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Foreword

What follows 1s a "Final Report" of the purposes, parts and products
of a management workshop on "R&D Institute Evaluation" sponsored by the
Lembaga Ilmu Pengetahuan Indonesia (LIPI), and conducted by the Denver
Research Institute. It transpired for the fivst 10 days of September,
1980 in a comfortable resort in Java.

This Final Report is written by the Denver Research Institute. It
is comprehensive and, we hope, objective. Any biases which have crept
into it reflect only the points of view of its authors.

They designed and delivered the Workshop. They also enjoyed the
whole process, not the least because of the generosity, curiosity and
sincerity of the Indonesian hosts. In partiéular they wish to thank
Mrs, Achie Luhulima, Special Assistant to the Chairman of LIPI, for her

professional prowess and personal warmth.

Hugh Russell
Hale Wagner
September, 1980
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INTRODUCTION

Comments of the Chairmen of LIPI

Professor Bachtiar Rifai, Chairman of the Indonesian Institute
of Sciences (Lembaga Ilmu Pengetahuan Indonesia -- LIPI) formally opened
the Workshor on R & D Institute Evaluation on the lst of Septembexr 1980.
In his opening speech he emphasized the .importance of mastering the
techni 1es and metiodologics of evaluation, because evaluation - as one
of the basic elements in the process of management - is usually rather

weak,

In Indonesia, there are certain basic criteria which should always
be used in evezluation. TFirst, is the Basic Policy of the Nation, known
a5 GBHN. Second, is the Five Year Development Plan known as REPELITA.

Third, is the Plan of Action of the agency or institution concerned.

Professor Bachtiar Rifai also formally closed the Workshop on the

10th of September 1¢80.



E?Eﬁ%fuiﬂﬂm”“d Furpose of the Workshop

During the days of 1-10 September 1980, the Denver Research Institute
(DRI) Jdelivered an in-depth R&D Institute Evaluation Workshop to 28 of
Indonesia's science and technology leaders. The Workshop was designed to
increase the capabilities of participants to build modern evaluation prin-

cipies and guidelines iuto their own management practices.

The Workshop was one in a series of management training and consul ta-
tion events provided by DRT to the Covernment of Indonesia through a contract
with the United States Avency for International Development. An earlier
seminar on evaluation was presented in 1978. Tt dealt with the philosophy,
history and principles of program and project evaluation. The 1980 Workshop
provided working guidelines for R&D instirute evaluation through reliance on
Indonasian presentations aud small prowp efforts to create and adapt techniques

to individual environments.

Sponsor of rhe Workshon

The Workshop was sponsored by LIPI us part of its continuing effort to
further scientific and technical development in Indonesia. The Workshop
was made possible by a loan agreement between the Government of Tudouesia
and the United States Ageucy for Tanternational Development. DRI, as principa!l
contrvactor for the Workshop, was respensiible for determining the Indonesiaas’
specific needs for training and evaluation, planning and coordinacing all
aspects of the Workshop with LIPT, administering the Workshop and drafting
the Final Report. TPortions of the workshop design, materials development and
delivery were subcontracted to Michael Tucker and Associates, a Colovado-
based Limm which specializes in international education, training and
research. - Portious of the Workshop principles and puidelines, workbook,
lectures, special exercises, small group discussion prohlems, and stand-up
delivery were handled by Fvaluation Associates, a Michican-hased corsulting

firm which specializes in evaluation.

Workshop Participants

Horkshop participants were invited from Indonesia's Teading R&D insti-~
tutes.  They included directors, assistant directors, senior resecarchers,
rescarch workers and staff assistants. Their technical specialties ranped

widelv,  They included systems analysis, nuclear enpinecering, radiation



chemistry, medicine, fisheries, public health administration, physics,
pharmacy, international relations, electrical engineering, political science,
documentation and inform:tion technology, instrumentation and standardization,
financial management, so-ial puyehology, organic chemistry, planktonology

and remote sensing.

The participmts ranged in age from approximately 25 to 55 vears, and
professional experience in R&D institute management ranged from ?-30 years.
The eutreme diversity din rank, age, experience and tectmical specializatcion
senerated some difficulties in gearing the Workshop to all participants' needs.
However, those few difficulties were overshadowed by the enrichment offered by
these same factors.  Siace the Workshop was designed for maximum Indonesian
particinpation, the diversicy of experiences and interests stimulated new
relationships amony, Workshop participants, challenging discussions and creative
ideas for improving RL) institute manayement.  The participants are listed in

APPENDTX AL

H.]({I\".{rm!nd on I'ndonesian R&D Tn:;tii_tul_u.v.

lndonesian R&D instivutes are principal instruments for scientific and
technical development in the country. Almost every Ministry of Government has
R&D institutes  Lusociar -d with it. And there are also a number of "non-minic-
terial auency” which coerdinare special areas of science and technelogy
throuzhevt the Coverament.  Most of the R&D institutes represented by Workshep
participants depend lareely on heovy Covernment suppert. Very few of them
work on projects funded by contracts or arants from outside the Government of

Ludonesia.

Theretore, rhe RiAD institutes represented by participants did have a
nmumber of characteristics in common: (1) they all function in suppoert of rhe
country’'s Tone-ranye development plans; (2) thev all use similar program
plaming methode: (3) thev atl adhere to standardized GCovernment cuidelines
for budeeting and aceeuntine; and (4) they all operote with the same system

for personal and svaff nobilicy.
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Fight Technical Arecas

Eight technical arcas were chosen to comprise the breadth of the
Institute evaluation. These, chosen from the United Nations Publica-

tion "Guidelines For Fvaluation" are as tollows:

° Yinancial Administration and Accounting Systems,

) Technical Productivity,

» stalf Capability,

o Facilities,

o General Administration,

) Program Needs and Opportunities for diversification,

. Technical Activities Administration,

) Personnel Administration.

UN

The/publication was provided to each participant as a basic text.

The Workshop fecussed sessions on each of these areas, Time limita-
tions required that staff capabilities and personnel administration be com-

bined in a single session.

Thé discussions of institute evaluation in cach of these technical
Arcas was preceded by an introduction to the peneral evaluation process.
The Llast scession of the Workshop also afforded opportunity to bring the
sepavate discussions of eight technical areas together in a discussion

cialled "integrating evaluation."

Adapeation Model and Brainstorming
The Workshop was designed Lo be participative in nature,using four
basic training processes for ecach techuical area.  The design of the four

basic eloments was as follows:

[

eview and Vvaluation Principles. A review of

. Techniceal Avce

the technical are. and astablishment of the celements of the

evaluation processes that would be applicable to that area.

® CGuidelines Development.  This aspect introduced various tech-
niques, variables, criteria, and instruments which could be
used £o assess the vital components of the technical area under

discussion,



() Indonesinn History and Needs., A presentation of the Indoresian

methods ol wanagement and needs for evulu?tion for each tech-
nical area. "he history and evaluation experience were to be
revicwed and operational pecaliarites of the Indonesian munoge-
ment environm:t discussed.  These presentations were made by

Indonesian faculty and participants.

® R&D Tnstitute Adaptation. An opportunity for the Workshop parti-
cipants, special Tndonesian faculty and the instructors to work
together in adapting the nanagement questions, the evaluation of
objectives, the criteria and instruments for the participants'
Institute evaluation needs. In this session, the participants
prepared specific evaluation models and a set of evaluation

tuols as well as a plan for implementotion [ar each technical area.

This "adaptation model" provided participants the opportunity to acquire
basic evaluation principles and guidelines for each technical area providad
by the Workshep leciures. 1t then aftorded them the opportunity to asscess
their own cxpericnces and needs for evaluastion in each technicnl area, led
by a senior R&D wstitute managev.  Finally je permitted them to adapt the
principles of yuidelines for o vorking cvaluation plan which related to

their specific institute requirements.
1

The nmodel cyeled completely cach day of the Workshop. In morning secs-
sions participants learned new evaluation principles and puidelines for a
technical area of institute nanagement.  In the afternoen they assessed
their own cxperiences and ovaluat ion needs for the technical area. They
closed the dav with a suiall-proup exercise to develop an adapted evaluation
plan for their own institutes, in the pertinent technjenl area. Daily re-~
petition of the model provided .an important continuity to the overall Work-
shop process. 1t also gave participants practice with the basic evaluation
process; vis., state the managenment, problem, determine its primary compo-
nents, develop criteria for assessing them, design the instruments, and

plin the evaluation.

The Lecturirsreviowed small-group work overnight and orchestvated a
sumaary and criticism of the previeos day's work at the start of cach day,
Somet imes this Loed to re—=writing by the gmall krroups.  But eventually, g

team ol typists preparved Lhe output of cach adaptation session for general



distribution to all parcicipants. This output yielded the main products
of the YWorkshop and a3 such, the primary mechanism for assessing Workshop
effoctiveness in stimulicing participants to adapt evaluation principles

and puidelines to their own needs.

The participauts were coached and practiced in the mechanisms of
Ybrainstorming” for both acneral sessions as well as small-group adapta-
tion scusions.  The technique was very important not only as a tool for
gererating new and usefgl fdeas, but alsoe as a mechanism for breaking

down barricrs to apen Adiscursion.

Horkbook

Two versjons of a Workbool were designed to puide the Workshop through
oLl phases of the progranm.  They contained sections for the introductory
material ) the [inal sSumpary  and integrnring material in  each technical
area. Pach tecbaleal area setion provided 1 sample sot of cvaluation
questions about the technical srea and the Workshop objectives for the
sossiun; Lecture keyword outlines, diagrams and sannle criteria and eval-
navien instrements were also provided.  They werc duplicated for Lecturer's
Workbooks, Participants' Workhoohs and overhead projection. The Lectuircr's
Workbooks contained addicional mrterial on lecture topics as well as special

puidoes tor pavticipants' discussion.

Fach tecimical seeotion cencluded with a form designed to stimulate
the pavticinants in thoir ditily smal l-zyroup adaptation exercise., [t
provided craces for recordinge their adapted criteria, instrument and

cvaluat ton plan, adapted for their in::tit:uLv, fovr each technical area,

Finally, the last section of the Workhook provided instructions and
spaces for completing an integrated evaluat fon plan tor the entire insti-
tute. T was printed on watermelon colored paper in order to permit dif-

ferventiat ion fron (i erereines at o the conclusgion of caclh techinical area,

The gvenda, S beroand tnformation on the instructors, and an intro-

ductory searcpent abour the purpose of the Workshop were presented at the

frout of vacl Worlkibooj .,



Facllities

The facilities for this Workshop were excellent. It was staged at
Evergreen Resort, in the mountains of Puncak (Tugu) above Bogor 1n Java.
The Resort is comprisod of a restaurant, numberous recreation areas, meet-
ing halls and small cottages or bunealows for puests.  All Workshop parti-
cipants, faculty nnd icctuvers were housed in comfortable bungalows. Break-
fasts and dinuers wove catered to the bungalows by restaurant staff. The

Wovkshop people ate lune't together on the verandah of thelr neeting hall.

The meeting hall, Cuashine Palace (Surya Sentana), was a large one-
storicd hall with offices and service facilities located on one side. A
large verandash fronted the hall and provided space for relaxed conversacion
and catered lunches.  The hall iteelf was large enouph to scat all parti-
cipants for plensry :essican as well as provide five break-out spaces for
small-group adaptation scssions,

Participants were seated behind two rows of tables arvanged in V-shape:
The lecturers' cables, white bonreds and overhead projection equipment spaniic
the base of the V. ALL tobles were equipped with mictophones and name plate
for the participants. A spotlisht illuminated the white boards. Each breal
out area was equipped with a4 confercence table, chairs and a black board or
white board. These tacilities provided all the [lexibility and adaptability

of space and cquipnent thai is needed for a workshop like this one.

The Workshop was supported by a team (siz people) of LIPT workers who
supervised all arranvencnts, daily cleaning aud preparation of the hall,
nightly typing and veproduction of the dav's deliberations, and guided tours
ol the rvesort aud environs for pacticipants and lecturers who occasionally
felt the need to excrcise muscles as well as brains. Additionally, the
Workshop Coordinata, changed the searing arvangements of the parti-
clpants so that each day preseated the opportunity for establishing new

relationshins amons ity

Finally o LIPT autemebile and driver was available for official use
of a1l Workshop people.  The ant result was a very efflicient Workshop~-at
least wheve faci{litios were concerned. Further, the closeted atmosphere
of the momntain reserr helped pat everyone on equal footing with increased
group intracommeaicat jon. Loalso inecreased attention span and concentratio

on tne Merkshop materials and assienments.






views with semi-structured questionnaives; or In-depth personal interviews
and case write-ups by on-site visits. We recommend the latter approach
because it provides the most comprechensive kinds of information; it allows
for the most individual varviation in participant reaction to the Workshop;
and it permits the most thorough assessment of necds for more evaluatijon

in other forms of manavement assistance.

The evaluation should be completed in two phases, at 8 and 18 months
after the Workshop. Plersorncl of LIPL or perhaps an ad hoc committee of
Workshop participants themsclves could complete this evaluation. However,
DRI should participare in its design and dirvection, if not implementation.
It would also he desivable to have the evaluation directed, on-site, by

the Workshop lecturers.

Workshop participants were enceuraged to think of evaluacion as a
toel for improving R&D Institure performunce--not just a mechanism for
measuring final performance. By the same token, evaluation of this Work-
shop should be keyed te Workshop follow-up activitiecs. Follow-up was a
major topic of discussion during the last session of the Workshop, Results
are discussed later. But let ug 120 on record herein that the impact of
this Workshop will be preater if it is considered only the first step in
many attempts to improve evialuation implementation in Indonesia's R&D
institutes. Therefore, one evaluative criterion will have Lo he the
amount of follow-up activity generated by LIP1 and participants in the

coming months.

