PHEA EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVE

EVALUATION PLAN
Background to the PHEA Educational Technology Initiative (ETI)
The strategic objectives of the ETI are to:

· Support teaching and learning initiatives which integrate educational technology (ET); 
· Promote collaborative knowledge creation and dissemination; 
· Get core institutional systems to work so that they support teaching and learning more directly; and 
· Research and report on educational technology activity in African universities by means of a long term project. 

These priorities are regarded as key components of an integrated strategy for intervention to improve ET use across the partner universities. They represent a long-term programme of action and research for harnessing technology to support higher education delivery in African institutions, within which any single project needs to be located and which such projects need to contribute to advancing. 

A two-part approach will be used for the programme
:

· Part A: A set of institutional level activities to identify needs, envisage possibilities and make specific plans for the use of ICTs in and across PHEA institutions; and

· Part B: A set of projects and strategies arising from Part A activities.
Purpose and audiences for the evaluation
The evaluation will be both formative and summative. It will serve four main purposes:

· Provide regular feedback, particularly to the SAIDE-CET team but also to the institutions and PHEA funders on the efficiency and effectiveness of the programme as it rolls out, with the objective of improving its positive impact.

· In collaboration with the research-focused members of the SAIDE-CET team and institutional partners, produce a summative report which will, among other things, contribute to global understanding of how to develop capacity in the use of educational technology for teaching and learning (ET4TL) in African higher education.
· By collaborating with the institutions in the evaluation of projects, support the development of their capacity in evaluation.

· Report to the PHEA consortium what value has been created through their funding.
The main audiences for the evaluation will be the SAIDE-CET team, the partner institutions and the PHEA consortium. Wider communities in higher education, educational technology and development assistance will be reached, mainly through release of reports and other documents on the website. They may also be pro-actively targeted e.g. at forums such as eLearning Africa. 

Focus

The evaluation focus will be wide and inclusive. It will cover all the main elements of the performance spectrum:

· resourcing (including resource-effectiveness)

· processes/activities

· outputs
· outcomes
· sustainability

· relevance.

Without an ex-post impact assessment, it may not be possible to say much about actual sustainability, although its potential will be evaluated.

At the highest level, the evaluation will be guided by the programme’s expected outcomes. A set of expected outcomes was presented in the April 2008 proposal document;
 and has recently been re-defined at an ETI evaluation planning workshop. 
These outcomes are:
1. ET strategies in place and operational in all institutions.

a. Budgets for investments in ET4TL significantly increased in the majority of institutions.

b. ICT infrastructure strategies clearly linked to the ET Strategies in at least three institutions.

c. Institutional management information systems include data relating to ET4TL. Evidence that these data are being used in decision-making.

2. Improved teaching and learning practices in areas of every institution through the application of ET; with replication (or momentum towards it) in other areas.

3. At least three institutions achieve, or are on course for, significant improvements in productivity through the application of ET4TL.

4. A community of practice around ET4TL established, with active participation from people in all institutions, and some from other African HEIs.
5. New transferable knowledge of how to develop capacity in the use of ET4TL in African higher education. Dissemination of that new knowledge beyond the ETI players.
Indicators linked to the ETI’s expected outcomes will be developed.

It is generally recognised that in capacity development, it is rarely possible to predict realistic outcomes with a high degree of certainty at the beginning of a programme. There are too many variables and those outside the programme’s control can have a powerful influence. It is important therefore to keep an open mind about realistic outcomes. Expected outcomes may therefore change both quantitatively and qualitatively as the programme progresses. The evaluation will operate with this assumption. It will also look for unplanned and unexpected outcomes, both positive and negative, including equity effects.
Just as expected outcomes may change, the programme’s planned activities and outputs may also change in response to reality. 
Because the success of capacity development depends on a number of factors in the organisational and external environments, the evaluation focus will extend to aspects of governance and management – particularly procurement - in the institutions, and will also look out for external factors that might have an important bearing on the success of the programme. These findings may be reported separately.

