’s role in facilitating the
programming of evaluations in licison
with the Operations Directorate (DOE), the
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AFD Directorates, AFD executive manage-
ment, the Board of Directors, the concerned
Directorates in the supervisory ministries,
etc. (Challenge no. 5);

- strengthen EVA’s role in promoting evalua-
tions and facilitating their use, at the
level of both the governing bodies and the
operational teams;

- clarify EVA’s role regarding the design
of robust result monitoring systems. EVA
increased visibility and availability has
resulted in a knock-on effect and created
demand for more support in connection
with the monitoring of interventions.

Should EVA ultimately not end up at
the front line in the response to this demand, it
must be ensured that the Evaluation Department
remains closely involved in this support.

14.5 - Facilitate (or actively take part
in) an expertise group on evaluation. This group
would involve the evaluation units of the supervi-
sory ministries, the members of the AFD Group
(Expertise France, Proporco,]), and external
experts. It would be responsible for brokering
information, building capacity, facilitating discus-
sions on evaluation, archiving evaluations, etc. Its
objective would be to maintain regular dialogue
on evaluation tools and methods, and to tie in
with the external thinking on evaluation (facili-
tating exchange and creating a community of
practice).

This responsibility could fall within
the competencies of the future Independent
Evaluation Commission. The position of AFD (and
more specifically EVA) in this group will therefore
depend on the role played by the Commission
in this respect.
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CHALLENGE NO. 15 — BOLSTERING AVAILABLE
RESOURCES FOR EVALUATION

Several of the recommendations
mentioned inthe previous pages call for greater
resources to be devoted to evaluation. The
emphasis on results-based management (and
the strengthening of monitoring mechanisms
that this implies), the need forimpact measure-
ment and data management tools, the continued
support for decentralized evaluations to ensure
their quality, or the demand for new evalua-
tion methods that focus on the coherence of
interventions, are all challenges that argue for
increased resources for evaluation. This greater
investmentin evaluation is one of the conditions
that could help meet the learning needs and
increasing demands for accountability.

15.1 - The new evaluation policy will
need to consider the need foragreaterinvest-
ment (both financial and human)in evaluation.
We are notin a position to estimate these additio-
nal costs in the current evaluation, nor are we
able to analyze where the funding should come
from. Both will be a matter for the operationali-
zation of the new evaluation policy.
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3.5 Key points to help build the new
evaluation policy

With a view to help build the new evalua-
tion policy, we propose focusing on four challen-
ges that appear to be crucial and structuring:

- Evaluation programming must be more
strategic and concerted, and better
target the diversity of needs (by further
adapting evaluation formats, timetables,
and processes). The challenge is to take
into account the proposals of the Board of
Directors, executive management, depart-
ments, supervisory ministries, and operatio-
nal teams, on the basis of a more open
approach to programming. Clarification
of the governance and timetable of the
programming exercise, including its valida-
tion, is also essential in this respect.

- Evaluation at AFD must be more than
simply the sum of the evaluations conside-
red separately.

This observation points to a need to link and
capitalize on evaluations in order to draw
lessons from them in an aggregated waty,
with the aim of having a greater influence
on practices and decisions.

- The future evaluation policy has every
interest in being built around the paraliel
strengthening of monitoring results
mechanisms, on which evaluations can be
based, and which can play their role in the
response to accountability expectations.

- In the perspective of a gradual redefini-
tion of relations between AFD and counter-
parts, monitoring and evaluation have
a central role to play in moving toward a
principle of "shared accountability”. Putting
counterparts at the forefront of the design,
management and monitoring of certain
evaluations would contribute to further
promoting dialogue on public policies.

In addition, the new evaluation policy will
have to take into account several institutional
changes that willhave animpact on the organi-
zation and governance of evaluation at AFD :
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- The fact that the new policy will apply
to the entire AFD Group (including
Expertise France, Proparco, FICOL) implies
agreement and understanding on how
to think about and conduct evaluation.
A balance will have to be found between
harmonizing practices at the Group level
and respecting specificities. Meanwhile, the
supervisory ministries express the need for
a greater collaboration around the evalua-
tion processes undertaken. These two trends
may require the creation of a platform to
exchange ideas among the members of
these various organizations (a community of
practice), which could bolster the expertise
in evaluation and advance a shared vision
of the evaluation of French ODA.

- The creation of the Independent Evaluation
Commission will necessarily have
implications for the way evaluations are
conducted within AFD. It will bring about
new challenges in terms of coordina-
tion (particularly in terms of evalua-
tion programming) and information
management. The portfolio of evaluations
conducted by AFD, as well as the balance
between objectives, could be altered. The
pressure for evaluations meeting certain
expectations in terms of accountability
and/or independence could shift towards
the Commission. The most “macro-level”
“coherence evaluations” could be commis-
sioned by the Commission rather than by
AFD. These possibilities should be conside-
red in the development of the new evalua-
tion policy.
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List of acronyms and abbreviations

AFD

DAC
CIF
CMN
CNDSI

COMEVA
DFID

DG Trésor
DOE

EVA

FICOL

FTE

IRS

MEAE

MOC
ODA
OECD
SDGs
SOP
PBL
PCR
SIF
ToR
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French Development Agency (Agence frangaise de
développement)

Development Assistance Committee (OECD)

Cross-cutting Intervention Framework (AFD)
Communication Department (AFD)

French National Council for Development and Internationall
Solidarity

AFD’s Evaluation Committee

Department for International Development (replaced in 2020 by the
FCDO, or Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Ofﬁce)
Directorate General of the French Treasury

Operations Directorate (AFD)

Evaluation and Knowledge Capitalization Department (AFD)
French Local Authorities Financing Facility (AFD)

Full-Time Equivalent

Innovation, Research, and Knowledge Directorate (AFD)
French Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs (Ministere de 'Europe
et des Affaires étrangeéres)

Means and Objectives Contract (AFD)

Official Development Assistance

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
Sustainable Development Goals (United Nations)

Strategic Orientation Plan (AFD)

Policy-Based Loan

Project Completion Report (AFD)

Sectoral Intervention Framework

Terms of Reference
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de développement
5, rue Roland Barthes
75012 Paris | France
www.afd.fr

Innovation, Research, and
Knowledge Directorate.
Evaluation and Knowledge
Capitalization (EVA)
Department

The Agence Frangaise de Développement (AFD)
Group is a public institution that implements
France’s policy in the areas of development and
international solidarity. Composed of AFD (which
is in charge of funding the public sector and
NGOs), Proparco (for the financing of the private
sector), and soon Expertise France (a technical
co-operation agency), the Group funds, supports,
and accelerates the transition to a more coherent
and resilient world.

Together with our partners we build shared
solutions, for and with the populations of the
Global South. Active in more than 4,000 projects
in France’s overseas departments, another 115
countries, and in territories in crisis, our teams
are working to protect common our resources—
climate, biodiversity, peace, gender equality,
education, as well as health. This is our way of
honoring the commitment France and the French
people have made to fulfill the Sustainable
Development Goals.
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