
REQUIREMENTS FOR STRENGTHENING EVALUATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION A S  A MANAGEMENT TOOL 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

bE3 HAVE k PROBLEM 

The problem is not  e v a l u a t i o n  per se, I n  our d e c e n t r a l i z e d  
evaluation system, Missions and o f f i c e r a n n u a l l y  s p o n s o r  some 250  
evaluation studies covering about 15 percent of our active p r o j e c t  
por t fo l io- -a  reasonable coverage over time. Our officers f i n d  
these studies to be helpful. 

I n s t e a d ,  t h e  problem is our inability to a e t  from these 
studies or  o t h e r  efforts t imely,  ernpiricaliy-based i n f o r m a t i o n  
about prc j ec t  performance, effects and  impacts r e l a t e d  t o  
development objectives; and t o  use such ' k v a a l a t i v e  information" 
a )  i n  project management ( i n c l u d i n g  t i m e l y  r e d e s i g n )  during 
inpiernentation; bi i n  decisions a b o u t  project c o n t i n u a t i o n ,  
foliow-on, amecdment, r e p l i c a t i o n ,  de-obligation and t e r n i f i a t i o n ;  
and c i  i n  ~ e f l i n g  our s t o r y  convincingly t o  the Congres s  and 
qener a1 p u L i i c  . 

Our Officers need much stronger re-inforcement and  s u p p o r t  t o  
become ef fec t ive  v 2ers of e v a l u a t i v e  and other i n f o r m a t i o n  

* resau:ces in t h e i r  p r o j e c t  management and program decision-making, 
drawin? s;:: information reflecting both localized and broader  
develm:::>-ct exper ience . 

" r , ~ . ? . : ;  a l  aur officers and managers get, know and use evaluative 
i n f  ,rY ; t .  : : s . ?  ,313. t h e  time in g u i d i n g  t h e i r  decisions and actions. 
Q t ? ; - - + - . c , '  c :  ,-:- L know and believe t h e y  don'  t have t h e  need, t h e  t i m e ,  
the '-3 .. 1 .= 3 2  resources to get  t h i s  information t h r o u g h  specific 
eva1k;st IG:: studies or other means. We are also concerned about 
e v i d e c w  that some o f f i c e r s  and managers don't know they don't 
know. To them, project effectiveness means moving a s s i s t a n c e  
funds, getting the inputs in a n d  some outputs out. They aren't 
a c c u s t o m e d  t o  r e g u l a r l y  asking thernseives-- nor are t h e y  r e g u l a r l y  
asked by more s e n i o r  managers-- t h e  forward-looking question: "So 
What?" 

WE CAN SOLVE T H I S  PROBLEM 

We can a) s t r e n g t h e n  the Agency's perception t h a t  we are 
.3evelopment managers (not only implementors' working toward 
t::velopment objectives; b) accustom our of r icers  and managers t o  
,.-;. p r a c t i c e s  and procedures;  and c) provrde  them resources and 
:+:.:.l ' ls--including the s k i l l  of g e t t i n g  2nd using evaluative 
! : ? - ~ r n a t i o n  t o  in fo rm their pro j ec t  monitoring and t h e i r  decisions 
,- . +, .. ; . a c t  ions .  

T h r e e  actions are needed to make t h i s  happen (specific s t e p s  
~ t . e  described i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  r e p o r t ) :  
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A much stronger and more regular senior management demand - 
for, and attention to, information about program effects and 
impacts of assistance. In our reformed programming system, i t  is 
a s  important for A.I.D./W senior management as it is for our 
Mission D i r e c t o r s  to c a l l  f a r  e v i d e n c e  of performance, effects and 
impacts in key areas of o u r  program, 

# Re-orientation o f  Agency staff t h r a z q h  practical traininq, 
p r e f e r a b l y  i n  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  with hast country counterparts. We 
have developed a one-week workshop that can be used as a b a s i s  for 
comprehensive training and that bas already been highly successful 
i n  two missions (Cairo and Dhaka). 

P r o v i s i o n  of resources t o  Missions t o  support  the i r  proqram 
and evaluative information needs. We should consider both the 
direct-hire and contractor requirements for bringing our Missions 
fully into the "information age." To achieve this we should 
consider a new type of Mission p o s i t i o n  - program evaluation and 
information manager - which  combines the eva lua t ion  f u n c t i o n s  and  
the promot ion  of sys t ema . t i c  use of devzlopment information. 

BUREAU PLANS FOR STRENGTHENING THEIR EVALUATION SYSTEMS DON'T YET 
CONSTITUTE A STRONG RESPONSE TO THE PROBLEM 

Our review of the reports on t h i s  topic s e n t  t o  you by the 
- ureaus  leads to the following conclusions: 

--Regional Bureaus agree that they have difficulty 
getting empirically-based information on project and 
proqram impacts, A few outstanding Mission e x c e p t i o n s ,  
however, have demonstrated what is possible. 

