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THE MISSION EVALUATION FRAMEWORK & PROCESS

INTRODUCTION:

USAID/Indoneeia's evaluation program involves several
‘approaches of varying nature and scope. The particular
epproach used at any time is dependent upon the type of
project being evaluated and the purposes we an&/or the GOI
want t:hé evaluation to serve. Philosophically and operation-
ally, we are trying to create a continuous impact orientad
frame of mind and evaluation capability among all USAID staff
ma GOI counterpart organizations. Included in this
evaluation process is a continuing effort to i’mprove metho-
dology, sharpen the focus of evaluation objectives, increase
.their utility, and improve their documentation. In’ broadest
terms, we Lhave sought to operate an evaluation program that
facilitates program and project implementation and at a
minimum, meets Agency reporting needs. This paper describes
our current and future evaluation programs, including some
possible new approaches that will help improve our and the
GOI's capacity to both achieve and assess impact of AID -
agsisted projects in terms of helping impruve the condition

of Indonesia's rural poor.

I. The Framework for Evaluation

A. Policy. Development of USAID/Indonesia’'s current
evaluation policy and program began in the summer, 1976 with
a set of enabling actions desigpdad ta strengthen and expand
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our capabilities in this area. These actions included the
designation of an Evaluation Officer and issuance of a
Mission Order outlining cbjectives of the evaluation effort
and major duties and responsibilities within thie Migsion.
The USAID order defines evaluation as this Misaion applies
it with special emphasis on the uses of evaluaﬁion as a
means for facilitating project implementation and measuring

project and program impact. Evaluations are focused on

the effectiveness of projects in achleving purposes;
significance in terms of impact and contribution to higher
development goals; and efficiency in terms of benefits

obtained with the means employed. To the greaatest extent
practiéal evaluation is pursued as a collaborative efforf
with the GOI and as a means for strengthening within the
GOXI the operational and policy positions and staff related

to specific projects.

B. Purpose
The USAID Evaluation Program has as its primary purpose

the improvement of project desién, relevance, .mplementation
and impact. Our reviews are intended to challenge the
targets and design of our joint undertakings with the
Government of Indonesia and identify bottlenecks or other
weaknesses; they also prescribe corrective actions and

designate responsibilities therefor. By involving host
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Government officials in the evaluation process and in other
specific planning and evalustion training programs we also
ssek to assist the implementation of planning and evaiuation
within the GOI at both the AID assisted project and broader
levels.

With careful attention to “lessons learned" our
Evaluation Program also helps us determine policies and
procedures to be folluwed in future project development and
- implementation. ' As increasing numbers of our people-oriented
projects reach mature implementation stages or completion,
we are now planning to 1m§r6ve our impact measuring capacities
and to include in evaluation documentation more beneficiary
related infeormation.

Another major purpose of our evaluation program is to
‘increase and improve GOL awareness of and capability in using
-evaluation techniques as a means for improving project and
program implementation and utilization of resources. While
'USAID efforts in this regard are integral parts of virtually
all project activities, special approaches are also used.

Most prominent of these are the use of a Project Development
.fand Evaluation course condvcted by two Mission employees
and the conduct of special training programs by the US Bureau

" of Census as integral parts 6f Migsion-assisted projects.



C. Responsibilities.

As prescribed by Agency policy, every project officer and
his tachnical office chief is responsible for assuriné that
evaluation activities are inclu&eci as integral parts of the
project or projects for which he is responsible. These
activities cover a wide range running from bsseline surveys
to special socio-economic or environmental studies to
regular PES efforts. The Mission Evaluation Officer provides
guidance and assistance in dasigning and manaé,ing the many
and varied aspects of the evaluation process. Regarding the
lﬁt. every Mission project is reviewed at least once every
13 mnthé; some projects may be reviewed more often depending
on implementation problexﬁs encountered.

' All evaluation efforts as reviewed by a Mission_
Evaluation Review Committee chaired by the Director or
Deputy Director who assigns responsibility for follow-on
action. Over the past three years Indonesian participation
in all aspects of USAID assisted evaluation activities has
developed to a point where virtually all activities except
for a very limited number of plamed "in-house" type project
evaluations include substantial numbers of and often very

senior GOI representatives.

II.. Evaluation Plan

A. Overview

The Misgion aims to be results-oriented in the conduct
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of its cvaluation program. Accordingly, the kind of
evaluation(s) p&rformed on any given project (or part of a
project) and the way in which that evaluation iz conducted
ﬁill dgpend to a vexy large extent on what we would like
the evaluation to accomplish. For example, if a project
has only recently been started (in terms of actual implemen-
tation) and difficulties exist in organizing the required
efforts or inputs, a simple regular evaluation with
participation by GOI officials at a level capable of taking
administrative or financial decisions might be used., On
the other hand, a project that is well into implementation
but that is faced with technical problems might best have
its interests served by a technical field oriented evaluation.
Where policy level problems or problems traceable to GOL
agencies not directly involved in the project, e.g. the
central planning organization (BAPPENAS)' or the Ministry of Finance,
are inwolved participation by such agencies would be sought,
" probably in a large scale regular evaluation held either at
BAPPENAS or USAID. Where implementation seems to be moving
_relatively well, an in-depth evaluation, designed to assess
direct and/or indirect beneficiary impact might be planned.
In effect, we do not view evaluation as an undifferen-
tiated activity. During the past few years we have developed
(or at least expérimented with) a variety of evaluation

approaches. Each seems to us to have special positive
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featurss and if used well will help accomplish specific
purposes better than othexs. Part of the challenge for ALID
is in selecting the right evaluation tool at the right time
te achieve defined purposes. o ,

