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Quality Assessment Summary
Overall this is an evaluation of a good standard receiving a score of 3.80 out of 5. All evaluation phases and
overarching considerations received a score of adequate or above and provide an indication that this evaluation
was consistently of a more than adequate quality.
The inception phase of the evaluation scored well with a 3.70. The highlights of this phase included that the Terms
of Reference and proposed evaluation approach were of a good standard and responded to a specific suite of
evaluations work for which there was clear demand for a synthesized position to inform executive leadership. In this
regard, the significance and emphasis placed upon the Theory of Change in the planning was excellent because of
how it sought to diagnose the issues affecting smallholder farmers and use it to inform an appropriate intervention
approach. There however was a small degree of misunderstanding between the evaluation team and client relating
to the multiple types of intervention logic diagrams and approaches to be employed, and an under-emphasis on the
final evaluation question related to the approach to smallholders going forward.
The implementation phase scored 3.72 and was generally of a good standard, while noting some minor changes to
the data collection and some confusion over the status of the qualitative engagements. This also meant that ethical
protocols regarding the key informant interviews were not documented but were said to have occurred.
The report phase scored 3.97 and the output itself serves as a good example of an evaluation product. The
document is well-structured and thorough. It is written accessibly and it does a good job of presenting key findings
across the literature review, evaluation synthesis, in relation to the Theories of Change, as well as for the four
smallholder categories. As such, it does a good job of answering the key evaluation questions via its findings while
employing an analytical framework derived from an extensive literature review. The evaluation report makes key
conclusions and recommendations in relation to a conceptually distinct set of smallholder farmer categories.
The follow-up, use and learning stage scored lowest at 3.67, mainly on account of the delays in the project and the
increase in fee to produce the final report. Otherwise, it performed well in the few other standards related to
reflections on the evaluation process, and was considered an excellent example of the conceptual value of an
evaluation.
The highlights of the overarching considerations included the alignment to the policy context (4.53) as the
evaluation was clearly in tune with developments related to policy and was commissioned as a response to the
varied findings and recommendations arising from the other evaluations. The handling and transparency of the
evaluation process produced a high score for a free and open evaluation process (4.39). Further, the evaluation
stood out for having one of the better defined and documented capacity building initiatives undertaken as part and
parcel of the process to date (4.0). Overall, the evaluation stands out as being of a good standard.

Quality Assessment Scores

Phase of Evaluation

Score

Planning & Design

3,70

Implementation

3,72

Reporting

3,97

Follow-up, use and learning

3,67

Total

3,80

Overarching Consideration

Score

Partnership approach

3,44

Free and open evaluation process

4,39

Evaluation Ethics

3,10

Alignment to policy context and background literature

4,53

Capacity development

4,00

Quality control

3,94

Project Management

3,24

Total

3,80
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Phase of Evaluation

Area of Evaluation

Planning & Design

Quality of the TOR

3,56

Planning & Design

Adequacy of resourcing

3,57

Planning & Design

Appropriateness of the evaluation design and
methodology

4,43

Planning & Design

Project management (Planning phase)

3,00

Implementation

Evaluation ethics and independence

3,00

Implementation

Participation and M&E skills development

3,43

Implementation

Methodological integrity

4,27

Implementation

Project management (Implementation phase)

3,50

Reporting

Completeness of the evaluation report

4,00

Reporting

Accessibility of content

4,00

Reporting

Robustness of findings

3,85

Reporting

Strength of conclusions

4,33

Reporting

Suitability of recommendations

4,00

Reporting

Acknowledgement of ethical considerations

3,57

Follow-up, use and learning

Resource utilisation

2,00

Follow-up, use and learning

Evaluation use

4,08

Total

Total

3,80
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Score

Planning & Design
Quality of the TOR
Standard:

The evaluation was guided by a well-structured and complete TOR or a wellstructured and complete internal evaluation proposal (e.g. Background, Purpose,
Evaluation Questions, Design & Methodology, Deliverables & Timeframes, Resource
requirements, Intended Audience & Utilisation, etc).

Comment and Analysis:

The evaluation was guided by a well-structured and complete TOR. The TOR includes
the following sections: Background information and rationale (including the purpose);
Focus of the evaluation (including the evaluation questions); Evaluation Design;
Evaluation plan; Budget and payment schedules; Management arrangements; Outline
of the proposal to be submitted (including structure, team and skill requirements);
Information to the service provider (including background documents, evaluation
criteria, etc); and more. This is considered to be a good standard as the structure is
appropriate and complete. The content could be more thorough in specific areas (e.g.
Background and rationale; Themes; etc) to be of an excellent quality, but it is certainly
of a good standard.