--3egional  Bureaus agree on the need for staff training, 
but none has committed i t se l f  to a comprehensive 
effort--leaving it up to each Mission to decide, 

--While noting that staff constraints prevent Missions 
from f u l l y  exploiting t h e  p o t e n t i a l  of evaluative 
informatian, no Bureau has offered recommendations for 
dealing with this constraint. 

--Of t h e  r e g i o n a l  Bureaus, o n l y  ANE has  a d e q u a t e l y  
staffed the ewaf~aation function in A . I . D . / W .  With four 
positions assigned to this function, ANE provides strong 
back-stop2ing and technical advice to Missions and is - 
able to mediate and integrate evaluative information 
needs of Missions and A .I .D,/W. No other r e g i o n a l  Bureau 
can y e t  claim a similar  level  of effectiveness i n  
bringing evaluative i ~ f o r m a t i o n  t o  bear on project 
management and broader p rq ramming  decisions 



C D I E  REPORT 

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM? 

The problem is not evaluation per se, but rather our inability to 
get timely, empirically-based information about project 
performance, effects  and impacts, and t o  use this " e v a l u a t i v e  - 
i n f o r m a t i o n w  a)  i n  project management ( i n c l u d i n g  project design 
and timely r e - d e s i g n )  d u r i n g  implementation; bl i n  d e c i s i o n s  a b o u t  
project  continuationp follcw-on, amendment, replication, 
de-obligation and termination; and c) in telling our s t c r y  
c o n v i n c i n g l y  to the Congress and public. 

I n  ou r  decentralized e v a l u a t i o n  system,  Missions and offices 
sponsor every year some 250 mid-term and final e v a l u a t i o n  studies 
of specific projects and programs. For Missions, these coveted 
about 15 percent of the a c t i v e  project portfolio i n  FY 86, and 23 
per cent of ac t i ve  projects that were three years or more into 
implementation and hence p o t e n t i a l  candidates f o r  e v a l u a t i o n .  
T h i s  is reasonable coverage over time. Our officers g e n e r a l l y  
f i n d  these studies to be h e l p f u l .  

- B u t  we aren't getting from these studies or other informational 
a c t i v i t i e s  empirically-based information f o r  a s s e s s i n g  the 
effectiveness, e f f i c i e n c y ,  impact, continued relevance and 
sustainability of projects and programs. Since we don't 
consistently have this information at the project l eve l ,  i t  is a l l  
the more d i f f i c u l t  a t  the level of broader  programming d e c i s i o n s  
and strategy formulation t o  know what  is working or very l i k e l y  to 
workl or n o t .  

The unde r ly ing  problem is a need t o  heighten the a t t e n t i o n  t h a t  
manaqement a t  a l l  levels q i v e s  to t h e  effects and  impacts of 
i2vestnents of our assistance. If senior manaoers don" see 
evaluative i n fo rma t ion  as a management t o o l ,  and d o n ' t  regularly 
demand and use this information, then oar officers have less 
incentive to do so. They will be diseaaded from investing in the 
data collection and analysis n e c e s s a r y  to substantiate t h i s  
information even for their own use. 

The  problem is not a t e c h n i c a l  one, I f  t h e  management demand is 
there, we have practical and cost-effective methods available to 
get e v a l u a t i v e  information. 

W A T  NEW CONCEPTS ARE NEEDED? 

W e  have this problem in large part because we haven't been making 
some important distinctions about using evaluative and o t h e r  
development information resources during both project 
implementation and program decision-making. T h e s e  distinctions 
are the following, and they require strong r e i n f o r c e m e n t  until 
they permeate the Agency: 



8 The effective results of a project are resul t s  that are  
credibly related to the project's development purpose  and  
g o a l ,  not i t 's  "inputst' and w~utputs.w 

s Getting and using information about p r o j e c t  effects, 
impacts and assurnptians are integrated into--not  d i v o r c e d  
from--management actions during implementation. This 
information is generated through an i n f o r m a t i o n  system 
that i s  part of the project's activities, not just 
through one or two visits by evaluation teams. 

e Programming decisions are based not only on keen, salty 
judgment, but a l s o  on empirical evidence about leading or 
ultimate indicatcrs  of performance, effects and impacts, 
and about the continued validity 9: project assumptions. 

0 A project design is not "finished" when the project paper 
is authorized, and a project is n o t  "done" when a l l  the 
inputs are inl but both are part of a continuing 
development effort that s h o u l d  be considered before the 
project ends - -eva lua t ion  looks to the future as much as 
to the past in measuring and assessing project 
accomplishments. 