The entire Agenda for the Workshop is shown in APPENDIX C.
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CVALUATION OF R&D INSTTITUTES: PRINCIPLES AND CUIDELTNES

The Evaluation Process

What is R&D Institute Evaluation? A management
tool for making judgements about the success or
failure of an R&D Tnstitute, or any pavt of the
Institute's programs and operations, on the hasis
of specificed questions, criteria, instruments,
data and interpretation.

This definition provided a basis for discussion of the principles of
evaluation in general. The lectures emphasized that evaluation is only a
tool for maunagers, much as personnel procedures and accounting are manage-

ment tools.

The purpose of cvaluation is to help managers make their decisions,
or judgements, more vellably and validly. Buc they must still make the

3

final judgements. Fvaluation cannot do it for them.

A manager commences the evaluation process by converting a management
problem into evaluable questions. TFor example, a manager (aced with finan-

cial problems may want to ask such questions as:

® How have my gross income and cests changed in recent years?
® How much money should 1 seck for my development budget next

fiscal year?

Criteria which provide a factual basis for answering these questions
must be specified. For example, the two questions asked above may be evalu-
ated if data are collected for the following criteria: gross income, de-
velopment income; routine income; pross expenditures; costs per project;

cosLs per program scctor; and other financial staristics.

Data for each criterion must be collected. The means of collecting
and recovrding them is known is the evaluation ﬁﬂﬁgiﬂﬂﬂﬂg' For example,
an accountant's balance sheet could be considered an instrument iF it con-
tains the desired information. Many times a special instrument must be

designed by the evaluator,

Data cellection is tollowed by analysisy and many times a gpecial
statistic may be designed to help understand the meaning of the data. For
example, the financial evaluation mav be aided by a graphical extrapolation

>f trend data on costs and income.



Taterpretation of the evaluation results is the last step in the
evaluation cycle. Quite obviously, it must relate to the original eval-
uation questions or the job has not been well done. The entire evalua-

tion cycle may be visualized as follows:
Management Problem

valuation Questions
-=-Goals

ﬂ¢;7-"4mjectives
//

Interpretatlon

Criteria

Data /

Collection and Instruments

Analysis ‘:~‘--—___’*’/l

Why Are Evaluations Done

Evaluations are done for many dififetent reasons at many levels of the
[nstitute hierarchy. For example, the Director General of the Institute
may be concerned about whether the Institute facilitated the achievement
of mational goals as reflected in the country's long-range development

guidelines-- Garis-Garis Besar Haluan Negara  (GBEN) .

The Institute Chairman may be concerned with annual achievement of
Institute objectives. Admipistrative executives may wish to assess the
cfficiency and effectiveness of Tnstitute operations procedures. Project
directors may wish to assess whether they have fulfilled project goals

and objectives.

The Workshop participants developed a number of purposes for evalua-

tion including the tollowing general ones:

. Institute Lmpact on national goals
[ Resource alloeation--including minpower, f{inances and materials

- 14 -



° Program sector priorities

° Program, and/or project, planning priorities
. Project progress and effectiveness
e Management operations effectiveness

A TFew Critical Evaluation Principles
Lty ptrbiedal Lvaiuatiron irinclples

Judging qualitv of any project, program component or administrative

process is most often difficult because:

) qualitative criteria which can be specified in quanti-
tative and measurable terws are hard to [ind; and,
) it ds often Jditficult to obtain agreement among all

parties about the most appropriate qualitative criteria.

Measuring quantity is easier if rhe criteria are agreed upon. 1If

they ave not, then it cav be as Jdifficult as qualitative judgments.

Valid ebscrvations are essentvial. This meaus that the evaluators

are actualiy able Lo measuare what thev set out to measure.

Reliable observations are also essential. These are accomplished

when the eriteria ond dinstruments are so specific that they direct evaluat-

ots to precisely the same observations every time.

Usiny evaluation results is difrficult for the evaluators to guarantee,
But one technique for increasing the probability that evaluation results
will Ge used Is to build the ultimate users into the evaluation process

atoas many places as possible.

Internal or external evaluutors ls a question faced by many organfi-
zations.  The participants were encouraged to use internal evaluators.

This is because:

° the ultinate users are internal;

. internal eviduators will have a better understanding
of the program being evaluated;

) external evaluators bring academic evaluation techniques
which vemain untempered by the viscissitudes of the

Instltute envivonment in which they arve used.



Ubjectivity in evaluation is obtained, many experts think, by the
use of external evaluators., The participants were encouraged to ques-
tion that assumption. Ohjectivity in cvaluation comes primarily from
sound cvaluation methods, not the people who do the work. No person,
whether from ifnside or outside the institute, is objective. But both
fnsaiders and oursiders may use evaluation techniques which ensure vb-

jective vesults.

EVALUATION OF FINANCTAL ADMINTSTRATTON: PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES

Introduct fon

This was the first technical area treated in the Workshop. Tt ap-
peared first on the agenda because we were fortunate to have the assis-
tance orf Mr. Moeljono, Head, Bureau of Finance LIPI who could not be
available at any other time. His participation was critical to the suc-
cess of this sepment because he helpaed both the participants and lectur-
ers bridpe the techunical differences between financial administration in
lndonesis--where the evaluation puidelines are to be arplied--and the

United States--where the guidelines were developed.

Chjectives of this Segment
The objectives of this segment of the evaluation were:

I. To introduce the five major elements of financial administration.
LI, To demonstrate the evaluation of financial income,
llf. To demonstrate the evaluation of financial expenditures in
relation to income.
V.  To dintroduce the financial management. tools of budgetiﬁg
and accounting~-and provide guidelines for evaluating them.

Five ilemeats of Fincncial Administration

Five major elements of financial administration were specified:

¢ GCrogs income

. Support income
. Earned income
. Dircet costs

° Indircet zosty



The parcicipants, with the lielp of Mr. Moeljono, equated
"suppore income" with the Institutes' "Routine Budget," and "earned income

with their "Development Budget". ALl were discussed in detail.

_Egg}ﬂgtiqg of Fingcinlencomq

ncome can be used to evaluate growth of an Institute. Tncome growth
should be calculated as percencage of the previous year's gross.  Sepa-
Fate calculations for pross, support and earned income were provided in
the form of the following ratios:

Growth in s upport income

Growth in gross income

Growth in earned income
Growth in gross income

Grpytu‘in eﬂyngd.ingomo

Growth in support income
Participants were also coached in the process of setting up program

categories of income.

Lvaluation of Fi nancial ¥

Ixpenditures
Cateporics of cxpenditure must alse be established. [¢ is particularly
helpful if they can be the same as those established for the analysis of
y . y
income. The parcicipants were given specific suggestions and suidelines

for this process.

Dirvect costs woroe introduced as those which are directly attributable
to specitic output of the Institute. TIndirect costs are those of general
administration or othor detivities which cannot be directly attributed to
the specitic output but which can be allocated to the product to obhtain
total vutput cost. 7The participants discussed methods for anticipating
and planning costs hased on historical data. They also discussed useful

income and cost comparisons,
vﬂyqlggtj}ny<y{7BquuLinﬁz;uu[ Aqggpnting_ﬁzﬁtoms

Budgering and dccountimg systems are ossential clements of financial
administrat ion.  The budget should reflect financial allocations which
correlate with Lnstitute proyram priorities and national technological

developmont sools.  Pho budget dnticvipates income and expenditures.

- 17 -



The accounting system is the method of recording income and expendi-
tures. Tt is an instrument for the collection of [inancial information.
As such it ~an be used a2s an instrument for evaluation of the financlal
storus of the dnstitute.  But it must also be evaluated as a systen.
siidelines foe the cvalaation of both budgeting and accounting svstems

vere provided,

Dorvicipants' Adaptation of the Principles and the CGuldelines

The participrnts nad the most ditficulty adapting this material to
their own institute nceds because of the sipnificant differences between
Ihited States and Indonesian financial administration concepts and pro-

cedures.

That notwithstarding, all accepted some adaptive language in the
rvesented evaluation material and proceeded to adapt the evaluation pro-
cess ro their own neceds.  The net result may be seen in APPENDIX D, Adapta-—

tion or Vinancial Administration Evaluation Guidelines.

PRINCIZLES. AND GUIDFLINES

Int roductijon
This segment is the best starting place for a discussion of evaluation
ot R&D institutes because these priuciples and guidelines are designed to

help manapers selecet:
o program areas (sectors) in which the institute mipht
evpand or reduce its work:

® proagram areas inte which the institute might diversify,

Object fve of this Serment

The objectiven of this sepgment of the Workshop were:

i. To demonstvate that the decision to enter a program area
must be based on assessments of national prioraties,
sector capabilities and fustitute capabllities.

IT. Ta provite puidelines for assessing all three.

- 18 -



LII. To demonstrate how to integrate asscssments of all three

factors and interpret the results.

Three Rinds of Assessment

The selection of a scctor for Iinstitute program reduction, expansion
or diversification is hased upon assessments of national R&D priorities,
sector capabilities and institute capabilities. The first one is obvious,
An institute must deveiod programs of the highest national priority (es-
pecially if it is dependent on government funds—-which all of the parti-
cipants' institutes are). Therefo e, it becomes necessary for the insti-
tute to evaluate its work in relatioa to national priorities. Sources of
this kind of information are the government's development plans and priori-

tics (CBHN aund REPELITAS).

Sector capabilities refers to the need for assessing the economic
icalth of the sector. f the cconomic health of the sector is not good,
the chances fov carvrvying out a successful project in that sector are not
good.  Scctov capability includes criteria of prowth rate, ¢conomic re-

turn, state of technology and case of entry,

lustitute capabilities refers to assessments of the institute's
ability to work in the proposed sectors. They include assessments of the
lnstitute's: manapgement, ol ient development, technical capabilities, fa-
cilities and equi-mnent, growth potential of present programs, and finan-

cial resources for now areas,

The participants were given guidelines for assessing all three
criteria.  APPENDIN E, Adaptation of Guidelines for Assessing Propram
Needs and Areas for Diversification, shows that the participants added
a number of new and important criteria to the guidelines.

Inteprating and Interpretlng all Three Ass

rssments

AL three types of assessment should be made separately.  However,
the results should be arranged on o single form so that managers may
interpret them in juxtaposition and may examine the inevitablo trade-offs,

Guidelines for this were provided.



EVALUATLON OF INSTUTUTY ¥

CILITIES: PRINCPLES AND_GUIDELINES

Introduction

ALl dnstitule marapers constantly tace questions about their faci-
litiles, Project directors trequently ask for wew cquipment and work-
space.  Statfl occasionally complain of particular facilitics' inconven-
iences.  Anticipated program expinsions or diversilications frequencly
require assesswents of the adequacy of buildings and laboratories,
equipment, communicat fons and intormat fon systems, as well as other sup-

port systems,

Objectives of chis fesment
The objectives of this sepment of the Workshop were:

L. To establisbh that the criteria for cevaluatingy the adequacy
of facilitics lic in current and plammed work of the institute.
IT.  To provile puidelines tor evaluating clements of R&D institute
facilities,

II1. To recommend a facil.ties evaluation process.

Work of the Tustiture

Facilitics reters tor buildings and workspace; equipment including
all the special tocls of the research and development precess; communica-
tions and intoruation systems like teleophones, intercoms, and libraries;
and special sorvices like stores, maintenance, housekeeping and sccretarial

scervices.

The criteria for evaluating all faciliti ¢ must be based on the actual
or plamed work requirements of institute statt. This is because of the
Large costs of vacilitg .o developrent and maintenance. [t Is important
that those costs be jus it ied by increased efficiency and offectiveness

of insticure operations.

Exﬂluqﬁjnu lh,;]@u'{yipigs

Critervia tor evaluating buildings, cquipment, communicat fous and (n-
Formation systoomg and special services were provided alony, with model

eviiiuation dastrurents. The participants elaborated the proferred cri-
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teria significantly, as may be sceu in ADPPENDIX F, Adapration of Faci-
lities Fvaluation Guidelines.

The Evaluation Process

The cvaleation of an dinstitute's facilities must include the judg-~
ments of oLl those worke=s who use, or will use, them. It must also in-
clude the wisdom of administrative executives who are responsible for

supportiug all tacilirics, and senier managers who track the institute's

program and Uinancial prioritices.

Therefore, a team approach iLs proposed, drawing on the perspectives
of all these p‘nupl,u. They will supervise the evaluation process.  Their
Virst task is to identify what facilities ave to be cvaluated and develop
vvaluation questions.  Their next task is to establish evaluation cri- .
teria through censultation with the tacilities' users and others. Then
they develop the instruments, collect and analyze data, and recommend

results to seonior managcment.

EVALUATION OF CENERAL ADMINLSTRATION: PRINCTPLES AND GULDELLNES

Introdurion

Alninictravion vefers Lo a special set of documents, people and ro-
cesses which wave the research and development work possible., Without them,
no one would be deine research and deveioprent projects.  But, by the same
token, vone ot chem arve directly involved in rescarch and development acti-~

vities.,  They i Tade the foltoving olementsa:

. feativere charter ] Institute poverning body

[ notitute objectives and plans ) Tnstitute director

o Administravive funetions, ® Administracive executives
roles, anthoritices . Mevtings

Objectives of this Seqment

The objectives of rhis ceprent of the Workshop were:

T. To cnumerace all olements of R&D dastitute administration.
[I. To develop eriteria and puidelines for evaluating ail elements
of dnstitate adoiduistration.

