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PREFACE
 

BASE LINE DATA COLLECTION FOR THE QUALITY
 
AND PRODUCTIVITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS IN
 
THE AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

Base line data collection activities were to be conducted by the
 

Near East and Africa Bureaus as the first step in their improvement
 

projects. This base line data was to be used to identify the
 

current quality and productivity levels within one major system in
 

each bureau. The Near East Bureau's improvement efforts were to
 

focus on the evaluation system while the Africa Bureau's efforts
 

were to concentrate on the Project Identification Document (PID)
 

system.
 

The choice of the bureau's respective systems for application of
 

improvement efforts reflected each bureau's management concern
 

regarding the system of operation and the quality of outputs. The
 

concerns included the perception that 6oth systems were using 
an
 

excess amount of inputs including person hours and were producing a
 

significant number of outputs (evaluations and PIDS) which were not
 

acceptable to the various users. It was believed that within the
 

processes, there existed both cumbersome procedures and rework.
 

User rejection of products (outputs) created more rework and some
 

products were either unusable or were only made usable after
 

considerable additional inputs.
 

First efforts at designing the base line collection activity for
 

each bureau considered Quality and Productivity measurement. This
 



approach applies system, input/output, quality and productivity
 

concepts and techniques. It defines outputs which flow between
 

functional units within systems and final outputs which flow to
 

users, in terms of quality characteristics. These quality
 

characteristics consist of those distinguishing features which must
 

be present within an output in order to make the output acceptable
 

to the user(s). Those outputs which contain the needed quality
 

characteristics are defined as acceptable outputs or products.
 

Those outputs which do not contain one or more of the quality
 

characteristics or contain errors within one or more quality
 

characteristics are defined as defective outputs or products.
 

Inputs are defined, for the most part, as person hours of work
 

by employees within the producer or output units as well as those
 

hours expended by user unit employees. There also may be inputs
 

such as those produced from other internal or external units. For
 

example, those inputs generated by contractors in the evaluation
 

system represent hours of work expended and charged for by external
 

units.
 

The ratio of acceptable outputs (those outputs or products which
 

contain the needed quality characteristics) to inputs forms the
 

basis for developing a reliable productivity measurement. In this
 

context, acceptable outputs can be thought of as quality products.
 

With the addition of the inputs needed to correct those outputs
 

which are defective an accurate quality/productivity measurement can
 

be generated. It was proposed that this approach be used in each
 

bureau to determine current quality and productivity levels.
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By identifying defective products (outputs) and those quality
 

characteristics which are 
either not being generated or are
 

inadequate, system/process problems are identified which can, in
 

turn, be targeted for improvement. After the selected and targeted
 

improvements are implemented, continued productivity and quality
 

measurement will describe the impact(s) of such improvements upon
 

quality and productivity. When the improvements are effective, an
 

increase in quality (reduction of defective products) and a
 

resultant increase in productivity will occur. 
 OL.tput quality
 

increases will reduce the need for corrective rework with a related
 

reduction in inputs such as person hours. 
 The quality productivity
 

measurement application would, therefore, provide management with
 

current levels of quality and productivity within each system;
 

identify locations within the processes from which defective outputs
 

are being produced; identify required rework inputs; 
locate 1 rocess
 

trouble spots which require improvement; establish agreed to output
 

quality characteristics 
(both producers and users concerned with the
 

same output quality characteristics); and measure the impact of any
 

improvements while giving post-improvement measurements of quality
 

and productivity.
 

After exploring the quality productivity measurement approach to
 

establish base line measurement the bureaus decided to begin with an
 

effort which was less input/output oriented. 
 As a starting point,
 

the Near East Bureau developed an employee participation activity
 

designed to identify both experiences with process problems and the
 

identification of quality problems. 
 The Near East Bureau's design
 

was, in part, followed by the Africa Bureau.
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The Near East Bureau's design for the development of base line
 

measurement included the participation of Bureau professionals and
 

managers at AID Washington and in field missions. The design
 

included several steps.
 

1. 	Design of a questionnaire which reflected perceptions of
 

problems with the evaluation system including personnel,
 

organizations, responsibility and functions. The questionnaire
 

also covered output and quality characteristics questions.
 

2. 	The distribution of the questionnaire was to be followed up with
 

individual interviews with the respondents to further clarify
 

both the appropriateness of the questions asked, the
 

continuation of the questions themselves, the respondents'
 

answers and additional areas of concern which the participants
 

had.
 

3. 	The questionnaire and interview findings were to be reviewed and
 

discussed by several quality circles. Each quality circle would
 

discuss and refine the findings within defined subject areas.
 

These subject areas were to include:
 

A. NE Bureau Evaluation Process; strength and weaknesses.
 

Evaluation support: Roles of NE/DP/PAE and Fackstop
 

officers.
 

B. Evaluation Design, Planning, Review (PRC/NEAC) and the
 

quality characteristics of an acceptable evaluation.
 



C. Host Country Involvement: Problems of understanding,
 

anxiety; political concerns.
 

D. Lessons Learned: The presentation and utilization of
 

lessons learned.
 

E. Evaluation Training; role of the mission evaluation
 

officer.
 

Following step 3, a preliminary report would be prepared prior
 

to bureau AID/W representatives' visits to field missions. These
 

visits would involve mission project officers in the questionnaire,
 

interview and QC efforts.
 

Upon the completion of the four steps, a report would be
 

prepared which would reflect all participants' perceptions of
 

process, personnel, organizational and'output problems (see
 

Attachment A).
 

The Africa Bureau's design for the first step in developing base
 

line quality productivity data collection began with a less
 

input/output oriented effort. 
 The Bureau decided on a multi-stepped
 

approach which would rely upon employee involvement and
 

participation in identifying process and output problems. 
This
 

design included several steps.
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1. Meetings of Bureau professionals at AID/W in which the Bureau's
 

current Lolicies, procedures and practices related to the PID
 

would be discussed. In addition, the quality of an acceptable
 

PID would be defined.
 

2. Cable questionnaires would be prepared and sent to the
 

missions. The cable questionnaires would include questions
 

which reflected the findings of the meetings in Step 1.
 

3. An interim report would be prepared which would contain AID/W
 

personnel and Mission personnel concerns regarding the Bureau's
 

policies, procedures, and practices related to the PID.
 

Included in the report would be a discussion of the PID's basic
 

quality characteristics.
 

A proposal to modify the plan was later introduced in the interview
 

meetings with AID/W bureau personnel and an initial cable had been
 

sent to missions (see Attachment B). This modified plan included:
 

1. The development of a questionnaire and the conduct of
 

individual interviews to reach 40 to 50 AID/W personnel,
 

and all field posts including REDSOs. In addition, visits
 

to 4-6 missions would be included in the plan.
 

2. 	 Analysis of the responses to the questionnaires and
 

interviews conducted by a quality analysis group comprised
 

of personnel from the various disciplines within the bureau.
 

A/
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3. 
 The formation of a management quality circle to identify
 

acceptable quality characteristics of the PID design and
 

the review process. In addition, the circle would
 

recommend necessary system changes. 
 See Attachment C.
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SUMMARY
 

A. Background
 

As a result of an AID Bureau for Management initiative, and in line
 

with the President's White House Conference on Productivity, Dr. W.
 

Edwards Deming was invited to conduct productivity seminars for AID
 

managers. These occured on February 28 and March 7, 1983.
 

The AID Bureau for Management extended the opportunity for two
 

bureaus to establish a quality productivity improvement project.
 

These projects were to apply the Deming productivity principles and
 

would be assisted by Robert W. Caccia, an associate of Dr. Deming.
 

The Africa and Near East Bureaus accepted invitations and began
 

their productivity projects in late March of 1983. 
 The Africa
 

Bureau was interested in improving its Project Identification
 

Document (PID) process. 
 The Near East Bureau chose its Evaluation
 

System for the Deming application.
 

B. Conclusions
 

The Project Identification Document (PID) process in the Africa
 

Bureau and the Evaluation System in the Near East Bureau were 
(and
 

still are) out of control. Outputs of both exhibit poor quality,
 

i
 



and strong indicators of low productivity exist. Inputs such as
 

person hours expended and contractor costs are producing poor
 

quality outputs which are driving productivity down to unacceptable
 

levels. Some improvement appears to be occuring in the Africa
 

Bureau's PID process but continued management attention is
 

necessary. No hard positive improvements are apparent in the Near
 

East Bureau's Evaluation System.
 

The identification of product defects, system and process defects,
 

and the need for improvements was handled well by both Bureaus.
 

Howevei, 
intensive, directed management involvement is necessary for
 

any major sustained improvement.
 

C. Recommendations
 

Efforts should be made to develop Quality and Productivity (not
 

production) indicators for each of the projects. 
AID top management
 

and the Bureau Management should establish a working group
 

(Management Quality Circle) to bring continued attention to 
the PID
 

process and Evaluation System. This process and system utilize
 

enormous amounts of inputs reflecting both direct and indirect
 

consumption of Agency 
resources.
 

The Evaluation System is 
frought with such problems that Management
 

must evaluate the system's designed functions and outputs.
 

ii
 



Project implementation and monitoring requires more management
 

consideration. 
 Perhaps less resource allocation to the Evaluation
 

System and increased allocation to Prr .ect Implementation and
 

Monitoring systems would be most beneficial.
 

Substantial and lasting improvements in the PID process and the
 

Evaluation System will have to come 
from management. The work of
 

the Bureau personnel in identifying outputs, process and system
 

problems, and in designing and recommending- improvements places
 

responsibility upon Management. 
This responsibility includes the
 

design for implementation of improvements to 
the process and system,
 

a monitoring system to assure an acceptable level of quality ana
 

productivity, and a reasonable efficient utilization of 
resources.
 

If management chooses not to accept the responsibility, no
 

improvements of a substantial nature will occur.
 

iii
 



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENTS ARISING
 
FROM THE PRODUCTIVITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
 

IN THE NEAR EAST AND AFRICA BUREAUS OF
 
THE AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

The Near East and Africa Bureaus improvement projects began with a
 

base line data collection activity outlined in 
a previous report.
 

That report entitled, "Base Line Data Collection for the Quality and
 

Productivity Improvement Projects. in 
the Agency for International
 

Development" discussed both quality/productivity measurement and the
 

approach taken by the Bureaus. It also outlined the process which
 

each Bureau was to 
take in developing problem definition and
 

recommendation for management.
 

The Bureaus began with an 
employee involvement approach which
 

included the 
use of quality circles to focus upon quality within the
 

project's system of processes. 
The Near East Bureau followed its
 

plan consistently and succeeded in 
involving a significant member of
 

AID Washington and field mission personnel. The Bureau's PAE Staff
 

led by Mr. 
Robert Zimmerman developed an extensive interview
 

questionnaire usea in one-on-one 
interviews with the employee
 

participants. 
 The questions were directed toward the evaluation
 

system, includes processes, product design, product quality, user
 

needs, 
the organization, employee responsibilities, attitudes toward
 

and practice of evaluation as well as 
other important areas of
 

concern. See Attachment D (for outline of questions).
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The commitment to employee involvement can best be described by
 

noting the number of personnel involved.
 

1. 	Nearly 40 one-on-one interviews were 
held with Bureau staff.

See Attachment E (for sample of interview questions and
 
responses).
 

2. 	5 quality circles consisting of from 8 to 15 participants

reviewed the findings of the one-on-one interviews. See

Attachment F (for group segment of question responses).
 

3. 	A cable from the Assistant Administrator to the missions
 
regarding the improvement project and scheduling mission units
 
was sent. (See Attachment G).
 

4. 	Five field missions were visited and ever 60 
one-on-one
 
interviews were held.
 

5. 	Six small group discussion meetings were held in 4 of 
the
 
missions.
 

6. 	After the preparation of a discussion paper outlining thirteen
 
problem areas, their causal factors, and recommendations for

improvement, five one hour meetings were held with interested
 
bureau personnel. The paper was also distributed throughout the

Bureau and to field missions for comment. (See Attachment H.)
 

6. 	A five person task force then met several times in order to
 
consider all additional inputs prior to preparing the Final
 
Report to Management.
 

The 	preliminary Final Report to Management contained discussions of
 

problems identified by the participants representing both those who
 

work within the system and those who are users of system products.
 

The Report also offered specific recommendations targeted to the
 

identified problems. 
These also were generated by the
 

participants. See Attachment I.
 

The 	preliminary final report was presented to NEAC in August 1983.
 

The final report entitled "Improving the Near East Bureau Evaluation
 

Process" dated August 1983 containing recommendations and NEAC
 

Decisions was then issued. 
 See Attachment J.
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Perhaps :he key indicator of problems is expressed in the first
 

piragraph of the Executive Summary in the final Report.
 

"Drawing on perceptions shared by project backstop officers
 
and project managers in AID/W and the field as well as
 
mission and bureau management, the findings indicate that
 
the NE Bureau's evaluation system is only partially

effective in terms of its utility for evaluation and
 
management of the Bureau's ongoing project portfolio, in
 
the design and planning of new project activities, and in
 
laying the framework for the design of overall assistance
 
programs and strategies."l/
 

This perception of the system producing outputs of questionable
 

usefulness is further reinforced by the attitude and practices in
 

field missions. On page 3 section A of the final Report it is
 

stated that "..all to often evaluation is not taken seriously and
 

is still seen as simply another 'hoop' to jump through."
 

Such perceptions held by producers and/or users of a systems output
 

are, in fact, serious warnings to management. Something significant
 

is wrong and requires Management's immediate attention. The Near
 

East Bureau's management obviously was aware that "something" was
 

wrong in the evaluation system and with the system's outputs since
 

this system was chosen for the quality/productivity improvement
 

project. This management feeling was also held by the employees and
 

the managers who participated in the data gathering effort. This is
 

well documented both in the raw data contained in the numerous
 

interview responses and in the conclusions drawn by those who
 

participated in the quality circles. When such a broad consensus is
 

reached by system management, system administrators and users of
 

system products, there is frequently a rush to judgment
 

I/ See Attachment J - "Improving The Near East Bureau Evaluation
 
Process:" Final Report, August 1983.
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regarding the causes of the problems. Too often this results in
 

changes which not only do not solve problems but which, in fact, may
 

create new ones.
 

Fortunately, the Near East Bureau's improvement team, which led the
 

project, had anticipated the need to probe beyond such perceptions.
 

By utiliL.iig an accumulative response design technique in the
 

development of the questionnaire in conjunction with the application
 

of Deming techniques, causal factor identification was included
 

within the questionnaire content.
 

What could be the causes of system outputs which are defective and
 

what is meant by defective? In the report entitled "Base Line Data
 

Collection fox the Quality and Productivity Improvement Projects in
 

the Agency for International Development," defective products are
 

defined as those system outputs which do not contain user needed
 

quality characteristics. The basic assumption underlying the
 

definition, however, requires that the system is to produce products
 

which serve defined user needs. Was this true in the case of the
 

evaluation system?
 

The finding which most directly addresses this question is contained
 

in the final report.
 

"Drawing on perceptions shared by project officers, project
 
backstop officers and mission and Bureau management alike,
 
our working group concluded..,that this situation derives
 
in large measure from a lack of mutual understanding of
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what the evaluation system is supposed to do or can be
 
expected to produce.O"/
 

What then is the Evaluation System to do and to produce? Which user
 

needs are to be met by the products (outputs) of the system? Who
 

are the users?
 

Probably the most basic question to begin with when looking at
 

system output problems is "who are the users?" Although this may
 

seem to be a rather elementary question, it was addressed in the
 

final report and led to important considerations. If there are
 

system output problems and a lack of understanding as to the
 

definition and use of the outputs, identifying the actual users of
 

the outputs may be of value.
 

While the final report does not specifically identify all potential
 

users within and without the Agency and specific host country users,
 

it does discuss the Bureau, missions and host countries, as users
 

with defined needs.3
/
 

Those needs include:
 

1. 	Project Design information including previous project experience
 
to help design new projects.
 

Users include the Bureau, Missions and host countries. Sources
 

include those generated from pilot projects -- Impact Evaluation,
 

some mid-project evaluations,
 

.a/Attachment J, Executive Summary Section 
(1st page, para. 1, last
 

sentence).
 

3/ Ibid, page 7.
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Contractor experience, AID staff experience and host country
 

personnel observation of successful projects.
 

MAJOR CATEGORIES
 
NEED PRIME USER(S) SOURCES
 

1. Project Design Bureaus . Impact Evaluations
 
Information Missions . Contractor Experience


Host Countries . AID Staff Experience
 
. Host Country Personnel
 
Observation of
 
successful projects.
 

. Periodic Issues-Driven
 
Evaluation.
 

2. Project Iiplementation Monitoring Information including

monitoring of project progress and effectiveness and the
 
identification of implementation bottlenecks or problems.
 

NEED 	 PRIME USER(S) SOURCES
 
2. 	Project Implementation Bureaus . Mission meetings with
 

Information Missions Country personnel and
 
Host Countries project officers.
 

Quart ely Project
 
Repo: s
 

* Portfolio Reviews
 
• Issues-driven
 
Evaluations
 

• Audits
 
.Alert List
 

(Contracting Process Bureau . Project/Program
Information) Assistance imple­

mentation Report

" Portfolio Reviews
 
" 	Congressional Presen­
tation Submissions
 

" Evaluations. 

3. Country Development Status and AID Strategies Information. In
 
addition to information on progress toward achievement of
 
project purpose and the Impact of individual projects, the

Bureau and Missions need information in Lector and
 
macro-economic trends.
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NEED 
 PRIME USER(S) SOURCES

3. Country Developmeit Bureau 
 .	 Host Country


Status and AID 
 Missions 
 socio-economic data
Strategies Information 
 .	 Macroeconomic trends 
• 	Special studies
 
• 	Surveys
 
• 	Assessments
 
• 	Periodic Project
 
evaluations.
 

Bureau 
 . Country development
 
strategy statement
 

4. AID History Information. Because of 
the continual transfer of
AID personnel, missions keep track of what AID has financed in

their respective countries.
 

NEED 
 PRIME USER(S) SOURCES

4. AID Histonical 
 Missions 
 Final1 Project


Information 
 Bureau 
 Evaluations
 
• Project Completion
 
Reports
 

* Comprehensive program
 
Reviews
 

• 	Import Evaluations
 
It is clear from the data that users within the bureau, missions and
 

host countries look to evaluations as sources to satisfy a broad
 

range of needs. However, these same users may or 
may not consider
 

evaluations as a primary source for any given set of needs.
 

Which needs can then be expected to be met by the outputs of the
 

evaluation system? 
 The consensus appears to be that the Evaluation
 

System is designed to provide answers 
to three questions relevant to
 

all forms of economic assistance.
 

1. 
 Those dealing with effectiveness.
 

2. Those dealing with significance.
 

3. Those dealing with efficiency.
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Effectiveness questions are:
 

"Are the targets for outputs and purposes being achieved?
 
Are the lessons learned the utilized to improve

implementation? Are they being incorporated into new
 
project designs?"±/
 

Significance questions are:
 

"Will the achievement of the targets contribute to economic
 
development or other higher goals beyond the project

purpose? To what extent? What are the activity's
 
advantages over possible alternatives? What about
 
unintended, unplanned effects (positive or negative)?". /
 

Efficiency questions are:
 

"Do the benefits justify the costs? Are there more
 
efficient means of achieving the same targets?"6/
 

The following evaluation products are designed to provide
 

answers to these questions.
 

PRODUCTS 
 CONTENT
 

1. Impact Evaluations 	 Types and magnitudes of benefits
 
fromspecific projects and
 
programs. Effectiveness of 	past

projects and programs. Factors
 
which influence whether potential
 
benefits are likely to or have been
 
achieved.
 

2. Periodic, Issue Driven Review of Issues raised during design

Evaluation of Individual 	 which could only be resolved during

Projects 	 implementation. Solutions to
 

serious implementation problems.
 
Document successes or failures.
 
Bring a project to attention of high
 
level host country officials. To
 
relate progress toward outputs to
 
purpose. To reassess the continued
 
relevance of project purpose,
 
assumptions and whys of
 
implementation difficulties.
 

