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About this summary 
As a preparation for the workshop, all participants were interviewed to determine 
their level of familiarity with evaluation approaches and to gather their 
expectations1. This summary brings together all the responses with the purpose 
of informing both participants and facilitators about the levels of familiarity with 
the different approaches, and the expectations for the event.    This information 
will be of use to the workshop facilitators to become aware of the range of skills 
and experience among the participants, and to adjust the content and emphasis 
of the sessions accordingly. 
 
Main conclusions: 
• The best-known evaluation approach is Outcome Mapping, followed by 

Gender evaluation Methodology; and Most Significant Change is the least 
known. 

• There is a noticeable variation among the participants in terms of familiarity 
and experience with M&E approaches. 

• Participants share an interest in networking, in learning about new 
approaches, in developing mentoring relationships, and in developing and 
adjusting their projects’ M&E approaches.  

• While there is limited interest in LogFrames, there is more interest around ICT 
Indicators, mostly in the form of reference materials.  

• All participants were able to differentiate between outputs and outcomes. 
Outputs were seen as products or processes under the control of a project, 
while outcomes were associated with behaviour changes that can often not 
be directly attributed to a project.  

 

                                                 
1 On 18 October the thirteen participants received a Workshop Brief and a question guide that 
was subsequently filled during a individual phone or skype interviews held between 19 October 
and 19 November. Upon approval by the participant each interview summary was uploaded to the 
workshop webspace http://evaluationinpractice.wordpress.com 
 



Summary of Responses  2 

1. General 
1.1 What constitutes credible evaluation and acceptable evidence in your 

context? 
 
CREDIBLE EVALUATION & ACCEPTABLE EVIDENCE 
• Pammla: Credibility is tied to what we do evaluation being included from 

beginning to the end of the program; it needs to be inclusive and integrated to 
the entire project. You cannot come in only at the end… Credibility refers to 
the process; the thread has to be throughout. Evidence can be documented 
through storytelling and photo-voice. Comes from a quantitative background 
and has learned to value these qualitative alternatives.  

 
• Asmae: The question is a bit vague. Evaluation should be conducted in a 

scientific, objective.  It is meant to give us insight about how the project is 
advancing (or not advancing) in accomplishing its pre-defined objectives 
(outputs), and to learn what changes (outcomes) (at the organizational, 
social, regulatory, and policy levels) have taken place on the ground after the 
project implementation,  

 
• Judith: Credible evaluation is based on empirical data. Acceptable evidence 

needs to be practical, robust, credible (scientific method). 
 
• Uca: It needs to: respond to the project objectives; start from the beginning of 

the project, respond to the stages or phases and yet be flexible. It must 
actively engage all the relevant stakeholders.  Acceptable evidence depends 
on having indicators to measure products or impacts as outlines in the project 
objectives. It needs to address expected and unexpected outcomes. 

 
• Angela: She leans more towards qualitative data: what is important is the 

WHY, especially in gender advocacy. In this sense qualitative data from one 
person IS credible.  Evidence: we can measure the change with the GEM 
practitioner, there is a difference that can be noted such as their own 
realization about themselves, how they work as an organization, how team 
members function.  

 
• Sunil: Difficult question for him as he comes from ICT4D, founded an 

organization in this field. He then shifted his attention to alternatives forms of 
ownership where you can be put against powerful adversaries. Used to work 
with UNDP, promoting open source…  Numbers are used to claim 
credibility….but it is hard to know what is credible, you need an independent 
method that both sides will agree upon. Funded research in many fields is 
biased…how can the voluntary sector avoid this? When involve the 
community in evaluation, how to keep expectations under control, how to 
respect privacy, anonymity; ethical questions in design, executing, presenting. 

 
• Chris: Some background; the project had lots of exposure to Michael Quinn 
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Patton’s work, lots of influence based on his presentation at the Niamey, 
Niger conference. This shaped their thinking as a research institute, they are 
keen on UFE to make sure research results are used. A priority is creating a 
dialogue between research and policy. They “…are not there yet” but they are 
learning. For instance what format to present the research to make it of 
interest to regulators and policy makers.  Evidence of what?  OM has 
influenced us, so we don’t talk about impact, but about outcomes. 
Behavioural changes are the focus, understanding that development is long-
term, and that contributions are more relevant than seeking to find short term 
impact.  