TIT. To recormend an adeivistration evaluation process,



Plements ot Admiuistratin

The elements of pereral administration fnclude a2ll those enunmnerated
in the Tontroduct ion or (his swmmary.  This list was accepted as complete
by the Worksion particinaits. Criteria, on the other hand, wore signi“i-
cant Ly expanded o adastad by the participants as APPENDLX G, Adaptation

of General Administiation Lvalustion Guidel ines y Shows,

Criveria and Guidelnes

Adwinisteative Dinctions, roles, authorities and responsibilities
are contatoed inan alministrat  ve manual.  This manual may actuallyv com-
prise a number ot Jdocuments, each of which is under the eare and mainte-
nonce o a Circeent cedmindistrative andit o in the institure.  Criteria for
evaluating cach oot o o the mante i nast he develeped throngh cousul ta-

. .

tion with those who wiinlaim it as w 1 as thove who are affceted by v,

Seorven ol cviteria for o cvaluating each aspect of weneral adwinistra-
i

tion were offered o the pa-t teipants. Durine subscquent small croup disg-

cassions, thev sivniticuantiy cxpande  aad adacted the criteria.

,r\dmin:i;k;t ration Pvaluar fon Procoss

General administravion should be evaluated at least once per year,
[t may be dosirable to oradaiate cortain olemonts «f it more often if prob-

Lems arise or cppoartaqitice tor cliees in administrat fon occur.

The evaluation oi seneral administration g, by nature, a subjective
procecss wideh depends on the hest dudemont or people who are in a position
to know something about it.  Since soteer b acndnistration s designed to

bolr technical statt conduet their projects, a ocertain number of Chem should

be involwed i the cualuat fon Procers,

Aterr approach s best -=involvipg a4 core ol evaluat lon supervisors
Vike the Iostitue gircctor, an administrative executive, a technical diviaion
heos, o technicad eosorehier cnd g secrotary, Theiv rasks are to plan and
exceute the soneral aduiaistra ion cvaluat tov. They draw on all other lnst j-
tute perseoanel vor o cviteria aad dara collection,  Thetr Interpretations ot

evaloat fon dat s are recommended 1o Chee feag oo e Becrerary,

D
Lol



EVALUATION OF TECHUNTCAL ACTIVITIES ADMINISTRATION: PRINCIPLES AND GU1DELTNES

Tntroduction

Some units of the institute, e.g., that which is responsible for
instrumentaction and calibration, exist solely to support the technical
work of Iastitute projects. Institute management needs to ascertain that
all such support units have planned sufficiently for the needs of all tech-
nical projects. They must be certain that all technical work is sufficienc-

ly monitored and controlled.

Objectives of this Sesment

Objectives of this segment of the Workshop were:

[. To demonstrate that a project outline and work plan is key
to satisfactory project organization, monitoring and control.
IT. To demonstrate the importance of reporting and communications

for technical activities administration.

The Institute Project Work Plan

Project work plans are the basis for planning other support administra-
tive activities. Their contents were developed and the participants dis-
cussed their numerous applications to all aspects of Institute planning and

scheduling.

A work plan outline was provided and participants were encouraged to
turther develop a model for use by their research workers. It is also useful
for formative evaluation (monitoriung) and summative assessments of project
objective accomplishment. For moultoring project progress it can be used
to track: cumulative expenditure of effort; budgetary performance; ad-
herence to schedule; and, adjerence to objectives. Sample criteria for

evaluation of work plans were provided.

Communications and Reporting

Communications and reporting were discussed in the context of their
impact on staff cohcesivencss and project administration. They include a

number of mechanisms, e.g., staff meetings, activitics reports, Iinterdis-

ciplinary teams, seminars, courses and free-time discussion groups.



External communications also impact the project and institute as a
whole. ‘They include personal visits, interim reports, letters, memoranda,
telephone calls and third-party messapes. Regardless of their form, par-
ticipants were encouraged to develop staff training, outlines, models and
practice for them. AFPENDLX H, Adaptation of Cuidelines for Evaluating
Technical Activities Administration, shows the participants' adaptation
and development of numerous criteria which are appropriate for the Indo-

nesian context.

EVALUATION OF STAFF CAPABTLITIES AND PLERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION: PRINCIPLES

Tutroductian

These really comprise two of the eight technical areas treated for
institute evaluation, They were combined for presentation the same day
because of time constraints on the Workshop and because an expert on the
Indonzsian system for evaluating the performance of research personnel
was available only on this day (Mr. Roestamsjah, a member of the LIPI

Evaluarion Committec).

Objectives of this Segment
Objectives for the evaluation of staff capabilities were:

[. To demonstrate how to assess the staff and skill requirements
ol a reseacch and development institute.
LT. To show the vital link between an individual staff member's
Jjob description and a sound evaluation of their job performance.
IIT. To show how the institute can plan for Ffuture staff and skill

requirements,
Objectives for evaluation of personnel adminfstration techniques werc:

I[. To provide guidelines for recruiting, orienting and managing
institute personnel,

[1. To provide guidciines for offering financial, technical and
management incentives for institute staff.

T1T. To provide puidelines for evaluating the institute's manage-

ment of all personnel.



Staff Capablilities Assessment

Workshop participants developed a comprehensive list of sources of
input to an assessment of the numbers and types of manpower an iLnstitute
requircs to fulfill its poals and objectives. They were provided with a

sample instrument for recording appropriate data on the question.

The relacionship b:tween starff capabilities assessment and personnel
performance evaluation was developed. Participants also discussed the re-
lationship between performance evaluation and individual job descriptions.®

Finally, participants diccussed the value of in-service and on-the-job

training for upgrading the skills of current staff,

Personnel Administration Techniques

Personnel administration was presented in terms of processes for staff
recruitment, orientation to the fustitute and the job, general personnel
management and opportunicies for career upygrading. The participant devel-
oped detailed criteria for evaluating an institute's approach to both staff
capability assessment and persomnel adwinistration (APPENDIX T, Adaptation

of Guidelines for Evaluating Staff Capabilities Assessment and Personnel

Administration Techniques).

EVALUATTON OF TECUNTCAL PRODUCTIVITY: PRINCIPLES ANU GUIDELINES

Introduction

The last technical area related to evaluation of the output of an
R&D institute. [t was of most interest to the participants because thoev
necd the capability to summarize the work of the insticutes. This was
also the area with which the - had the most difficulty determining cri-
teria tor productivicy., The discussion led to some innovations in the

meaning of institute output evaluation,

Objectlves of this Sepment

L. To deline R&D institute productivity in terms of two factors:
the volume of institute output; and the quality of institute

output.



IT. To estahlish a context for discussion of R&D institute pro-
ductivity in terms of two lactors: government, user community
and institute leadership priorities for R&D programs; and insti-
tute product utilization by government, and/or agriculture.

[LI. To demonstratoe mcthdds for measuring the volume and quallty
of institute output.

V. To exemplify the role of institute users in evaluating tech-

nical prodactivity.

The Volume and Quality of Institute OQutput

Volume was introduced as the nusber of projects completed in a given
peviod of time. Participants quickly recognized that thls was an insuffi-
cient criterion since projects are not comparable in scope, purpose, or

level of effort.

Quality eriteria were also sugpested. They stem from the institute's
purpose as characterized by its charter, policy as expressed by its govern-

ing board, and assessed needs of its isers.

lvorder to permit comparisons of productivity originating from par-
ticular projects, participants were encouraged to group their projects Into
cateyories which represent similar kinds of output. A model scheme was
provided., Pinally, critervia for evaluating the qualities of institute out-
put were proposed an [ive catepories: (1) technical criteria; (2) produc-
tion eriteria; (3) financial criteria; (4) warketing criteria; and (5) man-

agement criteria.,

Problems wich Definition

Participants had major difficulties with the proferred definition of

productivity, i.ce. the quantity and quality of institute output.

Through brainstorming techniques they developed another approach
based upon the goals and objectives of the institute, or the projects

and programs which comprise its ontput. This work is reflected in APPENDIX

Adaptation of Guidelines for Evaluating Technical Productivity.

Jy



INTEGRATING EVALUATTON:  PRINCIVLES AND GUIDELINES

Int roduction

Up to this point Workshop principles and puidelines focussoed upon
specific technical areas of institutemanapement, like financial admini-
stration and personnel adwinistration,  This seément was designed to help
participants combine the separate evaluation adaptations into an integrated
eviluation plan for their institutes

Objectives of this Scyment
The objectives o this segment of the Workshop were:

1. To show the relationship between evaluation and the manape-
ment ol insiitute resources (inputs), proyrams (processes)
and products (outputs).

L. To show the orizing ot all evaluacion activities 1in the plans
for institute inpur, processes and autpuls,

LLL. To demonst rate how to intesrate the eight arcas of technical
evaluation into a comprehiensive evaluation plan for the

institutao,

Lupat, Process and dutput Evaluation

Participants helped classity all previously discussed areas of tech-
nical evaluation into evalustion of institute input, processes or outputs.

They included:

Input Evaluation Process Evaluation Output Lvaluation
Progrim Areas CGeneral Administrotion Technical Productivit .
Sratt Capabilitics Personnel Administrarlon and Fffectivaess
Facilities Technical Adwintsiration

Finaneial (Budget) Financial (Accounting)

Tnput evabucion s desivned to help avaese the needs and futures of
the institute.  Process cvaluat fon heips determine ¥ the institute uses

clfective aud et licient methods of aperation.  Output evaluation is pri-

marily desioned o wip fostitutes evaivate coal aad objective accomplish-

ment,



Roots of [Fvaluation are in Planning

Participants discussed the general relationship between evaluation
and planning, viz., evaluation 1s an attempt to determine Lf plans have

been tulfilled.

They then brainstormed the types of plans associated with each of
the previously discussed technical areas for evaluation., They were en-

couraged to put evaluative calipers on ecach form of planning.

Integrated BEvaluation

Institure evaluation is intcgrated when all aspects of planning
(input, process and output) are systematically assessed. This is best
accomplished by putting evaluation tools in the hands of all institute
managers. Participants were encouraged to also integrate evaluation In
the Institute by providing in-service guidance to their key managers so

that evaluation becomes a general tool for all.

Participants had too ltittle time to adapt the contents of this
segment to their own institutes. Therefore, some more explanations and
demonstrations were provided in a second session on the topic. Two of
the participants, in particular, demonstrated their grasp of the concept
as may be secen in APPENDIX K, Adaptation of Guidelines for Integrating

Evaluation.
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PARTTICIPANT TINVOLVEMENT

Introduction

The Workshop was designed to stimulate participant involvenm:rnt in
all lecture presentations. It also focussed each day's activities on the
last session of the day. This session required participants to adapt

what they had been learning to their own institute needs and opportunities.

Lecture Presenpation

New evaluation topics were introduced in an informal lecture format
during which participants were encouraged to participate through questions-
and-answers, problem-solving and brainstorming. Throughout the Workshop
most of the participants contributed during the presentation of new ma-
terfal. A few participants contributed significantly more than others.
Further, a few hardly participated during these periods at all. English
language was difficult for most of the participants, most of the time.

It was an unassailable obstacle for a very few of them,particularly dur-

ing the lecture periods.

Indonesian Experience and Needs

Participants were also asked to contemplate the TIndonesian context
for the new evaluation ideas during the third session of each day. At
that time one participant presented a statement of the Indonesian experi-
ence with, and needs for, the kind of technical evaluation introduced

during the first two sessions of the day.

These sessions were helptul in drawing out participants who did not
contribute much during the lecture presentations of new material. Often
these presentations of the Tudoneeian experience were accoupanied by
Lengthy and involved discussions with the majority of the participants.
Occasionally the participants used the Indonesian language to facilitate

usetul dialopuc.

Adaptation Sessions

At the vad of cach day the participants were organized into five

small discussion groups to develop guidelines for adapting the evaluation



principles and guidelines to the Indonesian experience and neceds for such

evaluation.

These sessious were chaired by Irdenrsians. The lecturers circulated
among the groups and provided guidance when asked. Most of thesc discus—~
sions ensued in Indonesian.

The results of the adaprtation sessions are represented by the exhibits
arranged in APPENDICES D-K. Ihey represent the collahoration of all parti-
cipants. Opening sessions on the morning of each day were relegated to
review and presentation of the previous afternoon's adaptation sessions.

These were conducted by Indonesians.

Generally speaking, participation by the Indonesiansg was very high.
ALl attended all sessions diligently and worked late into cach night to
assimilate new material. Most participated in discussion during lectures:
most were very involved in the Indonesian experience and neceds sessions;
and, all shared respousibilitics for adaptation work in the small proup

sessions,

English languape was definitely a barrier to participation. But it
was the only barrier detected by the lecturers. The participants had
considerable interest in the topics and motivation to set the most out
of the Workshop. For these reasons, plus the participatory design of

the Workshop, lecturers feel that Language barriers were largely overcone.

Finally, about three-fourths of the participants sought the lectur-
ers' individualized assistance during evening hours and break periods in
the Workshop. This reinforced the observation that they were genuinely
involved and interested in tho material. All these participatory cvents
served to weld a cohesive forece among all the Workshop people~~Steering
Committ.e and stafif, participants and lecturers. Close and helpful bonds
wvere forpged among all, seading to a warm and gspontaneous celehration of

the new bonds during a shared meal the night before che Workshop closed.



PARTICIPANTS' REACILONS

One third of the Workshop evaluation process involved asking parti-

cipants for immediate feedback on five Components of the whole Workshop:

. Workshop Objectives

. Workbook

. Instructor Presentation
'} Parcicipant Involvement
° Facilities

A number of criteria were used to Judge each of these component s.
Evaluative ratings on each criteria were based on a five-step qualitative
scale which also provided the capability for numerical scoring and statis-

tical analysis. The scale and score values were:

) Ixcellent (5)
. GCood (4)
° . Fair (3)
' Poor (2)
® Very Poor (1)

The instrument, criteria and rating scales may be seen in APPENDIX B.

