EVALUATING MARKET
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

GUIDELINES FOR FAS AND
ITS INDUSTRY PARTNERS

U

Agralytica

CONSULTING




@

Goal

3

Constraint/Opportunity

\

Activity

Agralytica
333 N. Fairfax Street, Suite 202
Alexandria, VA 22314
tel.: 703 739 9090; fax: 703 739 9098
email: agralytica@agralytica.com
website: www.agralytica.com



Evaluating Market Development Programs

Guidelines for FAS and its industry partners

CONTENTS
SUMIMIAIY ..o e et e e e e e 1
1 EVALUATING MARKET DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS . ....... ..ot 3
11 INtrOdUCTHION . . . o 3
1.1.1 R-OM,the UESandevaluation ........... ... ... 3
1.1.2 Evaluation: clarifying what evaluation means ..... . ........... ... ... .. .... 4
1.2 Why evaluation? .. ... ... e 5
1.3 Shared responsibility for evaluation . ....... ..o 6
1.4 The evaluation ProCeSS . ... ...ttt e e 6
1.5 How much money to spend on evaluation? ...... .. ..... ... ... ... ..., 7
1.6 Who evaluates? The need for objectivity . ... e oo 8
1.6.1 Using program stafftoevaluate .......... . i 8
1.6.2 Using third party evaluators L e 8
1.6.3 Employing third party evaluators . ............cc. i 9
1.7 The need for training in evaluation techniques. ... . .. ... ... ... ... ... .. ... .. 10
2 INTRODUCTION TO THE CONCEPT OF EVALUATION . ... ... oot 11
2.1 Evaluation: the COre proCess .. ... ...ttt e e e 11
2.2 Identifying causality: Did x cause y? L. 13
2.3 The nature of market development activities . ........... ... ... 14
2.4 Evaluation methods . . . ... 15
2.4.1 Macro or miCro approach? . ... ... ..t e 15
2.4.2 Two key evaluation methodologies ........ ... ... 16
2.5 Different evaluation COMPONENtS .. ... ...t 18
2.6 Focus on the objectives and underlying assumpwdthe program............... 19
3 AN EVALUATION APPROACH FOR THE FAS INDUSTRY PARTNES .......... 21
3.1 Different evaluation COMpPoONENtS .. ... ...t e 21
3.2 When should you do evaluations? . .. ... o i 23
3.3 Planning for evaluation .. .......... .. 24

[ Agralytica



4 ACTIVITY LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION .. ... e 27

41 Building evaluationinto activity design .. ... 27
4.2 Controlling activity evalualion COSIS . . . . .o oot e 29
4.3  Theneed for trainingin evaluationtechniques . . ........... ... ... 30
4.4 Some suggested activity evaluation approaches ..., 30

441 Target category: Small target groups - easy direct contact with all targets .. ... .. 31

4.4.2 Target category: Limited size target groups - less direct contact with all targets .. 33
4.4.3 Target category: Broad target groups - impossible direct contact with all targets . . 34

5 THE ANNUAL COUNTRY PROGRESSREPORT ... ... . ... .. 35
51 The Annual Country ProgresSRepOrt ... ...t e 35

52 Structure of the Annual Country ProgressReport . ..., 36

53  Anexampleof an Annual Country ProgressReport .. ..., 37

6 THE PROGRAM EVALUATION STUDY e 42
6.1 Program Evaluation: aframework for thinking .............. ... ... ... ... ..., 44

6.2 Preparation for aProgram Evaluation . .. ... i 45
6.2.1 Definethe purposeand scopeof thestudy ............ ... ... 45

6.2.2 DeviseaProgram Evaluationstudy plan ........... ... . i 46

6.23 What arethesourcesof data? .............cco i 46

6.3 Isthere a standard methodology for a Program Evaluation study? . . ............... 47
6.3.1 Understandingtheprogramcontext ...............uuiiiiiniinnnen.n. 48

6.3.2 Checkingtherationaleof theprogram ............ .. .. ... 49

6.3.3 Assessing effectivenessand efficiency .......... ... L 51

6.4  TheProgram Evaluation report Structure . ..., 56
6.5 Program Evaluations: Case study methodologies . . ............co .. 57
6.5.1 Case Study 1: Getting a horticultural product into large scaleretailers .. ........ 58

6.5.2 Case study 2: Improving the technical efficiency of animal farmsin China . ... .. 61

6.5.3 Casestudy 3: Getting US pork to processorsin Europe  ................... 64

6.54 Casestudy 4: A SRTG working with small and medium size US exporters ... ... 67

6.5.5 Casestudy 5: Defending soy marketsinJdapan . ..., 73

7 GLOSS A RY .t 76

Agralytica ii



Summary

Evaluation is the capturing of learning from yournpgram and feeding that learning into

Section 1

Section 2

Section 3

Section 4

Section 5

future plans.

Discusses some broader issues such as the defimdifcevaluation, the
process, how much to spend and who does it. It bagizes the need for
training in evaluation techniques

Discusses the concepts of evaluation.

At the heart of evaluation is the search for caugg did our program
cause the increase in sales?

A number of evaluative procedures are discussed aadain evaluation
concepts introduced.

These concepts follow-on from Results-Oriented Mgeaent (R-OM),
the evaluative management process, promoted a#ses for preparation
of the UES submissions.

Outlines an evaluative approach for FAS industry paers.

It proposes a framework of evaluative proceduresyearal of which are

already implemented.

These include:

- impact forecasting (already part of the UES);

- monitoring (already part of the administrative pcedures);

- activity evaluations (on all activities, largelysing built-in procedures);

- the Annual Country Progress Report (a review betlearning from the
previous years program); and,

- an occasional Program Evaluation study. It isggested that the latter
is undertaken every 5 years in some markets, anelg3 years in
others.

Suggests some evaluation approachesduferent types of activity.

Discusses the Annual Country Progress Report andypdes an example.
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Section 6

Section 7

Agralytica

Reviews the basis of Program Evaluation studies.

It outlines the conceptual underpinning of any stieb and the necessary
preparation for a study, including the study plan.

As all programs are different, it suggests a broaderrogative approach
to these evaluations, listing a series of questiovisich need to be
answered to obtain a clear understanding of the iacp.

It outlines a suggested report structure and theisalisses five different
hypothetical examples of Program Evaluation studies

Provides a glossary of the various terms used ia thport.



Evaluation Guidelines
Evaluating market development programs

1 EVALUATING MARKET DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
1.1  Introduction

1.1.1 R-OM, the UES and evaluatioh

These guidelines assume a familiarity with ResOlteented Management (R-OM) and its application

to the preparation of a Unified Export Strategy 8)FEhe mechanism for gaining FAS financial support
for export market development. The preparatiothefUES and the use of R-OM is part of evaluation.
Indeed, R-OM is an evaluative management procestharJES is structured around setting objectives,
measuring progress and incorporating learning fpast programs into new plans, all key components
of evaluation. Thus, R-OM and the UES are a pmaes framework for capturing and presenting the
results of evaluation.

R-OM, the UES, and evaluation
R-OM: The UES:
an evaluative process used a plan developed using

to develop the UES R-OM and incorporating
evaluative elements

Evaluation:
The act or vesult of judging the
worth or value of something

1.1.2 Evaluation: clarifying what evaluation means

! For a recap on the process of Results-Oriented tamant and its application to the UES Aagiide to
Results-Oriented Management prepared by Agralytica in February 2000 for FAS #&a industry partners.
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Evaluating market development programs

The word ‘evaluation’ is widely used in many collogl and formal contexts, often with ambiguous
meaning. For the purposes of this report:

The act or result of
Evaluation = judging the worth or
value of something

To get a clear indication of the meaning let usedhis definition. It will help clarify what we ean
and reveal the potential ambiguities of the terml@ation and the importance of using it with care.

C The'act is the process of evaluation. This includes awahge of different activities which will
help you draw conclusions on whether ‘somethi@gbeen worth doing. Note the pasttense. The
process of evaluation of a program can take plaseeral different levels. It can assess:

— The ‘worth’ of activities; in this case, an assessment of part of a program;

— The impact on specifically identifiecbnstraints or opportunities taking account of several
different activities, again part of a program;

— The impact orprogram goals taking account of the impact of several activitsseveral
constraints or opportunities.

Much of the rest of this report refers to the pescef evaluation.

C The'result’ is the learning derived from evaluation. The@ag can be captured in a number of
different ways:

— By measuring progressusing quantifiable performance measures at thstaaint or activity
levels of the UES program, or,

- By developing an understandingtbé way that something has worked The development of
this understanding can be through both quantitathgualitative methods.

C The'worth’ or‘value’ is measured in a number of different ways.

— ‘Value’ is the most difficult concept associated with easibn. ‘Value’ usually refers to the
relationship between the output and the inpute liang for your buck’. This is a measure of
efficiency of a program. This is the ‘holy gradlf evaluators, though, most, if they are wise,
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back off trying to quantitatively asses8iciency because it is extremely difficult to measure
whether x caused y, or how much of y can be attithto x. Various evaluation methodologies
can help you to assess value, but in almost e\ss§,subjective assessment has to be called
upon. More on this later.

- Because measuring value is difficult, we fall backother measures woforth’ . In particular,
we look to measures effectivenessin other words, did we achieve a predefined dbje@
Here, the key is defining good, measurable objestihat give a true indication of worth. This
is a key part of R-OM and of the UES.

C Thesomethingreferred to in the definition are the various F#8grams to promote US agriculture
and food exports. They take many different foritteoaugh they are primarily concerned with direct
or indirect methods ofreating incentives for key players in export markets to buy or se8 U
products.

Finally, we should emphasize that evaluation isnprily aboutlearning andfeedback The main
reasons for undertaking evaluation is to gain legrto improve future programs.

1.2  Why evaluation?

All involved in the various export development

programs assume responsibility for the quality of "€"€ IS atendency for evaluations to be one-

programs. ldentifying the impact and understandinﬁided and highlight the negative issues which

the main contributory factors can improve program Arse. Evaluations should be objective and

A full commitment to evaluation will result in bett acknowledge both positive and negative

use of the funds identified for export marketlessonsfrom past programg Evaluations
development. should always be constructive.

Evaluation need not be an additional, onerous ¢lidgean essential part of the program developgmen
and implementation process. Neither should it égarded as a threat. Evaluation provides an
opportunity to review a program and the way it @pes. It should be a constructive force for
improvement and not a catalogue of either poorgper&nce or success stories.
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1.3  Shared responsibility for evaluation

FAS market development programs exist within a &rework of partnership. The FAS and the US
government provide several services to assist UWiSudiyiral and food exporters, and they partly fund
the various market development programs. The é¢xmencies also mobilize resources to develop
markets, working closely with their exporter constncy.

Program effectiveness is of concern to all involveexport market development. Considerable effort
have been made to improve accountability and toemmake that the management of the various
programs reveals results and progress. Withirfridaisework of partnership, FAS has the respongybili
to ensure that the support it provides is effectve to measure progress. FAS focuses on progiress
the constraint level of a program’s hierarchy ojechives. Are constraints being overcome? Are
opportunities being captured and what is the impéttte program on the value of exports to idedifi
markets? FAS is interested in ‘big picture’ efiectot the minutiae of programs.

Considerable trust is placed in the FAS industnyrigas. They are the experts in individual product
markets, and are in the best position to identif\aisshould be done to develop markets. They share
overall responsibility for the programs to delivatue for money and to play their part by evalugtin
program activities.

1.4 The evaluation process

Evaluation begins with the planning process. &ahnual market development planning process (i.e.
through the UES) you forecast impact and ident#fgfgrmance measures on the basis of how you see
the program working. In the process of implemeantime program you will monitor the progress of
inputs (resources committed) and of outputs. Ayso, will evaluate all the activities you undertake
Finally, on an annual basis, you will review therall effectiveness of your program and the extent
which you are overcoming constraints or capturipgastunities.

The time to plan for evaluation is when you writeiyannual market development plans. Currently,

there is no unique place in the UES applicatiomémtify future evaluation studies, or to elaborate
evaluation plan. FAS intends to rectify this amdvide a separate section.
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1.5 How much money to spend on evaluation?

Evaluation costs money. Even if no resources gentson contracting evaluators, there is an
opportunity cost to the time spent by program staffe that could have been spent on other a@sviti
such as the delivery of programs. All activitié®gld incorporate evaluation procedures. This may
involve additional resource if there is no evaloatbeing undertaken currently.

Some broad indication of how much needs to be spergvaluation should be made by program
managers in advance of the annual planning anddtundgcycle. This will ensure that time is alloszt

in the work program of the FAS partners and thabueces are available in the overall budget. All
programs should have funds for evaluation buil ihieir budgets.

There is no easy answer to how much effort shoalddent on evaluation, and rules of thumb can be
inappropriate and misleading. The amount of resotequired can vary considerably. In some cases,
where a program focuses on a relatively small nurabplayers, the costs of an impact evaluation can
be relatively modest and can be absorbed intodh@aal operational management of the program (e.g.
through a key account management system). In a#®s, where it is a major program involving
substantial funds, many different participants aesleral components, it is justifiable to invest a
reasonable sum to understand how it is working.

There are several questions to pose when consipleoiw much money and other resources to allocate
to evaluation:

C Whatisthe riskif the program is ineffective?eldvaluation effort should be influenced by thk ris
of low value for money.

C Can much of the evaluative activity be incorporatgd the normal management of the program?
For example, all activities should incorporate rodthfor determining whether the objectives have
been met.

C Isitlikely that the evaluation can improve thewmdl efficiency of the program to more than cover
its costs?
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ewgrams or with new market development

C To what extent will a major investment in evalugtaprogram contribute to benefits elsewhere?
For example, can it lead to improvement in sim
exercises elsewhere?

C Can learning be achieved from relatively small-s@laluations?

1.6 Who evaluates? The need for objectivity

1.6.1 Using program staff to evaluate

The staff responsible for administering the progizm,
with the help of in-built administrative procedures
undertake a considerable amount of evaluative abrk
the activity level. For example, seminars, works)o
training, technical assistance, etc. are all le@yevents.
Testing before and after these events will ideniihat
has been achieved. Testing what has been leanpattls
be undertaken when the participant is back at woitk
an opportunity to use the knowledge or skills gdifnem
the seminar. Thus, a seminar activity should caseqhe
seminarplus a follow-up; a trade show activity should

;Program staff should establish procedures
evaluate each of their activities. Hav
objectives been met? If not, why?

Activities should include an event plus a
‘follow-up’. This provides an opportunity to
assess whether the activity has achieved its
objectives.

to

include a follow-up, as should a mission, a confeeg etc..