Rating:

4: The evaluation was guided by a well-structured and complete TOR or internal
evaluation proposal of a good standard

Standard:

The approach and type of evaluation was suited to the purpose and scope of the
evaluation TOR (or an internal evaluation proposal)

Comment and Analysis:

The ToR called for a diagnostic evaluation "to develop the basis (diagnostic) for a
coherent overall policy framework to support smallholder farmers" in line with DPME's
guidelines for government evaluations. In order to do this, the evaluation sought to
synthesize the findings of five evaluations of initiatives in this sector of variable scope
and quality, supplementing it with a review of literature in the area and some
qualitative data collection. The purpose and scope of the evaluation was well suited to
employing a synthesis of existing evaluations towards a diagnostic of the sector with a
view to informing future policy.

Rating:

4: The approach and type of the evaluation was well-suited to the purpose and scope
of the evaluation TOR

Standard:

The TOR (or an internal evaluation proposal) identified the intended users of the
evaluation and their information needs

Comment and Analysis:

The ToR identified the intended users of the evaluation in the following broad
stakeholder categories: Ministers; Portfolio committee; Mayors and councillors;
Administrators/policy makers and Directors General; Implementers; and Organised
agriculture. For each of these users the categories are unpacked to identify the
respective departments and agencies. The likely use of the evaluation results are set
out in fairly broad and generic terms of the stakeholder categories and could have
been better differentiated, particularly in relation to the development of a coherent
overall policy framework purpose and in relation to the evaluation questions.

Rating:

3: The TOR (or an internal evaluation proposal) identified the intended users of the
evaluation and their information needs
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Standard:

Key stakeholders were involved in the scoping of the TOR and choosing the purpose
of the evaluation

Comment and Analysis:

The genesis of the evaluation appears to have been as a result of a directive from
political leadership to consolidate and synthesise the policy implications arising from
the multiple evaluations undertaken in the sector. The key stakeholders from the
Department of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation (DPME), Department of
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF) as well as from the Department of Rural
Development and Land Reform (DRDLR), were involved in the scoping and choosing
the purpose of the evaluation, but this did not appear to include stakeholders beyond
government and these departments.

Rating:

3: Key stakeholders were involved in the scoping of the TOR and choosing the
purpose of the evaluation

Adequacy of resourcing
Standard:

The evaluation was adequately resourced in terms of time and budget allocated

Comment and Analysis:

For an evaluation that did not comprise substantial primary data collection and relied
largely on existing data, supplemented with some qualitative data and participatory
workshops, the evaluation appears to have been well-resourced in terms of the
budget allocation of R1 million (approx.). However, the original timeframe of
approximately 6 months, when considering the extent of stakeholder engagement
necessary across departments and actors, and in light of subsequent extensions,
does appear to be potentially under-scoped. Overall, the time and budget allocation at
the outset can be considered adequate.

Rating:

3: The evaluation was adequately resourced in terms of time and budget allocated

Standard:

The team conducting the evaluation was adequately resourced in terms of staffing and
skills sets

Comment and Analysis:

The team conducting the evaluation was very well resourced in terms of staffing and
skills sets. It included two key evaluators with PhDs, an Agriculture specialist with an
MSc in Agricultural Economics, as well as research and evaluation team members
with a range of postgraduate qualifications. Feedback from different stakeholders
affirmed the team composition as well-resourced for this project. Only a high quality
evaluator of significant international experience and work in this area could have
improved the team.

Rating:

4: The evaluation was well resourced in terms of staffing and skills sets

Appropriateness of the evaluation design and methodology
Standard:

There was explicit reference to the intervention logic or the theory of change of the
evaluand in the planning of the evaluation

Comment and Analysis:

The programme theory or theory of change was explicitly referenced in the the ToR as
part of the evaluation questions, within the evaluation proposal and Inception Report,
as well as central to evaluation activities and methodology. The revised proposal and
Inception Report went into some depth explaining how the theory of change for the
sector, in this case distinguishing between an impact theory and a process theory,
would be developed through a three step process that entailed: a synthesized first
draft building on previous work; a plausibility check in relation to the literature review;
and later a revised theory of change model(s) developed. This process placed the
theory of change as integral to the evaluation design and a central output(s) of the
entire evaluation process.

