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I. Pr6ambule
 

Conform~ment a l'accord de prbt et de don 11o. 664-0312.1 sign6 le 19 mai 
1979 entre le Gouvernement Tunisien d'une part et la Mission Amnricaine de 
Cooperation Economique et Technique en Tunisie (USAID) d'autre part et la 
Lettre d'Ex~cution No. A-3 du 27 ,lai 1981 relative A l'utilisation du 
Fonds Exp6rimental du sous-projet de D6veloppement Zonal, une mission 
d'6valuation a t conjointemient constitu6e par les repr~sentants de 
l'Office de D6veloppement de la Tunisie Centrale (ODTC), du Ministire du 
Plan, du Commissariat Gn6nra1 de D6veloppement R6gional (CGOR) et de 
1'USAID afin de proc~der a 1'valuation des actions imenees par ledit Fonds 
depuis sa iise en oeuvre en 1931. 
L'objet principal de cette preilli~re 6valuation (selon la Lettre 
d'Exdcution) est de v6rifier le degrd de conformit6 des actions 
entreprises dans le cadre du Fonds avec les critires d~finis dans la 
Lettre d'Ex6cution pr6cit6e; cependant, les termes de r6fdrence (annexe 
No. 1) preparis par 1'ODTC placent 1 ' valuation dans un cadre plus global 
en lui demandant de: 
--appr~cier les crit~res 6tablis en 1981, et de 
--d~terminer si le Fonds Experimental est un moyen efficace pour 
encourager les technologies sp6cifiques et appropries.i la r6gion. 

Pour ce faire, I'ODTC a entrepris les d~marches n~cessaires et a 61labor6 
un programme de travail d6taill6. Cette 6valuation a W confi6e S 
1'6quipe suivante: 

-Monsieur Bechir NAIJA = linist~re du Plan, Tunis 
-Monsieur Mounir BOURAOUI = CGDR, Tunis 
-Mademoiselle Dorothy YOUNG = USAID/Tunis 
-Monsieur Chedli ZARG EL AYOUN = USAID/Tunis 
-Monsieur Bechir KHELIFI = ODTC, K~sserine
 
-Monsieur Hattab BEN CHAABANE = ODTC, Kasserine
 
Le Minist6re de l'Agriculture, na pas 6t6 represente.
 

L'6quipe a proc6d6 de la fagon suivante:
 
1) Etude de la docuvientation disponible, relative au Fonds Exp6rimental
 
et pr6paration des questionnaires ( annexe No. 2); (23 Avril 1984)

2) Entretiens avec les cadres de 1'OOTC; (24 & 25 Avril 1934)

3) Contacts avec les autorit~s locales et les organisines intervenant dans
 
le Fonds Experimental; (24 & 25 Avril 1984)
 
4) Enquite sur le terrain aupr~s de quelques b6n6ficiaires; (24 & 25
 
Avril 1984)
 
5) 'change des observations entre les raembres de 1'6quipe et ridaction
 
conjointe du rapport; (26 Avril 1984 - 10 Mai 1934)

6) Consultation avec les organismes interess~s sur le projet de rapport
 
d'6valuation; (15 au 18 Mai 1984)
 
7) Redaction finale du rapport; (21 au 25 Hai 1984).
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II. Contexte et Concept du Fonds Exprinental 
Le Fonds Exp6rimental est une conposante du sous-projet de D6veloppement 
Zonal destind S ar.i6liorer 1'identification, la planification, la 
conception, 1'excution et 1'6valuation des projets par 1'ODTC. II 
constitue un royen pour 1'exp6rihentation de projets pilotes introduisant 
de nouvelles technologies et m~thodes d'organisation afin d'identifier des 
modles d'intervention adapt6s A la r6gion de la Tunisie Centrale. 

Les projets devant tre finances par le Fonds Exp6rimnental doivent
 
r~pondre aux critdres d~termin~s dans la Lettre d'Exdcution a savoir:
 

-des critires essentiels conve:
 
--L'innovation (introduction de nouvelles technologies, de
 
nouvelles formes d'organisation...)
 
--ecnelle riduite et potentiel 6lev6 de nultiplication,
 
--avantages raisonnables escompt~s,
 
--avantages esconpt6s pour les familles a faible revenu; et
 

-des crltdres secondaires souhait6s co ame:
 
--Les creations d'emplois
 
--La participation locale
 
--L'utilisation des mat~riaux locaux.
 

Le montant initialerient allou6 au Fonds Exp6rimental en 1979 6tait de 5,6 
million de US $ dont 50% d la charge de l'USAID. Cette enveloppe a 6ti 
ramen~e 5 3 millions US $ en 1931, avec le mnme taux de participation de 
1'USAID. 

La gestion du Fonds est assur~e par la Direction de la Planification et de
 
l'Evaluation (DPE) de l'ODTC. Un Service a Wt6 cr66 au sein de la DPE afin
 
de nener S bien toutes les phases de preparation et de r6alisation des
 
actions du Fonds.
 

Le Service du Fonds Experimental est constitu6 par un chef de service
 
(economiste), un consultant 6tranger contractuel (gestionnaire) et un
 
ing6nieur-adjoint (docunentaliste agricole).
 

III. Identification, Elaboration et Approbation des projets du Fonds
 
Expe r i,.e-nt­
-~K p6c-dure d'identification: 

La pr-c-'ure- f--tifff-f6r-ion a consistd essentiel lement i: 
-- rechercher des promoteurs dventuels parni les diffdrents ninist6res 

(/
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techniques, les organisations non-gouvernetientales (Association de
 
Diveloppement et d'Animation Rurale -ASDEAR, Fondation pour le
 
DNveloppement Communautaire -FDC, Institut Tunisien de Technologie
 
Appropride -ITTA), les centres de recherche ainsi que les organismes
 
priv~s, et
 
-- identifier des idles de projets pouvant tre financ~es dans le cadre du
 
Fonds Experimental.
 

Cette dimarche a t6 entreprise sous les deux formes suivantes:
 
-- par correspondance: l'ODTC a assur6 une large diffusion des critares
 
aupr~s d'au ,oins une cinquantaine d'organismes:
 
-- par des contacts directs: les Chefs de Service successifs du Fonds
 
Experinental ont entretenu un contact permanent avec ces organismes.
 
Cet effort d'identification ne semble pas avoir atteint les r6sultats
 
escompt6s puisque seul un hombre restreint d'organisaies a r6pondu
 
favorablement S cette d6iarche. 
B. L'61laboration des projets: 
Une-ioisTles id6es -eprojets recens~es, 1 'aboration des dossiers y 
aff6rent est g6n6ralement entreprise par 1'organisme promoteur selon le 
sch6ma 6tabli par le service du Fonds Experimiental; ce dernier collabore 
ventuellement avec ces organisnes, sinon 6labore directement les dossiers
 
requis. Les projets ainsi 61abor6s sont souils pour approbation.

C. L'approbatioi: 
L'approbation des projets se fait d deux niveaux ODTC et 14inistire du Plan.
 
1. Au niveau de l'ODTC: 
Tn-6---ii-Frappro-a-t-h n corpos6 de Inuit & dix membres repr~sentant d'une 
part 1'ODTC et d'autre part les organismes concern~s par les projets. Ce 
coinit6 est pr6sid6 par le PDG de l'ODTC ou son repr~senrtant. Ses reunions
 
ne sont pas p~riodiques mais en fonction du nombre de projets soumis pour
 
approbation. Cependant inme si le comit6 ne se r6unit pas fr6quemnent 
(trois fois), les projets sont toujours examins et analys6s par les 
responsables techniques de l'ODT'. avant leur sounission au Plan. 
-Cration du Comit6 : Dicembre 1931
 
-Trois (3)riunions organis~es.
 
-Derni~re r~union du comitd : 5/01/1983.
 
DNson.mais lEs projets sont approuv~s uniquement au sein de la DPE sans
 
passer par ce conit6.
 
2. A-i niveau da Hinistire du Plan 
Le6s pFoets approuvs par le coiit6 (ou plus tard par la DPE) sont 
trans-is directeiont au Minist re du Plan. La transmission des projets ne 
se fait pas au d6but de chaque annie budg6taire en raison des difficult6s 
ctiiientification et de constitution d'une hanque de projets. L'approbation 
par le 1inistdre du Plan se falt au fur et S resure de la pr6sentation des
 
projets par 1'ODTC.
 



I1 y a lieu de mentionner certains rejets de projets pdr le Ministire du
 
Plan, dis essentiellement S 1'interpretation restrictive du critire
 
innovation. Ce critire est appliqu6 par le Ministdre du Plan en le situant
 
au niveau national uniquement ( cas des projets Unite R6duite de
 
Transformation des Fruits et Lgumes; Electrification et Chauffage par
 
Energie Solaire). D'autre part, le Minist~re du Plan n'a pas accept6 les
 
projets oO la composante frais d'itude est importante (supirieure A 10% du
 
cot du projet).
 

D'autres projets ont t6 rejet~s pour interpretation limit~e du crit~re
 
6chelle r~duite (cas des projets Participation Populaire Eau Potable et
 
Assainissement; Fabrication de Petit at6riel Agricole 5 Traction Animale
 
Adapt6 5 la Rgion).
 

IV.Contenu des projets et leur conformitg aux crit~res d'utilisation 
Les pro ets approuv~s dans le cadredu Fonds Expdrimental au-31 c er 
1983 peuvent &tre group6s en deux categories principales 
-- Deux projets int6gr~s S Jilma et El Ayoun. 
-- Neuf projets ponctuels faisant appel S des technologies diverses 
(inergies nouvelles, mat6riaux locaux de construction, sant6 mobile, 
participation communautaire). 
II s'agit de petits projets dont le cot global (200.000 Dinars) ne 
repr~sente que 101 du imontant allou6 au Fonds depuis 1981. 
Le coat i.oyen par projet est de 13.000 Dinars, alors qu'il etait 
initialement estim6 A 100.000 Dinars. 
Les projets r6alls6s ou en cours de r6dlisation sont globalement conforles 
aux crit~res essentiels. Par ailleurs, ces projets ont contribu6 S 
1 'introduction de l'approche participative de la coiiunaut6 b~nficiaire 
dans la r6alisation des projets de diveloppement et S 1'utilisation des 
materiaux locaux disponibles. 
Toutefois, pour les critires secondaires souhait~s, ces projets n'ont pas 
contribui a la creation d'emplois escoimpt~e. 
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CONFORMITE AVEC
 
CRITERES ESSENTIELS CRITERES SECONDAIRES
 

NOM DU PROJET 
 OBSERVATION
 
Innovation Echelle Avantages Avantage Creation Partici- Utilisa-


Rdduite Raison- escomptd d'emploi tion tion 
nables pour locale matfriaux 

escompt~s familles locaux
 
1 faible 
revenu
 

1) Jilma oui oui oui oui partiel oui partiel achevi 

2) Gaz Mtthane oui oui oui non non 
 partiel partiel abandonni
 

3) Toil ettes Rural es oui oui oui oui non oui oui achevd 

4) Eoliennes oui oui oui oui non 
 non non en cours 

5) El Ayoun 
 oui oui oui oui partiel oui partiel en cours 

6) Const.mat~riaux locaux oui oui oui non non non oui en cours 
(const.batiment admn.)
 

7) Eau Potable avec oul oui oui oui non oui partiel en cours 
parti ci pat.comunautai re 

8) Equipe Mobile Soins oui oui oui oui non .non :A:,-AR en cours 
Sant de Base 

9) Auto-construction oui oui oui: oui ,. non oui T-Trtiel en cours 
habitat 

10) Apiculture 14gilla 
 oui oui, oui oui non, ,.oui Dw -en cours: 

11) Piste i la Margine oui Ou" ouo non. non O.1 en cours, 
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I.Ex~cution, itat d'avancemient et suivi des projets
 
"ODTCqui est responsable de la gestion gen-rale du Fonds Exp~rimenta1, 
de la selection des projets, n'est pas appeli selon la Lettre d'Ex~cution
 
A concevoir les projets ou S les ex~cuter. II est encourag6 S faire appel
 
a d'autres organismes pour la mise au point et 1'exicution des projets
 
pilotes. Le r6le de 1'ODJC est d'6tudier, d'approuver les projets
 
proposes, de suivre leur mise en execution et enfin d'6valuer les
 
r~sultats des projets terminus afin d'en faire multiplier ceux qui sont
 
r~ussis. Une fois le projet approuv6, une convention d~finissant les
 
r6les et responsabilit6s de 1'ODTC et de l'organisme promoteur est
 
dtablie d'un cohiuaun accord en vue de iener A bien 1'6xcution du projet.
 
Sur les onze projets approuv~s, huit sont conqus et executes par d'autres
 
organismes (Affaires Sociales, Sant6 Publique, Equipement, FDC, ASDEAR,
 
l'Office de Mise en Valeur de Siii Bou Zid).
 
Cependant, pour les deux projets integr~s de Jilma et El Ayoun et en
 
raison de la complexitd de la r6alisation de tels projets, I'ODTC a dti
 
anen6 5 jouer un rble pr~pond6rant dans leur ex6cution, coordination et
 
leur suivi.
 
Pour le troisi~me projet (d'auto-construction) l 'ODT a 1 'intention de
 
1'excuter, car le promoteur initial s'est ddsist6 apr6s la soumission et
 
l'approbation du projet.
 
L'exicutior des projets a fait intervenir la participation des
 
b6n~ficiaires (w~ain d'oeuvre.non qualifi~e et apport de materiaux
 
locaux), des Autorit~s Locales (transport des nateriaux et magons
 
qualifies) ainsi que d'autres organismes (animation et encadrement).
 
14algr6 les changements successifs du personnel du Fonds Experimental et
 
son nombre restreint, 1'encadrerient et le suivi des projets est jug6
 
louable. ,ependant, un effort suppl~mentaire doit itre consenti dans ce
 
doaine afin d'acc~l~rer le rytnne d'ex~cution et la consocr.nation des
 
credits. 11 est i noter que seulewent Jeux projets sont entiirement
 
dcheves, sept en cours d'ex~cution, un projet n'ayant pas d6marrd et un
 
projet sera abandonn& pour des considerations techniques.
 
