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Abstract

Evaluation of development projects always implies some difficulty to measure socioeconomic
impacts. However, It is generally accepted that the sustainability of processes is a key for
success, and so processes themselves should be the object for the evaluation. In this sense,
evaluation can be considered as a tool to promote or to reinforce those processes.

This article summarizes a case study in Lima outskirts carried out by researchers from the
Technical University of Madrid and the International Potato Center. Mixing methods has
become an approach to program evaluation, and so different evaluation methods and tools
have been combined here: key questions, process mapping and empowerment evaluation.

This methodology has been useful to identify ongoing processes and their links with project
achievements. This is the base to involve stakeholders in consolidating those processes.

Keywords: evaluation, empowerment evaluation, process mapping, development projects

1. Introduction

The way we choose for the execution of a development project is the key element of the final
quality, since the supported or impelled development process is the main goal. (Ferrero, 2003;
Varela, 2007). Consequently, if we try to evaluate the quality and the sustainability, it is very
important to determine the flexibility of the project to be adapted to the changes of the
environment and the capacity to strengthen the processes.

In this sense, requirements of the financial agencies are focus on the efficacy/efficiency in order
to achievement of results. However there is a growing demand to measure sustainability and
long-term impacts.

This approach demands to put the attention more in the processes that are started across the
Project, and also their learnings than in the direct and short-term results. This implies an
adjustment of the systems of monitoring and evaluation.

Evaluation culture has been gaining a growing worldwide recognition (Diaz-Puente et al., 2007),
and an increasing influence to foster change processes (Kirkhart, 2000), capacity building and
learning (Taut, 2007).

This paper shows how this process-centered approach has been carried out in the ex —post
evaluation of a cooperation Project located in the east cone of Lima (Peru). For this purpose,
several methods and evaluation tools had been mixed up. Mixing-methods has become a
common approach to program evaluation(Green and Caracelli, 1997; Hishigsuren, 2007;
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Lawrenz and Huffman, 2002), in the belief that “a combination of methods may bear the
potential to produce a study that is superior to that which can be produced by any single-
method approach” (Waysman and Savaya, 1997).

2. Methodology

Figure 1 shows the methodology and tools that have been used for the evaluation, organized
through key questions. This is the most generalized approach for the evaluation of the
programs of the EU because it is very adequate to define evaluation contents (Commission of
the EU, 1994). The methodology for answering key questions follows this sequence (Diaz-
Puente, 2003):

o To structure the information.

o To formulate key questions.

o To describe the purpose of the question.

o To define criteria and indicators.

o To analyze quantitative and qualitative information.

o To answer the question: conclusions and recommendations.
o To describe limitations to the answer.

The task of documenting, previous to the analysis, as in any other evaluation work, includes
the review of the different reports of the project, data bases, publications, etc. Another tools are
used in a complementary way such as economic analysis of case studies, and mainly
participative tools in order to obtain qualitative information: interviews with key informants, focal
groups, questionnairesb.

PCIP + URBAN HARVEST GESPLAN-UPM
ORIENTATIONS FOR THE METHODOLOGICAL APPRACH

EVALUATION
PARTICIPATORY EVALUATION
! PROCESS MAPPING
PROCCESS MAPPING | enr oD
| EVALUATION QUESTIONS }
QUANTITATIVE PARTICIPACION | TRADITIONAL QUEIg'EI'TONS
EVALUATIONTOOLS
INFORMATION SOCIAL METHODOLOGY
REPORTS, STUDIES, DATA INTERVIEWS, WORKSHOPS, , EMPOWERMENT
BASES SURVEYS | EVALUATION
WORKSHOPS
| ANALYSIS AND RESULTS |
| ANSWER TO THE EVALUATION QUESTIONS }
| CONCLUSSIONSAND RECOMENDATIONS | Phases with joint learning

Figure 1. Methodological approach and evaluation tools applied to Project of Integral Productive
Cooperation (PCIP)

® There are many references about these tools. A traditional one is: UD-NORAD, Evaluacién de proyectos de ayuda
al desarrollo. Manual para evaluadores y gestores. [IUDC-CEDEAL, Madrid, 1997.
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However, there have been two main methodological complements: process mapping and
empowerment evaluation.