Rating:

5: The intervention logic or theory of change of the evaluand was well integrated into
the TOR and the Inception Report, including visual representations, and informed the
design of the evaluation
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Standard:

The planned methodology was appropriate to the questions being asked

Comment and Analysis:

The evaluation set out ten framing categories for the diagnostic which were then
unpacked over more than 20 evaluation questions, some of which may have been
rather difficult to robustly answer within the constraints of a diagnostic of this purpose
and scope (e.g. To what extent does everyone who accesses land want/know how to
farm?; How far did they manage risks such as foot and mouth, climate change?, etc).
Nevetheless, the revised project proposal includes an evaluation matrix that
specifically sets out and groups the evaluation questions under each of the ten
framing categories and concisely aligns the data sources and methods to these, as
well as indicates at what step in the methodology they will be addressed. The
methodology was therefore well-suited to the questions being asked within the
limitations of the questions themselves that were particularly numerous and
ambiguous in some instances.

Rating:

4: The planned methodology was well suited to the questions being asked and
considered the data available

Standard:

The sampling planned was appropriate and adequate given the focus and purpose of
evaluation

Comment and Analysis:

Due to the nature and scope of this evaluation at the planning stage, no sampling was
planned to occur with regards to primary data collection and this standard is not
applied for that reason. The diagnostic evaluation did plan to include the five
completed evaluation reports, programme documentation from other interventions as
well as thorough scan of related literature, in addition to key stakeholder interviews,
although these were not planned as primary data.

Rating:

: N/A

Project management (Planning phase)
Standard:

The inception phase was used to develop a common agreement on how the
evaluation would be implemented

Comment and Analysis:

The Inception Report identifies some changes between the evaluation proposal
agreed to as part of the inception phase. It emphasizes the importance of consensus
building and highlights the use of the existing evaluations at an earlier stage in the
methodology and clarifies how key informants will be used. Stakeholder comment
however indicated that there was still some misunderstanding as to how to most
optimally involve stakeholders in the process and suggested that there may have
been greater emphasis on technical methodology at the expense of better answering
question 1.10 Proposed approach going forward. This was confirmed by statements
made by other stakeholders.

Rating:

3: The inception phase was used to develop a common agreement on how the
evaluation would be implemented
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Implementation
Evaluation ethics and independence
Standard:

Where data was gathered in contexts where ethical sensitivity is high, informed
consent, assurances of confidentiality and appropriate clearance were achieved; e.g.
through an ethics review board, in evaluation involving minors, institutions where
access usually requires ethical or bureacratic clearance

Comment and Analysis:

Although the environment was not was not one where ethical sensitivity was high,
particularly in light of the emphasis on document and literature review, some
interviews and focus groups were conducted for this evaluation and copies of the
instruments used for the interview sessions were provided indicating that these
qualitative engagements were a form of data collection of sorts, although not analysed
and treated as such. Beyond a reference in the main report to "Key Informant
Interviews (data not captured in an appendix for confidentiality reasons)" there is no
indication of any ethical protocols or considerations that were observed for these
engagements. Appendix A provides the interview guideline but makes no mention of
informed consent or confidentiality to respondents, although stakeholders did indicate
that informed consent was given verbally in all instances. As such, there are clear
indications that ethical protocols were observed, but there is not documentary
evidence of such protocols available to support this.

Rating:

2: Although there were indications that ethical protocols were observed, (e.g. informed
consent agreements and/or an ethics review) no documentary evidence was available
to support this

Standard:

Where external, the evaluation team was able to work without significant interference
and given access to existing data and information sources

Comment and Analysis:

The evaluation team was able to work freely and without any interference. Although
the nature of this evaluation did not require access to existing datasets and
information sources from stakeholder departments, the evaluators indicated they were
able to obtain information unimpeded and that in particular DPME played an important
facilitation role in ensuring stakeholders worked with the evaluation team in
conducting the evaluation.

Rating:

4: The evaluation team was able to work freely without interference and was given
access to all sought data and information sources

Participation and M&E skills development
Standard:

Key stakeholders were involved in the evaluation through a formalised mechanism or
institutional arrangement

Comment and Analysis:

Key stakeholders from the Departments of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF);
Rural Development and Land Reform (DRDLR); and Planning, Monitoring and
Evaluation (DPME) served on the Evaluation Steering Committee and were all
involved in the project from conceptualisation through to conclusion. However, there
were some challenges obtaining comment from key stakeholders, particularly towards
the conclusion of the evaluation, and this is why the involvement is only considered
adequate.