In the following two sections are provided a brief
description of the major types of evaluation approaches on
which we rely in conducting our evaluation program. Also
included is a tentative schedule for our plannad in-house
evaluation effort ﬁhrough FY 81 program. During this time
we will evaluate all of our current portfolio (over 40
projects) at least once. At least eleven of these evaluations
will follow some special in-depth evaluation activity most
of which will be carried out by contractors or with. major
AID/W participacidns. The scheduls will, of course, change
over time as new opportunities/problems preéent: themselves
(and demand attention) and a3 currently planned needs call
for deferred (or no) attention. It is also possible that

"wg will increase the numbers of special evaluations either
to undertake impact evaluations for completed projects or
where current implementation progress indicates that New

. Direct:ions - type'projects started during the past 2-3
jcgrs are begixming to have measurable impact or are
providing lessons requiring deeper analysis. Occasionally,

~ special evaluations are proposed from AID/W.



B. Evaluation Approaches.

1. Regular Evaluationms.

"The Mission's regular evaluations thru FY 81 will

continga to follow the process basically provided for in
the original Mission Order. For thesa evaluations involving
preparation of the PES, our process is relatively simple.
Concerned Mission staff meet several weeks before the acheduled
evaluation review to determine the proper focus for the
eﬁaluatian, the necegsary documentation required and basic
methodology to be employad. Special stress i1s placed on
careful site visits by the Project Officer and his GOI counter-
part and whenever possible by the USAID operating and management
staff., Regular evaluations normally include as an attachment
to the PES document a CPI network and a Section 102(d).
Beneficiary Impact Statement. In this ststement we attempt
to provide a picture of how the project responds to Section
.102(d) critexria, what types of bhenefits are derived, by whom
and by how many people, including their location. A final
draft document is then distributed to the Mission Evaluation
Review Committee and Indonesian Government officials and
other interested persons prior to the formal review that is‘
chairad by the Director or Deputy Director.

Over the past 4 years using this basic process we have

conducted 67 regular evaluations. The single most important
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benefit from the process has been improved awareness of
pfoblems, needs and opportunities on the part of both GOI
and USAID staff, improved comm;ﬁality of percaeptions and
resultant improved implementation. Independently of its
reporting value to others we continue to consider the
regular evaluation process (including documentation) as an
impoétant means to.an end: improved implementation.
Evaluation, as indiqated above, 18 a tool used by USAID to
focus attention on problems and experience. The final report
of any regular review will be as informative and as "candid"
as possible but will not always reflect in black and white
all the exchange between the USAID and GOI officials.

As the schedule attached to this report indicages‘we.
intend to carry out by the end of_FYSl 45 regular evaluations
relying primarily on the basic PES documentation. During
this period we expect to focus more intensively on improving
our techniques and approaches for providing information
-.felated to Section 102(d) matters. As indicated above,
beneficiary analysis is becoming increasingly important for
this Mission as our projects begin to.reach implementation
stages where impact measurement appears feasible. Our projects,
- of course, vary ¢onsiderably and for some, such as Rural
Works where physical construction is involved, project
officers have a far easier time providing data than for

others, for example, PDP or Assistance for Agriculture.
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incraasingly, we will need to develop techniques and sources
with our Indonesian éounterparts for gathering the required
data and this is a mujor priority for our future evaluation

plans.

2. Spacial Evaluatioms.

Special evaluations. normally imply the use of
‘outside consulésnts or AID/W staff and often involve extensive
field research including the use of sﬁch research tools as
questionaires and interviews with large numbers of respondents.
Over the past 4 years this Mission has conducted or agsisted
with five major special evaluations: Rural Works, Sederhana,
tharia. I1CA/Kelapa Dua Project (a proto-type PVO ef‘ort) |
and Family Planning. All but the ICA Project relied on the
use of outside consultants or AID/W personnel. The Family
Planning evaluation was most recent and perhaps the most
meaningful as it focussed on one of our most success ful
‘assistance activities. This report highlighted the most
important elements of project success, all of which we believe
should be applicable to most of our otherdaccivities to wié;
substantial field flexibility and rapid funding arrangements;
. USAID personnel with extensive language capacity and a bent
for innovation in'pursuing project purposes; equally
imaginative GOI counterparts and, finally, considerable
- decentralized authorities om the GOI side that permitted
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province level ideas and priorities to be responded to
rapidly on their own merits without second guessing from
central authorities.

'USAID intends to carry out at least 11 special
evaluations over the next 20 months for the foilowing
projecta: Luwu, Rural Electrification, Aceh Road,
Kabupacen Planning, Rural Works, Sederhana, Appropriate Low
Cost Technology, PbP 1 & II, North Sumatra Regional Planning,
Brackish Water Fisheries, and Citanduy II. Established
'approaches will be used in some cases but we also intend to
utilize several other approaches which may prove to be at
leaat‘as useful as have the more tested approaches but are
probably less expensive and also more in keeping with'the
purposes of our evaluation program as outlined in Secfion

I above.

- Field Level Evaluation Workshop

| In May 197§ American and Indonesian staff who had
'played a key role in developing the Missionm Project Develop-
ment and Evﬁluation (PDE) Training Program (discussed below)
participated in a workshop at a project field site in North
Sumatra. The ﬁorkshop involved consultants and Indonesian
project field staff as well as prbvincial levelﬁplanning
officials and was intended to’perform the evaluation of
the North Sumatra Area Development Project in che field

with provincial level persomnel rather than at headquarters
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level as has been traditional practice.