1.6.2 Using third party evaluators

But does that mean that all evaluation can be demg

in-house resources? No, we do not think so. It
essential that the program is subject to exterr
assessment. Third party evaluation is valuablenwh
assessing progress in markets, and with overcom

Where appropriate, use third party evaluator:
]‘,;pr Program Evaluations that review progress
emeeting market goals and overcoming

irrlzé)nstraints and capturing opportunities.

D

constraints or capturing opportunities. Theresaxeral
advantages to this:
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C Proximity: The program management is often too close to thikgeniliarity often obscures the
obvious. A skilled outsider can very quickly idénthe major issues and put smaller issues into
perspective.

C Lack of close on-going working relationships: An outsider can also say some things which are
difficult for the insider to say.

C Respondent openness. An outsider can collect information from respondeciear of any of the
biases which have been developed from workingicgighips.

C  Breadth of experience: An experienced evaluator often comes with a wodgspective than those
who have been working for a period in a single piog Many organizations face similar issues,
yet they often choose different solutions. Thigl@viexperience helps to confront local dogmas
(e.g. ‘retailers will never tell you the impact @fjoint promotion on sales’, or ‘newsletters are
always effective’) and open up a broader assessofi¢né program.

1.6.3 Employing third party evaluators

The task of choosing evaluators is challengingieputable organization or individual is essentgl a
they are going to be in close contact with yourteegets. A slip by them, could affect your redaghip
with your ‘clients’.

Third party evaluators must be objective. Objexidvice is crucial. Do people love or hate your
product? Do your staff promote or hinder the pat@uThese are delicate issues, but critical tankno
if you are to make headway and understand how podwe your program. Your evaluators must be
prepared to make themselves unpopular by challgngecred cows’; a white-wash helps no-one
improve the program. The evaluator is in the besitn to collect sensitive information, and it is
his/her professional duty to do this.

The evaluator must also be free to choose his/iver oute during the evaluation. Hand-picked
contacts, visited with the local representativemneone from the head office are unlikely to reesal
objective picture. Local representatives are jikelbehave differently when a visitor from the tiea
office comes in; also, key contacts cannot realywhat needs to be said if their local represesgtat
is present.
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The organization employed should call upon wide o _
. . Fhoose objective, experienced, and
experience of evaluating market developme _ _
o . . . challenging evaluators. Give them the
programs. An organization with wide experience of

. , freedom to identify their own evaluation
range of products in many different markets caeroff _
. . methodology and choose their own
much more than someone with only narrow experience.
respondents.

>

[®)]

As in all professions, there are good and not smigo

evaluators. Take references to assure yourseththarganization performs well. However, remembe
evaluation is a touchy subject and some of the &redtmost effective evaluators may not always be
popular with everyone, especially where criticismot welcomed.

1.7  The need for training in evaluation techniques

It will become clear from the following that we mreat store in the ability of the staff of expgmbups

to do some of the activity evaluation themselvdswever, care must be taken in adopting this route.
The development of evaluation instruments, sudests and questionnaires, demands considerable
skill and there are dangers attached to puttingeblponsibility for questionnaire design in the mgo
hands. Developing evaluation instruments, avoitling in questions and sample selection are kéyg ski
which all those involved in evaluation need to bentortable with.

Our solution is to suggest that all responsibleafttivity implementation receive some basic tragnin

in the design of instruments and methods of caltgahformation accurately with limited bias. The

are many pitfalls in questionnaire design which gave misleading responses, and market research
companies have numerous tactics to minimize thielnas of non-response and to reduce the problems
of bias creeping into the interview process. Tafes way to avoid these biases is to standardine.
example, a template for pre- and post-testing legreituations and a standard approach to collect
information when making key account visits to tasgean reduce problems. This is beyond the scope
of these guidelines.
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2 INTRODUCTION TO THE CONCEPT OF EVALUATION
2.1 Evaluation: the core process

Essentially, evaluation involves assessingditput resulting from anynput. In the case of export
market development this means ‘What is the effactales (outputs) of our programs (inputs)?’. The
issue is made more complex because program aesivérely impact sales directly; the impact s ligua
indirect. For example, the program aims to cr@atentives for people to buy or sell the product by
changing attitudes. Thusyputsresult inintermediate outputs (in effect, incentives), which eventually
resultin final outputs.

The link between cause and effect

Non-program inputs
(e.g. other factors affecting demand or supply)

U

Inputs = $ Intermediate Outputs = $
activities % outputs % extra sales
( ) (mcentlves) ( )

Non-program outputs
(e.g. side/displacement effects

Also, to make evaluation even more challenging,mangram is subject to other factors which influenc
the ultimate output. Thes®n-program inputs can be critical, especially in the agriculture &émaod
sectors where crop supplies may vary considerafy eason to season, currency exchange rates may
change affecting price and the level of demand, fanth, food or trade policies influence market
incentives. There are many other agents of charfgevate buyers and suppliers create market
incentives themselves and these can be very poMertes. For example, if McDonalds decides to go
into Domurastan, they generate interest in fremies fand help develop markets for french fries. US
suppliers may get significant advantage from tt8gnilarly, if Tyson decides to invest in Bolizugla
they generate interest in the soy feeds whichdlseyat home. Also, if WalMart goes to Thailagiayt
look for suppliers who can consistently meet tlstémdards and specification. Each of these non-
program inputs help to promote US exports.

11 Agralytica
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Finally, there ar@on-program outputs. These are possible side effects which can lngerfest to the
evaluator. Examples of side effects may be digpreent of demand between rival products or origins
(e.g. oranges and pears, or California and Flarida)

Thus, the core evaluation process is shown irdf@fing figure. In essence, evaluation triesrewaer
the question ‘What is the linkage between input$ @mputs?’.

The basic evaluation question

What is the impact?

Input Output Causality?

Seminar
mission
trade show

Changesin:
Awareness

Key question:

in-store promotio Knowledge Wg;‘astgg ghe}[ﬂgs
technical assistange Liking (01 L3y
activities?

Preference
Behavior

promotion
training
PR
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2.2 ldentifying causality: Did x cause y?

The ultimate aim of evaluating market development
programs is to identify the additional sales whigsult from
the program. Often it is difficult to prove the pact of = Evaluation is not a scientific exercise
programs, largely because of the influence of narggam = @imMed at producing definitive answers to
inputs. There is no perfect indisputable evaluagimcess, &/l questions; judgement lies at its heart.
and it is unlikely that any evaluation has ever
unambiguously measured and weighted pros and @ons t
produce a single, unique indicator of success.

The hierarchy of objectives outlined in the
0R-OM approach reveals the underlying
assumptions of the program. Evaluation
nso|ﬁould check the validity of these
assumptions.

Inevitably, in any evaluation exercise, there isead to use
an element of subjective judgement. The art ofdgo
evaluation work is to reduce the reliance on subjec
judgement. Choosing appropriate techniques a
methodologies can provide a more objective viewthef
impact and effectiveness of the activities and akerall
program.

o

Despite the challenge of attributing causality hgaihrough
the R-OM process and its associated discipline
implementing evaluation, contributes as much to t
improvement of the program as the evaluation resdlhis is
because R-OM and any associated evaluation prenssse
that those involved think very deeply about themgrams,
what they are trying to achieve, and how to achieve

Going through the R-OM process and its
Oa(ssociated discipline of implementing
h‘évaluation, contributes as much to

improvement of the program as the

evaluation results.

Evaluating impact is not always straight forwaiithere are several related concepts which should be
taken into account if possible:

13 Agralytica
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Important impact issues
C multiplier effects (you tell A & B, Atells C

& D, BtellsE & F, C tells...etc);

C displacement effects (you change buying
behavior but this steals from another
product). This normally is the aim of market
development; the problem occurs when both

are the source of public funds, and they are @ f
competing in the same market place; and

- 9
C additionality (the changes would have tak
place anyway because of other forces(o g)
factors).
Each |s.|mportant an.d shou.ld be taken into ¥ ] Multiplier
account in any evaluation assignment. f effect

2.3  The nature of market development activities

Most of the export market development programsaneerned with developing incentives for people
to sell, buy, or recommend US products. The kegharism is communication: to get a specific
message to a target to change behavior (eithexdmywmending the product, or by buying or sellipg it
This basic communication process is at the heartast of the activities of the FAS industry parser
be they in-store promotions, PR, seminars, trairongnissions. Therefore, broadly similar evaloati
approaches can be used for the bulk of the program.

At the heart of good communication practice iseaclunderstanding of the decision-making process
of the targets. How do they make their decisioMgl?o or what are the major influences?

Agralytica 14
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2.4  Evaluation methods

2.4.1 Macro or micro approach?

Econometric techniques have been used to assessphet of programs within individual country
markets. These are macro methods which involep-@lown approach to evaluation. While useful in
skilled and experienced hands, these techniquesoafer the fainthearted. There are many differen
econometric techniques ranging from the relatisagple to the highly sophisticated and esoteric.
Econometrics attempts to identify relationshipsugen various economic factors. In theory this sisun
promising, as one could identify the extent to hilse volume and value exported from the US is
influenced by the amount spent on promotion. hAtpce though, econometrics makes only a modest
contribution to understanding what does and doésvotk.

There are many constraints on using econometricoappes. Economic analysis demands good data,
collected consistently over several years, andgsumes homogenous product. The FAS industry
partners are exporting into many countries withrjyodeveloped data collection procedures, and the
products they are exporting are changing contigt@alineet varying market needs. Thus, for example
the pork exported to Japan is not the same assitl@aears ago, and neither are many other praducts
Ways of presentation have changed and produdigeisadme category are increasingly differentiated to
meet specific market segment needs. Econometilgsia may be useful when considering large levels
of expenditure at an aggregated program level,even then, there are many questions raised.
Econometric analysis may be able to confirm thatnet importance of price in determining export
success or failure, but it will not be able to sdnat was the more or less effective part of thegzm,

nor why.

We suggest that econometrics is used to assesghBveness of the aggregate programs (MAP, FMD,
etc.). It has a limited role in evaluating theeetiveness of individual country market programsfor
individual activities or groups of activities. Oattention in this document focuses on developing
evaluative systems which are more directly linkegtogram management. The aim is to integrate
evaluation into the management of the program anfbt¢us on developing learning from that
evaluation.

Our evaluative approach is more ‘bottom-up’. lie®on evaluating activities or groups of actesti
to assess their effectiveness. Ifthey are prowee effective, it will allow us to draw concluamabout
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whether we are overcoming constraints or captuoimgortunities; in turn this will help us to draw
conclusions about the effectiveness of the progreathieving individual market goals.

2.4.2 Two key evaluation methodologies
The before and after test
There are two main methods of evaluating the impéectivities. The first is called tHefore and

after test. In this approach, you check the situation be&oreactivity (providing you with a baseline)
and then again, after the activity. You can theseas the change which results from the activity.

The before and after test

What changes took place? Conclusion:
i v
) ) J o Activity changed behavior
?} y But: was it affected by other
before after non-program factors?

Weakness. others who were
not exposed to the activity
may also have changed
because of other factors

Srength: Relatively easy to
do

This is a relatively easy process, especially whbere are few people involved in the activity.
However, on its own, it cannot provide a cleardadiion of causality because of the influence oénth
non-program, inputs.
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The experimental test

A second method is more widely accepted, althouighmore challenging methodologically. This is
the experimental approach. It relies on being able to compare the impadhmse who experience the
program (‘program on’) with a similar group who didt experience the program (‘program off’). Any
changes found between the two groups can thendobed to the program.

The experimental test

Targets: exposed What changes Srength: Compares ‘activity
to activity took place? on’ & 'activity off’.
Control group: not What is the _Weakn&s very difficult to
exposed to activity difference between identify comparable control
the 2 groups? groups

For example, in the experimental test shown infidnere, the changes among the targets should be
compared with changes among the control groupuasan A in the following figure gives a clear
indication that the activities had a beneficialeeff as long as the control group chosen was
representative of the targets. However, with $ibumeB, and situation C, you have much less comitge

in the positive impact of the activities.

The experimental test
What changes took place?

BEFORE AFTER Conclusion:
Targets Targets

Johd MO

Control grou Control grou
] ) g R ] g R

. . [ Activity was
Situation A ?i 3}_ 32- truly
® @ o beneficial
.Contrgl grou R Activity was
Situation B probably
- ® ® beneficial
‘Contril grouz Activity
Situation C B}_ fﬁ probably had
P P °- no effect
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While the experimental method may be the best i@tatistical methods standpoint, it is not relévan
to much of the work of the FAS industry partnehs.many cases, they are working with the leading
players in the sector, or with players chosen eesje criteria. Consequently, it is difficult taatch
these with a control group for the purposes of@sluation. The experimental method can only be
applied to situations where you can compare thdseparticipate with those who do not. For example,
you can evaluate the impact of quality marks oashly comparing those who use it and those who do
not, or by comparing those exposed to a promotiibim those who were not.

2.5 Different evaluation components

Evaluation is not one single activity. It is a egs which is incorporated into planning and R-QM.
comprises three separate components: impact fanegasonitoring and impact evaluation. The first
two are incorporated into the regular planning amahitoring of programs and involve no additional
effort. Each of these is described below:

C  Impactforecasting’: This is the evaluation Assessing the possible future

you do when you are preparing your UESMpact forecasting impact of your activity or
Planning involves identifying what levers program as part of the planning
What you process

you can pull and predicting impact. T
form of evaluation assesses in advarfje
what you expect to be the net effect
your activities and of your overall program. Ithe process you go through when you develop your
market plan and identify your performance measagamst which you can gauge progress. Impact
forecasting is one of the most powerful componehgésaluation as it reveals the basic expectations
behind your program.

forecast you >

will do

C Monitoring: This is the process of tracking progress agg@rjram targets and objectives. Itis
continuous and involves the routine collection atadabout the implementation of programs.
Usually, it is in-built into program management.

2 This is referred to in evaluation literatureesisante evaluation - the pre-implementation evaluation.
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Impact evaluation®: This involves assessing

impact after the implementation of thelmpact evaluation Collecting data to assess the
activities and program. Simply recording Impact of an activitgor program
your performance is not enough. Why What you -

actually did

you achieve the targets you set? Wh

aspect of your program was most
successful? Impact evaluation is normally undenaét the end of a program. However, we
distinguish between three forms of impact evaluetwhich allow us to continually assess whether
individual activity objectives have been met aneétiler these contribute to overcoming constraints
and achieving market goals of a program. Thesésiesl below.

— Activity evaluation: This involves assessing whether the activitie®lraet their objectives.

— Anannual impact assessment, referred to as the Annual Country Progress RepartBecause
the full impact of a program usually takes time, foint at which you assess impact is critical.
It is important to learn the lessons of a prograsmnsaon as possible so that they can be
incorporated into future plans. The Annual CouRtrggress Report is an opportunity to review
the program without necessarily undertaking a textavaluation study. The conclusions are
drawn on the basis of activity evaluations andlgesive review of the program and market.