Reactions to the Workshop Objectives

Participants were asked to evaluate whether the Workshop objectives

were achieved.  The objectives were stated as follows:

I. To establish a model of the evalution process for
presentation to Workshop participants,

11. To relate the avaluation model to cight technical
areas ol R&D institute management .

III. To provide a sample set of evaluation guidel ines
for each of the eight techmical areas, and a means
to iutegrate them inco a comprehensive evaluation
plan for institute evaluation.

Iv. To adapt the evaluat ion guidelines for eight tech-

nical areas to the Indonesian R&D institute environment.



The participants vere also asked to rate the depree to which these
objectives met their aswds for rhe Workshaop.,

Participart " cosluation of i chjuective achiievement and needs

fulfillment received the hivhest wem value of all rive Workshop com-
ponents which wore cvabuited.  m the senlo et -5, they achieved a

mean vating orf 4,06,

The parvicipantz indicarced that the (4 rat objective—-evaluation model
development-—-wis mest. relovont (o their needs and was best achieved, The
last objective-~adapiation to the Indonesian expericence-~-was least achleved.
That notwithstandiny, no objective achioved i wmenn rating lower than 3,59

on the rive-step evalualtive seore,

In other words, all obioctives wore largely achieved. The Wor'eshop
would have benciited from wore time to exercise the adaptation process,
however,

Reaclions to the Woarkhook

The Worlishen Workhoek was assessed on five criteria:

o’ Oreveniction

] Clariny

) Comprebensivenosg

. Eise ol indoratandiug
. Usefuinegg

It achicved & aean racing of 3.76 on the five-step evaluative scale.
Parvicipants thoueht e, srectest merits were ity uselulness, comprehen-
siveness and oreaaizat ion. Clavity and case of understanding recoived
slightly lower varipoes,

The Jatter tvo eritorin probally reflect the problems of lancuage

which dmpacred ol acpests of the Workshop.

Reactions to fustrictor “reoentalions
fnstroctor mresentaciors were ova tuated on five critoria:

° Orevaisas ion

. Clar e

L) Corprehonsivenasy



° Ease of Usdevutond ing

' Usotuluess

ALl Live crireria consistently vecelved ratines around 4.00, The
overall mean [or fn tructor preceacat fons was 3.91, second only to ob-
Jective achicvement .

As with the WVikheol,, clarity and case of understanding received the
lowest vavines aaone Lhese Five criteria.  This is most likely attributable

to ditficultics with ianua e,

Reactions to Participasnt Tnvelver

Participant invelvement was asscssed on four criteriac:

o Amount of {avoivenent
. Helprulness in underctanding the principles of evaluation
] delptiluess in undersionaing the guidel tnes of evaluat ion

. Helptulaess o Jdapting the evaluation puidelines

The mean ratine for all fone cviveria was 3.73 on the Five-step scale.
This was the fow st mean sarine acoeved by any of Lhe five Workshop com-
I’Onans.whivh wore asnegsesd,

The single criteria vhich seemed to depress the overall mean for pavti-~
cipant tnvolvement wos "apomne of favolvement.”" Participants felt that Tan-
donesian tacuity whe presectec the "Indonesian experience and needs" for
cach technicai avean shondd have participated nore in the discussion ol evale

uation principles and suidelines as well as the adapration sessions.

Redactions to Workehop Yacilitios

The tacilities were aoscssed in nine catepories:

° Sleering quartore (] Slide projoections

. Moadls ° Simall tables for proup work
. Sound syaton

. Seating svroacements

® Bryoak nerinds

. Schedule

° White boards



The overall wmean ratlng tor facilities was 3.75% on the flve-gtep

acale.,

Highest ratings were eiven for seating, schedule and break periods.

Additicnally, a number of participants added comments that the Light-

ing was poor. A few also objected Lo the Tack of telephone facilitics.

rom the instructors' puint ot view, lighting could have been im-

proved,

althoush the problem was by no means serious. Further, Lthev dis-

agrec with the particivanes! sent fments about telephones.  Not having

telephones reduced distraction for the particirants.  That was a very im-

portant

factor tor rhe iustructors since Lhe technical material was parti-

culariy difiicult for the participants--to say nothing of Language problem:

Lack «

I3y

1S

telephones or other distractions increased participants' level of

concentrat ion and attention span,

General Comments and Suggeost ions

The

participants were invited to volunteer auy other evaluative com-

ments about the Workshop.  Aside from comments about Lighting and tele-

phone:

Y

participants most vonsistent ly requested further expansion of

Workbeok moaterials alonv the lines of the three hinhest priorities for

Woriishop tollow=up prosonted in tie noxt section of this report. They

also e

1

as APPENDIN MU ot this report.

Jested 1 clossary of ovaluation terminologyv.,  That is provided

w

Summary of React jons

A statistical summury of the evaluative ratings ou all five compo-

nents ot the Workshop are provided holow.
l

_oSnminary or Mean Roti aes tor Workshop Components:
Compogen Mean Rating (1-%)
PeoWorkshop Objectives 4.00
2. Worldhook 3.76
JooInstractor Preseat arfons 1.91
Y Participant fnwvolvement 3.73
Yo Waedlities 3.75

.
LY



PARTTCIPANTS' ADAPTATION OF EVALUATLON

Introduction

The Workshop was designed to introduce evaluation prirciples and
suldelines which would be adapted for Tndonesian application by the Work-
shop participants. Thervetore, one measure of the effectiveness of the
Workshop lies in the results of the adaptation sessions. APPENDIX K,
Mitke~op o Groups for Discussion of Evaluation Adaptation, shows tho
orvanization of the five discussion groups which developed the adapta-

Lion materials.

Learning to Use the Evaluation Model

The exhibits in APPENDICES D-K represent the work of participants in
adapting principles and guidelines for evaluation to their own needs,
Most ol them roflect the participants' increasing capability for applying
the gencreal evaluation model as the Workshop ensued.  They demonstrate

the capabilities ro:

l.o state management problems in terms of evaluation questions:

2. disolate evaluation eriteria which must be used to answer
each questions

J. specity data sources and design instruments forv measuring
the criteria; and,

Ao plimmina the personnel and timing ovaluation.

By the end of the Workshop each participant had the opportunity to work

throush that model ten times.

1)_{_;\_/‘(7:__[‘)_21115;11‘1" of App ropriatc In}lnnc.s_' inn Criteria

The exhibits in APPENDICES €-J also show the considerable detail to
participants’ adaptation ot cvaluation puideldines.  Lecture materials and
the Workbook provided examples of the kinds of criteria which are needed
for fostitute cvaluations. But in many cases those suldeld ines were in-
appropriare for the Indonesian contex'.  For exampie, the NIDO material
L3 biaved toward R&D institutes which depoend in faree part on income
carned trom contracted projects.  This means that evaluation crviterin

were, Qo many cases, basced on market Ing and other entreprencurial teche



niques which are not currencly necessary for Indonesia's largely govern-

ment supported Institutes.

In almost every case the Workshop participants used the presented
guidelines as models of evaluation processes; they then proceeded to
develop their own avaluation guidelines, criteria, instruments and plans.
The net result is a comprehensive set of evaluation guidelines which pro-
vide more detail and greater relevance to the Tndonesian R&D lustitute
environment., Without exception the lecturers Felt that the adaptation
sesstons and follow-up reviews and discussions were the single most ef-
leetive mechanism for influencing participant assimilation of the evalua-
tion principles and guidelines. Further repetition in use of the basic
evaluation process model in aevery adaptation session afforded preater

facility with the "evaluator's way of thinking."

WORKSHOP_FOLLOW-UP

Lntroduct ion

Onwe of the basic principles of evaluation, as presented to Workshop
participants, is that it can be as useful for helping ensure institute
effectiveness, ayg it is for assessing ctfectiveness, after the facr.
Formative evaluation is used to help make decisions about inputs and pro-

cesses 50 that the effectiveness of outputs is maximized.

Workshop participants therefore accepted the notion that follow-up
of the Workshop with steps to further encourage implementation of evalua-
tion in Tndonesian R&D institutes was at least as important as an impact

evaluation of the Workshop, at some later date.

They brainstormed the kinds of Workshop which would be most helpful

for furthering implementation of evaluation principles and guidelines.

Indones ian R&D Institute Fvaluation Handbook: Priority One

As a first priority the participants expressed the nced for a new
document which incorporates the contents of Workshop lectures with the
results of adaptation exercises. They also indicated addittional material

in three related arecas:

- 37 -



° Evaluarion measurement and Instrumentation
. Evaluation data analysis and presentation

. Evalnation proposal writing

The majority of the participants supgested that the new handbook
take the form of a "cookbook." That is, it should be organized accord-
ing to the kinds of R&D institute problems evaluation can help solve.
Then each problem scction should provide a step-wisc propgression of eval-

uation exercises to resolve the problem.

The lecturers apree with the desirability of this handbook and the

level of priority piven it hy the Workshop participants.

One ufvthc Follow-up mechanisms achieved highest priority status.
The Workshop participants would like to have periodic get-togethers to
shire evaluation experiences and learn about new techniques. An alumni
association ol sorts was proposed. The lecturers support the concept of
as much continued contact and idea-sharing as possible among all parti-

cipants, lecturers and Steering Committee.

Tools for Evaluating Tndonesian R&D Institutes: Priority Two

The participants rvecognized the need to receive, and/or develop,

some vital tools for fmplementing evaluation in R&D Insticutes.

The firvst, and highest priority tool, is policy puidance and support
trom the highest levels of Lndonesian Government wmanagement. The parti-
cipants anticipate that their implementation will require the understand-

ing and support of Institute Chairmen and Ministers.

Participants also requested development of 4 collection of "tools"
which could be adapted for use in their institutes. They would be col-
lected in a single, loose-leatl volume. [t would include o variety of

- models in ar least soven areas:

) Fvaluation proposals

. Lvaluarion plans

e Evaluation designs

o Evaluat ion instruments

° Fvaluation eriteria lists

) Evaluation data presentations
. Evaluation resulus reports,



Another useful tool for the participants would be some model desipns
and materials for in-service evaluation training for their own staffs and
senior managers. The participants agreed that institute executives will
work harder to implement evaluation techniques Lf they are provided at
least o minimum orientation to the subject. They felt that they might
be able to accomplish that through in-service trainings if they were pro-

vided with sulficient technical and support materials.

Finally, the participants recognized the value of a book exchange
program which would make it possible for them to share technical materials
on evaluation and institute management subjects. The system would have to
include:

. A bibliography

® Method of announcing new materials

. Retricval system

- Borrowing policies and procedures

[t might even be able to include a minimum program of new acquisitions,

Indonesian or Other R&D Tnstitute Fvaluation Cases: Priority Three

At a third level of priority, the participants Indicated their desire
to have a volume of "case historles™ of R&D institute evaluation experi-
ences.  The volume should draw as much as possible, but not be limited to,
the Indoncsian experience. To the extent that it draws on the evaluation
experiences of iustitutes elsewhere in the world, they should be selected

for their simiiarity and relevance to Indonesian nceds and resources.

The participants indicated that each case should provide insight
on ditferent technical areas of institute management in which evaluation
wils attempted.  They should show the evaluation proposals, deslgn and
plan. They should report results, Interpretations and use of the evalua-
tion outcomes.  They should also present a critical analysis of the evalua-

tion processes used in each case.

The first three priorities of the participants for Workshop follow-up
reflecr the greatest need for materials which are directly relevant to the
[Indonesian experience and can be used for implementation of evaluation

principles and ;uidelines.  The Workshop provided an excellent foundation



For this effort because of the opportunity provided to adapt principles
and guidelines to the Tndonesian experience and needs. The three re-

quired documents arc:

* Au Institute Evaluation Handbook (based on the Workshop
products)
) Evaluation Model Tools

™ Fvaluation Case Histories

Participant Interaction: Priority Four

The participants Ffelt the greatest need to continue communicating
about their evaluation expericnces and neceds. They suggested periodic

neet ings to foster such sharing.

They alse recompended development of an R&D Institute Evaluation
bulletin which would circulate periodically with reports of implementa-
tion expericnves, evaluation techniques, specifiec recommendarions and

specanl techeical aud management resources for evaluation,

They encouraged development of a less formal network so that they
may consult with each other as needs arise.  1In this vein they also en-—
couraged consultat lon with evale tion experts.  Finally, they recommended
special reports to the entire aroup any time they had speciflic experiences

with evaluation implementat ion.

The tecturers encouraged development of mutual support and assistanco
rietworks Tike atl those proposed.  Often they play a role that is morc im-

portant than expoert consultation.,

Evaluation Tradiuing: Priovity Five

Finally, the participants indlcated that further training opportuni-
ties would be desirable, but of lowest priority. They vecommended a follow-
up workshop or perhaps opportunities for individual study of evaluation in

A university setting,

AL participants seemed to recognize that while more training should
be acquired whenever possible, priorities were for real evaluation tools

and Tearning througn direct experience with fmplementation.
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DRI _LECTURERS' REACTTONS AND RECOMMENDATTONS .

ITntroduction

This section of the Final Report reflects the considered opinions of
the DRT lecturers. They should not be construed to represent the stated
or implicd impressions of the Workshop Steering Committee, I[ndonesian
faculty, Workshop participants, representatives of the U.S. Agency for

International Development, ov any other organizat ion, group or individual.

General Reactions

Generally the lecturers were very satisfied with the Workshop in
all its compouent and complexities. A difficult subject was extremely

well veceived and assimilated by the participants.

The adaptatioun design was the strongest aspect of the Workshop design
because it permitted the material and ideas broupght into Indonesia by the
lecturers to be molded into principles and guidelines which are particular-

ly appropriate for Indonesian application.

The Lecturers recomnend that an impact assessment of this Workshop
be conducted by LTPT (with or without the help of DRI) at some later

date.

llowever, an even higher priority should be placed on providing all
participants with sufficient follow-up to assist them in continuing to
learn about and apply evaluation to institute management., The first
three priorities for follow-up work discussed earlier in this Final

Report should be implemented as soon as possible.

