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	Name of document
	MGD - ACCESS 03-05

	Full title
	RAPPORT SUR L’EVALUATION FINALE DU PROJET LOVA

	Acronym/PN
	ACCESS or LÖVA

	Country
	Madagascar

	Date of report
	March 2005

	Dates of project
	2003 – 2005

	Evaluator(s)
	Andriamihamintsoa Rasamoely 

	External?
	Yes

	Language
	French 

	Donor(s)
	USG CCC/USDA FAS CRS with WFP

	Scope 
	Project

	Type of report
	final evaluation

	Length of report
	57 pages

	Sector(s)
	HLS, Food security, infrastructure

	Brief abstract (description of project)
	The activities of the ACCESS project in the East Region in the Provence of Toamasina involved the rehabilitation of rural roads and improved paths to support displacements of pedestrians and intermediary means of transport, as well as putting in place durable maintenance systems at intervention sites (p.4)

	Goal(s)
	To improve the household livelihood security by the rehabilitation of infrastructures. (p.5)
Impact indicators: increase in volume of marketed production, accessibility of social services, accessibility to markets… (p.7)

	Objectives
	Effect indicators : increase in the number of trips or the transportation of products out of or in to rural communities’ the improvement in the type of local transportation used.

Desired results : percentage of rehabilitated roads equipped with maintenance systems, numbers maintenance systems implemented, numbers of micro and small businesses formed as to conduct maintenance work (p.7)

	Evaluation Methodology
	The evaluation mission intervened at various levels of the ACCESS project: discussions and reflections with the management and the project team, surveys of direct beneficiaries, group interviews, meeting regarding future strategies with the key structures of the road maintenance systems (p.4) Review of management reports, monitoring data, reports of the technical sectors, (notes of meetings of associations or groups, reports of the enterprises…), secondary and primary data (p.7)

	Results (evidence/ data) presented?
	yes

	Summary of lessons learned (evaluation findings)
	The evaluation mission suggests that the project, in its final phase, to identify those bridges which must be rehabilitated urgently.  If not the work of rehabilitating the paths and roads will be perceived by the beneficiaries as “useless” (p.4)
… [T]he beneficiaries have developed an attitude of being assisted and some of them are more interested in possible gifts (caps, T-shirts, food….) from the project than the sustainable improvement of paths and roads (p.50)

	Observations
	

	


	Additional details for meta-evaluation: 

	Contribution to MDG(s)?
	

	Address main UCP “interim outcomes”?
	

	Were goals/objectives achieved?
	2=somewhat 

In term of impacts, if the comparative analysis of the results of the baseline survey and final evaluation shows an improvement of accessibility of the zones of intervention of the project, the focus group discussions and strategic prospects reveal problems of accessibility of the paths due to bad the state of the bridges on certain zones whose impacts of the project are not “perceptible” by the population. (p.50)  However, whereas only 9% of the respondents to the baseline survey felt that the status of the roads was good, during the final evaluation survey 67.9 % confirm that they are now in good shape. (p.17)

	ToR included?
	No

	Reference to CI Program Principles?
	No 

	Reference to CARE / other standards?
	No 

	Participatory evaluation methods?
	Only FGDs

	Baseline?
	Yes (mentioned)

	Evaluation design
	Before-and-after (compared to baseline) [some indicators]

	Comment
	Appears that much more data was collected than needed to determine effectiveness of this project.