Process mapping is oriented to identify processes and sub-processes, conscious or underlying,
that have been involved in the Project. On the base of these processes is easier to understand
the execution, to structure it and then to define the evaluation questions according to each
process.

Empowerment evaluation is oriented to involve the main Project stakeholders into the
evaluation: groups that have acted and also had enough entity and structure to continue some
aspect of the Project. In this sense Empowerment Evaluation not only directs to participation —
as a tool to obtain qualitative information— but also to the perception of the different processes
by the most important stakeholders that can contribute to its sustainability.

The mix of these two methodological complements leads to the learning of the involved
stakeholders (team Project, beneficiaries, local institutions). This learning is achieved through
self-evaluation about how processes have been started, how have being carried out, and also
how can continue after the Project is finished.

Key questions approach and the rest of the traditional tools are well known, so only process
mapping and empowerment evaluation will be briefly described now.

Process Mapping

This methodological approach is usually linked to disciplines related to business and industrial
organization. It has been known as an useful tool for understanding complex processes
(Pojasek, 2005) and how an organization works (Matsumoto et al., 2005), but it is also very
useful to legitimate and spread strategic changes. Consequently Process Mapping has a
reforming and analytical capacity (Fenton, 2007).

Because of these characteristics Process Mapping is useful in processes-centered and
learning-oriented evaluation. Learning arises during the production of the map that evaluator
conducts.

There are many ways to draw the processes map, but basically it is necessary to take stock of
all the activities carried out in the Project and the relations among them —direct and indirect.
The basic sequence that has been applied in our case study was as follows:

e Review of monitoring reports: the evaluator draws every activity in the draft map, looking
for precedence relations among them. He could take the original strategy of the project as
framework, but it is not necessarily the better option, rather it suits to rethink if the relations
among activities fit better in another scheme that facilitates the comprehension of the
project and the coherence.

e Interviews: the evaluator supports individual meetings with each of the members of the
project team. to penetrate into each of the activities, to discuss the relations among them,
and also to identify activities that have been carried out but not reflected adequately in the
reports.

¢ Validation workshop: the first joint learning process takes place in it, since it is the first time
that all the project team have a global vision of every activity and process that the evaluator
has detected. The debate is orientated to change activities, add new ones, identify
relationships, sub-processes, etc. A very important task is to agree on the name that it is
given to the processes.
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e Drawing the final map: a complete process map is produced that includes every activity,
and then a simplified scheme only with processes and sub-processes is drawn. This map is
contrasted with the original strategy of the project to see what areas have been covered,
what new contributions to the strategy are, and to look for explanations of the complex
process that has been developed. Finally both, the evaluator and the project team, select
the main areas for being evaluated and the corresponding evaluation questions.

Empowerment Evaluation.

This approach has become a worldwide phenomenon since it was developed by Dr. David
Fetterman and was made known in 1993 through the American Evaluation Society (Fetterman,
2001; Diaz-Puente, 2007). Empowerment evaluation and traditional evaluation are not mutually
exclusive and can be mutually reinforcing (Fetterman and Wanderman 2007). Empowerment
evaluation has a clear orientation and is designed to help the people to help themselves and
improve their projects and programs by using self-evaluation. The evaluator has the role of
coach or facilitator depending on the internal capacities of the program.

It is the learning base for key actors who are organized under any form of formal or informal
association. In this sense it is necessary to work only with organizations that have vocation of
permanency and could use the learning to improve. Empowerment evaluation it is not adapted
for groups constituted by individuals joined around any singular activity, e.g. credit
beneficiaries, attendants to workshops or training courses, members of different kind of
platforms without organic entail (round tables, institutional forums, etc).