Cette lenteur d'exicution est confirmie par le faible pourcentage (33%)

de consor.nati., des credits allou~s au projet approuv~s et environ 4% de
 
l'enveloppe globale des credits allou6s au Fonds Exp6rimental.
 

I-1 
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D'aprds les informations recueillies, les difficultds rencontr~es dans la 
rdalisation des projets pr~vus peuvent tre class~es en trois categories 
principales : 
1. Les causes inh~rentes 5 1 'O0Th:
 

--Manque de personnel chargd du suivi et des moyens logistiques
 
(surtout transport) mais S sa dispusition.
 

--Insuffisante implication des cadres de 1'ODTC surtout au niveau de
 
1'administration centrale dans les diff~rentes phases de la r~alisation
 
des projets.
 
2. 	Les causes inh~rentes aux op~rateurs:
 

--Personnel et moyens r~duits.
 
-- Preparation insuffisante et incomplete des projets (sous-estimation 

du coat des projets). 
-- Co ,.hunication insuffisante avec 1 'OTCO. 

3. 	Autres causes:
 
--Fr6quentes penuries des -at&riaux de construction.
 
--Non disponibilit6 totale des b~n~ficiaires qui sont parfois occupds
 

par des activit~s agricoles saisonni~res.
 
--Dispersion de la population b~n~ficiaire.
 

VI. Impact des projets du Fonds Exp~riental.
 

Inpact au niveau de l'Office
 
L'obje-c-tFf-r apa' -F-s- priental est d'aider 1 'ODTC A am6liorer 
l'identification, la planification, la conception, 1'excution et
 
1'6valuation des projets.
 
II seible, d'apr6s l'exacaen de ce qui se realise au sein de la DPE, que 
l'on tend vers la rdalisation de cet objectif. L'identification des
 
projets a d'marr6 tr6s lentement, la nature et les crit~res du Fonds 
Experimental rendaient toute missiea d'identification difficile.
 
Act-jelleent le Service du Fonds Experi.nental a identifi pas ;loins que 
cinq projets nouveaux pour 1'anride 1984 pour un coat global de 300.JJO
 
dinars. D'autres projets sont en gestation pour V'ann& 1933. Cependant,
 
d'autres efforts restent a faire en ce qui concerne le suivi de la
 
r6alistion des projets. 

Impact au niveau de la population
 
Les p-o&e--fanc-s-i-nse--d-- Fonds Experimental ont 
manifestelment un ia pact positif au niveau de la population. ^et effet est 
d&.ontr6 aussi Dien par 1'augmentation du revenu et 1'amlioration des 
conditions de vie que par le changement de la mentalitU des comiunauts 
b~n6ficiaires.
 

II ressort des visites effectu~es sur le terrain, des discussions avec 
les autorit6s r~gionales et quelques b6ndficiaires, ainsi que l'analyse 
de 1'6valuation faite par le service du Fonds Experimental de 1'ODTC, que 
les dits b6ndficiaires ont eu une augmentation sensible de leur revenu. 
Les projets de Jilna et El Ayoun pr6voyaient une augmentation noyenne de 
revenu par famille de 1'ordre de 600 dinars par an. Cependant, la 
conposante petit 6levage (aviculture) a totaloent 6chou6. Selon les 

0/
 



-10­

autoritds locales, le choix de la race (type industriel) ainsi que le
 
moment de la distribution (Ramadan et grandes chaleurs) n'ftaient pas
 
appropri6s. Ce qui fait que l'augmentation de revenu s'est limitfe
 
uniquement A 350 dinars par an et par famille; ce qui eat jugd
 
appreciable puisque le revenu acquis permet A la fois de consolider
 
l'emploi et de maintenir la population dans son milieu.
 
La courte expdrience du Fonds Experimental n'a pas permis d'dvaluer lea
 
possibilit~s de multiplication et d'adoption des pratiques du Fonds par
 
lea autres institutions et organismes intervenant dans la region. Mais
 
force eat de constater que le Programme de D6veloppement Rural (PDR),
 
dans le Gouvernement de Kasserine (Dlgation d'El Ayoun) pour lea
 
projets concernant l'am~lioration de l'habitat a orient6 sea actions vers
 
la m~thode qui eat introduite dans la zone par le Fonds Experimental.
 
Cependant, il eat hazardeux de soutenir que l'exp~rience du Fonds
 
Expdrimental dana le domaine de l'auto-construction a fait tfche d'huile.
 

Par ailleurs le projet Eoliennes, s'il n'a pas apportt un revenu suppld­
mentaire pour la communaut6 b~n~ficiaire, a tout de meme r~duit le coat
 
d'exploitation concernant le pompage de l'eau. Actuellement, la
 
technologie Energie Eolienne n'est pas maitrise par la population cible.
 
Cependant la plupart des gens et surtout lea 6lvec de l'cole d'El Haria
 
sont sensibiliss aux problames de la technologie et de la maitrise
 
energ~tique.
 

Au niveau de l'am~lioration de la condition de vie, on a pu constater que 
90% des b~n~ficiaires de l'auto construction de Jilma et d'El Ayoun 
vivent dana des meilleures conditions d'habitat et d'hygiane. Ceci eat de 
nature A rassurer l'agriculteur sur sa famille qui devient mieux abrit~e 
et a lui permattre de se consacrer davantage aux travaux des champs. 
L'aspect le plus positif remarqu6 dans lea deux projets, eat que la 
population ne se considare pas comme un objet de d~veloppement, mais 
plut~t comme un sujet. Effectivement, lea projets ont contribu6 5 changer
 
la mentalit6 d'assist~s qu'avaient les b~n~ficiaires des actions du Fonds
 
Experimental et A lea rendre des v~ritables producteurs pouvant compter
 
sur eux-mames pour am~liorer leurs conditions mat~rielles.
 

VII. Conclusions
 

Avant de conclure, il eat A rappeler que le Fonds Expdrimental a 6to
 
congu avant que l'ODTC ne devienne opdrationnel comme un outil de
 
recherche appliqu~e pour le d~veloppement des zones d~shdrit~es de la
 
Tunisie Centrale. A ce titre il eat unique et innovatif donc difficile A
 
mettre en oeuvre. Ceci explique en partie lea deux ann6es requises,
 
apras la signature de l'accord en Mai 1979 pour que toutes lea parties
 
conviennent sur des critares d'utilisation essentiels et secondaires.
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L'dquipe d'fivaluation a constatd que le vrai dfmarrage de l'Vxecution du
 
Fonds Expfrimental n'a 6t6 qu'en 1982 et pense que 1'1valuation n'a
 
couvert que la pfriode de dfmarrage. En raison du fait que l'valuation
 
retrospective du Fonds Expfrimental intervient A mi-chemin de la p~riode

prfvue pour sa mise en oeuvre (mi-81 - mi-86) et 6tant donnd que le coOt
 
de 1'ensemble des projets ayant fait l'objet de la prfsente 6valuation ne
 
reprfsente que 10% de 1'enveloppe financire r~servde A ce programme, les
 
membres de 1'6quipe d'6valuation estiment qu'il est pr6matur6 de tirer
 
des conclusions dffinitives le concernant.
 
Comme dolt Atre le cas 
pour tout programme nouveau, l'iquipe d'6valuation
 
a essay6 de dfgager avec le maximum d'objectivit6 possible lea forces et
 
lea faiblesses des actions du Fonds Exp~rimental.
 

En ce qui concerne lea forces de ce programme, l'6quipe enregistre avec
 
satisfaction l'impact tr~s positif qu'ont eu lea projets jusqu'ici
 
r~alis~s sur la population d~munie des zones d'intervention de l'ODTC.
 
En effet lea visites de l'6quipe sur le terrain lui ont permis de
 
constater de visu l'am~lioration des revenus et des conditions de vie des
 
familles pauvres aidles dans le cadre des deux projets int6grds r~alises
 
dans les d~l~gations de Jilma et d'El Ayoun.
 

D'autre part, la participation communautaire A la r~alisation de tous les
 
projets a 6t6 partout constat~e.
 

Les populations qui ont ou vont profiter de la r~alisation des projets du
 
Fonds Experimental soit A titre individuel (auto-construction,
 
distribution d'ovins, d'aviculture, toilette rurale) soit A titre
 
collectif (alimentation en eau potable, sant6 de base) ainsi que les
 
autorit~s locales contact~es :nt demand6 la multiplication de tels
 
projets pour que d'autres familles et communaut6s en profitent et ont
 
aussi exprim6 le souhait de voir les peojets dont elles oat b~n~ficids
 
compl~t~s par la r~alisation d'autres actions compl~mentaires

(agriculture, cuniculture, projets productifs non agricoles, creation de
 
points d'eau, de pistes et de centres de sant6 de base) afin de rendre
 
lea interventions du Fonds Experimental plus int~gr~es entre elles.
 

D'autre part, il a 6t6 bien constat6 dans la r6alisation des projets
 
(notamment dans les projets d'auto-construction) que la r6gion est bien
 
d6termin~e A utiliser au maximum les ressources naturelles (eau,

mat~riaux locaux de construction) dont elle dispose.
 

Ainsi on peut dire sans risque d'erreur que lea projets r~alisas ou en
 
cours de r6alisation r6pondent bien aux besoins 6conomiques et soclaux de
 
la rgion.
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En outre, ces projets sont conformes A presque tous lea critares 
d'utilisation du Fonds, chose qui montre que son objectif visant a 
"installer au sein de l'ODTC les moyens techniques n~cessaires A une
 
planification et A une dvaluation des activitds de d~veloppement de la
 
region" eat en bonne vole de r~alisation.
 

Cependant, lea projets du Fonds Exp~rimental gagnent A 6tre mieux
 
prepares et mieux suivis par la DPE afin de r~aliser tous lea objectifs
 
du Fondas et surmonter len difficultts qu'a rencontr6es jusqu'lci sa mise
 
en oeuvre.
 

Les faiblesses du Fonds Experimental sont apparues aussi bien au niveau
 
de la preparation des projets qu'au niveau de leur r~alisation.
 

Au niveau de la pr6paration, les projets ont souffert des insuffisances
 
suivantes:
 

-- Faible taille des projets identifies. Ceci est dO A une mauvaise
 
interpretation de la part des d6cideurs du critare 6chelle rfduite, ce
 
qui abouti A un faible taux de programmation de l'enveloppe rdservfe au
 
Fonds.
 

-- L'artisnnat et la petite industrie ne sont pas encore touches par lea
 
interventions du Fonds, ceci est dO A l'interpr~tation tras restrictive
 
du critgre innovation par les d~cideurs qui n'ont retenu que lea projets
 
qui constituent une innovation au niveau national.
 

-- Les projets Identififs et r~alis~s manquent d'int~gration et gagnent h
 
Otre compl~t~s par d'autres projets ou composantes de projets afin de
 
mieux satisfaire les besoins de la population.
 

- Les coOts pr6vus pour certains projets ou composantes de projets sont 
sous-estim~s, chose parfois qui a laissd inachev~es certaines 
rfalisations.
 

-- Les projets mettent beaucoup de temps pour Otre pr~ta A la rdalisation 
(identification, 6tude, approbation). 

Au niveau de la r6alisation des projets il faut mentionner les
 
insuffisances suivantes:
 

-- Un temps tr~s important eat mis entre l'approbation du projet et sa
 
misc en execution.
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-- La rdalisation des projets est tras lente puisque le taux de
 
consommation des credits rdservds aux projets engages n'a 6t6 que
 
d'environ un tiers.
 

--Vu le nombre restreint des op6rateurs qui se sont port~s volontaires,
 
leurs capacit~s n'ont pas W toulours judicieusement analys~es puisque
 
la plupart d'entre eux ne semblent pas disposer de capacit~s suffisantes
 
de preparation et de r~alisation des projets (preparation insuffisante
 
des dossiers et manque de moyens materiel et humain mis au service du
 
projet).
 

-- Inexistence de planning d~taill de r~alisation de chaque composante
 
du projet convenu d'un commun accord entre l'ODTC et 1'Op~rateur.
 

-- Manque de suivi sur le terrain par l'ODTC.
 

L'6quipe d'6valuation demeure convaincue que lea insuffisances qu'elle a
 
relev~es ne sont que passag~res et peuvent Otre surmont~es si lea
 
recommandations ci-apr~s sont bien appliqu6es.
 

VIII. Recommandations
 

I. Vulgarisation du Fonds Experimental: traduire les textes sur lea
 
critrres et lea objectifs du Fonds en arabe et les diffuser largement
 
surtout au niveau des autorit~s r~gionales et locales (gouvernorats,
 
d6l~gations et cheikhats) services r~gionaux et locaux de 1'6tat y
 
compris les subdivisionnaires de l'ODTC.
 

2. Intensifier les contacts avec tous lea ministres techniques, lea
 
centres de recherches et centres universitaires afin de recueillir le
 
maximum d'id~es de projets innovatifs.
 

3. Impliquer tous les cadres de l'ODTC dans l'identification,
 
l'6laboration, la r~alisation et le suivi des projets, lesquels cadres
 
sont aussi invite A faire intervenir leur correspondant au sein des
 
minist res techniques.
 

4. Transformer le comit6 d'approbation existant en un comit6
 
permanent de reflexion, d'approbation et de suivi du Fonds Experimental.
 
Ii est sugg~r6 que ce comit6 soit presid6 par le PDG de l'ODTC qui
 
l'largira A d'autres personnes repr~sentant lea services r6gionaux
 
concern~s et qui veillera A ce que ce comit6 se r~unisse d'une maniare
 
plus r~guligre.
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5. Afin d'aider A la preparation et au choix des projets, 
d'acclerer leur approbation au niveau national et d'harmoniser 
l'interpr~tation des critares du Fonds nous sugg~rons que le repr~sentant 

du Ministare du Plan (Direction du Budget d'Equipement) soit membre
 

permanent du comitd pr~cit6.
 

5. Renforcer le service Fonds Experimental de l'ODTC en moyens 

matdriels (transport) et humain avec unes 6quipe multidisciplinaire; A ce 
sujet I'ObTC peut affecter A temps partiel certains de ses cadres
 
existants au service du Fonds Experimental).
 