The workshop focused on the relationships of project
inputs to outputs to purpose and the‘assumptions hasic to
each and included discussion of progress indicators at
each level. This exercise was particularly successful in
terms of developing commbn field/headquarters understanding
of administrative, technical and socio-economic matters that
- both enhance and'conatrain'project progress, at both the
field and headquarters envir&nmenta. The experin ..cal
exerclse also appears to have helped "institutionalize"
evaluation type concepts within the field project and *
provincial plaﬁning level staffs, This éﬁould.enhanbe
;heir'ability to~consis;entiy asseés»ﬁroblemg and qptions.
in terms of achievementjof ﬁrojéét objectives. Further
experimentétion and testing of ﬁhis approach will be:under-
taken during the coming yéar..

~ Another successful attempt at using this approach (6r
' a variation of it) was conducted in March 1980 at the field
site (Luwu) of a major integrated area project. In the
Luwu workshop we included 2% days of travel to all sub-
project‘siteS'with all USAID and GOI project gnd headquarters
level personnel participating. Following these visits
another one day session was held to discuss our findings in
texrms of the status of project implementation, related

problems, progress toward achievement of project outputs
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and purpose and lessons learned. The Kabupaten (country) level
People's Assembly Chairman also participated in this last
meeting. The Project Officer and other USAID personnel later
cooperated in preparing the basic PES documentation for the
final Mission Review which lasted 2 days and included
attendance by all GOI HQ end key field level personnel for all
four gubproject activities, Again, the Assembly Chairman.
attended all sessions of this review in Jakarta. Participation

is clearly the watchword for this type of evaluation approach.

- = In-House Small Scale Surveys

Another new effort we are working on is the dévelopment

of an in-house Mission capacity to’cﬁrry out small scale

valuation or impact assessment studies relying primarily on
USAID Direct Hire staff with Indonesiaﬁ language capability
‘and Indonesian staff with some social science research training
and experience. We have already carried out one such exercise
in the 1978 evaluation of a small PVO Project. In this case
USAID local staff using a GOI-Mission designed questionnaire
and self-developed interview techniques and ad-hoc sample
selection techniques spent a week in the project's village
site interviewing villagers. The effort was effective and
.revealing. Most Qillagers were surprisingly candid and
outlined benefits and shortcomings with littlé inhibitionm.

The evaluation report included a compilation of data for

each question. It had a direct impact on subsequent changes
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in project operations in this and twc other ICA project sites.

Currently, we are discussing tlie possibility of similar
efforts in several villages where our Sederhana Irrigation
Project is operating. 1In additiom to gathering some first
hand data on our own, we_will develop among Direct Hire
American and Indonesian staff basic skills in interview
and non-obtrusive data gathering tecﬁniques. We will leaxrn
to "see" and "hear" more‘about what is going on in projects
in rural areas when we go out ourselves rather than relying
exclusively on contract staff to report back. .

- USAID Sponsored Project Evaluation Training Efforts

USAID is involved in two evaluation activitfés
—focused directly on training efforts to expand evaluation
capacity and understanding within various GOI offices which

have project implementation responsibilities.

Project Design and Evaluation (PDE)

The USAID PDE program is a dirsct result of an AID/W
conducﬁed PDE Seminar in Jakarta in November 1977 for Mission
.and GOI officials. Subsequent to that seminar, three
Indonesian FSN employees of the Mission Indonesianized the
PDE materials and conducted several training seminars in GOI
agencies involved with Mission-supported Rural Development

Pfojects. The GOI reaction was highly favorable. Many
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requests were recelved from GOI offices, Ministries, and

the private sector. The Mission responded by assigning three’
.FSN trainers and a U.S. direct hire (on a part-time basis)

to carry out training courses. Substantial modification and
revision were undértaken for the PDE material. We have
edited a publication called the PDE theory and a PDE hand-

book for trainers and prepared a special case study.

To date 21 PDE courses have been condurted with a total
of 941 participating GOI officials and technicians (list
of agencies "and number of participants attached); this
excludes short orientation and other PDE courses that have
been organized independently by both the Department of
Industfy and the Department of Social Affzirs. Specizl
PDE training for tr#iners has also been provided by Mission
FSN staff. Thus far 34 persons, including 4 persons from -
each of 8 BAPPEDAs (Aceh, Bengkulu, West Java, East Java,
South Kalimantan, NTT, NTB, and Yogyakarta) and 2 fxom
Central Java have been.tr;ined to becpme PDE trainers.
In turn, the South Kalimantan BAPPEDA on its own has conducted
similar :raininé once, West Java 3 times and Bengkulu once
with veiy limited supervision from USAID trainers.
Finally,.ﬁéAID has conducted training for scaff and
trainers of the National Institute of Public Administration
(LAN). Becéuse of.its position as a key GOI Agency responsible
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for.trainiﬁglin.?ublic Administration, we hope that LAN
will eveuntually assume the USAID role in conducting and
developing the PDE. LAN's response thus far has been very
positive.