As described by Miller and Lennie (2005), there are three steps in conducting an empowerment
evaluation, through a series of workshops

e Developing a mission and vision: This involves developing statements that capture the
mission and vision or unifying purpose of the program. The aim is to reach consensus on
key phrases in the statements, which are seen as representing the values of stakeholders
and the agreed purpose and long-term outcomes of the program. This process is
undertaken even when an existing mission and vision statement exists.

e Taking stock: This step involves brainstorming, then rating the most important program
activities to be evaluated and discussing the ratings in groups. This provides an opportunity
for baseline data on the program and its strengths and weaknesses to be assembled.

e Planning for the future: Realistic goals for each of the key activities are identified, together
with strategies that will help reach these goals and the forms of documentation or evidence
that will enable progress towards these goals to be monitored.

The philosophy of this approach seeks to strengthen the organizations through self-learning in
an on-going evaluation basis; so it is strongly recommended to carried out empowerment
workshops from time to time in order to consolidate achievements and re-plan the following
year.

3. Application to the Project of Integral Productive Cooperation (PCIP) in
Lurigancho-Chosica.

Lurigancho-Chosica district is located in the East Cone of Lima, and it is one of the widest and
less built-up of this province. A wide variety of agricultural, industrial and commercial activities
coexist in an area covering half of the useful surface. The Urban Harvest program® and the

® The Urban Harvest program is a system-wide initiative of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR), that it is coordinated by the International Potato Center (CIP). This program tries to promote
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Technical University of Madrid proposed a development Project in this place focused on urban
agriculture.

The main goal of the project was to reduce urban poverty and to increase food security through
empowering local governments and planning for sustainable local development. a Program of
Integral Cooperation Productive, was designed and carried out to achieve it. This PCIP was
based on the integration of the urban and peri-urban agriculture in the sustainable development
of the local and regional governments, and aligned with the national plan of fight against the
poverty with perspectives of long-term sustainable development.

The conceptual framework (Prain, 2006) is based on an integral model of urban agricultural
production, with a systemic, planned and participative approach, which facilitates the social
learning among stakeholders like producers, local governments, research organizations and
any other local group. Likewise it promotes social organization, especially among farmers.

The project was executed from 2006 to 2008. and is characterized for presenting a territorial
approach, and for promoting the links with local governments to guarantee the sustainability
(Salvo, 2006). The activities and results were expected in the following areas:

e Training: both urban farmers and municipal managers.

e Strengthening institutions: defining a system of co partnership in the urban management
among all the entities (local Governments, farmers, irrigation associations, owners'
associations, etc).

e Social development as a key element of the economic development: improving human
development and environment.

¢ Micro investment fund: stimulating new economic activities.
e Transfer of results and expansion to other municipalities.
Evaluation tasks

The application of the methodology described above needed 1 workshop of process mapping
and 4 workshops of empowerment evaluation, besides a round of interviews to responsible
people of the involved institutions, 3 economic analysis of case studies and a survey to
beneficiaries of microcredit.

Identification of learning processes and key areas for evaluation purposes

Process mapping was used to get the map that is shown in figure No. 2. This map includes all
the realized activities that have been carried out and also the relations among them. It is not the
object of this paper to describe all of them in detail, for which a major extension would be
necessary, but to show how this methodology allows to offer an image of the complexity of the
project, and especially how it allows us to identify processes and sub-processes.

An horizontal reading shows the processes aligned with four big areas of work. Process have
been drawn in white color when is considered to be processes and sub-processes that shape
the main task. In the other hand, they had been drawn in red if they are considered as
derivative processes, normally answering to a vertical reading that shows how they interact in
an interesting and sometimes unexpected way.