Other Recommendations and Reactions

1. The mix of technical knowledpe, institutes represented and levels
of management expericnce and skill provided an enriching quality
to the Workshop.

2. Ditferences in the English language capahility created problems
in deciding the level of language difficulty in which to provide
the Workshop material. This problem was partially overcome by

the occasional use of Indonesian.
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3.

4

Future Workshops or textual materials should include sections

on:
® Problem solving in Institute Management
® Role of Planning in Institute Management
(] Evaluation Proposal Writing
° Instrument Design and Measurement
) Data Analysis and Presentation
° Evaluation Report Writing

The order of presentation of technical areas for evaluation
should commence with Program Arca Needs and Genera) Administra-
tion since these deal with institute purposes, goals and
charters. Then the sequence should switch to process tech-
niques like finances and personnel. Tt should end with the

discussion of productivity.

Copies of the lecturers' notes should be distributed to all

participants.

Copies ol the Workshop Final Report should be distributed to

all participants.
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R & D INSTITUTE EVALUATION WORKSHOP
Evaluation of the Workshop

Goal of the Workshop

The goal of this Workshop was to inerease the eollity of
Indonesian R & D managers (.at all levels) to build modern evaluatior

principles and guidelines into their own management practices.

Objectives of the Workshop

I. To establish a model of the cvaluation process for

presentation to Workshop Participants,

II. To relate the evaluation model to eight technical aveas

of R + D Institute management.

III. To provide a sample sot of cvaluation guidelines for each
of the eight techniecal areas, and a means to integrate
them into a comprehensive evaluation plan for Institute

evaluation.,

IV. To adapt the cvaluation guideline. for eight teechnical

areas to the Indonesian R & D Institute environment.

Evaluation of the Workshop

Please read the instruetions on the ftollowing evaluation
instrument and complete your own asscssment on the rating scale,
Add any comments you would like to make on the back of the pages.

Thank you.



R & D INSTITUTE EVALUATION WORKSHOP

®
Workshop Participant Reaction

Instruction : Please look at the following five areas for evaluation

of this Workshop., Then rato emxch criterion in each
area on the ruting scale provide in the eight,
Please comment on these or any other criteria on the

back of this férm. Thank Youe.

Rating =meale
Evaluation Arecas i -

and Criteria Exc. GoodFair Poor!;zgi Seore

Workshop Objectives (see the '
previous page) |
l. Degrece of objective achievement

a. Objective I —— | - —_—| - - !

b. Objective II = | -

ce Objective III N D e B N

de Objective IV it I S -~
2e Extent to which the objeetives met

your ncecds. UG R IS VU R
1
5e Crganization —_— e | e ! —
he Clarity —_— e e | e ] —
S5e Comprchensiveness — e e
6. Ease of Understanding — e | e [ e |
7+ Uscfulness — | = | ' —— |
I

Instructor Prescntations | l
8. Organization - =] _—
9. Clarity _— ;__ | —
10, Comprehenes | - I . i —
11. Ear N R . l
12, SR B B R
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Participant Involvement

13,

14,

Anmount of involvement

Helpfulness in
the principles

lelpfulness in
the evaluation

Helpifulness in
the evaluation

Facilitics

understanding
of evaluation

understanding
guidelines

adapting
guidelines

17. Sleeping quarters

18.
‘]9.

21.

Mcals

Sound systom

Scating arrangements

Break periods
Schedule

Yhite boards

Slide projection

Small tables for

group work
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WORKSHOP AGENDA



Agenda
dorkshop on & & D Institute Evaluation
Turn, 1 = 10 Septenber 1930

[ DU

honday, 1 3uplanber
0500 = 16,00
10,00 = 49,00
11,00 ~ 17,00

Upening, of Yorkshop

Introduction of Participants

Intvro.uccion to Vorkshop

124000 = 13,00 ¢ Introducti.:in to ivaluation

13.00 ~ 14,7 t:Lunch

1,00 - 15,307 : Introduction to .,val-ation
(continued)

15430 = 160G :Preak

16,00 ~ 17,30 : Indemesian need ai. history

Tuesday, 2 Septewmber

08.%0 - 09,30 : Susimary of previous sessions

09,350 « 11,00 + Financicl Administration and
Bvaluation Privnei . i-o

11.00 - 11,30 ¢t 3roak

11.30 - 13400 ¢ FVinarcial Adiinistretion and
svieluation Principles @ Whe Indonesian
Lxpericnce

13.00 -~ 14,00 :Lvnch

4,00 = 15,30 ¢ Financinl adninistration _Jvaluation

Quideli..on

19,30 « 16,00 P oak

Thet = 17,30 ¢ Adeototion of Financial ivaluation
Gridolites

Hodnesd iy, 3 Sentember

06,30 = 45,50 ¢ Sunnarc of previous nessions

0G0 = 100 : Institute Program Needs and Opnortunity
Tor Niversification

1.0 - 11,30 P 5 roeak

11 5 = 15400 i Guidelines

1340 = 10,00 s Ly oL

W00 w 7 eunld ¢ Indonesian xnerience and HNeadas



15.3C - 16,00 : Brecak
10,00 - 17.30 : Institute Adaptatior

Thursday, + Septeaboer

08.30 = 09,35 ¢ Swmary of previous sessions
09450 = 11,00 ¢ Tucilitieos ©valuation

11,00 =« 11,50 Soroe ak

11,30 ~ 13,00 ¢ Gulidelinen
13,00 ~ 1,00 : Louoocd?
14,00 - 15.5C ¢ Iudanesice Ywpericnce

15.30 - 16,00

16,00 = 17,50 ¢ Tnstitute .o aptation

r ok

e
L

ct

Friday, 5 Septenver

0€,3) = 09,30 ¢ Swalnry of previous sessions
09.%0 = 11,30 Genernl Acinisiration fSvaluation

Guidalines

11.30 = 13,00 Freo Foriar
15,00 = 14,00 s Lu s ¢ b

14,00 - 15,30
15430 ~ 16,00 tor e o2k

16,00 = 17.30

indonesian »Sxporicnce

Institute adoptation

-
L1

Saturday, 6 Septembe

07,30 = 09,30 : Suamery of previous scosions
09.3%0 - 11.00 ¢ Wechnicenl .etivitico dvoluation

11.00 - 11.30 tLroe o
1130 = 13,00 ¢ Guidelines
13,00 - 14,00 t:I,unch
1,00 = 15,30 ¢ Lndonesian Jxpericace
15.30 = 16.00 : broenk
16,00 = 17,30 : Institute acdaptation

- (o] .
Fenday, o Loputeaber
06.30 09.40 + Swanary of proviows soonlonn

09,30

1

11.00 s Staff Conahilditios Ulrsonael
At cheetion Dvaluntion

ana



11400
11430
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15430
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Tuesd:

08,430
094350
11.00
11.20
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e 00
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1.0
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APPENDIX D

ADAPTATION OF FINANCIAL ADMINIAPMATION LU LUATION SUIDELINES



EVALUATTON WORKSIOP

INDONESIAN R&D ADAPTATTON SESSTON

FINANCTAL ADMINISTRAT1ON

e initial techaical avea covered in the Workshop was une of
financial administration. Fach of the five sroups prepared scts of
evaluation questions and suggested criteria tor the questions.  Siunce
this was a very complex subject, and the definitions of earned and
support income versus the Indonesian system of Routine, Development,
and Special Sources budpets uot ynt completely wmade, the small aroup
roturns were not in a complete model format.  Each group presented
their output, and after discussions, two sample managemeat problems
were scelecced. A complete evaluation model was prepared on the prob-
lams rrom cricoerds developed by the groups.  These arce appended aloay

with a listing of acher problems that could Le considered.
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R & b _THSTITUTE EVALUATION WORKSHOP

EVALUATION OF PINANCIAL ADHINISTRATION

The fellowing pages present the results of workshop participant
adaptation of principles and guidelines for evaluation of financial
adiministration in Indonesian Institutes. %hey are rresented in
form of

- Manurement Probleom

« bLvaluation “uestions

- Wvaluation Criteria

- bvaluation Instruments

- dvaluation Plan

- Interpretation of “valuation Desults
Threc management problems are preseunted,
Lthe last papes list the other management questions which participant
developed.  AlLl of them could be turned into cvaluations just like

the first three exawples we have provided,

s IAGERHT 5 ROBLE I

. . aie et A amimne e

Vhat is the financial status of the institutes ?
AVALUATIOL | UESTIONS
Ta How hos the cost of institute projects changed for the

institute over recent years ?

lowv has the cost of running the institute changed over

o
.

o

recent yoears
3. How have the total costs of the institute c¢hanged over
rccent vears
Ik, Jiow will 211 thesce costs change in the near future ?

LEVALUATION CRITHRTL

R

1. firowth of gross incoime over recent past years,
2. Grouth of carnced income over reccent past years,
3. Aamount of rross income this year,

o dmount of cornced income this ycar.

Do Greowlh oiad nmount of support incomc,
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BVALUATTION TAsT RGNy

e D R N

Te Increase of U1K and DIP over the past yoars.

2. Graphic depiction of pross and earned income srowth over last
fow Yearn,

5. Graphic devietios ol pross and support income growth over lant
few years,

4, Granhic depiction of sunport and onrned income growth over last

few years,
EVALUATION PLaM

1. Doer : n, Could be done by finanecinl burcau
b. Covld be done by planning burcau
2. User : a, "“ho institute chairman
be The institute plainer
c. The agency or povernment departmont which 5pONGOrs
the institute,
3. Sehedule @ a. Could be done quarterly if nccessary

be Should be done at lcast annually,

INTEJ“HETQTIOFAOW UVALUATIQR.RQSULTQ

¥
1. The growth of DIX and DIP will help the iastitute evaluate
n. unat averane prowth rate has beeng
be ot woroge prouth in sovernnent approval has beong
and,
ce How cecurate the institute has bheonr in predieting

government budeet approvals,

2« Trends in grovth and carned income over the last fou years will
show you
A, Jov the total income hns Frown
Do Mow imich oi that rowth io attributable te new project
work:; and,

c. How incoite for new projects hns frovn,

3o Trends in ;rowth of sunport income over the last fow yenrs will
show vow
Qe 0w the costs of running the institute have (1o
be 'hat prevortion of total incone grovih is requiraed for
running the institutes and,

c, low running costs will rrow in the near futurc,
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INVENTORY OF LACAGRESHED URUBLEMS RELATED TO FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATLM

1.

2e

3

~J
.

face]
.

10,

1.

12,

Arc our cxponciturcs planned according to scheduled inconc in order
to pguarartec satisfactory cash flow (‘'cash flow® mecans availability
of moncy so that the nccessary expenditures can be madc) 7.

Is the institute pgrowing financially ?

Low relicble are our sources of income (fireliabidity’ menns whether
the sources provide the income they say they will, and whether ve

can couunt on them to do so in the forcesceable future) ?

Ar: our finsncial resources sufficicnt for our program necds

Do our financiazl cllocations coincide with our institute program
pricoritics

what has been our annual carry over for the past few years ?
Yhy did it exist and what was it used for ?

What i th. absornmtion ecapacity of cach project in the inatitute ?

What propurti . of our gross income go for ¢ach institute project
Arc our fianncial controls in aceordance with exicting, povernment
Accounting reguls~tions

1s the acount of aoney allocated to cach projuect woril the output
of the praject ?

How docs pr.oject earry-over relate to project technical outnut 7
Uhat has boen the influence of inflsation on our projcct budputs
over the loaght fow years ”

How will inflation influence project budgets in the forescaable
future ?

How woll are v jcct fiuwenccs planned ?

How bas our rross income changed in the last few yeors 7

Do A1l projects bhave the same budgeting, and accounting systums ?
How can nuu earaed dlunconc he incornorated into our currcnt
budsrot

1s a gubstautial incrense in rross support inconc required

next year o

2
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ADAPTATION OF GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING PROGRAM NEEDS ,AND AREAS

FOR DIVERSIFICATION
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Criteria for FACILITIES CAPABILITY

Facilities

Equipment

Money

Buildings
Information Services
Instrumentation
Documentation
Library
Laboratories
Workshops
Installations
Supplies/Materials

Mangower

Technical Assistance
Skills
Communications
Organization
Management
Applications
Discipline

Training

Support

Money

Prestige

Political Connections
Market

Public Relations

Social Support
Industrial Support
Government Authorization

E/6

Software

Publications
Copyrights
Patents
Regulations
Standards
Systems/Methods

Programs

R&D

Research into Operation
Testing

Analysis

Quality Control
Marketing

Technology Transfer
Forecasting

Training



Criteria for SECTOR CAPABIILITIES

Growth Rate

Water supply
Reliability of all supplies
Present production

Raw materials

Energzy supply

Local skills

Food production

Housing

Heavy demand

Technological breakthrough
Favorable international situation
Supply and demand

Fashion

Laws and vegulations
Public use

Regional facilities
Population increasc
Infrastructure

Consumption per year
Banking support

Social participation

Local content

Skill protile

Producrivity

Economic Returq

Hinterland support
Povercy

Licensing
Mismanagement
Corruption

Bribervy

Law ¢nforcement
Administrative efficiency
Risgks

Benefits

Bigp Boom

Favorable International situat
Opportunity

Duemand  and supply
Government protection
Subsidios

Populition increase
Infrastruocrure
Consumpt ion per yaar
Banking =upport
Socia' benefit

Local content
Productivity

/7

Base of Entry

Information

Socilal dynamics
Reliability of supplies
Poverty

LlIcensing

Law enforcement

Raw materials

Encrgy supply

Local skills

Social and Cultural impact
Administrative efficiency
Ecology

Laws and regulations
Regional facilities
Government protection
Subsidies
Infrastrucrure
Pollution

Waste management
Banking support
Geoyraphical features
Regrional involvement
Social acceptance
Social participation
Social values

Social bencfitg

Local content

Skill profile

Legal aspects

State of Technology

Information

Energy supply

Ecology

Food production
Housing

Satety

Local content

Skill profile
Appropriate technology
Consul tancy

Fashion

Transter of technology
Infrastructure

Waste management
Soctal acceptance
Secial values



Criteria for NATIONAL PRIORITY

Industrial Development Criteria

DSP

Employment opportunities
Labor intensity

Forelgn Exchange earnings
Geographical conditions
Natural resources

Human resources

Small scale industry
Political connections

Agricultural Development Criteria

Food distribution

Food storage

Food production
Employment opportunity
Labor intensity

Foreign Exchange earmings
Geographical conditions
Natural resources

Human resources

Political conncctions

Social Pevelopment Criteria

Public need

Social security

Identification of human resources
Family planning

Demography

Education

Health

Political connections

National Security

Encrgy policy
Geographic conditions
Political connections
Communications



APPENDIX F

ADAPTATION OF FACILITIES EVALUATION GUIDELINES



EVALUATION WORKSHOP

ADAPTATION OF GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATING INSTITUTE FACILITLES

Four of the five workshop teams were assigned different arecas of
facility evaluations. The goal of these groups was to develop evalui-
tion criteria and instruments to be utilized in the Tndenesian enviven-
ment to evaluate the existing condition of the facilities. These four

instruments in the form of checklists are attached,

The fifth group developed some evaluation questions aligned to
prediction of future needs. A table of growth history of the Nuclear
Research Institute was investigated to attempt to discover relationshi,
that could be used in prediction of future needs and In evaluation of
tocure plans. The table and objectives are included in the attachmen: =.

sraphical comparisons were also made to indicate various trends.