 
• Chanuka: He has had limited experience in M&E though he does have UNDP 

experience; but feels like a beginner in the context of IDRC.  In this project 
they want to evaluate outcomes –rather than outputs. Evidence: for example 
in India, instances where we gave rapid response and there were changes in 
policy. In Sri Lanka, when the government announced a tax on mobile 
phones, their research influenced the policy process and led to a reduced 
level of taxation. 

 
• Sana: If you can evaluate your project objectives that would be credible 

evaluation in our context.  We would want that to happen. Evidence? We are 
developing software in local language, deploying it in user communities, 
training end user communities, so at the end of the day if the end user can 
use the software, make use of the training provided, that would be an 
accomplishment and acceptable evidence for our project evaluation. We also 
want to cap build our own project teams for the dev of local language 
software. Have teams with expertise to use the software, hold trainings, and 
the end users are empowered to access info in the web in their own 
languages would also be acceptable evidence for evaluation purpose.  

 
• Marie-Helene: Starts by asking. What is better to evaluate: the team, the 

project or the impact? To see, to elaborate whether the project has produced 
results or impact. A project like the one I am coordinating is not supposed to 
produce immediate, short term impact, even if it did, they would be connected 
to other initiatives, so not sure if it would be possible to really assess that the 
project only produced the results. Also, how to show why the project 
eventually did not yield results is important for future action. A personal 
conviction: the use of ICTs is not as good because people are not trained to 
be creative, they are conformist, they don’t jump into imaginative possibilities 
(e.g. finding innovative ways to use ICTs to reduce genital mutilation).  

 
• Zarah: Evaluation should be scientific and unbiased. Examples of evidence in 

our case will be: community owned ICT enterprises, ICT tool most used in the 
community, people (male/female) using the ICTs  (for what purposes, what 
info and what do they do with it), number of people with ICT enterprises, and 
policy for universal access in Cambodia. 
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• Julius: Credible evaluation is based on science, it is about assessing some 

activity that has been implemented and the clients can comment on it 
objectively. Credible if one can identify and attribute the outcome, not a wild 
chase.  Acceptable evidence is clearly attributable, such as a change in 
behaviour, something that is measurable, objective and tangible; for example 
outputs of a certain commodity because of the intervention, holding other 
variables constant. 

 
• Jian: Our evaluation aims to assess the contribution of the Digital Review of 

Asia Pacific (DirAP) to developing local capacity in researching and writing 
about the ICT issues and development in the region, and in improving the 
knowledge, attitude and practice of policymakers.  Evidence focuses on 
usage, reach and impact of DirAP as well as on the research capacity of the 
individuals involved. 

 
1.2 How do you currently do M&E? What methods, approaches, etc. are you 

required / do you choose to use? 
 
• Pammla teaches evaluation to Aboriginal communities. She has prepared a 

manual; they are emphasizing video, story telling. When they work with youth, 
they will hesitate to write, but they will take photos or record stories. 

 
• Asmae: E-Fez is an e-government project with 2 components: technology and 

action research.  On the technology side, we have worked on building ICT 
outputs (a context-sensitive e-Gov platform) and their related on-site 
implementation & deployment. Action-research focuses on systematically 
assessing the project actions/outputs and their related changes/outcomes 
Specifically, we have worked on identifying, tracking, and assessing 
indicators (or “progress markers”) before and after the project implementation 
(in effort to identify, highlight, and demonstrate results/changes (outcomes) 
produced/ generated by the project: automating citizen-centric service 
delivery). Outcome Mapping is our guiding approach. We combine qualitative 
and quantitative methods. Our methods rely on fieldwork and include, among 
other things, observation, in-depth interviews, focus groups, and formal & 
informal on-site discussions. We use (quantitative) surveys in order to learn 
how citizens are experiencing/ perceiving/ assessing the newly deployed 
automated service delivery; and hence, in order to quantify some of our 
empirical results.   
 

• Judith: Mainly conventional methods: survey-based, with statistical and 
econometric analyses, complemented with interviews and secondary data to 
compare with other research.  They are about to complete a 7-country survey 
on cell phone use. She suspects that the findings will likely tell them more 
about the perceptions by users and less about the actual impacts or results. 
They are considering adding some focus group work to gain a deeper 
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understanding, though the challenge is to generalize the findings. MSC may 
constitute a useful approach.  