Figure No.3 outlines the processes -without activities- and shows how they are organized in
methodological blocks and how they complement each other mutually. This analysis gives a
great more depth to the evaluation that considering the different work areas in a separated way,
because it shows how many processes are interdependent. For example, the Microcredit, far
from being an independent component, is a crucial element to consolidate the advances

urban and periurban agriculture as a key component to improve sustainability in towns of Africa, Asia and Latin
America.
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obtained in training and marketing, offering the beneficiaries the possibility of putting into
practice what they have learned. In other area, the map shows how all the activities and
achievements of the institutional strengthening process drive finally to actions of transfer, so
both process are not separated but strongly linked.

These processes and their interrelationships shape the real strategy of intervention, which can
be compared with the initial strategy of the project.
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Figure 2. Detailed processes map of the PCIP Lurigancho-Chosica.
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From these blocks of processes, key questions of evaluation can be established with more
concretion, sense and direction that those who would correspond to the areas of the initial
strategy:

¢ In what measure has the Urban Farmers Field School been an instrument adapted for the
training in opposite to other conventional means? Basic indicators of global participation,
level of permanency in the courses, intensive participants, level of satisfaction, links to
other activities of the project, etc. are used to compare between these Schools and
conventional training courses.

¢ In what measure has PCIP helped to reinforce social organization and producers
organization by means of marketing? Several indicators are used to answer this question,
related to the constitution and consolidation of new companies and organizations, case
studies of profitability of some activities, and also qualitative indicators about perception of
the level of participation in the community.

¢ In what measure has the Urban Farmers' Rotating Fund —microcredit— worked as an
effective instrument for the promotion of sustainable productive activities? Basic indicators
are used, mainly related to execution (returns, number of delinquent debtors, number of
financed projects, etc), but also to the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries, and the
analysis of the procedure of management and monitoring.

¢ In what measure has PCIP helped to include Urban Agriculture in the municipal agenda as
a strategic element for the development? Answering from the analysis of institutional
changes that has involved (municipal flowchart, schedule), direct effects in policies
(regulations, programming), and new activities carried out in other municipalities.

Finally, two transverse questions are added as in any other project:

¢ In what measure has PCIP been managed in an effective way for the fulfillment of the
goals? The answer focus on levels of execution of budget, procedures of management,
control of the activities, profile of the project team, transfer of results and interaction with
other institutions and departments, etc.

¢ In what measure has PCIP taken account of questions about gender and environment?
Qualitative indicators of perception of the actors have been used.

The project team works jointly with the evaluator both in the construction of the map and in the
identification of areas and questions of evaluation, therefore a first learning is reached,
especially about the changes that are necessary to improve the methodologies, and also in
relation to the possibilities of applying these methodologies to another places.

Empowering stakeholders to enhance sustainable processes

Empowerment evaluation workshops were directed to formalized groups that were able to
continue their activity, and consequently were able to introduce changes thanks to this
instrument. In this sense we emphasize how evaluation can be considered as one of the last
activities in the project, thanks to which the beneficiaries take consciousness about their own
organization and be able to think about the future.

In the case of the Urban Agriculture Office, the workshop gave a greater visibility and support to
this office inside the municipality, by offering an overview of the achievements of the PCIP to
the rest of people responsible of municipal management, and also offering the possibility to
discuss among them about the implications in the municipal policy.
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One of the best achievements of the project has been to organize, to create and to consolidate
two producers' organizations with access to new markets, with demonstrative effect in organic
management, and with support and municipal recognition. Both of them constitute a permanent
shop window of the effects that PCIP have achieved, and so workshops were directed to each
one of these organizations. Another workshop was carried out with an organization that had not
been shaped across the project —though many members had been benefited of the activities—,
as a control group.

To give an idea of the usefulness that this approach provided, figure no. 3 shows how the
sense of organization, and therefore its continuity, was identified in the Mission of the new
organizations, which in addition was connected with many of the carried out processes. On the
contrary, the Mission of the control group showed a more individual point of view and scarcely
incorporated links to a couple of processes.