Rating:

3: Key stakeholders were involved in the evaluation through a formalised mechanism
or institutional arrangement (e.g. a steering committee or reference group)
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Standard:

Where appropriate, an element of capacity building of partners responsible for the
evaluand and evaluators was incorporated into the evaluation process

Comment and Analysis:

Structured capacity building activities were undertaken as part of the evaluation
through the collaboration with the University of Cape Town's Institute for Monitoring
and Evaluation. This occurred through three activities in the main:
-A Theory of Change Capacity Building Workshop targeting the programme
implementers, but also included two UCT evaluation masters students and an
emerging evaluator.
-Involvement of UCT Masters student in the plausibility check
-Capacity building of emerging evaluators including a sector specialist from the Lima
Rural Development Foundation.
This is largely consistent with the planned capacity building and serves as a good
example of how key activities and milestones in the evaluation process provide an
opportunity to build capacity both internal and external to the evaluation team.

Rating:

4: Structured capacity building of evaluators and partners responsible for the evaluand
was incorporated into the evaluation process

Methodological integrity
Standard:

A literature review was developed which informed the analytical framework and
findings of the evaluation

Comment and Analysis:

An excellent literature review was undertaken by the service provider which directly
informed the analytical framework used for the evaluation.
The literature review is included as an appendix to the evaluation report and has
elements of a systematic review in terms of its depth and scope. For example, a
search of relevant evaluation reports and literature initially identified 7775 potential
resources that were then shortlisted based on abstract and title review down to 104
articles. Applying a stricter criteria of 1) rigorous impact evaluations (counterfactual
design); 2) peer reviewed and/or 3) relevant to the SA smallholder context; a
"keystone evaluation" list of 28 evaluations were compiled.
Following initial feedback from the Steering Committee, an expanded search inclusive
of policy documents and writings on relevant interventions expanded the 104 articles
by 38 additional articles, bringing to 142 the number of articles that informed the
literature review.
From this pool of literature an analytical framework was developed distinguishing
between: 1) constraints related to smallholder characteristics; 2) constraints related to
market functionality; and 3) constraints related to market connectivity.
Among the four categories of smallholder farmers identified in the sector as part of the
diagnostic , this analytical framework was applied to diagnose and differentiate them,
providing a basis for comparison and development of a theory of change to inform
future interventions. It also covered international and national literature to compare
and contrast findings and identified results arising from different kinds of interventions
in this sector.

Rating:

5: An excellent literature review was developed covering international and national
literature, a diversity of view points, which informed the analytical framework and
interpretation of issues relevant to the findings

Standard:

The methods employed in the process of the evaluation were consistent with those
planned and implemented adequately

Comment and Analysis:

The methods employed in the process of the evaluation were mostly consistent with
those planned and implemented well, although the evaluation process was somewhat
emergent and some methods were changed in terms of the sequencing (e.g.
expanded scope of literature review, addition of a focus group, etc) and expanded in
terms of scope of application (e.g. workshops related to theory of change for the four
smallholder farmer groups). Despite these changes, these methods were well
implemented and substantively consistent with the original evaluation plan and
therefore executed to a good standard.

Rating:

4: The methods employed in the process of the evaluation were consistent with those
planned and implemented well (in terms of time, coverage, and content)
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Standard:

A pilot of basic data collection instrumentation occurred prior to undertaking data
collection and it was used to inform the research process

Comment and Analysis:

Since only an interview guideline was developed in terms of data collection
instrumentation and not for the purpose of empirical data collection it is inappropriate
to apply this standard for this evaluation.

Rating:

: N/A

Standard:

Data was collected from key stakeholders (e.g. implementers, governance structures,
indirectly affected stakeholders) as data sources

Comment and Analysis:

Although primary data collection did not occur for the purpose of this evaluation, key
stakeholders were participants in the evaluation process and had a direct say and
input into the various workshops conducted for this evaluation. In this respect, the
spirit of the standard was met through a consensus building approach employed by
the evaluation team that was inclusive of key stakeholders to a good standard.

Rating:

4: Data was collected from the intended key stakeholder groupings in line with the
envisioned range and type of stakeholders (approx. 80-89% of intended)

Standard:

The methodology included engaging beneficiaries appropriately as a key source of
data and information

Comment and Analysis:

Given that no primary data collection was undertaken, beneficiary engagement
occurred indirectly on two levels. The first was indirectly and in the context of an
evaluation synthesis through the existing five evaluations and the literature review on
relevant interventions that took into account intervention results for beneficiaries and
sought to synthesize these results.
The most direct manner in which beneficiaries were engaged was through the
development of theories of change. Key beneficiaries representatives outside of
government who participated in the consultations included but were not limited to:
-African Farmers Association of South Africa
-AgriSA
-Food and Agricultural Organisation
-National Agricultural Marketing Council of South Africa
-National Emergent Red Meat Producers' Organisation
-Rural Enterprise and Industrial Development
-South African Sugar Association