— A sustained impact evaluation, referred to as Program Evaluation A Program Evaluation is
more comprehensive than the Annual Country ProgRegsort and normally involvean
evaluation studywhich assesses whether you have met your objscive what contributed
to success or failure. These are undertaken aowahi. In any year that a Program Evaluation
is carried out it is not necessary to undertak@mmual Country Progress Report.

Focus on the objectives and underlying assumptie of the program

The quality of the objectives is critical to anya@ation exercise. Without clear objectives or
performance measures it is impossible to evalastgou have nothing to evaluate against. This, it
critical to have good objectives at all levelsloé program.

3 This is referred to in the evaluation literaturesapost evaluation - the post implementation evaluation
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Well identified constraints: The R-OM approach focuses on the development dtieéhed constraints
and opportunities to clarify the objectives of mangs. Based on this, it also shows how to develop
performance measures at the ‘constraint’ levehefgrogram.

Objectivesfor activities: At the activity level, objectives must be deveddgor each activity. What is
it you are trying to achieve with each activity damaturally, these activity objectives must address
constraints higher in the hierarchy of objectives)?

Well articulated objectives. A good objective must specify quantity, quality,datime. For
communication activities, the bulk of the work b&tFAS industry partners, the objective must sgecif
the targets you want to reach, the message torbmoaicated, and the time it will take to achievie.th

Clearly defined underlying assumptions: Assumptions are also important. The structure afry
program is revealed by its underlying assumptiofsu choose your activities and your constraints on
the basis that they are going to help you meet goats.

Assumptions about change in the external environment:  In making your forecasts of impact you also

have to make forecasts of changes in the extenvadomment. These should be explicit in your plans
and will need to be monitored to help assess thggact on the final outcome of the program.
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3 AN EVALUATION APPROACH FOR THE FAS INDUSTRY PARTNE RS

3.1 Different evaluation components

To recap, evaluation is an integral part of yourgoam. It includes:

Impact forecasting

Monitoring

Activity evaluation

Annual Country Progress
Report (CPR)

Program Evaluation (PE)
studies

This is a critical part of your planning activityt involves identifying
performance measures (your forecasts). Detaitb@planning process are
covered in the R-OM guide.

This is a normal part of your program administnatimd will not be covered
in these guidelines. It involves monitoring batputs and outputs.

This is a key evaluation thrust and is coveredenti®n 4. Activity
evaluations are primarily undertaken by prograrff.sta

Each year it reviews the impact of the activitiegach market. In some
years the Country Progress Report will be largehjective and will be
undertaken mainly by program staff (see Sectionld)ther years you will
have undertaken a Program Evaluation study (sesvpalind will have a
firmer, more objective base for your conclusions.

These are conducted on an occasional basis. Hsegaeffectiveness at the
constraint or market levelthat is, the overall effect of all the activiti@s
overcoming constraints and achieving market gaade Section 6). Impact
evaluations involve both program staff and, whexeaessary, third party
evaluators.

The focus of this report will be thctivity Evaluations, theAnnual Country Progress Reportsand
theProgram Evaluationswhich focus on more sustained impact. The foll@afigure illustrates how
these apply to the different levels of an orgamires the hierarchy of objectives.

* The R-OM process is built around the hierarchy bjectives. It comprises three levels: theal, the
constraint/opportunity , andactivity levels. Refer té guide to Results-Oriented Management, Section 4 (See also

inside front cover).
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Evaluation at different stages of the hierarchy

\
Goal: Have you reached your
goal: why, or why not? Annual Proaram
Country gral
>- Proaress & Evaluation
Constraint: Have you 9 (occasionally)
) o S Report
overcome identified constraints:
why, or why not?
-
Activity: Have you met the Activity
specified objectives: why, or evaluation

why not?

The differences between the three types are surnedhin the table below.

The three types of evaluation

Type of What does it How isit to be

evaluation comprise? done?
BT An assessment of Based on in-built
AT U e evaluation of ever
Evaluation objectives of each activit y
activity were met Y
An annual review of the S“Sr?:rr:);rsugfjeiglvaect
Country performance in achieving drawing):)n in—bpuilt
Progress goals & overcoming priority iy R AT IS
Report constraints or capturing desk-based annual
defined opportunities .
review of market
An occasional review Evaluation study
Program of the performance in ~ drawing on in-built
Evaluati achieving goals & activity evaluations plus
valuation overcoming priority ~ an additional evaluation

constraints or capturing study

defined opportunities
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The following diagram illustrates these differentrgponents and how they fit together conceptually.

(Set objectives)
includes Impact ;
forecasting ¢

T
. ‘

Plan

Activity
evaluation

For each activity set
objectives and measure|
results

./

) . a subjective review
In-built evaluation: EEE g

anact evaluatiﬁ

1. Annual Country
Progress Report: primarily

2. Program Evaluation:
occasional evaluation
impact study

In both cases assesses
impact on constraints &

>

Primarily undertakep
by program staff fo
each activity

1. Primarily undertaken by
program staff,

2. Primarily undertaken by
third party
evaluatars

Plan ™.
(Set objectives) ™,
includes i
Impact

“._  forecasting

NB: The results of the activity and impact evaloasi of UES 01 are not available in time to feed WES 02

3.2  When should you do evaluations?

Evaluation takes place continuously during the yed&rogram managers need to monitor the
implementation of the program and to assess whetmdr activity has achieved its specific objectives
All activities should be accompanied by evaluaftens.

Also, Program Evaluations need to be undertakemaeyg to assess the sustained impact of programs.
In general, we recommend every major market isesatldp Program Evaluation every 3 years and each

minor market every 5 years.

each market. We suggest the following guidelines:

23

A number of factoesy influence the timing of Program Evaluations in
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C Clearly, impact evaluations are required whereqrardance measures show that a constraint is
intractable or an opportunity is difficult to capgu

C Think about what decisions you face in the fututea market is risky and has attracted some
concern, undertake an impact evaluation in thaketaas you may need to amend the program.
If a program is very new, give it time and focus thmse programs which are ready for
reconsideration.

C Consider riskiness as a key criteria. With limitedources, it may be prudent to focus attention on
those market programs which have the greatesbfipkor performance.

3.3 Planning for evaluation

An evaluation plan (EP) should be prepared each yHae plan will identify which markets are going
to be subject to Program Evaluations and the resswequired. It will also identify where additadn
resources are necessary for any of the activitjuatians. Additional resources may be needed for
market research to collect performance measure$prospecific research services to assist with
evaluating an individual activity.

The following figure shows when evaluations shdaddindertaken using the UES 01 as an example and
assuming it launches a new program in a new coufting impact forecasting is undertaken as part of
the planning process before submission of apptinatior FAS funding in March 00. Monitoring of
progress takes place during implementation of the (assumed to be September 00 to September 01)
and the Annual Country Progress Report reviewsnipact of the year’s program (say November 01).
The Program Evaluation (which will identify longerm impact) will be undertaken at the end of the
following year (say October 03). The importancéhaf Annual Country Progress Report is underlined
by the delay between the launch of the programtl@dirst full Program Evaluation.
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The timing of the different elements of evaluatiga.g. UES 01)

Prepare Prepare Prepare Prepare Prepare
UESO01 UESO02 UESO03 UES04 UESO05
Implement Implement Implement Implement
UEéOl UES 02 U5§03 U5§04
Jan / Jan e Jan e Jan 4 Jan D
00 01 02 03 04

| ! ! ) }

Annual Country
Progress Report

Monitoring
inputs &
progress
UES 01

Impact
forecasting
UES 01

Program Evaluatio

based on evaluatio
study

based on activity
evaluations UES 01

Part of developing
the UESO1 Used to develop UES 03 Used to develop UES 05
\ -
~

These stages are repeated each year

The nature of evaluation activities for differenarkets in years one to five might be as shown én th
following hypothetical example.

C InCosta Rica although a relatively small market, it is essant undertake a Program Evaluation
every three years. There is concern about onetraomiswhich has been difficult to overcome.
Funds have been continuously applied to a promatimampaign with little change in performance.
There is also a suspicion that the major benefighould have the incentive to fund more of the
campaign. In all other years the Annual CountgPess Report will be mainly undertaken on the
basis of the activity evaluations.

C Mexico is a major market . The agency has been worlangéveral years in this market and
hence, it will be subject to a full Program Evaloatevery three years.

C In Dominican Republic, a very small market with little commitment of fis) the Program
Evaluation will be conducted only every 5 yearsafyg and year 6).
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Type of evaluation activities undertaken

Progress Report

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Costa Rica: important activity activity activity activity activity
market - Program evaluations evaluationgplus evaluations & evaluations & evaluationgplus
Evaluation every 3 & Program Annual Country Annual Country Program
years Annual Country Evaluation Progress Report | Progress Report Evaluations
Progress Report
Mexico: activity activity activity activity activity
important market - evaluationglus evaluations & evaluations & evaluationglus evaluations &
Program Evaluation Program Annual Country Annual Country Program Annual Country
every 3 years Evaluation Progress Report  Progress Report Evaluation Progress Report
Dominican Republic: activity activity activity activity activity
small market; Program evaluationglus evaluations & evaluations & evaluations & evaluations&
Evaluation every 5 Program Annual Country Annual Country Annual Country Annual Country
years Evaluation Progress Report Progress Report

Progress Report

Agralytica
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4 ACTIVITY LEVEL IMPACT EVALUATION

4.1 Building evaluation into activity design

Activities should be designed to assess whether
specified objectives have been met. For example,
any workshop activity (or any learning event)
must identify whether the targets attended; The follow-up is essential to assess if the
understood the message, and applied the message has been communicated and if the
understanding in their jobs. Similarly, a trade activity has changed behavior.
show activity should identify the sales leads

obtained and the eventual outcome of those leladsost cases, activity evaluation can be underntake
in-house without involving a third party evaluator.

Activities should be considered as event
plus follow-up.

There are two main sources of material for actieigluation.

C The first are the administrative records whichjesigned with evaluation in mind, can provide
relevant evaluative material. For example, agtixécords could provide information about who
attended certain events, how many hits a web-siteived, how many newsletters, handbooks,
promotion materials were printed and circulated who they were sent to.

C The second are evaluative procedures which ingiweeand post-activity tests, and follow-ups.
The instruments used are either face-to-face irer/with key targets, or some form of survey of
broader target groups.

Because most market development activities invotv@munication (getting a specific message to a
specific target), it is relatively easy to identdfygme standard activity evaluation methodologiBse
precise methodology is largely determined by howyriadividual targets (buyers, advisers, etc.) you
are addressing with your activity. If it is a largumber, and the communication is indirect through
media or intermediaries, then you will have to resmsome form of sample survey. If it is a ralaly
small number with whom you have direct contactntiteu can collect information directly from the
participants.
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We suggest categorizing target audiences intodth@iing groups:

C Small target groups: The numbers involved as targets are limited (Iygiless than 25 companies
or people - e.g., the 3 leading retail chains,3heajor feed mills; the top 6 food processors, 4
major importers, 20 participants in a seminar,)et®rogress can be measured through regular
communication and dialogue with targets at littter@ cost. A simple process involves the use of
key accounts Here, the targets are part of a regular accmlationship program and progress in
communicating the message can be carefully momitbyein-house staff. A third party review
may be necessary occasionally to check the assetsbheng made; these can be incorporated into
the more comprehensive Program Evaluations (Seto8e).

C Limited size target groups. Here the targets are broader trade groups, tmatotall be reached
through regular or direct communication, but agslen number than an entire trade segment.
Examples are large food processors with turnovgndri than $X; farmers larger than Z acres; all
fresh produce importers in a country or region,. eAgain, progress can be measured through a key
accounts management system, qualitative trade nasear small surveys at either little or no
additional cost. In most cases evaluation careinelled in-house, although where larger numbers
are involved, a third party evaluator may be udgfmgaged. As for smaller groups, an occasional
independent evaluation will be useful. Once mthnés can be incorporated within a broader
Program Evaluation (see Section 6).

C Broad target group: These are large groups of potential targets éevghole consumer segment,
large trade groups targeted by newsletters, trddertizing, etc.). Activities which address these
targets are the most difficult to evaluate becanigbe numbers involved.

There are several approaches here with differestt iogplications. Much advertizing or PR is
difficult to evaluate no matter how narrowly thegiat audience is defined. In these cases, there ar
a number of alternatives. First, when commissigri®iR or advertizing, insist that evaluation is
included as part of the service. Professional dweg companies should be able to identify the
number of hits on the target audience and be peeptar assess effectiveness with some post
promotion research. If they are not willing totties, take proposals from those that are. Look for
agencies which are results-driven. Work with theray to objectively assess if the targets are
getting the message and if this is impacting bedravi

®The value of a key account approach is elaboratéiAgralytica R-OM guide guideto Results-Oriented
Management, Section 5.6.3
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Inevitably, in some cases, consumer or trade sanvay be required to measure progress and then
it is likely that a third party needs to be invalveAs with the other categories, some of the rexavi
evaluation work can be incorporated into the mamagrehensive Program Evaluations covered
in Section 6.

The cost of the evaluation and whether a thirdymaraluator is appropriate will depend to a largte st
on the size of the target group and the amounitefviewing required for reasonably reliable result

4.2  Controlling activity evaluation costs

There are a number of ways to minimize evaluatmsis In some countries it may be possible to use
telephone interviews, and, where mailing lists gxisil surveys can be used. However, in bothsase
the cost of maintaining a good quality databassoatact coordinates is high and the quality ofligte
deteriorates quickly with little maintenance. Theernet opens up a range of possibilities and some
survey tools are available for use. However, ttesesomewhat dangerous tools in the hands of the
inexperienced.

Another approach to controlling costs is to use@aenqualitative methodology. For example, an
alternative to a fully representative survey mightolve a relatively small number of in-depth
interviews, or a number of group discussions. dthltases, you must be aware that your results will
be subject to a high level of potential statistiesdor. Qualitative surveys and focus groups elici
understanding, not measurement. Also, there aempal pitfalls. In particular, you must ensyoair
sample is broadly representative of your targeienak. Also, qualitative interviewing is a highly-
developed skill and although it involves fewer mtews, the costs may not always be lower overall.
Similarly, leading focus groups is a skilled adimihat requires an experienced moderator.

Costs can be controlled by using a range of inneahethods to collect evaluative data. Examples
already used within the FAS partner community rafingen mobilizing university student projects for
store checks, using business school departmentsnfiall surveys, and training some in-store
demonstrators as interviewers.

In all cases, care must be taken not to comproorisguality by taking short-cuts. As in all walks o
life, good quality evaluation services tend to caaha price.
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Finally, there is considerable scope for FAS induptrtners to reduce the costs of survey work by
working together. In some cases, they are intesivig the same survey population and covering simila
topics. The opportunities for cost reduction neelle evaluated in some detail, and FAS is involved
in some initiatives in this area.