1/ Ibid, Page 8.
 

1/ Ibia, Page 8.
 

.V/ Ibid, Page 9.
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3. 	Assessments and Special Examination of cross cutting

Studies 
 issues within one sector or 	across
 

several sectors. May focus 	on prior

AID experience or may develop new
 
information in AT.D limited
 
experience area.
 

4. End of Project Evaluation/ There may be final evaluatirns
 
Reports 	 or project completion reports.
 

Final evaluation reports provide
 
information on the project's impact
 
on beneficiaries, possible economic
 
return and lessons learned.
 
Completion reports emphasize inputs,
 
outputs and end of project status
 
indicators.
 

The products of the evaluation system are designed to meet specific
 

user needs. They are not designed to meet all needs for the
 

identified major needs categories including:
 

1. Project design information.
 

2. Project implementation 	monitoring information.
 

3. Country development status and AID strategies information.
 

4. AID history information.
 

While 	the system products may be a source they are neither the only
 

source nor, 
in most cases, the prime source. Quality Evaluation
 

System Products, however, are important sources for users. 
 Each
 

identified major need requires a mix of products. Although not stated
 

in the report, it appears that if the system products (impact
 

evaluations, periodic issues drive evaluations, asse~zsments and
 

special studies and end of project evaluations) were meeting their
 

design requirements (general quality characteristics), the system
 

would 	be producing what is needed from an effective evaluation system.
 

'V 
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Is the system producing products which meet the design requirements?
 

Table A lists the products, their design requirements, common defects
 

noted by users and other comments which relate to system, process, and
 

other problems.
 



System 

Products 


1. Impact Evaluations 


2. Periodic, Issue 

Evaluations of 

Individual Projects 


TABLE A 

EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Product Design Requirements 
 Current Product

(General Quality Characteristics 
 Defects 


A. Provide information on types and 
 . Not available 

nagnitude of benefits from specific 
 when needed.
projects. 
 .
 

.Uneven quality.
B. Provide information on effectiveness 

of past projects and programs.
 

C. Provide information on factors which 

influence whether or not the potential 

benefits of a project or program are likely
to be or have been achieved. 


A. Issues review of issues raised during . Bureau finds
during project design which could only be 
 evaluations focused
resolved during implementation, 
 on wrong issues. 


B. Define solutions to serious implementation
problems. 


C. Documentation of suocesses or failures. 
 .	 Evaluation reports 
often unsatisfactory 
for misson and AID/W 
use. 

Other
 
Conmnents 

. Expensive
 

Time consuming
 

. Complicated
 

. Host countries often
 
not interested in using

"their" aid funds.
 

.	 Pressure for new 
project outweighs
 
willingness to wait
 
several years for
 
evaluation of similar
 
project elsewhere.
 

.	 EValuation system does 
not facilitate Bureau/
USAID agreement on 

types of evaluations
 
needed - purpose - and
detailed scopes.
 

.	 AID/W support for 
mission level 
evaluation varies. 

!­



System 
Products 

2. Continued 

3. Assessments and 
Special Studies 


4. End of Project
 
Evaluations/Report
 

Final Evaluations 

Project Completion 

Reports
 

Product Design Requirements

(General Quality Characteristics 


D. Relate progress toward outputs to 
purpose and to reassess periodically the 

continued relevance of project purpose, 

assumptions and the whys of inplementt-ion
difficulties. 


A. Provide an examination of cross-
cutting issues within one sector or across 

several sectors. 

B. Prior AID experience may be focus. 

C. Purpose can be to develop new information 
in area where AID's experience is limited, 

A. Provide intormaton regarding impact 
on beneficiaries. 

B. Information on possible economic return. 

C. Lessons learned that are particularly
relevant to possible follow on projects or
 
similar projects in same or other countries.
 

A. Information emphasizing inputs/outputs.
 

B. End of project status indicators.
 

C. essons learned. 

Current Product 
Defects 

Scopes ot work do 
not usually ask for 
chis informiation. 

.	 Repititious products. 

.	 Other users may not 
know info exists, 

.	 Cases when no report 
is done. 


Varying quality. 

Seldom address lessons 
learned.
 

Other
 
Comments
 

Evaluations often
 
poorly planned or
 
ad hoc.
 

Recoeridations nct
 
always implemented. 

.	 System does not 
facilitate formal
 
bureau/USAID agreement 
on need, purpose, scope
or timing. 

.	 No one office 
coordinates. 

• 	 Information not shared. 

.	 No Bureau policy 
requiring either report
 

to be produced.
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The analysis in Table A points out several product defects, many of
 

a serious nature. In addition, specific causal factors are listed
 

in the "other comments" column. The data from the final report does
 

indicate that evaluation system products are not meeting their
 

dk.sign requirements. Unfortunately, precise information re the
 

extent or frequency of defective products does not exist. The
 

perceptions of those interviewed, however, as reflected in the final
 

report indicates that defective products are common.
 

Certain recommendations were made to NEAC which were directed toward
 

addressing the causal factors of product defectives. These are
 

related to the products, product defects and causal problems in
 

Table B. The reader is referreed to the final Report (Attachment J)
 

for an in-depth presentation of this information.
 



TABLE B 

Partial List of Reccmmendations for Improvement 
Of Evaluation Products' Quality/Usefulness 

1. 

Product 

Impact Evaluation 

Defects & Problems 

Expensive, time consuming, 
complicated. 

. 

Recommendations 

Be done sparingly. 

Responsible 

For 
Action 

Agency/Bureau 

NEAC Decision 

Approved 

Available for projects no 
longer in vogue, 

* New projects begin before 
similar projects' evaluation 
findings available. 

. TO study project approaches 
where little Agency 
experience. 

In relation to pilot or 
demonstration projects. 

* Host countries often not 
interested in using "their" 
AID funds. 

. 

Bureau to be responsible for 
selection of sectors and projects 
to received impact evaluations. 

Bureau to help fund and administer 
Impact evaluations. 

2. Periodic, Issue 
driven evaluations 
of individual 
projects. 

. Current system does not 
facilitate Bureau/USAID 
agreement on types of 
evaluations needed now. 

. Establish permanent NE 
Bureau Senior evaluation 
committee. 

Bureau Disapproved 
PEPIC chaired 
by NE/DP/PAE 
sutficient. 

" the purpose of the 
evaluation now. 

" The detailed scopes of the 
evaluations, 

. Reviews general status of 
implementation of 
evaluaton plan. 

. Establish selected 
project evaluation 
priorities. 



Product Defects & Problems Recommendations 
Responsible 

ForAction NEAC Decision 

2. Continued . Bureau finds evaluations 
focused on many issues. 

•Identify inadequate 
contractor performance. 

Disapproved 

- Ad hoc/poorly planned 
evaluations, 

. Deliniate Bureau level 
evaluation interests 
(personnel finding).. 

- Review and act upon 
specific studies of 
assessments proposed 
by mission or bureau. 

- Consider requirements 
from PPC/E and others. 

- Formal recognition 
exceptional work. 

for 

Uneven follow-up on evaluation 
recoimendations. 

. Missions disagreeing with 
specific evaluation 
recomendations to include 
their views in final 

Mission Approved 

evaluation report as an 
attachment. 

Missions to address 
on recoarendations in 

Mission Approved 

previous evaluations in 
subsequent evaluations. 

When evaluation recom-
mendations beyond
capacity of host country 
to implement missions 
consider revision in project 
provide technical or other 
assistance. 

Mission Approved 



Responsible 

3. 

Product 

Assessments an 
Special Studies 

. 

Defects & Problems 

Current system does not 
facilitate BureauAJSAID 
agreement on need for 
assessments and/or special 
studies. 

Recommendations 

. All proposed assessments 
and/or special studies 
from all sources submitted 
to NESEC. 

For 
Action 

Bureau 

NEAC Decision 

Approved 
Substitute PERC 
for NESEC. 

. Detailed scopes of the assess­
ments on special studies now. 

"Theii timing. 

" Inadequate conceptual framework 

and/or scopes of work. 
. PRC to have role in 

drafting scopes of work. 
Bureau Approved 

. 

. 

Consistently apply the 
Redelegation of Authority
guidelines: -
PIDs include draft Log 

frame. 
PIDs include draft 
evaluation plan. 
(absence of these items in 
PID will defer decision.) 

Bureau Approved 

O 

- Ensure provisions for 
information needs included 
in every project design. 

Mission Approved 

- Expenditure for data 
collection to reflect type of 
project and magnitude of 
overall investment. 



Product Defects & Problems Recommendations 

Responsible 
For

Action NEAC Decision 

3. Continued . Institute policy requiring 
original as well as draft 
updated log frames be 
included with PES. 

Bureau Approved 

* Uneven AIDiW backstopping 
support. 

. Require missions to clearly
define who is responsible 
for evaluation, clarify role 
of evaluation officer; and 

Bureau Approved 

* Uneven follow-up of Evaluation 
Recommendations. 

. Establish system for follow-up 
on evaluation recommendations. 

No one ofrke in Bureau 
coordinating: 
. Bureau support fragmented 
information not always 
shared. 

. NE/DP/PAE to be a member 
of all Bureau special 
interest studies. 

Bureau Approved on 
trial basis. 

4. End of Project 
Evaluation Repocts 

. No Bureau policy requires 
either product to be produced. 
* Possibility of losing part 

of AID's experience history. 

. Project Completion 
reports be required of all 
AID-financed Projects 
(Handbook III requirement). 

Bureau Approved 

This be waived if a final 
evaluation in PID & PPs be 
discontinued. 
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in addition to the product's specific recommendations, an additional
 

analysis related to an additional user need was made. This analysis
 

of user concerns was directed to the need for project monitoring
 

information.!/ This report section entitled "Progress/
 

Implementation Reports and Portfolio Reviews," includes the
 

consideration of a variety of monitoring systems used by the Bureau
 

and missions.
 

While evaluations should not be necessary to provide the monitoring
 

information needed, some missions are continuing to perform annual
 

project evaluations to meet this need..
 

Table C lists the problems and recommendations for this user need.
 

7/ Ibid, page 10.
 



TABLE C 

MONITORING INFORtMATION 

User Need 

Project Monitoring 
Information (What is 
and is not happening?) 

Defects/System
Products Problems 

(From a variety of Monitoring Systems) 

. Project/Program assistance . This report was refocused 
Implementation Report. on Procurement - not 

important source for 
status of implementation
against targets. 

Recommendations 

Change title to 
reflect nature 
of report. 

Responsible 

For 
Action 

Bureau 

NEAC Decision 

Approved in 
Principle. 

" Semiannual 

" Alert List 

Portfolio Reviews. . Sometimes users tend 
to rely too heavily on 
SPRs in lieu of more 
routine effective 
monitoring system. 

Develop Management 
Monitoring/Implemen-
tation Report. (Use
Tunisia Quarterly 
Implementation Report 
as a model.) 

No recommendations. 

Bureau Approved in 
Principle. 

"Various forms of Quarterly 
Implementation Status Reports. 

. Information not pulled 
together in usable format. 
Inconsistencies in the 
various reports' content. 

Discontinue-
Replace with 
Management Monitoring
Implementation 
Report. (Use Wang 
System.) 

Bureau Approved in 
Principle. 



Kesponslble 
Defects/System For 

User Need Products Problems Reconiiendations Action NEAC Decision 

Annual Project Evaluations. Does not effectively nor 
efficiently serve as a 
source for monitoring 

. Discontinue as a 
substitute for 
monitoring system. 

Bureau Approved in 
Principle. 

information. 

Establish for- Bureau Approved 
malized system Missions 
for requiring 
officers to prepare 
end of tour reports. 

Alternative to Bureau Approved 
above is to Missions 
schedule in- 0 
house evaluations 
of all projects 

officer with 
participation by 
his/her replacement. 
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The project also resulted in the identification of major
 

cross-cutting problem areas which affect system operation and
 

product quality. Table D lists the product and system defects
 

identified together with the related recommendations and management
 

decisions.
 

(47
 



TABLE D 

MAJOR CROSS-CUTTING PROBLEM AREAS AFFECING
 
EVALUATION PFX a QUALIi AND SYSTEM OPERATION 

Product Defect System Defect Explanation 

Lack of trained, 
experienced mission 

Mission Director or Deputy Mission 
"de facto" mission evaluation officer 

evaluation officers 
with clearly defined 

job title holder, however, usually 
defines role of staff evaluation 

roles, officer. Roles vary from mission to 
mission and from job title holder to 
job title holder. Evaluation officer 
is usually a mission assistant program 
officer. Very few missions treat 
evaluation as a full time job, thus 
little time is available to ensure 
either production of duality cvaluation 
report5 or individual HC more 
effectively in the process. Itere is 
no career track or reward for 
evaluation officer. 

uneven quality of 
External Evaluation 
Reports. 

. External Evaluation teams (contractor, 
AID/W TDY or combination) produce 
untimely, unbalanced, irrelevant reports 
with unfeasible reconinendations. 

Responsible
 
for NEAC 

Recommendation Action Decision 

NE Senior Evaluation 
Committee to resolve 

Buruau Approved for 
Development 

confusion over where of Guidelines 
Primary responsibility 
lies in mission for 
evaluation system; 
Develop clearly defined 
role for mission 
evaluation officers; 
Require minimum experience
 
in project design, managing
 
Project inlementation;
 
Budget and programming
 
experience.
 

. Select IQC Contractors Agency Not Approved.
 
with proven capability. Bureau Need further
 

exploration of
 
. Reinstate Contractor 
 legal constraints
 
performance reports. 
 other approaches.
 

. IQCs (or individuals AID needs to have
 
within IQC's) dropped greater specificity

for poor quality work. in delineating
 

expectations from
 
contractor.
 



Responsible 
for NEACProduct Defect System Defect Explanation 	 Recommendation Action Decision 

Scope of work to Bureau Approved 
include required review 
of AID evaluation
 
policies, documentation 
requirements, a review of
 
Project related DIU 
documents and review of 
project files before 
departure to evaluation
 
site.
 

Require every contractor Bureau Approved
 
prepares report include
 
Executive summaries 
following PES format. 

Include in contract Bureau Not approved
 
for consultants doing (Same reasons as
 
AID evaluations a 
 denial of recom­
performance guaranty. 	 mendations of IQC 

Contractors.) 

.	 Require AID/W via the Bureau Approved 
PRC and mission to agree 
on scope of work prior 
to departure to 
Evaluation site. 

.	 Require AID/W fl)Y Bureau Approved on case
 
evaluators complete Mission 
 by case basis.
 
draft of evaluation
 
report for mission
 
review before leaving.
 



Product Defect System Defect Explanation 

Uneven Proforma or Varies from country to country.
non-existant host General perception is that host 
country partici-
 countries are not atuned to evaluation. 

pation in evaluation . Evaluation unique American management
efforts. 	 tool. 

.	 Mission not consistent in seeking 

host country participation. 


Heavy reliance on . Positive learning aspects of evaluation 

external evaluations, participation cost to mission staff, 


AID/W TDY staff and host country. 

Responsible
for NEAC
 

RecontuerA-dation 
 Action Decision 

Include in PID or PP Bureau Approved; Institute 
evaluation plans policy to require 
requirement that 	 missions to provide

design officer discuss 
 full text of project

degree of host country evaluation plan to 
interest in and capacity host country.
for participation in
 
evaluations.
 

Require missions to bureau Approved
 
develop and report on
 
efforts to establish
 
liaison with host
 
countries, offices or
 
agencies concerned with
 
evaluation.
 

"DesignateMission Bureau 
 Not approved.
 
Evaluation officers
 
position as a language

position.
 

When appropriate, Mission 
 Concur in principle.
 
provide technical
 
assistance or training
 
to counterpart evaluation
 
or organizations.
 

.	 Institute policy to Bureau 
 Approved in
 
reduce Bureau reliance principle.
 
on external contractors
 
for evaluation.
 



Product Defect System Defect E.rlanation Recommendation 
Responsible 

for NEAC 

ReomenatonAction Decision 
. Make operating expense 

funds earmarked for 
evaluation available for 
travel expenses 
employees. 

for AID 

. Encourage missions to 
use in-house and host 

Bureau Approved in 
principle. 

country staff in routine 
evaluations. 

. During redesign process 
ensure evaluation plan, 

Mission Approved in 
principle. 

data collection require­
ments abd resources for 
evaluation tightly
interwoven into project
implementation plan. 

. Identify and utilize Mission Approved in 
host country social 
scientists and economists 

principle. 

in in-house and external 
evaluation teams. 

Need for evaluation 
process and 
methodology training, 

Confusion exists among Washington and 
field AID employees.about evaluaticn 
policies, documentation policies, and 

. Conduct training Bureau 
sessions in missions and 
bureaus with concentration 

Approve with 
changes. 

documentation and techniques. on application of FES 
methodology to different 
types of projects. 

Confusion contributes to both product 
defects and system problems. 

Senior mission management 
to participate in Washington. 

Incorporate training 
into existing 
training programs. 



Product Defect System Defect Explanation Reconendation 

Responsible
for 

Action 
NEAC 

Decision 

Provide opportunities 
tor middle level 

Bureau 
Mission 

Approved in 
principle. 

officers to participate 
on Agenfy or bureau 
impact evaluation 
team:. 

Recommend missions make 
time avdilable for 

Bureau 
Mission 

Approved in 
principle. 

officers and staffs to 
participate on evaluation 
teams. 

. Recommend missions 
encourage officers from 

Bureau 
Mission 

Approved 

one sector participate 
in evaluations in other 
sectors. 

Limited Economic . Economic analysis requirement in 
project design process not generally 
carried over to evaluation plan (even
for those projects in which project
paper presents a quantified economic 
analysis. 

. Require projects 
justified on economic 
basis to be evaluated. 

. Include in evaluation 
assessment of economic 

Bureau Approved 

impact. 

Data rarely obtained for impact in 
economic teLlus except where micro data
is required in implementation. 

. Provide resources 
necessary to do data 
collection overtime. 



Responsible

Product Defect System Defect Explanation for NEACReccnendation Action Decision 

Require discussion of Bureau 
 Approved
 
host country capacity 
for analyzing and 
collecting data. Where 
host country capacity
 
for this is weak,
 
training should be
 
integrated into project. 
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The Near East Bureau's Quality/Productivity Improvement project
 

resulted in an excellent beginning. The project applied many of the
 

Deming improvement principles, involved a large number of managers
 

and professionals in real participation activities and influenced
 

many of those employees to look at their work in 
terms of systems,
 

products, producers, users, and quality. 
The identification of
 

system products, product user requirements, system product design
 

requirements, major product defects and system problems can prove to
 

be of great value to the Agency.
 

This way of looking 
at Agency work can be applied to any activity in
 

the Agency. 
 It is being applied with success in federal and state
 

government agencies 
as well as private sector organizations. Every
 

system, no matter where found, must either produce acceigtable
 

products (outputs) or it literally chews up inputs while it produces
 

partially or totally unusable products.
 

It is apparent from the final report that serious defects within the
 

evaluation system have in turn inexorably led to serious product
 

defects. Defective products waste inputs such as 
person hours and
 

contracting costs. 
 Reworking defects to produce acceptable products
 

requires additional inputs. That the evaluation system is wasting
 

inputs becomes undeniable when system and product defects are
 

identified.
 

The Bureau's efforts at identifying product defects led to 
the
 

identification of system defects. 
This process is a proven road to
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the development of management and employee awareness 
that quality
 

and productivity are outcomes of the system. 
As Dr. Deming pointed
 

out in his sessions with AID/W management, "any significant
 

improvement in (product) quality and 
(real) productivity must come
 

from the system.' This principle is illustrated by the fact that
 

nearJy every recommendation for improvement contained in the
 

Bureau's final report relates to the system.
 



The Africa Bureau's project to improve the Project Identification
 

Document process followed a similar course to that of the Near East
 

Bureau's project. It began with the development of a questionnaire
 

by a management quality circle consisting mainly of Bureau of AID/W
 

professionals. This Circle led by Russell Anderson of PD/CCWAP
 

identified generally held perceptions of PID process and product
 

problems. The questionnaire was first tested via a cable sent to
 

the Bureau's missions.
 