Rating:

4: The methodology included meaningfully engaging beneficiaries as a primary source
of data and information (or if based on secondary data, includes data from
beneficiaries and beneficaries consulted on emerging findings)

Project management (Implementation phase)
Standard:

The steering committee, technical working group and service provider worked
together adequately to facilitate achievement of the objectives of the evaluation

Comment and Analysis:

The steering committee and technical working group reportedly worked well with the
service provider. At key stages of the evaluation the evaluation team was responsive
to feedback and willing to change scope. Similarly, DPME played a key facilitation role
in terms of helping to bridge understandings between the evaluation team and the
sector departments. Overall, the relationship was mutually described as a flexible and
constructive one that enhanced the utility of the evaluation.

Rating:

4: The steering committee, technical working group and service provider worked
together in a flexible and constructive manner facilitating achievement of the
objectives of the evaluation
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Standard:

Support provided by the evaluation secretariat (e.g. the administrators responsible for
the evaluation) facilitated achievement of the objectives of the evaluation (eg
turnaround times, addressing problems, preparation for meetings etc)

Comment and Analysis:

The evaluation secretariat was generally described to be supportive of the evaluation
process and assisted in the coordination of the evaluation. However, delays in
feedback from stakeholders and long turnaround times, did prolong the finalisation of
the evaluation and extended the timeframes.

Rating:

3: Support provided by the evaluation secretariat facilitated achievement of the
objectives of the evaluation
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Reporting
Completeness of the evaluation report
Standard:

The first draft evaluation report was of a sufficient quality to go to stakeholders and did
not require major changes

Comment and Analysis:

The draft report was of a sufficient quality to go to stakeholders but it did require quite
substantial shift in terms of addressing the final evaluation question. In particular,
greater emphasis was requested on how to do things differently so that the report was
of clear utility to the stakeholders. This resulted in shifts to the process and scope of
work that were quite substantial in terms of the evaluation report drafting process, but
were geared to utilisation of the evaluation product.

Rating:

3: A first draft of the evaluation report was of a sufficient quality to go to stakeholders
and did not require major changes prior to sharing

Standard:

The final evaluation report is well-structured and complete in terms of the following:
executive summary; context of the development evaluation; evaluation purpose,
questions and scope; methodology; findings and analysis; conclusions and
recommendations

Comment and Analysis:

The final evaluation report structure is excellent and complete, including the following
sections: Policy and Executive Summaries; Introduction (inclusive of background,
purpose, scope and methodology); Current approach to smallholder farming;
Literature review findings; Theory of Change for current programmes; Findings by
evaluation question; Findings by smallholder category; Conclusions and
recommendations. The report is also supplemented with appendices which include:
Key informant interview guidelines; Methodology; Literature review bibliography;
Literature review; Theory of Change impact and process models for current
interventions; capacity development activities; and Sources of data.

Rating:

5: The final evaluation report structure is excellent, complete and makes exceptional
use of the appendices to supplement the main report content structure

Accessibility of content
Standard:

The final evaluation report is user-friendly, written in accessible language and
adequate for publication (e.g. adequate layout and consistent formatting; complete
sentences and no widespread grammatical or typographical errors; consistency of
style and writing conventions; levels of formality; references complete and consistent
with cited references in reference list and vice versa; etc.)

Comment and Analysis:

The final evaluation report is user-friendly and well-written, if somewhat concise for
the scope of work it covers. The report is written in accessible language and appears
more than adequate for publication, with generally consistent formatting, writing
conventions, formalities and references throughout the text. The report is of a very
good standard in this regard.

Rating:

4: The final report is well written, accessible to the common reader and ready for
publication with only minor spelling, grammar or formatting mistakes
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Standard:

Figures, tables and appropriate conventions are used in presentation of data (e.g. use
of appropriate statistical language; reporting of p-values where appropriate; not
reporting statistically insignificant findings as significant; clarifying disaggregation
categories in constructing percentages; not using quantitative language in reporting
qualitative data, etc.) and are readily discernible to a reader familiar with data
presentation conventions

Comment and Analysis:

The evaluation report presents 28 tables and 5 figures as part of the main report.
There are not any graphs used and the report does not include advanced statistical
language. In this regard, the report makes good use of the tables and figures included
to present and illustrate data, particularly in relation to syntheses.