7. En vue d'assurer la r~alisation de 1'objectif de multiplication
 
des projets pilotes r~ussis, nous recommandons A I'ODTC de d~velopper un
 

systme d'analyse des projets achev~s et de diffusion des r~sultats
 
positifs atteints.
 

8 R~aliser des projets dans les d~lgations non encore touchdes par
 
le Fonds Experimental.
 

9. Intensifier les efforts en vue d'identifier lea projets crdateurs
 
d'emplois ( surtout non agricoles).
 

10. Veiller A ce que les projets retenus dans le cadre du Fonds
 
Experimental s'intgrent avec d'autres interventions de d~veloppement ou
 
s'appr~tent A une int~gration ult6rieure envisag6e (A ce sujet les
 
repr~sentants contact~s du Ministre du Plan ont demand6 que le Fonds
 
Experimental Intervienne dans le financement des projets PDRI qui sont
 
des projets innovatifs dans le d~veloppement rural.)
 

11. Veiller A l'tablissement d'un calendrier d6taI1 de
 
rdalisation et d'un tableau de bord pour chaque projet.
 

Ix\
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ANNEXE 1
 

TERMES DE REFERENCE
 
DE L'EVALUATION DU PROJET FONDS EXPERIMENTAL
 

(Pr~par6 par I'ODTC)
 

INTRODUCTION
 

Une 6valuation approfondie est proposge pour le Fonds Experimental qui a
 
d~marr6 en Mai 1981 suite A la Lettze d'Ex~cution No. A-3 qui a d6fini
 
lea principes A suivre pour la gestion du Fonds et les critbres auxquels
 
les projets doivent r~pondre pour 6tre 6ligibles au financement par le
 
Fonds Experimental. Ces termes ont 6t6 convenus lors des reunions entre
 
l'Office de D~veloppement de la Tunisie Centrale (ODTC), le Ministare du
 
Plan, le Minist~re de l'Agriculture et l'USAID en F~vrier et Mai 1981.
 

Le Fonds Exp~rimental conaiste en un Fonds g~r6 par l'ODTC pour couvrir
 
les coQts directs des Projets Pilotes dans lea 12 D6l6gations de la zone
 
d'intervention A savoir:
 

Kasserine
 

Sbeitla, Sbiba, Jedliane, El Ayoun, Haidra, Foussana, Thala.
 

Siliana
 

Kesra, Makthar, Rohia. 

Sidi Bou Zid
 

Jilma, Sebbala.
 

Les actions proposes par lea organismes doivent r6pondre aux critbres et
 
doivent passer par un comit6 d'approbation interne avant d'Atre soumises
 
au Ministore du Plan.
 

A present, il y a 11 projets exp6rimentaux A des 6tapes diverses
 
d'6x~cution. Ii s'agit d'une gamme de projets qui touchent des domaines
 
varies tel que la Sant6, l'Agriculture, l'Am~lioration de l'Habitat et
 
l'Eau Potable dans plusieurs secteurs.
 

/i 
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Historique
 

Le service Fonds Experimental est sous la Direction de Planification et
 
de l'Evaluation A l'Office de D~veloppement de la Tunisie Centrale qui a
 
dtS cr6 suite A un Accord de Pr~t et de Don entre la R~publique
 
Tunisienne et lea EtatE-Unis d'Am~rique en 1979. L'ODTC a comme but
 
global la promotion de d~veloppement socio-dconomique et l'amdlioration
 
des conditions de vie de la population rurale dans la region de la
 
Tunisie Centrale. Dans l'ensemble des activit~s, le Fonds Experimental
 
est un volet du Sous-projet de Ddveloppement Zonal portant l'expdri­
mentation afin d'identifier des,modles d'intervention adapt~s aux
 
conditions de la region.
 

Ces activit~s viseront A:
 

-Am~liorer l'accas aux infrastructures de base et aux service publics
 
dans la region, ainsi que leur efficacitf.
 

-Amfliorer l'utilisation et la gestion des ressources naturelles de
 
la region.
 

-Stimuler l'investissement priv6 et l'emploi non agricole dans la
 
region de la Tunisie Centrale (voir Accord de PrAt et de Don pour le
 
Projet AID 664-0312, Mai 1979).
 

"Rdalisation d'une plus grande conformit6 aux nouvelles prioritds
 
d'investissement (A la suite d'am~lioration de la planification, de
 
l'analyse et de l'valuation) dans l'utilisation des fonds de
 
d~veloppement rural (Ministare du Plan) vers la fin de l'exercise )/
 

Objectifs
 

La prdsente 8valuation a pour objectifs de:
 

-Determiner si les projets en cours d'exfcution sont conformes aux
 
critares et conventions.
 

-Dterminer si le volet "fonds experimental" est un moyen efficace
 
pour encourager des technologies spdcifides et approprifes A la
 
region.
 

-Examiner lea directives (critares, convention, gestion) afin de
 
recommander des amdliorations.
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ANNEXE 2 (A) 

QUESTIONNAIRE AUPRES DES ORGANISMES PROMOTEURS/CADRES ODTC
 

1. 	Que pensez-vous des critares du Fonds Expdrimental?
 
Recommandations
 

2) Que penaez-vous de la convention ODTC-promoteur?
 
Recommandations
 

3) Comment jugez vous votre coopfration avec lea promoteurs/avec
 
O.D.T.C.dans la r~alisation des projets du Fonds Expdrimental?
 

Recommandations
 

4) Quels problames rencontrez-vous dane l'exfcution des projets?
 

a. flaboration de projets
 
b. retards
 
c. suivi
 
d. financement
 
e. communaut6
 
f. autorit~s locales
 

5) Qu'elles sont lea rdsultats/impacts positifs ou n~gatifs du projet
 
Fonds Experimental, du point de vue:
 

-technologie appropride
 
participation
 
revenu
 
amelioration conditions de vie (lesquelles)
 

6) Que pensez-vous de la mgthode d'approbation (ddlai et prfcisions sur
 
timing)
 

interne A 1'ODTC
 
Ministare du Plan
 

Nfl
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ANNEXE 2 (B) 

QUESTIONNAIRE AUPRES DES DELEGUES/REPRESENTANTS D'INSTITUTIONS REGIONALES 
FONDS EXPERIMENTAL 

1) 	Etes-vous au courant du Fonds Experimental et connalssez-vous sea
 
critares?
 

si oui, qu'en pensez-vous?
 
rigide?
 
souple?
 
rdalisable?
 
A modifier?
 

2) Qu'elles sont les projets finances et executes dans le cadre du Fonds
 
Exp~rimental dans votre ddl~gation/gov.?
 

a. Qu'en attendiez-vous?
 
b. Lea r~sultats actuels?
 
c. En quoi ces projets 6taient-ils innovateurs par rapport
 

au projets existants/similaires?
 

3) Ce genre de projet, pourrait-il Otre reproduit?
 
a. dana les mgmes conditions (mmes critares)?
 
b. dans dautres conditions (critares modififs)?
 

quelles modifications suggerez-vous?
 

4) Pourriez-vous identifier des nouveaux projets approprifs aux
 
conditions de votre r6gion (conformes les crit~res de Fonds Expfrimental?)
 

a. 	si oul, lesquels? et comment concevez-vous leur
 
rdalisation?
 
(p.e. coordination avec autres intitutions)
 

b. 	si non, pourquoi?
 

5) Selon vous, quelle Etait l'impact des projets en cours ou achevis
 
auprls des
 

a. 	bdndficiaires
 
b. le reste de la communautE?
 

6) 	vos rocommandations pour un meilleur utilisation du Fonds Exp.?
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ANNEXE 3
 

PERSoNS CONtACTE 

-Monsieur Houcine EL JARII: Del6gu6 d' El Ayoun 
-Monsieur Habib MILI: D616gu6 de Jilma
 
-Monsieur Mongi GACHBM:. Directeur de l'hopital regional,
 

Kasserine
 
-Monsieur Slaheddine MALOU IE: Directeur Regional du
 

Ministere de l'Equipement, Kasserine
 
-Monsieur Abdelaziz TLILI: Directeur Regional des Affaires
 

Sociales, Kasserine
 
-Monsieur Abdellatif BEDHIAFI: Representant Regional de
 

1'API, Kasserine
 
-Monsieur Mondher NEJI: F.D.C. Kasserine
 
-Monsieur Mohamed SAKRI: Directeur, DPE de l'ODTC, 

Kasserine 
-Monsieur Mokdad MISSAOUI: DPE de l'ODTC, Kasserine 
-Madame M'Della BOUAZIZI: Chef du Service du Fonds 
Experimental, DPE de l'ODTC, Kasserine 
-Madame Alyce NEJI: F.E. de 1'ODTC, Kasserine 
-Monsieur BOUBAKRI: F.E. de 1'ODTC, Kasserine 
-Monsieur Mohamed Salah EL HANI: Directeur Regional de 

1'ODTC, Rohia 
-Monsieur Ali BEN AMOR: ASDEAR Rohia
 
-R6union G6n6rale avec le PDG de l'ODTC, Mr. Ahmed Ridha
 

EL FEKIH
 
-Monsieur Rachid BOUGATEF, Ministare du Plan, Tunis (ex 

PDG de I'OITC) 
-Monsieur Abdessatar BEL HADJ TAIEB, Ministbre du Plan
 

(Direction du Budget Equipement), Tunis
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ANNEXE 4
 

FONDS EXPERIMENTAL PROJECT INTEGRE JILA 
TABLEAU RECAPITUILATIF (OVINS) 

hVALUATION DUI 27/3/84 
(Prdpar6 par 1,ODTC) 

No. Noms et Prdnoms 

d'ordre 


1 Lazhar B. Ahmed Abdi 


2 All B. Mustapha Hasni 


3 Lazhar B. Ali Said 


4 Hedi Mokhtar Selmi 


s Ammar B. Youssef 


6 Hiddi Veuve de Ahmed 


7 Ali Essalah Belgacem E 


8 Abdelaziz B. Sgaier 


9 Abdellah Amar Mansour 


10 Saad B. M'barek Zribi 


11 Othman B. Mlbarek 


12 Ali B. Amor M'hamdi 


13 Amor B. Ahmed 


14 Ahmed Mohamed Messaoud 


15 Lamine B. Ammar 


16 Salem B. MohamiJ 


17 Abdelkrim Khachnaoui 


18 Mohamed B. Brahim 


19 Amor B. Ahmed Mahmoudi 


20 Taieb B. Mohamed Samali 


21 Salah B. Mohamed B. Abid 


Effectif 

Initial 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


71 


7 


7 


7 


7, 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


147 


Effectif Mort...
 
Suppl'mentaire ou
 

actuel vente
 

9 1
 

13 1
 

6 1
 

7 1
 

8 ­

9 2
 

10 3
 

12 4
 

9 3
 

7 5
 

6 6
 

4 6
 

9 4
 

9 3
 

S ­

11 2
 

9 3
 

10 2
 

12 2
 

10 1
 

12 2
 

187 52
 

239
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ANNEXE 5 

ETAT RECAPITULATIF SUR L'AVANCEMENT DES PROJETS (82-83) 
(Pr~parg par l'ODTC) 

Titre Date 
 Coft Nombre de Description du Projet Z d'ecution
 
d'approbation Bfngficiaires
 
par le Plan
 

1. Eoliennes pour 1I juin 1982 8.000,000 
 4 fcoles Ce projet expArimental vise 25Z
Alimentation 
 (1 Eol./ A assurer l'alimentation en (1 dolienne en eau 
 150 9l4ves eau potable a partir de sur 4 a "itf
 
puits de surface par des rfalisfe)
 
goliennes qui seront entiare­
ment rgalisges en Tunisie.
 

2. Toilettes zurales 11-juin 1982 5.0009000 15 Ce projet vise 1instaliation lOOX
 
de 15 toilettes rurales dans
 
des zones Cloignges qui ne
 
disposent ni de cabinets de
 
toilettes ni de l'eau courante.
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3. Gaz methane 11 Juin 1982 4.500,000 3 Ce projet prfvoit la crfation 0z 
de 3 units de gaz methane ABANDONNE 
qul est produit par la fer­
mentation et la d~composition
du fumier animal afin d'utiliser 
ce gaz comme moyen de chauffage 
ou combustible. 

4. Projet de Dfvelop. 
int~grE A Jilma 

U Juln 1982 34.700,000 30 Ce projet touche 30 families 
nfcessiteuses et eat composd 

100% 
passE 1 

des actions suivantes: Sidi Bou Zid 
(A) L'glevage: chaque famille 
a b~n~fici6 de 7 brebis 
(antenaises ou/et accompagnfes) 
afin de leur assurer un moyen 
de revenu A long terme. 
(B) L'auto-construction 
habitat: chaque b~n~ficiaire 
a requ le n~cessaire en 
en mat~riaux de construction 
d'une aison de dimensions 6 
matres de long sur 4 m~tres de 
large. Le b~n~ficiare contribue 
par la main d'oeuvre. 
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5. Projet de develop-
pement intfgrd i 
El Ayoun 

11 juin 1982 34.700,000 48 Ce projet intggrd d'El Ayoun 
a ftf congu pour atteindre 
lea mimes objectifs et plan 

100Z 

d'exfcution que le projet de 
Jilma, mals sitivant lea 
augmentations de prix on a 
dO r~duire le nombre de 
bfnfficiaires pour la 
composante auto-construction 
et gliminer la composante de 
poules pondeuses. 

6. Apiculture A 
Mguilla 

31 mal 1983 18.600,000 30 familles Ce projet se propose A 
r~animer l'action d'api­

20z 

culture dans le secteur de 
Mguilla ou l'6levage a 
disparu suite A l'hiver glacial 
de 1981. Les objectifs sont: 
-Mettre en place le syst~me 
d'glevage traditionnel avec 
quelques adaptations modernes. 
-Former lee 30 b~n~ficiaires 
dans lee nouvelles techniques. 

-Augmenter le revenu familial 
par la production du miel qui 
eat fort demandf sur le marchg. 
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Auto-construction 
habitat 

31 mal 1983 30.000,000 22 familles 
10 Rohia 

Ce projet propose l'auto- 20Z 
construction dont lea A.S.D.E.A.R. 