4.3 The need for training in evaluation techniques

The staff of export groups should undertake sonigigcevaluation themselves. However, care must
be taken in adopting this route. The developn@n¢valuation instruments, such as tests and
questionnaires, demands considerable skill andresquee if pitfalls are to be avoided. All those
involved in evaluation need to be comfortable viigly evaluation skills such as developing evaluation
instruments, avoiding bias in questions, and umgiaample selection.

We suggest that all responsible for activity impégration receive some basic training in the desfgn
instruments and methods of collecting informaticouwaately with limited bias. Poor questionnaire
design and inappropriate choice of respondentsgba misleading responses. Market research
companies have numerous tactics to minimize thiglenas of non-response and to reduce the problems
of bias creeping into the interview process. Taies way to avoid these biases is to use standard
procedures which have been developed by an expedezvaluator. Examples include a template for
pre- and post-testing learning situations andradstiad approach to collecting information when mgkin
key account visits. The specification of a lisbekt practice when undertaking surveys is beybad t
scope of these guidelines.

4.4  Some suggested activity evaluation approaches

The tables below describe the evaluation proces&afoous activities in each of the three categone
have identified in Section 3.1. Although theisshot comprehensive, it includes many of the comigno
used activities.
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4.4.1 Target category: Small target groups - easy i@dict contact with all targets

Activity type & Performance Measures

Evaluation metlod

Practicalities

Training/Seminars/Wor kshops

- Number & quality of attendees

- Impact on understanding and attitude

- Long term changes in understanding,
attitude, and behavior

Check whether targets attended.

Apply a test/instrument before (to check foriait
understanding) & after the seminar (to check if
message is understood).

Follow-up after a period of time to check whether
some of the learning has been implemented.
Evaluation can be done in-house.

A third party review every few years.

Trade missions (incoming and outgoing)

- Number & quality of buyers

- Immediate impact on
attitudes/knowledge and behavior

- Long term impact on
attitudes/knowledge and behavior

Simply check the number of participants and asses ~

their suitability for the mission and its objectve
Apply a test instrument before and at the enthef
mission to check impact. Follow-up interviews with
targets should determine the longer-term impact.
Evaluation can be done in-house.

A third party review every few years.

Checking attendance and participati
is an administrative necessity and
comes at no extra cost.

Pre-testing is good training practice
and involves little or no extra cost.
Testing and follow-up should be
included in activity cost.
(activity=action+follow-up).

The third party review will incur som
additional cost, but this is not requir

every year and can be incorporated |i

the occasional Program Evaluation.

bd

Technical assistance (e.g. working with

target companies or with leading farmers)

- Number & quality of targets

- Impact on understanding and attitude

- Long term changes in understanding,
attitude, behavior as a result of
assistance

The knowledge to be communicated needs to be

carefully identified in advance.

Use a key account system.

Pre- and post-testing/assessment of undersigndin
required.

Assess the extent to which the objectives aresaed
by regular discussions with key accounts.

Most of this can be done in-house.

A third party review will be required every fepgars.

There should be no additional costs
any key accounts systems as it is ar
integral and important part of the
program.

The third party review will incur som
additional cost, but this is not requir
every year and can be incorporated
the occasional Program Evaluation.

for

3
bd
in

HRI promotions

- Number of participants

- Number of items with promoted
products on the menu during promoti

- Change in sales during promotion

- Number of items retained on the men
after promotion

- Long-term change in sales to targets

on

[eul

Activity record should provide information on
participants in promotions, items on menu and sale
during promotion. Part of the promotion agreemen
with participants should compel them to provides thi
information.

Key accounts visits should establish changesliess
of targeted products, willingness of HRI targets to
include products on the menus on a sample and/or
continuous basis.

A third party review every few years.

w0

As above.
Where consumer interviews are
required see below.
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Activity type & Performance Measures

Evaluation metlod

Practicalities

In-store promotions (working with store
managers)
Change in attitudes/behavior of targets

Change in sales during promotion

Sustained change in sales over a period information as a part of their agreement for the

after promotion

Careful definition of objectives is critical -¢hmain
objective is to persuade the store that the product
creates profit.

Participating stores should provide some sales

promotion.

Key account visits should establish attitudesévedr
among target store managers, as well as any longe
term effect of promotion on sales and shelf space.
Limited representative interviews with consumers
during promotion may be necessary to determine if
they are responsive to promotions.
A third party review every few years.

=

No additional costs for the key
accounts system.

Some outside help may be necessal
to assist with consumer interviews.
However, this should be provided fo
in the activity plan and should come|
little or no extra cost.

The third party review will incur som
additional cost, but this is not requir
every year and can be incorporated
the occasional Program Evaluation.

[y

at

bd
in

Trade servicing (one-on-one
communication)
Number & quality of targeted contacts

Impact on understanding and attitude
Long term changes in understanding,
attitude, behavior as a result of
assistance

Trade servicing is a means of communication and
should have specific communication objectives.
Similar comments apply to those covering anyhef t
other learning activities above.

In most cases trade servicing can be incorpoiiated

a key account system. You are visiting these atata
cateincorporated into a Program

because you have a specific message to communi
to them.

An occasional objective third party
evaluation can be useful to get an
objective view of the effectiveness o
trade servicing in either gaining
information or communicating
messages. Again this can be

Evaluation.

f

Market research:

Completion to specification
Sound methodology and analysis
supporting conclusions

Clear recommendations

No formal way of evaluating except by assessalges
to the FAS industry partner or by using peer review
Evaluation should focus on:

value in understanding the market

value in identifying future plans for the market.

Think carefully about the specificatig
of the market research task when
writing your request for proposals.
Clearly define the task, so that you
will readily identify performance
measures. Pay particular attention {
the nature of the outputs and how th

feed into your program development.

5

ey
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4.4.2 Target category: Limited size target groups less direct contact with all targets

Activity type & PMs

Evaluation method

Practicalities

Trade shows/product showcases

- Number of participants

- Number of “live” contacts at the show

- On-floor sales and projected sales

- Exhibitors evaluation of show’s value

- Sales within the following year as a
result of the show

End of show, participants survey to identify #ow's
value to them.

Follow-up survey of participants to understanevho
the show affected later buying/purchasing decision
Small survey among buyers at the show to undwast
their perception of US exhibitors and products.
Most can be done in-house.

A third party review is necessary every few years

S

During, end of show and follow-up
surveys should be incorporated into
the design of the activity.

Little extra cost will be incurred unle|
additional help required with
interviews.

The third party review will incur som
additional cost, but this would be
moderate as it can be incorporated
the occasional Program Evaluation.

S

=]

Conferences and similar events

- Number and quality of attendees

- Impact on understanding and attitude
of attendees

- Long-term changes in understanding
attitude, and behavior

List of attendees should be part of the actixétyords.
Survey attendees to determine their perceptidheof
value of the event and the event impact on their
attitudes and understanding.

Follow-up survey of a sample (a sample of keyédts)
to understand longer-term impact.

Depending on the size of the event a third pady
be needed to assist with the surveys.

Depending on the level of involvemg
of a third party, an evaluation of a

conference or other similar event cal
involve low to moderate extra costs.

nt

Publications: handbooks, manuals, guides

- Number distributed

- Number of targets receiving materials

- Impact of publications on targets’
understanding and behavior

Numbers printed and distributed should be avilab
from the activity records.

Key accounts visit should determine the publaradi
impact on key targets.

Surveying all recipients will determine impact the
broader target group. This survey need not takeepl
immediately after circulation, but after some pdrio
give the targets time to apply the message of the
publication and assess the value to them.

Third party may need to be involved for the syrve

There should be no additional costs|
the key accounts system as it is an
integral and important part of the
program.

Mail surveys are cheaper, but low
levels of response, telephone follow
up may be possible in some countrig
Involving a third party will add
moderate extra cost. This could be
included in an occasional Program
Evaluation.

for

PS.

Trade public relations

- Number of issues appropriately
addressed by PR

- Incremental desired/targeted change
made as a result of PR

Method depends on the objective and the number
targets.

A survey of targets to confirm communication sex
Monitoring changes in targeted issue areas are
important in determining the effectiveness of the
activity.

All suppliers of PR should be requested to previd
evaluation protocol.

of

If key targets are identified, the
challenge of assessing whether the
is effective is less challenging.

A key account system will facilitate
regular monitoring of changes taking
place.
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4.4.3 Target category: Broad target groups - imposkle direct contact with all targets

Activity type & PMs

Evaluation method

Practicalities

Trade advertizing

- Number of advert spaces

- Frequency of adverts

- Changes in attitude, purchasing
behavior

Research is critical in this area to ensure tieat
advertising is properly placed, reaching the target
audience, and effecting the desired change or
awareness.

All suppliers of promotion should be requested to
provide an evaluation protocol.

A decision must be made how mucH
resource to apply to this evaluation.
Where targets are numerous, a
research study will be expensive as it
requires a third-party involvement.
Where the target audience contains
key individuals or organizations focy
attention on these.

%)

Consumer promotion
- Changes in attitude among targeted

group
- Purchasing decisions by targeted gro

Publications: newsletters & magazines

- Number distributed

- Number of targets receiving materials

- Number of inquiries resulting from
material

- Change in product sales following
promotion period

Promotional materials

- Number distributed

- Number of targets receiving materials

- Number of inquiries resulting from
material

- Change in product sales following
promotion period

Various techniques can be used to assess ttat effe
the promotions.

Either a qualitative or quantitative approach rhay
required.

These require specialist third party assistance.

All suppliers of promotion should be requested to
provide an evaluation protocol.

Consumer research is typically the
most expensive activity to evaluate.
A choice will need to be made whether
to seek a qualitative (fewer
representative interviews or group
discussions) or quantitative (large
random sample) solution.

For the evaluation of newsletters etq.
mail surveys are cheaper, but usual
have low levels of response, telephd
follow-up may be possible in some
countries.

Third-party research & analysis is
often required for a complete job.

Agralytica

34



Program Evaluation Guidelines
The Annual Country Progress Report

5 THE ANNUAL COUNTRY PROGRESS REPORT

5.1 The Annual Country Progress Report

The aim is to get a broad indication of the imp ct
of the various activities on the constraints and
market goals. It is built around the activit
evaluations (see previous section) and any data
gathering exercises to collect performance
measures which indicate progress overcoming
constraints or capturing opportunities.
Occasionally you will also have the benefit of a,
Program Evaluation (see Section 6)

The Annual Country Progress Report is
not meant to be a major resource
consuming exercise.

It is based on activity evaluations and any
data gathering to assess progress
overcoming constraints or capturing
opportunities.

In some years you will also have the
findings of a Program Evaluation.

The questions to be answered are exactly the
same as those identified for the Program Evaluatienonly difference is that you will have muckde
evaluative material to help you answer these qoesti The key questions are as follows:

The Country Progress Report

Is the program working? What
Activity Results of
?

resources hgve b@ used? Are @ activity
the goals being achieved? Why, (all activities) evaluations
or why not? Are constraints
being overcome?  Are the Performance Annual

g ' _ measure summary of
performance measures being collection impact (CPR)
met? Why, or why not? Which exerases

activities are working? Why, or General review of fy
why not? What do you learn that factors affecting

can help improve your program performm:r”gimhe j>

in this market? (desk research only)

Itis inevitable that subjective judgement willlmeed to draw conclusions. The level of subjegtiwitl
depend to a large extent on the quality of thevagtevaluations and the general understanding®f t
market.
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5.2  Structure of the Annual Country Progress Report

The Annual Country Progress Report should not beng document. It is an opportunity to bring
together the results of the activity evaluationd emensure that the program is reviewed agaisst it
overall objectives.

The outline of the Annual Country Progress Report

1. Overview
1.1 Brief context of the market
1.2 Brief history of the program
2. Financial allocations and resources applied
Constraints and opportunities addressed
4. Evaluation findings
4.1 Market level
4.1.1 Isthe program working?
4.1.2 Are the constraints the right ones?
4.1.3 Are they being overcome?
4.1 Constraint level
4.2.1 Performance measures & progress overconging
constraints
4.2.2 Results of the activity evaluations
4.2.3 Conclusions
4.2.4 Recommendations
5. Overall recommendations

w
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5.3 An example of an Annual Country Progress Report

The following is an example of the Annual Countrpdtess Report for a hypothetical program. It is
part of a regional program run by the WashingtonAfticultural Trade Association (DCATA).

ANNUAL COUNTRY PROGRESS REPORT
Country: Republic of Godzukstan
Product: Seafood
Agency: Washington DC Agricultural Trade Associatian

1. Overview
Godzukstan is our largest market in Central AsiaJ8 seafood products. For Central Asia it has
a very high annual fish consumption, relying higtalty on domestic fish resources. Although
sales (in value terms) for several species fellimido lower world prices, the volume of US
seafood sold in Godzukstan increased robustlyeyfaicus of DCATA’s program this year was
to work intensively with select targets (three ileta and two restaurant chains) that have the most
impact on influencing awareness and preferencB@ATA seafood species.

The 2000 program study in Godzukstan revealedtBateafood in general enjoys wide acceptance
among consumers. Specifically, US-origin salmaoissistently rated high in consumer awareness
and preference as it is similar to traditional Edsh products. The new-to-market species rated
high, especially after taste testing, and confirmedoptimism in this market.

Distribution is a major challenge. Our evaluatienggest that the targeted restaurants are less
willing to sample new products than those seafaetdilers targeted by DCATA activities.
Apparently, restaurants are hesitant to confuséomess with new, potentially unsatisfactory
seafood products, which could result in a disapipigwepinion of the restaurant.

Also our small consumer survey revealed that Godzuisumers are more likely to sample new
products sold or displayed at retail stores thamrnestaurant. However, if these products get well

established in the retail sector, restaurantsikedylto follow.
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2. Financial allocations and resources applied
The allocations to this market have been relatigehall (average $20k per annum) until 2000,
when they reached $60k. Apart from the $20k famell consumer study, the remainder was
divided equally between the food service and retaigrams. These costs include the fees of a
representative to service the program.

3. Constraints and opportunities addressed
The main constraints we can influence revolve addtie general lack of knowledge on the part
of the retail and food service sectors of the newntirket products (see below).

4. Evaluation findings

4.1

4.2

Market level

The assessment suggests that the program has lyavéoan impact at the market level
although progress is being made. The retail camgthas been identified adequately, but
the food service constraint is not one we can @rftee at this stage (see constraint review

below).

Constraint #1

Red Shapper, Maui, and Trout (fresh, frozen, and processed) are new products
for Godzukstan and their availability and characteristics (taste, flavor/texture,
and cooking methods) are unknown to the three major retailers. They arealso
unawar e of the potential consumer interest in these species, and how they can
increase their profits by introducing them.