Rating:

4: Figures, tables and conventions are well used for a variety of types of data
presentations and supporting explanations make them accessible to readers

Robustness of findings
Standard:

Data analysis appears to have been executed to an adequate standard

Comment and Analysis:

Given that the evaluation entailed a desktop and literature review rather than the
collection and analysis of primary data, the standard's application is interpreted in
relation to the evidence analysis undertaken as part of the literature review and
synthesis of evaluation findings. To this end, the analysis included in the Literature
Review appendix appears to have been well-executed to a good standard. Given the
manner in which documents were identified, reviewed and included within the
synthesis component structured in relation to the analytical framework for Government
Support to Smallholders, this appears to have been a thorough review of evidence
that is presented and summarised in terms of the global context, South African
context, and with a conclusion on whether there is evidence to support claims that the
respective interventions' support components would be appropriate in this context.
Although the evaluation also entailed some interviews and focus groups, the report
explains "the Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) did not seek to gather rigorous data as to
whether, in the view of the informants, the programmes are working or not (and why)
nor generate suggestions for alternate or improved models - this would be within the
scope of a process or design evaluation, which is not part of the scope of this report".
As such, qualitative data was not subjected to a systematic analysis, nor was it
intended to be.

Rating:

4: Data analysis appears to have been well executed for all datasets

Standard:

Findings are supported by evidence which is sufficiently and appropriately analysed to
support the argument, integrating sources of data

Comment and Analysis:

The findings are structured in relation to and the evaluation themes and the evaluation
questions that correspond to each of these themes and the four smallholder
categories. They distinguish between current interventions and future interventions,
before addressing the final evaluation question in the form of recommendations. The
evaluation questions are reportedly "addressed through a process of triangulation
across a number of sources, wherever possible. Sources of data, are provided in the
following appendices: Desk review; Literature review; NEP evaluations; Key informant
interviews; Focus group findings; ToC impact and process models; and Theory of
Change workshop findings". The appendices summarise the sources of data per
evaluation questions and provide references as appropriate. Generally, the findings
are supported by evidence which is well-analysed, integrated and supports the
argument. Although the interviews, focus groups and workshops were listed as
sources of data, the 'weight' given to this as evidence and the manner in which it was
integrated and synthesised in conjunction with the very well-detailed literature and
desk review is not entirely clear.

Rating:

4: The evidence gathered is well analysed, integrated and supports the argument in
key sections of the report, without presenting data which are not used in the
argument
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Standard:

There is appropriate recognition and exploration of the possibility of alternative
interpretations

Comment and Analysis:

The literature review component goes some way to presenting and weighing up the
competing findings and evidence assessed at a global and national level before
arriving at a conclusion. The evidence is ultimately appraised on a scale through the
plausibility check that allows for degrees ranging from: Moderate to strong, or strong
support; Moderate support/potential to be taken to scale; and Insufficient evidence to
support or refute or no consensus. The literature review in the appendix therefore
gives appropriate recognition and exploration of the possibility of alternative
interpretations arising from the evidence. However, this is not necessarily readily
apparent in the main findings of the evaluation report which are stated rather concisely
and matter of factly. Thus, the findings themselves in the report do not appear to
recognise and explore possible alternative interpretations. However, upon
engagement with the supporting literature review and other data sources it becomes
clear that there was recognition and exploration of the possibility of alternative
interpretations prior to arriving at the findings presented.

Rating:

4: There is clear recognition of the possibility of alternative interpretations and these
are concisely presented without detracting from other findings

Standard:

The report appears free of significant methodological and analytic flaws

Comment and Analysis:

The report documents the methodological and analytical steps and processes
employed in the course of the diagnostic evaluation. It appears largely free of
significant methodological and analytic flaws, with the exception of the acknowledged
variable quality of the evaluations which informed it and some ambiguity with regards
to how qualitative engagements were used in shaping the findings and
recommendations.

Rating:

4: The report documents some of the methodological and analytical processes used to
ensure that it is free of methodological and analytic flaws

Standard:

Limitations of all aspects of the methodology and findings are clearly articulated (e.g.
limitations of scope or evaluation design, recommendation for additional research,
data collection challenges, etc)

Comment and Analysis:

The limitations of the evaluation are noted concisely in the methodology section at the
beginning of the report and are listed as follows:
-Variable quality of the evaluations included
-Consistency in participation
-Broad scope of the evaluation.
The conclusions also note that larger policy questions around state involvement in the
context of the espoused developmental state are beyond the mandate and scope of
the evaluation, and beyond the evidence base available. While these limitations are
noted, they could have potentially been expanded upon in more detail or in the
appendices to be considered a thorough acknowledgement of limitations of the
methodology and findings.

