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SECRETARIAT RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT SUMMARY EVALUATION REPORT

At the Secretariat Meeting in London between 16-18 November, we discussed the draft summary report of the Evaluation Team, and have these preliminary comments to make to the discussion that will take place in Bern.  We have focused on the more substantive issues, rather than editorial ones.  We recognise that there may need to be some tweaking of the document, given that we are expecting to share it widely within and without the network.
1. Mention of the poor: The lack of mention of poor people or poverty in the whole of the introduction (except in the box on the mission) distracts from IFRTD’s core mission.  Even though this may seem to be an editorial comment, we think that it is important that IFRTD’s poverty-focus is emphasised at the start of the evaluation report.  
2. It was very rewarding to know that the evaluation team found IFRTD to be o “amongst the most effective and efficient networks to have emerged from the development field in the 1990s”.  We would appreciate if the team could explain the basis on which it drew this conclusion.  It would help us to identify and build on our strengths.
3. On page 5 – there are examples from West Africa and Latin America on influencing national policy development that have been excluded, and should be considered.  e.g. in Senegal issues such as gender, the role of waterways and intermediate means of transport have been included in the national rural transport strategy; in Burkina Faso, the NFG has influenced the government to have a rural transport strategy and have been successful in raising awareness on gender issues, and the Colombia NFG has been invited by the Ministry of Transport to develop a rural transport strategy for the country.  These examples are not exhaustive.
4. Paragraph 3.1 does not clearly articulate whether IFRTD has (or has not) had an impact in the different areas of  attitude and awareness, knowledge, relationships and community, capacity, transport policy and practice.  It would be helpful to have a more definitive idea about the nature of IFRTD’s impact and on ways of strengthening it.

5. Relevance of IFRTD’s mission and mandate – though it does seem that the mission and mandate was endorsed by respondents to the evaluation, the report does not say definitely whether the mission and mandate is still relevant.
6. Paragraph 3.1 also suggests that the primary focus of IFRTD is at the national level.  The Secretariat feels that one of the strengths of the network is that it focuses on the international, regional and national levels.  There is also some anecdotal evidence to suggest that the Forum News and other networking activities reach the more local levels.

7.  “Network drift” (on page 9 section 3.2). Rather than ‘drift’ (which implies an uncontrolled movement) we see a “network shift” away from “international” (or more correctly ‘northern’) partners, to the “south” as a positive development of a ‘southern driven” network.  We disagree that this has diminished the opportunities for international networking, though the nature of partners and partnerships may have changed.

8. China and India.  We are puzzled as to where the recommendation for working in China has come from.  We see that as a very complex undertaking and contrary to the way in which the IFRTD network has built up its presence in the past.  Our strategy has been to build on and be responsive to initiatives from different countries.   It must also be noted that the IFRTD does have a relatively high profile in India, with the work that has been going on in relation to the PMGSY (Prime Minister’s Rural Roads Programme). 

9. Methodology.  We had expected the methodology adopted in response to the terms of reference to be able to unearth a lot of the invisible work that happens at different places and at different levels in a network and also to be an opportunity to collectively engage in the evaluation process.  We don’t think this happened, and we are concerned that some key stakeholders (e.g. in Asia and in many NFGs) were not reached at all.  We recognise that there was a huge time constraint on the implementation of the evaluation, and we would like an opportunity to review the process with a view perhaps to institute within the network an ongoing process of assessing our work more easily through our regular governance, donor reporting and information sharing activities.
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