 
• Uca: The project was only launched two months ago and they expect to 

engage an evaluator. They are keen to use OM.  
 
• Angela: I am not required to use any method or approach in my TOR 

currently for M& of the project, so I basically use a combination. Currently, 
mainly relying on observations and mentally keep track of follow-up (with the 
help of a not very exhaustive to-do list). I have not done a plan yet, something 
that is to be done with the team. Focus currently is on how people are 
responding as possible project partners, what evaluation plans they want to 
conduct. Also of course deadlines, coordination, etc.  

 
• Chanuka: They are currently developing a method based on Key 

Performance Indicators (KPIs) and Key Result Indicators (KRIs). The idea is 
to have a set of quantifiable indicators that directly correlates to the 
performance of the organization as well as individuals. For example: policy 
influence: the number of opportunities to voice their research at conferences. 
They will compare them with internal benchmarks.  

 
• Sana: For the current Phase II of our project we are using OM for M&E. Also 

integrating GEM into the OM framework. How to do that will be of interest.  
 
• Marie-Helene: For the moment, they have been collecting evaluation data, 

activity reports, information on gender, age, etc of users (direct participants). 
They are completing the first year of project and she has done an internal 
self-evaluation for each component. 

 
• Zarah: The project started with a delay, so we have not done an evaluation 

yet. For now we are monitoring using reports from our pilot coordinators. We 
are planning to combine OM with SPEAK (more details below). We also 
conduct project reviews every three months or so and we used SWOT 
analysis to evaluate our progress. The review is mainly discussion on the 
progress based on the activity plan, the challenges or problems encountered 
and how were these resolved. 

 
• Julius: In the past impact he did assessments, for example on a technology 

introduced by a project. At the start you conduct a baseline, and at the end 
you measure the same indicators, so you can see the impact. Monitoring is 
about watching the indicators during the implementation 

 
• Jian: Document review in ICT4D field; direct and indirect observation; project 

review meetings where we engage outsiders to review the project and see 
what changes have happened and why. Up till now we have not used 
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questionnaires or surveys. Instead, we interview informally authors and users. 
  
 
1.3 What are the strengths and weaknesses in the way you currently do M&E? 
 
• Pammla: A lot of triangulation, to pick up on what each method brings or does 

not. If one system lacks content validity, we will balance it with qualitative 
methods to understand the content. The challenge is that of the methods 
some are quite new; refers to it as “cherry picking.” 

 
• Asmae: Doing M&E in itself is good. In Morocco ICT4D research projects are 

not yet a top-priority. When they do take place, they tend to be conducted 
with a technology only focus. However, in our e-Fez project we are combining 
ICT implementation with M&E, this is new in our Moroccan developing 
country context. We monitor on a systematic basis to track progress, to verify 
that we are on the right track. We use indicators to document the environment 
before and after deployment. Feedback is very important. A strength is that 
we have scientific and objective feedback to disseminate the initiative, and 
show policy makers that it is working, that is it feasible and to effectively 
communicate the project concrete/measurable benefits; in other words it is 
also a strategic tool.  Weakness: we need to find out if we are doing it right. 
We need to know best practices and others’ experiences.  
 

• Judith: Every approach has its limitations, each one can only approximate an 
understanding of reality (philosophy of science).   
On a practical level regarding surveys, a challenge is to come up with the 
right questions, and a limitation is that they are costly.  
On indicators/databases, a limitation is the lack of comparable numbers (for 
instance the OECD database includes Mexico but no other Latin American 
countries); while the ITU are official statistics that are often inaccurate or 
manipulated.  
 

• Uca: She likes OM in that it is simple, it can be developed at the start of the 
project, one can be selective of the parts one uses, and it captures a lot about 
the process that emerges instead of documenting who did what.  
 

• Angela: Not yet analyzed. Weaknesses are probably consistency, and 
timeliness. It is all in her head for now. For now it works for her, but if she 
were to sit down and analyze it, some other weaknesses will probably arise. 

  
• Chris: Weakness: a lack of capacity within the organization. We are a strange 

breed in that we do applied research, and evaluation is a new skill area. This 
is a “retread” for him.  They are still very young in relating with policy makers. 
They are very poor at documenting what they do and reflecting on it. As a 
learning organization this is quite worrying, hence the need to first understand 
M&E better.  
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• Chanuka: Perhaps it is too early to comment as the process is still in the 

development stage. One strength is that they have already identified some 
indicators and they will now need to cut down to a select few.  