9 E v a l u a t i o n  is a continuous process of learning, supported 
by a variety of informational efforts { i n c l u d i n g  but not  
l i m i t e d  t o  s p e c i f i c  evaluation studies), not an isolated 
"eventm or fault-finding exercise. 

0 Specific e v a l u a t i o n  studies address questions on the 
issues of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact 
and sustainability before major programming decisions, 

e Evaluative information has uses beyond those of project 
management, such as in generating lessons learned useful 
f o r  project r e p l i c a t i o n s  i n  other settings and reports on 
accomplishments, 

a In our reformed prcgramming system, senior management in 
A,I,D./W is just as interested in well-substantiated 
evaluative information as is the Mission Director and 
project officer, particularly on key indicators that 
reflect the thrust of the Agency's assistance program. 

These distinctions underlie the guidance in our new (19871 
Evaluation Handbook. They o r i e n t  us to the goals of assistance. 

Imbuing the Agency with these distinctions is all the more 
challenging for the very r e a s o n  that we've already had in place, 
since 1 9 7 0 f  an evaluation system that too often resulted in pro 
forma, perfunctory e v a l u a t i o n  studies and  limited views about the 
role of evaluation and development i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  management. 



EVIDENCE THAT A PROBLEM EXISTS 

Evaluation r e p o r t s  lack empirically-based in format ion  
a b o u t  p r o j e c t  performance, effects and impacts. 

Our r e c e n t  s y n t h e s i s  of i n t e r i m  and f i n a l  evaluation 
r e p o r t s  submitted i n  FY 85-FY 86 found t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  of 
evaluation r e p o r t s  were d e s c r i p t i o n s  of p r o j e c t  
implementa t ion  s t a t u s ,  o r  l i t a n i e s  of implementa t ion  and 
d e s i g n  problems. T h e  issues a d d r e s s e d  f o c u s  on inputs and 
outputs; t h e  reports c o n t a i n  l i t t l e  o r  no a n a l y s e s  relevant  
f o r  assessing a c t u a l  o r  'leadingw e f f e c t s  r e l a t e d  to t h e  
development purposes and goals  of projects, or t o  such 
c o n c e r n s  a s  s u s t a i n a b i l i t y  or women i n  development. 

In part, this c o n d i t i o n  reflects deficiencies i n  
s y s t e m a t i c  da t a  collection and analysis for s u b s t a n t i a t i n g  
changes i n  leading i n d i c a t o r s  of project performance, effects 
and impacts. I t  also reflects inadequate backstopping of 
systematic i n f c r m a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  in or  f o r  Missions. 

0 Programrninq d e c i s i o n s  aren't fully informed by e v a l u a t i o n  
studies. 

Since 1981, A.I.D./W guidance on evaluation planning  has 
adv i sed  Missions and offices t o  plan specific evaluation 
studies in time to infarm f o r e s e e a b l e  programming d e c i s i o n s  
and t o  a d d r e s s  other management concerns .  Concerns may 
e v a p o r a t e ,  b u t  d e c i s i o n  p o i n t s  d o n ' t  go away--decisions have 
to be made with or  wi thou t  t h e  findings of an  e v a l u a t i o n ,  
About 60 p e r c e n t  of  planned e v a l u a t i o n s  have a c t u a l l y  been  
carried o u t .  Some of t h e  remaining 40  percent were psstponed 
or cancelled (and o t h e r s  o c c a s i o n a l l y  s u b s t i t u t e d )  f o r  good 
programming reasons; most, however, were s imply  dropped,  
reflecting a low priority given to evaluation. Mission and 
Office performance  is well above this 60 percent average in 
those B u r e a u s  ( A N E ,  FVA, P R E I  where Bureau evaluation 
divisions have adequate  professional staff e x p e r i e n c e d  in 
e v a l u a t i o n  w i t h  time t o  support and review Mission or  O f f i c e  
e v a l u a t i o n  work. 

e Project mannqers are t o o  often u n i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
development-related effects and impacts, have n o t  
adequately moni tored  prosress  towards these project 
r esu l t s ,  and have not ensured t h e  collection and analysis 
of data p e r t i n e n t  to these results. 

We c o u l d  tolerate fewer-than-planned evaluation s t u d i e s  if 
project rlnagers were using other mechanisms for getting and 
analyzing data on project effects  to h e l p  inform their 
decisions and actions. But t h i s  i s  n o t  u s u a l l y  the case. A n  
I G  audit (August,  19861 of Mission evaluation programs found 
a s t r o n g  pattern of deficiencies i n  r o u t i n e  monitoring of 
p ro jec t  results and in information systems f o r  m o n i t o r i n g  and 



evaluation (N&E). This finding has been c o r r o b o r a t e d  by our  
TDYs and f o u r  workshops overseas d e s i g n e d  t o  help officers 
define and manage their e v a l u a t i v e  information needs; and by 
our synthesis of FY 85-FY 86 e v a l u a t i o n  r e p o r t s ,  wh ich  found 
t h a t  20 percent of 2 1 2  p r o j e c t s  e v a l u a t e d  s u f f e r e d  from poor 
m o n i t o r i n g .  