13 Jedliane b~n~ficiaires apportent la refuse 
main d'oeuvre et le projet 1'ODTC va 
fournit les matgriaux et 1'ex6cuter. 
assure le suivi technique. 

8. Construction en 
matfriaux locaux 

31-ai.1983 19.000,000 -Personnel 
de I'ODTC 

Ce projet propose la cons- 25Z 
truction en matdriaux locaux 

A Makth-sr d'un complexe d'un batiment 
-D~monstra- administratif et un logement 
tion A tout de directeur. 
l'environ- Les objectifs visfs sont: 
nement 1. Dgmonstration: valoriser 

l'image des mat~riaux 
locaux 

2. Experimentation technique: 
Evaluer 1'efficacit6 des 
mat~riaux et techniques 
de construction utilisfs. 

3. Formation: Former une 
6quipe de magons et d'ouvriers 
de la rfgion dans l'utili­
sation de ces matdriaux et 
cette nouvelle technologie. 
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9. Eau Potable 31 naL 1983 10.000,000 75 familles Ce projet propose la cons- 5% 
I Magrouna truction d'un puits de 

surface de 15m pour alimenter 
en eau potable une communautf 
de 75 foyers A Magrouna. 
L'objectif est de r~aliser ce 
nouveau projet d'eau potable 
A travers la communautg elle­
mgme en lea impliquant au 
niveau de la planification, de 
1'exfcution et de son entretien 
A long terme. 

10. Equipe mobile pour 31 mai 1983 14.000,000 Dgt.Foussana Ce projet envisage un service AZ 
lea services de Thala ambulatoire, constitud d'un 
de soins de santf 
de base. 

Jedliane 
Pop.totale: 

v~hicule tout terrain 4quipf 
d'une table d'examen gyneco­

34.897 logique, d'un lave-main, 
dont 7398Fem. d'une armoire de rangement de 
en &ge prg- m~dicaments, etc, et sera 

natal. ex6cutg par la Direction de 
16.785 enf. l'hopital r6gional A Kasserine 

moins de Lea objectifs sont: 
15 ans -Amnliorer l'accas aux soins 
seront sanitaires pour des popu­
touches lations dispers~es. 
Total -Poursuivre une education 
24.000 sanitaire dans lea secteurs 

bfngficiaires isols A Foussana, Thala, 
Jedliane. 
-Aborder une coordination 
entre la medecine prfventive 

et la vulgarisation agricole. 

K\
 



-26-


U1.Plate k in 
Marglne 

Approuvf par 
le Plan en 

20.700,000 Ce projet prfvoit 1'excution 
d'une piste de 5km dont la 

5Z 

en Decembre 
1983 

mati~re principale est la 
magine, un r~sidu de la 
production des luileries. 
Objectifs: 
-Montrer 1'efficacitg 4conomique 
et gcologique d'une nouvelle 
technologie de faire des 
routes secondaires. 
-Mettre en valeur la margine, 
un produit r~siduel qul est 
normalement rejetf. 
-Polluant pour l'environnement. 
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USAID/TUTTIS 

MEMOPI DUM
 

TO: Mr. Patrick D. Demongeot - General Development Officer
 

FROM: Annette Binnendijk - AID/W 0 

SUBJECT: Components of an Evaluation Plan for the CTRD Project
 

DATE: November 28, 1979
 

INTRODUCTION
 

One aspect of my TDY scope of work is to review the Mission's draft
 

evaluation plan for the CTRD. However, given that the current draft
 

is still very preliminary in nature, my efforts might best be directed
 

towards discussing what I would consider to be important components of
 

a final CTRD evaluation plan.
 

It seems to me that the following are critical issues that need to be
 

resolved and included in the plan:
 

(1) the levels of evaluation required for the CTRD interventions
 
(sub-projects) and appropriate evaluation methodologies;
 

(2) the types of indicators required for sub-project evaluation;
 

(3) the most appropriate approaches for collecting data on these
 
measures;
 

(4) a clear delineation of responsibilities for evaluation
 
functions among the various actors; and
 

(5) an evaluation schedule.
 

I. Levels of Evaluation
 

Evaluations can in general be categorized into five basic levels or
 

types, which I'll call (a) ex ante appraisals fcr planning; (b)
 

implementatiolnmonitoring; (c) effectiveness evaluation; (d) impact
 

evaluation, and (e) efficiency evaluation. I will define these types
 

of evaluation below. 


'I 

I 



Also, we need to distinguish among the types of interventions that
 

will be active in the CTRD area; namely, (a) all of the Sub-projects
 

in the area which come under the CTDA's responsibility; (b) the AID­

funded sub-projects, and (c) the numerous "experimental" interventions
 

that will be funded under the Area Development sub-project's Experi­

mental Fund. For these various types or groups of activities it should
 

be determined in the plan what levels of evaluation are most appropriate
 

and feasible. Although Ill be most concerned here with the evaluation
 

requirements for the AID-funded sub-projects, I will also comment upon
 

possible evaluation levels for the other groups as well.
 

(a) ex ante appr.isals for planning
 

One type of analysis which is evaluative in nature, is done before sub­

project implementation begins. Such analyses involve the collection
 

of baseline data that describe or profile the target population, their
 

chracteristics and their basic needs. Such target profile analyses
 

are useful for planning a development strategy in an area and for iden­

tification and design nf sub-projects intended to meet observed needs.
 

Although such appraisals arc "ex ante" in nture, they are nevertheless
 

"evaluative"; the difference being that they forecast probable future
 

impacts rather than look retrospectively at actual iripacts. 

For the initial AID-funded sub-projects anCd for the CTRD intervention 

activities *already underway, this type of appraisal is no longer needed. 

Substantial work of this type was accomplished prior to design of the 
l/
 

AID sub-projects. However, a ccntinuation and refinement of target
 

profile analyses (especially at a more nicro-level) could be useful
 

for future CTDA planning, intervention,identification and design activities.
 

i/ 	See A. Binnendijk trip report dated June 7, 1973, "Baseline Data 
Requirements for CTRD" and the CIIA report dated Jan. 1979" Dcv. Rural 
Intdgrd de la Tunisie Centrale. 
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(b) implementation monitoring
 

This type of evaluation iis concerned with the smooth functioning of 

an intervention's delivery process. The major question to be addressed
 

by this level of evaluation is whether the intervention providing the
 

intended resources, services or other outputs in conforrIty to the
 

design. In logical framework terminology, the concern is with inputs 

and outputs. Evaluation at this level seeks to uncover various sources 

of implementation shortfalls and delays, such as financial probleins, 

technical and physical implementation problems, institutional and huz.ri 

resource problems. 

Such evaluations, if done on a timely basis, can provide useful feed­

back for improving the implementation of the on-going or similar inter­

ventions. Also, this level of evaluation is an important first stage 

to the higher-level evaluations. That is, there is little point in 

attempting an effectiveness or impact evaluation if implementation efforts 

have been a failure. 

In the case of the CTRD Project, this type of evaluation should be 

concerned with individual interventions rather than with the overall 

project or program. 

Careful monitoring of inputs and outputs should be undertaken for all 

groups of interventions, including AID-funded sub-projecis, the Area 

Development (Experimental Fund) interventions, and all other sub­

projects under the CTRD's authority. 

The logical frameworl, is AID's basic evaluation methodology. 



(c) effectiveness evaluation
 

This type of evaluation is concerned with the extent of participation,
 

access and utilization of an intervention's outputs by the intended
 

target group. In other words, are the sub-project outputs (resources,
 

services, etc) reaching the appropriate target group? Two aspects of
 

sub-project effectiveness arc (a)the extent of coverage, and (b)the
 

existence of biases among various sub-groups'access. In the terminology
 

of the logical frame, this type of evaluation addresses the accomplish­

ments of intervention-purpose. 

Unfortunately, this level of evaluation has been somewhat ignored in 

past discussions of CTRD evaluation and responsibility for doing such 

critical evaluations has not been clearly assigned. To undertake this 

level of evaluation is very important for a number of reasons. First 

of all, it is relatively ensily attributable to specific interventions 

whereas impact is not. That is, it is easier to identify participants 

or utilizers of outputs Q specific interventions than it is to attribute 

changes in their behavior or socio-economic w:elfare to those interventions 

Especially given the complexity of the CTRD projects with its myriad of 

inter,.acting interventions (sub-projects), isolating and attributing 

impacts to specific sub-projects may prove difficult. The other factor 

is time. Whereas (sub-project) effectiveness will become evident in 

the short or medium terr., it may net be possible to evalinte sub-project 

impact for another decade. W.hereas AID/W and Congress have tended to 

emphasize evaluation at the impact level, this may be in conflict with 

desires to evaluate and justify cur investments in an earlier time­

framo. 

_/ 	This may be especially true given AID's i~teti.ls of phasing out 
of Tunisia in the early 1980s. 

http:i~teti.ls
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Again, I would argue that effectiveness evaluations be done for all
 
a 

groups of interventions. It is/relatively easy, straight -forward type
 

of evaluation to carry out and critical if we went to obtain even a
 

limited understanding of an intervention's success. In the case of the
 

Area Development Project's "experimental interventions" this type of
 

evaluation is critical feed-back for decisicns regarding replication of
 

the experiments on a wider scale.
 

(d) impact evaluation
 

Impact evaluation is concerned with measuring behavioral and socio­

economic changes among the intervention's participants which are attributable
 

to the intervention. Ideally, concern should be not only with intended
 

changes (i.e. progress toi.anrds attaining stated goals) but with unintended 

(possibly undesirable) chabgos as well. In the logical framework termi­

nology, impact evaluation is concerned with goal attainment. The impact 

evaluation must not only L-easurc grcss changes, but must also seek a 

method for substracting the extent to which thesc changes are caused by
 

exogenous (cr confounding) factors rnrelated to the intervention, in order
 

to arrive at the net change attributable to the intervention
 

alone.
 

A review of impact evaluation research revefls that there are numerous
 

methods for isolating net changes caused by an intervention, each with
 

varying degrees of validity. The "ideal" approach is to develop a
 

randomized experiment in which an experimentnal group (partici.pants) is 

compares to a control group (non-participants) drawn randomly from the 

same target population. This approach is rarely practical in the real 
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world since it involves random with-holding of project outputs from
 

some. However, quasi-experiments can be utilized also. A control group
 

can be constructed, so that their socio-economic characteristics and
 

environmental surroundings closely match those of the experimental group
 

(i.e. project participants). Alternatively, reflexive controls can be
 

used, in which the participants act as their own controls. This is done
 

by comparing change among the participants prior to the beginning of
 
chcnge 

the intervention with their/ durina the intervention and assuming
 

any difference in rates of progre'ss to be the result of the interventions.
 

A final approach for estimating intervention effects versus external or
 

confounding effects is the use of statistical controls. 
From cross­

sectoral analysis (utilizing statistical techniques such as multiple
 

regression, annlysis of covarlance, multiple discriminant function
 

analysis and log linear models), it is possible to estimate the net
 

change or impact attributable to an intervention by controlling for
 

(holding constant) differences in levels of intervention exposure, along
 

with other relevant socio-economic differences that might affect change.
 

It is this statistical approach that will probably be most appropriate
 

for the CTRD evaluaticn, because it can deal with a complexity of sub­

projects that overlap and intertwine.
 
bc
 

The issue will have to/addressed of which projectA or group of projects
 

should undergo impact evaluations. I would argue that the Area Development
 

Experimental Fund interventions need not have such evaluations, unless
 

there is serious reason to doubt that the interventions are producing
 

the desired behavioral ehangas. To r.mke decisions concerning replication
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await on the outcome of impact evaluations of the experinntal inter­

ventions may be too time-consum.ing, and their linited scope may show
 

inconclusive impact results as well. However, for the AID sub-projects
 

and for other major CTDA-operated sub-projects, I would argue for
 

eventual impact evaluations. Such evaluations arc required for major
 

AID interventions, both for our accountability to the US Congress and
 

also for potential "lessons learned" to be applied elsewhere in AID. 

The CTDA must similarly be held accountable for its interventions (to 

the Ministry of Plan and Agriculture) and should be equally interested 

in proving ftat its interventions are responsible for socio-economic
 

progress in the area. Recognizing, however, that it may be very difficult,
 

if not impossible to separate the impacz of a number of interacting
 

interventions, one could at least measure the combined impact of CTRD
 

intervention (e.g. health and potablu water) on achievement of a parti­

cular goal (e.g. reducing infant riortality).
 

(e) econ'-u.c efficiency evaluation
 

This last type of evaluation is really an extension of impact evaluation,
 

in that it compares an intervention's impact with its cost. Efficiency
 

evaluations answer the question: was investment in this intervention
 

an economical use of scarce resources?
 

There are two major types of efficiency evaluations in use today:
 

cost-benefit analysis and cost-effe,:tivonoss analysis. Cost-benefit
 

analysis compares monetized benefits (i.e. net changes orjimpacts given
 

a monetized value) with costs, whereas cost-effectiveness analysis
 

compares non-monetized benefits (i.e. non-onetized net changes) with
 

costs (by calculating cost per unit of change). Whereas cost-benefit
 

/
 



analysis has the advantage of being able to compare interventions
 

across sectors with different objectives, it is not always possible
 

to assign a monetary value to desired changes resulting from social
 

interventions. For example, how can one value the price of saving a
 

human life?
 

AID has not placed great emphasis upon this type of evaluation, possibly
 

because we are still struggling with proving impact, possibly because
 

we are willing to forget costs as long as 
desired impact is achieved. 

At any rateit should probably receive low-priority except to the 

extent that CTDA evaluators should be trained in these techniques so 

that they will be able to perform such evaluations should the GOT 

consider them important. 

However, AID has placed increasing emphasis (especially in CTRD) upon 

a simpler form of cost .;nalysis; namely, the assessment of low-cost
 

technologies capable of wide-spread replication. This is really more
 

an extension of effe2tiveness evaluation, since its rrime measure is
 

cost per beneficiary. By coraparing the cost per bezeficiary ratio of
 

an experimental intervention with alternative approaches and with
 

factors such as the total target 
group size and total budgetary res­

ources available, the feasibility cf widespread replication can be
 

assessed.
 