 
• Sana: Not sure if can comment yet, the combination is new. OM is very 

holistic, we think it is very powerful tool for M&E to gauge the behavioral 
change.  Weakness to be known: later OM never been used in tech projects, 
nor has GEM been combined.  One weakness: OM does not give hard and 
fast how to steps, not very explicit yet.  And GEM: need to really make gender 
analysis more explicit and guided in theory so that it could be of more help to 
practitioners in adapting it in their own context. 

 
• Marie-Helen: Have yet to make a global analysis. Not yet consolidated. At the 

time of the formal evaluation we will have all the information materials at our 
disposal.  

 
• Zarah: The language barrier: the evaluation terms are difficult.  We are just 

starting. 
 
• Julius: The biggest problem is how to attribute the change to the project, 

especially when there are other projects or changes in market or in weather 
that can affect the indicators. 

 
• Jian: Our annual technical report to IDRC represents an opportunity for us to 

reflect on progresses and challenges, identify problems, draw lessons and 
make necessary adjustments to improve the work. It is done through analysis 
of all the available evidence, but still we see the need for our reporting to be 
more scientifically sound by rigorously using quantitative and qualitative 
methods. 
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2. How familiar you are with the following evaluation approaches? 
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GEM OM MSC

Approaches

Level of familiarity with approaches

I use it or parts of it

Attended a
workshop

Have heard about it

Not familiar

 
 

Level of familiarity with the 3 approaches 
 (# of responses *) 

Approach 
Not familiar Have heard 

about it 
Attended a 
workshop 

I use it or 
parts of it 

GEM 5 1 4 4 
OM 1 5 5 6 
MSC 8 5 0 0 

 
(*) Respondents could check more than one box.
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2.1 GEM (Gender Evaluation Methodology) 
 

Level of familiarity with GEM (# of responses) 
Approach 

Not familiar Have heard 
about it 

Attended a 
workshop 

I use it or 
parts of it 

GEM 5 1 4 4 
 
2.1.1 What is your level of understanding and experience conducting gender 

analysis?  
   
• Pammla: “Advanced-beginner” (Her rating: a Novice is just learning, a 

Beginner needs advise but can do 80% on her own, beyond that you are an 
Expert) 

 
• Asmae: I know about gender, but not about a Gender Evaluation 

Methodology. This is very exciting. As part of the e-Fez project we will be 
launching an additional dimension: a wireless network between government 
offices, and the gender dimension is a priority. You want to be gender 
sensitive but a challenge is to translate it into specific actions. That is very 
important, it will facilitate the work. 

 
• Uca: She belongs to the APC/PAM network 

(http://www.apcwomen.org/regions/latin_america) and participated in a 
training workshop, but has not yet applied it. It is high level. I have worked on 
this subject for many years and I am a specialist in media content analysis. 
For example, I was part of expert group meeting for the United Nations DAW 
in Beirut, 2002. 

 
• Angela: They conduct workshops on GEM! 
• Sunil: Organized an event – included GEM- but did not become familiar. 
• Sana: Fair 
• Marie-Helene: Familiar with GEM, was part of the team since 1997. 
• Zarah: Developed a monitoring plan. Challenge is how to integrate with 

OM+Speak.  
• Julius: Not sure if GEM is the same as looking at gender impact. 
• Jian: Have yet to consider this side, but I can see how ICT can empower 

women. Orbicom has been conducting research on gender but this is not the 
focus of my work.  

 
 
2.1.2 What experience have you had in gender evaluation and gender training? 
 
• Pammla: Have taken gender training with Health Canada and on the Status of 

Women. She was involved in a gender evaluation in the Caribbean 7 years 
ago, and she has conducted training workshops. 
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• Asmae: I have a Bachelor Degree in International Development with focus on 
gender studies.  

 
• Uca: I have worked in many media strategies and gender evaluation in Latin 

America for more than ten years. In this field I had done evaluation for Ford 
Foundation, for the Ebert, SERNAM, WACC, APC, Group of women in 
Ecuador. 

 
• Angela: Joined in March this year, so she has not actually attended a formal 

GEM workshop, though she was part of the original planning (1999-2001). 
Uses elements form the Conceptual Framework, e.g. levels of empowerment, 
severity of development problems from a gender perspective. She leans more 
towards the qualitative, and she recalls that a colleague felt GEM was very 
indicator based which surprised her, so there are different interpretations.  

