
Evaluation Helpdesk – Summer School 2025 

PLEASE BEGIN BY SPENDING 5 MINUTES READING THIS SCENARIO 

Scenario 3 - Implementation 

The SuCIP evaluation has faced both predictable and unpredictable pitfalls. These include: 

1. Data on SME technical skills, wage levels and ownership structures (e.g. which are family 

firms, employ specialised managers etc) were promised to be available when the evaluation 

began but have not arrived. These data have been re-promised to be available in 3 months 

but that is very late. (This is a 14-month contract for what is called a the ‘Phase 1 

Evaluation’.) Furthermore you are not very confident that this deadline will be kept either. 

(The availability of this data requires cooperation between a national ministry and 3 separate 

Regional authorities.) One option being considered is that instead of relying on secondary 

data some additional primary data collection will be needed. 

2. More seriously the manager nominated by the successful  contractor for this evaluation who 

you know and have confidence in, had a serious accident whilst on holiday in late June. She is 

unlikely to be able to return to work for up to 4 months and even that date is an estimate by 

her surgeon. You have considered cancelling the contract which you may not be entitled to 

do – the MA is taking legal advice. You have also suggested an evaluator with experience in 

the Regional Development ministry who has just finished a Master’s degree in evaluation in 

the Netherlands. This would only be possible if the contractor was willing and discussions are 

underway. There are some trust issues to resolve. To whom would an ex-Ministry manager 

see themselves as accountable to – the contractor is understandably concerned about 

commercial confidentiality. 

3. Finally one of the important large enterprises that is a key partner in the SuCIP  programme 

is proving unwilling to provide access to evaluators and provide data that the evaluators 

might need. This enterprise signed a general letter of agreement, but their Executive Board 

has specified that this cannot include ‘market sensitive information’ which unavoidably much 

of the information on expanding supply chains will be. The Board seems especially 

concerned unhappy with the confidentiality assurances offered by the evaluators. As one 

senior manager wrote in a letter to the Chief Executive of the Managing Authority, , ‘we are 

not convinced that confidentiality guarantees by evaluators can be relied on. Our Board does 

not want sensitive company  information shared with government ministries 

For each of these three pitfalls – delayed data; management withdrawal;  and enterprise access to 

evaluators - please consider: 

• What you think are the best options to provide remedies in the short run or at least to 

minimise downsides for the SuCIP evaluation of these pitfalls. (You do not need to restrict 

yourself to the options identified in this scenario.) 

• What you think you might do differently in the future to both anticipate such pitfalls and be 

better able to implement short term remedies which at present seem to be limited. 

 

 