II. Measurements for the Evaluation of Projects
 

To carry out adequate evaluations, it is important that an intervention's
 

inputs, outputs, purposes and goals have been clearly stated. Furthermore,
 

it is essential that these concepts have been translated into objectively
 



verifiable measures; that is, into indicators (generally quantitative)
 

along wb3.h proeress can clearly and objectively be measured. Criteria
 

that should be considered in chosing indicators include; (a) validity,
 

(b) reliability, (c) representativeness, and (d) feasibility. That is,
 

indicators shciYId accurately andI directly koflact the issue or concept
 

one is trying to measure (validity);the data source should reflect the
 

actual situation (reliability) and should represent the whole population
 

concerned (representative); and the data should be readily available
 

or possible to collect at a reasonable cost (feasibility). Of course,
 

some of these criteria conflict with one-another, and sacrifices some­

times need to be mande. For example, cost considerations may require
 

that less than ideal approaches be utilized, such as generalizing based
 

on case-study information or relying on untested informant survey
 

data.
 

Characteristics of Measures in Monitoring Evaluations
 

Inputs and outputs of an intervention (whether they be ro:sources,
 

commodities, services, activities or procedures) should be quantified so
 

that they are clearly verifiable (i.e. you will know one when you see
 

one). Furthermore, they should be given a time-frarie; inputs and outputs
 

should be given dates or schedules for attaimment, so that delays can
 

be identified. EDcvples of indicators concerned with monitoring or
 

impl: -ntation issues might inclut.-: percentage cost overruns, shortfalls
 

in staff hiring or participant training *.rgets, delays ini commodity
 

delivery etc.
 



Characteristics of Measures-in Effectiveness Evaluations
 

The purpose of effectiveness indicators is to measure the extent of
 

participation in the intervcntion by the target population and the extent
 

of biases or inequntities in access nraong sub-groups. 
Again, the measures
 

should be Quantitative and can best be stated as 
ratios or percentages.
 

The target population, the active pnrticipants and dropouts and their
 

characteristics should be explicitly and quantitatively defined. Indi­

cators such as the ratio of active participants to the target population,
 

measure h-w widespread the utilization of nutputs have become. Partici­

pation ratios of p~ssible sub-groups of thu target population (such as
 

sex groups, age groups, income gr:ups, etc) 
as well as drop-out rates
 

by sub-group, reveal measures of bias or 
inequality in access to project
 

outputs. Examples of effectiveness indicators for a hypothetical school
 

sub-project might include: lSof the school-age children attending the
 

school, dropouts by sex and age groups, etc.
 

Characteristicscf 
Measures in Impnct Evaluations
 

The purpose of impact indicators are to measure socio-econoric or
 

behavioral changes (intended and unintended) among intervention parti­

cipants (gross changes) and measure the extent t.o 
which these changes
 

are caused by exogenous factors in order to arrive at a net change or
 

impact of the project. To be measurable, the socio-behavioral changes
 

need to be in operational or verifiable terms; that is, explicitly
 

quantitative. Furthermore, the change needs to be observed over time,
 

or a'btore-and-after estimate, and the changes should be observed for
 

interventitn participants and f r a similar c-ntr,1 
group. Excmples
 

of an impact indicator for a hypothetical family planning sub-project might be the
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gross ctange in the fertility rate among project participants minus
 

the gross change in the fertility rate among the control group.
 

Characteristics of Measures in Efficiency Evaluations
 

Efficiency indicators do not require any new data collection efforts
 

on their own, so much as a reformulation of data collected 'or the
 

other evaluation levels, compared with intervention costs. The most
 

commonly used efficiency measures include cost-benefit analysis (in
 

various forms including cost-benefit ratio, not present benefits, and
 

internal rate of return), cost-effectiveness (cost per unit of change),
 

and cost-per-beneficiary ratio. The latter measure is a useful simple
 

indicator of the appropriateness of a "low-cost" technology for widespread
 

replication.
 

Indicators for CTRD Interventions
 

These general criteria and guidelines should be followed when choosing
 

which indicators to collect and analyze for CTRD evaluations. Identi­

fication of priority indicators for evaluation of the AID sub-projects
 

should be done as soon as possible. Ideally it should have been done
 

prior to the Cornell Team's Informant Survey, but efforts to involve
 

the BUCEN RASA in this endeavor failed. Some progress towards selection
 

of indicators has of course already been made in the project design
 

log frames and implementation schedules but this should be more carefully
 

examined by some evaluntion/statistical specialists. Furtht.more, the
 

AID sub-projects are but a few of the social and economic interventions.
 

To the extent possible, efforts should be mado to ccordinate dnta
 

collection efforts for all CTRD sub-projects' evaluations, particularly
 

at the impact and effectiveness levels where there is lkely.to be overlap
 

(common objectives).
 

http:lkely.to
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I have attemptod an illustrative first try: 
at this task (see annex)
 

but given my time-constraints it should be ellaborated upon by another
 

person or group. Clear idantificaticn of these higher level evaluation
 

indicators will clarify if other surveys are nceded in addition to the
 

Cornell Team's informant survey, and should poinb out what information
 

gaps we .ll have in our baseline data.
 

III. Approaches to Data Collection
 

In my trip report of October 12, 1978 on the Evaluation Plan for CTRD
 

interventions I reviewed major sources or methods for data collection,
 

which still holds. I am still convinced that a small sample survey will
 

be a useful addition to the informant survey. Although it is too late
 

to "verify" the untcsted infornant method with a sample survey, it is
 

not too late to use this more traditional approach to supplement the 

baseline data for evaluaticn. Indicators which have traditionally been 

used to reflect socio-econamic Irogress or impact such as life expectancies, 

infant mortality rates, income distribution measures, erployment and pro­

ductivity measures, etc., 
can be obtained by somple surveys of households,
 

but not reliably from infornants. Although proxy mwasures are available 

from informant sources, 
t "ay nt be wise tc rely upon these totally. 

Among other pr&;ilems, they may not bw as valid as the traditional indi­

cators, nor as readily unlorstood. Another problem with the informant 

survey approach is that details regarding intervention coverage (i.e. 

percentages of the target population affected) and bias probably cannot 

be accurately gathered. Again, a household survey approach appears more 

useful.for this purpose.
 

1' Also, in greater collaboration with CTDA staff, who are more familiarthan I a with the broader CTRD goals and range of planned interventions.
 



To the extent possible, the CTDA should be encouraged to contact,
 

coordinate and contract with other Tunisian institutions (eeg. nrs, 
Ministry of Health, etc.) who are engaging in national sample surveys
 

related to CTDA data needs.
 

Additionally, more attention needs to be given to systematizing
 

monitoring records. Such maintenance of sub-project records as 
imple­

mentation proceeds will be critical for evalua-tion at the monitoring
 

and also effectiveness levels. Analysis of the type of data required
 

for the AID sub-projects could be based upon an elaborction of the
 

input/output verifiable indicators of the sub-projects' log frames and
 

upon the existing implerentation schedules.
 

IV. Evaluation Responsibilities
 

Lack of a clear allocation of evaluation responsibilities among the
 

various parties involved has been a major shortcoming in CTRD evaluation
 

planning to date. 
The complexity of the institutional involvements has
 

made for confusion. Rather than adding to evaluation quality (through
 

more "hands" to help) it may have a counter-productive aspect of
 

enabling everyone to shirk evaluation responsibility onto, someone else.
 

Therefore, if evaluation functions must be divided (as it appears it
 

must) then explicit aspects must be well defined and assigned. The need 

for coordination and cooperation will remain high, but if evaluation 

tasks are clarified this may follow raore naturally than has bean evident 

in the past.
 

Below. I offer some observations or suggestions for your consideration
 

regarding possible division ;f responsibilities.
 



Suggested Responsibilities for Data Collection
 

(a) the University of Wisconsin teanm will assist the CTDA in
 

initiating an information system to be used for planning, and sub­

project identification purposes, and for designing the experimental
 

interventions undcr the Aroa Development Project. 
They should assist
 

CTDA as well in designing and maintaining monitoring records of CTDA 

project interventions. Emphasis should be plceod upon collecting 

indicators that will prove useful in implementation or monitoring
 

evaluations, and to the extent posrible in effectiveness evaluations
 

(e.g. records on services to and characteristics of participants) 

(b) the Cornell University team has respnsbility for implementing
 

periodic infcrmant surveys that collect da:ta at the 
com-unity level
 

relevant to impact and effectiveness evaluations nnd for comg.ring these
 

data with data c llected through other means 
(e.g. sample surveys) 

(c) contract should be made with one or more Tunisian agencies
 

familiar with implementing sc.ple surveys to carry out a baseline 

and later (ex poste) sample srrveys (including household surveys) 

providing more traditional indicators of intcrvention effectiveness
 

and impact. A prerequisite t-I such surveys is a clarification cr listing of
 

indicators required that are not available from the informant Rpproach.
 

Responsibility for th!3 task must be assigned as soon as 
possible.
 

Suggested Responsibilities/Evaluation Tr7ininF andTIplementation
 

(P) USAID and AID/V! may have spucial interests in carrying out 

monitoring-type evaluations of their sub-projects during implementation. 

A team from AID/U may be of useful assistance, especially if severe
 

institutional, financial or physical implementation problems appear.
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(b) the University of Wisconsin and the Cornell University Teams
 

should in collaboration provide training courses in evaluation metho­

dologies *-# data collection techniques to the CTDA Planning and
 

Evaluation Unit staff. 
Given our short-terma involvement versus the
 

lone-term nature of especially irmp.,ct evnluations, the institutional
 

development or training aspect is r £ parc.ount importance.
 

(c) the primary responsibility for evaluating CTRD interventions
 

will ultimately rest with the CTDA staff. 
If the data collection
 

eystems are functicning and if thu in.stitution-building or training
 

aspects of evalu.tion have been eff(.ctive, then the CTDA staff should 

be capable of carrying out their own evaj.uations and of providing the 

bulk of the information needed for outside evaluations (e.g. Joint
 

GOT/AID evaluations).
 

V. Evaluation Schedule
 

Here, I will not present a completel schedule, but rather make 

suggestions regarding factors to ccnsider in scheduling for
 

evlua ti r s. 

For example, evaltations should not be premature. An evaluation of
 

interventions' impact should not be made before it is sensible to
 

expect that socio-economic or behavioral changes have occured. Also,
 

levels of evaluation should not be skipped. There is no point in 

beginning an impact evaluation if no asscssnont hc.s been made showing 

successful implementation and effectiv participation of the target
 

population. On the other hand, evalutins 
should not be delayed nned­

lessly and should be timcd to allow iaximun feedback and utilization 

of results. Thus, monitoring evaluations should ideally occur during
 



the implementation process so that problems or bottlenecks can be
 

identified and solutions found, so that further feedback into the
 

continuing implementations process is productive.
 

Baseline and foll-ow-up data collection efforts nee! to be plannad
 

well 	in advance. Work should begin imediately if -a household sample 

survey is to be utilized.
 

Drafted: A0innendijk:nbs 
11-29-79 

cc: 	 Mr. W. Golabert - D 
Mr. E. Auchter - PROG 
Mr. 0. Harper - FPH 
Ms. P. Johnson - AID/W, 
Ms. C. Forte - AID/0! 
C&R-2 



ANNEX 
Page 1 

ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF CTRD fIACT IlDICATORS 

GOALS IMPACT IIIDICATORS 

Increase Agriculturnl - Yiel:ls per hectare by major cror 
Productivity (by irrigati on/dryland) 

- Value ':,f producti.n (by irrigation/ 
dryland) 

Increase Incomes and Eauitable Per capita income and expenditures 
Distribution (by scis-economic status, location, 

etc.) 
- Distributin of income (by income 

groups, sv'cio-economic status, etc.) 

Increase Employment -Lbor productivity index 
- R-te of '.pen unempLynent (by 
activity, status) 

- R'te ,f underemployment (by activity, 
stlatus) 

Improve Health and Quality - Life erxjectancy (by age, sex,
 
of Life st-ci;-econ-±ic status) 

- Infant nnd child mnrtality rates 
- Ms.rbidity rates (by age, sex, 

status) 
- Mlnutriti-n rates (by , sex, 

status) 

Reduce Fertility - Fertility rates (by age, status)
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ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF CTRD EFFECTIVENESS IDDICATORS Page 2 

CUB-PROJECT PURPOSE EFFECTIVEFq MThTT ,An 

Imprsve Access t,. Health Facilities Coverage:% -.f target pnpulati)n regularly 
visiting health clinics 

Bins: Variati.-ons in utilizati.n rates 
anl dr.p-ut rates amonr target 
sub-Cr-,ups (by age, sex, socio­
econ-',ic status, l'Dcati-n,utc) 

Improve Access to Family Planning Coverage: ,.,f iarried w-men of repro,duc­
tive ge utilizing F-mily Planning 
services 

Bias: Variati,n in utilizati.n rates 
and dr-p.ut rates among target
sub-grups (by age, status, lccation) 

Improve Access to Education Cverage:% of scho:-age populatin enrolled 
(by education level) 

Bias: Vriati::ns in enrollment rates and
drnp,.ut rates aming target sub­
grou)s (by nge, sex, sccio-economic 
status, 1.,c ti,:n) 

Improve Access to Potable Water C-verage:q -;f tarGet population with access 
t:, piped water (by h':use c.innection 
.rpublic tap) 

Bias: Variations in access & utilioation 
rates -f piped water among target
sub-grrups (by age, sex, status, 

Improve Access ti Food and Nutrition C-r..... f tart p-pul-tin meeting 
minin.um fo-,od c'7nsurpti2n requirements 

Bias: Variati-ns in access to minimum 
f:o.d requirements (by age, sex, 
status, location) 

Improve Access to Adequate Housing Ccverage: "of target h-,usuhlds living in 
adequate h':using ("adequate") 
could be defined in a number of 
ways: e.g. "permanent" structures as 
defined in the 1975 census; houses 
with basic anrenities such as kitchens, 
t,-ilets, electricity and runninC 
water; h-ouses with m-nre than one 
roc-m, etc. 

Bias: Varinti-ons in access to. adequate 
hjusinU anng target sub-groups
(by sci.-ecnimic status, lo7cation, 
etc.) 