 
• Sana: We work at regional level, and have teams. And have done GEM 

with/for teams; constantly commenting on their reports. So she has this as an 
initial experience.  

 
• Marie-Helene: Have used GEM for evaluating a previous project in 2000. 
 
• Julius: Have done impact studies differentiating on a gender basis. 
 
2.2 OM (Outcome Mapping) 
 

Level of familiarity with OM (# of responses) 
Approach 

Not familiar Have heard 
about it 

Attended a 
workshop 

I use it or 
parts of it 

OM 1 5 5 6 
 
• Pammla: First time using it in this project. She has done 2 workshop by Bea 

Briggs, Mexico-based facilitator: on in Feb.07, and one just now in 
September. 
 

• Asmae: Attended an OM workshop in South Africa -Jan 2007 plus another in 
Beirut in April 2007 to further localize it. She was very pleased to meet Sarah 
Earl at the workshop! 

 
• Sunil: …had a 15 min. summary from his colleague. 
 
• Julius: Know the theory but not the practice. Have read resources from 

colleagues. 
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2.2.1 If you are interested in using parts of OM, do you want to use it for ongoing 
monitoring during the project or for summative evaluation? 

 
• Pammla: Using it as fully as we can.  
 
• Asmae: Has been using it since 2004 via IDRC project. IDRC said it would be 

hard to assess impact, hence focus on outcomes. 
 
• Chris: Both. They produced a SchoolNet Namibia summative report, as an 

example. 
 
• Chanuka: summative evaluation. 
 
• Zarah: Had an OM workshop with Fred Carden.  Used OM to define vision, 

mission, boundary partners, progress markers , etc. Will combine OM with 
SPEAK Self Evaluation System (“Strategic Planning, Evaluation and 
Knowledge). SPEAK is a computer software developed by Seán Ó Siochrú  of 
Nexus Research, Ireland.  Will experiment combining OM with computer 
assisted SPEAK - less paper work by doing it with software. 

 
• Jian: Could use it with our publication: begin by identify the user groups, and 

focus on their behavior changes. 
 
2.2.2 How would you differentiate between outputs and outcomes?  
 
• Pammla: They have had a long discussion on this, the bottom line is: 

Outcomes are behavioural changes (take-in, take-on, take-over).  Outputs are 
tangible data, reports, tend to be easy to measure but not representative.  
 

• Asmae: This was a big assignment in e-Fez project: a challenge to 
differentiate, in ICT projects often the technical output is often the focus, but 
for us we go beyond that to outcomes: how is the system generating 
changes? Outcomes are changes directly linked to outputs.  

 
• Judith: When you evaluate, you are interested in outcomes; that is the 

result/impact of certain variables. Outcome is more related to a process than 
an output?  

 
• Uca: It is very difficult for me to define both concepts very clearly. One refers 

to the impact and the other it is about the use. 
 
• Angela: Outputs: directly what the project says its products are, they tend to 

be under its control to a large extent. Outcomes: less in the project control, 
especially about behaviour change, these are more reflective and about 
process.  
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• Sunil: Output is the direct result of an activity, while an outcome is what you 
wish to achieve, but may not have direct relationship to your activity.  

 
• Chris: Outputs are products and services, and outcomes are the benefits.  
 
• Chanuka: Outputs is what we do (workshops, publications), while outcomes 

are about impact about the society at large. Outcomes in their project are 
about policy influence.  

 
• Sana: Outputs are more direct, cause-effect. In Phase I we focused on 

Outputs Outcomes are about behaviour changes or changes that may also be 
implicit. 

 
• Marie-Helene: Do you have the words in French? Output: product, Outcome: 

results. There is room to elaborate.  
  
• Zarah: Outputs are observable achievable products that can be directly linked 

to a project. Outcomes are also results, but they may not be directly caused 
by the project. 

 
• Julius: Output: something physical, like changes in milk production. Outcomes 

are about behaviour changes. 
 
• Jian: The outputs of DirAP are about hard and soft copies of the book. Its 

outcomes are on two fronts: capacity building in the research processes of 
monitoring, analyzing, synthesizing and documenting the region’s 
infospheres; and significant “volume” and quality added to the region’s ICT4D 
resources, by virtue of how DirAP “value-adds” to ICT4D policy and 
discussion. 