U.S. Bureau of Cehsus Evaluation Training is another

USAID supported effgrt to assist GOI agencies to develop a
planning and evaluation orientation and capacity. Over the
past 12 months ;he U.8. Bureau of Censua (BUCEN) staff have
been involved in several activities to institutionalize a
project evaluation capability within agencies of the GOI
involved in projects with USAIDP, The BUCEN training program
'stgrted with Cipta Karya (Department of Public Works) and
was subsequently expanded to include State Power Cqmpany
(PLN), Directorate General of Coopefatives (DGC) énd the
Highway Departmeﬁﬁ fBina Margg) Training to date has been
provided fér more than 30 technical staff of these four
agencies which are USAID coﬁnterparu;in five major projects.
The BUCEN program will continue over the next two years
at ;east. Unlike PDE, its chus is solely on evaluation.
Classes usually are held for 2-3 weeks followed by trainee
exercises in the offige and in the field. The trainees
have regular wofk responsibilities within their agencies
and are currently not expected to devote fulltime to the
training activities. In this initial phase of the program

the BUCEN instructors return to Indonesia at 3 month intervals
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tc continue with the classwork. Over the last 18-24 months,
training will become fulltime to develop and coordinate data
gathering proceduares and techniques and then analysis and

preparation of reports.

A particularly encouiaging result of these efforts to
date is the recent decision of the Director Genmeral of
Cipta Karyg. to create a CK Evaluation Unit (to be trained
by BUCEN) because it would give his department an "added
capacity for research". He saw that the team's work need
not warely end with the Surakarta Potabie Water Project and that
it (or members of it) could go on to evaluate other CK
Projects (Housing, Kampung Improvement, other Potable Water
Projects, Urban Devélopment, etc.), Additionally, -he felt
that creation of a CK Evaluation Unit would spur better
utilization of the existing CK Data Processing Center and
improve its integration into CK with more emphasis on

answering and processing CK research needs.

The BUCEN training is clearly creating capacity and
interest in several GOI agencies for field level e;aluations.
USAID plans to cooperate with these agencies using some of
its own staff in carrying out impact oriented evaluatioqs
-over the next 2-3 years on Aceh Road, Surakarta Water, Luwﬁ

Road and Jagorawi Highway Projects.

- Baseline Surveys.

Increasingly, USAID is concerned with improving and
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expanding its efforts to gather baseline data that will later
pmke possible meaningful evaluation of project impact,
particularly in terms of Section 102(d) criteria. The BUCEN
'training program above, for example, will include baseline
data gathering for the Rural Electrification and Surakarta
Water Projects. Several ﬂniversities, as indicated below,
are or will be engaged in similar efforts. 1In addition, to
the greatest extent possible we intend to include in all
future projects Provisions for collection of yaseline data
at the inception stage. These provisions will be part of
the evaluation plans which are outlined in these projects

planning documents.

We are currently examining’the feasibility of an
additional approach that will be a more concentrated attempt
to develop a comprehensive information gathering capability
in support of each RD project. This capability would
enable us to gather baseline data, monitor implementation
progress and later measure project impact for all RD pfojects.
To date our major efforts to gather such data have centered
on the Sederhana, Rural Works, Citanduy and Luwu projects and
they have not been entirely successful in terms of .
institutionalizing a continually functioning system. Hopefully,
we will be able with additional contractor asgistance over

the next two years to undertake the continuous effort with

GOI officlals to develop and implement such a system.
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Short term consultancies on similar efforts in the past have

not proven effective.

USAID Evaluaciqn Linkages with Universities

Though a full accounting of each effort is beyond the
scope of this report, universities, American and Indonesian,
have provided particularly valuable contritutions to the
evnlugtion efforts of this Mission. They provide talented
personnel who not only perform useful and important project
related tasks but also strengthen in the broad sense overall
Missiou relations with the university community in Indonesia.
They engage in baseline survey efforts or project impact
assessments. In the past these efforts have sometimes not
beén.blanned'well in advance as part of a CQmpreheﬁsive
interrelated process, However, future project planning
efforts, as indicated above, will include/;;iversities at
the outset in gathering baseline data and later evaluating

.impact.

Among the USAID projects with built-in programs for
evaluation that draw on Indonesian or American university
experts is the Luwu Project wherein Hasaﬁuddin University
- in Ujung Pandang has played a role in trying to develop
baseline. data and techniques for evaluation of the impact
of the Luwu Project. Cornell University has also |
contributed to this effort in a critique of the Hasanuddin
efforts to date. | |
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Gajah Mada University and Pajaj;ran University will both
be involved in developing end implementing a continuous.
soclal-economic survey program in the Citanduy basin. This
program will gather baseline data aﬁd measure impact on the
quaiity of 1ife in the entire basin for the Citanduy River
Pasin Development Project. This effort will utilize several
and perhaps all of the eleven students from these two
universities who will soon be returning to Indonesia after
completing graduate work undef the MUCIA Program in the
United States. | |

The Bandung Institute of Technology (ITB) is cooperating
with USAID and the GOI in field level surveys collecting
data for the Environmental Assessment for the Rural Electrification
Project. The University of Udayana in Bali is collecting
baseline data for the Village Family Planning/Mother/Child
Wblfaré Project.
_ Other universities that are involved in the evaluation
procegs include the ?alangka Raya Rectorium (University) which

is responsible for the collection of baseline data and
evaluation of the small-school component of the Self-
Instructional Learning System Project. In addition, the
University of Sebelas ﬁaret in Solo has the sole responsibility'
for the overall evaluation of this project. In the Graduate
Agriculture School Title XII Project, the Agriculture

Institute in Bogor (IPB) is currently conducting, under an
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AID contract, what 1s in effect a baseline survey of uniﬁersity
instituticns and activities related to agriculture education
in Indonesia.