Improve Access to Agricultural 
Resources 

Coverage:% of targ,et farmers utilizing 
specific project :utputs (e.g. 
irriga ti-',n, agricultural credit and 
extensi-n services, farming techno­
logy "packages" including new seed , 
vurictiet, fertJtizers, etc.) 
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Page 3 

SUB-PROJECT PURPOSE EFFECTIVENESS J2TDICATORS 

Pias: Varinti n in program utilization 
and dr c.pcut rates anong target
sub-gr:,ups (by farm size, lnndtenure, 1. citin, s,-.,ei--ec .n-;mic 

sta.tus, etc.)
 
Irnprove Access t.. Infrftsucture CovcrnCe:% -f t rrgct pc,,pulati,-n utilizing 

spuicific infrastructure (e.g.

r.ads, highwcys, public trans­
prtnti~n services, telec mmrunication
 
services, electricity, marketing
 
facilities, etc).
 

Bias: 
 Variati:;n in infrastructure

utilizati-)n am:ng tnrget sub-groups
(sex, nge, soci._-ec-nomic status, 
locati)n, etc)
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USAID /TTIS 

1E MORA DUM 

TO: Mr. Patrick D. Demongeot - General Development Officer 

FROM: Annette Binnendijk - AID/W 

SUBJECT: Components of an Evaluation Plan for the CTRD Project 

DATE: November 28, 1979 

INTRODUCTION 

One aspect of my TDY scope of work is to review the Mission's draft,
 

evaluation plan for the CTRD. However, given that the current draft
 

is still very preliminary in nature, my efforts might best be directed
 

towards discussing what I would consider to be important components of
 

a final CTRD evaluation plan.
 

It seems to me that the following are critical issues that need to be
 

resolved and included in the plan:
 

(1) the levels of evaluation required for the CTRD interventions
 
(sub-projects) and appropriate evaluation methodologies;
 

(2) 	the types of indicators required for sub-project evaluation;
 

(3) the most appropriate approaches for collecting data on these
 
measures;
 

(4) 	a clear delineation of responsibilities for evaluation
 
functions among the various actors; and
 

(5) 	an evaluation schedule.
 

I. Levels of Evaluation
 

Evaluations can in general be categorized into five basic levels or
 

types, which I'll call (a) ex ante appraisals for planning; Sb)
 

implementaticnmonitoring; (c) effectiveness evaluation; (d) impact
 

evaluation, and (e) efficiency evaluation. I will define these types
 

of evaluation below.
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Also, we need to distinguish among the types of interventions that
 

will be active in the CTRD area; namely, (a) all of the Sub-projects
 

in the area which come under the CTDA's responsibility; (b) the AID­

funded sub-projects, and (c) the numerous "experimental" interventions
 

that will be funded under the Area Development sub-project's Experi­

mental Fund. For these various types or groups of activities it should 

be determined in the plan what levels of evaluation are most appropriate 

and feasible. Although Itll be most concerned here with the ovaluation 

requirements for the AID-funded sub-projects, I will also comment upon
 

possible evaluation levels for the other groups as well.
 

(a) ex ante appraisals for planning
 

One type of analysis which is evaluative in nature, is done before sub­

project implementation begins. Such analyses involve the collection
 

of baseline data that descr:be or profile the target population, their
 

characteristics and their basic needs. Such target profile analyses
 

are useful for planning a development strategy in an area and for iden­

tification and design rf sub-projects intended to meet observed needs.
 

Although such appraisals arc "ex ante" in nature, they are nevertheless
 

"evaluative"; the difference being that they forecast probable future
 

impacts rather than look retrospectively at actual impacts.
 

For the initial AID-funded sub-projects anO,for the CTRD intervention
 

activities already unde3way, this type of appraisal is no longer needed.
 

Substantial work of this type was accomplished prior to design of the
 
_/
 

AID sub-projects. However, a ccntinuation and refinement of target
 

prqfile analyses (especially at a mere micro-level) could be useful
 

for future CTDA planning, intervention,identification and design activities.
 

See A. Binnendijk trip report dated Juno 7, 1973, "Baseline Data 
Requirements for CTRD" and the CUTE! report dated Jan. 1979" Dev. Rural 
Intdgrd de la Tunisie Centrale.
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(b) implermentation monitoring 

This type of evaluation iis concerned with the sm.ooth functioning of 

an intervention's delivery process. The Il.jor question to be addressed 

by this level of evaluaticn is whether the intervention providing the 

intended resources, services or other outputs in conforr.ty to the 

design. In logical frmework term-inology, the concern is with inputs 

and outputs. Evaluation at this level seeks to uncover various sources 

of implementation shortfalls and delays, such as financir.l prcblems, 

technical and physical implementation problems, institutional and humLn 

resource problems. 

Such evaluations, if done on a timely basis, can provide useful feed­

back for improving the implementation of the on-going or similar inter­

ventions. Also, this level of evaluation is an important first stage 

to the higher-level evaluations. That is, there is little point in 

attempting an effectivenesz or impact evaluation if implemontation efforts 

have bean a failure. 

In the case of the CTRD Project, this type of evaluation should be 

concerned with individual interventions rather than with the overall 

project or program. 

Careful monitoring of inputs and outputs should be undertaken for all
 

groups of interventions, including AID-funded sub-projects, the Area 

Development (Experimental Fun:) interventions, and all other sub­

projects under the CrRD's authority. 

The logical framework is AID's basic evaluation methodology. 

http:conforr.ty


-4­

(c) effectiveness evaluation
 

This type of evaluation is concerned with the extent of participation,
 

access and utilization of an intervention's outputs by the intended
 

targct group. In cther Uords, are the sub-project outputs (resources,
 

services, etc) reaching the appropriate target group? Two aspects of
 

sub-project effectiveness aro (a) the extent of coverage, and (b) the
 

existence of biases among various sub-groups'access. In the terminology
 

of the logical frame, this type of evaluation addresses the accomplish­

ments of intervention-purpose.
 

Unfortunately, this level of evaluation has been somewhat ignored in
 

past discussions of CTRD evaluation and responsibility for doing such
 

critical evaluntions has not been clearly assigned. To undertake this
 

level of evaluation is very important for a number of reasons. First
 

of all, it is relatively easily attributable to specific interventions
 

whereas impact is not. That is, it is easier to identify participants
 

or utilizers of outputs of specific interventions than it is to attribute 

changes in their behavior or socio-cconomic welfare to those interventions. 

Especially given the complexity of the CTRD projects with its myriad of 

inter,.acting interventions (sub-projects), isolating and attributing 

impacts to specific sub-projects may prove difficult. The other factor 

is time. Wheiceas (sub-project) effectiveness will become evident in 

the short or medium teri, it may nct be possible to evaltn te sub-project 

impact for another decade. W.herLas AID/W and Congress have tended to
 

emphasize evaluation at the impact level, this nay be in conflict with
 

desires to evaluate and justify cur investments in an earlier time­

frame. 

This may be especially true given AID's jiteatifis of phasing out 
of Tunisia in the early 1980s. 
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Again, I would argue that effectiveness evaluations be done for all
 

groups of interventions. It is/relatively easy, straight -forward type
 

of evaluation to carry out and critical if we want to obtain even a
 

limited understanding of an intervention's success. In the case of the 

Area Development Project's "experimental interventions" this type of 

evaluation is critical fecd-back for decisions regarding replication of
 

the experiments on a wider scale.
 

(d) impact evaluation
 

Impact evaluation is concerned with measuring behavioral and socio­

economic changes among the intervention's participants which are attributable
 

to the intervention. Ideally, concern should be not only with intended
 

changes (i.e. progress towax-ds attaining stated goals) but with unintended
 

(possibly undesirable) chvbgcs as well. In che logical framework termi­

nology, impact evaluation is concerned with goal attainment. The impact
 
evaluation must not only ileasure grcss changes, but must also seek a 

method for substracting the extent to which these changes are caused by
 

exogenous (cr confounding) factors vnrelated to the intervention, in order
 

to arrive at the net change attributable to the intervention
 

alone.
 

A review of impact evaluation research reveals that there are numerous
 

methods for isolating net changes caused by an intervention, each with 

varying degrees of validity. The "ideal" approach is to develop a 

randomized experir-ent in which an experimental group (participants) is 

compares to a control group (non-participants) drawn randor.ly from the 

same target population. This approach is rarely practical in the real 

http:randor.ly


world since it involves randomn ith-holding of project outputs from
 

some. However, quasi-experiments can be utilized also. 
A control group
 

can be constructed, so that their socio-economic characteristics and
 

environmental surroundings closely match those of the experimental group
 

(i.e. project participants). Alternatively, reflexive controls can be
 

used, in which the participants act as their own controls. This is done
 

by comparing change among the participants prior to the beginning of
 
change 

the intervention with their/ during the intervention and assuming
 

any difference in rates of progrnss 'o be the result of the interventions.
 

A final approach for estimating intervention effects versus external or
 

confounding effects is the use of statistical controls. 
 From cross­

sectoral analysis (utilizing statistical techniques such as multiple
 

regression, analysis of covariance, multiple discriminant function
 

analysis and log linear models), it is possible to estimate the net
 

change or impact attributable to an intervention by controlling for
 

(holding constant) differences in levels of intervention cxposure, along
 

with other relevant socio-economic differences that might affeat change.
 

It is this statistical approach that will probably be most appropriate
 

for the CTRD evaluation, because it can deal with a complexity of sub­

projects that overlap and intertwine.
 
be
 

The issue will have to/addressod of which projectA or group of projects
 

should undergo impact evaluations. I would argue that the Area Development
 

Experimental Fund interventions need not have such evaluations, unless
 

there is serious reason to doubt that the interventions are producing
 

the desired behavioral ehanges. To make decisicns concerning replication
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await on the outcome of impact evaluations of the experirintal inter­

ventions may be too time-consundng, and their linited scope may show
 

inconclusive impact results as well. However, for the AID sub-projects
 

and for other major CTDA-operated sub-projects, I would argue for
 

eventual impact evaluations. Such evaluations arv required for major
 

AID interventions, both for our accountability to the US Congress and 

also for potential "lessons learned" to be applied elsewhere in AID. 

The CTDA must siilarly be held accountable for its interventions (to 

the Ministry of Plan and Agriculture) and should be equally interested
 

in proving that its interventions are responsible for socio-economic
 

progress in the area. Recognizing, however, that it may be very difficult,
 

if not impossible to separate the impu.ct of a nwmber of interacting
 

interventions, one could at least measure the combined impact of CTRD
 

intervention (e.g. health and potablu water) on achievement of a parti­

cular goal (e.g. reducing infant mortality).
 

(e) econ--.c efficiency evaluation
 

This last type of evaluation is really an extension of impact evaluation,
 

in that it compares rn intervention's impact with its cost. Efficiency
 

evaluations answer the question: was investment in this intervention
 

an economical use of scarce resources?
 

There are two major types of efficiency evaluations in use today:
 

cost-benefit analysis and cost-effectivcness analysis. Cost-benefit
 

analysis compares monctized benefits (i.e. net changes or_ mpacts given
 

a monetized value) with costs, whereas cost-effectiveness analysis
 

compares non-monetized benefits (i.e. non-rionetized net changes) with
 

costs (by calculating cost per unit of change). Whereas cost-benefit
 

/'
 



analysis has the advantage of being able to compare interventions
 

across sectors with different objectives, it is not always possible
 

to assign a monetary value to desired changes resulting from social
 

interventions. For example, how can one value the price of saving a
 

human life?
 

AID has not placed great emphasis upon this type of evaluation, possibly
 

because we are still struggling with proving impact, possibly because
 

we are willing to forget costs as long as 
desired impact is achieved.
 

At any rateit should probably receive low-priority except to the
 

extent that CTDA evaluators should be trained in these techniques so
 

that they will be able to periurm such evaluations should the GOT
 

consider them important.
 

However, AID has placed increasing emphasis (especially in CTRD) upon
 

a simpler form of cost .nalysis; namely, the assessment of low-cost
 

technologies capable of wide-spread replication. This is really more
 

an extension of effectiveness evaluation, since its prime measure is
 

cost per beneficiary. By cormparini the cost per beneficiary ratio of
 

an experimental intervention with alternativ approaches Ond with
 

factors such as the total target 
group size and total budgetary res­

ources available, the feasibility cf widespread replication can be
 

assessed.
 

II. Measurements for the Evaluation of Projects
 

To carry out adequate evaluations, it is important that an intervention's
 

inputs, outputs, purposes and goals have been clearly stated. Furthermore
 

it is essential that these concepts have been translated into objectively
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verifiable measures; that is, into indicators (generally quantitative)
 

along wb3.h progrcs can clearly and objectively be measured. Criteria
 

that should be considered in chosing indicators include; (a) validity,
 

(b) relinbility, (c) representotiveness, and (d) feasibility. That is,
 

indicators shAld accuratJly and directly Ieflect the issue or concept
 

one is trying to measure (validity);thc data source should reflect the
 

actual situation (reliability) and should represent the whole population
 

concerned (representative); and the data should be readily available
 

or possible to collect at a reasonable cost (feasibikity). Of course,
 

some of these criteria conflict with one-another, and sacrifices some­

times need to be rande. For excqplc, cost considerations may require
 

that less than ideal approaches be utilized, such as generalizing based
 

on case-study inforr.mation or relying on untested informant survey
 

data.
 

Characteristics of Measures in Monitoring Evaluations
 

Inputs and outputs of an intervention (whether they be resources,
 

commodities, services, activities or procedures) should be quantified so
 

that they are clearly verifiable (i.e. you will know one when you see
 

one). Furthermore, they should be given a time-fraue; inputs and outputs 

sbould be given dttes or schedules for a-ttainument, so that delays can 

be identified. Examples of indicators concerned with monitoring or 

imp.~ntation issues might inclu-r-: percentage cost overruns, shortfalls
 

in staff hiring or participant triining *-rgets, delays ii commodity
 

delivery etc.
 



-10-


Characteristics of Measures in Effectiveness Evnluations
 

The purpose of effectiveness indicators is to measure the extent of
 

participation in the intervention by the target population and the extent
 

of biases or inequatities in access am.:ng sub-groups. 
Again, the measures
 

should be qunntitative and can best be stated as ratios or percentages.
 