Project ( t e c h n i c a l )  officers h a v e n ' t  had a d e q u a t e  
i n f o r m a t i o n  systems or related information backs topp ing  
services a t  the i r  d i s p o s a l  t o  s u p p o r t  regular d a t a  collection 
and analysis for  monitoring p r o j e c t  effects, as  distinct from 
i n p u t s  and outputs. They tend to rely on o c c a s i o n a l  
evaluation studies for this purpose, While this seems a 
r e a s o n a b l e  r e s p o n s e  to a problem, it is a cumbersome 
practice, espec ia l ly  when s o  many e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d i e s  end up  
being dropped and the s t u d i e s  themselves don't have adequate 
d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  their own a n a l y s i s ,  

O u r  new E v a l u a t i o n  Handbook s t r o n g l y  re-aff irms a 
r e q u i r e m e n t  t o  b u i l d  i n f o r m a t i o n  systems into p r o j e c t  
management. Early attention to management i n f o r m a t i o n  for 
n o n i t o r i n g  and evaluation can  also improve project 
efficiency. Part icular ly  i n  projects that suffer from marked 
deficiencies in the quality of project  design (ou r  s y n t h e s i s  
of FY 85-FY 86 e v a l u a t i o n  r e p o r t s  found that 3 0  percent of 
212 projects evaluated had sucn  deficiencies), officers c o u l d  
act  quickly t o  c o r r e c t  design flaws rather than wait for a 
mid-term e v a l u a t i o n  study. 

While efficiencies in the use of i n f o r m a t i o n  are 
p o s s i b l e ,  project o f f i c e r s  i n t e r p r e t  t h e  priorities of the 
Agency t o  be on o b l i g a t i n g  and disbursing assistance f u n d s ,  
and  they b e l i e v e  that the Agency's rewards are much greater 
for t h e s e  activities t h a n  f o r  using evaluative i n f o r m a t i o n  
( and  other t o o l s )  t o  manage projects toward development 
r e s u l t s .  T h e i r  c o m p l a i n t s  t h a t  t h e y  don" have t i m e  to 
perform t h e  l a t t e r  task e f f e c t i v e l y  p a r t l y  reflects t h e i r  
p e r c e p t i o n  of r e l a t i v e  priorities and rewaris. This 
c o n d i t i o n  w o n ' t  change until senior managers spell out t h e i r  
requirements and expectations for evaluat ive  information on 
development accomplishments.  

In our reformed programming system and d e c e n t r a l i z e d  
evaluation system, manaqers i n  A.I.D./W are not be inq  
well informed about program r e s u l t s  and impacts--and are 
not consis tent ly  demanding evaluative in format ion  d u r i n q  
key prasram events Ce, q., P-rogram Weeks, C D S S  t ev f  ews ) , 

Our reforms in the Agency's programing system leading to 
greater redelegations of authority assumed t h a t  A.I.D./W 
would retain a management interest in, and Missions would 
report on, broad program outcomes. I n  o t h e r  words,  B.I,D./W 
managers would get o u t  of t h e  business of m o n i t o r i n g  the 
" n u t s  and boltsn of specific projects but h o l d  Missions 



accountable f o r  accomplishments related t o  development 
objectives as stated in program "strategies" and Action Plan 
wtactics.w 

We are not consistently g e t t i n g  the solid and timely 
evidence about results--at project or broader program 
levels--to serve this vision of an z f e c t i v e  programming and 
management system. Our ability to inform programming 
decisions in A.I.D./W and our ability to report to Congress 
are thereby weakened. 

In a d d i t i o n  to the above conditions, the following contribute 
to this problem: 

-- A.I.D./W managers, including senior management, don't 
systematically share with Missions and Offices their 
p r i o r i t y  questions or concerns which eva lua t ive  
i n fo rma t ion  from t h e  field might help answer. 

-- We have yet to reach an understanding w i t h i n  the Agency 
about what c o n s t i t u t e s  minimally adequate  an3 c r e d i b l e  
"indicatorsn of performance, effects and impacts ,  and how 
a mutually useful information bridge can be built between 
headquarkers and t h e  field t o  help s u b s t a n t i a t e  s u c h  
i n d i c a t o r s .  