4.2.1 Performance measures

Original forecasts
Baselne ' 000 2000 2000 2002 2003 2004
1999
# of retailers carrying targeted_ 13 23 23 213 213 33 33
US products on a regular basis
# of new products sampled by |, 4/9 39 5/ 7/9 9/9 9/9
targeted retailers*
#ofproducts carmedona g 219 20 309 5/9 719 9/9
regular basis by targeted retailers
Sales to targets ($k) 400 500 60C 900 93( 1,200 1,3Pp0

* Qverall 9 targeted products: three fish spea@esh in three formats (fresh, frozen, and procégssed

Agralytica
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4.2.2 Results of activity evaluations

A series of in-store promotions were planned tonwte the featured US fish species in the
targeted retail chains. Three promotions wererapgal in total. One was with the retailer
that is familiar with our products and already ezifrozen US trout on a regular basis, and
the other two were conducted with retailers thdtrait sell any of our species. Each of the
promotions lasted for a week. During the promatjoconsumers could taste dishes
prepared with the featured species. Nine hundregbe booklets were also distributed.

Volume sales targets were achieved. The retadehave been working with previously,
ordered sample shipments of frozen Maui for a sixth in-store test, and is continuing to
sell trout on a regular basis. Plus, a second oétain has recently begun carrying fresh red
snapper on a regular basis (following the promaliqueriod) and has ordered sample
shipments of processed trout and fresh Maui fax enenth test. Both of these retailers are
enthusiastic about selling US products in the ®itand we expect the third targeted retailer
to follow the competitions’ lead and begin ordergagnples in the next 12 months.

4.2.3 Conclusion

We believe the constraint is being successfullgckitd and good progress is being made.
Although the value of these sales was slightly utigetargeted amount, this was primarily

a result of lower world prices. If prices had fadten, we would have achieved even higher
than targeted sales.

Thus far, frozen trout and fresh red snapper dea@oa regular basis, and available in two
chains. Also, samples of both frozen and fresh iMand processed trout have been
requested and we believe there are good chance=etsome of these regularly on the
shelves of at least one retailer in the near future

4.2.4 Recommendation

The chosen strategy to address the constraint Bas buccessful and its continued
implementation is recommended. In addition, wessere need to include POS materials
that contain information on the health benefitsctomplement the in-store promotion

message. Ourtargeted consumer group is incrdg$imgising on healthier diets and better
nutrition, and the suggested POS material shodfatbéboost the interest in the promoted
species.
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4.3

Constraint #2

Red Shapper, Maui, and Trout (fresh and frozen) are new products for Godzukstan
and their availability, characteristics (taste, flavor/texture, and cooking methods),
and the high level of consumer interest in them are unknown to the three biggest
family restaurant chains in Godzukstan.

4.3.1 Performance measures

Original forecast

Baseline ' ;000 2000 2000 2002 2003 2004
1999

# of restaurant chains having
targeted products regularly on 0/3 0/3 2/3 2/3 2/3 3/3 3/3
their menus
# of new products sampled by, ¢ 1/6 216 3/6 416 5/6 6/6
targets*
# of products featured regularly
on the targeted restaurants’ 0/6 0/6 2/6 2/6 3/6 4/6 5/6
menus
Sales to targets ($k) 5 25 200 500 700 950 1,0p0

* Qverall 6 targeted products: three fish spea@ash in two formats, fresh and frozen.

Agralytica

4.3.2 Results of the activity evaluations

An integrated program of chef seminars and restayr@motions was designed to address
this constraint. Our assumption was that if wetfghow chefs how to prepare US fish
species (both new recipes and using the new spiecigsditional dishes), then they will
support restaurant promotions and will apply the necipes.

In trying to promote new-to-market US seafood pridun Godzukstan, our evaluations
strongly suggest that the targeted restaurantiessewilling to sample new products than
the seafood retailers targeted by other DCATA a@odls. Apparently, these restaurants are
hesitant to confuse customers with new seafoodymtsdhey may not like, and as a result,
develop a negative opinion of the restaurant. Mweee, our small survey indicates that
Godzuk consumers are more inclined to sample nafce products sold at retail stores,
as opposed to trying them in a restaurant.
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While we did achieve the target numbers of attes@®ur seminars, they did not lead to
the expected interest to introduce new menu iterttsd targeted restaurants. Only one (out
of the three targeted restaurant chains) agredwltba US fish week promotion. This
activity was of modest success and led to theduirbon of one new item on the menu for
a very short period (fresh US trout - now discoméid). Initially, the restaurant agreed to
sample fresh Maui as well as the trout, but thatrfw yet happened, and we doubt if it will.

4.3.3 Conclusion

Clearly, the HRI sector is reluctant to introducewnitems and prefers the already
established and well accepted dishes. We theréfareve that by first establishing and
developing familiarity at the retail store levastaurant managers will in time be convinced
of the potential for profit in adding more innowatiitems to their menus. We will review
this in two years time.

4.3.4 Recommendation

US seafood is not sufficiently established in Gddtan to successfully penetrate the
country’'s HRI sector. Consequently, the retadtse should be the primary focus of
DCATA'’s promotional efforts in the short to mediuerm. We recommend disengaging
from the HRI activities.

Overall recommendations

DCATA believes that the program strategy shouldifomore intensely on the retail level. This
sector has comparatively less resistance to newdupts, and consumers are able to become better
acquainted with a greater number of unique US sehforoducts through various in-store
promotions. Promotional activities at the HRI lelvave shown to be far less productive. We will
disengage from this part of the program.
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6 THE PROGRAM EVALUATION STUDY

The Program Evaluation is undertaken occasionallgdsess how effective the program has been in
meeting the goals for a market and in overcomiegtinstraints or capturing opportunities. Thesmsore
comprehensive exercise than the Annual CountryréssgReport.

Essentially, Program Evaluation is focused on gl

markets, although material from these evaluatioagioe useful
in contributing to a wider review of the effectivess of an
entire program covering different markets (Globadlation)®

* Program Evaluation studies assess the
impact of activities on constraints and on
the overall market goals.

This market level evaluation will review
the program comprehensively including
addressing whether the right constraints

Program Evaluation is built upon information frorodlection are being confronted.

of different sources: « Evaluating success in overcoming

* the administrative records used to monitor thegpam individual constraints is the first step to
implementation; assessing success at the market level.

* the activity evaluations (see Section 4); and,

» specific studies which assess the market and @ssgn overcoming given constraints or capturing
specific opportunities.

In effect, it is best referred to as an evaluastudy.

It is impossible to separate Program Evaluatiorsclvby definition assess progress toward meeliag t
market goal from those conducted on an annual lagtse constraint or opportunity level. If yowear
examining the impact at the market level, it isvitable that you will have to assess the impaetobivities

on overcoming the constraints or capturing oppatiesn Thus, Program Evaluation studies encompass
reviews which provide understanding of impact ahlibe constraints and market goal levels.

®We do not elaborate on Global Evaluations in tiyeseelines. These will vary depending on the sizhe
program and how many markets are worked. Clefamysmaller programs, Program Evaluations can digative of
overall global program effectiveness. In gendghbal Evaluations are of particular value in idigitig which are
the most promising markets. Readers are refeo&kttion 1.5 of our ‘Results-Oriented Managemermuide for
industry partners’. This provides an outline af #ey questions to ask when identifying the markétich offer the
most leverage of your market development dollars.
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The following text box provides an indication oéthcope and coverage of a Program Evaluation. It
illustrates the overall concept in a summarizednfar More detailed case study methodologies are
provided later in this section.

Pink Plum exports to Indopan: an example of a Pragn Evaluation(summarized)

2002 UES: The goal was to raise the export volume of the Pilikn, this new-to-market product, to 300,000 t@nine
5 years. Preparatory research anticipated theuptadould quickly displace traditional green plumgswn locally and
imported from New Zealand (NZ). A special subsmlylocal green plum was in place, although it adety affected th
quality of the local product on the market, andsgmuently provided an opportunity for the NZ fruMZ green plums|
are beautifully packaged, and presented, but exgen€onsumers love them, but the higher cost iheis out of reac
of many.

The main constraint identified was the consumefanaitiarity with pink plums due to their novelts a result, the trad
(retailers and importers/wholesalers) did not veligney could sell them. In other words, the 8ikgyorters and 15 mai
retailers were not confident that they can salghoduct more profitably than the products thegaaly stocked.

The strategy was to convince the retailers of gpeal of the product by showing them consumer rekeand the result
of in-store tastings. Promotional support for pineduct among consumers would also play an impbrtde in gaining
the confidence of the retail buyers. If the retaicould be persuaded, it was anticipated thabtherters would also bu
the product.

2007 Program Evaluation:

Market level: To evaluate the impact of the program it was nesngto first review progress at the market levedesk
review was undertaken to understand the generdanaontext, including imports, production, treated production
policy, economic indicators such as relative exgeaates, income levels, and the change in strictithe trade. Thi
review revealed that with the help of a fall in tredue of the NZ dollar, sales of NZ fruit had ieased rapidly at th
expense of domestic fruit. US pink plums have meddmport levels of only 50,000 metric tons betavget despite th
increase in the relative value of the US$. Anotiréical factor is the variability in supply of ¢hproduct. Pink plu
cankerbud, a damaging fruit disease, occasiontlkes crops and depresses yields. At the méakel, it was difficult
to comment on the success of the promotion. Targatl not been met, but a lot has been happenitigiaxternal
environment. The real issue was whether the caingsrhad been overcome.

Congtraint level: The evaluation at this level shows very positegults. All the retailers now stock pink plumg$ey see
that pink plums appeal to consumers and theyrati®as to get more shipments. These retailersrdeth@e consume
research as being particularly valuable, as itgigen them the confidence to stock the productreédwer, they feel thal
the in-store promotions and tastings have beeinarib the success. However, the consumer adegaeded as a was
of time. The product has such eye-appeal thaimgpthore is needed to sell it off the shelves. MEegreen fruit and th

US pink fruit are seen as complementary in termseasonality and this helps to increase the oveahle of category.

Conclusion: Despite falling behind on the target, the campé#igs been a great success. External factors ¢pkantiy
exchange rates) have been the main obstaclesigvexhthe goals. It was concluded that the maniaild continue to
grow if pink plum growing conditions remain favolab Incentives to buy the product have been cdealde US Pink
Plum Association was advised to recommended todrathi from the Indopan market and focus on highéority
constraints identified elsewhere.
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6.1 Program Evaluation: a framework for thinking

The following figure provides a framework for thing about the Program Evaluation study. It shows
the inputs and theintermediate outputs (incentives) andinal outputs (sales). It also shows the
importance of assessing the change inetkternal environmentand the effect that this has nan-
program inputs. It is critical to define the baseline so thaafge can be measured. In some cases it
may be important to account foon-program outputs (e.g. the improved capabilities of exporters to
meet the needs of the US domestic market).

Agralytica

A framework for thinking about an evaluation study

Changing external environment >

Non-program inputs
(e.g. other factors affecting demand or supply)

U

Inputs = Intermediate Outputs = $
aCtIVItIeS outputs extra sales
( ) - (mcentlves) ‘ ( )

Non-program outputs
(e.g. side/displacement effects

Baseline for measuring change >
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6.2 Preparation for a Program Evaluation

6.2.1 Define the purpose and scope of the study
It is important to clearly define the scope of yBuogram Evaluations and their purpose.
Be clear as to why you are undertaking the evalnatis it because:

C  You want assurance that the program is working?

C  You are concerned about the cost of the program?

C  You are concerned that another constraint is réladlymost important?
C  You are unsure of the underlying assumptions of yoagram?

C  Or,is it merely the time to examine this marketselly?

In some way, each of these questions may infludree
nature of the evaluation you will undertake. When defining the scope of evaluation, try not
to be too restrictive. For example, if you are
If the R-OM process has been followed, the constsai [00king at an animal feed ingredient program,
or opportunities should be very well defined inpien. ~ incorporate reviews of constraints covering
If they are not, you may need to redefine themfarmers, advisers and feed mills. Try to take
Similarly, all of the basic underlying assumptiofithe = into account all aspects of the integrated
program will be evident if you have followed thed®A
process, and your constraints and opportunities wil
have well defined base lines.

Clarify the budget available for the evaluationdstu This is linked to the depth of the study aimel t
nature of the challenge in completing it.
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6.2.2 Devise a Program Evaluation study plan

Usually, the Program Evaluation will be commissii@ a third party. In any case, whoever does the
evaluation will need a clear briefing and termsedérence.

Specify the purpose of the evaluation, the con#saiinder examination and the questions to be
answered. Outline the overall strategy and thesgmathe market being studied. Give the specific
constraints to be evaluated, elaborate each afriderlying assumptions and the activities which wil
contribute to overcoming the constraints. Ildentifg performance measures included in the plan.
Provide the evaluator with the last two annual reagtans and the results of all activity evaluagion
Give a clear indication of the expected outputs trednature of reporting. Ask the third party to
elaborate their understanding of the issues, Hroach, and the stages of the project.

As evaluation is all about learning and feedingdtaat learning into the following plan, due atient
should be given to timing. It is essential thatPabgram Evaluations feed into the planning preces
Hence emphasize to the evaluator the importandeadlines.

6.2.3 What are the sources of data?

In very broad terms, four groups of data can berdjaished:

C internaladministrative data: these are data avi@faom the normal administration of the activitie
and the overall program (e.g., application fornig);e

C  monitoring data collected regularly as part of niaring progress;

C internal evaluation data collected as part of @gtigvaluation exercises such as pre and post
activity surveys of targets and participants;

C external data from a wide range of sources, bd#rmal and external to the program, collected
specifically for the Program Evaluation study.
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The data will be collected using desk researcheaiatige of other methods. The possible data dlaila
includes the following:

C key account records;

C administrative records, such as application forngject records, etc.;

C  previous evaluation reports;

C statistical sources and analyses;

C other research reports on the market or industry;

C accounting information on the distribution and agagion of funds;

C the market plans and associated papers;

C internet searches, press, and other media commnestar

C various interviews (e.g. with targets, activity fi@pants and non-participants, other key players,
independent observers of the market such as jastsighcademics, officials, and competitors);

C interviews with US exporters.

6.3 Is there a standard methodology for a Program Ealuation study?

The methodology adopted will depend on the circamsts of the program and the purpose of the
evaluation. These circumstances vary consideraplgnarket and product, and it is impossible to
determine a standard methodology. In many casedotus of the evaluation will fall on the decisio
making process of buyers or traders. The evalnatiody should get to the heart of decision-making.
It should understand all the important factorsakhinfluence a target and the extent to which these
factors can be influenced by the export market ldgweent agency.

Evaluators should be aware of the communicatiorticonm, another key feature of R-OM. This
identifies stages in the communication processhaips measure progress in overcoming identified
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constraints. Evaluators should constantly be asking the tipreshow far have targets been moved
along the communication continuum? How much clasetargets to being prepared to try the product?

