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Impact Evaluation Plan 
University of Pennsylvania Global Impact Collaborative (PennGIC)                               

Developed by Shreya Zaveri and Will Slotznick  

1. Introduction 
This document aims to provide an outline of the aims, methods, and implementation of an 

impact analysis for our partner’s community engagement programs in Bihar, India.  

2. Description of the program 
Our partner plans to create Gross Village Happiness by engaging all stakeholders in the 

community, using a holistic model to create a self-sustaining culture of learning (Seekho India 

September 2013, September).   

The three aspects of the model are run by “SEEKHO Fellows.” The fellows are hired from top 

Indian universities and serve for two years in a single municipality. 

 

3. Objectives of the evaluation 
This evaluation aims to quantify and define our partner’s progress in community engagement by 

focusing on Counts and Outputs within the Results Chain. These intermediate metrics will be 

useful for providing a full impact assessment in the future. 

 

1. Ensure basic levels of literacy and 
numeracy in school-age children 

2. Involve the community in 
educational process 

3. Increase enrollment rates in 
elementary, middle and high school. 
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memorization to child-centric 

learning 

2. Improve teacher engagment 
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3. Improve teacher impact and 
effectivity 

1. Create role 
models for local 
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Figure 1: SEEKHO's Holistic Model 



2 
 

.  

3.1 Hypotheses, theory of change, results chain 
The hypothesis this evaluation will seek to confirm is that our partner made a tangible, 

measurable change in the community, against the null (no change from the baseline).  

 

Figure 3: Developed Results Chain  

 

This results chain is a logic model that demonstrates how inputs translate into social impact. As 

our partner is a young organization with limited resources, GIC will focus its evaluation on 

Outputs and Outcomes, while gathering data for a full evaluation of our partner’s impact at a 

later stage.  

3.2 Policy questions 
We will focus on the following policy questions: 

a) For whom, in what ways, and in what circumstances did the community engagement 

programs make a positive change?  

b) What, if any, unintended impacts (positive and negative) did the community 

engagement programs produce? 

c) Did the outcomes reach all intended beneficiaries? To what extent did the programs 

match their needs? 

d)  What were the particular features of the implementation of our partner’s programs 

that contributed to the outcomes and made a difference?  

3.3 Key outcome indicators 
The following indicators will be used as metrics to gauge the extent of impact. 

1. Number of children reached  

Data will be obtained from our partner’s enrollment records 

2. Change in Learning levels   

Tests conducted on a sample of the program participants, for example the Stanford – Binet 

intelligence test (Gertler, Impact Evaluation In Practice), or looking at before-and-after changes from 
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baseline student test data. Difference-In-Difference metrics can be used to analyze and evaluate 

these changes with a statistically selected comparison group. 

3. Number of teachers trained  

Data will be obtained from our partner’s records.  

4. Change in overall student well-being  

Data will be obtained by carrying out surveys and questionnaires. Difference-In-Difference 

metrics can be used to analyze and evaluate these changes with a statistically selected 

comparison group, or before-and-after methodologies may be used. 

5. Number of local fellows and their community engagement 

Data will be obtained from our partner’s records and interviews with community or school 

administration figures. Surveying methods could include Appreciative Inquiry (Rogers 2012) 

and Most Significant Change.  

6. Increase in the community’s engagement 

Data will be obtained by carrying out surveys and questionnaires. Difference-In-Difference 

metrics could be used to analyze and evaluate. Measures of “civic engagement” include 

parental engagement in their children’s learning and percentage of households represented 

at community meetings. 

7. Change in tacit values in the community 

Data will be obtained through anecdotal evidence - interviews with community figures, 

students, parents, and public officials, photographs, using surveying methods such as 

Appreciative Inquiry and Most Significant Change.   

4. Evaluation design 
Since the evaluation will focus on Outputs and Outcomes, the evaluation will be implemented 

though surveys, questionnaires, and interviews which will be designed by PennGIC and 

implemented by our partner in India. The raw data will then be returned to PennGIC to carry out 

data analysis. 

4.1 Data collection  
Examples of the surveys and data collection that will be carried out include: 

a) Numerical data:  Number of parents bringing their child to school, number of parents going 

to the open classroom, number of parents going to community meetings. Number of 

students attending remedial camps and moving on to regularly attending school. Number of 

teachers trained and community meetings held. Percentage of households represented at 

community meeting. Percentage of community population present at meeting. Number of 

volunteers working with our partner.  

b) Qualitative Surveys:  What does the community think of our partner? What does the 

community think of education in the camps? What did the community think of 

education/government schools before intervention? Do the parents like the new ways of 

teaching and the teachers themselves? 

c) Anecdotal Interviews: Narratives as data, interviews with students, parents and a public 

official.  
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4.2 Sampling strategy  
Our partner  will need to perform the data collection on a statistically valid sample of 

stakeholders of the programs. A simple random or stratified sample is the ideal, but in 

practice may not be feasible. In practice a cluster or geographically convenient sample may 

suffice. 

5. Products to be delivered 
5.1 Baseline report 

This report will contain information before the programs were implemented, information 

about the programs and participants, and descriptions of the program objectives as well as 

the objectives of the following evaluation. It will also contain a preliminary design of the 

evaluation and all the surveys, the sampling strategies and best practices, outcome 

indicators and methodologies. Finally, it will contain recommendations and best practices 

for implementation of the impact evaluation. 

 

5.2 Impact evaluation report 

This report will summarize our findings after the evaluation has been carried out on the 

ground.  It will contain descriptive statistical analysis on the data obtained and a report on 

the validity of the implementation in practice. It will also contain some qualitative and 

anecdotal data, such as interviews and photographs. 

It will conclude with policy recommendations for the future. 

 

5.3 Fully documented data sets 

For full transparency and accountability, the data sets should be made freely available to the 

end user and anyone else with access to the impact evaluation report.  We hope the analysis 

can be duplicated to validate the conclusions made. 

6. Ethical and other issues 
Issues may arise with statistical validity. It is often impossible to carry out completely random 

samples, and a convenience sample may be necessary due to feasibility issues.   Other logistical 

issues may arise, including trying to reach and administer tests to an independent control group 

unaffected by the program. In this case, it may be necessary to conduct analysis using before-

and-after methodologies instead.  
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7. Timeline 
 

Date Deliverables 

May 2014  Baseline Report, Surveys and Questionnaires, Implementation Guidelines 

September 2014 Raw data returned to PennSID Team 

December 2014 Evaluation Report, annotated data sets 

 

8. Composition of evaluation team 
 

The team will comprised of independent evaluators from the University of Pennsylvania’s Society of 

International Development. The core team members are William Slotznick and Shreya Zaveri with 

support from Nimay Kulkarni and Kamran Naidoo. 

The implementation of the evaluation (surveys, interviews) will be carried out by our partner, who 

will return the data collected to the PennSID team for analysis. 
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