Each year the American Mid-West University Consortium
4in Agriculture (MUCIA) holds an annual review of the
Agriculture Education for Develcpment project in which the
staff of IPB in cooperation with the consortium of Indonesian
Agriculture Universities does an in-depth evaluation of the
project progress during the previous year. These annual
reviews gradually contribute to the institutionalization
of evaluation processes and concepts in Indonesian agencies.

Perhaps one of the most important of all USAID effort's
to estaﬁlish linkages with Indonesian universities and create
capac;ty therein to evaluate developnent‘impactﬁhnd understand
constraints to wider impact or mutations of intended impact
will be based on our past relationship with the Rural Dynamic
Survey (RDS) at IPB. The RDS conducts a wide range of micro-
economic and sociological studies focused on the constraints
to development that materially benefits the poorest elements
in society. ‘

Past USAID support to the RDS, primarily for research in
East Java, has had significant payoff. In addition to the
reports prepared under the East Java project we have received
copies of dozens of other RDS studies on rural agricultﬁral

conditions. These reports and discussione with RDS staff,
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or through their parcicipation.in seminars at USAID, have
provided much useful information f{>r preparation of U§AID'3
overall strategy, responses to Section 102(d) requesfi and
‘msterial relevant for background condition statements in
project papers.

The RDS thus, is already a direct contribution to effective
avaluation of the development requirements end impact in
Indonesia. It is not quantifiable. The overall impact,
nonethelaess, on our determination of what is most relavant
to Indanesian'needs is truly significant, We hope to provide
limited assistance to the RDS through a PV0O grant to the Agr6
Development Council which, in turn will support continuation
and expansion of the RDS Project. The new project will supvort
expansion of current RDS capacity to at least two mo;e regional
universities in East and Central Java and perhaps eventually
to Hasanuddin University in Sulawesi. The project will enhance
these uaiversities' capacity to carry out economic and social
reéearch in rural Indonesia with particular emphasis on current
developument impact on the poor and on constraints to implemen-
tation of other projects more directly focused on the pooreét

40% of the populatiom.



0266
0244

0241

0267

0245

0230
0239

0243
0198
0260

0236

- 0225

0237
0314
0249

0247

EVALUATION SCHEDULE
CY 80-81

Science and.Technology

Luwu Area & Transmigration I
(Special Field Visit/Workshop and
Evalustion Data Gatherins
Completed March 16-21, 1980)

Aceh Road Betterment Projact
(Special Preliminary Study of
Beneficiary Impact and Contracts
Capability will be carried out
under BUCEN Training Program
NLT November 13980)

7al Electrification I
(Special Beneficiary Impact Assessment
will be conducted under BUCEN Training
Program with final report by 1 Dec 1980)

Citanduy River Basin I

Hgalth Research and Development (Final)
Malaria Control

Higher Education Devel. Training
Agriculture Research
Agriculture Education for Development

PL 480 Title II
Brackish Water Fisheries

. PVO Co-Finance

Ksbupaten Planning (Final)
Asgistance to Environmental Centers
Rural Works I (Final

(will include peciai Beneficiary
Impact Study)

Rural Sanitation Manpower Devel.

April 16, 1980
April 29-30, 1980

May 27, 19890

May 29, 1980

May 29, 1980

June 1980
June 17, 1980

June 19, 1980
June 24, 1980
June 26, 1980

July 9, 1980
July 10, 1980

Sept 9, 1980

- Sept 18, 1980

Sept 23, 1980
Sept 25, 1980

Qct 2, 1980

AL
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0253 Expanded Project for Immmization I

0246

North Sumstra Regional Plamning

0263 Sumatxa Agricultural Research
0270/0271 Family Planning Dav. Sexrvices/

Ozxsl Contraceptives

0262/0252 Sederhana I & 1IX

0280
0293
0290
0296

0268

0262

0215
0246

(will include Specisl Benaficiary
Iapact Assessment) .

Self Instruct. lesarming System

- Bastern Islands Agri. Education

Craduate Agri. School (Ticle XI1)
Bducetion Com. Development -

Appropriate low Cost Technélogy
(will include Special Evaluation of
Application and Impact of Projesct

Oct 9, 1980
Oct 16, 1980
Oct 23, 1980

Oct 30, 1960

Nov 4, 1980

Nov 13, 1980
Nov 27, 1980
Dec 4, 1980

. Dec 16, 1989

Deec 18, 1980

Outputs: Ferro Cement end Pyrolydic Conversiom)

Surakarta Potable Wate:z
West Java T&D I&II (Final)

North Sumatra Re'gicn Plsnning
(Final/Special)

0264/0276 PDP I & II

(Spactal focus on Devel, of BAPPEDA
Planning chaci:y; Project Selaction
Implemsntation of Sub Project)

Process,

Jan 9, 1981
Jan 26, 1981

Fab 1981

* Fab 1981

S\
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TERTATIVE REMAINING CY 81 SCHEDULE

0204
0236

0273

0266
0239
0244
0225
0265
0248
0267
0285

0260
0314
0245

0247

0253
0263

' 0270/0271 P.P.