The cable questionnaire was designed to deal with the quality
 

characteristics of a PID, consistency (or lack-thereof) in the
 

design and review process experience with Handbook 3 guidelines and
 

the impact on PIDs of the increased delegations of authority (see
 

Attachment L). Responses from several missions were presented in an
 

interim report to management (see Attachment M). This interim
 

report contained a significant statement regarding the Project
 

Identification Document itself.
 

"...it did indicate that the missions feel that they can't
 
submit a PID that conforms to the Handbook 3 guidelines and have
 
it approved."7/
 

The report further states that the broad problem identified by the
 

mission responses was:
 

"...They believe what AID/W wants is the substance for project
 
approval because AID/W is using the PID level decision as the de
 
facto authorization of a project. To satisf AID/W's unstated
 
desire for sufficient (and everchanging) information on which to
 
base the de facto authorization, the Missions try to anticipate
 

-/ Attachment M "Deming Pilot Project Report" Page 2.
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every possible question that might be raised and to 
answer those

questions in the PID. 
THE NET RESULT IS A BREAKDOWN OF THE PID
 
PROCESS..."8/
 

Within the broad problem area defined by these preliminary report
 

conclusions, it 
was suggested that several areas be examined. This
 

was to be done in order to:
 

"get the PID process back into the Handbook 3 context so that

the mission and AID/W can agree on 
what the real rules are on
 
PID design and review."."/
 

Further suggestions included the pursuit of 
answers to the following
 

questions:
 

1. What is 
the PID and what level of substantive information is
 

required for each section of the PID?
 

2. What should be reviewed in a PID during the review.process?
 

3. How is the PID review process working?
 

The report went on 
to suggest that within each of these questions
 

there existed such areas to be examined. It cautioned that these
 

concerns reflected only field perceptions and that AID/W's might be
 

different. The report went on to provide a project plan
 

incorporating broad AID/W and field participation, identification of
 

process problems leading to defective PIDs, base line data gathering
 

to isolate problems and causal factors, the development of a
 

./ Ibid page 2. 

./ Ibid page 9. 
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questionnaire dealing with process problems (system problems) and
 

product (PID) problems. In addition, a discussion of data analysis
 

and the role of Quality Circles was included.
 

Shortly after the management Quality Circles interim report was
 

forwarded, the Bureau for Management decided to convene a Task Force
 

to examine:
 

1. 	 The way PIDs were prepared.
 

2. 	 The way PIDs were reviewed and approved.
 

Members of the Task Force established set for themselves these
 

objectives:
 

1. 	 Examin PID guidelines contained in Handbook 3 for adequacy;
 

2. 	 Provide field posts with guidance on how to interpret those
 

guidelines in preparing PIDs;
 

3. 
 Provide guidance to those who participate in AID/W PID
 

reviews on what to expect of PIDs.A'
 

The Task Force had, in effect, accepted the suggestions of the
 

original Management Quality Circle. 
This acceptance was not only
 

reflected *in the area to be examined by the Task Force but also in
 

the obj ctives which the Task Force established.
 

10/ Attachment N "Africa Bureau Task Force Report on The Project

Identification Document", Introduction.
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The Task Force also adopted the MQC's technique of actively
 

involving a large number of the Bureau's AID/W managers and
 

professionals as well as personnel assigned to missions. It also
 

expanded participation beyond the Bureau to other AID/W staff. Over
 

40 AID/W individual interviews were held by the Task Force with high
 

level Bureau managers, and personnel for Geographic offices,
 

Development Planning offices, Technical areas, etc. 
 Over 40 AID/W
 

and representatives from missions visiting AID/W were interviewed.
 

Preliminary results from these interviews were presented to
 

attendees at the two annual scheduled Workshops (Abid3an and
 

Nairobi) in late September. Responses from the attendees were
 

incorporated in a final report (Attachment N).
 

This final undistributed report contains principal findings and
 

recommendations as well as an excellent analysis of the Handbook III
 

guidelines. This analysis attempts to clarify PID requirements so
 

that both the producer and reviewer (user) of PIDs can be in
 

agreement on PID content.
 

Table E lists the Major Process (System) problems identified in the
 

final report. ll /
 

ll/ Attachment N, Africa Bureau Task Force Report on the Project

Identification Document (PID), January 1984, (not distributed).
 

(
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TABLE E
 

PID And System Process Defects
 

Product 	 System/Process Defects
 

PID 	 Excessive length
 
unwieldy- go beyond
 
intended purpose.
 

Handbook III Producer and user
 
(reviewer) lack of
 
common understanding of
 
level of information and
 
content of each PID
 
sectiLon.
 

Review Process Unnecessarily long and
 
cumbersome.
 

There are two major interrelated processes operating within what is
 

commonly referred to as t.he PID process. The first is the process
 

which results in the creation of the PID. The second is the process
 

through which the PID is reviewed and a 	decision is made.
 

Handbook III is a critical element in 6ach of these interrelated
 

processes. It 
must be relied upon by the producers (missions) in
 

order 
to produce PIDs with those quality characteristics which make
 

PIDs acceptable to users (revieweis and decision-makers). The users
 

must rely upon the Handbook to provide the quality characters by
 

which they must test the acceptability of the PID.
 

Problems with these types of systems most often occur when the
 

producers and users:
 

1. 	 can not agree upon the quality characteristics necessary
 

for an acceptable product; and/or
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2. the users begin to redefine the use of the product as
 

others than that for which the product was designed. This
 

mGzt often results in an expansion of the quality
 

characteristics required.
 

When one or both of these causal elements exist the system begins to
 

produce perceived "defective" products, lengthy delays while rework
 

is carried out and finally products which continue to grow on in
 

terms of quality characteristics content until the producer begins
 

to produce anything just so it gets past the users. The system is
 

then out of control. Its processes are attempting to cope with the
 

production of outputs for which the processes 
were not designed.
 

Production inputs and rework inputs grow until everyone is engaged
 

in satisfying uncontrollable system's requirements which have little
 

relationship to actual user 
need.
 

Table F lists the major findings with reference to PID production
 

process problems, review process problems and product (PID) problems.
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PID (Product Defects) 

(Missions) 


Excessive in Length 


Unwieldy 


Go far beyond intended 

purposes. 


TABLE F
 

PID Production
 
Process Defects PID Review Process
 

(Missions) Defects (Users)
 

Problems with Technical
 
issues in previous PIDs
 
require producer to respond
 
with more detail in
 
subsequent PIDs.
 

Mission and AID/W staff AID/W users requiring

working with desired more detail than is
 
versus required levels of necessary for PID to
 
detail (required levels carry.
 
of detail are quality
 
characteristics).
 

Chairpersons for
 
reviews (issues of CPR
 
meetings) not
 
directing discussions
 
to meet requirements
 
for acceptable PID.
 

Delegation of
 
authority for many
 
missions to approve
 
PPs reduced role of
 
many AID/W staff to
 
participate in PP
 
review. These
 
employees now unable
 
to influence project

design beyond PID
 
stage. They request
 
more information and
 
detail in PID.
 

Review process
 
unnecessarily long and
 
cumbersome.
 



- 37 -

The findings regarding common PID aefects reflect the producer
 

missions' attempt to satisfy changing 
user requirements. The PIDs
 

had become longer than actually reeded and had been required to go
 

far beyond their intended purpose. Missions were, in fact, unable
 

to submit a PID in conformance with the process requirements (a PID
 

with the defined quality characteristics as contained in Handbook
 

3). 
 To do so only invited the receipt of cables requiring more
 

information.
 

Missions were 
faced with either assuming all possible questions that
 

were to be answered in the PID, or with entering a guessing game
 

with users. They were 
forced to try to satisfy user desires not
 

user needs. The resulting PIDs went far beyond their intended
 

purposes.
 

The review and decision process reflects a process which had grown
 

long and cumbersome. It alloied users to requiie more detail in
 

PIDs than necessary which, of course, 
impacted directly on the
 

nature of the PID. These problems in concert with those of the PID
 

production process illustrate the elements of a system out of
 

control.
 

Unless the process defects are corrected and the system is kept in
 

control, acceptable PIDs will not be produced. 
Table G contains the
 

recommendations of the task force for improvement of the PIDs and
 

the processes.
 

tA
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Table G lists product defects first. However, these pooduct defects
 

reflect the defective nature of the PID process illustrated by the
 

problems found in the review process which required that defective
 

products be produced by missions. 
 Process defects must be corrected
 

if there is to be a realistic expectation of acceptable PID
 

production.
 

The recommendations for improvement of the production and review
 

processes appear to be 
on target. Most important is the
 

recommendation to promote common understanding of what content
 

(quality characteristics) is required in an 
acceptable PID, until
 

both users and producers can agree 
on an answer to the question.
 

"What quality characteristics must an acceptable PID
 

contain?"
 

No significant improvement in 
the PID processes can be generated
 

unless users define what producers are to produce. The task force
 

recognized this and included in its recommendations:
 

"The circulation o.f the contents of Chapter IV of the
 

final report 
to field and AID/W staff."
 

Chapter IV of the final report contains the results of the task
 

force's efforts to better define the PID contents. The task force
 

reviewed Handbook 3, Chapter 2 section by section. 
 In this effort
 

they reviewed other documents related to the preparation of PIDs;
 

interviewed AID/W staff within and outside of the bureau and
 

discussed with them each subsection. 
From this work came improved
 

descriptions of content requirements (quality characteristics) of
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PIDS. This work is most important since it 
can serve as the basis
 

of "the rules of the game" so 
that producers can produce what users
 

need.
 

Table G contains other recommendations all of which are directed
 

toward production and review process improvements.
 



TABLE G 

Africa Bureau PID Process 

PID (Product Defects) 
PID Production 
Process Defects 

PID Review 
Process Defects Recommendations 

"Excessive in Length 
. AA/AFRICA formally reaffirm 

"Unwieldy validity of HB 3, Chapter 2. 

•Go far beyond intended 
purpose. . Bureau advise all field posts of 

20 page limitation. 

. Return PIDs for revision when they 
exceed page limitations. 

.Chairpersons of issues and ECPR 
meetings dismiss issues not germaine 
to PIDs. 

AID users requiring more 
detail than is necessary for
PID to carry. 

Promote 
Chapter
posts. 

common understanding of HB 3, 
2 content among AID/W and tield
('This content relates to 

quality characteristics.) 

Delegation of authority for 
many missions (etc.) to 
approve PPs' reduced role 
of many AID/W staff to 
participate in PP review. 

Circulate contents of Chapter IV of Task 
Force report to field and AID/W staff 
(quality characteristics detail). 

These employees now request 
more information and detail 
in PID. 

Mission and AID/W staff 
working with desired vs. 
required levels of detail 
(required levels of detail 

Mission and AID/W staff 
working with desired vs. 
required levels of detail 
(required levels of detail 

are quality characteristics), are quality characteristics). 

Chairpersons for reviews not 
directing discussions to 
meet requirements (quality
characteristics) for accep-
table PID. 

. Introduce use of checkli-t by chairperson
of ECPR and issues meetings to assure that 
all legal, procedural and Agency policy
matters applicable to PIDs are dealt with 
at meetings. 



PID (Product Defects) 
PID Production 
Process Defects 

PID Review 
Process Defects Recommendations 

Require all chairpersons 
summarize decisions made 

at 
at 

such meetings 
the meetings. 

to 

Encourage all chairpersons to take short-term 
executive training courses on meeting 
management. 

Review Process unnecessarily 
long and cumbersome, 

- More time is allotted to 
to the review of 
documents than is 
necessary. 

Reduce time for reviewing PIDs to one work 
week between PID distribution and issues 
meeting. 

Encourage issues conmittee to return poorly 
prepared or inadequate PIDs to source. 

Expand List of i1CP chairpersons 
the Director and Deputy Director 

to include 
of PID. 

Discontinue exchange of cables with missicns 
or draft issues following issues meeting. 

Encourage participation by field representatives 
at Issues and ECPR meetings for difficult PIDs. 

Restructure and improve quality of issues papers
which serve as agendas for ECPR meetings. 

Restructure current 
ECPR decisions. 

procedures for recording 

- One paragraph decision cables 
within one day of meeting. 

- Guidance cables out with one 
week of meeting. 

- Limit required guidance
cables clearances to AFR/PD,
DP, Geographic desk and PFC. 



PID (Product Defevts) 
PID Production 
Process Defects 

PID Review 
Process Defects IReco iiindations 

Process for bringing issues 
to the attention of senior 
management is unwieldy, 
involves too many people; 
takes too much time. 

Eliminate most clearances required tor issues 
p~uers. 

Only clearance necessary is by Director P/0 
within one day of issues meeting. 

Eicourage higher level participation at 
executive committee for project review 
meetings. If Office Directors cannot 
attend, their representatives to 
have authority to concur in ECPR 
decisions. 
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The Deming Approach was applied in the Africa Bureau Improvement
 

Project. In a memo to Mr. Larry Haussman of the Bureau (leader of
 

the Task Force) several of Dr. Deming's 14 points for management
 

were discussed. (See Attachment 0). 
 The task force final report
 

reflects the considerations raised in the memo.
 

However, there are areas discussed in the memo for which the task
 

force can have no responsibility. One of those areas is paramount
 

to the improvement of any system/process. Management is responsible
 

for the system. Dr. Deming's point number 4 - !'Constantly and
 

Forever Improve the System" - is a management function and requires
 

their active participation. On page two of the introduction of the
 

task force's report this point is well stated (see Attachment N):
 

We are under no illusion, however, that a series of
 
seemingly sensible recommendations will by themselves
 
result in a better process. Without the long-term

commitment of senior managers in Washington ana in the
 
field to improve the process, these recommendations will
 
have little sustained imoact..."
 

As of this date (July 16, 1984), some actions have occurred as a
 

result of the Africa Bureau improvement project. On January 25,
 

1984, Headquarters Management Notice No. 64-32, "Africa Bureau
 

Procedures for Review and Approval of Projects" was distributed (see
 

Attachment P). This notice dealt with four major areas:
 

1. The establishment of project committees.
 

2. The project issues me:ting.
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3. The Executive Committee for Project Review.
 

4. Review and Approval Procedures - The Process.
 

The thrust of this notice was to improve the review and approval
 

process. It was an acknowleagement that, 
in order to improve the
 

quality of the products from the PID production process review and
 

approval process, improvements must be designed and implemented.
 

Users (reviewers and decision makers) must define what they require
 

and provide processes which are efficient in order for producers
 

(missions/field offices) 
to produce quality products (PIDs).
 

Table H lists the task force recommendations and the improvements
 

contained in the management notice.
 



TABLE H 

Management Notice Improvements 

System 
ReiewandAtm 

Review and Approval 
. Overall 

Recommendations 
orManagement 

ement 

system improvement 
. 

n agjement 
Notice 

Improvements 

Establishment of project 
conmittees. 
• Responsibility of PID review 

process. 

• Review, analyze and present
project doc..nent at Issuesand 6CPR metings. L 

• Committee to include: 

Chairperson of Issues meeting 
germane to PIDs. 

dismiss issues not 

Project officer, AFR/PD
chairperson; geographic deskofficer; AFR/TR from 
appropriate tech. sector/
discussions; AFR/DP; GC/AFR;
others as appropriate. 

Project Issues Meeting Require­
ni~nts. 

Discontinue exchange of cables with missions/field
offices on draft issues meeting. 

. 

Determine whether PID or PP
conforms to Agency standards 
(handbook, policy and strategy 
considerations). 

Based on findings recommen­
dations to ECPR limited to: 
Approve, with appropriate 
guidance.

* Conditionally approve with 
explicit guidelines for full 
approval. 



System 

Recommendations 
for 

Management 

Management 
Notice 

Improvements 

" Encourage Issues committee to return poorly 
prepared or inadequate PIDs to source, 

. Return inadequate documents 
office/mission. 

to 

. Disaprove. 

. In case of PIDs - approve 
project design while reserving 
authorization of the PP for 
AID/W. 

" Promote 
content 

common understanding of HB 3,
(PID quality characteristics). 

Chapter 2 . Review Criteria. 
. Limited to criteria contained 

in Handbook 3. 
• Chairperson responsible for 

following Handbook 3. 

• Issues meeting chaired by 
appropriate AFR/PD 
Discussion Chief. 

" Discontinue exchange of cable with mission/field . 

* Missions urged to send 
representatives. 

Cable exchanges to be 

discontinued. 

. Issues paper for the ECPR. 

"Require all chairpersons to sumarize decisions. 

" Restructure and improve quality of issues paper. 

. 

. 

Prepared by Issues Chair­
person within 1 day of issues 
meeting. 

Issues paper to focus on issues 
critical to ECPR (new format). 



Recommendations 
System for 

Management 


- Eliminate most clearances required for issues 
paper, 

. Restructure and improve quality of issues paper. 

.	 Encourage higher level participation at Executive 
Committee for project review meetings. 

.	 Expand list of ECPR chairpersons to include 
Director and Deputy Director of PD. 

. Restructure current procedures for recording ECPRdecision. 

Management 
Notice 

Improvements
 

No clearances needed for issues 
paper. 

PCR recomnendations included in 
paper. 

Paper available to ECPR
 
chairperson and project

committee members 1 day before
 
ECPR.
 

Itie Executive Committee for
Project Review (EJCPR). 

Review and approve,

disapprove, or provide
 
guidance on all PIDs, PID-like
 
documents, etc.
 

Committee to include: 
.	 AA/AFR or DAA/AFR as approp­

riate regional DAA/AFR. . Directors or Deputy Directors 
of AFR/PD, AFR/DP, or AFR/TR. 

. Relevant Geographic officers.
 

.-..- :sentatives from outside.
 

. AFR Bureau as appropriate.
 

Decisions of ECPR: 
Recordeo by AFR/PD and 
cabled to the field as 
authorized by ECPR chair­
person.
 



System 
Recomendations 

S ManManagement 
Management 

NoticeImprovements 

" One paragraph cables within one day of meeting. 

" Limit required cable cleardnces. 

. Decision cables (one paragraph) 
sent within one day after ECPR(Only oral clearances obtained 

" Guidance cables 
meeting. 

sent out within one week of . 
at meeting.)
Follow-up guidance cables 
within one week of ECPR. 

sent 

" Limit required cable clearances. 
(Clearance limited to AFR/PD,
AFR/DP and Geographic Desk.) 

" Restructure current 
ECPR decisions, 

procedures for recording . 

Review and Approval 
Procedures - Process. 

AFR/PD to serve as secretariat 
to the ECPR - AFR/PD respon­
sible for scheduling BCPR's. 

" Overall process improvement. . 

ECPR can be scheduled at any
time. (ECPR to follow issues 
meetin within 3 working days.) 

1ibtal time for review and 
approval process 20 working 
days. 

. Receipt and printing of 
document. 

6 days . Document distribution with 
notice of issues and ECPR 
meetings. 

. Issues meeting - 5 days later. 

. ECPR 3 days after issues 
meeting. 



Wstem 

Recommendations 
for 

Management 

Management 
Notice 

Improvements 

Decision cable sent 1 day 
after ECPR. 

(Tooi to keep system in control.) 

ia&c ne,senC5 davs 

later.. 

Establishment of project 
tracking networks to be used 
by AFR/PD. 
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IMPACT OF DEMING IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
 

While there was not an analysis of impacts resulting from the action
 

taken by the Bureau, the following information was gathered from
 

interviews with Bureau personnel.
 

1. 
PID processing time has been lowered from approximately 86 days
 

to approximately 29 days.
 

2. 	Indications are 
that the quality of PIDs is becoming more
 

uniform.
 

3. 	There are indications that reviews are more consistent and that
 

the review and approval process is more simplified.
 

4. 
The new process time schedules are being met for the most part.
 

5. 	Review meetings chairpersons are exercising more control
 

directed toward maintaining the Handbook 3 PID guidelines.
 

6. 	The Issues paper is accompanying the PID 
to 	the ECPR meetings.
 

7. 
PIDs appear to be more consistent - little, if any, negative
 

comments from missions regarding the PID process.
 