The group noted that the trends were helpful for future prodict icns
but that with growth as rapid as the Nuclear Tnstitute, more references
to the basic planning documents were necessary.  The trends also indi-
cated potential problems of overextension by the geometric¢ progression

of the data,



'~ EVALUATION WO
FACILITIE
INDONESIAN R&D ADAPTATION SKS

Evaluation Questions:

1. How much facility space will the institute need to provide in the

next and future years?

N

How many new people will be added in the next and future years?

3. How many projects will be conducted by the institute in the next
and future years?

4. How has the total budget per project changed over the years?

5. How many square meters of space has been provided per project

unit of cost?

Graphic presentations

L. growth vs. gross income
2. growth vs. routine income

3. growth vs, development income
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CHART OF RUCLEAR R“STARCH INSTITUTE TREND DATA

! i

Year 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80
Manpower 30 40 75 110 200 240 400 525
Building '
5q. neters 100 1000 2030 | 5000 70020 120090 165000 20000
Major
Equipment 3 3 4 5 6 7 8 14
Projects 1 1 2 2 2 2 4 4
Routine
Budget=* 5 15 50 75 100 150 320 500
Developnent
Budget™* 17 97 230 550 900 1200 1700 3000
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EVALUATOR
SVALUATION OF EQUIPMENT

————
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(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
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6. RELIABILITY
~_aCCURACY
- CnLIBhATION RJOUIRT—
LENT (PHLQULNCY AND
AV WILABILITY)
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EVALUATION OF

COMMUNICATI

CRITERTIA

Exceal.
(%)

Good

Fair
(3)

Poor

(2)

Very
Poox

(1)

Seore

.

Libraries & Doeummentation Serviees

Collectibn

Seientific & Teehnical Books

st

Reference Books

Journals

Reports

Patent Speciflcations

1.
2.
3.
L.
-
6.

Standards . Specifications

Te

-

Microfilm Systems

8.

Microfiche Systems

9.

Service

Loan Serviees

10,

Inter Library Loans Services

11,

Catalog a2nd Retrieval Serviees

12,

Current Awareness Services/
Selective dissemination of
information,

13.

Indexing and Abstracting
Services (ineluding clippings)

1L,

Literature Search Services

15.

Translation Services

16'

Referral Services

17.

Reference Service

18,

Others

Copiers

19,

Terminal

20,

Library Maintenance




OREROBNCNEONNG

21. ‘cquls\tlon System

22. Standardization in lerqries &
Comnunlcatlon

23. %torﬁﬁc Jyﬁtem

pommunlcatlon

| 2. Telephones

2. Intercoms

| 26, Faging System

St e e et s = mt = pmmans v e s L... .- 4. . SR SN

27, licssengers

}
}- -—
}‘3 Circul~ting Reports
I

i2). Telex

e .
|

| Pacilities
|

130, :.eading Room
| P—

SUM OF SCORES : 30

= MEAM SCORE FOR INFORMATION/COMMUNICATION
FACILITIES



DATE

GROUP s III EVALUATION OF SUPPORT SERVICES FACILITIES
SESSION :
CXCEL GOOD FAIR| POOR VERY SCORE
o, CRITERIA POOR
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

1.

I.+ Stores

Classification/ sort-
ing out/ grading

2

Floor space and Dimeno
siong

3.

Personnel Capabilities

k.

Retrieving

5.

Maintaining Inventory

6.

Ventilation

7

Safety

8.

Storing Management

LII.; Building & Grounds

9.Servicing & Supplying

10.

Utility

11,

Haintaining

12,

Cleaning

13.

Health % Safety

1,
|

Lay-out

15

Landscaping

16.

Lighting

17.

Celor & Appearance

18.

Interior Decoration

19.

'urniture

20.

Location




J.lu,.

b —. e e e ]

50. Oflice Layout

(CONTINOUED)
h w 0 In '
o, CRITERIA EXCEL | GOOD FAIR POOR VERY SCORE |
POOR i
| (5) | (3) | (2) (1) i
IIT, Secretarial i
i
21. Speed |
22. Nfficiency !
S = e em e e em o s e o e b e - "
2%. Appearance of Pro- i
duct
2h. Filing System
25. Copying/Reproduct=-
ion
26. Typing
27+ Reception
20. Communication
29+ l'anapgeonent

31. lublic Relations
32. Personnel
533, Hospitality

3. Discipline

3%« Transportation
6. Conforcnce Facili-
ties

37+ Show Room/Displey

SUM OF SCORE :.c.o-oonuuno.o-.'\;{‘u-oo = MEAN SCORE
SUPPORT SBRVICES FACILITIES -



EVALUATION FORM

TS

DATE :-
BUILDINGS NAME OF EVALUATOR : CGroup IV
l . ; :
No. CRITERIA EXCEL | GOOD FAIR POOR VERY SCORE
POOR
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

1.] Size of work space

o| Arrangement of work
spaces

.| Appearances

4.l Cleanlines

|
-
| 5.| Lighting
.
6. Laboratory Furniture
7. Office Furniture
]
8. safety Features
J‘ -
| 9+] Acces to storerooms
10.| Availability of
Conference Space
11.] HMeal Facilitics
12.] Restroom
i
j 13.] Shop Facilitics
i il.] Acces to Transport-
| ailion
f 1De hcces to Parking
E 64 lnste Disposal
17, Utility
L _—
' 18.] Recrcation room
i 19. ‘'iriting room
20, Operntion room

21+ Show roon

2o Landscaping

sewerage

Garnagpre




CRT 2ERIA

(5)

Policlinic

e ——

Pollution abatement
Control

Lightning rod

Worship Facilities

Es alator/elevator

Connecting Corridor

S

Darkroom

Reception building

Incinarator

Fire cscape

Firce stati-n

Power building

Damper

Flag pole

Fence

SUli OF SCORE : 39

MEAN SCORE FOR BUILDING FACILITIES



APPENDIX G

ADAPTATION OF GENERAL ADMINISTRATION EVALUATION GUIDELINES
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DAY & DATE : FRIDAY, 5 - 9
EVALUATOR : GROUP I

CAARTER OBJECIIVES & PLANS

Evaluation Qucsti-ns

Qe 1o Are th. Cbjectives & Flans, within the scaope of the

charter.

Q. 2. Arc the Objuetives . Plans hascd on the national
priority, scctor capabilities, 2nd Institute

capabilities 2

Qs 3. Are the Objectiv.: % ¥l -nse clearly explained
and understood by the people who 2re

involved in the planning proeess

Inproved & Adapted Criteria

C. 1. a. Specification of the scope
b. Sneckfication of the objectives
c. .ecification of the operational plans

d. Lmapact of achicvements

C. 2. a. Specificaticn of the national priorities
b. Evalyation of sectors capabilities

¢. Lvaluation of institutes capabhilitics

C. 3. a. Availability of the administration manual
be Capabilities of planners
c. Clarity of objectives
d. Clarity of yplzns

¢e Involvement of all levels
Instrument

I. 1. n. Charter & Master Plan
b. Plan
¢. Plan
d. Document, Survey and Evaluation

(eheck 1list)



Ic 2e Q.
b.

I. 3. a.
b,

Co,

GBHHI & REP:zIITA
Bvaluntion “ezult/Report
zvaeluation liecsult/Report

(cheek 1ist)

Administraticn ooanasl

Experienc ., lue Lion/Yrainineg (Expertise)
Document @ ~hijcetives

Plan

Document : sourees of data

(cheek list)

Interpretation of Results

(.,'/2

Ingtitute A
T . Exeel | Goed i Poor | Very
CRITERTI . i ; ; Poor | SCORE
() CG) (@) (1)

1« Specif

2e Specif

3. Specif

b, Impact

ication of scope |
ication of objectives
ication of plans

of achievement

Interpretation

PLI'\N‘ :

Who do it

When

For who

1. Dircetor/Ass. Director

2. Planning Division
3. Users (2)
{ Annually

¢ For the Institute Director




R & D INSTITUTE EVALUATION WORKSHOF
Adaptation of Guidelines for Evalu-

ting the Administrative Manual

GROUP II

Evaluation Questions

Qele Is the administrative manual comprehensive in its

coverage of all administrative subjects?

+2. Is the administrative manual valid for the present

———

state of activities in the Institute 7,

Evaluation Criteria

Q.1. All desirable components of an administrative

manual,

—~ Institute policies - TPersonnel policies

- Technical ohjectives - Personne’. rrocedures

=~ Organizational structure = Tergsonnel policy execution
= Planning = Fublic relations policy

- Froject formulation = Tubliec relations execution
~ I'roject execution ~ Financinl Poliey

= Contract policics - Financial Procedures

Executive / client contacts - Financial controls

Worker / client contacts



c/h

Q.2. Appropriateness to current needs
Ease of understanding
Clarity
Ease of implementation

Revision annually

Evaluation Instrument

Q.1. Components of an administrative manual prepared in a
checklist which can be used to assess if all parts

exist in the Institute's administrative manual

Q.2. i questionnaire about the validity of the administrative
manual.

fubmitted to those who use various sections of the manual,

Evaluation Flan

Q.l. and 0.2, Assessed annually by an administrative executive

for his use and that of the administrative staff,
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R & D IRSTITUT.E BVALUATION WORKSHOP

Adaptation of Guidelines for ivaluating General

idministrations i Functional Responsibilities

Job Descriptions and Orpanization Chart.

Bvaluation Questions

=
L]
2
L]

Group IIT

How eficctive arc the Institute's allocations of functional

responsibilities for general administrations 2

&
)
o
.

&)

Evalgggiqﬂmpriterin

(\’za']. Au

! o

How conprehensive are job descriptions ?

«3. How sntisfactory is the organization chart ?

All Xinds of responsibilities :

A1l

Srivary
Deleratoed

Apnrovnl

Goveraing hoard
Director
Deputy directors

section heads

11l kinds of functions :

Institutional policies
Techinical objectives

Orgnmizational struce=
ture

Ploaning
roject formulation
Proiect evecution

Folicies on cliunt
contacts

uxecutive cliont

rontacis

VYorker client contacts

kinds of administrative

Farticipation
Information

lione

positiong :

Proje-t lecaders

Yechnical stoff
Adrninistrative exccutives

Aduministrative staff

Personnel policies
Personnel procecdures

Personal policy exocution

Fublic relations policy
Public relations exccution
Financial policy

Financial procedures

financial controls
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Qe2+ e All parts of a job description
- Role and responsibilities of Jjob holder
~ Resources available to the job

Reporting requirements

Criteria for job performance

- Terformance evaluation process

Qualifications for the job

~ Remuneration and benefits
- Staff improvement and advancement opportunities
~ Special relationships

Special characteristics and limitations of the job

B. Job description for each position in the Institute

Qe3¢ e Existence of an organization chart.

B. Includes all levels of the Institute personnel
- Governing Body -~ Section Heads
-~ Chairman - Irojeet Leaders

- Deputy Chairman - Froject Workers

C. Show lines of responsibility among all levels
= Line positions (vertical lines)
~ Staff positions (horizontal lines)

= Coordinnting positions (broken lines)
D. iccuracy in reflecting the way the Institute really works.,

EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS

Qele ro Two~way matrix with functions as row headings tnd agdninistrative
positions as column headings. Levels of responsibility are
indicated in the cells of the matrix

Be A questionnaire

= Aire all of the Institute's administrators aceounted for in
the matrix ? Yes y No

= nre all of the Institute's functional responsibilities

accounted for in the matrix ? Yes y No .
-———-———.-————-——

< Does the stated allocation of funcional responsibilitics
reflect the real activities of the general administration ?

Yes s No

~ Does every general administrator have n cory of the statement
of functional responsibilities ? Yes y No .
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~ Do 211 general administrators have opporbtunity tu suggest
chenges in the allocation of funetional responsibilities,

at least once per year ? Yes ————t N, ——ee———

Qs2. Ae.Checklist of the parts of a job description, Each job deseription
is evaluated on this checklist to be sure it has all the

reguired parts.