The target populntion, the active participants and dropouts and their
 

characteristics should be explicitly and quantitatively defined. Indi­

cators such as the ratio of active participants to the target population,
 

measure h'w widespread the utilization of outputs have become. Partici­

pation ratios of possible sub-groups of the target population (such as
 

sex groups, age groups, income groups, etc) as well as drop-out rates
 

by sub-group, reveal measures of bias 
or inequality in access to project
 

outputs. Examples of effectiveness indicators for a hypothetical school
 

sub-project might include: % of the school-age children attending the 
school, dropouts by sex and age groups, etc.
 

Characteristics c f Masurcs in Impact Evaluations
 

The purpose of impact indicators are to, measure socio-economic or
 

behavioral changes (intended and unintended) among intervention parti­

cipants (gross chancrjs) and measure the oxtent to which these changes
 

are caused by exogenous factors in order to 
arrive at a net change or
 

impact of the project. To be measurable, the socio-behavioral changes
 

need to be in operational or verifiable terms; that is, explicitly
 

quantitative. Furthermore, the change needs 
to be observed over time,
 

or a baforu-and-after estimate, and the changes should be 
)bserved for
 

interventi-n participants and for a similar contrl group. Examples 

of an impact indicator for a hypothetical family planning sub-project might be the 



gross ctunge in the fertility rate among project participants minus
 

the gross change in the fertility rate among the control group.
 

Characteristics of Measures in Efficiency Evaluations
 

Efficiency indicators do not require any new data collection efforts
 

on their own, so much as a reformulation of data collected '?or the
 

other evaluaticn levels, compixed with intervention costs. The most
 

commonly used efficiency measures include cost-benefit analysis (in
 

various forms including cost-benefit ratio, net present benefits, and
 

internal rate of return), cost-effectiveness (cost per unit of change),
 

and cost-per-beneficiary ratio. The latter measure is a useful simple
 

indicator of the appropriateness of a "low-cost" technology for widespread
 

replication.
 

Indicators for CTRD Interventions
 

These general criteria and guidelines should be followed when choosing
 

which indicators to collect and analyze for CTRD evaluations. Identi­

fication of priority indicators for evaluation of the AID sub-projects
 

should be done as soon as possible. Ideally it should have been done
 

prior to the Cornell Team's Informant Survey, but efforts to involve
 

the BUCE RASA in this endeavor failed. Some progress towards selection
 

of indicators has of course already been made in the project design
 

log frames and implementation schedules but this should be more carefully
 

examined by some ovluntion/statistical specialists. Furthtrmore, the 

AID sub-projects are but a few of the social and economic interventions. 

To the extent possible, efforts should be made to coordinate dntn 

collection efforts for all CTRD sub-projects' evaluations, particularly
 

at the impact and effectiveness levels where there is lely .to be overlap
 

(common objectives).
 



----------------------
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I have attempted nn illustrative first try. at this task (see annex)
 

but given my time-constraints it should be ellaborated upon by another
 

person or group. Clear identificaticn of these higher level evaluation
 

indicators will clarify if other suzveys 
are needed in addition to the
 

Cornell Team's informant survey, and should point out what information
 

gaps we :0ll have in our bseline data.
 

III. Approaches to Data Collection
 

In my trip report of October 12, 1978 on the Evaluation Plan for CTRD
 

interventions I reviewed major sources or methods for data collection,
 

which still holds. I am still convinced that a small sample survey will
 

be a useful addition to the informant survey. Although it is too late
 

to "verify" the untcsted informant method with a sample survey, it is
 

not too late to use this more traditional approach to supplement the 

baseline data for evaluation. 
Indicators which have traditionally been
 

used to reflect socio-econonic progress or impact such as life expectancies,
 

infant mortality rates, income distribution measures, employment and pro­

ductivity measures, etc., 
can be obtained by samnple surveys of households,
 

but not reliably from informants. 
Although proxy rcasures are available
 

from informant sources, !et 
 iay not be wise to rely upon these totally. 

Among other profolems, they may not be as valid as the traditional indi­

cators, nor as readily understood. 
Another problem with the informant
 

survey approach is that details regarding intervention coverage (i.e.
 

percentages of the target population affected) and bias probably cannot
 

be accurately gathered. Again, a household surey approach appears more
 

useful'for this purpose.
 

1/ Also, in greater collaboration with CTDA staff, who are more farliliarthan I am with the broader CTRD goals and range of planned interventions. 
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To the extent possible, the CTDA should be encouraged to contact,
 

coordinate and contract with other Tunisian institutions (e.g. 1S,
 

Ministry of Health, etc.) who are engaging in national sample surveys
 

related to CTDA data needs.
 

Additionally, more attention needs to be given to systematizing
 

monitoring records. Such maintenance of sub-project records as imple­

mentation proceeds will be critical for evaluation at the monitoring
 

and also effectiveness levels. Analysis of the type of data required
 

for the AID sub-projects could be based upon an elaborction of the
 

input/output verifiable indicators of the sub-projects' log frarmes and
 

upon the existing implementation schedules.
 

IV. Evaluation Responsibilities
 

Lack of a clear allocation of evaluation responsibilities among the
 

various parties involved has been a major shortcoming in CTRD evaluation
 

planning to date. 
The complexity of the institutional involvements has
 

made for confusion. Rather than adding to evaluation quality (t1rough
 

more "hands" to help) it may have a counter-productive aspect of
 

enabling everyone to shirk evaluation responsibility onto soneone else.
 

Therefore, if evaluation functions must be divided (as it appears it
 

must) then explicit aspects must be well defined and assigned. The need
 

for coordination and cooperation will rennin high, but if evaluation
 

tasks are clarified this may follow more naturally than has been evident
 

in the past.
 

Belowi I offer some observations or suggestions for your consideration
 

regarding possible division ..f responsibilities.
 

>f 



Suggested Responsibilities for Data Collection
 

(a) the University of'Wisconsin team will assist the CTDA in
 

initiating an information system to be used for planning, and sub­

project identification purposes, and for designing the experimental
 

interventions under the Area Development Pr:-1ject. 
 They should assist
 

CTDA as well in designino and maintaining monitoring records of CTDA
 

project interventions. Enphasis should be placed upon collecting
 

indicators that will prove useful in implementation or monitoring
 

evaluations, and to the extent pos.r.le in effectiveness evaluations
 

(e.g. records on services to and characteristics of participants)
 

(b) the Cornell University team has respnsbility for implementing
 

periodic informant surveys that collect data at 
the cr.uunity level
 

relevant to impact and effectiveness evaluntin~ns and for cor.ring these
 

data with data collectea through other means 
(e.g. sample surveys)
 

(c) contract should be made 
with one or more Tunisian agencies
 

familiar with implementing smpple surveys to carry out 
a baseline 

and later (ex poste) sample srrvoys (including household surveys)
 

providing more traditional indicators of intervention effectiveness
 

and impact. A prerequisite to such surveys is a clarification cr listing of
 

indicators required that are not available from the informant approach.
 

Responsibility for this task must be assigned as 
soon as possible. 

Suggested Responsibilities/Evaluation Training and Implemcntation 

( ) USAID and AID/W m~ay have spucial intcrusts in carrying out 

monitoiing-type evaluations of their sub-projects during implementation. 

A team from AID/W may be of useful assistance, especially if severe
 

institutional, financial or physical implementation problems appear.
 

http:pos.r.le


-15­

(b) the University of Wisconsin and the Cornell University Teams
 

should in collaboration provide training courses in evaluation metho­

dologies *-I data collection techniques to the CTDA Planning and
 

Evaluation Unit staff. 
Given our short-term involvement versus the
 

long-term nature of especinlly imprct evaluations, the institutional
 

development or training aspect is 
 r f paramount importance. 

(c) the primary responsibility for evaluating CTRD interventions
 

will ultimately rest with the CTDA staff. 
If the data collection 

systems are functioning and if thu institution-building or training 

aspects of evaluation have been effective, then the CTDA staff should 

be capable nof carrying out their own evaluations and of providing the 

bulk of the information needed for outside evaluations (e.g. Joint 

GOT/AID evaluations). 

V. Evaluation Schedule
 

Here, I will not present a completel schedule, but rather make
 

suggestions regarding factors to consider in scheduling for
 

evaluations.
 

For example, evaluwtions should not bo premature. 
An evaluation of 

interventions' impact should not be made before it is sensible to 

expect that socio-economic or behavioral changes have occured. Also, 

levels of evaluation should not be skipped. There is no point in 

beginning an impact evaluation if no assessment has been made showing
 

successful implementation and effectivw participation of the target
 

population. 
 On the other hand, evalutions should not be delayed nned-


Lessly and should be timed to allow naximun feedback nnd utilitation 

)f results. Thus, monitoring evaluations should ideally occur during
 



the implementation process so that problems or bottlenecks can be
 

identified and solutions found, so that further feedback into the
 

continuing implementations process is productive.
 

Baseline and follow-up data collection efforts need to be planned
 

well 	 in advance. Work should begin immediately if n household samplc 

survey is to be utilized.
 

Drafted: ABinnendijk:nbs
 
11-29-79
 

cc: 	 Mr. W. GelNbert - D 
Mr. E. Auchter - PROG 
Mr. 0. Harper - FPH 
Ms. P. Johnson - AID/W 
Ms. C. Forte - AID/W 
C&R-2 



ANNEX 
Page i 

ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF CTRD 3l0ACT IDICATORS 

GOALS IACT IDICATORS 

Increase Agriculturnl - Yiells per hectare by major crop
 
Productivity (by irrigntion/dryland)
 

- Value of producti.n (by irrigation/
 
dryland)
 

Increase Incomes and Eauitable - Per capita income and expenditures
 
Distribution (by socicD-economic status, location,
 

etc.)
 
- Distributio:n of income (by income
 

gr:,ups, s-cio-econamic status, etc.)
 

Increase Employnent - Lrbor productivity index 
- Ratz -if-pen unemplyment (by 

activity, status) 
- R'.te ,.f un1erempl-yznent (by activity, 

status) 

Improve Health and Quality - Life e3Tectancy (by age, sex,
 
of Life s-,ci -ec-)n'mic status) 

- Infant and child mnrtality rates 
- Mcrbidity rates (by age, sex, 

status)
 
- MalnutritiIn rates (by nae, sex,
 

status)
 

Reduce Fertility - Fertility rates (by age, status)
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ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF CTRD EFFECTIVE1ESS INDICATORS Page 2 

SUB-PROJECT PURPOSE EFFECTIVENIESS ETDICATORS 

Improve Access t,.; Health Facilities Covercge:% .ftirget papulati)n regularly
 
visiting health clinics
 

Bins: Varinti-ns in utilization rates
 
nnl dr,.p-:ut rates amon target
 
sub-gr;ups (by age, sex, s'cio­
eccn-,r.1ic status, l:-coti..-n,etc)
 

Improve Access to Family Planning Coverage: -.f mr.rried w-men of repr,1uc­
tive aje utilizing Family Planning
 
services
 

Bias: V.riati--n in utilizati'n rates
 
and drtpiut rates nm-nng target

sub-gr.pus (by age, status, l:cation)
 

Improve Access to Education Cwverage:% f sch..l-age pcpulaticn enrolled
 
(by educati'n level)
 

Bias: Variati:.ns in enr-llment rates and
 
drcp-;ut rates nmK~ng target sub­
grou)s (by age, sex, seeco-economic 
status, 1 catitan) 

Improve Access to Potable Iater 
 C-vera, e:% -f tartest p-:pulati,)n with access
 

t ;ipc;, water (by h0-use co)nnectin 

-r public tap) 
Bias: Varia.tions in access & utiliintion 

rates -f piped wrnter among target 
sub--rups (by age, sex, status, 
l.coti. n) 

Improve Access ti Food and Nutrition C'overa-e,% -Ift1.rgt p-pultin meeting 
minimu fo.-d c.nsuripti:n requirements 

Bias: Vnriati-ns in access to minimum 
f-:o requirements (by ge, sex, 
status, locati,,n) 

Improve Access to Adequate Husing Ccverag,_:, :f target housuh.lds Iiving in
 
adequate h:using ("adequate") 
c,.uld be defined in a number of 
ways: -... "permrtnent" structures as 
definel in the 1975 census; houses 
with basic nr:enities such as kitchens, 
t-ilets, electricity and running 
water; hc-uses with m-nre than one 

raonm, etc. -

Bias: Varinti-ns in access t!c, Ndequate
 
housing arnivng target sub-groups ­
(by s,'ci-ecn-:mic status, location, 
etc.) 

Improve Access to Agricultural Coverane:% of target farmers utilizing 
Res-.urces specific proJect ...
utputs (e.g.
 

irrigtin,, agricultural credit and 
extensi.on services, farming techno-
Ior "packages" including new seed 
varictier, fertl-exs, etc.) 

I 

http:Variati:.ns
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Page 3 

SUB-PROJECT PURPOSE EFFECTIVENESS INDICATORS 

Bias: 	 Varinti n in pro.gram utilization 
and r:p, ut rates among targjet
sub-Lr'ups (by farm sire, landtenure, lcatin, soci-ecc.nmriic 
status, etc.)
 

Improve Access t.-. Infra.tructure 
 C vcrage:% ,-f t-rget pcpulati-n utilizing
 
spucific infrastructure (e.g.

roads, 	 highways, public trans­
p.,rtaticn eervices, telecmrxuinication
 
services, electricity, marketing
 
facilities, etc).
 

Bias: 
 Variation in infrastructure
 
utilizatin anm-ng target sub-groups 
(sox, age, s-,ci.:-ecn.nonic status,
 
locati,)n, etc)
 



EVALUATION PLAN FOR THE CTRD PROOJECTS
 

INTRODUCTION
 

One outcome of the NEAC review in Washington of the four Central
 

Tunisia Rural Development PIDs was expressed in a memo by Bradshaw
 

Langmaid, NE/DP (September 20, 1978), as follows:
 

"The (Area Development) PP should describe the Tunisian
 

evaluation institution, staffing, data collection system,
 

and methodology. We seek Tunisian evaluation capability
 

and methodology which is adequate to our needs also, or
 

to which we would provide technical assistance to bring
 

it up to an acceptable level of competence. The PP should
 

describe the quantifiable indicators by which the end of
 

project status is to be judged, and the data collection
 

system and evaluation methodology to be used."
 