An indicative list of questions the evaluation will address is at Annex A. 
Methodology
Results and their attribution in capacity development are rarely clear-cut. Evaluating them requires a triangulation process to be reasonably sure what changes have taken place, how and why.
Self-assessment

Self-assessment, by both the SAIDE-CET and institutional teams, will be an important part of the triangulation process. This is both a matter of practicality and effectiveness. The evaluator will have infrequent direct contact with the institutions, and will be highly dependent on feedback from the people on the ground. This however will create the space for a high level of participation in the evaluation process which is acknowledged as the best way to embed learning from it. A briefing on self-evaluation for the institutional teams is included at Annex B.
Self-assessment will be supported by the evaluator. He will agree with the teams the critical questions and indicators (where appropriate), and the processes for addressing them. He will facilitate the process face-to-face at least twice with each team during the programme.

Self-assessment of progress towards the programme’s goals will be complemented by cross-assessment. The SAIDE-CET team will assess progress in the institutions; and the institutional team will give feedback on the effectiveness of the SAIDE-CET team’s support. There may also be scope for some inter-institutional peer-assessment when the teams meet at the proposed annual workshop.
Independent assessment

The evaluator will have direct contact with the SAIDE-CET team and institutions on a number of occasions. These will provide opportunities for interviews and facilitated group discussions (FGDs) with the programme and institutional teams and other relevant people in the institutions such as university leadership. There will also be occasional opportunities for direct observation, e.g. of the SAIDE-CET team support processes, and possibly of the application of ET to teaching and learning in the institutions.

The evaluator will assess the main documentation generated by the programme. Some of this will emerge from the self- and cross-assessment already referred to. Other documentation will relate to the ET strategies and to the institutional projects. The evaluator’s role will be to review this documentation formatively – to enable improvements – as well as summatively in the overall evaluation of the programme’s success.
General

Evaluation of impact needs a base-line. For the ETI programme as a whole, there are base-line data – mainly qualitative – in internal documentation such as the ETI Proposal, institutional responses to an initial questionnaire from the SAIDE-CET team, Interim Progress Report and Part A visit reports; and external sources such as the Survey of ICT and Education in Africa and the Survey of e-Learning in Africa
. It is too late to collect any more base-line data for Part A. Baseline data will be captured for anticipated Part B activity both by the evaluator during his first visits and through the project planning and evaluation processes.
An increasingly important component will be evaluation of the Part B projects. Each project will be evaluated collaboratively by the institutional teams, the SAIDE-CET team, and the evaluator. The internal evaluation methodology will be defined in the project plans. Evaluation of specific projects will be complemented by overall assessments of the effectiveness of the project process, and the projects’ contributions to the programme outcomes.
Although the evaluation as a whole will partly adopt “emergent” approaches,
 it will be guided by the expected outcomes in the frame at the time. In the ETI team reflective session scheduled for early 2010, it may be helpful to extend the programme logic model down to the levels of intermediate outcomes and outputs.  We could also identify critical assumptions underpinning the expected outcomes and outputs.
As such the logic model will begin to resemble a Logical Framework (LogFrame). However it is not intended that the planning and evaluation of the programme will be tied to a strict LogFrame. The SAIDE-CET team propose to create an ETI LogFrame. This is intended primarily to monitor outputs from the institutions, and it is not clear at this stage what role this will play in the evaluation.
There will be no counter-factual – control group – in the evaluation, although comparisons will be made at the summative stage with past and current programmes with a similar purpose, to help answer questions about the relative effectiveness and relevance of the ETI.

Most of the data obtained by these methods will be qualitative in nature. However, quantitative data may emerge in these circumstances:

· Monitoring of financial inputs

· The M&E of certain types of project 
· Monitoring the outputs and immediate outcomes of events such as workshops etc
· Possible longitudinal surveys of e.g. changes in perceptions, access and use in the institutions.
The summative, and to some extent the formative reporting, will use both institutional case studies and themes (such as key competencies and infrastructure) to frame the findings and conclusions. Case studies will focus mainly on positive change.
Products
 There will be periodic updates to the evaluation plan.