PRODUCE Cosecha Sana Caparapongo
HEALTHY FOOD SAC (COSANACA)
¥ MISION
IMPROVE SELF- GOOD PRACTICES INCREASE
CONSUMPTION TO IMPROVE ECONOMIC
AND NUTRITION ENVIRONMENT BENEFITS
GENERATE @ IMPROVE ACCESSTO A 9
ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES GROWING 10
CONSCIENCE OF PRODUCTION MARKET 11
! !
@ TRAINING IN TRAINING IN
ORGANIC BUSINESS @
@ PRODUCTION MANAGEMENT
QUALIFY OTHER CONSOLIDATE @
14 PRODUCERS ORGANIZATION
| IMPROVE PRODUCER 'S QUALITY OF LIFE |
BETTER PRICES TO OFFER AN ALTERNATIVE TO PROTECT THE
IMPROVE REVENUES OF JOB ENVIRONMENT OF
WORK
¥
ACCESS TO NEW PROFESSIONALIZATION WAShogﬁjﬁggEyENT
MARKETS OF THE PRODUCER TECHNIQUES

Asociacion de Productores
de Saracoto

MISION ACCESSTO INVESTMENTS IN
CONTINUOUS GENETICS AND
TRAINING INFRAESTRUCTURE
® ®

Figure 4. Comparison of mission statements developed by producers' organizations through
Empowerment Evaluation workshops and their relation with the identified processes

The orientation of these workshops was not mainly directed to obtain information for the

evaluation, but to encourage participants to thing about the future of their organization after the

project is finished. There is a double learning effect: learning obtained from all the activities that
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have been carried out, and learning obtained from the reflection towards the future. This is the
base of the philosophy of empowerment, and for that reason this approach allows participants
to chose which elements in the strategy are relevant —and so considered in the analysis— and
which are not.

Process mapping had helped the project team to reinforce the overall view of strategy as an
well integrated package. For that reason the last empowerment workshop was directed to this
group. It has been very important in order to help them to define the last activities of the project,
which also affect to several of the final recommendations in the evaluation report: the
systematizing and publication of the developed experience, the systematizing and publication of
the applied methodologies, the possibility to apply them in new project or places, etc.
Definitively a reinforcement of the methodologies applied in the project has been achieved
through this evaluation approach.

5. Conclusions

The evaluation presented as case study appoints to a methodological approach that is based
on direct and joint participation of the actors involved in the project. The aim is to provide a
judgment of value from the perspective of local learning generated across the activated
processes, and not from the traditional perspective of accountability

Mixing methods and tools of evaluation, and especially process mapping and empowerment
evaluation in a standard methodology of key questions, has proved to be specially useful.

Process mapping offers a great potential in the previous stage of the evaluation. Firstly it helps
the project team to self-learning, offering an overview of all the activities out of the frame of the
foreseen strategy, and also how processes take place as a logical succession of activities.
Secondly it supports the following steps of the evaluation, because it helps to formulate the
evaluation questions and to centre the criteria and indicators that are needed. But in addition
process mapping is crucial in an learning-centered evaluation, since it allows to see the routes
and processes that new projects can follow in the future.

Development processes always imply to manage communities, and consequently
unpredictable reactions and also changes due to the local context. The final map shows the
result of adapting the original strategy to that changing reality. Consequently it must be
considered to be an input for learning that reflects how sustainable results can be obtained.
This map is the base to elaborate new proposals, serves as contrast for other evaluation tools,
and gives useful information about how to copy those processes into other projects.

Empowerment evaluation approach complements to other participatory tools as describes how
processes are perceived by the stakeholders. But in addition this approach helps to promote
the sustainability of these processes by working with organizations able to continue them, re-
adapt them or apply them in any other places. In this respect empowerment evaluation
contributes to the sustainability of the project.

It will be necessary to carry out new case studies in which this methodology is carried out, and
also to evaluate the adjustment to other types of development projects, and to evaluate the
adequacy to the requirements of the financial agencies. Nevertheless this experience shows
how this mix of evaluation tools can contribute to enhance impacts of development projects.
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