Rating:

3: Limitations of all aspects of the methodology and findings are articulated
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Strength of conclusions
Standard:

Conclusions are derived from evidence

Comment and Analysis:

The Conclusions presented in the main evaluation report are concise and synthesize
the preceding findings in generally and per each one of the four identified categories.
The main concluding remark is: "while there are small pockets of success, strategies
to support smallholder farmers are not working as effectively and efficiently as needed
to create systems change. The biggest gap is with subsistence-oriented smallholders,
and farmers in informal (loose) value chains, where services are not sufficiently in
place to meet the needs of these farmer categories. Within a state-support model,
government is better positioned to support market-oriented smallholders in informal
(loose) value chains with targeted extension services. Government extension services
could also be targeted towards creating an enabling environment for market-oriented
smallholders in formal (tight) value chains."
The report very clearly sets out evidence from the Literature Review, an explanation of
the Theories of Change, Findings by Evaluation Question, and then Findings by
Smallholder Category (including Theories of Change and Action). Thereafter the
report maps services against the analytical framework for the diagnostic. By arriving at
a key set of conclusions and recommendations generally as well as per smallholder
category, the concluding remarks clearly build on the evidence set out in the main
report.

Rating:

4: Conclusions are derived from evidence and well supported by multiple sources of
data that has been well analysed

Standard:

Conclusions address the original evaluation purpose and questions

Comment and Analysis:

The conclusions clearly address the overall evaluation purpose which is to "synthesize
the lessons from relevant existing evaluations to develop the basis for a coherent
policy framework to support smallholder farmers" and make recommendations in this
regard. However, the evaluation questions themselves are handled via a section of
the Findings which deal with each theme and the numerous sub-questions that fall
underneath them. Each sub-question is addressed, although at varying degrees of
depth, with each thematic area arriving at a synthesis of sorts that identifies the
'implications' and/or 'operational recommendations' arising from the analysis. Further
evaluation questions are addressed via the Findings per Smallholder Category These
findings, synthesis and conclusions do very well to address the original evaluation
purpose and questions overall.

Rating:

4: Conclusions address the original evaluation purpose and questions well

Standard:

Conclusions are drawn with explicit reference to the intervention logic or theory of
change

Comment and Analysis:

The last section of the Findings prior to the conclusions sets out Theories of Action
and Theories of Change for each of the four identified smallholder categories. It
specifically posits the Theories of Change in relation to the following evaluation
questions: "Are different theories of change needed for different groups, and what
should they be so as to ensure the likelihood of sustained and cost-effective
improvements in productivity, income, environmental sustainability and costeffectiveness of support programmes? Based on the above what should be the key
target groups going forward, and the approach and types of services provided for
each?"
It also addresses the Theories of Action for each group in relation to the following
evaluation questions: "Who should provide these services? What institutional
mechanisms will be needed? How should the current suite of interventions be
changed to address these? What does this imply for the roles to be played by key
actors including DAFF, DRDLR, provincial departments of agriculture, private sector,
NGOs?"
In this respect, the conclusions and recommendations explicitly reference the Theory
of Change per smallholder category and make recommendations to support them to
an exceptional degree.

Rating:

5: The conclusions are exceptional in the manner that they provide a judgement on
the intervention logic or theory of change and are clearly linked to design
recommendations
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Suitability of recommendations
Standard:

Recommendations are made in consultation with relevant government officials,
stakeholders and sectoral experts

Comment and Analysis:

Throughout the evaluation representatives of DAFF and DRDLR were involved, along
with DPME, Organised Agriculture, National Treasury, academic institutions and the
Food and Agriculture Organisation were involved. These groups were considered to
have had direct or indirect input into the recommendations arising from the evaluation
findings and therefore constitute a significant contribution to the recommendations.

Rating:

4: Recommendations are made with relevant government officials, stakeholders
including beneficiary representatives and sectoral experts beyond the project steering
committee, making a significant contribution

Standard:

Recommendations are useful- they are relevant, specific, feasible, affordable and
acceptable

Comment and Analysis:

Recommendations are made more generally as well as at the level of smallholder
category. The three general recommendations are not particularly specific, nor do they
indicate the actors or bodies responsible for them, although this is implied to some
extent. However, the remaining recommendations identify the key actors and go into
quite some detail setting out which actors should be responsible for what (e.g. "DAFF
should develop a new programme for subsistence-oriented smallholders to contract
NGOs to provide environmentally appropriate community-based extension services.
Funding should be provided by National Treasury as a Schedule 4 Conditional Grant
and...."). Whether they are all feasible or sufficiently specific is unclear, but overall
they are certainly recommendations of a good quality.