There will be a hierarchy of evaluation products (see Figure 1), with a final summative report, delivered in the final months of the programme, at the peak. Below this there will be a comprehensive Part A report (due in early 2010) and two programme-wide formative reports for Part B, delivered by the end of 2010 and 2011.These formative reports should ideally be presented in person to the SAIDE-CET team to enable dialogue and improvements to the evaluation process and products.
Feeding into these reports, but also providing timely, actionable feedback, will be regular visit reports, reflective and issue-focused memos and conversations.
Presentations on evaluation findings and issues could be produced for inter-institutional workshops and other encounters.
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Encounters
First visits to all seven institutions will be made by the end of December 2009. These visits will provide opportunities to (among other things):
· Familiarise the evaluator with the institutions and the main players.
· Assess the processes, outputs and outcomes of Part A activities. 
· Identify and assess the important environmental drivers and constraints – in areas such as institutional governance, incentives and procurement – relevant to the programme’s objectives.
· Support the setting up of self-assessment structures and processes.

· Contribute to an assessment of the base-line for anticipated Part B activities, in collaboration with the SAIDE-CET team.
· Support the development of Part B project evaluation. 

A first institution visit would include:
· An initial get-to-know-you meeting with the PHEA ETI team.

· A brief tour of relevant parts of the infrastructure.

· A meeting with the Vice Chancellor/Rector.

· Meetings with the office-holders responsible for budgetary planning and procurement.

· A workshop with the team to reflect on progress in the ETI so far and to agree the process of self-assessment for here on.

· Individual meetings with the head of virtual learning, head of the ICT, Deans of faculties involved in the latest draft/agreed Part B projects and other people involved in these projects. 

The first visit to UEW is planned to coincide with the second Part A SAIDE-CET team visit, to provide first-hand experience of that process. Other first visits will be made independently.
Additional visits to the institutions will be agreed at later stages.
An important part of the programme-wide evaluative process will be facilitated reflective sessions with the SAIDE-CET team and at inter-institutional gatherings. The first one of each type is scheduled for early 2010. There should be a reflective session of each type near the end of the programme, and ideally one every year feeding the annual formative reports.
Further contact with members of the SAIDE-CET team will be made telephonically and face-to-face.
Patrick Spaven
07.09.09

Annex A   Indicative list of evaluation questions
	
	Formative stage
	Summative stage

	Programme
	Is the programme on course for achieving its expected results (outputs and outcomes)? If not, why not? 
What other results, attributable to the programme, are identifiable?
What interventions are working well? What are not working well? What changes need to be made in interventions – both what is done and how it is done?

Which aspects of the universities’ governance and management (particularly procurement) structures and processes are likely to be drivers and constraints for the ETI’s objectives? What can be done to harness the drivers and overcome, mitigate or by-pass the constraints?

In the light of the above, how fit for purpose are the ETI’s MOA’s?

How fit for purpose are the universities’ emerging ET Strategies? What can be done to improve them?

Is the programme’s internal monitoring and reporting fit for purpose? What can be done to improve it?
	To what extent have the programme’s expected results (outputs and outcomes) been achieved?

What unplanned/unintended outcomes, attributable to the programme, have there been?

How sustainable are these outcomes?

Could the programme have had more positive impact, with the same amount of resources, by doing things differently or by doing different things?

How did factors external to the programme influence the results, positively and negatively?

In what way have the programme’s assumptions been challenged, for example by changes in wider political, economic, social and technological contexts?

Which interventions had the most positive effects on the results?

Which interventions had the least positive or negative effects?

Were the programme inputs appropriate and sufficient - and were they used efficiently and effectively in the different aspects of the programme?

How transportable is this initiative to other contexts? What are the lessons from this programme for future similar initiatives?

	Projects
	Are the project proposals relevant and feasible?

Is there an appropriate mix of projects?

Are the project plans – including the planned M&E - fit for purpose? What improvements could be made?

Are the projects’ being managed efficiently and effectively? What improvements could be made?
Are the projects on course for achieving their expected results (outputs and outcomes)? If not, why not? What can be done about it?
What other results, attributable to the project, are identifiable?

	To what extent have the projects’ expected results (outputs and outcomes) been achieved?

What unplanned/unintended outcomes, attributable to the project, have there been?

How sustainable are these outcomes?

How did factors external to the project influence the results, positively and negatively?