This implies that a survey of targets and those infiloence them is critical. It is important tollext
information on decision-making from several sourtesheck and double-check the validity of
responses. Independent observers of a sectomaatuable. For example, advisers, journalists,
academics may be able to help put behavior inttesdn Above all, we recommend talking to the US
exporters and to the distribution traders they uSeporters and the trade will provide insightsheesy
will have accumulated broad experience from thedeavors.

Above all, assume an inquisitive approach is esslenNever be satisfied until you have found the
answer to the question ‘why?’.

Why do the targets not use the product? Isit really price or is there another factor
determining purchasing behavior? Why does x use it and not y? Why are x and y
different? If circumstances change, would they both use it? What would be the most
critical factor you can change to improve the chances of US exports? Why? Why?...

To help the design of the evaluation and the idieation of appropriate methodologies, we have
outlined some standard questions. These are listédie sections below. Also, in Section 6.5 we
elaborate on case study Program Evaluations ofaktypical programs.

6.3.1 Understanding the program context

Initially, it is necessary to undertake a geneealew of the market context and the overall positd

the product. The detail of the review will depemdthe circumstances of the program and the scope
of the evaluation. It may be necessary to cowards in trade and production, economic factors and
policies. The reviews should address competitizohthe relative overall position of the US. Itiwil
require a review of the marketing and distributsystem and the position of key players in the pcodu
value chain. Some understanding of the forcestfange will be required to assess the future paispe

to be faced by the US product.

" SeeA guideto Results Oriented Management prepared by Agralytica in February 2000, Sechighand 5.5.
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6.3.2 Checking the rationale of the program

All programs should be well defined if they haveebe
subject to drill-down as part of the R-OM proces
However, it is important to assess if the constsaame
well identified and if the activities form a logicand
coherent structure.

Two key questions:

e Is the program design relevant to the
market goal?

* Is the program design coherent?

2]

It is useful to review the rationale under thedualing two criteria: relevance and coherence.

» Relevanceassesses the extent to which the constraints ssltlre overall market goals;

» Coherenceis the extent to which the entire program is lagi@nd orderly, with a rational and
consistent relationship between the different parts

This latter attribute is assessed by examiningtheture of the program. Simply plotting the hgles
between activities and intermediate and final ot#tjpathways) provides an indication of the ratiena
and the soundness of the structure of the program

Three examples are outlined on the following padeey each reflect different challenges in the ratirk

place. Developing theoretical causal pathwaystlier program is an excellent discipline. 1t is a
powerful tool to identify activities which do nobwitribute to overcoming identified constraints. A
pathway analysis forces you to see the big picingkto avoid irrelevant detail.
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Three examples of pathways illustrating the ratideaof a market program

Challenge: The product is not selling well. Initiate market research
to identify the reasons for this. Then identify targets for a
communication exercise. Communicate a specific message to the
targets to change behavior and sell more products.

Identify the key targets and

; ¢ Change behavior
the message which will of buyers
change their behavior

. Create demand for the
Identify why product by communicating Sell more
consumers do not the message which will product

buy product raise interest in the
product.

Challenge:The product is not certified for use in the market. It isdecided that the best way to

fight for change in the regulations is to establish a local interest group to lead the pressure for

change. In addition (often in parallel) it is necessary to increase interest in the product among
potential users so that when use is permitted, demand will be strong and sales will grow.

Assist the creation

of interest group to Change Create demand
fight for change in regulations for the product
the regulations
. | Make |
Dec\;er:]opa:ogl?élrng manufacturers Sell more
paign aware of the product
changes in
; advantages of
regulations

the product

Challenge: The product is not used in this market, largely because farmers lack the sophistication to incorporate
itintheir feed. Farmers must become technically more competent before they can begin to appreciate the
advantages. Once a level of proficiency is attained, the specific benefits of the product can be promoted to a small
target group. These can then be used as demonstration farms to help extend the message to other farms, with the
benefit of an extension program. Higher demand will be created and more sales will result.

Create ability Implement

to use the %rretr#: dggsgtd extension Sell more
product p activity | product
Raise technical | t?]gngr::;'if:ﬁ | Develop | Create wider
capability of demonstration demand for the

the product to
producers the producers farms product
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The following questions may help in reviewing theerll rationale of the market program. The
answers will form an important part of the overalhclusions of the evaluation study.
C  What is the market program intended to achieve?

C Have the correct constraints been identified techahe goal?

C Have they been adequately defined?

C Have the targets been adequately identified?

C Have the messages been adequately identified?

C Have the incentives to bring about changed beh&den adequately defined?

C  Will overcoming the constraints logically resultashievement of the goal?

C Have the activities been adequately identified?

C Do they contribute to overcoming the defined caists?

C Towhat extent is the achievement of the goals niéget on other factors?

C  What are these other factors and haw can theydzkqgbed?

6.3.3 Assessing effectiveness and efficiency
Assessing effectiveness and efficiency are keylehgés in all evaluation work (see Section 1.1.2).

Effectiveness (Achievement of target outputs)

C Have the objectives (performance measures)
been achieved? Although efficiency is the ultimate target,

B _ o most evaluation studies will do well to firmly
C  Were the specific targets identified in theidentify effectiveness. Were the objectives
constraints reached? If not, why not? achieved, and can these be related to the

_ o
C Was there a clear message to communica@ctivities:

to targets? If not, why not?
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C Did the targets understand the message? If notnet?

C Did it change behavior? If not, why not?

C  What was the major contributor to success?

C  What was the major factor holding back progress?

C To what extent were the changes observed caus#gtlprogram of activities?
C  Was the measurement of change taken against abadeline?

C  What would have happened in the absence of the g

C Did the external environment change during impletagon?

C  What was the effect of external factors?

C Was there a clear link between the activities arahges at the constraint level?
C  What was the main cause of the change identifi¢deatonstraint level?

C  Were there any side effects? Were they positiveegative?

C Are the measures of performance adequate?

C Ifitis difficult to get good performance measyrage there any proxies you can use (e.g. the
premium paid for a US product over a competing pob@an be a very good proxy for changed
attitudes)?

Inputs

Although efficiency is difficult to assess, some
Clearly, some indication of inputs can be criticalindication of resources used (including
to understanding impact and the efficiency of @rogram staff time) is critical in any
program. There are various important issues: €evaluation.

» Creating incentives. Many programs seek to generate incentives fayetarto buy, sell or
recommend a product. If incentives are createdempiovate inputs should be leveraged as private
interests see the benefits of participation. Thiktato leverage private effort can indicate sesss.
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»  Uptake of market development funds: Lack of utilization of available funds is a gomdlication
of poor performance of the program: either the m@srare not working, or there is a serious, more
unyielding problem.

 Wastage: Wastage and costs can be compared between pragram

»  Saff time: It is critical to assess staff time in all coshsmlerations since these may represent a
major part of the total cost. If possible, andttibased accounting approach should be used to
reveal the true cost of individual activities andtlocate as much administrative time as possible
to activities.

Here are some key questions to answer.

C  Were the anticipated resources used?

C To what extent were these resources used?

C  Were private resources leveraged by the program?

C  Were the private resources additional, or would theeve been applied in any case?

C  How much of the input was wasted (applied to inafd participants, unsuccessful programs, etc)?
C  What was the cost of the program (direct costsaaimdinistrative costs)?

C  What was the cost compared with similar prograraswehere?

Efficiency issues

Efficiency is very difficult to measure. There are -

. . . . . Two aspects of efficiency:
two main efficiency issues: tte@ministrative . . ..

. » administrative efficiency;

efficiency of the program and the broader, more . . .

) ) » economic efficiency: could the objectives
general issue of whether this was the best way to : .

_ _ have been achieved by alternative
achieve the measured outputs (which we refer to
methods?

as theeconomic efficiency.
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Examples of the latter are illustrated by the feilog questionsWasit best to work with the wholesale
trade at quite a large expense rather than working with the single largest retailer? Or, should we have
spent the effort promoting better technologies, when we know the largest US producers are also
investing there? Here, a strong element of subjective assessmenéviable. The quality of that
assessment will reflect the overall quality of #realysis and understanding of the market. Here are
some useful questions to pose.

C  Was the program administered efficiently?

C How was it promoted? How were activities selectédtiv were activities implemented? How
were financial disbursements handled? What wafettdback from targets, contractors, and other
parties?

C Have other alternative methods of overcoming tleatified constraints been considered?
C If not, why not?

C What would be the relative likelihood of the succed these alternative methods in these
circumstances?

Overall evaluation

The following questions will help distill the
conclusions and recommendations. The focu§trategic issues must take priority. Simplify
will need to be carefully balanced between broad@nd distill out the higher order issues from
strategic and more narrow tactical issues. Th#ose of lesser importance.

strategic issues must take priority. For example,
it is of little value to recommend a video as a
method of communication of a message, if the camdtor opportunity is poorly identified. It issal
worth underlining the need to simplify and distillChe best evaluation reports separate the major,
higher-order issues from those which are of lessportance. The following is a list of some of key
guestions. The answer to these questions will thierbasis of any conclusions and recommendations
for the Program Evaluation study.
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Are the program needs adequately diagnosed?

Are the underlying assumptions linking the prograputs (activities) and outputs (overcoming
constraints and achieving market goals) relevant?

Are the defined constraints and opportunities gtiiévant to achieving the goals?
Is the program still relevant to overcoming the stosints and opportunities?
What is the net additional impact of the program?

How can the program be improved?

Are the activities working?

Which are the most effective?

What did we learn from the evaluation?

What would have happened if we had done nothing?

Should the program be scaled down to free resodocegher uses, or vice versa?

What is the life span of the program - when sholddagency disengage from this market or these
constraints?

To what extent can the program outputs be deliveyatie private sector, and what would the net
benefits from this be?

What needs to be changed immediately, and whatsrtedake changed in your upcoming plans?
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6.4 The Program Evaluation report structure

The identified scope of an evaluation study willedmine the precise nature of the report. In beoad
terms, the report should confront the followinguiss.

The Program Evaluation report structure

1. The context
« Background to the program
e The identified constraints and opportunities
e The underlying assumptions
e The activities
e The performance measures
e Keyissues to examine in the evaluation
2. The market and how decisions are made
* The decision-making process of the targets
* How can buying (selling/advising) behavior be aipeal?
e The leverage of the export market development@agen
3. The constraints and opportunities being addressie
¢ Have the correct constraints and opportunities eentified?
« If not, what are the correct ones?
e Have the constraints been overcome?
e If not, why not?
4. The implementation of the program
e The impact of different activities
< Which are the most effective activities in overdogithe constraints
« Organization and coordination issues
5. The conclusions on program rationale, impact anéfficiency
< Results of the rationale check (relevance andresite of the program)
e The priorities of the program
« Impact of the program on specific constraints apgdortunities
e The major lessons in terms of strategy
e Major lessons for management
6. The recommendations
* Possible changes in the structure of the progradhita activities
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6.5 Program Evaluations: Case study methodologies

This section considers the issue of the choice ethiwdology. How do we select a methodology for
different situations? In practice, identifyingetmost appropriate methodology is one of the kdissk
of the evaluator. The evaluator must match resganacess to the evaluation need and also workiwith
a budget limit. This is more an art than a scieara@draws heavily on the experience of the evatuat
Inevitably, some compromises have to made in theystiesign to work within available budgets.

It is difficult to generalize about the approacsh tlae key issues requiring investigation depenthen
program circumstances. However, in almost evesg chuyer decision-making is the key focus, and
leading targets must be interviewed, as well asziddals who can give an independent view on the
market situation. Where necessary, the exportmgpcovide an interesting perspective as can their
representatives or agents. FAS industry partneesi o keep in close contact with their exporter
constituency and ensure that the issues whichdbegider important are pursued in evaluations.

We have selected a numberhgpothetical case studies to illustrate the possibilities.
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6.5.1 Case Study 1: Getting a horticultural productnto large scale retailers

The challenge

This program focuses on persuading six largelretains to give more she
space to a horticultural product and to presentpitegluct more attractivel
(displaying white and red fruit together) to createerest. The constraint
identified as a lack of incentive for the buyerghe large retail chains to sto
the product. This is due to the fact that the il&t® are unaware of th
substantial interest in the product and the faat thetter presentation of t
product would increase sales.

The activities

This program comprises of three elements. Fimstdact market research among consumers to reveal
the benefits of better category management angddbitive image of the product; second, run in-store
promotions with tastings, based around two colant fdisplays; and third, consider consumer
promotions. In fact, the funds available for cangsu promotion are relatively modest and its objgct

to show the retailer the US commitment to suppgrtlemand for the product.

The activity evaluation results

Each of the activities was evaluated. Sales wsapgointing, despite a good crop year and reasenab
guality. An excellent market research report wapgared, to deadline, which also evaluated théares
promotions. It revealed that there was clearlyhbigconsumer interest when the product was
attractively presented and the consumers likedptiogluct very much. The tastings were highly
successful and the feedback, in terms of consuneggnences and sales was excellent, despite thre poo
overall sales performance. The consumer promoti@ns hard to evaluate and had registered litde re
recognition. However, it should be rememberedttiede promotions were largely undertaken to show
retailers the US commitment to supporting demarithe real disappointment was the lack of
participation of three of the six major chains.eyHid not allow in-store promotions or taste tagti
and carried only one (white) product.
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The Program Evaluation

The evaluation clearly has to focus on the big tjoesf whether the strategy of targeting the large
retailers is right, as well as the narrower questibwhether we have been successful in our wotk wi
the major retail buyers. The activity evaluatiamslertaken in the course of the year provide a very
good base from which to assess the overall sucddbe effort in this market.

Choice of evaluator

This Program Evaluation requires a third party eatdr. The staff associated with implementing the
program have most likely been in frequent contaith whe retailers, and they may not be in the best
position to get an objective view of the challetiggt successful communication poses.

Methodology

For this evaluation to be effective, detailed dgstans with the buyers must take place to idehiify
they really feel about these issues. This is tAerpoint of focus. How many retailers particifte
What distinguishes those who did participate frommse who did not? What was the impact of the
different activities? Did the buyers consider¢basumer promotions useful? How did they feel abou
the in-store promotions? Did those who particidate so because of the evidence of the reseakh, th
promise of advertising support, or the possibibfyin-store promotions? Why were some buyers
unresponsive?

Evaluation results: The right strategy?

Let’s deal with the larger question first. |Is stategy of focusing on the larger retailers caftek very
cursory examination of the market shows that tloelpet is increasingly purchased in the largeilreta
stores. They account for an estimated 70% ofddiss and that percentage is growing! The proguct
not used extensively in food service. It is cléhat the best opportunity for expanding sales isdrk
with the large supermarket buyers. The resourcesta limited to have any major impact on
consumers and the costs of getting to the othepeddent retailers and market stalls are evenrlarge
The chosen strategy is right.