Rating:

4: Recommendations are well-formulated for use- they begin to differentiate by user
and are relevant to the current policy context, specifically targetted, feasible to
implement, affordable and acceptable to key stakeholders

Acknowledgement of ethical considerations
Standard:

The full report documents procedures intended to ensure confidentiality and to secure
informed consent where necessary (in some cases this is not needed - e.g. evaluation
synthesis - in which case N/A should be recorded)

Comment and Analysis:

The full report makes one passing reference to confidentiality in stating that interview
"data not captured in appendix for confidentiality reasons". While this component of
data collection was relatively limited and was not meant to be considered as primary
data, the evaluation could have certainly done something in the main report to
address ethical considerations more clearly. Given the role of these qualitative
engagements in the course of the evaluation, and the acknowledgement that some
consideration was given, this is considered just adequate in this instance.

Rating:

3: The full report documents some procedures intended to ensure confidentiality and
to secure informed consent where necessary

Standard:

There are no risks to participants or institutions in disseminating the evaluation report
on a public website

Comment and Analysis:

There are no apparent risks to participants or institutions in disseminating the original
evaluation report on a public website. It is clear that the authors took into account
these risks in drafting the report and omitted any information that could be considered
an unfair risk.

Rating:

4: There are no risks to participants or institutions in disseminating the original full
evaluation report on a public website
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Follow-up, use and learning
Resource utilisation
Standard:

The evaluation was completed within the planned timeframes and budget

Comment and Analysis:

The evaluation was not completed within the planned timeframes and budget. It was
extended by a period of almost half a year and a budget increase of around 15% was
given to allow for the additional work on the evaluation report. This was of course in
consultation and with the approval of the commissioning organisations because of the
additional value this work was considered as contributing to the evaluation, particularly
as it related to recommendations and the way forward.

Rating:

2: The evaluation was completed outside of the planned timeframes and over budget,
but with approval of the commissioning organisation

Evaluation use
Standard:

Results of the evaluation have been presented to relevant stakeholders

Comment and Analysis:

The results have been presented to relevant stakeholders on 1 July 2016, but there is
still the intention to present it to provincial executive authorities and along with an
improvement plan. In short, results have been presented to some relevant
stakeholders, but more will follow.

Rating:

3: Results of the evaluation have been presented to relevant stakeholders in
government

Standard:

A reflective process has been undertaken by the steering committee with the service
provider (if no steering committee exists then by the evaluation management team or
the involved department officials) to reflect on what could be done to strengthen future
evaluations

Comment and Analysis:

A reflective process was undertaken by the steering committee with the service
provider in June 2016 to document and reflect on the strengths and weaknesses of
the evaluation. Specific reflections highlighted potential areas for improvement at: Preevaluation proposal stage; pre-evaluation award stage; Evaluation inception stage;
workshop stage; recommendation and report finalisation stage; as well as across
management and administration of the project. All stakeholders interviewed indicated
this reflective process was useful and the documented reflections are concise and
constructive.

Rating:

4: A reflective process has been undertaken by the steering committee with the
service proviider and reflections on how to strengthen future evaluations have been
documented
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Standard:

The evaluation study is seen by interviewed stakeholders as having added significant
symbolic value to the policy or programme (e.g. raised its profile)

Comment and Analysis:

The evaluation study has been of significant symbolic value to the suite of
programmes that were the subject of the evaluations that were synthesized for this
project. The recommendations and indications arising from the evaluation suggest that
it is considered a key piece of work towards finalising a Comprehensive Producer
Development Strategy and that it will lead to some degree of restructuring of
extension services and increase CBOs' and NGOs' roles in community-based
extension. Further, the results of the diagnostic were considered of direct relevance to
the Operation Phakisa work focusing on agriculture and rural development going
forward. There is certainly an important symbolic value to this work, particularly at the
behest of political principals that sought a synthesized set of recommendations arising
from the other evaluations.

Rating:

4: The evaluation study is seen by interviewed stakeholders as being of substantial
symbolic value to the policy or programme and has noticeably raised its profile
amongst stakeholders

Standard:

The evaluation study is of conceptual value in understanding what has happened and
possibly in shaping future policy and practice

Comment and Analysis:

The evaluation study is of great conceptual value in better understanding and defining
the types of smallholder farmers, their needs and setting out the intervention logic
required to address them. As a diagnostic it has gone beyond just stating the needs,
and been of exemplary conceptual value in how it has addressed each of the four
identified categories and set out both Theories of Change and Theories of Action as
informed by an overarching analytical framework. The evaluation is excellent in this
regard.

Rating:

5: The evaluation study is of great conceptual value and all interviewed stakeholders
expressed confidence that it would constructively shape policy and practice
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