-- Although we recognize  that the A c t i o n  Pian/Prograrn Week 
process is still-being perfected, t o  date AAs and Office 
Directors have not consistently used these occasions to 
demand empirical evidence justifying the decisions and 
actions r epo r t ed ,  and t o  e l i c i t  commitments from Missions 
and Offices to get the evidence, Semi-annual p o r t f o l i o  
reviews are still structured to focus on implementation 
of projects. Unless senior managers plug  their own 
questions about pro jec t  and program performance and 
outcomes info t h e s e  key reviews, p r i o r i t i e s  will not 
change 3nd t h e  problem w i l l  remain w i t h  us. 

-- ANE, FVA and PRE Bureaus have {to date)  adequate staff 
with strong evaluation backgrounds who are able t o  devote 
most of t h e i r  time to evaluation-related tasks. This not 
only reflects their senior management interest, but also 
enables  these evaluat ion d i v i s i o n s  to work imaginatively 
on ways to ensure that Bureau management's needs for 
evaluative i n fo rma t ion  can be met. Other Bureaus can't 
do this yet. 

-- Xn our decentralized evaluation system, there are no 
regular procedures for ensuring that the questions and 
concerns of A.I*D./W managers about project performance, 
efzects and i n p a c t s  are incorporated into Mission and 
Office evaluatior, plans. While A=I-D./W may be less 
i n t e r e s t ed  in mid-term eva lua t ions ,  they should certainly 



be i n t e r e s t e d  i n  f i n a l  and ex-post evaluations, w h i c h  are 
opportune times t o  capture t h e  most comple te  p i c t u r e  of 
project  performance. 

0 W e  have a qcnu ine  s t a f f i n g  and resource c o n s t r a i n t  t h a t  
handicaps our  ability to g e t  and use evaluative information 
i n  Missions and A.I.D./W, 

If we act to strengthen management's demand for e v a l u a t i v e  
information, we must seek new approaches t o  support ing our 
officers' a b i l i t y  t o  supply i t .  

Agency-wide, most of f icees  assigned a s  Mission Evaluation 
Officers IMEOs) are able t o  devote on ly  5 t o  15 percent  of t h e i r  
time on evaluation-related tasks. This compares poorly t o  a n  
average of 45  percent i n  Missions which are our best " p e r f o r m e r s "  
i n  getting and using eva lua t ive  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  meet the strong 
demands of t h e i r  directors. These high-performing Missions also 
make good use of q u a l i f i e d  long-term c o n t r a c t o r s  and foreign 
nationals t o  support  t h e i r  evaluation divisions. They are, 
moreover, among our l a rger ,  f u l l y - s t a f f e d  Missions. Smal l  
Missions simply d o n ' t  have the capability t o  stretch d i r e c t - h i r e  
staff time f u r t h e r .  

Regional posts ( e - g . ,  REDSO/EA, Bangkok) do not have 
personnel to backstop Mission r e q u i r c m e n t s  f o r  developing a n d  
implementing information systems to get the kind of data 
c o l l e c t i o n ,  analyses and re lated  s t u d i e s  needed (unlike regional 
services provided by lawyers, p r o c u r e m e n t  s p e c i a l i s t s  and 
a u d i t o r s  1 .  

Our T D Y s  have found a genuine need for training staff--not to 
be evaluators--but to increase their skills and confidence i n  
managing t h e i r  needs f o r  evaluative and o the r  information 
resources, including r e l a t e d  management of cont rac ted  resources. 
In-house staff t r a i n i n g  programs have  not been able t o  d s v s t e  
adequate attention t o  eva lua t ion  and information systems as a 
result of o t h e r  p r i o r i t i e s  and budget l i m i t a t i o n s .  O u r  
c o l l a b o r a t i v e  eva l ca t iun  workshops i n  the field have barely 
scratched the surface. 

Our review of FY 87-FY 88 Bureau eva lua t ion  plans i n d i c a t e s  
that s t a f f i n g  of t h e  evaluation funct ion  a t  the Bureau l e v e l  is 
not  l i k e l y  t o  improve and may continue to d e c l i n e  in t h e  number o f  
positions o r  grade levels necessary f o r  bes t  qualified s t a f f i n g .  

The ability of A.I.D./W s t a f f  t o  support Mission eva lua t ion  
work t h r o u g h  t h e  provis ion of r e l evan t  technical advice and 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  evaluation studies remains limited by the 
availability of direct  h i r e  staff fo r  short-tern TDYs and related 
OE t rave l  funds .  



WEAT STEPS ARE NECESSARY? 

We believe the following steps are necessary to support conce r t ed  
ac t ion  over the n e x t  18 months. In their reports t o  you, B u r e a u s  
have indicated t h e  a c t i o n s  they have already taken and i n t e n d  to 
take: these are a l so  highlighted below. 