0252
0280
0293
0290

Semarang Steam (Final) Feb 14, 1961
Brackish Watexr Fisheries Final (Spccial
Impact Eval.) Feb 1981
Health Trg., Research and Devél. Feb 21, 1981
Science md Techmology (Final) Mar 20, 1981
Malaria Control (Finsl) Mar 1981
Luwu Area & Trans. I Apr 1981
PVO Co<FiL (Final) Apr 1981
Agriculcure Devel. Planning Apx 10, 1981
Higher Education Devel. Trg. Mey 13, 1981
Rural EBlectrification I . -Muy 29..1981
Rural Works II Mey 1981
PL 480 Title 1;’ July 1981
Ag. Educstion for Daval. (Final) July 1981
Assiet, Environ. Centarxs (Final) Sept 1981
Citanduy X (Final) Oct 23, 1981
Ruzal Sanitation Manpowezr (Fi.nal.) Oct 9, 1981
Expended Project for Immunization X Oct 16, 1981
Sumatra Agriculture Kesearch Oct 30, 1961
Deval. Sexvices/Oral Contraceptives, Nov 4, 1981
Sederhana I1 ' _Nov 1981
Self Instruct. Learning Nev 20, 1981
Eastemn Island Ag. Education Dac 1981
- Graduation Agri. School Title XII Dsc 11, 1981



wly

0226 Rducation Comemmication Davel.
0241 Aceh Road Bettarment (Finel)

(Special Eval. with Bina Marga/BUCEN

Trained Eval. UTnit)

Dac 16, 1981
Jan 1982



Project Evaluations completed June 1976
USAID/Indonesia

FY RO,

77-1
17-2
77-3

77-4
77-5

77-6
77-7

77-8
77-9

77-10
77-11

77-12

Proj.Title & Number

MCH-FP-POP-Manpower
Dav. Project 0188.2

General Participant
Training 0183

Major evaluation on
Rural Works done by
consultants, dated
11/1/76 Loan T-035

Family Plenning Assist-
ance Sexvices 0185.0

- Area Dev.Proj,Planning

0238

Tuntang Electric Power
H-019

Agr. Research - 0198

Health Res. and Develop-
ment 0230

Educational Finance (229

POP/FP Res. and Develop-
ment 0188.3

Asst. to Agr. 0189

. Semarang Steam Power

Plant 0204

Covering Period

2/75-6/76

mid FY75-ead TQ

1975-1976

7/1/75-11/9/76

6/75-10/76

5/10-11/76
2/74-11/76

7/74-11/76
5/75-1/77

10/74-2/77
9/75-2/77

11/71-2/77

Volag Co-financing - 0225  2/74-9/76

Medan Elec.Power Rehabl.
R-022 .

W-Java T&D Phase I & II -

H-028 & 032

8/71-3/77

4/73-3/77

Date Signed

6/14/76

9/10/76

11/8/76
11/8/76

11/18/76
11/18/76

1/14/77
2/24/77

3/1/77
3/4/77

2/24/77
3/18/77

3/22/77

3/22/77


http:FY75-e.id

-2-

FY No, Froj. Title & Number Covering Period Date signed

77-13 Jagorawi Highway Constr. 9/75-2/77 3/24/77
H-031 '

77-14 Higher Agr. Edu. (FY71-76),
o changed to Agr. Edu.
for Dev. (FY77-81) ~ 0260 1/1/76-12/31/76 4/25/77

77-15 | 'Kecenger Trensmission

- and Distr, H- ' 11/71-4/77 64/29/77
77-16 Aceh Road Batterment 5/75-3/77 6/3/77
77-17 Non-formal Education ~  1/76-12/76 5/23/77
77-18  Brackish Water Fishexry = 11/1/76-5/1/77 6/2/17
77-19  Citanduy - 10/76-5/77 6/29/77

77-20 Malaria (numbered but PAR
was not done)

77-21  PLASO Title II 7/75-5/77 / 6/‘3/77'
Project Evaluation Summary (PES)
77-22  Luwu Avea & Trans. Dev.  10/75-8/77 9/29/77
78-1  GPr 9/8/76-9/30/77  11/29/77
78-2 Family Plamning Asst.

Services 11/76-11/77 11/30/77
78-3  Agr. Research 11/76-12/77 1/18/78

oo Padat Karya Gaya Baru _
Evaluation dated 12/77

78-4 °  Volag Co-finaneing 10/76-12/77 1/30/78
78-5  Non-for 4l Education 2/77-2/78 3/1/78
78-6  Interim Eval. Report

dated 12/10/77 for Brackish
Water Fishe;y



78-7
78-8

78-9

78-10
78-11
78-12
78-13
78-14
7941

79<2
79-3
79-4

79-5

79-7
7948

79-9
*9-10

Proj. Title & Number Covering Period
~ Surakarta Potable Water 1/77-2/78
. Jagorawl Highway Conger. 2/77-2/78
Ares Dev.Proj .Planning 11/1/76-12/31/78
Asst. to Agr, 2/77-2/78
Semarang Steam Power Plant 11/71-3/78
Educational Finance 2/77-2/78
“Aceh Road Betterment 3/77-4/78
Agr, Edu. for Dev, 5/77-6/78
‘W.J. T&D I and II Loan
028/032, Proj. No. 0215/
- 9232 3/77-9/78
~ Surakarta Potable Water
Loan 044, Proj. 0262 4/78-11/78
Luwu Area And Transm.Dev, 9/77-12/78
Loan 038 Proj. 0244
Rural Works I Loan 035,
Proj. 0240 12/77-11/78
Aceh Road Betterment Loen
036, Proj. 0241 4/78-12/78

Higher Edu. Dev. Trg. Loan
042, Proj. 0248

Kelapa Dua Human Dev.