8. Responses to the field has improved. Decision cable on schedule
 

(1 day after ECPR meeting). Guidance cable on schedule.
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9. 
Most PIDs are within the guidelines in length. Prior to
 

improvement project, most PIDs were of 
excess length.
 

10. Distribution of PIDs has been reduced. 
 Before project
 

distribution haa grown and was 
result of a random process. Now
 

distribution is the result of 
a uniform selection process.
 

11. A bi-weekly scheduling process for PIDs is in effect. 
 (See
 

Attachment Q.) 
 The follow-up and tracking documents a e in two
 

parts -- the projected new starts and the PID and PP Review
 

Process (actual dates) document. The latter document can be
 

used for management to evaluate the efficiency of the review and
 

approval process with regard to meeting the stated time
 

requirements. 
At least one additional entry in this document
 

would be valuable to management. 
 PID length would provide an
 

important indication to management. If PID length begins to
 

grow, management should assume that system problems are
 

occurring which indicate that reviewers may be requiring more
 

detail in PIDs than is needed. The system may be going "out of
 

control" again.
 

While not all recommendations have been implemented and while the
 

task force report has not been distributed, there indications of
are 


improvement. Bureau management must involve itself not only in
 

further improvements but also in developing, implementing,
 

maintaining, and using a well thought out 
tracking system which
 

contains quality characteristics indicators. 
Time of processing,
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PID length, number of cables, etc., 
are but a few of the indicators
 

necessary. 
 There should also be a periodic survey of producers and
 

users to assure 
that the PID process is producing acceptable
 

products and decisions.
 

If these actions are not taken, management can be assured that the
 

PID process will eventually exhibit the same problems defined by the
 

task force. In addition, some quality/productivity measurements are
 

needed. What is the PID process costing the Agency? 
Simply put are
 

the outputs of the process acceptable and at what level of 
input.
 

Acceptable PIDs
 
Person Hours = Productivity Ratio
 

No one knows what the productivity ratio was prior to and following
 

the "improvements." 
 Through cost effective sampling, this
 

information can be obtained. 
The capability of Bureau and Agency
 

management to illustrate real productivity improvement in its
 

systems and processes can 
be both a powerful management tool and a
 

powerful Agency demonstration of management capability.
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As a result of the project, the Near East Bureau developed
 

Evaluation Guidelines. As of this aate (7/16/84) these guidelines
 

had not been distributed. They were proceeding through the
 

clearance process and were expected to receive clearance shortly.
 

The guidelines detail the evaluation process within ten separate and
 

defined steps: (see Attachment K).
 

1. Decision to evaluate or 
not. If yes then when and in what form.
 

2. Preparation of an evaluation plan during project design.
 

3. Developing 
a scope of work for an evaluation.
 

4. Assembling and orienting the evaluation team.
 

5. Backstopping the evaluation.
 

6. Reporting the findings.
 

7. Submission, logging and distribution procedures.
 

8. AID/W review of evaluation reports.
 

9. Providing feedback on reviews.
 

10. Follow-up on evaluation recommendation.
 



- 54 -

Whether these guidelines will or will not result in improvements
 

remains to be seen. Since they have not been distributed
 

speculation as to impact is dangerous. While guidelines can be
 

helpful, management has apparently not developed systems which have
 

the ability to determine whether or not improvement is occuring.
 

That is, once the guidelines are implemented, how will management be
 

assured that problems are being eliminated?
 

The generation of guidelines in and by themselves do not guarantee
 

neither their implementation nor the improvement of processes and
 

products. Until processes for implementing the guidelines,
 

processes for evaluating the generation of and quality of Evaluation
 

;.roducts and for developing the training activities, etc. found in
 

the approved recommendations are developed, no significant
 

improvements can be expected.
 

Evaluation process inputs in both dollars and person hours is
 

large. The defects within the process and products are serious and
 

many. While management approval of recommendations infers the
 

development of means of implementation and control, apparently they
 

have not yet been developed.
 

The work which has been done in identifying system/process defects
 

and product defects is excellent. The next challenge is to develop
 

and implement means by which these defects can be removed and
 

systems and processes be continually improved.
 

CO 
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I. ~ (2 1/3Mria-IApril, 19&3) 

(a) 	 lUterviee& (ono-om-mn) with Slackstop Officers &cc ocher scnior managemem t staff. These tutervie*, will Locus on tie status ofcurrant undersLdlding and implenutatiog of the 1% evalutisprocess, including personnel end documentation involved frcm PLDthrough final PS or other evaluation repons. We wii dscJUsWhat 	10 right, vron, Ueful useless asn possiblo in toe process " .- 1l as the ¢riteria snd chatacteristics desirable
for 	the most effeetive evaluation process; 

(b) 	 group esaie" f. 5 to 10 officers eack to further discus
inlioawtion and perceptious obtained during (a). each groupfocusing 04 8 diSLiAct element of the process; though obviously
there will be a maei to touch on other elememts of the process
a" Wll. 

(c) Quality Development Group to synthesize results of (a) ad (b). 

2. 	 Field (18 April - 13 Say, 1983)
 

laterviews (one-on-one) with project officers and 
 senior managmecstaff and one greup session in each of 4 to 5 	 field missions.Content vill be essentially the same 	a 1(&) and include thesyncheeis developed by l(c)& 
 (ate: ke sufest that there be aregional neating with tission Ivaluation Officers one year 	from nowto discuss hou our evaluaLion Process Mee developed trCo the Current
exercise is actually Working.) 

3. 	 Quality Develop--nt g'oup will meet agin during perioa from16 - 27 may to resutanseise £.mased findings of its previous effortunder l(c) a" CM reactions thereto of 3. 

7he 	tial products of Lhis effort Will be (i) a cleet delineation of quality
characteristics for effective and useful evaluations and the process for
obtaining same and, 	(1i) an initial draft of revised UE Bureau EvaluationGuidelines re Ivaluation policy, 1ians, Process, Purpose and Utiliza:ion.
 

Reeamendatioas re coustry emrage laypt, Jordan, Morocco and Yemen shouldcertainly be vW.ed. orTunisia ftan aEquires a judgeMent call. both areamll. Om will be with 	We for awile. Tunisia is phasing can weout but besure? Lohano so e isse. It we are ming in the airectiou of ormalnssiemn activities for a nnal prrem o perhaps we 4boold use 	 thisopportunity to meet with 	the Lebaona iisiom staff. noerefol., in addition toIg7pt, Jordae, 
 ge". 	ad Yeemn we Should visits 

~em _te o ___ 
Lebanonr*Mfta 'teToo Bo__So___
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A:AFR../ . . A 
 ; s 

13./AFR/CCUA :63EYER ZF 1O} A-DGC/, :r~iG.lE RTSo;,':i I:FO. 

ROUTIHE 
 AIiDAF
 

AIDAC
 

E.O. 12015: N/A Ac 

TAGS,-


SUBJECT: 
 AFRICA BUREAU PiD DESIGh 
AND REVIEW PROCESS
 

1. AS PART OF AN AGENCY-WIDE EFFORT 
TO I11PROVE THE
QUALITY OF OUR UORK AND THE PRODUCTIVITY OF OUR STAFF
AFR/PD I PARTICIPATING III A PILOT PROJECT SUPPORTED SY A
CONJSULTANCY WITH W. EDWARDS DEMIING 
 AN INTERNATIONALLY
 
vEiOUJNED MIA.,AGEENT EXPERT. 
 THE PILOT PROJECT UILL
EXAIMi'JE 
THE SUREAU'S CURRENT POL.[CIES, PROCEDURES AND
PRACTCES THAT. RELATE TO THE PID TO SZE lF WE CAN Atfl.CE
ON THE BASIC QUALITY CHARACTERISTI S REQUIRED OF A PID TO
ALLOj FOR CONSISTENCY lN 
THE DESIGN AND 
'EV:ZU PROCESS.

UE HAVE HAD SEVERAL MONTHS EXPERIENCE UITH THE NE:
HAND OOk 3 PID GUIDELINES AND AFRIPD NOTICE Se-13 ONPROCEDURES FOR REVIEW AUD APPRO'AL OF PROJECTS. WHAT UE
'ANT TO DO IS L0OK AT OUR EXPERIENCE WITH PIDS UNDER
THOSE GU.DELINES1 ESPECIALLY IN LIGHT OF THE IlCrE-ASZ
DELEGA'TIONS Of AUTHORITY TO APPROVE PXOJECTS BY 
THE FIELD
POSTS, TO SEE IF THE BUREAU AND THE FIELD HAVE A COMIIONUNDERSTANDIJ6 OF UHAT IS THE o1ThNIMUN CONTENT THAT SHOULD 

Best Avkasb Dor-mesit
 



PREPARATION, REVIEW AND APPROVAL? 
 6HAT PROjLEMS ST "LEXIST? 
 UHAT CAN BE DONE TO FURTHER REDUCE PERCEIVCD
 
PROSLEn~f
 

- a. WiAT IS THE ROLE OF THE PROJECT COMI.TTEE its THE
REVIEU? 
 SHOULD THE COMMITTEE BE IlADE UP OF FEWER 
OR MORC
tlEilBERS? SHOULD THERE BE SPECIFIC ASS:G$MEWTS UITHii THECOn:TTEE FOR REVIEU Of PIDS? WHAT IS/SliOULZ# BE THE R OLEOF S/T ZN THE PROCESS? 

- C-
 SHOULD UE DEVELOP A CHECKLIST O' SF.CIFIC AREAS
TO BE INCLUDED FOR REVIEW IN THE PID? 
 WHAT SHOULD BE IN
SUCH A CHECKLIST? 
POLICY ISSUESf ADHERENCE TO 
COSS?
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONSP 
WHAT DEPTH OF
ANALYSIS SHOULD BE REQUIRED FOR EACH AREAP
 

- D. HOW DO OTHER AGENCY BUREAU WORKLOAD PRIORITIESIMPACT ON THE REVIEW PROCESS? IS THERE ANY 
WAY TO
SCHEDULE P1D REVIEWS TO AVOID CONFLICTING DEMANDS POSED
BY CDSS REVIEWS, CONGRESSIONAL PRESENTATION PREPARATIONi
 
ETC.?
 

- E. IS THERE SUFFICIENT INTERCHANGE OF IDEAS BETWEEN
AID/W AND MISSIONS IN THE DUVELOPfENT OF PIDS? 
 WOULD
MORE TDY ASSISk'ANCE BY PEOPLE INVOLVED IN THE REVIEW
PROCESS FACILITATE THE REVIEW PROCESS? 
SHOULD THE FIELD
BE REPRESENTED AT EVERY REVIEW?
 

- F. CAN MISSIONS PROGRAM THEIR WORK TO AVOIDSUBMITTING PIDS IN THE SAML 
FISCAL YEAR AS THE PROJECT IS
TO BE AUTHORIZED? 
 WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF COUNTRY/
FUNCTIONAL LEVELS OF PID SUBMISSIONS?
 
- 6-
 WHAT'1S REQUIRED OF A MISSION WITHOUT AN
 
APPROVED STRATEGY OR A'CHAhGING STRATEGY?
 

{THIS QUESTION IS TO BE ASKED OF AID/U STAFF].: 

- H. 
 WHO.SHOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE AID/u REVIEW
PROCESS. BOTH AT THE ISSUES REVIEW AND AT THE EXECUTIVE
COMMITTEE FOR PROJECT REVIEW {ECPR)? 
SHOULD TIE ROLE OFEACH OFFICE BE RESTRICTED BY SPECIALIZATION OF FUNCTION?SHOULD EACH OFFICE DEVELOP A SINGLE POSITION PAPER FOR
THE REVIEW? 



OE INCLUDED IN A PID. 
 FOR EXAMPLE, HA14DBOOK 3 SAYS A PIDSHOULD BE NO MORE THAN 15 SINGLE-SPACirD PAGES LONG, 9UTRECELT EXPERIENCE SHOWS THAT THIS IS
PIDS JOT THE CASE. THEUE HAVE REVIEED RANGE FROfl 
30 TO 'CC PAGES AND
INCLUDE. VASTLY DIFFERENT LEVELS OF AUALYSES. 
 wE ARE nOTSURE IF THIS IS CAUSED BY INADEQUACY OR UNREALISTIC
HAJDSOOK 3 GUIDELINES, MISSION INTERPRETATION OF HANDO093 REQUIREE;TS, OF COMMEwTS RECEIVED FROM THE AID/UREVIEU PROCESS, OR SOME OTHER REASON{S}. UHAT UE HOPE TO
DO IS GET ENOUGH INFORMATION TO MAKE INFORMED JUDGfnETS
ON PID REQUIREMENTS THAT GIVES MISSIONS CONFIDENCE THAT
WHAT THEY SUBMIT IN A PID IS ALL THAT AID/W NEEDS AND
THAT YOUR 
1ISSION PID SUBMISSIONS WILL BE REVIEWED IN A
CONSISTENT MANNER.
 

2. 
 THE FIRST STEP IN THE PILOT PROJECT IS AN ASSESSMENT
OF AID/W AND FIELD PERCEPTIONS OF THE PIP PROCESS. 
 WHAT
IS THE RIGHT, WRONG, USEFULi U.iELESS IN THE WAY UE ARE
DOING PIDSF 
WHAT ALTERNATIVES 

APPROACH TO PIDSP 

O WE HAVE TO CHANGE OUR
CAN WE IMPROVE THE gUALIT! OF THE PIP
PROCESS IN A WAY THAT REDUCES WORK LOAD REQUIREMENTS? 
WE
WANT THE MISSIONSt THOUGHTS ON THE PROCESS, SO THAT WE
CAN INCORPORATE fISSION COUIFENTS WITH THOSE OF AID/W TO
OBTAIN ENOUGH INFORMATION TO flAKE NEEDED CHANGES IN THE
PROCESS. 
 WE WISH TO DEVELOP A QUESTZONNAIRE THAT IS
DIRECTED ENOUGH TO GIVE US AN INFOR"ATION BASE THAT CAN
BE ANALYZED AND OPEN ENDED ENOUGH TO ALLOW FOR CREATIVE
INPUT. 
LISTED BELOW ARE SOME QUESTIONS THAT M1GHT BE
INCLUDED. 
WOULD YOU PLEASE ADDRESS THESE QUESTIONS AND
CONSIDER WHAT ELSE WE NEED TO ASK? 
 WHAT DON'T WE NEED TO
ASK AND WHAT ARE YOUR THOUGHTS ON OUR APPROACH?
 
- A. 
 WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF HANDBOOK 3 AND THE NEU

DELEGATIONS.:
 

" - -El WHAT IS THE CONCEPTUAL 4LE OF THE PID IN
THE PROJECT ACVELOPMENT PROCESSSf
 

" " (2) 
WHAT IS THE fMINIlUH CONTENT REQUIRED IN THE
PXD TO ALLOW THE MISSTON AND AID/W TO MAKE INFORMED
JUDGMENTS ABOUT ANY PROPOSED PROJECTSP
 
" 
 - (31 IS THE NEW HANDBOOK 3 GUIDANCE SUFFICIENTLY
CLEAR TO INFORM MISSIONS OF AID/W REJUIREMENTS? 
HAS IT
REDUCED OR INCREASED PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH PID
 



3. UE LULL USE YOUR RESPONSES TO THESE QUESTIOrJS AND
YOUR FURTHER THOUG8TS TO 
DEVELOP A QUESTIONJNAIRE TO aE
USED IN DIRECT IJTERVIEUS WITH BOTH FIELD AND AID/U STAFF
UHO PARTICIPATE IN AND ARE AFFECTED BY THE RID PROCESS.
WL UOULD APPRECIATE RECEIVIN;G YOUR 
COMMEJTS 3Y MAY 6.
THIS PILOT PROJECT HAS THE CLOSE ATTENTIOI OF SEmIOR
AGENCY 3A;AGE.MENT AND PrtESZNTS THEOPPORTUNITY TO BREAK NEU 
OUREAU IJITI, AllGROUND THAT CAN HAVE AGENCY JIDEAPPLICATION. 
YOUR PARTICIPATIOt 
IS VITAL TO 
THE SUCCESS


OF OUR EFFORT. ¥¥
 



ATTAC2'IZENT C 

TM: Nmn Coe, ARPD 

A. R. Love, A/A/AFR 

iward Helmen, MPR/PD/CCWAP$ 

RC1:. Russel-AO SCn AFR/PD/CCWAP 

DE: June 7, 1983 

SUBJI: Deming Pilot Project 

The purpose of this memo isto provile an update of the project and to

outline proposed actims. 
In late April we sent a cable to all Africa field poets notifying thenof the pilot project to "examine the Bureau's current policies,procedures and practices that relate to the PID to see ifw can agreeon the basic quality characteristics required of a
PID to allow for
consistency inthe design and review process." 
The cable asked as4ries of questions on Handbock 3 guidelines, the AID/W review process
aud other areas to get &preliminary response that would focus our
review and elicit %.sti as that the Mission's might want to includeIn the exercise. ',equantity of responses, uidle not overwhelning(10 Missions cabled responses, AE/M1 tad USAID/Yaotrde respnsed ininterview sessions), did indicate that the Missions Eeel that theycan't sutait a PID that conforms to the Hzxlbod 3 Vdtdelines and haveit approved. Rather, they believe idhat AID/V unts La the substancefor project approval because AID/W is using the PID level decision asthe de facto autloizatic. of a project. To satisfy AID/W's utateddesire for suffiuet (and everchanging) informatitz (m uhich to base,the de faco m .hari-atic, try to articiae evo-ythe Missioms

possible questiou thr.might be raise and .toansver t0h. e quest!cca
In the PID. 7he net result is a breakdow of the 171D process bacauseof uncertainty of what should be in a PID to allow A/W to make a defacto a orizatiu decision. 
Within that broad prcblem are several areas that could be examined tosee if we can't get the PID process back into the Hmndbock 3 contexct so that the Missicn and AID/W can agree on what the real rules are on
PID design and reviews. 7he first area should be the PD itself.Mat is the PID and what level of substantiveinformation is reiredfor each setion of thePm? Most Mission responses to our questionsprovided ame definitim of Qat they thought should be in a PID, and,as could be expected, they we not unifom in viiat they should be 
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included, and no Mission dealt with the level of substantiveinfoaticn for any particular section. Even if could agreewhich sections should be in 
we onthe PID--a relatively easy task--we wouldprcb.bly rm into soe dlfficulty agreeing on the substantive cruitntrequired oZ each secticu. 

Another specific area that all cgree should be studied is the AID/Wreview process itself, as it is inextricably linked to the question ofstaive1 ID content. The lack of comsistency in the reviewprocess has a cumlative contributory impact on Mission perceptions ofAID/W information requirements. Cosistency in the review process,including preparation for and orchestration of the process, couldprovide Missicns the assurance that the PID they plan to submit willbe reviewed by AID/A using commnly agreed upon standards. Managementof the review process should be studied to determine wlhat should orshould not be sorted out at the PID stage, who should do the sortingand how can the process be moified to Improve the quality ofreviews. Simply deciding whiatimproving the quality by forcing
should be reviewed can go a long way toa more focussed lock at the PID. 

Those two areas--%hat should be in a PID and how should itrevewed--seem to be the ones sen by the Missions 
be 

as causing most ofthe misunderstandings about the PID process. Within each area thereare or,- number of subareas to be eammise. Attached is a draftoutline of a scope of wrk that tries to identify those subareas wherewe need to get more infcmatigo. It should be kept in wind that all
we have ths far are field perceptios and AD/W's may be different,
e.g., Missions dcn't really think thrugh what they wentbe, or that they a project toare iumndating AID/W with verbage in order to mask
the fact that they haven't really sought out 
the coucepts, problemsand i es which u1e most critical. In any event, we need to decide
 now oni the scope Cf th-ptheprject anid its raifctiu
office wkcl , involvmi± by others in ourthe Bureau and theccxtimnuaticv of ti services of Bob Caccia, the consultant to the
project. 
Between now and the beginnig of Septembr it is eatimated that 60 to75 percent of my time will be required for the project. The estimateis based on Caccia's prio experience in these types of pojects.That will definitely imc an the office as Ithe office, plus I 

am de facto deputy inhave responsibility for Zaire, Caneroon, Congo, Eq.Guinea and Central Africa RepubLic, the joint S&T/AFR EducaticaInitiative and occasional crises that hit us all at one time oranother. Alternatives to be considered include: additional staff topick up the country po,.7olibs, have someoneproject, severely cut back 
else take up the Demingin the proposed time to be spent on theDoming project or back out entirely. W'hich ever route is taken there 
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will be costs to the Bureau. You should note that I have had several
discussions with Ed Doncghue, 
 who would like to parcticipate in the
project. He would be valuable to the exercise, but he too would haveto c-It a substantial portion of his time. You may want to consider
others and formalize a cmittee to do the project. 