1. To improve A.I.Dals a r t i c u l a t i o n  of its e v a l u a t i o n  priorities 
and interests:  

-- A1A.I.D. engages the Agency ic a n  a n n u a l  e v a l u a t i o n  
agenda, through which AiA.1.D. e~mrnunicates forward-looking 
q u e s t i o n s  o r  concerns about t h e  effectiveness and impacts of our  
program ( e . g . ,  " A d m i n i s t r a t o r ' s  November Forum") .  

-- A/A.I.D. initiates a dtalogue between A,X.D./W and  
m i s s i o n s  on Agency-wide e v a l u a t i o n  and i n f o r m a t i o n  systems. To 
begin this process, issue PPCss g u i d e l i n e s  on program p r i o r i t i e s  
and development i n d i c a t o r s ;  aad request Bureaus to respond t o  PPC 
on the steps t h e y  are taking to d e s i g n  o r  tailor i n d i c a t o r s  for 
measuring program performance and r e s u l t s .  Modifications should 
i n c l u d e  i n d i c a t o r s  of key c r o s s - c u t t i n g  concerns (e.g., wonen in 
development) f o r  f u r t h e r  development and use in e v a l u a t i o n  studies. 

Related Bureau Actions: Bureaus agree an the lack of empirical 
- i n f o r m a t i o n  on e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and i m p ~ c t s  a t  t h e  project leve l ,  and 
on d i f f i c u l t i e s  of s y n t h e s i z i n g  s u c h  i n f o r m a t i o n  f o r  use i n  
broader program and sector p l a n n i n g .  ANE plpns to pursue t h e  
problem of  obtaining better impact data, and sees the need f o r  
strong Bureau support and backstopping f a r  t h i s  e f fo r t  over the 
n e x t  18 months. AFR has established a working group t o  help 
define priority information needs and related i n d i c a t o r s .  LAC 
expects  t o  continue working on t h e  c h a l l e n g e  of integrating 
Mission evaluation plans w i t h  t h e  B u r e a u ' s  objectives and 
indicators i n  i t s  MBO system. 

2 .  To strenqthen senior management's "demandn f o r  evaluative 
i n fo rmat ion :  

-- Once a year, i n c l u d e  a review sf the hea l th  of the 
Agency's e v a l u a t i o n  system on  the agenda of t h e  Deputy 
~dministrator's or Counselor's program management reviews. 

-- AIX Bureaus ensure t h a t  s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e s  are raised 
during Program Week on the management information requirements of 
Action P l a n s ,  f o c u s s i n g  on the adequacy of empirical evideace on  
p e r f o r m a n c e  and outcomes justifying the decisions and actions i n  
these p l a n s ,  and on Mission or Office commitments to get this 
evidence d u r i n g  t h e  Action P l a n  period.  

Related Bureau  Ac t ions :  A l l  regional Bureaus intend t o  d i s c u s s  
e v a l u a t i o n  d u r i n g  upcoming Mission D i r e c t o r s  Conferences, a l t h o u g h  
s p e c i f i c  issues for discussion wexe n o t  i d e n t i f i e d .  ANE and LAC 



s y s t e m a t i c a l f y  addressed evaluation during Progr-+n W e e k s ,  and 
believe these e f f o r t s  were effective i n  focussing Mission and 
Bureau attention on problems r e l a t e d  to the use of eva lua t ion  as a 
management tool. 

3. T o  improve t h e  s u p p l y  and use of e v a l u a t i v e  and other 
information resources: 

-- Bureaus should require a t  l e a s t  their major  Missions to 
hold a collaborative eva lua t ion  workshop (comparable t o  h ighly  
s u c c e s s f u l  workshops i n  Ca i ro  ancl Dhaka), preferably preceded by a  
regional workshop for key Mission and c o u n t e r p a r t  staff 
responsible f o r  evaluation (already h e l d  for ANE and for some LAC 
field s t a f f ) .  

-- M/PM/TD should e s t a b l i s h  a t r a i n i n g  course o r  module for 
A , I , D .  staff, focussing on evaluative information r e q u i r e m e n t s  for 
M&E, to be offered with or in tandem with t h e  current project 
i~plementation course. 

Related B u r e a u  A c t i o n s :  Regional Bureaus agree on the strong need 
f o r  s ta f f  training. They i n t e n 6  to promete collaborative 
e v a l u a t i o n  workshops in the f i e l d ,  but  are l e a v i n g  i t  up t o  each 
Mission t o  d e c i d e .  AFR and ANE are pfanrring mare i n t e n s i v e  
networking and exchange of experience on e v a l u a t i o n  m t h o d s  and  

-procedures, and on the d e s i g ~ :  of practical information systems f o r  
4 

projects and programs. 