7/1/76-11/1/78

subproject 0225 2/78-12/78 .
Rural Sanitation Manpower

Dev.Loan 043 Proj.0247 10/76-9/78
Bdu;rinance Proj .No.0229 4/78-1/79

Citanduy River Basin Dev,
6/77-11/78

Date Signad

3/17/78
3/28/78
4/6/78

4/24/78
4/27/78
4/27/78
5/3/78

6/21/78

12/14/783
12/28/78)
1/,18/753- |

)

)
1/29/79;

)
1/29/79;

)
1/29/79)
)

)
2/7/79 ;

)
3/1/79 )

2/12/78;
)

z/zs/zg;

Date
Sent ¢
AIDIW‘

17977

A~05

3/6/79
A-24

29
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FY No. Proj. Title & Number

79-11
79-12

79-13

79-14

79-15

- 79-16
7917
79-18

79-19

79-20
79-21

79-1

79-7.2
79-23
79-24

79-25
LOuU

Non-formal Education

Edu.Tech. Subproject
Loan 040

Science and Tech.Proj.
No. 0266

Jragung Dam Subproject
Loan 040

igr. Edu, for Dev. Loan
041 Proj.0260

Agr. Research Proj. 0198

Rabupaten Planning & Mgt. (Beceme 80-1)

Semarsng Steam Plant Loan
024 Proj. 0204

Malaria Control Loan 034
Proj. 0239

| Distribution Conv, Trg.

Appropriate and Low Cost
" Tech,Proj.0268

not numbered by'PRO -
Rural Electrification
Proj. 0267

VO co-financing Proj.0225

Sumatra Agr.Res. 0263

Brackish Water Fisheries

‘Jagorawi Highway Constr,

Loan H-031 Proj. 0223

2/78-2/79
10/77-3/79
1/78-1/79

3/77-4/79

6/78-3/79

1/78-12/78

3/78=4/79

3/77-5/79
5/77-5/79

4/78-=5/79

3/78-6/79
1/78-6/79
3/78-8/79
11/76-7/79
2/78-2/79

Covering Period Date Signed Date

Sont ¢
_ amfi—
3/21/79 ;
)
4/23/79 ;
)
4/26/79 )
. ; 9/6/79
4/23/79 ; memo
)
4/30/79 ;
8/20/79 )
-
6/26/7§';
) 9/6/719
5/19 ) memo
9/28/79 ) 10/16/7°
memo
6/6/79 )
) 9/6/79
) memo
)
6/15/79)).
8/9/79 )
)
8/20/79 )  9/6/79
) memo
8/28/79 ;_-
8/30/79))
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FY No. _ Proj. Title & Number

£0-1

80-2

80-3

-5 -

Kabupaten Planning & Mgt.
Tre. 0237 7/78-4/79

Northern Sumatra Reg.
Planning 0246 8/78-5/79

Scderhana Irrigation I 0242 6/75-10/79

Prov. Area Dev. Program
T & IT 497-9264/0276 9/77-10/79

‘Health Research & Dev.0273 9/78-11/79

West Java Trans./Distr,

I & II 497-0215/0232 9/78-3/80

10/25/79

10/25/79

11/14/79

12/21/79
1/10/39

3/24/80

Covering Period Date Signed Date

sent to

A/

10/26/79

10/26/79
11/16/79

12727779
1/11/80

3/25/80



LIST OF AGENCIES/NUMBER OF PDE PARTICIPANTS

1978: Training for Trainees by USAID Trainers

Name of Agency Participants
1. Mineral Technology RDev. Center 45
Dept of Mines, March
2. bept of Social Affairs, May 10
(Training for Trainers)
3. Dept of Soclal Affairs, June 75
4. Luwu Area Development: Project, Nov. .. 3C
5. Provincial Office of Dept. of Ind
South Sulawesi, Dec. & = ° Industry, 72
TOTAL 232

1979: Training for Trainees by USAID Trainers

Name of Agency Participants
1. BAPPEDA Bengkulu, 8-13 Jan 30
2. Lembaga Pusat Penelitian Partanian
(LP3) 12-14 Feb. | v
3. lz)gex ;:ﬁte Gene:fal of General Mines ' 45
4. Department of Mines and Energy, 17-21 April 152
5. BAPPEDA East Java, 25-30 June 30

3/



6.
7.

8.
' 9‘0

10,
1l.

1980:

1980:

Church World Service, 8-12 July ' 30
Northern Sumatra Regional Plamning
Project, 22-27 Oct, 30
KOWANI (Indonesia Women Congress)
29 Oct - 3 Nov 43
BAPPEDA, East Nusa Tenggara, 12-17 Nov 54
BAPPEDA, . West Nusa Tenggara, 12-17 Nov 32
BAPPEDA, West‘ Java, 19-24 Nov 37
DA?PEDA.' Jogjakarta, 29 Nov ~ 1 Dec 38
Total; 552
Training for Trainees by USAID Trainers

Nine BAPPEDA, 14-17 Jan , 34

Training for Trainees by GOI Trainers under USAID

Trainers Limited Supervision.

1. BAPPEDA South Kalimantan, 4-9 Feb 30

2. BAPPEDA West Java, 14-21 Feb . 65

3. BAPPEDA Bengkulu, 25 Feb - 1 March 28
Total: 123
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USAID ORDER

UNITED STATES A. L D. MISSION TO INDONESIA

PROGRRN 1370.
DAWDT. 1976 'EFFE&TA‘&, 7, 1976 OFFI&E ¥o. 11 'OSDER -Na. ’

Tesamncenos 1Y
B63 220, dated May 10, 1974

o S ea B S L IRl At S

I. PURPOSE .
This Mission Order is intendsd to sexrve as the basis for s
consistent and effective evaluation process for all USAID/GOL
projects. This order will defins evsluation as we intend to
apply it, outline the process to be followed and identify
responsibilities.