Were the projects implemented as planned? If not why not? What worked well and not so well in their implementation?

Were the project inputs appropriate and sufficient - and were they used efficiently and effectively in the project implementation?

What are the design and implementation lessons from each project for future similar initiatives?

How have the individual projects contributed to the ETI programme’s overall objectives?


Annex B   A guide to institution-level monitoring and evaluation in the ETI. 

The rationale for monitoring and evaluation

As well as leading to substantial development of educational technology (ET) capacity in the participating institutions, the PHEA ETI is designed to promote a greater understanding of how to make ET work for teaching and learning in African higher education. This will be achieved by research, monitoring and evaluation both as separate ETI projects and within projects. 

The research, monitoring and evaluation will feed into a summative reporting process in the final months of the Initiative which we anticipate will be of great value to all the players in the ETI, and anyone else interested in increasing the effectiveness of higher education in Africa and beyond.

Effective monitoring and evaluation will have other benefits. It will reassure all the players and their stakeholders that the Initiative is on track. It will alert us to issues that need attention and to potential improvements in the projects and the programme as a whole. It may also point to innovation and emerging good practice that can be shared among, and beyond, the participating institutions even while the ETI runs its course.

For all these reasons, we want to introduce effective monitoring and evaluation into the ETI. You the institutions will play the lead role in this, while being supported by me, the external evaluator, and by the SAIDE-CET team. We will help you to experience monitoring and evaluation as a valuable, even exciting, process which will generate important knowledge of use to us all. It should not be seen as a dry process of “reporting” to external authorities, or a threatening process of “inspection”. In engaging in effective monitoring and evaluation, we also expect you to develop your own capacity in this area for the future.

The levels of monitoring and evaluation

There will be three levels of monitoring and evaluation, captured in Figure 1 below.

1. Your individual ETI projects

2. Your ETI programme as a whole

3. The ETI programme across the seven participating institutions and the SAIDE-CET team.

Figure 1   The three levels of monitoring and evaluation
	
ETI as a whole



	KU
	MAK
	UCM
	UDSM
	UEW
	UI
	UJ
	
SAIDE-CET team activity



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The ETI plan at each institution is not simply the sum of its projects. There is also a programme-wide experience, and resulting benefits to your institution as a whole, that should be captured in your monitoring and evaluation at Level 2.  

As external evaluator to the ETI, I am responsible for Level 3. My approach to this is set out in an evaluation plan that some of you will have seen and is attached as Annex 3. 

You are responsible for monitoring and evaluation at levels 1 and 2. You will be supported in this by me and the SAIDE-CET team. There is a principle in the ETI that monitoring and evaluation should not be outsourced to third parties. We want to create the space for a high level of participation in the evaluation process which is acknowledged as the best way to embed learning from it. This should also help to develop your institution’s capacity in monitoring and evaluation for the future. It will be a safe space where you will supported in working out how to do it.

This does not mean of course that you cannot ask people outside the immediate project environment – e.g. students or administrative staff – to do tasks like field work and data processing, and compensate them for their time.

What is monitoring and what is evaluation?

Monitoring is the regular capture of data, often in a consistent manner. Examples of monitoring in the ETI might be tracking the usage of a new LMS application, the deployment of standard participant questionnaires at the end of training events, or simply the registering of key activities as they take place. 

Monitoring has tended to be used mainly for assessing whether activities and results are being delivered as planned, often against pre-defined performance indicators. Monitoring usually answers “what” and “whether” questions. 

Evaluation happens less frequently and is wider and more comprehensive. It uses data from monitoring but also generates new data, through, for example, qualitative interviews about the value of the project with key stakeholders. 

Evaluation sets out to answer “how” and “why” questions as well as “what” and “whether”. Its focus includes outcomes which can be difficult to capture through simple monitoring instruments, and also tend not to emerge until the later stages of an intervention or after it has finished.