In addition to staff time the project will also require some funds for
consultant services and, possibly, travel. Mr. Caccia is currently
working with AER and NE under a purchase order issued by Tom Rollis'

office. That purchase order has pretty much ru its course and the
Bureu will be requested to provide imds to cover approximatel.y 50
days for Mr. Caccia's services, plus travel funds (should field w cbe apprcved as part of the scope). his could total 15 to 20 th% Md
dollars. lzresu travel fiods might be required for the Bureauparticipants. (In a brief session with Mr. RolliMr'- intimated thatwe cou.ld get additional funds if the Bureau needed JkA..,,) 

I have attached a summary .of responses to our cable (attactmet A) and
below is a draft scope of work. We need to discuss both and make smedecision oa coitment to and content of the project. 

Fn=ID PRO=JCT SCPE OF M 

I. Introducticn 

A. Ppe. This is a pilot project to emmine the Bureau's 
current policies, procedures and practices that relate tothe PID to establish the basic quality characteristics 
required in a PID to allow for consistency in the design
and review proceP:i. 

B. Status. Tuo seinars on the philosophy-, techniques and
~i~im of Qmility Cotrol/Produtivity Improvement
Principles have been given by Dr. Deuing., Subsequent tothe seminars Mr. Robert Caccil, an associate to Dr.
Deming, began working with the Bireau staff to develop
the marmeters and the techniques to be used in the
project. In April we cabled the field (State 112171) a
series of questions about the PM process. Using their 
responses we have focussed the project to a review of­
wbat the substantive requirements of a PMD should be and 
a critical analysis of the AID/W PID review process.
What is proposed is a data gatherim exercise to isolate 
the problems within those two areas, a data analysis
exercise to isolate the factors causing problems a 
mnagement review of the findings. 
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II. Work Plan. 

A. Focus on Perceived Prcblem Areas. 
At the risk of appearing
to define the problems intoo simplistic terms, itis

evident from our initial questionis to the field that theHandbodc 3 P11 requiremnts are not uniformly appliedeither the deign of PiD's 	

in 
or their review. Wthin thosetwo areks, PIU requir ts and PID ireIii, are a myriad ofsubareas that need to be reviewed. Uhat isproposed forthe next phase of the activity is to gather data todetermine a ccmn.understanding for udbat AID/W and field
posts 	see should be in the P1) and how those PID's shouildbe reviewed. 

B. 	 Data (June 1 - July 30). The primary purpose ofata is to isolate the problems and causal
factors in the interpretatim of Handbook 3 and in the
review process. We can broadly state the prcblems at thispoint, but without further analysis it is impossible tostate 	precisely uhat is causing those problems or to makeany recriaxmatona an how to correct then. We wsnt todevelop a set of questions about the substantive content
of each P11. section and about the review process. We
think 	the d ata m shld also be used toinsure the participation of as many staff as we can. One
of the probles thin fa in the exercise is that it has
been a single person project, and to make the exercise asuccess we need to involve the desk officers,
technicians, program analysts and Bureau manasemet.
of the tencnts of the Dening approach is broad 

One 
participation of staff and mnagers in the identification
of and solutions to process problems. We wil use a
questiounxaire an individual group interviews to reach 40to 50 	people in AID/W, all field posts (includingREDSZ's), and a few pe.ople outside the Bureau. We maywent to visit 4-6 missioLs to insure a greater degree ofparticipation. A questicanafre will be developed alongthe following lines: 

I. 	 he PID 

1 at substance is required for: 
 (Questicns will be
 
developed for each area)
 

(a) Progia Factors 

(b) Relationship to AID Strategy Statements
 

(c) Project Description 
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(1) 	Perceived Problems
 

(2) 	 Goal and Purpose 

(3) Pn.rject Outline 

(d) 	Social Considerations
 

(e) 	Economic Considerati ms 

(f) 	 Past Experience 

(g) Host Coxmuty Agencies 

(h) AID Support Requiremeats
 

(i) 	 Budget 

(J) Design Strategy 

(c) 	 Eavircamental Considerations 

(1) 	 Policy Issues­

£is
follows the Handbod 3 PID itline and wouldlock 	at wbat the Handbook says, ubat AID/W
interprets it to say and what the field interprets
it to say. We hope to isolate the sections onc 
we all agreef identify the problems in the secticnswhere we dca t agree, and to establish a basis for
 
agreement cn uat the substance of the latter 
sections should be. We would not be locking to a 
revmp of the Handbock, but w uld focus on 1tat we,

Bureau,as a can do within the context of the
Handbook. Qestions would be developed for eachsubstantive area, such as a.l.(b), strategy, ubere 
Mis i 
ns feel that CDS and ABS reviews shouldpreclude the need for extensive PD language to
justify the project; or, ubat level of economic 
analysis is required at the PID la-vel. 

2. 	 The AID/W Reviev Process. PID development by the 
field sems to respond as much to the review process
as it does to the Hadxbodk requiremnts. TheHamxiboc is 	 ­

the track to follow in PID development,
but itis the review process that adds thesbstantive baggage that PIDs mst carry. Although 
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the review process has been tightened in the pastseveral years, it still appears that the systemstill sends the field little guidance that isuniform from PID to PID. In an effort to anticipatethe mstated requirements of the review process,Missions are developing PID's that try to answer every possible question that might be raised tospecial interest group(s) uo might review the PID.Missions also feel that the increased delegations
have had a substantial negative impact in PIDreviews. It is cammon currency that the PID ismore Important to Bureau Management because it 

much 
the last chance for AID/W 

is 
to review the projectbefore major suis of money are committed. We needto lock at the review process to find out how itbetter serve can

the field and AID/W, especially inlight of the increased delegation. Listed below arethe kinds of questions to be asked. 

1. What should the review process lock for? Is it confined to Handbook3 or is it something more? 

2. What is the impact of DOA 140 (re- an ECER decisions? Is itrealistic to depent entirely an Handbook 3 requirements? 
3. Wat is the role of the Project Committee? Who should be on it?What sbould be the role of individual members? 
4. How do we properly weigh the special interests, e.g., economists,WID, etc., in the review? 

5. Is PID notice 82-13 sufficient as a guide to PID reviewers? Shouldit be more specific in assigrmentMembers? of responsibilities to CmmitteeIs it a proper vehicle to provide rules on the
 
interpretation of Handbodc 
 3 requirements? 

6. Are the Issues Meetings properly forming issues to be consideredthe ECER level? Can we structure the Issues and ECER sessions 
at 

tosignal the field the Important areas to pay particular attentionin the P11). to 

7. How can we improve the pre-PID AID/W-fLeld ccmmunications tofacilitate the review process? 

8. Should the USAD have a representative at each PID review? 



-7-


These questions are only illustrative, and we hope, through theparticipation of others, we can develop questions that will get at thefactors that adversely affect the review process. 

C. Data Analysis. Analysis of the responses to questionnaires andinterviews should point out the factors in the process that canbe modified or corrected by mwgmet. This is another
important step in requiring fairly broad participation, as thisis where we will decide Ahat can or carmot be corrected.analysis will be performed by a group comprised 

The 
of staff fromvarious -disciplines.- Oe function of the group will be toidtify the nagement level respcnsibile for decisions thatwill have to be made to address the causal factors. It is notexpected that recoan-dations would come from the group. Thatis the fumction of the next step--the Qality Circle. 

D. QualLq Circle. After the data is analyzed management willdecide wo sould participate in the Quality. Circle.fiunction of the Quality Circle is 
The 

to identify the acceptable andunacceptable quality characteristics of the PTD design andreview process. Management participation at this stage iscritical as they have the responsibility to decide what isacceptable. This is especially critical to this Bureau, withfield delegattons as great as *theyare. Identification ofuacceptable quality characteristics ~m should result in decisionsdifying or removing factors causing thosenegative characteristics. After the quality characteristics andtheir acceptable levels have been determined by the QualityCircle, necessary system changes will be Identified and
implemented. 



ATTACHM ENT D
 

QUESTI ONS
 

1. What do you know or understand about the NE Bureau evaluation process? Purposes, 

policies, documentation?
 

2. What strengths and weaknesses are there?
 

3. Have you ever been able to draw upon an evaluation report either for implemen­

tation requirements or design of follow-on inother projerts? How, what, when?
 

4. What do you need from an evaluation either for project implementation or design?
 

5. What characterizes a good, useful evaluation?
 

6. How would you. go about achieving this? 

7. How would you characterize your attitude toward evaluation? Your peers? Top
 

Management?
 

8. What support or feedback do you need from AID/W? Are you'satisfied with AID/W
 

support?
 

9. To what extent are host country offtcials involved in evaluation of our joint
 

projects?
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10. 	Would host country officials be interested in or benefit from some form
 

of a one or two day evaluation seminar with mission personnel to discuss
 

AID evaluation policies, purposes and processes?
 

11. 	 What kind of evaluation training would be most useful for AID project officers
 

seminars, case study "hands on" projects?
 

12. 	 Is fear an inhibiting factor In evaluation? Does it affect you, your collegues,
 

mission leadership, host government? What kind of fear?
 

13. 	How would you.approach.presentation of lessons learned for each project 

activity? 	What types of lessons should we be looking for re:
 

Administration and tmplemntation'(HC'ahd USAID)
 

Political environment (HC and USAID)
 

St;iff skills and time (HC and USAID)
 

Assumptions 

14. 	 How often or at what points are evaluations most useful?
 

15. 	 How would you define the Mtsstonevaluation officer's-role? What itisor
 

should be?
 

('[
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16. Would a full time Region based evaluation officer be helpful? How?
 

17. 
 4ave 	you ever drawn on DIU for evaluation materials? To what effect?
 

18. 	What AID Evaluation Documentation Guidelines are you familiar with or
 

fine 	useful, useless? 

19. 	Do you believe effective evaluations (i.e., evaluations that result in
 

cooperative AID-HC efforts to change, drop, or initiate certain projects)
 

are possible within the political context of our programs in the Middle
 

East?
 



ATT* CH21F.NT E 

QUESTION AND ANSWERS
 

T/ 

WHAT DO YOU NEED FROM AN 
 VALUATION EITHER FOR PK.,JECT IMPLEMENTATION OR
 

DESIGN?
 

(a) Concentrated evaluations for specific purposes.(?)
 

Need to know how well a project is going - outputs on schedule;
 

Need for design purposes;
 

Pipeline situations;
 

Explanation for why projects aren't working out as planned;
 

Baseline deta on beneficiaries, lessons learned;
 

Explanation of design mistakes.
 

Clarification on implementation progress at appropriate benchmarks
 

for possible modification of project design;
 

An impartial outside view by persons familiar with suhject natter;
 

What has occurred against planned actions, what are 
implications
 

I!
 

http:CH21F.NT


4. What do you need from an evaluation either for project implementation or
design?
 

"Lessons learned from experience in particular sec2Sts by count . What happened

in the project to let you design better projects in that sector and in that
 
country in the fut-are."
 

"For design, I want to know and have confidence that the people have considered

the project in terms of Dotentia hazards. I look at evaluations of similar
 
projects and look for hazards and ptralls which I may want to consider in
 
the design, i.e., location of advisors 40 to 50 miles from the project area
 
did not work in Jordan. 
You need to look close.y at local conditions which
 
may be unique. Evaluations should point out things to be aware of."
 

"I tend to use evaluations for the design of new projects to get a historical
 
experience. In-process evaluations don't tell you anything you don't
 
already know. Projects in Egypt are so extraordinary compared to what AID/W

does worldwide ... 
we need to find the past experience ... the historical
 
lessons and pitfalls to be avoided. 
We don't develop this historical
 
perspective and evaluations done by outside consultants may or may not
 
look at the historical trends."
 

"The lessons learned from previous orojects. When the evaluations says the
 
project did or did not work you want to know why to know what to use and/or
 
avoid."
 

"Evaluations of similar oroiects in similar countries to use in design."
 

"Need as many facts as possible as to wh4 things happen. Need objective

description of how things started and ended "up an 
 why. Evaluations tend to
 
be chatty and do not describe objectively why things changes. Numbers are

less important than trends. 
 The lessons learned section is important though

we try for these sometimes too soon. We need a set of recommendations as part

of the mid-ooint evaluation to make corrections for future imDlementation.
 
We need a set of recommendations in the final evaluation directed to 
the
 
Host Countrj whether or not AID continues with a folLow-on project."
 

"Status ...denersonalized and non-iudgemental and collaborative. We tend
 
to use other people's experience .. might get a quicker response by calling
 
in a consultant."
 

"Clear approach to objectives of the project(s) and their definitions."
 

"Impact on benpf-4'nifes; relationship of output to goals i.e., 
an assessment o
 
the significance of intervening variables; timeliness of outputs, i.e., 
cause
 
of lags and recommended remedial actions."
 

"Lessons learned to know what pitfalls to avoid in the design of new projects.

I have also used PESs from similar projedts to convince others of needed
 
changes in the design id-ntified in these evaluations."
 

"What is not useful isAnedoctal t-/me of information which often find in 
evaluations. what's useful is the identification of a projects strengths -) 
and weaknesses and why or why not. Should not be reoccu4ied with weakness 



Question 4: Cont'd
 

and how these lessons can be applied to similar projects. Need to 
look at several levels, technology, management, operations, human relations,
 
financial."
 

The PES really covers what's needed. To improve we need to make reports
 
more concise. An evaluation of 100 pages is useless. We need more concise
 
sumima,s.7 

"Clear and concise statements on the appropriateness of goals and purposes.

Were these realistic and were they obtained. We need this both for design

and implementation. This is not so much if goals were achieved or if the
 
design was appropriate, but but show the problems and successes in a .iven 
environment, one that ax~s+P4 ni t%; time te oroiect was designed. This 
environment may be quite different at the time the evaluation is done. 
 We
 
need to track such changes in the evaluation."
 

"We need to know the background information. The evaluation should stand
 
alone. We should know from the evaluation the background and how we got to 
the oroject.. .waht was the conceptual framework ... and what hannened. We 
need to track the history of the project elements. What happens in changes
in the project. Too often the key actors move on beforre the evaluation takes
 
place. Every eval,,ation needs to have a lessons learned section on both
 
failure and success " 

"Evaluation of on-going projects in near east areas to use for comparison.
 
For re-design of on-going projects we need a set of measures of whether
 
a project is meeting its goals and objectives and whether the implementation

plan if valid. Also we need to know where we came into conflict with reality
and how the project fared in the real world to get information on how to 
redesign or change the course of implementation." 

"Ready access to concise information. For use in planning, implementing
 
another project one needs a document which goes beyond input-output
 
measurements to analyze and highlight significant conceptual or procedual
 
innovations or problems."
 

"Lessons learned to better improve an implementation or design."
 

"Was the design of the original project adequate? If so were the objectives
 
accomplished and if not why not. What was the country environm--Lt and
 
what was the contractor's oerformance as well as the mision's. In design
 
we need to know what to avoid in future projects. For implementation
 
we need to know where are the weak points and if we are missing any key

information or actors. If so, then how do we get a grip on this."
 



QUESTION AND ANSWERS
 

5. WHAT CHARACTERIZES A GOOD, USEFUL VALUATION?
 

(a) Finding something wrong or not hitting targets. But this isn't
 

necessarily bad. No risk, no gain.
 

Good combination professional judgement and technical expertise;
 

Good definition of parameters of sources. Assessment of project
 

technical/implementation schedule correct?;
 

brings together all actors HC and USAID;
 

Determines whether purposes are achievable. Need future oriented
 

evaluation rather than uare we doing a good job";
 

Serves as communication mechanism between HC and USAID;
 

Analysis and recommendations;
 

Degree of depth, perceptions, action decisions;
 

Check list of key variable affecting project success or failure;
 

What to look for in follow-on projects.
 



Focussed evaluation with specific purpose for end use of evaluation
 

findings;
 

Clear presentation of process in context of specific circumstances;
 

Well written, clear thought;
 

Absence of cliches, particularly in lessons learned section which
 

are too often self evident platitudes;
 

Good section on lessons learned;
 

Well written executive summary.
 



5. What characterizes a good, useful evaluation?
 

"Lessons learned which have operational usefulness in the future."
 

"Correct, unbiased, objective material."
 

"1revit,."' 

"Good narrative description of where in actual implementatin the oroject
 
holds up or what tne impediments are. This can be almost anecdoctal."
 

"Recommendations which are constructive in their conclusions. Lessons
 
learned not from a static environment from a constant changing one." 

"Brevity, conciseness, objectivity and technical expertise on the part of
 
the evaluators, i.e., some member(s) of the team should be a specialist
 
in the technical area. Tdams are stronger when provision is made for this."
 

"tObjective. Focused on objectives and implementation plans of project (as 
-_expressed and sumerized in the log frame). REalistic. Sensitive to real.­
local situation and imperatives." 

"Short; Concise."
 

"Clarity with clearly defined lessons learned."
 

"Frmjaess, brevity, focus, availability. Need more than a one page abstract.
 
Lessons learned."
 

"One that produces information you can use to avoid faults and one that provide 
suggestions for good desizns .... not only dehign but also implementation." 

"One which clearly identifies the local condition/envivonment. Need to have
 
full picture particularly in designing new activities to avoid pitfalls."
 



QUESTION AND ANSWERS
 

6. HOW WOULD YOU GO ABOUT ACHIkVING THIS?
 

(a) Use project officers from one country to ao even routine
 

evaluations in another. Evaluate Mission Directors on how well
 

projects turn out after they leave; Need a panel to do this
 

involving the MD so they will learn what happened;
 

Need examples of good evaluations;
 

Need experience aoing a good evaluation;
 

Evaluations should be left to missions and they should not be taken
 

to task if they discover "dirty linen".
 

Need professional integrity;
 

AID needs to reward those who make hard decisions to end projects
 

when evaluations so indicate need;
 

Better training for evaluations;
 

Need clarity on what findings are based on judgement and what on
 

facts;
 



Need careful attention to scope of work at the outset and skilled
 

evaluation team.
 

Ensure good _ at outset; 

Need well led, qualified evaluation teams;
 

Need more attention to development of logframe;
 

Suggest benchmarks for outputs presented in logframe as well as
 

verifiable indicators;
 

Need long term investment in evaluation;
 

Need perspective;
 

Get good managers to focus on evaluation;
 

Obtain field project oriented personnel for team;
 

Annual workplans should include evaluation;
 

Provide section in PER for conment on evaluation skills;
 

High level mgt must pass evaluation;
 



Ensure evaluation officer fulfills his proscribed role with mgt.
 

support;
 

Need full time evaluation officer at region level;
 



6. How would you Ro about achievinQ this? (See Question 5)
 

"Start with good baseline data (quantitative if )ssible) to derive what you

expect to happen in the future. At some point in the future, check to see
 
what you have achieved. If you have a lousey F? to start with in terms of
 
the development of a good baseline, they you are wasting your time in trying to
 
evaluate it in the future."
 

"Have evaluators call the "shotsl in a write-un g +41- sge them. Do not bend 
to pressures by others to compromise the reports." 

"To give a flavor of the day to day cnr-i;4n4 out of the oroiect sets of tables
 
or percentage measures are not very helpful. 
 To get to this someone in the
 
field (the project officer) should keep a log. This provides an implementation

analysis of what's going on. Projects officers may need some training on
 
how to keep such a log. If all of this documentation were well kept then the
 
evaluation team's work would be done for them. 
To get objectivity, logs

would have to be kept by more than one key participant for objectivity."
 