This report addresses these issues and represents for the most part
 

conversations and issues discussed with Norm Nicholson, DSB/RAD,
 

Frank Young, (rural sociologist) consultant from the DS/RAD's
 

Participation Project with Cornell University, and Leo Jakobson,
 

(regional planner) consultant for the DS/RAD Area Development
 

Project with the University of Wisconsin.
 

DATA REQUIREMENTS
 

An information system will be required for the collection and analysis
 

of data on the CTRD zone that will be directly useful for the planning
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process, project development and subsequent evaluation of project
 

impact. An initial determination of the types of data needed include
 

the following broad categories:
 

(1) Socio-Economic Characteristics of the Population
 

- spacial distribution, settlement patterns and densities
 
of population
 

- migration data
 

- income levels, intra-regional and intra-household distribution
 
of income
 

- non-monetary quality of life indicators and their distribution:
 
indicators might include mortality and morbidity rates, nutrition
 
status, literacy, housing conditions, access to basic needs, etc.
 

- social structure and cultural setting information, such as
 
attitudes, practices, ethnic discriminatory problems, administrative
 
and access problems that may constrain project success.
 

(2) Characteristics of the Environment and Agricultural System
 

- data on topography, soils, climate and rainfall
 

- indicators of resource management, such as water table levels,
 
spread of erosion, deforestation, etc.
 

- location, quality and quantity of exploitable natural resources,
 
especially water sources
 

- frequency and magnitude of crop failure
 

- land tenure and distribution data
 

- land use and cropping patterns in irrigated and non-irrigated areas
 

- agricultural yields and production data in irrigated and non­
irrigated areas
 

(3) Characteristics of Infrastructural Improvements and Services 0 rovided
 

- location and conditions of infrastructure, such as roads, produce
 
collection centers, potable water systems, waste disposal systems,

shallow and deep-well irrigation systems, energy sources, small
 
industries, extension offices, repair shops, clinics, schools, etc.
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- location, number and quality of public services, such as medical
 
personnel, teachers, extension workers, credit facilities, public
 
transportation, etc.
 

- indicators of population's access and utilization of such
 
infrastructure and services
 

- indicators of appropriate technology development and use, such
 
as cost per beneficiary ratios.
 

Some of the above data should be collected at the "macro-level", in
 

the sense that itwill be needed for the entire CTRD area. This data
 

will be most useful for analytical planning and evaluation purposes
 

if it is collected at the secteurlevel (i.e., a high level of
 

disaggregation).
 

Inaddition to the above general or macro-data file for the whole
 

CTRD area, there will probably be some need for micro-area data collection
 

efforts. Ifsome types of data are needed only for a specific project
 

design or evaluation, data collection for this should be limited to
 

the immediate project impact area (this isespecially the case for the
 

"experimental" interventions planned under the Area Development Project,
 

each of which will initially affect only a small area).
 

For measurement of regional progress and disparity reduction relative
 

to Tunisia as a whole, some limited progress indicators will be required
 

at the national level as well. However, this data should be collected
 

from secondary sources only; such data tends to be readily available
 

and furthermore would be far too expensive to contemplate collecting
 

by primary field research. (Much of the baseline data at this level
 

has already been gathered from various ministry sources. See CNEA
 

ti)
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report,"Project de Developpement Rural Integre de la Tunisie Centrale:
 

Analyse des Donnees Techniques et Socio-Economiques" or Binnendijk
 

trip report, June 7, 1978.)
 

To be useful for the evaluation of project impact upon the CTRD area,
 

data will have to be collected periodically, preferably annually for
 

a period of four years.* An initial baseline data collection effort
 

should be completed no later than the summer of 1979. During the
 

spring of 1979 a complete inventory should be carried out of existing
 

data sources for the CTRD area, to be followed by primary field surveys
 

during the summer (after the rains and before Ramadan) to fill in
 

information gaps. This baseline effort will be an important input into
 

the planning process and for the identification and development of
 

experimental project interventions. Itwill also serve as the "baseline"
 

for the measurement of progress in later evaluations.
 

The above outline of data needs should also be sufficient to satisfy
 

AID's specific evaluation requirements (see logframes' verifiable
 

indicators), inaddition to serving the functional requirements of
 

the Planning and Evaluation Division of the Central Tunisia Development
 

Authority.
 

*Some of the projects' impacts at the goal level may be longer-term
 
innature and therefore an ex poste evaluation should be considered
 
several years after CTRD projects' termination date. (DS/RD Participation
 
Project with Cornell terminates in10/81 with forward funding for another
 
year.)
 



DATA COLLECTION METHODS
 

The required data collection efforts should be either directly implemented
 

by the Planning and Evaluation Division staff or sub-contracted with
 

other Tunisian institutions with specific capabilities and personnel,
 

such as the National Center for Agricultural Studies, the National
 

Institute of Statistics, the National Institute of Nutrition, statistical
 

divisions of various ministries, etc. Because of the diverse and broad
 

spectrum of data needs, a combination of data sources and data collection
 

methods will most likely be necessary as judged most reliable and cost­

effective. One possibility would be to cross-check the validity of
 

alternative methods where options exist and then use the cheaper method,
 

ifreliability isreasonable. The following lists several possible
 

data sources and collection methods:
 

(1) Inventory of Secondary Sources from Agency Documents, Records and Files
 

Perhaps, needless to say, a thorough search should be made of already
 

existing data from public and private institutional sources, before primary
 

fieldwork is undertaken. However, a major problem with ministry data is
 

that it tends to be at too aggregate a level for the analytical needs
 

of the CTRD. Nevertheless, some of the needed data may be available
 

at the local government offices. Also, some of the national level sources
 

of data (notably the census and to a lesser extent the national expenditure
 

and nutrition surveys) have raw data files that would be of use to the
 

CTRD ifre-tabulations would be made specifically for the zone. Sub­

contracting for such tabulation from existing data files may be a cost­

effective approach where available for obtaining needed data.
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(2) Informant Surveys
 

This approach isa survey of "informants", usually community leaders
 

with some knowledge about their village or locality. Such a survey
 

seems best suited for gathering inventory-type information such as the
 

number and location of infrastructure, institutions and services. Some
 

information regarding social structure, local demands and needs, problems
 

of access and utilization of services, etc., might also be obtained by
 

this method. The major advantage of this type of survey is its low cost,
 

while its major disadvantage isreduced reliability. (Inmost cases,
 

this method can be objectively verified by spot, in-depth surveys if
 

judged desirable.)
 

(3) Samp1e Surveyof Households
 

The sample survey isa well tested technique that provides statistical
 

tests for reliability. Traditionally, the sample survey of households
 

has been the method for collecting data on inccme levels and expenditures,
 

distribution data, mortality rates, nutrition indicators and attitudinal
 

questions. Information regarding the population's access and utilization
 

of public services, views on priority needs, etc., might also be usefully
 

collected by this method. The major problem with this method is that if
 

large amounts of disaggregation are required, a large sample will be
 

needed at probable high cost.
 

(4) Observational Micro-Studies
 

This type of study would concentrate at the community level. Data
 

from such studies would not have general applicability to the wider region,
 

but may be a useful approach for analysis of impact of specific experimental
 

interventions in a limited locale.
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(5) Geological, Agriculturall Technical and Other Specialized Surveys
 

Collection of relevant information on topography, climate, natural
 

resource availability, crop yields, technological options and costs,
 

etc., may require specialized types of surveys to obtain what isneeded
 

(6) Aerial Photography and Mapping
 

Analysis of existing aerial photographs of the zone may provide
 

useful spacial information on population, land settlement patterns,
 

access to roads and other infrastructure, location of erosion, land use
 

and distribution patterns, etc.
 

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES TO DATA ANALYSIS
 

The same data base system described above will serve a number of
 

analytical needs of the Planning and Evaluation Division. The first
 

and more immediate need for data and analysis isfor guidance inthe
 

process of developing a pler. or strategy in the CTRD area, and for
 

identification of projects. For this, baseline data isrequired that
 

outlines at a fairly disaggregatcd level (thesecteur level) the demographic,
 

social, economic, environmental and institutional setting of the zone.
 

The analytical methods for the planning purpose should aim at identifying
 

potential beneficiary groups and their priority basic needs, incombination
 

with the resource and technical options available intheir locale. Such
 

analysis will be fairly descriptive innature, involving cross-tabulations
 

that identify useful combinations of characteristics, or typologies.
 

Project design will probably require more detailed analyses at the local,
 

project-specific level, including social soundness analysis, technical
 

feasibility, etc.
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The data system will also have to serve evaluation needs, the most
 

complex type of analysis. At the simplest level, trendline analysis
 

can be used to trace improvements in the incomes and quality of life
 

indicators of the zone population. These zone-specific trends can
 

furthermore be compared to the rates of progress in these indicators
 

at the national level to see if the objective of reducing regional
 

disparities is being accomplished. However, establishment of the
 

achievement of such goals does not necessarily prove that the project
 

interventions were an important determining factor. For this, the
 

techniques of multiple regression and correlation analysis are useful.
 

Analysis of causal linkages between project interventions and improvements
 

in desired goals becomes complex because of the need to control for other
 

factors external to the project that might also affect the goal achievement
 

(as for example, fortunate weather, improvements in educational levels,
 

etc). Analytically such factors can be controlled for, provided that
 

there are a sufficient number of cases of analysis. All levels of
 

evaluation analysis obviously require time-series data in order to
 

determine improvements or trends. In general, the level of analytical
 

sophistication required to determine causal linkages becomes more difficult
 

as one progresses from project outputs, to purposes, and to goals. Thp
 

requirement for "proof" of goal impact needs to be weighed against
 

possible excessive costs of such evaluations, especially ifevaluation
 

at the purpose level is convincing.*
 

*Itis important that the evaluation exercise not overwhelm the small
 
planning unit which will have a staff of only 4 or 5 professionals and
 
will be responsible for plan development for the entire CT region
 
(not merely 8 delegations), the administration of $6.4 million of pilot

projects, integration and coordination of ministerial activity in the
 
region as well as the evaluation system.
 

)) 
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INSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS
 

It is recommended that a Planning and Evaluation Division is created
 

within the Central Tunisia Rural Development Authority which has
 

responsibility for the following major functions:
 

(1) Establishment of a Planning Process
 

This will involve an ongoing appraisal of an appropriate development
 

strategy for the CTRD zone. It should involve an analysis of the target
 

population's poverty situation and major needs, the development of
 

appropriate, cost-effective technologies for interventions, issues of
 

resource base exploitation and management, and the overall economic
 

development of the region.
 

(2) Development of Projects
 

Another related function will be the identification and design of
 

innovative, experimental projects with low cost-beneficiary ratios that
 

may have widespread replicability in Central Tunisia.
 

(3) Project Evaluation
 

This will involve an ex-poste assessment of the impact of CTRD
 

projects, both the four major projects and the numerous experimental
 

sub-projects under the area development project. The evaluations will
 

address the projects' impacts upon project purposes and also upon the
 

wider CTRD goals.
 

Tunisian Staffing Requirements
 

It Issuggested that at least five professional level personnel be
 

hired, one of which will be the Director of the Division. These
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professionals should have masterslevel training or diploma and possibly
 

work experience intheir fields. The mixture of skills most appropriate
 

for the division's work would include economics, regional planning,
 

agronomy and agricultural economics, project design and evaluation
 

skills, social sciences, survey techniques, statistical analysis and
 

data processing skills. Inaddition, eight full-time para-professionals
 

are recommended with baccalaureate level training in a similar mix of
 

fields. For specific data collection efforts implemented by the Division,
 

it is suggested that ten summer interns are hired from a local university
 

as interviewers.
 

U.S. Technical Assistance
 

Inaddition to two long-term resident advisors, specialists inregional
 

development planning and agricultural systems, the following short-term
 

U.S. technical assistance isenvisioned for consulting and on-the-job
 

training:
 

- 12 person-months per year of consultant time from DS/RAD Area
 
Development Project, with the University of Wisconsin, with
 
inter-disciplinary skills inregional development planning,
 
project design and evalution, natural resource management,
 
marketing systems, and local administration and finance.
 

- 8 person-months of consultant time per year from the ,,RDArea
 
Development Project funds. Of this about 4 person-months will
 
be required for consulting and training of various aspects of
 
data collection and analysis, including possibly survey techniques,
 
sampling methods, statistics, computer programming, etc.* The
 
remainder will be available for additional, multi-disciplinary
 
technical assistance needs including agricultural production
 
systems, small business development, delivery of social services,etc.
 

*Including a 4 person-month allocation forward funded for a 4th year,
 
for evaluation purposes.
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- 3 person-months of consultant time per year from the DS/RAD
 
Participation Project with the University of Cornell, for
 
consulting on aspects of the data collection and analysis
 
system.
 

Office Equipment
 

Data processing equipment will be necessary for processing, storing
 

and analyzing the data system. The level ofsophistication most
 

appropriate for the Division has not yet been determined, but will be
 

either of the desk calculator variety (with programming, memory, statistical
 

and printing capabilities) or a mini-computer.
 

Co-ordination and Sub-contracting of Studies
 

Given the relatively small staff and broad functions of the Planning
 

and Evaluation Division, itmay be necessary to contract out some of the
 

data collection and special studies with other Tunisian institutions.*
 

Success of the Division will also depend heavily upon the ability to
 

coordinate and involve other Tunisian ministries and agencies. At the
 

information system level, there is a need to see what relevant information
 

has already been gathered by other agencies in order to avoid duplication
 

where possible. At the project design and evaluation level, it is
 

important to involve and coordinate with ministries if they are to be
 

convinced of the effectiveness of a project's approach and its replicability.
 

*A total allocation of 48 person-months of consultant time (including
 
TCH and Tunisian) is suggested for such purposes. Inaddition, about
 
$300,000 of PL 480 Title I counterpart funds are available peryear
 
for studies and surveys.
 


