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	Name of document
	MGD - Fanohitra 08-06

	Full title
	RAPPORT D’EVALUATION DU PROJET FANOHITRA

	Acronym/PN
	FANOHITRA

	Country
	Madagascar

	Date of report
	August 2006

	Dates of project
	

	Evaluator(s)
	RANAIVOSON Yvan, RAZAFIMAHARAVO Myrrha, RANDRIAMANANTENA 

	External?
	Yes 

	Language
	French 

	Donor(s)
	

	Scope 
	Project

	Type of report
	final evaluation (of pilot phase)

	Length of report
	108 pages

	Sector(s)
	HIV/AIDS

	Brief abstract (description of project)
	FANOHITRA is a pilot project whose result will provide information for decision-making on the possibility or not of putting it to scale. (p.3) FANOHITRA is a concrete example of the mobilization of community resources. The structuring, the strategies of intervention and the indicators come from the community. The observation, the comprehension and the accompaniment of the community are the key points of the project. (p.29)

	Goal(s)
	Toe goal of the project is to change attitudes about HIV/AIDS.
The goal of the evaluation is to appreciate the effectiveness and the relevance of the innovative approaches on attitudes such as responsibility and positive behaviors of the target population with respect to HIV/AIDS, in order to draw from the lessons and to make the recommendations for their duplication in future projects. (p.39)

	Objectives
	· To analyze the protocols and the stages followed in order to make sure of their feasibility and their adaptability in the future projects. 
· Identify marginalized groups touched by these actions. 
· To deepen the position and the attitude of the target population with respect to the fight against HIV/AIDS
· To appreciate the sustainability of the actions undertaken. (p.39)

	Evaluation Methodology
	The evaluation was to be done in a participative manner.  In addition to the participation of CARE staff in all the steps of evaluation, ITEM proposes to apply the principles of “collaborative research” by holding a mini workshop at the end of the evaluation process in the intervention zone.  (p.3)
The evaluation used mainly qualitative research techniques by the means of the focus group discussions and structured but open interviews. (p.4)

	Results (evidence/ data) presented?
	Yes, section C, pp. 9 ff

	Summary of lessons learned (evaluation findings)
	The activities of the project are perceived in a positive way by the population by its contribution in terms of education and facilitation of the communication in the family. “I can speak freely to the boys and with the girls and sometimes at the same time, there is no more shame. I explain to them the bad consequences of infidelity.  Like my son for example.  Once he left on a journey, I said to him to pay attention and to use the “fimailo” (condom) if the need is felt. I am certain that he always has that in his mind.” (p.9)
    The participation of the young people in the taking of responsibility in the monitoring committee is a very positive experience; the young people are considered, not only by their dynamism, but also by their vulnerability vis-a-vis  HIV/AIDS. Thus, through the project, the young people found their importance. (p.14)

	Observations
	Report all about evaluation process. No executive summary. Hard to find a description of the project.

	


	Additional details for meta-evaluation: [select]

	Contribution to MDG(s)?
	6: HIV-AIDS 

	Address main UCP “interim outcomes”?
	

	Were goals/objectives achieved?
	1=Yes

	ToR included?
	Yes, in annex

	Reference to CI Program Principles?
	No 

	Reference to CARE / other standards?
	No 

	Participatory evaluation methods?
	No 

	Baseline?
	No 

	Evaluation design
	Post-test only (no baseline, no comparison group)
[no HH survey]

	Comment
	Example of poor evaluation report.  