B. in inventory is completed to see if all personnel have a job

description,

8s3. ie 4 checklist of all levels of people in the Institute is used %o

agsess whether the orgenization chart addresses all levels,

B. Line, staff and coordination relationship are examined to see
if the chart accurately reflects the manner in which all levels

of the Institute personnel actually relate to each other,

Evaluation Flon

ole Evaluated annually by an administrative executive and personnel

gpecialist,

Results and recommendations are forwarded to the Institute

director,

Qa2 Individual job descriptions ean be evaluated for comprehensiveneas

at the +time of the annu~l performance evaluntion,

Each supervisor should be responsible for the quality of job
descriptions controlled by his office., Therefore guidelines for
comprehensive job descriptions should be available to them as

mechanisms fcr evuluating the deseriptions for ther staff.

hdditionally, an annual summary of the status of job
descriptions should be prepared for review by the personnel head

and Institutc direetor,

Qe 3. assesserd nnnually by a perscnnel executive Tor the raddanes JF

the Institute director
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EYALUATTON
~ Governing Body Day and date : 5 Sept., 1980
~ Institute Divector Hame of evaluator: Group IV

- Adindnistrative ixecutives

L. ivaluation Questions

1. Does the Governing Dody function effectively
2. Does the Institute Director manage the Institute woll ?

5« Do the Administrative Executives function properly °?

I1. Inproved and Adapted Criteria

Sce attachment

III, Instrwnqgt

Sco attachment

LV, Interpretation of result

Based upon the performance

V.‘ﬁgglggtion Plan

Governin: body : - Yho do it ? - Self evaluation by tho
members of the body

- Yhen ~ annually
~ For whom ~ Government
Institute's Dircetor : Who do it ? =~ the body in combination
with self-ovaluation
Vhen - annually
For whon - the body

Adninistrative Nxeccutives : Who do it ? = the Director for the
Head of the Adminise~
trative Lxecutive

- the llcad of the Ade
ninistrative xecutive
for his subordinates

When - annually

For whom + the Director



EVALUATION OF 'THE GOViRNIEG BOARD

bay and date :

ifame and ocvaluator :

G/9

o RPN IR ERN
cartvan A

COM: GSTHT O

R

Te Depree of interest in the
alffairs of the Institute

2. Staturc of the members

3. Size conducive to efficicnt
operatinn

. Ixpertise with broad perspective

Derocrantic

Capability

~J3 O\ \n
.

Adantive

OPERATLCHS

——— e

b. irnquency of deliberation on
Institute bussiness

9. Lfficiency of deliberatior on
Institvte hussiness

10. Use of exccutive Committec where
advisable

11, Use of standing Committee wnerc
adviarhle

12, Functional rclationship

BASLC ROGIOUSTBILITING

et — et s e

13 Pinonciol stability of the
Iastituto

M, MNethods of reviewing Dircctors
recoumencations

15. ilethod  of reviewing Uircctors
perior . nace

-
N
°

Ability ta dircct

-3

~1
L]

Vrocedural

Aﬁ\(“.".’\iti()'lf‘-‘]. ®o0ocs0ne

SATISFACTORY

(3)

UNSATIS -
FACTORY
(1)

g SCUH

-
—

]
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fS;TISFqCTOHY * POOR - UNSATIG-
CRITERIA i ‘ PLOUTORY

4

SCORE

(3) 2y (1) |

— i el :

iadditional activities i

18. Assistance in scleeting ! ‘ f ;
growth areas i . ; ; '
19. Aid in promotin~ eontraeta ; ; !
20+ Stimulation of incore : : ; ! |
sources ! ‘ : !

' '
. i
21+ Improvement of intern-1 ‘ , !

morzle by visits : ! !
. . . i ‘ {
22, Assistance in putlie : :
relations i . :

SUM OF SCORE : 22 = /i N SCOKE OF 1iiaTUilies DIRRSTOR PRERFOGLICE
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EVALU.CION OF THE.INSTITUTE DIREGTOR

Day -nd date :

Name of evaluator

i"“"‘ISF“'CTOTHY f POOR ' UNHLFISPLCTORY | SCORE
. 5 ‘ul.l . E ;
PR O e |

<

REL.ATIONSHIP

1. Leadership i
2. Public image

T e e e R

3. Relations with '
Governing Body ~n.! X
Pinancial Executives

L. Relation with Industey
Government and
Financial Executives

5. Proffessional and
morale conduct

6. Appereance

7. Dynamics !

ADMINTSTRATION

i

i

8. Policies and proeedures f
Director catablished !

9. Planning and evaluation
10, Fersonnel selection !
11, Morale building

12, Opennesg t» others
points of view

13, Creation of
opportunities for gtaff i
Evelopment ,

1Ly, Discipline :
15.  uthority | l
16. Self-confidence
17. Expertise

18, Managerial skill ;
19+ Broad perspective
20. Creativity

21, Ratinnrl

IIIISCELL I‘IIOUS es 000900




G/12

CRITERI.\

(3) (2) (1)

SATISFACTORY  POOR | UNSATISFACTORY !

i

SCORE

MISCELLANIOUS

22,
23,
2l
25.
26,
27.
28,
29,

30,

e = T e—

Sociable
Responsive
Motivation
Dedjcation
Energetic
Respongible

Honest

Functional Seercey

Monogamy

SUM OF SCORE

¢ 30

IR

- - o———

G 8COHE OF GOVERNTNG .0.3D FERFORMNCE



Gri.
EVALUATION OF .DMINISTRATIVE EXECUTIVES

Day and date :

Name of evaluator :

ATISFACTORY © POOL @ TioLTISR., Do
CRITERT . Si TIQ?B.():Tou ; ES()M U }1) CTORY! SCORE
L s

1. Desctiption of the units : - \ i
responsibility and relationship to
all other units of “he Institute

2. Allocation of resources to the unit '’
in proportion to its import-nce to |
the rest of the Institut-

3. Delegntion of responsibilitics ond
authorities within the unit

L. Impact of the units policies -n~ ' : ' l
prooedures on the technical % . !
performance of the Institute ; i

5. Impact of units policies an! : ' i i
procedures on morale of teechnienl f
staff

. 'amiliar to sub ordinates

6
T. Managerial skill
8

« Responsive

7. Hesponsitle

10, Discipline

11, Proffesional and morale eonduet
12. .Appearance ’
13. Creative
tli. Rational
15. Motivation
16. Energetic

7, Honest

e e = S ———— e = - o e

18, funetionnl Seereey

SUM OF SCORE : 18 = MEAN SCORE OF ,DMINISTRATIVE BY FERFORM:NCE
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EVALUATION QUESTIONS OF INSTITUTION MEETINGS

1. Approach

A Meceting is a process

Input Process Output

—~
e ]

Basic question

- Lffcctiveness ¢ Actual output
Planned outpnut

- Efficiency : Output (actual)
Input
I*TUT : - Man hours -

- Facilities i
acilitie materials -~-- how to =

- Administrative services minimize

support

- Idecas 1

non-m ials =~~~ how imize
- Dnta/ ;; aterials h to max

Information | (Quality of output)

- Meceting process

?. Questions
1. How do we make our meetings more cffective ?

2. llow do we make our meetings more efficient ?
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"VALUATOR

G/i5

EVALUATION OF IMNSTITUTION MEETINGS

CRITERIA Satisfactory Poor Unsatisfaca| Scorc
tory
(3) (2) (1)

16

2.

10,

Clarity of the
objectives

Hetice of mcetings
in advance

a. Time

b, Place

ce iAittenders

‘e Duration

0. Subjects

fo Objectives
Apenda prepared
in advance

a« Order of topics

b. Prescnters

ce Length of
presentation

de Cpportunities for
discussion

¢. Suppleuwertary
material

Procedure

Facilitics ana
scrvices

Prompt call to order
Adherence to Apgenda
Adjournment on schedule

Hinutes Recordoed
Distributaed

Follow=up of Decision
Reacherd % Actions
Pen-ing

Srm of Scores : 19

= Mean score for Meetings
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III. Instrument of Evaluation of Instuti+x Moctings

Instruments :

1. All invitations

2e ALl minutes of meetings
i
i

= For the whole period

3, Attendanece list
4, Cost of meetings
5. Financial Records ; (one year»)

1

1

6. Questionnaire to the E
attenders :

IV , Evaluation Plan

1. Zivoluation is led by the Rcsceareh Centre Sceretary
2. No cvaluation teanm is required

3¢ A senior staff member responsible for the compilation

of the data/information from the cvaluation instruments

k. e Rr.C, Sceretary assissed by the senior e aff member

cvaluat2s the data/information and reports to the Direetor.
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ADAPTATION OF GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATING TECHNICAL ACTIVITIES ADMINISTRATIO)
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R & D Institute Evaluation Workshop
Indonesian Adaptation Session

TECHNICAL ACTIVITIES ADMINISTRATIVE EVALUATION

Evaluation Questions

1. Are all the project planned ?
2. Do all plan contain the correct parts ?
5« Are all projects plans integrated ?

k. Are project reporting requirements specified and followed ?

Evaluation Criteria

Background, Goals & Objectives of projects

7. Relevance to charter

2. Relevance to usor and sponsor

3. Relevance to institute capability
L, Conference to laws

5. Iconomic feasibility

6. Technical fcasibility

7. Comprehensivencess

8. Evaluability
lManpower, Special Relationship and Reporting

1. Distribution of workload

2. Functional responsibilities

3. Manpower allocation

Lk, Job descriptions

5. Technical performance criteria
6. Institutional manpower loading

7. Institutional facilities scheduling

Scheduling

1. Timc linitations pertask
2. Benchnarks of premress and funds
3. Scquence of activities

L, Schedule component
manpower
facilities
Turnids
tasks
materinl
equipment
reports
construction



Report Content

1« Format

2o

13.
1h,
15.
16,
174
18.
19.
20,

21,

Guidelines

Peer Review
References

Style

Conclugion

Scope
Organization
Recommendations
Swanary

Data

Appendix

Index

Table of Contents
Special Problems
Speecial Features
Acknowledgenents
Backpground
Purnose

Flow sheet/diagran

Glossary



n/3

Lvaluation Instruments

Checklists of criteria with evaluative scales of :
Excellent
Good
Average
Poor

Very poor

fvaluation Plan

Who accomplishes: Project Director
Institutce Director
Sponsor

Administrative Planner

Yihen accomplished : At beginning of project with
reviews periodically through

project performance



APPENDIX I
ADAPTATION OF GUIDELINES I'OR BVALUATING STAFF CAPABILITITES ASSESSMENT

L]

AND PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION TECHNIQUES
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Day and date : lionday, 8/9/1980

ivaluator ¢ Group I

QUALITY OF JOB_DESCRIPTION
( REVISED )

AVALUATTON QUESTYONS

- e e e

Qe 1. Yhat is the quality of the Job Description ?

the Job lescription bein; used by all levels ?

%}

=

3 the Job Description applicable to all the dobs available
the Institutes ?

<<
oY
a
e
5

EVALUATION UATUERTA

NP

JSXEL | GGOD | POOS *[scoxy
(2) (2) (1) :

A e e L PR P e e L2 CuPUU RS S ....-,-..l_ e R e D

C.1.

CLIvmwaya

T. Specification of roles and

Hosponsibilities of the
staff personnel in his
position

Spoecification of the
resources available

hY)
.

5« Ireguency of reporting
(how often, contents,
Tormat, to whom)

vo Hnucification of criteria
for ovaluation of job
nerfornance

He Process of performance
revicy opportunities for
the nodification

Ce Wequired gualification for
any position

7e specification of ronudera-
tion «nd bhenefit

T S . .
©a ppecification for staff
sdvancencent

Do Dovcelilication af special
1

crerncteristic and 1imito.-
tion

1. Znecification of special
relationship ( J

- e A s e irian A R T P — —mosd o aea s anw

D S T T I PP

UM OF 5CORT 3 10 = HEAD 4CCQE TOR GUALITY Or
JOB DENCRIPTION



!
™
T

c.2. EXEL.| GOOD | POOR | SCOR:
G | @ |

o maa e

1. Relevance to churter

2. Useful for recruitment

» Useful for task inplenmcntation

>
b ‘scful for performance
evaluation -

2 —
Y. Yzerul for achicvoement
evaluation |

1
+

B Bl 4 A s B - e B - . — e A st can e ) - l-‘-bu‘_.t—.‘—dl
SUM OF SCORE : 5 = MEAN SCORE FOR THE JODO DESCRIPTION
APPLICABILITY

C.3. EXeL | GCOD : POOR | Scongm
(3) l (2) (1) ‘
Te Conprehensivencss ’ l
2. The Job Description T i
standard format | I

L SO PUEPUL WU IS SR SO

SUIL OF 5CORE &+ 2 = niEAll SCORE FOR TH USEFULNESS OF TH JObB
DESCRIPTION

eTletedob Desceription
2. Charter
3. York Plan
ho fdninistration Mamual
5. Covermaent Repulation

O Inteorannl vecroc

1. Chartex

2+ Lunbers of applicant : nunbers of the recruited
S« Task inplenentation report

. Performance evaluntion report

« nciievenent cvaluation report

I.3.7. Instruient Job Description % ileport

5]

FLiL 0w Who do it - Personnel officu
=~ Intervicwer ean
- Jead of Units

-~ 'hen ®? - Annualy

- According to the necds

- [or whoi ? =~ Institute Director.



GROU¥

STEL'S
1,

3.

Le

Te

9.