"More training (hnds-on). More serious review ... rejecting or rewriting

inadequate evaluations."
 

"The SOW, s very imnortant. We need to put more effort into this. 
 Usually

SOW's are too general or technical."
 

"The guidelines we have are all inclusive and cover all you need to look at.
 
First you do an evaluation 2lan to insure bench marks are produced. Then
 
you have somethingto evaTuate in the future. 
 The guidelines contain more than
 
what you need though they tend to be too broad. The guidelines could be
 
more focused."
 

"We need better contractor evaluations which tells you how well each advisor

performed and how successful the contractor was in living up to commitments."
 

"Close attention to the staffin2 of the evaluation team. Also useful to have
 
general guidance on how to do evaluations."
 

"The SOW sets the framework . . . how well thought out and detailed they are
 
determines the type of report you will get back."
 

"Go the the original PP and logframe and look at the indicators. Most project

officers know if the project is 
a turkey and have a gut feeling of what's wrong

Therefore work from both ends. 
 . . objective evluation data combined with

subiective evnluation of incites from key actors asd the circumes . 

"ore objectivity in evaluation teams, i.e., always have outside (other Bureau,
 
non-AID presence) on the team."
 

"Go to the log frame and try to see what were the expected outputs and see if
 
these were acnieved and if not why not. Depends on the nature of the output.

Then go back to the objcctives. In some cases the outputs didn't match the
 
objectives in the first place."
 

"Much more effort at the PID stage and prior to evaluation field work is
 
required to develop suitable procedures and methodology."
 



Question 6: Cont'd
 

"1. Good oreparatory work in terms of information and rel, :ions and attitudes 
of all those involved (including the USAIDs); 2. Technically competent and 
comnatible/sensitive team; 3. independence and freedom or team to express 
evaluation conclusions; 4. adequate time; 5. rocuse on oroject as olanned vs. 
as implemented; 6. listen to and invove host country naionals; 7. develop 
action recommendations; 8. tie to key decision ooints in Droiects." 

"Mix of people who have distance but are informed; share results and use it 
as a monitoring tool." 



QUESTION AND ANSWERS
 

9. 	 TO WHAT EXTENT ARE HOST COUNTRY OFFICIALS IqVOLVED IN VALUATION OF OUR
 

JOINT PROJECTS?
 

We don't work as partners any more;
 

Too much quick financing;
 

We aren't willing to share;
 

Quite 	a bit;
 

Should 	do all the time;
 

,Varies a great deal;
 

HC should participate;
 

Doesn't happen very often;
 

When it does happen they have alreaay been-intimately involved in
 

project Itself;
 

Joroan and Syria they participate at every stage;
 



N/A;
 

If they are not, evaluation will be of little use.
 



To what extent are host country officials involved in evaluation of our
 
joint Projects?
 

"I don'- know, but my best guess is they are not."
 

"Joint evaluations are most desirable, but HC officials have trouble in
 
putting anything in writing. We need to involve them. but at the same
 
time we need to deal with this constraint."
 

"Designs usually call for HC participation and I insist on having L.C
 
representative co on field trips when I do an evaluation. I also provide
 
entri and exit 4nte-v4 ewP to HC officials. I don't know how realistically
 
you can go beyond this, but I feel we need to insure at least a nominal
 
involvement."
 

"It varies, depending on the project, knowledge, interest, time
 
sometimes HC officials are extensively involved, othertimes their involvement
 
is nil."
 

"In the one evaluation I worked on (Portugal), the HC officials were fully
 
involved."
 

"This is up to the individual project manager. They tend to look at project
management and exclude the HC . . . tend to water the comments down with 
respect to the HC to the ooint that the evaluation is useless."
 

"Depends upon the project. Most of the time an host country official is
 
on the team or on the review panel. I don't have a feel whether this is
 
a real input or not. In lemen I don't think we have a strong HC involvement."
 

"Last June in Morocco, the Ministry of Labor was very much involved in the
 
evaluation of a project. They gave one complete day. In Yemen, it takes
 
time to get ministry clearance. This is caused by internal rivalries even
 
though they participated in the evaluation." 

"Quite a lot for information and historical sources."
 

"With the possible exception of Portugal, hardly at all in the NE/EUR 
countries."
 

"In Egypt - very much. In Yemen - much. In Tunisia - ask again in 3 weeks."
 

"Not officials. I have had HC contractors on evaluation teams. I feel
 
evaluation teams should be made um of people involved in the roiect: the
 
gantee, the host country and AID." 

"It varies greatly. In Egypt HC officials feel they are shortchanged by the 
evaluation orocess. They feel the money could be used for the -roiect-7
a~er 
than for evaluation. I feel there should be a senarate evn1.h--nr budget
for the Egypt program aoart from the oroject budqet.' 

"Host country officials have been deeply involved in the ones I have been 
associated with." 

"Generally zoo little."
 



It depends on the country, but as 
a whole host country afficials do not see the
necessity of evaluations. 
 They feel that if we want to evaluate, then the funding
 
should not come from the project. 
A separate fund should be earmarked for this
 
purpose, such as 
a PD&S account for evaluations only.
 



QUESTION AND ANSWERS
 

10. 	 WOULD HOST COUNTRY OFFICIALS BE INTERESTED IN OR BENEFIT FROM SOME FORM
 

OF A ONE OR TWO DAY gVALUATION SEMINAR WITH MISSION PERSONNEL TO DISCUSS
 

AID 4VALUATION POLICIES, PURPOSES AND PROCESSES?
 

Yes, 	definitely;
 

They 	should know at least what our process is and why we ask the
 

questions we do;
 

Probably;
 

Fear 	may be an impediment;
 

Yes, but need to be proviaed in a retreat setting to ensure total
 

attention;
 

Depends on mission size and type of programs we have i.e., no for
 

Oman, yes for Jordan and Egypt.
 

Woula 	be useful in 
some 	cases, but not in every country;
 

Depends on seasons for particular programs;
 

Probabiy not really well in Egypt or 
is not 	necessary because we
 

A.
 



have to move $750 million;
 

Not good idea, tt.se workshops at high cost to AID;
 

Probably not but it would be a nice trip;
 

Doesn't occur very often;
 

PES and logframe should be in iocai languages.
 



10. Would host country officials be interested in or benefit from some form
 
of a one or two day evaluation seminar with mission personnel to discuss AID
 
evaluation policies, purposes and processes?
 

"Don't know, but anytime we have evaluation built into a nroiect we should
 

include evaluation-trainin2 for host countr- officials."
 

"Few would attend, unles5paid to do so, I suspect."
 

"Not in NE/EUR countries."
 

"No. If you discuss evaluation inthe generic sense maybe, but certainly don't
 
bog them down with the 'AID package'".
 

"i suppose it wot'ld help them to understand our policies and processes better."
 

"Yes. but would have to be done in local language. In some missions
 
(Morocco) a local FNDH could run the seminar, but would have to bring them
 
to AID/W for training."
 

n- Where the HC has 

but I-would think it would be of little value in Yemen."
 
"Depends cr m1- gn. some managerial capability fine,
 

"Useful if it has direct application."
 

"4g. HC officials are so innundated with AID procedures that adding a siminar
 
wo1d be excessive. It would be better if at the time of the evaluation
 
the Mission sit down with the HC officials concerned and explain the purposes
 
of evaluation. The evaluation team needs to explain what it is trying to do
 
and stay in contact with the HC officials."
 

"I would think yes. Sometimes outsiders as specialists could have more
 
influence." 


"I feel they would benefit from it, but whether they would be interested
 
depends on their time availability, capacity and the specifics."
 

"Yes. At least in Egypt the HC is confused as to what evaluution is (they
 
think it is an audit). A lot depends on how the project officer sets the
 
mood. I don't know how you would get people from various implementing
 
agencies involved, but the concept is valid."
 

"Not sure . . . take HC project people and run them through AID systems
 
since projects are diverse . . ."
 

"Not as it now stands. Now it would be another layer of bureaucracy rather 
than practical application. Too much would be in terms of filling in a 
PES form rather than substance."
 

"Yes. Not AID per se, but evaluation oolicy as a concept to be tailored to
 
meet one's own needs."
 

"Yes, but onlV after the Mission itself is more sensitive to evaluaticn
 
needs and the process. otherwise this may prove to be detrimental."
 

"Yes, to-eliminate the fear of evaluation." 



They may benefit, but not necessarily be interested. 
Unless the attitude of
Mission officials changes, then the seminars may not be such in 
a positive
experience since their negativism will be tramsmitted.
 



QUESTION AND ANSWERS
 

12. 	 IS FEAR AN INHIBITING FACTOR IN 4VALUATION? DOES IT AFFECT YOU, YOUR
 

COLLEGUES, MISSION LEADERSHIP, HOST GqVERNMENT? WHAT KIND OF FEAR?
 

Fear 	- not right word, "Anxiety", perhaps;
 

More 	like cover your utail";
 

Anxiety or fear for HC's functions of not understanding our
 

process;
 

Fear 	evaluation will cut off funds;
 

Evaluation is a finger-portion exercise;
 

Depends on who the Mission director is. Most want rough questions
 

asked;
 

Concerned AID/W will not understana country situation so why alert
 

them to problems to be solved in fiela;
 

Can be accusea of "localities" biggest problem is project manager
 

lives or dies by his relationship with his HC counterpart who may
 

not want to be seen as "failingu;
 



a
Sometimes AID/W tries to make itself look gooa by killing 


project;
 

People are concernea about being hela accountable for something out
 

of their hands, either in HC or AID/W;
 

There are so many unknowns about our projects;
 

Evaluations should state positive purposes up front;
 

Evaluation too often accurate negative (in people's minds if not on
 

paper);
 

A little fear is a good motivating factor for taking more care in
 

aesign;
 

-- not fear of projectFear of how others reach to bad news 


difficulties per se;
 

Not much can be done about fear;
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Simply go on doing evaluations;
 

Evaluation can uncover fact that there are poor project officers or
 

that Mission did not design properly;
 

There is fear. But the evaluation process can clear the air of
 

misunderstanaina between HC and USAID counterparts;
 

Fear is a factor because a good evaluation could get black balled
 

as "troublesome";
 

Sometimes Mission and HC have a "convenient set of
 

misunderstandings" which keep the project going. 
 Evaluation could
 

upset this;
 

There is 
too strong a tendency to avoid being "confrontational"
 

with HC -- this would go down on PER. Fear is a factor. It may be
 

shaped by the evaluation process.
 

I aon't sense fear as such;
 

Can't say;
 

Less fear then more interest in working on the new;
 



No, most evaluations are so blana that the only fear is falling
 

as leep; 

AID doesn't have projects to evaluate, host country does ,tii AID
 

aoes is provide resources;
 

Should not be a factor; 

There are people who fear outsiaers wili not unaerstano the
 

project/crintry climate. 
 It is a problem because evaluation is not
 

a natural part of the workpian;
 

It is a problem because people fear being criticized for something
 

beyond their control;
 



12. Is fear an inhibiting factor in evaluation? Does it affect you, your

collegues, mission leadership, host zovernment? What kind of fear?
 

"Not really."
 

"Yes . . mission leadership in particular, no one wants an evaluation to say
 
a design was poor .
 Maybe not so much fear but resentment on how conclusions
 
will!-be interpreted. Yaissions don't want GS bureaucrats passing judgement

based on an evaluation which may not track changes in the environment
 
which may oe largely cnangea by the timme th1e evaluatlon comes along."
 

"Yes . . . Project officers feel their personal evaluation will be affected
 
by an evaluation of projects for which they are responsible. If given a
 
choice, the system encourages projects officers to cover themselves rather
 
than see evaluation as a learning process."
 

"Yes . . . fear of being censured . . or that an evaluation will be used 
to measure individual capability."
 

"Yes . . . seen as being judgemental and not creative . . large time investment" 

"Yes . . . me very little; colleagues some; mission leadership yes, host
 
government yes." Fear of 'truth' ; fear of lost of prestige or funding; fear
 
of revelation of badly dev-e7oped pro,]ects, poor monitoring."
 

"Probably . . . fear of complex techniaua; fear that methodologies will point 
uo logical fall n the design of projects into which much effort has been 
devoted."
 

"Yes . . to a certain extent, although I really would not use such a strong
 
word to describe the inhibiting factors, perhaps reservations would be
 
a better word."
 

"Yes . . don't want to hurt oeople's feelings. When working with HC have to 
be careful to be constructively critical and not negative. When a Ministry

is insecure you have to treat them with kid gloves. There is also fear
 
on the mid-management of Mission leadership. If a oarticular director or
 
deputy director likes or dislikes a particular project Mission staff may

have trouble doing an objective evaluation of this project. .Also a negative
 
PES may lead to a negative PER."
 

"Yes . . affects colleagues particularly in missions. Their fear is in 
having to do more panerwork. There is fear on the part of mission management
that a bad PES reflects bad management. On the part of HC, they feel if 
the evaluation reveals a bad project they won't get more funds." 

"At times yes . . depends on who you are working under . . . times people 
would be less candid if it reflects badly on them." 

"Don't know . . . doesn't for me.'
 

"Yes . . . anytime you do an evaluation someone will feel threatened. I try 
to compensate for this by establishing a low key collegial approach. I V 



Question 12. Cont'd.
 

assume the fear is there and try to minimize it. I distance myself from
 
audits and try to stay clear of financial information. I try to evaluate 
in a holistic sense rather than using gossipy tidbits. I let the HC 
have every benefit of the doubt. In the part of the HC they may ear 
evaluation and eauate it to audit. They tend to stick close to you and lead 
you to their best projects (in doing an evaluation ycu need to compensate
 
for this)."
 

"Mission leadership often feel paranoid about evalulions taking these to
 
be audits. Also HC fear that if something is going wrong we will end the
 
project."
 

Yes, since project officers do not want to de identified itbthe'faitur.e and
 
the end use of evaluations isnot clear.
 

Does itaffect you, your collegues, mission leadership, 
host government?
 

YES
 

What kind of fear?
 
It inhibits an honest flow and !xchange of information since the fear experienced
 

is usually that of keeping a job.
 



QUESTION AND ANSWERS
 

14. HOW OFTEN OR AT WHAT POINTS ARE EVALUATIONS MOST USEFUL?
 

Depends on type of evaluation and complexity of project elements;
 

Depends on complexity and nature of underlying assumptions;
 

Probabiy at least one project review every year if only to get HC 

and USAID senior personnel together; 

Not every project every year;
 

AID/W may not need as often as Mission;
 

Capital projects, perhaps, oniy after completion of project with
 

ministry review mid-way;
 

As management tool once a year;
 

Every year because it is also good information tool for HC
 

Ministries;
 

Once a year to help clear the air between HC and USAID;
 



Phasing or key decision points are difficult to pre-determine
 

because there are always aelays.
 

Depends on type of project;
 

Perhaps better to do several projects in same sector at same time
 

rather than project by project basis;
 

If a complex project may need more often;
 

Should at least have mission ievel project review using PES format
 

once a year;
 

How do we attune people to sense when something is awry arid then
 

call for evaluation?;
 



14. How often or at what ooints are evaluations most use'ul?
 

"Checking on project design; post project evaluation to find out if what
 
you thought would happen did or did not to get lessons learned for future
 
design."
 

"For project design ­ applying it to new activity in same sector or for follow-on.
 
I doubt if annual evaluations are useful in terms of staff time, but evaluation
 
tjiming should be f1exible and it should be part of the design to determine the
 
criticai points to do evaluation."
 

"In a 5 year project a midpoint and a final unless the midpoint indicates serious
 
problesm. The midipoint would not ,ecessarilv be at the middle.but would
 
be tailored to each individual project. Need to time the midpoint when the
 
activity is well underway. Project officer should determine the appropriate
 
time for the evaluation."
 

"Depends on the effectiveness of the oersonnel involved. 
Seems after the
 
project-is operating about a year you need an evaluation to see if we are
 
really getting what we want. 
Then maybe a mid point and then a terminal
 
evaluation at a point when the real impact can be shown."
 

"As often as necessary. 
Once or twice during the project and once afterwards
 
but time tff- impact-evaluation at a period when full impact is realized.
 
This depends on the project."
 

"Worth doing one early on even if little accomplished yet. At this point you
 
can make radical changes if necessary. There should be heavy emphasis on the
 
midooint evaluation. The final evaluation should focus on lessons learned 
 ...
 
but rarely do we use these lessons."
 

"Need to separate monitoring from evaluation. May want an outside opinion for
 
a monitoring review, but this should be clear from the start that it is
 
monitoring. In terms of evaluation, every project needs to have an interim
 
evaluation. Iffy projects 
need to be evaluated early into implementation
 
to look to see hoJw well it is going though this may be confused with
 
ronitoring. You should not wait until a project is completed to do an
 
evaluation. Unless a project is in trouble 
you should not have more than two
 
evaluations (interim and final)."
 

"Final evaluations are useful as a basis for the design of new proj ects. 
To
 
be useful during implementation you need to evaluate at a point where recommen­
dations can be used to strengthen the project's performance. The time
 
should be determined by the project itself. Annual evaluations tend to be
 
monitoring exercises."
 

"First you need to have good evaluationclans at the desin ohase. Sure no one 
can do a SOW at that time, but you can identify the key issues. By the 
time you get to the mid-point evaluation it is too late. At that time 
you can't hold people to anything if it wasn't in th-a original plan." 

"Need on-aoing monitoringcrocess. Official evuluation reports depend on
 
the project 
. . in design you pick the crucial points . . . in implementation 
other needs become apparent." 



Question 14: Cont'd
 

"Several months before key technical or funding decision points a:e reached."
 

"Project specific - can't generalize." 

"Design stage. 
 Implementation decisions tend to be more country-specific than
 
macro-planning issues."
 

"This depends on the duration of tht project and the kind of activity or 
activities involvd."
 

"Definitely at mid-point. Not necessarily useful at the end of the project

for that proJ-ec- (other than to let you know if you got your outputs)
 
most gain is for follow on or other missions."
 

"Prior to follow-on Droect. Also in process of putting together the OYB.

If an evaluation indicates something is moving slowly I know I can slow the 
obligation rate down. When you are trying to decide whether to put funds

into a project, thinking about changing contractors or in general trying to 
figure out whether to get out of a sector."
 



19.,, a real problem;bNot 


Yes; 

Extent may vary country to country but it is possible;
 

Depends on your support with counterpart(s), Eva!. has to be done at
 

level;
 

Higher level may involve political considerations;
 

Yes. We have to evaluate or we are not doing our 
job.
 

Yes, but government frequently don't want studies; 
they want action;
 

Should be no problem for normal AID nuts and 
bolts projects but could be
 

difficult if there are political issues or interests involved.
 

of key HC
 
Perhaps not, some projects are done because 

they are 


per .,onnel;
 

We need to remember the original political 
assumptions behind projects;
 

Depends on relationship of Mission and HC 
personnel.
 



19. Do you believe effective evaluations are oossible within the oolitical
 
context of our programs in the Middle East? (Evaluations which resul: in
 

cooperative AID-HC efforts to chanae, drop, or initiate certain projects.)
 

"Yes, why not? Depends on country. Can't see why it can't be done for
 

some projects in Egypt, though HC officials are busy they are not
 

irrational. Most evaluation work should be done by the Host Country.
 

Most lessons to be learned shouid be learned bv HC officials."
 

"It is difficult to bring about changes, but you need to assess this.
 
Some of our proarams are unilaterpilL oolitical and include factors which
 
control desiQn/irnolementation. We don't know how to analyze this. Thus
 
given the political context of some of our programs, it is not likely
 
you can do effective evaluations in the ,ure sense and it is not sure
 
th-at change is possible."
 

"Yes. I believe you can have meaningful impact. You never can expect to
 
see all of the recommendations implemented, but I feel you can make a
 
constructive impact. . it can make a difference with the little stuff
 
even though you can't change the big picture."
 

