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Annex 5: Sida staff Contribution Management Survey results 

 

1. Have you participated in the appraisal of a contribution during the last three years 

(new or amendment)? 

 

2. How long have you worked with Sida? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11%

89%

No

Yes

9%

17%

21%

53%

0-2 years

3-5 years

6-10 years

10+ years
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3. What was your position when you participated in the appraisal? 

 

Respondent marking ”other” includes advisor at HQ, controllers (4), Samordnare (1), 

decision maker (1), senior policy specialist (1), Head of unit (1), working both in 

Stockholm and Embassy (4), advisor (3), programme manager (1), programme 

administrator (3), Coordinator (1), HoC (1), support personnel from Stockholm (1). 

 

4. How well did your own qualifications match the last contribution you appraised? 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

 

47%

21%

21%

11%

Swedish desk officer working
from Stockholm

National programme officer

Swedish desk officer working
at an embassy

Other

62%

71%

31%

22%

7%

7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

My educational field matched the contribution field

My work experience has been within the same
thematic field

A lot Somewhat Not at all
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5. To what extent did you rely on the following sources of evidence/information in the last 

contribution you appraised? 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

 

85%

77%

63%

58%

40%

32%

32%

29%

28%

19%

15%

14%

12%

21%

29%

35%

39%

39%

39%

26%

43%

22%

42%

40%

3%

2%

8%

7%

22%

28%

30%

45%

29%

64%

44%

41%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Partner proposal

My own experience

Partner assessments

Other information/analyses provided by partner

Evaluations/studies/analyses conducted by other
development partners/programmes

Advice from national embassy staff

Informal information from professional networks

Sida commissioned evaluations/studies/analyses

Advice from thematic experts/focal points

Sida Help Desks

Academic literature

Sida thematic/method briefs

A lot Somewhat Not at all
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5a. Division of respondents to “Other information provided by partner” 

 

*"Other" is staff marked as controller, advisor, decisionmaker or staff marked as working 
in both HQ and embassy. 

 

5b. Division of respondent to “advice from national embassy staff”  

 

* "Other" is staff marked as controller, advisor, decisionmaker or staff marked as 
working in both HQ and embassy. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

57% 52%

70% 67%

35% 40%

25%
22%

8% 8% 5%
11%

Embassy HQ NPA/NPO Other

Not at all

Somewhat

A lot

44%

22%

43%
50%

42%

33%

50%
25%

14%

45%

7%

25%

Embassy HQ NPA/NPO Other

Not at all

Somewhat

A lot
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5c. Division of respondents to “evaluation/studies/analyses conducted by other 

development partners/programs” 

 

* "Other" is staff marked as controller, advisor, decisionmaker or staff marked as 
working in both HQ and embassy. 

 

6. To what extent did the following constitute barriers for using evidence in your last 

contribution appraisal? 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

 

 

49% 43%

26%

44%

35%
34%

55%

33%

16%
23% 19% 22%

Embassy HQ NPA/NPO Other

Not at all

Somewhat

A lot

39%

21%

14%

13%

3%

2%

2%

34%

27%

39%

40%

18%

13%

5%

27%

52%

47%

47%

79%

85%

94%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Time constraints

Risk for delaying approvals

No requirement in TRAC

Evidence not available or not applicable to the context

Different views on what evidence should be used

Reluctance to interfere with partners' core  operations

Resistance from the partner

A lot Somewhat Not at all
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6a. Division of respondents to “Time constraints” 

 

* "Other" is staff marked as controller, advisor, decisionmaker or staff marked as 
working in both HQ and embassy. 

 

6b. Division of respondents to “Risk of delaying approvals” 

 

*"Other" is staff marked as controller, advisor, decisionmaker or staff marked as working 
in both HQ and embassy. 

24%

44%
36% 33%

43%

27% 43%
56%

32% 29%
20%

11%

Embassy HQ NPA/NPO Other

Not at all

Somewhat

A lot

5%

31%
17%

11%

22%

26%

34%
33%

73%

44% 49%
56%

Embassy HQ NPA/NPO Other

Not at all

Somewhat

A lot
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7. Which of the following specific elements did you agree with the partner to include in the 

contribution you most recently appraised? 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

 

8. For the contribution that you appraised most recently, to what extent did you critically 

cross-check the accuracy of partner reporting? 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

83%

79%

66%

54%

25%

19%

16%

9%

12%

16%

29%

26%

30%

27%

11%

11%

20%

19%

52%

54%

60%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Impact targets

Gender-disaggregated indicators

Regular outcome data collection (e.g. annual
surveys/outcome harvesting, real time data, dash board)

Indicators on intersectionality beyond gender (e.g.
poverty levels, marginalised groups, age)

Baseline micro data (e.g. on household level)

Endline micro data (e.g. on household level)

Application of national household surveys as baseline

Yes No Not Relevant

33% 54% 13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

A lot Somewhat Not at all
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9. Have you appraised a new phase or major amendment of an ongoing contribution? 