Evaluation results: Is the market program working?

The evaluation concludes that the strategy has bemsonably effective. A check of the activity

evaluations reveals that they provide a consistezgsage and have reasonable reliability. Interview
revealed more about the nature of decision-makmgray the retail buyers. Yes, the product was
important to most of them, and yes, they needegpa@tign developing interest in the product.
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Generally, they considered that the product haidngiortant role in the fresh produce department and
that it was, as yet, not fully exploited.

Interviews with the buyers in the three retail cisaivhich did not participate showed that they ditl n
really absorb the findings of the market reseaattmough they had understood that it gave broadly
positive impressions of the product. It appealed they had not appreciated how the results of the
research could be converted to more profit. Ats® of the three retailers was highly unlikely @ b
converted using the present material available. rédédly believed that the entire category was a
makeweight and he was not prepared to invest aflenergy in it. All retailers appreciated the
consumer promotions and, for those who participated was a major factor in deciding their support
of the product.

Conclusion

There was a partial failure in communications. Teket research needed to be presented to retailer
in a much more effective way, with the focus onfppapportunities. Also, it was essential thatedtbr
venue was found to communicate the benefits oEbptbduct presentation so that the issues could be
discussed at greater length. The crowded smokioig rattached to the buying offices was not a place
to effectively explain the key to profitable categmanagement of the product.

Recommendations

A new promotion strategy was suggested. In theéyapproaches to the retailers would be much more
formal, and an appropriate off-site venue for asprg¢ation would be arranged. This would ensure
adequate communication of the message and wouldderopportunity to discuss in detail all major
issues. It was also recommended that a renewaszkath strengthening the category as a whole should
be made. Furthermore, it was recommended thaitpjtch be negotiated with other groups promoting
products in the same category. This would adddithe product and gain more recognition of theche
for a professional approach. If the performancasnees identified are to be met in the followingrge

a major effort has to go into converting thoseiketa which currently are not involved in the pragy.
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6.5.2 Case study 2: Improving the technical efficiezy of animal farms in China

The challenge

This is a major program. It aims to improve theht@cal capability of anim

farms and thereby raise awareness of the contoibuti a high performanc
feed ingredient (HPFI) in feed. Initially, the émttion is to work with a numb

of more progressive farms and then use them asm&mation farms to exten
the knowledge gained to another layer of commefarahs in the region.

The program is built on a clear assumption thatawed technical awarene
will increase the use of HPFI. The constrainhislack of technical capabilit
of farmers and their lack of understanding of tbke of HPFI in producin
higher profitability. This assumption is a centissue to explore in th
evaluation. There are a number of other agencies paivate companie
working with the same group of farms. Thereforather issue is to assess f|e
precise contribution of the FAS industry partnemoived in the program. If th
export association was not there, would produgti@nd HPFI awarenes
continue to grow? This is a long term project, dnd anticipated that it will
resultin several multiplier effects as the demiaigin farms become the sour
of considerable transfer of technical knowledgéhimithe province.

The activities
The activities involve the provision of technicasestance on a wide range of animal farm management
methods and techniques.

The activity evaluation results

The results of the demonstrations farms are magdtoontinuously so that improvements in produgtivit
and profitability can be measured. A clear indmaf progress is when the performance of a farm
permits it to graduate to demonstration farm statuskit can be used in a wider extension effootfas,

no farms are at this level and the project is stilts initial stages. It has been possible toitay the
use of HPFI. This continues to be very small.
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The Program Evaluation

The evaluation challenge in this case is two fdlde central issue is to focus on the underlying
assumption that improved technical sophisticatidhlegad to more HPFI consumption. This needs a
broad review which will take into account both,dband international supply and demand prospects.
In many ways, it may not matter whether the HPFIstmned comes from the US, as growing Chinese
demand will have a major positive impact on theilinational market.

The second evaluation issue to be confrontedassess the extent to which any changes identifeed a
due to the agency involved. With other agencies@ivate companies involved, the question arises,
what is the contribution of the FAS industry parthe

Choice of evaluator

For this project, it is essential that the evaluatings a fairly wide range of skills. To conftdhe first
issue, the rationale of the program, they will nednderstand the workings of commodity markets,
as well as basic farm economics. Also, to assessdcond issue, the evaluator will need to suitvey
farms about the major factors influencing theiridien to change husbandry methods and talk to sther
involved in the project to get their view on thentrdbution of the different parties.

Methodology

To confront the first issue, a review of the gehsupply and demand situation in China is requissd,
well as a review of local farm economics. The ferpa macro-economic issue, confirms the promising
status of HPFI in general, while the latter progitieal assurance of the project validity. If drestfeed
ingredient is much more likely to be used, theoraie of the project is challenged.

Evaluation results: The right strategy?

In terms of the macro issue, HPFI is indeed a psomgifeed ingredient and has potential. Moreover,
US HPFI is well placed to supply the feed sectdhiga province, because of infrastructure deficiesc
which prevent domestic HPFI from reaching the @laseas. Also, itis clear that there is veryitiau
understanding among farmers of how to use HPFltlaeik is a good priori case for believing that
HPFI use is linked with improved management offthens. Therefore, the strategy looks good.
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Evaluation results: Is the market program working?

There are major productivity improvements amongi#monstration farms, although HPFI use has yet
torise inresponse. However, the results sudlyasthere is danger of duplication of effort arféedent
agencies are stepping on each others toes. Catiadiris a priority. Also, the growing involvement
of the US private sector suggests that project-tdkis close and there is little need for the ageto
stay involved once the demonstration farms arebéskeed and other agencies are taking it forward.
Markets eventually generate a momentum of their.Gvaat is the time for the agency to confront other
constraints in China or other parts of the world.

The only remaining doubt is the low level of uptak&iPFI (the overall purpose of the project), Eyg
because local mills are not familiar with it. Glosttention to the linkages here is criticalis highly
recommended that the project becomes much moraginee for the cause of HPFI. Currently, much
more attention has fallen on improving managemerthe farms than on promoting HPFI. This should
be changed and more focus should fall on the miits developing incentives for them to use HPFI.

Recommendations

More attention needs to be paid to coordinaticdh@project level. A detailed review of how tangy
HPFI into feed at a faster rate is required witHipalar attention on the local mills. A disengagmnt
strategy also needs to be identified. When daeprbject have enough momentum of its own? At what
stage does the issue become more a single mindatbpion of the product and not a farm extension
project? Trigger disengagement criteria need tedtablished and possible scenarios for developing
a more focused HPFI promotion strategy also ned&e twonsidered. If consumption of HPFI does not
represent at least 20% incorporation in feed antedemonstration farms in two years, a major kevie
of the future viability of the program is required.
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6.5.3 Case study 3: Getting US pork to processors Europe

The challenge

The program is focused on convincing the largemigat processors th
despite its higher price, US pork is of superioalgy and can increas
companies’ profit margins. The constraint is ideed as lack of perceive
incentive of procurement personnel in large meat@ssing companies
buy US pork. This is because they do not undeddtamv higher yield an
lower processing cost can increase profits desipidiigher price.

The activities

The activities comprise workshops at targeted conesademonstrations, and circulation of informatio
materials. The broad target group comprises 80pemes with annual turnover higher than $100
million. Ten of these companies are consideredaoepunts, and a key accounts management system
has been established. This system includes regalisrand visits to these companies. Ensuring tha
key accounts participate in all activities is aopty.

The activity evaluation results

The program is relatively new. It was initiatedet® years ago and this is its first Program Evaloat
Each of the activities has been evaluated on anaiasis, although these evaluations have idedtifi
only cursory information on progress. Constragrf@rmance measures have been collected for the key
accounts every year the program has been in efBaded on this information, progress is more sg le

on target. However, there is no information ongpess in the broader target group.

The Program Evaluation

Clearly, the evaluation needs to focus on:

C whether the basic assumptions on which the progeafouilt still hold (processors do not
understand how they can increase profits from U&)pand,

C  whetherthe broader target group has been effégtwached and what progress has been achieved.

Also, it has to determine whether the strategpto$ on the larger processors in all 11 countsiesare
appropriate than a narrower approach.
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Choice of evaluator

It will be best to employ a third party to evaluéitte program. An open mind is essential to a more
objective view on the program. Those involvedlanping and implementing the program are already
too involved in looking after their personal prdj@nd may lack the required objectivity. Also,sthi
evaluation requires interviewing and research skilhich may not be available among the field or
corporate office staff.

Methodology

To answer these questions, detailed discussiors toatake place with the key buyers at the target
companies to identify how they make their purchgsiecisions. What are the key influencing factors?
What do they know of the program? What is the iotpathe activities? The interviews and additiona
desk research should determine whether the clstsgagy is equally appropriate for all EU courdrie

A trade interview program needs to cover at le@sif3he 80 targets and all of the key accountsesE
interviews need to be representative of all custsreerviced. As funds are very limited, it is disd

to undertake 20 personal interviews with the remeirof the targets by telephone. At least 5 of the
personal interviews will be with key accounts. Tgersonal interviews will be focused in the UK,
Belgium, and the Netherlands, in order to makeigffit use of modest survey funds.

Evaluation results: Is the market program working?

The evaluation concludes that while sales to kepawts are on target, and they are reached by the
activities, the broader target group falls behixyeetations. The key reason for this is that robtese
targets are not reached by the activities. Onlyd%em (6 companies) have participated in some
seminars and just two companies (3%) have seeddh®nstrations. All receive the information
leaflets, but they do not give them much thoughtconsideration. So much information and
promotional information arrive in the mail everyydhat none of the key decision makers has necgssar
time or interest to go through all of it. All cader trials and demonstrations to be the most gifec
tools to communicate a message: “ | must firsfgemy own how this thing works before making any
further decisions.”

Most key accounts are pleased with the programesamn already ‘converted’, and others are testing
the product. They find the ‘customer relationskapproach helpful, and believe that this reallg is
product that has something to offer. Two of thg &ecounts, however, are not interested in US pork,
despite the demonstrations and other informatidrese companies produce lower value sausages and
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meat products, selling standard products to thesmmesket at low prices and margins. High volume
is their approach.

Conclusion

Good progress is being made, although some adjasimthe focus of the program on different targets
is required. Also, US pork appears to offer mawipopportunities in the high value products sect
and this could narrow the field of focus to comarthat position their product at the higher efrtti®
market.

Recommendations

Overall, the strategy proves to be the right oHewever, a more concentrated effort to reach target
beyond the key accounts is necessary. Producthgiesulating information materials clearly does no
bear fruit. Money will be better spent on extemine reach of the seminars and, most importaitidy,
demonstrations. A system of “key account graduétshould be developed. It would identify criteria
which when achieved will graduate a key accounnfthe program as ‘converted to US’, and include
new key accounts in the system. The broader tamgetp should be narrowed from the current 80
companies to about 60.
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6.5.4 Case study 4: A SRTG working with small and néium size US exporters

The challenge

A priority objective for SRTGs is to increase thember of small and mediu

size companies which enter the international mpt&eé. The program of thi

SRTG is focused on supporting new exporters andpreducts in the glob

market place. Potential exporters seek markete/laene, but key potenti

markets are located in three regions: NAFTA coest(Mexico and Canad

the EU, and Japan. The program is developed obatis of overcoming th

following constraints:

C Small and medium-size companies in the SRTG mestatss have n
experience in exporting and lack knowledge of haypost.

C Small and medium size exporters lack resourcestess potential
target markets, develop and maintain trade relakips, and promot
their products in target markets without support.

The broad geographic coverage, the numerous diffpreducts, and the bro
target group make this program most challengingveduate.

The activities
Current and potential exporters can receive suppartigh activities funded by Market Access Generic
program funds, and Market Access Branded Progranaistu

a) Generic funds

The first constraint is addressed by the so-catlatteach activities’. These are mostly seminarg a
one-to-one consultations with potential exporterptepare them for exporting. The target is very
broad, as virtually all food companies with lesat®b00 employees qualify for support. The chakeng
is to identify those which have exportable prodwaetd convince them that they have potential. They
need to believe in the opportunity to grow theisinesses and profits through exports and devejopin
the right strategy. The seminars and consultatiomis these potential exporters to know what
information to look for, how to develop an expaasegy, and what the technicalities involved in
exporting are. A special leaflet has been devel@el circulated among potential candidates t@rais
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their interest in the services and support offérnethe SRTG. The SRTG is developing a database of
potential exporters to use as a tool to reach aadiit potential exporters for its program.

The second constraint is addressed by participatirgde shows and in-store promotions for grocery

products. Some of the challenges are:

C To select the most appropriate trade shows. Shbelse be the traditional large international
shows like SIAL and ANUGA, or some smaller, regibaad product specific shows that may be
more beneficial for the targeted exporters?

C To identify retailers that would not only be wil§jio engage in a promotion for US products, but
are the best match for the products offered. Asttporters are usually smaller companies which
can rarely offer the quantities and regularity opgly required by large retail chains, smaller
gourmet, health, or other specialized retailers offer better opportunities. In some cases, it may
be better to work with others in the distributiomam (wholesalers or importers) who supply
retailers.

Trade directories for Mexico, Canada, Japan, Geymand the UK have been prepared. Similar
directories for other countries are to be developgdvell. The directories can be received in @ har
copy form or can be accessed through the Internet.

And finally, the SRTG has developed a web-sitehak multiple purposes:
- to offer information about its programs and seesito current and potential exporters;
- to offer basic market information for key targearkets;
- to offer access to the trade directories;
- to offer information to potential buyers about Pi®ducts and exporters.

b) Branded Funds

Exporters can also receive support through the ddrfunds program. This is a ‘matching funds’
program offering support to companies with a brangl®duct to promote and sell internationally. To
qualify for the program, the candidate needs tegmea simple market plan and export strategys Thi
evaluation does not look in detail into the Brangeagram, although it is an integral part of theoleh
program. The branded program is best addresseahlgvaluation covering the overall national
program.
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Past evaluations

The program has been in effect for 6 years. Onemeaaluation exercise was undertaken at the end
of the second year. The results of the evaluatiere related to the individual activities only, atid

not look at the program and its strategy as a wh8lece R-OM and the UES were introduced in 1998,
constraint performance measures have been collecteah annual basis, and activities have been
evaluated. However, the information on constraintsperformance measures is somewhat inconsistent
as it has taken time to master the R-OM approagietaning. As a result, some of the constraints an
performance measure were not well defined and imbeé tadjusted later. No Program Evaluation has
been undertaken as of yet.

The Program Evaluation
The evaluation must focus on the following issues:
C Does the basic assumption (small and medium-sizgaaies need support) still hold?

- Isitjustlack of resources and knowledge thiat/pnts targets from exporting, or are there other
important factors as well?
C  Are the right constraints identified? Is this thest appropriate strategy?