"I definitely do. Sometimes it makes it harder, i.e., Egypt knows they
 
will get the money whether they do a good job or not. This lessens the
 
effectiveness of the evaluation. But often the HC wants to have a
 
good project rnd if there are ways to make it better or out pressure on
 
their superiors evaluation helps. The bigger the project the harder to
 

do, but evaluations are useul for the average sized project."
 

"Yes, if we recognize the political context. Too often we
 
do evaluations and ignore the political environment. If the purpose was
 
political in the first olace and this political objective was achieved
 
even if the project was a technical fa'lure can we say the project was
 
not a success?"
 

"Yes, -although we have to recognize that political arguments may tip the
 
balance, we still need to know the truth, i.e., what we are sacrificing
 
by giving in to oolitical realities."
 

"For West Bank/Gaza I would definitely say no. It is hard to do them there
 
and those that are done are done in a very narrow structured framework. 
It is more difficult in the Near East to do obiective effective uofront 
evaluations than in other Bureaus, i.e., decentralization sector assessment 
We needto balance the good with the bad. We need to highlight the good 
and if something is bad the evaluation needs to identify th steps to 

take to rectify the situation. Often evaluations tend to be more audits 
...there is confusion between the two ... both are often treated the same 
and is true for Americans as well as HC officials." 

"A qualified yes. 
 Egypt is an exception though even here it is possible."
 

"Yes very much so especially if you are talking about Egypt. It can be 
shown that this is a wav of avoiding embarrassment bv brinaing orobl ms 

to light early enough to make corrections. Yes in Lebanon . . part of 

our problem in the Near East is that many of our countries don't have 
governments in the strict sense . . ., 



Question 19: Continued
 

'The :olitical context is not that big of a deterrant to doina 2ood
 
evaluations though it does play a role in the seleczion of projects.

We do a jot of paperworZ which we call evaluation when the decision
 
has already been made that the activity is pursued for political
 
rationale. In this context, don't delude yourself by a paper exercise.
 
I personally would like to see the Near East bureau spend more time
 
on improved implementation rather than design or evaluation."
 

"Yes. an evaluation can point out the extent to which political
 
considerations are factors i' runninq the pro2ram. Political considerations
 
are major-factors in how and why projects are designed and we need to know
 
the political consequences."
 

"Yes. If we have real evaluation with everyone on board then it leads
 
to positive change."
 

"Yes for example Yemen Tihama. No for the most part in Egypt."
 

"Yes, but in particular instances we need to be very sensitive to the
 
issues, sensitivities and timing."
 

"Yes, if the targets/goals/focus are project specific and the project
 
itself has been designed realistically."
 

"'ot really and especially not in Egypt."
 

"Depends on the project. Non-political TA aroiects yes. The political
 
environment is more sensitive with capital projects and with health
 
and family planning projects. You should add 'cultural' to this
 
question."
 

Yes,/f we are interested enough to really do them.
 

(
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7BJ7cT: Discussion on the Near East Bureau Evaluation Process
 

You have all received a list of questions regarding the NE Bureau Evaluation
 
Process. Many of you have participated in one-on-one interviews with
 
Robert Zimmerman and Judith Wills of our PAE staff. 
We are now ready to
 
move into the second phase of this effort to get your ideas aboit what our
 
evaluation process is, should be and'can be. In this second step we have
 
divided the NE Bureau staff into relatively small groups for further group

discussions on the findings of the first interviews as 
they relate to
 
specific parts of our evaluation process and its do. nentation. We want an
 
interactive reaction to the ideas developed during c-e one-on-one sessions.
 
These group discussions will be focused on topics as indicated in the
 
attachments. They will last at most 1 1/2 hours, perhaps less.
 

Our grouping of participants by subject is arbitrary in'most cases and
 
divided into groups of approximately fourteen each to facilitate discussion.
 
If a few of you would prefer to be in another group, we may be able to make 
some adjustments, especially if you let Bob and Judy know your preference
 
no later than noon 111,pril. Obviously, there may be some who cannot
 
attend the group they have been assigned to, a.t the time indicated, because
 
of other scheduled conflicts. When this occurs you would be welcome to
 
join another group. It would also be possible for you to attend more than
 
one group if you wish.
 

We appreciate your cooperation so far. Those who have not been interviewed
 
are not being discriminated against. We have had limited time and :ould do
 
only so many. All Bureau staff are encouraged to be involved in this effort
 
and if any who are interested are not included below, please contact PAE
 
at 632-9114.
 

Attachments: a/s
 

DISTRIBUTION: See attachments
 



GROUP 1
 

Tuesday, April 12, 1983
 

10:00 AM - 11:30 AM
 

Room 6439
 

SUBJECT: NE Bureau Evaluation Process: Strength and Weaknesses
 

Evaluation Support: Roles of NE/DPPAE and Backstop Officers
 
(Questions 1,2,7,8)
 

Participants
 

Jerre Manarolla, NE/DP 
Peter Sellar, NE/DP 
Dan Mackell, NE/PD 
Steve Freundlich, NE/PD 
Don Reese, NE/PD 
Lyle Weiss, NE/PD 
Genease Shivers, I1E/PD 
Lenni Kangas, TE3i /1IPN 
Archie Hogan, TECH/AD 
Carolyn Coleman, TEqH/HRST 
John Lewis, TECI/SARD 
Don Cohen, NE/;;EA 
Ken Schofield, NE/E 
Richard Burns, NE/.IE/Regional 

\\
 



GROUP 2
 

Tuesday, April 12, 1983
 

2:00 PM - 3:30 PM
 

Room 4440-A
 

SUBJECT: 	 Evaluation design, planning, review (PRC/NEAC) and
 
characteristics of a good evaluation. (Questions 4,5,6,14,18)
 

Participants
 

Charles W. 	Johnson, NE/DP
 

Frank Martin, NE/DP
 
Robert Bell, NE/PD
 
Ault Nathanielsz, NE/PD
 

James Habron, NE/PD
 
Barbara Turner, TECH/HPN
 
John Burdick, TECH/HPN
 
Dick Cobb, 	TECH/AD
 
Barry Heyman, TECH/HRST
 

Bernie Salvo, TECH/SARD
 
Chris Crowley, NE/NENA/Y
 

Gerald Kamens, NE/ME
 
Marx Sterne, NE/EUR
 



GROUP 3
 

Wednesday, 	April 13, 1983
 

2:00 PM - 3:30 PM
 

Room.4a 0-A
 

SUBJECT: 	 Host country involvement; problems of understanding, anxiety;
 
Political concerns (Questions 9, 10, 12, 19)
 

Participants
 

Richard Johnson, NE/DP
 
Sy Taubenblatt, 'IE/PD
 
Jud Williams, NE/PD
 
Tom Sterner, NE/PD
 
Al Hotvedt, NE/PD
 
Pam Johnson, TECH/HPN
 
George Miller, TECH/AD
 
Burt Behrens, TECH/AD
 
James Bever, TECH/HRST
 
Geroge Gardner, TECH/SARD
 
George Lewis, NE/NENA/TM
 
Gerald Gower, NE/E
 
Richard Archi, NE/ME
 
Ann Gooch, NE/EUR
 



GROUP 4
 

Thursday, April 14, 1983
 

2:00 PM - 3:30 PM 

Room 4440-A
 

SUBJECT: Lessons learned: presentation/utilization; DIU
 
(Questions 3, 13, 17)
 

Participants
 

Leonard Rosenberg, NE/DP
 
Lance Downing, NE/DP
 
Keith Brown, NE/PD
 
Charles Shorter, NE/PD
 
Ronald Henrikson, NE/PD
 

Ken Sherper, NE/TECH
 
Arthur Braunsteih, TECH/HPN
 
Lee Voth, TECH/AD
 
Edwin Chapman, TECH/HRST
 

Jane Nandy, TECH/SARD
 
Marilyn Arnold, NE/NENA/T
 
Bert Porter, NE/E
 
Henry Merrill, NE/ME/L
 
Russ Misheloff, NE/EUR
 



GROUP 5
 

Friday, April 15, 1983
 

2:00 ?:.1- 3:30 PM
 

Room 4440-A
 

SUBJECT: Evaluation training; role ':f Mission Evaluation Officer
 

Participants
 

Robert Bonnaffon, NE/DP
 
Gerry Donnelly, NE/DP
 
Dorothy Kemp, NE/PD
 
Barbara Ormond, NE/PD
 
Larry Marshall, NE/PD
 
Wally Bowles, NE/PD
 
Holly Wise, TECH/HPN
 
Dave Songer, TECH/AD
 
George Armstrong, TECH/AD
 
William Miner, TECH/SARD
 
Jerry Miller, TEQH/SARD
 
Dennis Morrissey, NE/E
 
Ed Krowitz, NE/E
 
Richard Brown, NE/ME/S&J
 

NOTE: The following individuals have been identified as being on leave or
 
TDY. Please advise if their status changes or if we have overlooked anyone.
 

Steve Lintner, NE/PD
 
Davy McCall, NE/PD
 
July Weissman, NE/TECH/HPN
 
Kris Loken, NE/TECH/HPN
 
Gene Boostrom, NE/TECH/HPN
 
Ann Domidion, NE/TECH/HRST
 
Mona Hammam, NE/TECH/SARD
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TAG S: ¢W.;
 

SUBJECT: FURTHER IMPROVEMENT lI THE ME BUREAU -8L 

EVALUATION PROCZSS i 
1w THE NEAR EAST BUREAU'S PROJECT ANALYSIS AND
 
EVALUATION STAFF iK/LDP/PAE} ONCE AGAIN HAS ITS FULL
COlPLEMENT OF PERSONNEL. 
FOR THE PAST THREE MONTHS PAE
AND THE BUREAU'S SENIOR STAFF HAVE BEEN REVIEWING THE 
CURRENT STATUS AND EFFECTIVENEZS OF THE BUREAU'S 
EVALUATION PROCESS. 
 I HAVE APPROVED AN EIGHT POflIT PLAN
FOR IfPROVIN6 THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS PROCESS. 
 ,
BRIEFLY STATED THESE EIGHT ELEMENTS ARE: 
 -

A- ASSESSMENT WITH PROJECT OFFICERS JrTELD flISSIONS,
AND PROJECT BAC STOP'OFFICERS (AID/W" AND SENIOR STAFF
IN BOTH THE FIELD AND WASHINgTON OF THEIR UNDERSTANDING
AND PERCEPTIOM OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS-, SPECIFICALLY 
WHAT IS RIGHT, WRON6% USELESS USEFUL OR POSSIBLE IN
APPROACHES., POLICIES AND DOCUMENTATION FOR EVALUATION; 

B. DEVELOPMENT OF NEW EVALUATION GU1DELINES AND
 
ADJUSTMENT IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS ON THE BASIS OF 
CA};
 

C. REDEFINITION OF POLICY AND ROLE REGARDING MISSION 
 '7
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FOLLOWE) I* Al/U AN), INCLUDE. THE SYNTHET.L DEVELOPE3 IM 
*fL~0~* GROUP flETMXS=. 

"C. TH* Al/W ilJA )VELoPiKEr GROUP WILL nc,-r AGAIN
DURIN PExIT) FiROt 
 l1w-B.7 ItAr Tt REISYNTHESIZE. COMlBINED
FIalITN OF LX PREVIOUS EFORr I,, ThE"FINI Gz"
DEVLOPE3 DURUMI THE FIE. . VinTS.
 

"3,-. THE FINAL PRODUCTS OF TH.= EYFORT, TO BE COMPLETED BY31 flA', MILL BE a2 A. CLEAR DELUEATIO4 OF QUALLTrC4ARACTEISTICM FOR EFFECTIVE A/IL USFUL EVALUA.TIONZ AUZTHE PRQCE FOR-. OTAIlZUG AISAIE "AD,,,iB A-REVI.S 0I1 OF MEBUREAU EVALUATIO& GitlELIS RE EVALUA4ZO4. PLZCY;' PLNS,.
' -~ •' - - - . ' " - , '- "-. .' . . . , . ., .-: , ' " ' 

", ThC:T)NAT? AX3 'ICOPC OP IiIErE I, OMoor TH cZ tA.JI.X ELDEJ!T I:LL. BE.F.TL.RJ.2 B' ThE REULTS OF THE
FIRrT TWdO A=; MILL BE DEVELOPE) DURING THE FOLLOwING"

THRE To Foug flOftTzL. -7 

S- TiS IS A. SERI*US. EpOr. Ir WtLL nor succEE..HOWEVERv ITHOUT TOTAL COOPERATION FROf US-ALL OF OUROBJECTrVE IS T*O' E SURE THAT OUR EVALUATION PROCESS IS
USEFUL- IT WILL BE- SOrMETHING WE ALL WILL UNDERSTAN) AN2
ML HAVE HAk A HAJM IN CREATIN. IF WE SUCCEEDv THEBUREAlt;S EVALUAT0IM PROCLSS, W.LL BCOI E k"YNAL C 
ME. 

{CA} PROJECT OFFICERS, .-SUP@RTE3 BY MIISSION LEADCIIPwANk ALL. BUREAU SUPPORT PERSONNEL WILL VIEW AND PRACTICEEVALUATION NOT AS A HOOP TO JIMlP THROUGH OR A POTENTIALFAULT FIN)IM EXERC"E BUT AS AN OPPORTUN.TY FORORGANIZE) USA.ID-HOQT COUNTRY COOPERATIVE !TUDY,, THOUGJ4Tt,
I.SCUSSION AX). RECOR)IMG OF WHAT 
 A GIVEN ASSISTANCEPROJECT OR PROGRA," = ACCOflUSINC, HOW -T WORMS ORDOESMNT AID WHY - ALL WITH A VIEW TO nAximrs NECESA RYCHANGES IM COURSE AN. OBJECTIVES OR FOR APPLICATION IN
FUTURE DEVELOPIICNT EFFORTS; 

CB41 ILESIONS LEARE. ARE Q.EAILh, OB4ECTIVELY ANAcortPR.LS.VEy .DEUIATEIM EVALUATIONL REPORTS AX)EA.4L RETRIEVAaLE FOR FUTURE COMI)ERATIOt AND. " " APPLICATIOP& AUXING PR@.JECT/PR*6RA# PLAMMIX6 AND DESIg; 
(C OTHER ME BUREAU OFFICES AN) PERSONNEL An)OTHERnIUI'OZ REGULARLY MEK OUT THIS EVALUATION EXPERIENCEAND KNOWL.DGE AND APPLY IT WHENEVER AN) WHEREVER FEASIBLE-. 

ROBERT ZTIERMAX AN) JUBITH WILLS OF OUR .PAZ STAFF 
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UN CLA SSIFIEJ 

ARE PLANM4G TO V=. EGYPTw jORD"A* LEBAMOAl.t MOROCCOTUNISIA AND YEMEN BETWEEN ,1 APRIL AND 17 MAY.' CURREIAPPROXINAT, lTIJERARX AJtE AS" FOL.LO:' ­"{Aj-Z.hMnERxA-:.XANAA 1 -21, BEIRLU'r 2Z-23, ARRIAN Z-7, CAIRO- 26- APRIL -5 flAY. va - WZ.LSr CAIRO' 2& APRI,. 5,. TUNIS. 6M"A,flAY- RABAT ii, - is lY. "THESE DATEt ARE L.XELY" TO 6E"A.4JUTE) DEPENJdI*N Olt A±RLINXE CONW.CTrIO9' P.,9LZTlE.,
ANZ fflTSbON. SUGG6MoN. 

7- Z FULLY UNDERSTAND THAT MIC.SS ONX WILL BE INVOLVE3 INPREPAR.N, rH AB S suJBflSS.,0 DUR.Nr. PART OF THI.,
PERIOD. THE ACTVZTIT. 
 WE AR. UNDERTAkI G, WILL NOTINTE.FERE MM. YOUX AB, PREP4?ATION:. THC INTERVIrWILL PROL' RE QUIME ONLy I, -* 1L 1/Z HR OF E6ACi4OFFICER'= T7M ASS&THE GROUP SE OX, PROBABLY o0LY' aR--. WE WOU, APFREaCATE. 11=01r. CONMURRENCE AJD.

COflflE1STS AM, w(loCLr As mxxiaL2.
 

A-. FINALLY% YOU SPOULD ALL..NO@W THAT THIS INITIAL PHASEIS. ALSO B-EG CAEFULLY flONITORED BY AGENCY SENIOR'LANAG£nET. THE NE BUI'AtUS EVALUATION PROCESS AND TiE'"UALITY IFlROV~nEr EFFORT' OUTL.NIED ABOVE ARE COINCIDENTMITf AND PART OF A LARGER AI EFFORT-.w SUPPORTED THROUGHCONSULTANCY WITH Wi. ESWAR21 DEflING. TO- STUDY AND' TEST 
A 

APPROACHEZ TO IflPROVE THE OVERALL IUALITY ANDPRODUCTIVITY OF OUR WORe. ME FULLY EXPECT THAT OUR FINAL* PRODUCT. Ilt THIS ME 8URE ,FIE0 fI.ZON" EFFORT WILL HAVEFUTURE IMPACT AGECY VIDE-r 

I. USAIMt S LIS N . nUCA r A D DAMASCJS WILL NOT BEVISITED AND WILL RCEIVE TEXT OF QUEZTIONNAIRE VIA
CABLE. WE WOULD APPRECIATE RESPONSE 
 BY ALL-US.DH
CONCERNED BY RAY la BY POUCH. yv 
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MEMORANDUM
 

TO : SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM DAA/NE, Bradshaw Largma;;L 

SUBJECT: Improving the Near East Bureau Evaluation Process 

For the past three months the NE/DP/PAE staff have undertaken 
an intense and
 

extensive study of the NE Bureau Evaluation process. PAE has "tested" the
 

quality and effectiveness of the Bureau's system for receiving, 
reviewing and
 

utilizing evaluation reports, particularly in relation to our PID and PP
 

Based on apparent weaknesses they developed a list of
development exercises. 

questions for use in nearly 40 one-on-one interviews with Bureau staff,at all
 

PAE then completed 5 group discussion sessions on the findings of
levels. 

these interviews concerning what is useful, useless and possible in
 

Next, PAE visited five field missions (Egypt, Jordan, Morocco,
evaluation. 

Tunisia and Yemen), and interviewed another 60-odd USDH and held 6 small 

group
 
Tunisia (1) using a
discussions Egypt (3) Yemen (1),, Jordan (1), 


questionnaire somewhat revised on the basis of our Bureau level ef-Forts.
 

Attached is a draft discussion paper that represents the output of our 
effort
 

PAE does not intend to produce a separate formal report presentingto date. 

and analysing the specific responses to the questions. Anyone interested in
 

looking at the raw data as summarized may obtain a copy of the rough 
The thirteen problems, the causal factors andcompilation from PAE. 

recommendations for addressing the problems presented in the attached 
draft
 

some cases a
all derive directly from the interviews. You will note that in 


well be causal factor for another problem.. Some problems shareproblem may a 
causal factors and',, obviously, some recommendations will address two or three 

different problems' and their causes. 

- a paper for further discussion.
This discussion paper is precisely that 


PAE has tried to provide a degree of specificity In order to encourage even
 

more specificity in critiques and proposals as others react to these
 

The next phase in PAE's effort to help ensure revitalization
recommendations. 
 series of

of an effective, useful NE Bureau evaluation process will involve a 


The §uyose is to critique

one hour group discussions on the attached paper. 


and refine recommendations and where necessary clarify p'roblem statements 
and
 

causal factors.
 

group that will, in effect, constitute a
We are seeking volunteers fo a 

Those Interested should contact Bob
preliminary quality working group. 


June 8, 1983. All Bureau ttaffZimerman or Judy Wills not later than 
however, are encouraged to take the time to review this paper and to offer 

to PAE. For
 
comments or changes, preferably o;i the draft itself and return it 

those who participate in the group discussions, PAE intends to proceed problem 

by problem covering as many as poss.ible in each meeting of 1 to 1 1/4 hours. 

thus, be as many as 4 or 5 uet&ngs as prcposed !n the followingThere may, 
schedule:
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14 June, Tuesday, at 2:00 pm in Roorm 4440-A
 
15 June, Wednesday, at 2:00 pm in Room 4440-A
 
17 June, Friday, at 2:00 pm in Room 4440-A
 
20 June, Monday, at 2:00 pm in Room 4440-A
 
21 June, Tuesday, at 2:00 pm in Room 4440-A
 

I realize that many of you will also be reviewing ABS submissionn.
 