 
 
2.3 MSC (Most Significant Change) 
 

Level of familiarity with MSC (# of responses) 
Approach 

Not familiar Have heard 
about it 

Attended a 
workshop 

I use it or 
parts of it 

MSC 8 5 0 0 
  

• Zarah: Sounds interesting from the qualitative side. 
 
2.3.1 What successes and/or issues have you had in using qualitative 

approaches to monitoring and evaluation? 
2.3.2 What experience have you had (if any) with implementing (MSC) Most 

Significant Change Technique? 
  
 Jian: Understands it is based on narrative; and wondering how it could be 
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combined with OM. 
 
2.3.3 What are you most interested in finding out about concerning MSC? (we 

may be able to add this question to all of the approaches 
 
3. Other approaches 
3.1 What other approaches do you use?  
 
• Pammla: LF have to be done, for example for the (Canadian) Treasury Board.  
• Asmae: The focus is on OM. Plus surveys to quantify. 
• Uca: No (but she has significant experience in evaluation work). 
• Angela: Ethnographic methods: triangulation, in-depth interviews, 

observation, focus group. In particular face-face interactions tell you lots, 
especially body language. Not all of this may fit under GEM, but all methods 
are open to interpretation.  

• Chris: Have been expose to results based management and liked it. Want to 
combine with OM in a telehealth project that is just starting. Have felt that OM 
helped in understanding the development process, but he still finds that for 
dissemination an reporting of research results, it is hard to only focus on 
behaviour change. He has engineering background and still likes the hard 
stuff. UFE helps, yet some users will also like the hard stuff (eg number of 
referral cases, cost benefit). 

• Chanuka: UNDP approach, which he feels was similar to OM. 
• Sana: We do not do any other we track progress of projects through progress 

reports.  In Phase I we evaluated on the basis of work reported. This time, 
with more attention on behaviour change. 

 
3.2 How much attention do you want us to give to LogFrames? (*) 
 

Level of attention wanted for LogFrames 

Topic Include an 
interactive 

session 

Provide brief 
review 

Provide 
reference 
materials 

Ignore 

Logical 
frameworks 1 7 6 3 

 
• Pammla: References can always give you useful material. (She teaches this.) 
• Asmae: Not very familiar. Not sure. Would be nice to know about. In Cape 

Town there was a lot of debate on this and waste of time! 
• Judith: LFs are our starting point. 
• Uca: She does not like them, they are complex and inflexible; the engineers 

she collaborates with like them… 
• Angela: familiar. Leave it out. 
• Sunil: OM will be the focus of their project evaluation.  
• Chris: Always important to understand, brief review will be good. 
• Sana: Would like to see more, as it is challenged by OM. As a point of 
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reference.  
• Marie-Helene: Cadre logique. Have heard about it, but not used it. Would like 

some training.  
• Zarah: I already have a bit of knowledge 
• Julius: Familiar with them already, so not much time needed. 
• Jian: Not familiar. 
 
3.3 How much attention do you want us to give to ICT indicators?(*) 
 

Level of attention wanted for ICT Indicators 

Topic Include an 
interactive 

session 

Provide brief 
review 

Provide 
reference 
materials 

Ignore 

ICT 
Indicators 

2 7 9 3 

 
• Pammla: Was not sure what was meant by “ICT indicators” but guessed 

through an example about phone or Internet penetration. She tends to go to 
UN indicators and would welcome a review.  

• Asmae: Maybe more important than LFA, can use the Wiki after the 
workshop. 

• Judith: Already uses them and would welcome a State of the Art review and 
additional sources.  

• Uca: Always interested; especially those specific to electronic waste. 
• Angela: Generally familiar, Depends on scope of coverage of session or how 

exactly this will be covered. She has the IDS Bridge Pack on Gender and ICT 
package (downloadable in English from www.bridge.ids.ac.uk) 

• Sunil: do not know what this is; is happy to learn more. 
• Chris: Uses them a lot, he does comparative research using WB numbers.  
• Chanuka: Have done a project on this already. Very keen especially at the 

organizational level. 
• Sana: Confident on this. Know enough.  

Marie-Helene: More familiar, especially in Gender ICT issues. Has conducting 
research in this field, and developed a methodology to identify indicators on 
gender digital divide.  