4 .  TO provide c r i t i c a l  staff support and resources for m e e t i n q  
program information r e q u i r e m e n t s  of  Missions: 

-- Regional Bureaus  should a s s i g n  and recruit one 
direct-hire position in each regional office le.g., Bangkok, 
C a i r o ,  REDS01 t o  support information and e v a l u a t i o n  services  t o  
Missions, i n c l u d i n g  contracted services; c a n d i d a t e s  should have a 
strong generalist and s o c i a l  science resezrch background in 
developing countries. Bureaus s h o u l d  also recommend t o  Missions 
the advantages af long-term h o s t  country nationals or p e r s o n a l  
services c o n t r a c t o r s  t o  assist i n  organizing, managing and 
t a r g e t i n g  information for project and program monitoring and 
evaluation. 

-- S e l e c t e d  major Mission~ should e s t a b l i s h  a new type of 
~ o s i t i o n  - program evaluat ion and i n f o r m a t i o n  manager. The * 
officer in this p o s i t i o n  would be responsible soc promoting t h e  
use of e v a l u a t i v e  and other information resources in Mission 
program management. 

-- Bureaas should recommend to Missions the long-term 
desiraSifity of s t r o n g  support for improving host c o u n t r y  
capability t o  g e t  and use information in development management, 
enabling both Missians and counterparts to rely on increas ingly  
r e l i a b l e  and u s e f u l  sources of data  f o r  program evaluation. 



-- The Agency should give a priority to re leas ing  direct 
h i r e  staff to participate in shor t - term evaluations. 

Related B u r e a u  Actions: AFR, LAC and FVA recognize staffing as a 
constraint affecting evaluation operations. O t h e r  t h a n  s t a f f  
t r a i n i n g ,  no Bureau has i n d i c a t e d  action to address direct h i r e  
s t a f f  requirements. 
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HEHORBJ?DWH FOR ASS1 STMT ADXlf ~ H ~ T O M  

F'RPH: A/AXB, &I. Peter :3c~herron& 

SUBJECT: Strengthening our noaf tor f ng and Evaluation ( ~ f  El 
Syrrtem: Infsr~srntfsn for Decision Making 

f want t o  express my personal s u p w r t  for t h e  recent ~ o v e s  to 
atrcngthen A,I,B,'s program monitoring and evaluation (W&E) 
system, A t  l;%e same time, f also want to go even f u r t h e r  and 
assure that all of our f i e l d  missions are engaged in a serious 
and e f f cc t tx  evaluat ion  and monitoring prsgraw. I view t h e  
importance of monitoring and evaluation from ~ e v e r a 3  
gezsgectives:  

P i r a t ,  we need t o  know what wazks and what doesn'tr then a c t  
accarCtingiy. Pfom my trips to A r 1 . f ) .  Missions and v i s i t s  ra 
sur projects over t h e  past 8 i x  yearsl 1 have Come t o  appreciate 
the i~portance of aakfng t h e  tough dec i s ions  on out projects -- 
&en t o  t e rmina te  our poor perfor--;ere, - when to redesign 
those with good prospects but which have implementation 
problems and, most is-portant, -- when to press  ahead vigorously  
with those projects we a r e  convinced w i l l  have a aajor impact 
on 6evehopment, The evaluation process i s  critical in help ing  
us make these decisions. 

Q e c o ~ d ,  monitoring and evaluation infarration systems can Be 
instruaental in generating t h e  empirical data  for measuring the 
results  sad accomplishments of our proqrksas. P r o =  my own 
experience and from what I've Beard from mission d i r t ~ t o r s ~  
good data on accsmplishaents can have a gowerful positive 
effect when used fn our exchanges with developing country 
counterparts and in our presentations te Congress and t h e  
public. X era, thereforej cagccfallly interested in baviang the 
Agency work towards t h e  u8e sf t a r g e t s  sad indicators in our 
programs in the aonftorisg and evaluation process, It is 
P~portent t h a t  we keep our eye sa what we are t-iag t o  
rccemplfsb m d  judge eur performance rceordlngly, 

F i n a l l y ,  WrE aheu ld  be used in close colXaboratian with our 
developing count= cousterparta, Sn t h e  Bang run the success 
sf t h e  prograss kbet we s t a r t  depends on t h e  peeple and 
govermiente in devclopiclg countries. The e s t , b l f s h s e n t  of 



affective mni t sr fng  end evaluat ion  as psrt 6% our work in 
i n s t i t u t i o n  b u i l d f n y  can c o n t r i b u t e  t o  &be ecbbew~nent of 
seX-aiusfiaining pregr m s .  