 

 

10. To what extent did you rely on the following sources of evidence/information for the 

partner dialogue the last time you appraised a new phase of a contribution/or major 

amendment? 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

27%

73%

No

Yes

8%

10%

10%

20%

24%

25%

32%

33%

61%

65%

78%

83%

29%

41%

20%

42%

33%

41%

39%

42%

28%

27%

20%

13%

63%

49%

71%

38%

43%

33%

29%

24%

12%

8%

2%

4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Academic literature

Sida thematic/method briefs

Sida Help Desks

Advice from thematic experts/focal points

Sida commissioned evaluations/studies/analyses

Informal information from professional networks

Advice from national embassy staff

Evaluations/studies/analyses conducted by other…

Other information/analyses provided by partner

Partner assessments

My own experience

Partner progress reports

A lot Somewhat Not at all
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10a. Division of staff responding to “Partner assessment” 

 

* "Other" is staff marked as controller, advisor, decisionmaker or staff marked as working in 

both HQ and embassy 

 

10b. Division of staff responding to “other information/analysis provided by partner” 

 

* "Other" is staff marked as controller, advisor, decisionmaker or staff marked as working in 
both HQ and embassy 

 

57% 59%

85%

67%

36% 31%

12%

33%

7% 10%
3% 0%

Embassy HQ NPA/NPO Other

Not at all

Somewhat

A lot

57% 52%

70% 67%

35% 40%

25%
22%

8% 8% 5%
11%

Embassy HQ NPA/NPO Other

Not at all

Somewhat

A lot
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11. To what extent does Sida encourage the use of evidence in contribution management in 

addition to what is provided by the partner? 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

 

12. To what extent do you think that delivery pressure in contribution management (e.g., 

disbursement deadlines, administrative requirements) limits your ability to 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

27%

32%

32%

33%

35%

40%

52%

43%

44%

50%

55%

47%

21%

25%

23%

18%

10%

13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

When amending contributions

When concluding the contribution

When selecting partners

When following up on contributions

When appraising a contribution

When considering future contributions

A lot Somewhat Not at all

19%

24%

26%

26%

30%

52%

42%

44%

49%

44%

43%

34%

39%

32%

25%

30%

27%

14%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Consult thematic experts/focal points

Consult national experts

Consult Help Desks

Sufficiently assess quality of a partner proposal

Critically cross-check the accuracy of partner reporting

Commission deeper analytical work

A lot Somewhat Not at all
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13. To what extent do the following constitute barriers for adapting ongoing contributions in 

line with new evidence? 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

2%

19%

39%

48%

28%

45%

45%

39%

69%

36%

16%

13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Resistance from the partner

Delaying disbursement

Administrative burden

Time constraints

A lot Somewhat Not at all
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14. How supportive are Sida’s internal documents/systems/support functions to guide the 

use of evidence for contribution management? 

 

* "I don't know" excluded due to low respond rate (<2%) 

 

 

 

 

 

22%

23%

27%

31%

32%

43%

54%

56%

57%

49%

51%

48%

24%

21%

16%

20%

17%

8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Method briefs

Thematic briefs

Thematic network meetings

Help texts in TRAC

Best practice examples

Help Desks

A lot Somewhat Not at all



Final Report from the Evaluation of  
Sida’s work with Poverty
Main evaluation method: mixed-methods, synthesis analysis, literature review.

Positives:  Across Zambia and South Sudan, Sida-supported interventions generated tangible 
benefits for poor populations, including improved incomes, food security, and access to essential 
services. In Zambia, interventions performed better as the systems are relatively stable while in 
South Sudan contributions have helped sustain basic services under extreme and fragile 
conditions. 

Shortcomings: The impact results from Sida’s work were uneven and remained limited in scale 
and transformative impact. Impact measures were often constrained by underuse of existing 
evidence in contribution designs and weak evaluability. Heavy reliance on partner-reported data, 
limited triangulation, and insufficient use of national data systems further created a verification 
gap and constrained deeper analysis.
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