In people-centred development interventions like the ETI, results are usually less predictable than, for example, infrastructure projects. In this context, monitoring and evaluation are tending to converge. Monitoring includes open questions to capture unplanned as well as planned results. Opportunities are also taken to periodically reflect on the monitoring data to ask “how?” and “why?” questions and record and act on the conclusions. These events resemble mini “formative”
 evaluations, to complement the larger scale “summative” evaluation that will be needed at the end of the project, and which will benefit from these enhanced monitoring and reflective processes. 

This is why, these days, people use the term “M&E” (monitoring and evaluation) in one breath. They are not just complementary, they share a common space.

This is the approach we would like you to adopt for the ETI. It involves a high degree of self-assessment, by the ETI Institutional Teams. This is both a matter of practicality and effectiveness. It avoids slow and costly evaluator contracting, and promotes ownership of the knowledge flowing from the process. 

However, even though you will manage your monitoring and evaluation yourselves, we will support you, and I will personally facilitate self-assessment face-to-face with each team at least once during the life of the ETI, as well as a summative self-assessment event in the closing months of the programme.
Your monitoring and evaluation framework 
Level 1

At Level 1 are the ETI projects. Monitoring and evaluation of each project should be carefully tailored to the need for feedback on how it is progressing and what it has finally achieved. This will almost invariably involve: 

· Capture of data “in the field” from project beneficiaries such as staff or students. 

· Periodic reflection and reporting on progress by the project team. 

· A final (summative) evaluation of the project.

Each project should contain its own monitoring and evaluation plan within the overall project plan. The monitoring and evaluation plan should address the following things.

1. The rationale for the monitoring and evaluation: a paragraph or two about what uses you are going to make of it, which stakeholders will be interested in it and how you will share the findings.

2. What you are going to monitor. This should include the important outputs that you are planning to deliver (e.g. people trained; new LMS applications launched and in use); and the outcomes that you hope will flow from the outputs (e.g. more engaged and better educated students; empowered staff) and which you can realistically assess in the lifetime of the ETI. You should also plan to monitor and evaluate key activities for timeliness and quality; and also resource inputs.

3. Indicators. What you are going to monitor starts with general descriptions. But for some key outputs and outcomes, you will need to identify more precise definitions which make it easier to measure achievement. For example if you want to monitor the quality of training, an indicator might be “the proportion of trainees who said that the training had met or exceeded their expectations”. This is a precise and potentially verifiable pointer to the more general result - quality training - you want to assess. You may want to work out targets for the indicators – e.g. “95% of trainees say that the training has met or exceeded their expectations”; or the date when a key project milestone should be reached. You should carefully think through the appropriateness of a target before you commit yourself to it.

4. How you will capture data for the things you want to monitor: What are the sources? How will you access them? Who will do it? When? How will you process and analyse the data? What will all of this cost and how long will it take? Answering these detailed questions may lead you to think again about what is feasible to monitor and evaluate. 

5. The processes – including the timing and personnel – for reflecting and reporting on progress in the project, and for summatively evaluating it (although the detail of the latter can be left for a point nearer the time).

How often should you reflect and report? 

The MOA requires six-monthly reporting on your projects (see Annex 2 to this note). You should meet more often than that to reflect on the projects, record your conclusions, and act on any changes that need to be made.

What should you reflect and report about at these meetings?

I suggest you answer the following questions among others.

The overarching question is: How is the project progressing?
1. Have the activities been completed and the outputs produced according to plan - in terms of both timing and quality? If not, why not? What have you done to address completion and quality challenges?

2. What benefits is the project producing – for people and the institution as a whole?

3. Are there any negative effects, if so what are they? What is being done to mitigate any negative effects?

Logical frameworks

I recommend that you summarise what and how you plan to monitor and evaluate (as well as your assumptions and risks) in a logical framework (see the model in Appendix 1). Your ET Strategy has a short logical framework which asks for information about outcomes and outputs. This information should relate to outputs and outcomes in the project plans – although there may be some overarching outcomes as well - so it makes sense to summarise your project plans in logical frameworks at the project level. 

The project logical frameworks should include outcomes, outputs and key activities. For the sake of completeness, it is probably worth including inputs too. These are the financial and other resources you intend to use. 

Three important principles about logical frameworks for your projects:

· They should be concise and short (probably no more than two sides of A4). 

· They are primarily meant to be useful to you. If you are struggling with them, seek help from us. 