IT

CRITERI., FOR RECRUITMENT OFER.TION

DEFINE NUMBER & QU..LIFICATION
OF IERSONNEL REQUIRED

EST..BLISH RECRUITING ]

COMMITTEE
l;, ADVERTISEMENT [
P Medical health
* certification,
SELECTION YROCESS /

FORMUL.TION OF RECOMEND.-TION
70 DIRECTOR

{—— DECISION OF DIRECTOR ,

NOTIFIC.TION TO FERSON:S RECHUITED

<
«

EL'-IODJTF-HTJT 45 TEMIOR:RY EMrL. - ONE YE.R

(-— MEDIC.L TEST f

JECUNENT EMPLOYER

?:pbation
reriod (3 Mos)
/
/ 4
v
/
Direetor
/I



Group 1L, /4
EVALUATION TOR RLECRUITMENT OPERATION
Mete how eoffcetive is the recruitment operation system of the Institute
Cote ¢ 14 JAre job gqurnlificntions clearly cxplained ©
S +) e . .
e Is the TOR of the Hecruiting Committee cleor cnough ?
3« T the job opportunity widely advertized ?
I, NMow many steps are made ia the sclection procesg 7
5. How long arc applicants tested 7
G. Vhat is the ¥ of respending appliconts to the Institute's
notification ?
7. How long doces it tale for the Director to decide 7
R.2. Is therce a need to improve the system ?
Ce2, : 14 Yhat is the » of stoff recruitel te the original plan/nceed ?
2. How nnny of the now personncel matched the Institute’s necd ?
I.1 :1, Charter
2o Morlk Vlan
3. Government repulations
L, Vork rucord/report
I.2 ¢ Committee's Tfinal report.
CRITERLS ¢ Jtecruitment
Step ¢ SV.ILUADION HUBSTIONS
1 = How bir is the numboer of new persons to he recruited ?
MHedic for advertisement (£xc¢l, Good, Peoor)
- Is the quolification specific enouslt ? (related to job
descriptioen)
3
- . iy + N H s - M 1
2e = Is the TORY of thc Recruiting Committece clear onough ?
- Js the composition of the Recruiting Committee sufficient ?

3¢ = Ls the advertisement wide enourh °

(edin ¢ - Newspapers
fulletin Yoard at Universiti
rrofessional Journnls

Radio/T.V,)

4

How ig geleetion process

dritton test
Psycho test
Tntervicw.

Terms of reference.

0



- How lonp is th: selection test ? - long/short ?

- How coxpensive is it ?

- Yhat is tho fvemat of recommendation to the Director ?
= Dogs the Directoer need to mect the applicants ?

- How fast iz tne Dircctor's decision 2

- frc all scleesed personnel responding to thc notification
of the Institute 2

- Is o probaticr period of 3 months necded beside the one ye:
temporary appointment.,

The evaluation is done by 3
- Dircctor
- Recruiting Comnmittec

- Personncl lianaror
I: it done foliowing o process of recruitment.

Result of cvaluation will be used by the Director and the
Personnel liaunager.
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Group IT1

ANSWER SHEET

-

LEVALURTING PERSONNLL =~ MANAGEMENT

Step 1. Evaluation guestion

Qe1s What are implewented in Institute's orientation

Program ?

Step 2., Evaluation criteria

1. Introduction to Institute staffs

2. Description of the Institute's History and Purposes
3. Administrative Manual

b, Orpanization Chart

5. Charter

6. National Yriorities

7. Scctor Capahilitics

U, Institute Capabilities

9, Institute Proprous and lrojects

10. Specific arceas of activities,



w7
/o7

Step 1 : Evaluation Question

Q. 2. How effective is the Institute's orientation

M

program ?

Step 2 : Evaluation Criteria

1. Duration of crientation period

2. Comprehcnsiveness of the orientation program to all
units

3. Personnels separated

b, Personnels dismiasec

5. Reporting

6. Involvement of supervisor

Step 3 : Evaluation Instruments

2e

3

Excel |Good | Fair ePoor Very
Poor | Score

- (5) W4 G @1 (1)

Completeness of implemen~-
tation of the orientation
program

Comprechensiveness of the
orientation program to
all units

Acceptability of the job
to candidates hired
(excecllent, good, fair)

personnel moves to other !
unit : poor

personnel leaves the jobs
very poor)

Quality of rceport prepared
by candidates.

Involvement of Supervisor !
in handling the oricentation
program,

SUKk OF SCORE : 5 = MEAN SCORE FOR EFFECTIVENESS OF
ORIENTATION PROGRAM.

Step 4. Evaluation Plan

Who do 1t ? - Dircctor, Supcrvisor, Personnel Man: ger.

Yhen ? ~ After orientation period
- 6 to 12 months after oricntation pericd

For who ? - Dircector, Personnel lanager, Supervisor,



Step 3.

Evaluation Instruments

YES

NO

Introduction tc Instituted staff

Dqes it include

Description of the Institute's
Fistory 2and Furposes

Administrative Manual
Organizational Chart

Charter

Institute's lIrograms and Projects
Institute's Cnpabililies

Sector Cepabilities

Naticnal lriorities

Specific ireas of fAetivitieg

Step L.

NUMBER OF YSS ; 10 = SCORE FOR ORIENTATION FROGRAM.

Evaluation I'1lan

Who do it : Director, Supervisor, leraonnel Manager
When 7 3 Annually

For who : New Candidates



=i
\\
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GROUP 1IV.
DAY AND DATE : ionday, *6 Septeher 1980
SUBJECT ¢t Develop the eritoeria for ovaluatin - stafi

capability needs and increasin,; ctaff
opportunities.

~ Evaluation question :

-~ How do we provide staff capability needs and

increasing staff opportunities ?

-~ Criteria : Sce the following pages

- Instrument

- ——— ———

- Check list

- Haster plan
- Devolopnment program

- Administrative manual

~Plan
Yho do it i - lersonnel manager

- Administration managcrs

When - At the beginning of fisecal year
How gften - Annually ; anytime required
Who ~ Director



EVALUATING PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

Staff capability needs and increasin

Staff opportunities

/40

CRITERIA

Number of 9
P.st - Under |High
Gre ’
graduate raduato graduate|School Others

1.

How many persons have
scheduled opportunities
for systematic wage or
salary incrcases ?

How nany persons have
opportunities to qualiiy for
some form of technical

skill or m-n-~zerial training

llow many persons have been
projected for advancoment to
higher functional rank ?

he

et

De

How mzuy persons have been
ezhedu'ed to follow training
program in the special ficld ?

How nany persons have
opportunities to practice the
systemie ideas in the
laboratiries and fields ?

How many perscns have been
given greater responsibilities
for carreer advaneement

How many persons have been
piven cpportunitics to widen
their -orizon ?

How many persons have been
encouraged to join
proffessional orpanizationa?

How nany persoas have been
given opportunities to
participate in committees ?

10.

How many persons have been il
¢l in the involvement
of ecunsultation ?

11.

2e

flew wany persons have been
assipned to present workiug
papers 7

How many vpersonc have been
encouraged to write
scicntifie papors
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«

I W RrRIA

Number of

Post
graduate

e

Gradunte

Under
gradunte

High
School

Others |

13, How many persons have
been given opportunitics
to attend higher formal
educntion ?

14, How nnany vpersons have
been informed on the
Institutes developnent
plan 7

*Y Calculated as a percentage Lo tho total
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ADAPTATION OF GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATING TECHNICAL PRODUCTIVITY



ADAPTATION OF GUIDELTNES FOR BVALUATING TECHNLCAL PRODUCTIVITY

Workshop participants brainstormed an cntirely new approach to
evaluating institute technical productivity. To starvt with, they de-

veloped new definitions for assessing institute output.

Institute Effectiveness is a measure of the degree

to which an institute's outputs (products) achicve

the goals and objectives thoey were intended to achieve.

Institute Productivity is a measure of the efficiency

of institute outpnt. That is, {1t is a measore of
effectiveness per urit of resonrce iuput (Jike man-

power or funds or time).

The participavnts decided that criteria for evaluating institute
effectiveness cannot be absolute for all projects within o single insti-
tute, mich less for all institutes. But they did identify that eriterin

for evaluating institute effectivonnss all come from two sources:

0 Objecrtives of the output being evaluated
) User-baced critevia like case of applicacion, wsefunlness,

user costs, etc.

Finall the participants strvessed the imporiance of estahlishine
’ 3 I e}
agreement on the critervia for evaluating iustitute cffectivencss and

productivity each time an outprt evaluation is undertaken.

d,/1
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ADAPTATION CF GUIDELINES FOR INTEGRATING EVALUATION
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Goal 1: To evaluate the status of input, in terms of methodology,

money facilities, manpower.

Objective 1: To evaluate the periodical status of program implementa-

tion in terms of budget, workplans, job descriptions,

administrative manual, skills assessment.

Objective 2: To identify annual status of financial administration,

staff performance, facilities and productivity.

GlOlT]: To provide formative ecvaluations concerning budget,

work plan, job description, administrative manual,

skill assessment,

G1OIT1P Planning Division monthly ? /Assess
- Reports
Financial Division annually

Perscennel Division
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TROCESS

ADAPTATION OFF GUIDELINES FOR INTEGRATING INSTITUTE EVALUATION

Directorat
Generals

\ , TDevelopment
\\U._)immu__m

by Nazazi Subagio

l GRIN

Health

U

— 1
NATIUNAL SYSTEM f
Planning for Health

!

Long Range Planaing
for Reseavch and

Staff capabilities

I
i Preblen
' | . . < ——3Program Area
S monitoring s £ . . .
7 Financial Administration

~—»Summative Evaluation

>monitoring«~————>chhnical Activities Admini-
§§> stration

!

I

i \\>Facilities

J Staff Capabilities

WorkplauL—~———————98ummative Evaluation

i

e e e e

Y monitoring e—— Financial Administration

i \::::?General Administration
‘ JPersonnel Administration

t~1mplemontnLion,
; }monitoring-:r—-—§Effectiveness
| T~ Productivity

!

—y Summat ive Evaluation

SUTPUT

iRcsu]t;s»

| SO

} > monitoring

T
!Publinntion|4~—————~3ummacive Evaluation

[P SO |




APPENDIX L

HAKE-UP OF GROUPS FOR DISCUSSION OF EVALUATION ADAPTATION



3 September 1980

Group I

1.
2,
3.
L.
5.

Alfred Sitinjak
Sumengen

Sumini ..8S.

Pud johapsoro

Zultanawar

Group IT

1.
2.
3.
L.
5.

Haryono Arumbinang
Djoko Prawoto
Kersanah

Zambrano Poluakan
Mangontan

Group I1I

1.
2.
3.
L.
5

Sofyan Ilyas
Soemardi

Sri Wardhani S.
Abdul Halim

Suhud Hadmosuprobo

Group IV

1.
2.
3

Le
5e

Ardjoeno Brodjonegzoro
Nazazi Subagio
Tjiptadi

[fadlal

Chr,Purwadhi

Groug \'i

1.
24
3.
L.
5.
6o

Iman Soegandi

Dipo .lanm

Kusbandia Soaro
Kusno Pranoto
Soewad ji Hardjohutomo

Lusust Selely

Chatrman
Secretary

Chairman
Secretary

Chairman

Secretary

Chairman

Secretary

Chairman

Secretary
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GLOSSARY OF EVALUATION TERMINOLOGY
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11.

12.

13.

14,

¥,/

GLOSSARY

Accountability--The ability to provide evaluation data and
analyses which justify a management decision.

Criteria--~The values (quantitative or qualitative) which are used
to judge the relative merits of a management decision, re-
source inputs, administrative processes or institute outputs.

Data--Systematically gathered information about an institute
resource, process or product.

Discrimination--The ability to reliably differentiate between
qualities of an institute resource, process or product.

Effects--The impact of results of an institute resource, procecs
or product.

Evaluation (Institute)--A management tool for making judgements
about the success or failure of an R&D institute, or any
part of the institute's programs and operations, on the hasis
of specified questions, criteria, instruments, data and inter-
pretation.

Extrapolation~~A process for graphically predicting future values
of some criterion on the basis of trends in past values for
the same criterion.

Feedback--The process of observing the results of institute inputs,
processes or outputs in order to assess whether they achieve
desired results.

Formative Evaluation--Using evaluation to test the effects of a
resource allocation or technical process in order to ensure
that the most desired results can be achieved.

Goals--Very general statements about the desired outcomes of
evaluation or institute inputs, processes or outputs.

Impact Eviluation--Testing the long-range effects of a vesource,
process or output.

Input Evaluation--Evaluating the probable, or real, effects of a
tesource allocation (manpower, funds, materialg) to an institute.

Instruments--The tools which permit systematic collection and
recording of evaluation data.

Integrated Evaluation--Bvaluation methods which are added to every

aspect of institute management; and arc used as management
tools by all levels of management.



15,

16.

17.

18.

19,

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Judgment--The process of deciding on the relative merits of
a4 resourte, process or product.,

Matrix--A tabular presentation of data.

Monitoring--The process of systematically observing and evaluating
the effects of 1 resource, process or product.

evaluatien cr Institute inputs, processes or outputs.

Output Evaluation--Evaluating the real effects and/or efficiency
of an institute program or project.

Plan--A document which details the goals, objectives, tasks,
resources and methods of a particular effort.

cffiviency of an institute management process.

Qualitat!ive Criteria--The quantitative values which are used
to judge the relative merits of a management decision,
resource inputs, administrative processes or institute
outpuis,

Quantitative Criteria--Numerically significant values which are
used to judge the relative merits of a management decision,
resource inputs, administrative processes or institute
outputs,

Reliability--The ability to make the same observations about a
resource, process or product repeatedly--with the same results.

Representations--The degree to which selected observations about
a resource, process or product actually reflect the qualities
of all the observations which could be made.

Summative bvaluation--Using evaluation to assess the effects which
are actually achieved from a completed resource allocation,
administrative process or institute product.

Tasks-~The specific operations which must be completed to realize
the objectives or evaluat ion.

Validitv--The property of an observation which ensures that it
accurately reflects the qualities that are desired.