. EVALUATION DEFINED |

It should be clear at the cutset, that avaluation and implemen~
tation mordtoring are two different processes vwith different
purposes. Implsmentation monitoring is the meens for acsuring
that resources for a given project are svailable and adequate,
that implementation actions are occuryirzon scheduls and that
planned cutputs are being achieved. '

Evaluaticn, on the othsr hand, seeks to answer thrse basic
questions relevant to all forms of economic assistance:

Affectiveness -~ Are the targats for outputs and purposes
being achieved? What are the reasons for
succass or failure?

Bigpificance -~ Will the achievement of the targets
contribute to economic development or
other higher goals beyond the project
purpose? To vhat extent? What are the
activity's advantages over possible
alternatives? %het about side effects?

Bfficienay « Do the benefits justify the cost? Are there
more efficient means of achieving the same

targets?

Evalustion challenges all aspects of the project design imeluding
the feasidility of purpose and cutput tirgets, the viability of ®
the causative linkages between outputs and project objectives,
and the underlying implicit and explicit assumptions.
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UBAID ORDER ¥O. 1370.5 (Cont'd) - 2 -

III. PROJEC? EVALUATION REVIEW

The best evaluative conclusions and determinations for future
sctions arise out of a group review -— an interactive process
smong interested parties. These reviews should be carried out
sscollasborative sefforts not judicial inquiries.

A Mission Bvaluation Reviev Committee is harsby designated to
review and examine compleuted program evaluation reports, PARs
or equivalents, as they are submitted. The comaittee is
composed of the fellowing members:

1, Chairmaun: Director or Deputy Director
2. Program Officer

3. Eveluation Officer

b, Controller and

5: Project Manager

supplemented by other interested partiss. Wherever possible
sppropriate GOI officlals should be sncouraged to participate.
Project evaluation will be carried out annually for each
ongoing project (Grants and Loans).

\
Several waesks prior to the scheduled group evaluation review,
the Project Manager should meet with the Mission Eveluation
-Ofticer to discuss the format for the reviev as well as the
methodology and substance of the evaluation itself, If e
special eveluation team is conducting an in depth evaluation,
the final report or a summary thereof will form the basis for
. the final group review. Where the evaluation is a simple annual
reviev and involves only USAID personnel and, if possidble, GOIX
counterparts, the Project Appraisal Report (PAR) format will be
followed and will serve as ths basic document for the group reviev.

The Project Manager will distribute the draft PAR or copies of
an in depth evaluation to those officers participating in the
group reviav one veek prior to the revievw so that they may attend
preparsd to discuss any issues outlined therein. The Project

. Mansger and the Evaluation Officer will prepare & final PAR

after each review in order to provide a permanent record of the
findings and decisions arrived at during the evaluation group
reviev.

RESPONSIBILITIES

A. The Mission Director is the final authority and primary
" wmission evaluation officer. He makes the final dscisions.

34


http:RALUATIOxN.mw

USAID ORDER WO. 1370.5 (Cont'd) -3 -

C.

The Project Manager is iho person primerily responsible for
evaluating his project.

The Mission Eveluation Officer is the process usnager. He

sees that an eveluation schedule is set and met. He helps
project perscnnel.englyse progress in accordance vith the
logical franework and provides assistance as necessary
regarding appropriate evaluation methodolozy and documentation.
The Evaluation Officer, therefore, should have a chaace to
minprojectavhmthcyminthpropolddeamm

in order to help ensure that the project design sets ths

stage for later evalustion. Pinally, the Evaluation Officer
arranges for aund follovs up On group revievs.

This order drsws on the AID Evalustion Handbook (MC 1026.1
Supplement II) end AIDTO CIRCULAR A-603 "Improved Program
Design and Evaluation” (dated 8/28/76).

oot ’ \
o 2 ‘
Thomas C. ¥ib
Director
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BENEFICIARY IMPACT STATEMENT
FROJECY TITLE:

I. Impact re Section 102(d) Criteris: (Explain How)

[ nerease agricuitural Productivity
] Reduce Infant Wortality

{0 coatrol Popristion Growth

[0 Proscte Greater Incame Distributicn
] Reduce Ua-Under .hplomt

And related criteria:
] strengthen/Create institutions vhich aid socisl/economic developuent

| ] aprove condition of woment @ostsl/Bocacmic/Folitical

b



1I. Romefit Incideqce® (Please specily effest em wonen vherever possidle)
A-  Digect Bemeticissies - .

- (muader) ~  (Wbo) (Were)
Inocme

labhor
Agriculiural Production
Education/Training/Management

Nedical Treatnent (Reduction of
Dizssse, availadle tacmtusl
services) -

Iiving Conditimns Improved
(water, bousing, ssnitation,
mtrition, institutions, de-
crease cast of living)

Provision of Power/Transportetion
. .

Estimated Overall Total Without Double Counting
B, Generel Jopulation 13 an Area thas indireatly benefits from:

fneressed availadility of food ____
Iunuuuuntym“ . ' muz_______

mm;umuw ——
wcmuzocmtmov-m

. People in Aven.not affedted. Wyt

D. Pecple in Arves sdverssly affected. Hov?

o thhn. figures are not -munr exclusive and many will include paople
whn denefit in two or wore vayvs. - 47