· They should be flexible. A Logical Framework must not become a millstone round your neck. You should feel empowered to revise them to reflect changes of emphasis and direction in your project as it moves forward. If you do, you should keep us in the picture. 

Level 2

At Level 2, there will be a broad self-assessment process which will draw upon the project-specific monitoring and evaluation conducted at Level 1, but also address some “umbrella” questions (see below). 

You may find that you can meet for discussions at Level 1 and Level 2 at the same time on occasions. If so it makes sense to take Level 1 before you move on to Level 2.

Level 2 self-assessment should be conducted at six-monthly meetings to feed into the reporting required by the MOA (see final paragraph below on reporting).

You can meet for a Level 2 self-assessment more often than every six months if you wish. I strongly suggest you meet three months after the projects have got under way, partly to try out the process, but also to capture early issues that might be arising. If you do meet more frequently than six monthly, you do not need to report this under the MOA, but I would appreciate it if you sent me a copy of any record you produce.

The six-monthly self-assessment meeting will need between 4-6 hours. I suggest that a whole day is set aside for the first of these meetings and that this is adjusted in the light of experience. There will be more to discuss at some meetings than others, depending on how much activity took place since the last one.

Participants in the meeting should obviously include the core team, all project managers if they are outside the core team, and any other key personnel. I suggest however that you try to keep the numbers below 10. This is in practice a sort of focus group and the optimum numbers for focus groups is thought to be eight.

Below are the questions I propose you address at you Level 2 self-assessment meeting.
The overarching question is: How is the overall ETI progressing?
1. What are the project activity and output milestones that we have reached in the period since the last report.

2. What are the main changes/outcomes that have taken place for people and the institution as a whole – both positive and negative - as a result of the ETI?

3. Are there any outcomes/changes that you were expecting by now, but which have not taken place? If so, why do you think they haven’t taken place?

4. How useful has your ET Strategy been in this period? What specifically has it helped with?

5. What aspects of your team’s work have been most constructive and productive?

6. Are there aspects of your team’s work that have not worked well? If so, what are the probable reasons?

7. In what ways has the wider institution supported progress in the ETI?

8. Are there aspects of the wider institution that have hindered progress?

9. What has been helpful to you in the work of the ETI management team and the external evaluator?

10. What has not been helpful?

11. What other support could they have given you that would have been helpful?

Someone should note down the main points of agreement for each question and write them up in a report. Please illustrate your conclusions with real data, narrative and testimonies. The report should circulate within your institution as you see fit, and also be forwarded to me. The report should include a 1-2 page summary which should be used for item 1 in the MOA reporting schedule (see Appendix 2).  

Appendix 1   A project logical framework
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Appendix 2   MOA Reporting Formats

The following format will be required for regular six-monthly reports to be submitted by the Institution:

1) Introduction and general narrative overview of overall implementation of the Part B proposal (1-2 pages).

2) Project by project reports of progress towards intermediate results and objectively verifiable indicators (presented in tabular format), as well as a summary of problems and challenges experienced in the previous reporting period.

3) Revised activity schedules for each project (with deadlines and responsibilities included).

4) A budget variance report, presenting the original budget, expenditure to date, and proposed variance for budgetary expenditure for the remainder of the project).
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� The ETI is referred to as a programme to distinguish it from the Part B projects.


� Effective Technology Use in African HE Institutions, April 2008


� Farrell, Glen; Isaacs, Shafika; & Trucano, Michael (eds.). 2007. Survey of ICT and Education in Africa Washington, DC: infoDev / World Bank. Unwin, T. 2008. Survey of e-Learning in Africa, Paris, UNESCO.


� Emergent approaches to planning and evaluation are predominantly inductive rather than deductive. They recognize that institutions and communities are complex dynamic systems and may not be susceptible to linear change processes with pre-defined outcomes and performance indicators.


� A formative evaluation is one carried out at an interim stage in a project. It is designed chiefly to identify potential improvements. A summative evaluation is carried out in the closing stages, or after the completion, of a project. It is designed mainly to assess the project’s achievements for wider learning and for accountability.





PAGE  
1