C Do the activities impact the constraints?
C Are the targets reached by the activities? Witlawbksults?

C Have the right key target markets been identifi€dfall of them offer potential? Should the focus
be narrower or broader?

C  What is the potential for small US exporters insthenarkets?
C  Who among the trade should US exporters targétdse markets?

Choice of evaluator

This is a large evaluative endeavor that can besnblertaken by an independent third party evatuato
The required methodology is fairly complex andghegram spans the world. The evaluator must have
global research capabilities. Most likely, the $RWill lack the human resources to do it itselfn A
evaluation of this scale will involve extra cost tbe SRTG and it needs to plan for it well in atse
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Methodology

The most appropriate methodology for this evaluatioa combination of desk research and surveys.
Desk research will provide basic information ontdrget markets and the potential they offer foakm
and mid-sized US companies. This information b@lsupplemented by a survey of the trade in target
countries to identify how the potential buyers makechasing decisions, the key factors influencing
the distribution, and the potential for US produck&ey groups to interview include retailers, major
importers/wholesalers and independent observeitheoffood distribution sector. Some of these
interviews will be undertaken by telephone, althotige larger retail buyers will be interviewed in
person, as this is the only way to collect meanihgfsponses from this group. The evaluation budge
constraints mean that some major compromises lwalve made. It is decided to focus on three EU
countries (the three with the largest US expomsnfithe region, currently - the UK, Germany and
Netherlands).

US exporters need to be surveyed as well. Intesvigill include both exporters, which are program
participants, exporters which did not participatad companies who currently do not export. 60
exporters will be interviewed by telephone. Twemitthese will be participants in the scheme wieo a
exporting, 20 will be exporters who did not pargie, and 20 will be companies who did not export.
Choice of non-exporting companies will be critidhbomparisons are to be made. A key evaluation
challenge will be to clearly identify the differectiaracteristics of those who participate in tregpam

in comparison with those who did not.

Evaluation results: Is the market program working?

The evaluation brings together the results of ttiwity evaluations and the specific research utaden

as part of the Program Evaluation. It concluded the program generally focuses on the right
objectives and that its underlying assumptions.hBhltticipants in the program are broadly pleagdd

the activities and have found them helpful to theisinesses. The following key points surface from
the research:

C The database of small and medium size companiesdajmd by the SRTG contains about 900
companies. The evaluation finds that approxim&8Bs of it is incorrect. Either the address, or
the contact names are wrong, or the business igetaxists. Database maintenance needs to be
strengthened.

C Sofar, 100 companies have participated in therarag However, 50 of them have never exported
products as the domestic market is more attraeticbeasier to service. These numbers clearly
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suggest the need for stricter criteria and betidg¢ment of who is to be recruited to participate i
the program.

The other half of the companies do export. Thesepanies find most activities and the program
as a whole, helpful. However, some comment thatrtade directories need to be updated more
frequently.

Approximately 40% of the targeted US companiesatknow about the program and the support
they can receive. This is a very high percentdgesome extent it results from the poor quality
of the database, but the web-site and informagafidts are also less than effective.

The key markets that offer potential for smallemganies are Mexico, Canada, and Japan; the EU
is much less attractive. Narrowing the geograptiaraus of the program will help to improve its
efficiency.

The products with biggest potential are fresh poedior Canada, jams, convenience foods, and
condiments for Mexico, and organic foods and fomdhl health benefits for Japan.

None of the target US exporters can supply a largtail chain on a regular basis. Their niche is
in smaller specialized shops or retail chains. éofithese import directly as they use wholesalers
or agents. While the retailers should be awarthefUS products, the targets need to direct
attention to developing and maintaining relatiopshwith wholesalers or the supermarket’s

procurement agents.

In-store promotions are rarely effective for thisckof program. As indicated, large supermarkets
are not an appropriate target for small producetisexporters. Such promotions can be organized
under the umbrella of a special theme (e.g. “USIsoweek/month” or “Healthy foods from the
US”) and they can raise public awareness. Howewdy,very rarely do products find a permanent
place on the shelves of a large supermarket. Tarerehe focus needs to be on finding roads to
those retailers who can and will carry our products

Exporters find trade shows to be very beneficialtf@ir business. Several expressed a need for
good regional shows in Mexico as well as the |laoyess.

The Branded funds program is frequently mentioaed,some companies have used it and found
it helpful. This program should be considered atedgral part of the whole effort to support
smaller US companies in the global market-place. fa8, it is treated separately (and even
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excluded from this evaluation). This is a mistedkad it limits the perspective of the value to the
whole strategy and approach.

Recommendations

Overall, the right strategy has been chosen. Hewewore effort is required to reach potential
participants in the program and to select those lnéwe a product to export or the potential to deel
exports. The global focus of the program shoulddreowed to those countries which offer potential
for smaller exporters, and the product focus shbel@djusted to products which are in demand.

The database and the directories must be up-tafdaty are to be of use. More effort is reguiin
this area.

The Branded program should be included in the exmns. It is an important part of the whole
(approximately 70% of all funds are Branded furatsj it cannot be omitted.

6.5.5 Case study 5: Defending soy markets in Japan

The challenge

This is a mature program and the thrust of the etadtkvelopment effort i
to maintain the market share of US product. Thategy is based o
promoting the benefits of high protein feed, whishmore reliable whe
purchased from the US. The challenge is that tilensido not believe i
the superior quality of US feed and they feel faamers will not see an
value in the resulting feed, as it will be more exgive.

There are two elements to the program. The fadbiwork with major,
producers through technical assistance to get thenappreciate th
advantages of the product. The second is to emisatéhe millers can s
the advantages. The underlying assumption ighleanillers would use th
product, if they could see its benefits throughuke of a sophisticated legit
cost feed ration program. Similarly, it is assurtteat farmers would use t
product, if they could see the benefits in the fafexperimental results.
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The activities
The activities are:
- first, development of extension materials, whitlow the experimental results of feeding the
product, and
- second, using the materials in in-company worgshaith millers to show how the new feed
formulation model works, as well as to demonstitstéenefits.

The activity evaluation results

The activity evaluations show that none of the jomiillers have taken up the new feed formulation
software, despite it being made available virtueye. The evaluations suggest that three ofitlee f
millers are interested, but not interested enoogthainge their old procedures, and two millers show
no interest whatsoever.

The producers are equally unmoved. The evaluasibow that while all agreed that there were besefit
to using US product, none were prepared to change.

The Program Evaluation

The Program Evaluation focused on trying to un@esivhat exactly was happening. Why, despite the
obvious advantages in the product, was uptakensitell? Why were farmers and millers not buying
the product, in light of the obvious advantages$® @&valuation should understand the context inkwhic
the millers and producers were making their denssio

Methodology

There are two stages to this study. The firstlvemreviewing the overall constraints by lookinghe
market environment and the way buying decisionsreade. The second involves talking to the millers
and to farmers. The interviews will include all joramillers and the 10 largest producers. All
interviews will involve personal visits.
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Before talking to the people directly involvedwibuld be necessary to interview a number of ingustr
analysts and industry observers to try to undedsthe market circumstances and how decisions are
made.

Evaluation results: Is the market program working?

This review of the market situation and contexeigealing. Policies are in place which protectféesl

and animal production sectors from competitione Tiills are large and work together and there is a
lack of competition in the entire sector. Discossiwith the millers reveal that they currentlytcap
guite healthy margins. Demand is maintained thinaiagiff protection of the meat market, although
that is threatened by a number of WTO obligatiohgctv will gradually open up the market to more
competition.

Interviews with the two target audiences confirrttediconclusions from the overall market reviewe Th
millers are complacent. They feel vaguely worabdut the future, but they believe that the Japanes
government will not fail them. They maintain thregw ways of reinforcing or replacing the tariff
protection will be introduced. It has not yetthiém that the entire trading environment has chénge
Currently they feel that there is very low inceetior them to change, although it is clear thatssl
they adjust, they will suffer very rapid fall in mk&t share as WTO obligations are implemented.

The producers, who work very closely with the nigledo not believe the benefits which are putamir

of them. They do not believe that the product witlrk effectively under Japanese conditions. They
feel that US circumstances are radically diffeeamd that animal performance will vary in Japahe3e
producers have a very low trust of US data, irrsleantrast to their belief in Japanese results.

Evaluation results: The right strategy?

The strategy needs to be readjusted. Simply fogusn the benefits of the product is not enough,
because the targets will not change unless they #eeat on the horizon. Liberalization and iasiag
competition threatens both the millers and the peceds livelihood and their grasp on this markét. |
they do not change they will suffer rapid erosidétheir market share.

It is clear that much greater emphasis must falthenfuture threat to the sector unless the inglustr

changes. The industry must be made aware of ttempal changes which lie ahead and the need to
improve their own efficiency.
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Recommendations
The recommendations are clear. The message amadetseenger must be changed. The millers must

be made aware of the changes which lie ahead atitedhreat to their livelihood. The extension
service needs to be mobilized to emphasize thisages and local experiments need to be devised to
show the benefits of the product. Special attentieeds to be given to public relations. Briefifays
journalists are necessary, in order to raise aveaeof the potential threat to the Japanese mdé&tad

mill production sectors. These sectors must beenaawdare of their need to prepare for the more

intensive competitive times ahead.
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7 GLOSSARY

Activity level of the
hierarchy of objectives

Additionality

Activity evaluations

Annual Country Progress
Report (CPR)

Constraint/opportunity
level of the hierarchy of
objectives

Baseline

The lowest level of a program’s hierarchy of obijees

The amount of output from a program compared wWidt which would
have been achieved with no agency investment ikkebaevelopment.

The assessment of whether each activity has achies/ebjectives.
Much of the activity evaluation can be built inteetadministration of
the program.

An annual review of the impact of a set of acteston the constraints
and market goals. In some years this assessmegrberizased on a full
evaluation study (Program Evaluation - see belaw)other years it
may be more subjective and based on the resultedctivity
evaluations and a less detailed examination ofrtAgket. The Annual
Country Progress Report is undertaken by prograifh st

The level of the hierarchy of objectives which @ledies the constraints
or opportunities which are identified to be mosinemable to change as
a result of your market development work.

The situation against which you measure progrés® baseline is
usually determined before any program activity.

Before and after evaluation A test of change between the baseline situationlamdgituation after

test

Bottom-up approach to
evaluation

Causality

Agralytica

any program activity.

This approach to evaluation examines the program the activities
‘up’ to the goals. That is, assessing the aceisiand thereby drawing
conclusions about the impact on constraints, aed #ssessing the
impact of the constraints on the goals. The ‘bottgrhrefers to starting
at the bottom of the hierarchy of objectives.

The relationship between cause (e.g. activity) effett (e.g. output).
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Communication continuum The stages in the communication continuum are nppéein the

Decision-making process

Displacement effects

Evaluation

Evaluation plan (EP)

Efficiency

Effectiveness

Experimental evaluation
test

Global Evaluation

AgralyticaR-OM Guide. It includes the following stages in a consumers
decision-making process: awareness; knowledge;ratadaling; liking;
preference; trial; and finally, purchase. Decisiaking for

commercial firms or other organizations may beedéht.

The process whereby a person makes a decisiory usually go
through the various stages defined in the commtioic@ontinuum (see
above). The decision- making process varies censidy depending on
the business and the business environment.

When the generation of a desirable output gaimmmrogram leads to a
loss of output in another program (e.g. promotirenges leads to
reduction of sales in pears).

The act or result of judging the worth or valuesofmething.

An evaluation plan providing an outline of the metskto be assessed,
key issues to be addressed , and the resourcdsrang required.

The ratio of the output to the input. Given theawrces available, the
minimizing of inputs in relation to the output.

The extent to which the objectives of a market ttgyment program are
achieved. Effectiveness is defined without refeesto cost and the
most effective program is the one that achieveefatk objectives.

A test of differences between those exposed t@gram activity and
those who are not.

A review of an entire international market devel@miprogram. A
Global Evaluation will explore the choice of markes well
performance within markets. In contrast, Prograraliations focus on
performance within specified markets. A Global Enion will include
several Program Evaluations.

Goal level of the hierarchy The highest level of the hierarchy of objectivesiny given market.

of objectives

These are the targets in terms of sales, volumesadket share.
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Hierarchy of objectives

Impact forecasting

Inputs

Key account marketing

Outputs and intermediate
outputs

Monitoring

Multiplier effects

Non-program inputs

Agralytica

The development of the objectives of a program @ntoerarchical
structure. At the top of the hierarchy are thelgjoat the second level
are the constraints and opportunities which, ifrogee or captured,
lead to attainment of goals, and at the bottonnefttierarchy are the
activities which overcome constraints or capturpasfunities.

As part of the development of a market plan itasessary to forecast
the plan’s impact. These forecasts are capturdueifiorm of
performance measures.

The resources required to develop and implemenbgrgm. These can
normally be measured in money terms.

A process for developing close relationships wihthse key players in a
market who have the greatest leverage over creséileg opportunities
(either directly or indirectly). It involves dewgding relationships so
that you really understand your clients and thegds, and they
understand you. Key account relationships fatditae assessment of
your progress in communicating a specific messageur targets.

Outputs are the results of programs. Intermediatputs are when the
output of one activity contributes to the ultimatgput. For example,
much of the work of the market development agena@ssits in the
development of incentives. These incentives anat@nmediate output
as they lead to the achievement of sales, whitteisiltimate output and
objective.

The process of tracking inputs and outputs asqgidite management of
a program.

Second round effects following an initial investrhanan activity (e.g.
when people who attend a seminar pass the messdgeseminar onto
others who did not attend).

Factors external to the program, which affect iheation in the market
(e.g. weather, crop yield, exchange rates etc.).

78



Non-program outputs

Program Evaluation (PE)

Programrationale

Results-Oriented
Management (R-OM)

Top-down approach to
evaluation

Underlying assumptions

Unified Export Strategy
(UES

Program Evaluation Guidelines
Glossary

Effects of the program which are not reflectedhia tiltimate goal (e.qg.
improvement in the ability of an export sector teehdomestic market
requirements)

An evaluation study which is undertaken occasignalldifferent
markets to assess the impact of activities on caimés and market
goals. Itis normally undertaken by third partglkesators.

A check on the relevance and coherence of the pnogiRelevance
assesses the extent to which the constraints adtire®verall market
goals, coherence is the extent to which the eptiogram is logical and
orderly with a rational and consistent relationdhgbween the different
parts.

An evaluative process which identifies objectived aets measurable
targets.

Adopting a macro-economic method which looks atttitel
expenditure on market development and tries totifyerelated changes
in the outputs.

All programs have underlying assumptions aboutthesal links
between the inputs (activities) and the outputgoeming constraints
or achieving goals). These assumptions are reddgi¢he hierarchy of
objectives and are often tested in Program Evaloatiudies.

The format for applying for FAS assistance torrgeof export market
development programs.
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