• Zarah: Would be more interesting especially as we are an ICT project. 
• Julius: Would want to learn about them, it could be that he knows them under 

a different name.  
• Jian: There a lot of them, like those by ITU. Keen to learn more. 
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4. Preference for the reference materials to take home:  
 

Preference for reference materials 
Participant Hard copies 

only 
Electronic 

copies only 
Both hard copies (by post) 

and electronic 
Pammla   X   
Asmae     X 
Judith   X   
Uca     X 

Angela     X 
Sunil   short docs long docs 
Chris   X   

Chanuka     X 
Sana     X 

Marie-Helene   Web-based   
Zarah      X 
Julius     Manuals in hard copy 
Jian   X   

 
5. Provide your three main expectations for this workshop.  
 
• Angela: To have fun, hoping this will not feel like a burden. 
 
NETWORKING 
• Pammla: Be able to make connections with new colleagues, get a sense of 

their trends, these contact give us support. 
• Asmae: An opportunity to meet people with the same interests: to evaluate 

ICT projects.  
• Judith: Learn about others’ challenges and how they are dealing with them 
• Uca: Learn about, and exchange experiences by others 
• Angela: To learn from others.  
• Chris: Networking with other members from around the world, feeding back 

what we have done. 
• Sana: Be able to know what other people are doing in OM and GEM context, 

practical and problems arising. 
• Marie-Helene: Meet other people from other IDRC projects and the IDRC 

staff. 
• Zarah: Learn from other projects using OM and OM combined with other 

methods; what are the challenges and how they resolved these. 
• Jian: Get to know what other people are doing, and share with them – 

reaching and being guided.  
 
EXPOSURE 
• Pammla: To get a better sense of evaluation in the context of ICT4D, I am a 
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learner. Is there a trend, preference, to get a sense.  
• Asmae: To learn about GEM and MSC methodologies and receive reference 

materials. 
• Judith: Become familiar with new methods, share ICT indicators and sources 
• Uca: Get updated, learn about new methods 
• Sunil: Learning, comparing, deciding which one method fits my project 

(holding the baby temporarily while the coordinator is on maternity leave, she 
knows OM) 

• Chris: learning what others have done. 
• Chanuka: ICT indicators: learn more – specially in the organizational context 
• Chanuka: Become familiar with other M&E method and compare them with 

the one we intend to use 
• Sana: Looking forward to learning more.  
• Marie-Helene: To hear more about the 3 methodologies and LFAs, to learn 

more. 
• Zarah: Learn from other projects using OM and OM combined with other 

methods; what are the challenges and how they resolved these. 
• Julius: Learn hot to use OM. 
• Jian: Become familiar with UFE in a particular context; including negative 

cases of projects that used UFE and it did not work and why; learn about 
problems to avoid. 

 
APPLICATION  
• Pammla:  Upon leaving she wants to be able to answer the question “now 

what?” Hint: not a one shot deal. Her students use wikis, podcasts; maybe 
each one can do a pod-cast. We could cut and paste the 45-minute 
presentations by the facilitators. In the Caribbean she will be intro them to 
podcasting, so she can use the example.   

• Asmae: To internalize these approach and learn to effectively evaluate our 
project situation.  

• Angela: To learn field tricks to do evaluation better: beyond theory, practical 
and as applied to different project designs (scale of project, lack of face-to-
face, etc.). For example in OM there are boundary partners; what if the 
project cannot control who they are, if the project does not give out funds to 
partners, if you’re reliant on people to approach you to see the mutual benefit 
of partnering under a project even without the financial sponsorship element, 
so how do you do it then? Global project planning and management is a little 
different from conducting a project in a particular locality. This type of practical 
operational tips will be welcome. 

• Sunil: As promised in the brief, to have a buddy to help him think through this, 
OM specially. 

• Chanuka: To make sure we are in the right path and learn something new to 
be added to current process 

• Sana: Learn about the expectations by IDRC regarding M&E of projects 
• Marie-Helene: To gain a clear idea of what I can / could do in evaluating the 
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project; our evaluation will start in 6 months. 
• Zarah: To learn more trick and approaches, practical tips that can use, to 

teach colleagues what I learned. 
• Julius: learn how to implement it (OM) for M&E. 
• Jian: The teaching of the 3 methods: we can do that fast, and then for each 

project, we apply what you teach to our case. Get concrete case study, move 
beyond theory; be focused and concrete. 

 