X t  i s  clear t o  a3 tbak auccas~buf Rbesian efforts in M E  baoe 
been t h e  rzsuat  of tlio g~erwna9  i r lkerest  as& Bnvolvarnenk o f  t h e  
B i a a i s a  Direqtor. You ebould uxg: each Mission Director t o  
play an ac4,fo-s re13 $5  %ha #hE process, Bacb P)it@@?or cam 
stark by askirrq biaself or Bareself and B P ~ S S ~ O ~  .staff - what 
k i n d  o f  infermation & X need for: 

- project managem,.re decisfans i n c l u d i n g  rawurce! 
a l I ~ c a t i o n s  - sezsur i n j  i m p ~ c e  and ef fectivenass - a n f i r m i n g  or r e f u t i n ~  tbc g a l i d i t y  of m i s s i o n  
s t r  a t s g i e s  - supper t i n g  pol i cy  dialogue.  

The key to an e f b i c f e n t ,  e f fect ive  HeE system is not asking a 
lot of quest ions t b a k  generate c o s t l y  ma*r e v a l u a t i o n s ,  but 
asking the r i  kt quest ions  and developing an ongoing evaluation % process t h a t  a d  resses them. 

- support  and i n t e r e s t  from Bureau leadership is a l so  essent ia l .  
Therefore,  each of you s h o u l d  grow i d t  your r e s p e c t i v e  f i e l d  
Hiss ions  ox Central Bureau offices with your v i e w s  on 
Bureau-specific questions and issues that s h o u l d  be addressed  
through #&E systems. 

1 a l so  want each Bureac, with CPfE ass i s tance ,  to r e v i e w  t h e  
quality and quantity of recent evaluations for each Mission or 
C e n t r a l  Bureau o f d f  ce and to rank eva lua t ion  p e r f o r m a n c e  (good, 
satisfactory or needs improvement 1. 

Xn a r e p o r t  to the Acting Administrator due dune 3 0 r  each 
Bureau s h o u l d  grov id@ its assessment of Wiesian eva lua t ion  
performance togethex v P t h  a description of t h e  follow-up 
astions t o  Be undertaken t o  Bagrove performnee,  as 
appropriate. Although X know many mihlsfons a3tready g i v e  
considerable  attention t o  mnitotinq and evaluataBono X want to 
aaeure a l l  Minerions and Central Bureau off ices  are & i n g  so, 

cc: DAlAZb, JPBrrfa  
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I 
SUBJECT!: Requirements f o r  St rengtheril acj E'::aluatS.on as a 

Management Too: 

A t t a c h e d  is our r e p G x t  with an Zxecutive Summary, assessing the 
Agency's evaluation performance and describing actions that we 
believe s h o u l d  be u n d e r t a k e n  to improve t h j -  performance. T h i s  
r e p o r t  builds on the Administrator + E ~ ~ a l a t t i ~ : i  Initiative to 
strengthen further oar monitoring and evaluation (M&E)  systern an2 
ocr use of information f o r  decisidn-makinq. In h i s  May 6 x2ssage to 
E u r e a u s  and Missions, the Administrator a l s o  a f f i r m e d  h i s  be l ief  
t h a t  information about program accomplishnents can empower our 
exchanges  w i t h  4evefoping c o u n t r y  counteroarts  and our presentations 
to Congress and the public:  

.Each B u r e a u  fo l lowed  up by reviewing e v a l u a t i o n  perf  orrnance in t h e i r  
1-Tisslons and Offices, and by e n g a g i n g  Mission views on what needz to 
be done to s t r e n g t h e n  t h e i r  own MLE systems. We rzceived copies of 
B u r e a u  reports sent to you, and  h a v e  i n c l u d e d  h i g h l i g h t s  in a u r  
r e p o r t .  Some of t h e i r  ideas are similar t o  our own, which h e l ~ s  
p r o v i d e  a basis f o r  t h e  concerted strategy t h a t  i s  needed. W e  
b e l i e v e ,  however,  that f u r t h e r  action is requi red .  

We found  chat severa l  Missions a r e  pecforming well, i n  g e t t i n g  and 
using eva lua t ive  infornation i n  t h e i r  p ro jec t  management and program 
decisions. 3 u t  even our " h i g h e s t  performers" b e l i e v e  t h a t  f a r t h e r  
improvements a re  warranted,  O u r  suggestions, t h e r e f o r e ,  address  a 
pattern of conditions t h a t  a r e  systemic co t h e  Agency as a whole, 

The number one p r i o r i t y  is to g e t  A . 1  .D. t o  recogrt.ize e v a l u a t i v e  and 
o t h e r  ernpi t ical ly  based information as a basic resource for A . I . D .  - 
, ~ r o q x a r n m i n y  ui equal importance to personnel an6 budgets, I z t e rna i  
management systems to achieve t h i s  o b j e c t i v e  can tnen b 2  created. 



T h a t  t h e  a t t a c h e d  repor t  be discussed during the upcoming program 
management reviews, 
that Bureaus intend 

as one basis for judgi 
to take. 
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