Nevertheless, it should be possible to continue work on this effort to improve
 

our evaluation process. We must maintain momentum.
 

vital to the success of this
For Field Missions: Your inputs are still 

effort. I urge all Mission Directors to share this paper with their staffs
 

and to encourage a serious effort to critique and offer suggestions. If
 

possible, we would appreciate responses, keyed to problem, cause or
 

recommendation (numbers and letters), by cable in time for our group
 
discussions (14 - 20 June.) Even if you miss this deadline, however, your
 

comments will be taken into account as the paper is redrafted and formally 
submitted by 29 June for Bureau Management consideration. We expect action 
decisions to be taken by the end of July'1983.
 

Attachment: a/s
 

DISTRIBUTION:
 

NE/DP, Charles W.. Johnson (TO)
 
NE/PD, Selig A. Taubenblatt (4)
 
NE/PD/PDS, Dorothy Kemp (3)
 
NE/PD/MENA, Davy McCall (5)
 
NE/PD/EGYPT, Thomas A. Sterner (3)
 
NE/PD/ENGR, James Habron (5)
 
NE/TECH, Kenneth H. Sherper (1) 
NE/TECH/HPN, Lenni Kangas (8)
 
NE/TECH/AD, Richard Cobb (8)
 
NE/TECH/HRST, Barry Heyman (4) 
NE/TECH/SARD, William Miner (9)
 
NE/E, Gerald Gower.(4)
 
NE/NENA/TM, George Lewis (1)
 
NE/ME, Gerald Kamens (3)
 
NEiEUR, Russell Misheloff (2)
 

USAID/Cairo, Michael Stone, Director
 
Owen P. Cyulke, Deputy Director
 
Emily Baldwin, Evaluation Officer
 

USAID/Amman, Walter G. Bollinger, Director
 
Nancy Carmichael, Acting Evaluation Officer
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The Near East Bureau Evaluation Process
 
Problems, Causal Factors and Recommendations
 

I. Problem: Uneven quality of exte:-nal evaluation reports.
 

External evaluation teams, whether contractor, AID/W TDY or a combination of
 
both, often fail to produce timely, balanced, relevant reports with feasible 
recommendations useable by decision makers either in the field (both Mission 
and Host Country) or AID/W. 

A. Causal Factors:.
 

L. Contractor prepared reports:
 

a. Poor or uneven quality contractor personnel;
 
b. Lack of understanding of AID's evaluation process;
 
c. 
Inability of outsiders to fully appreciate host country
 

administrative, political and cultural environment;
 
d. Lack of language capability, either spoken or written;
6. Poorly prepared, understood and agreed upon scopes of work, 
f. 	Lack of predeparture preparation in terms of the project
 

being evaluated;
 
g. Preconceived biases particularly in the case of retired AID 

contractors;
 
B. The perception that AID requires a large volume of written 

materi. o justify the cost of the contract;
 
i. Poorly prepared or nonexistant executive summaries; 

. j. Inadequate timeframes. 

2. AID/W TDY prepared reports: 

a. 
Lack of experience oz training in doing evaluation;
 
h. Due to other work priorities, inability to complete reports 

on a timely basis;
 
c. 	Insufficient time devoted to research in AID/W prior to
 

going to the field;
 
d. Inadequate preparation by the field for the evaluation; 
6. Inadequate timeframes for study, writing and reflection with 

the Mission and the Host Country personnel prior to return 
to AID/W; 

9. Lack of language capability, either spoken or written;
 
g. 	Poorly prepared (sometimes non-existant), understood and agreed
 

upon scopes of work;
 
li. The perception that AID/W evaluators have "hidden agendas";

i. 	Tendency to use evaluation as an audit and thus overlooking
 

positive aspects of the project;
 
j. Lack of staff with broad based technical capability;
 
.k. Lack of sensitivity to the cultural environment;
 

I. A perception by some AID/W evaluators that due to Host Countnr 
sensitivities, field missions want sanitized reports.
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The Near East Bureau Evaluation Process
 
Problems, Causal Factors and Recommendations
 

. Recommendations:
 

i.,. Contractor prepared reports:
 

a. 	IQC contractors who specialize in evaluation should be
 
selected on the basis of proven capability. To assess this
 
capability, AID needs to develop a contractor performance
 
report for evaluation contractors to be filled out by the
 
requesting office (either Mission or AID/W) at the conclusion
 
of each evaluation. TQCs (or individuals within IQCs) who
 
fail to provide quality work should be dropped from AID
 
consideration for future evaluation work. This same criteria
 
should 	be applied tar.individuals-zontracted..for on the basis of 
PSCs.
 

11. 	 Performance bonds should be included in the contract for
 
consultants doing AID evaluations. Missions who are funding
 
the evaluation should be able to evoke this bond if the
 
contractor fails to deliver a useable quality draft report.
 
This could take the form of having the contractor remain in
 
country (at no cost to AID) until such a draft is available.
 
It would be at the Mission's discretion whether or not this
 
bond would be waived.
 

For AID/W funded contracts, final payment should ba withheld
 
until a useable quality final report is made available. There
 
should 	be a penalty clause in the contract for failure to submit
 
this report in a timely fashion. It should be at AID/W's
 
discretion whether or not additional funds are warranted to
 
cover time extensions.
 

0. 	Training in AID's evaluation process should be provided to all
 
IQC contractors to include consultants which these contractors
 
recommend for AMD consideration.
 

d. Provisions should be included in contractor scopes of work which
 
require a review of i-elated'DIU documentation as well as an indepth 
review 	of project files prior to departure to the field to
 
do the 	evaluation. This should also be reflected in the NE
 
Bureau's evaluation guidelines.
 

e. Contractors should be selected not only on their technical
 
qualifications but on their facility with the local language
 
and their familiarity with the local environment and culture
 
as well as their proven experience in doing effective
 
evaluations. This should be included in the NE Bureau evaluation
 
guidelines.
 

f. AID retirees whether contracted for through an IQC or a PSC should 
be brought up to date in terms of changes in the country
 
environment during the intervening time period.
 

r. r%,,- -mim h-ihrh h'ahliht kev findina and recommendations \' 'u p 
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B. Recommendations: Continued.
 

2. AID/W TDY prepared reports: 

a. 	Specialized training for potential AID/W evaluation staff
 
needs to be developed addressing various levels of
 
experience (see page 22 for recommendations on forms
 
of training;
 

b. As 	a standard operating procedure, AID/W TDY evaluators
 
should complete a draft of the evaluation report for
 
Mission review and acceptance prior to return to AID/W.
 
If such a draft has not been completed by the time of 
the AID/W TDY's scheduled departure, then the TDY should 
be extended. By the same token, if the Mission is not
 
satisfied with the quality or utility of the report, then 
the Mission should request extension of the TDY until 
a useable draft is completed; 

c. However, the integrity of the evaluation report should not 
be compromised. If the Mission or the Host Country hold
 
dissenting views about any part of the evaluation, then
 
these views should be included in the final version of
 
the evaluation as separate sections;
 

d. 	Suggestions on how one should prepare for an evaluation prior
 
to departure should be included in the NE Bureau Evaluation
 
Guidelines. Approaches developed for the Agency Impact
 
Evaluations could be used as a model;
 

e. 
A mutually agreed upon Scope,of Work should be submitted to
 
AID/W prior to the departure of AID/W TDY evaluators.
 
This Scope of Work should have been shared with the Host 
Country and ideally reflect their direct input; 

f. AID/W should know prior to departure for the field the 
names and positions of the officials within the Mission and 
within the Host Country he/she will be working with in 
conducting the evaluation. This requirement should be
 
included in the NE Bureau guidelines; 

g. Evaluations should be conducted using a team approach. 
Evaluations
 
conducted by individual AID/W TDY evaluators tend to lack
 
breadth. At a minimum, evaluation teams should include, in
 
addition to the AID/W TDY evaluator, a Mission representative
 
and an Host Country representative. In addition, consideration
 
should be made to include junior officers (either AID/W or
 
field) and Host Country social scientists and economists.
 
This should be part of the NE Bureau Evaluation guidelines.
 

h. 	AID/W TDY evaluators need to be made aware that entirely negative
 
evaluations may be counterproductive. Faults found as a
 
result of the evaluation should be presented in a positive
 
constructive way. Positive aspects of the project should be
 
presented as well as negative. Concrete doable suggestions

for corrective action should be part of the recommendations.
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Problem: Heavy reliance on external evaluations (whether AID/W or contractor).
 

The NE 	missions,withsome exceptions,tend to rely very heavily on external
 
evaluators (either AIP/W TDY or contractor). Joint Mission/Host Country

evaluations tend to be the exception and ,as a consequence ,the positive learning

aspects of evaluation by participation in the process are lost to both Mission
 
staff and the Host Country.
 

A. Causal Factors:
 

1. The 	 perception that 
*taff constraints and heavy workloads preclude some missions
 

from encouraging joint Host Country/mission evaluations; 
2. 	Lack of experience or training in doing evpluation on the
 

part of project and evaluation staff both mission and
 
Host Country;

3. Lack of full understanding of the evaluation process by both 
.
 mission project and evaluation officers;
 

4. 	Misuse of the evaluation process for monitoring purposes at
 
the expense of evaluation;
 

5. Perception that Mission conducted in-house evaluations lack
 
credibility with AID/W; 

6. Perception that inclusion of representatives from the Host
 
Country Ministry on the evaluation team would prevent 
objectivity;


7. 	Perception that in-house evaluations are for Mission use and 
need not be shared with the Host Country; 

8. 	Tendency of some Mission Evaluation Officers to base the PES
 
on an external evaluator's report without doing first hand
 
evaluation or consulting with the Host Country;


9. Lack of understanding of how to use the PES 

B. Recommendations:
 

1. The evaluation plan, data collection, and resources for evaluation 
need to be tightly interwoven into the project implementation
 
plan;
 

2. 	As a policy, the Agency should reduce its reliance on external
 
contractors for evaluation. Operating expense funds need
 
to be made available to Bureaus to cover both staffing costs
 
(see discussion on Mission Evaluation Officer roles, page 17
 
and travel expenses for kLED direct hire to engage in evaluation.
 
Engaging in the evaluation process is a proven means of
 
expanding an individual officer's understanding of the
 
development process and retaining lessons learned through
 
evaluation within the Agency;
 

3. 	Greater effort should be made to identify and utilize host country

social scientists and economists as members of evaluation
 
teams whether inhouse or external; 

4. Training needs to be provided to mission evaluation and project
 
officers (see discussion on trainin, paee22.-23 
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II. Problem: Uneven AID/W backstopping support for mission level evaluation needs.
 

A. Causal Factors:
 

1. Staffing and time constraints;
 
2. 	Inconsistent senior level management support for evaluation as
 

reflected by:
 
a. 	Unwillingness to pressure contractors to perform
 

according to the scope of work;

b. Lower priority for evaluation activities vs. programming 

for and obligating funds;
 
c. Periodic waivering of current NEAC and PRC evaluation 

review 	responsibilities and policies;

2. 	Varying degrees of interest in and commitment to evaluation
 

backstopping role on the part of project backstop officers;

3. Excessive time required for documentation research;
 
4. 	Poor quality, inaccessible or non-existent evaluation material
 

to draw on;
 
5. 	Confusion over and inadequate understanding of roles and
 

responsibilities of various AID/W offices(ers) re 
the
 
Bureau evaluation backstopping process.
 

B. Recommendations:
 

1. Establish a permanent NE Bureau Evaluation Review Committee 
(NEERC) chaired by the Deputy Assistant Administrator 
with organizational assistance from NE/DP/PAE, including 
representatives from each technical support division
 
(TECH and PD) and from each geographic sub-region (desks). 

This group would meet at least once every quarter to review
 
(a) the general status of implementation of the Bureau
 
Evaluation Plan, (b) issues such as confusion over specific

project evaluation priorities, (c) inadequate contractor
 
performance, (d) Bureau level evaluation interests, including

funding and personnel requirements, and (e) particularly well
 
done evaluations and appropriate Bureau response therefore;
 

2. 	Establish a Bureau evaluation quality working group to which
 
the Bureau Evaluation Review Committee could refer special

issues or problems as necessary. An initial activity of
 
this group would be to develop revised guidelines for
 
evaluation backstopping responsibilities of AID/W officers
 
and offices and a set of standards by which Missions, the
 
PRC and NEAC will judge the quality and usefulness of
 
evaluation work. 
This working group would also..prepare

evaluation policy statements or guidelines as necessary.
 

(
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IV. Problem: Inconsistent Use of PES Format.
 

Evaluation reports do not follow a consistent outline and are often poorly
 
organized. The Agency's PES format provides a useful outline for categorizing
 
and presenting findings, but many project officers, evaluators (both AID
 
and contractor) are unfamiliar with or are uncomfortable with the PES
 
guidelines.
 

A.. Causal Fdct6rs:.
 

1. The feeling that the PES is a lower form of evaluation 
most useful fo.r inhouse evaluations or-as a monitoring 

document;

2. Insufficient understanding of and capacity (among some AID 

staff) 	to apply existing evaluation guidelines and
 
methodologies to evaluation;
 

3. Tendency of Missions and AID/W to accept evaluations as
 
submitted without demanding these. reports meet-minimum 
quality standards; 

4. 	Lack of clear understanding by all parties (AID/W, Mission,
 
contractors if applicable) of what these minimum
 
standards should encompass;
 

5. Multiple consumers of evaluation. 

B.. Rec.6mmendations:
 

1. The status of the PES as a valid framework for serious
 
evaluation should be enhanded. Misuse of the PES for
 
monitoring purposes should be discouraged and an alternate
 
framework for annual monitoring reviews developed for
 
Mission use.
 

2. 	The PES outline should be recdirclated widely in 
AID/W and to the field. Comments should be solicited to 
determine what the perceived and real weaknesses are .Ln 
using the PES as. a framework for serious evaluation. Based 
upon this feedback, the NE Bureau should form a working 
group to rdevelop guidelines for evaluation reports; 

3. 	 Quality standards for evaluation reports reflecting the 
Bureau, Mission and Host Country needs should be developed 
by the 	Bureau working group; 

4. 	Training for AID/W and Mission evaluators in the use of
 
the PES methodology (see page 22 for specific training
 
recommendations);
 

5. 	Distinct guidelines developed for various forms of evaluations
 
designed with the various consumers
 
of evaluations in mind (see page1l for specific
 
recommendations dealing with multiple consumers).
 

6. Consistent policy of demanding quality in term9 of evaluation 
work performed for or by AID (see pages 2-3 for recommendations
 
on how to do this).
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V. 	 Problem: Uneven and/or Nonutilization of Prior Experience in Either Project
 
Design or Implementation
 

The Near East Bureau as part of its Redelegation of Authority to the field
 
requires that prior experience be incorporated in project designs and used
 
to improve project implementation. The evaluation process should be
 
identifying "lessons learned" to feed into this system. 
Evaluations in
 
many cases fail to delineate specific lessons and when addressed at all
 
tend to be so broad and general that they are useless.
 

A. Causal Factors:
 

1. 	Lack of consensus of what "lessons" are and how these can
 
be presented for utilization by others;


2. 	Attitude toward evaluation that it is an obstacle to rather
 
than a help for effective implementation of projects. This
 
attitude results in efforts designed to ensure proforma
 
paper exercises called evaluation rather than serious
 
attempts to think about and study project experience with
 
a view to learning lessons;


3. 	Lack of historical experience and knowledge about the project
 
on the part of successive project managers and/or evaluation
 
teams who prepare evaluation reports;


4. Skepticism that "lessons" are transferable across cultures;
 
5. A feeling that only certain categories of evaluations are
 

amenable to developing "lessrns learned";
 
6. A feeling that "lessons" tend -to be project specific with
 

limited utility for design or implementation of even
 
closely related projects;
 

7. 	Poor experience in trying to draw "lessons" from the Agency's
 
memory bank (DIU);


8. 	Lack of access to AID "lessons" presented in a format which
 
would encourage utilization by overworked field project
 
officers;
 

9. Lack of Mission specific historical memories making utilization
 
of lessons learned within individual country environments
 
impossible.
 

B. Recommendations:
 

1. As par- of-th-RedeTegbtion-bf Authority guidelines, the NE-
Bureau should require Missions to institute a policy that 
each project managed by a particular project officer will 
be evaluated inhouse and a formal report submitted prior
 
-to thaf-o-fficeP's departure for onward assignment;
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B. -Recommendations: Continued
 

2. 	It has come to our attention that DIU may not have made use of
 
a vast store of information in the form of retired files
 
(both Mission and AID/W) which are stored in the State
 
Department basement and Suitland, Md. 
DIU may consider
 
hiring a contractor to go through these files on a
 
systematic basis to find old evaluation reports and other
 
documents which reveal lessons learned from past experience.
 
This exercise is beyond the capacity of the NE Bureau
 
to implement.
 

3. The 	NE Bureau (and the Agency) should not rely only on
 
evaluati'on documentation for lessons learned information.
 
The Bureau should consider instituting a periodic reporting
 
requirement from field missions on what lessons are
 
emerging during the implementation process (as revealed
 
by contractor reports and first hand observation) as well
 
as those identified through evaluation. Such a report
 
should also note how the Mission is using (or plans to use)
 
these lessons.
 

4. 	Clear guidelines on what is useful in terms of lessons learned
 
information need to be developed. A NE Bureau working group
 
with PPC/E participation should be formed to address this
 
issue.
 

5. 	The NE Bureau has transferred responsibility of writing abstracts 
of current evaluation reports to the field. The Bureau 
working with DIU needs to look at abstracts received to date 
in terms of quality and develop guidelines to assist Missions to 
improve them; 

6. 	The original project officer and/or the design-officer-should be
 
included
.as a team member or in review of the evaluation
'report. This is particularly important for impact evaluations.
 
The primar7 input would be the identification of lessons learned;
 

7. DIU 	should consider assigning analysts to specific geographic

regions to encourage a collegial working relationship; the
 
Bureau needs to "internalize" the Agency's memory if that
 
memory is to ever- develop into a useful resource for
 
project 	officers;
 

8. 	Training courses (both formal and informal) should address the
 
additudinal problem toward evaluation and provide the working

tools by which project officers both develop and utilize
 
lessons learned (see page 22 );


9. 	Certain forms of evaluation (final vs. midprolect).,. (impact vs.....
 
- process), clustered vs. 
single) tend to be more conducive
 
to generating lessons learned information. When such evaluations
 
are planned, the generation of lessons learned information
 
should be highlighted as a distinct reporting requirement in
 
Scope of Work.
 

i) 
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B. Recommendations: Continued.
 

10. 	 The informal process of using word of mouth experience in
 
project design and in resolving implementation problems
 
needs to be systematized. The Sector Councils could be
 
asked to maintain lists of individuals with specific
 
project experience with contact numbers and addresses.
 
Larger missions could also prepare such a list for internal 
use. 
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VI. Problem: Inadequate conceptual framework from which effective evaluation is possible.
 

Mny projects have poorly thought out and prepared logical frameworks (logframes).
 
This is particularly true in terms of the output to purpose linkages, verifiable
 
indicators which make sense and underlying assumption. Such logframes often
 
reflect the fact that projects themselves are poorly designed and are not well
 
understood. These weakness ultimately result in poorly focussed and confused
 
evaluations.
 

Besides the logframe, project implementation plans tend to reflect arbitrary

time limitations and as a consequence-may predispose a negative evaluation
 
when the projec fb§equ~ily-falls-b' hind c-iEetile.
 

A. Causal Factors:
 

1. The generation of project design officers who were inculcated
 
with the logframe methodology has moved on to more senior
 
level positions or have left the Agency. Present project
 
design officers tend to prepare logframes as afterthoughts
 
rather than using this methodology as the initial framework
 
from which the project is developed. Consequently, the
 
logframe has become an inadequate tool for future evaluation.
 

2. Funding levels tend to be determined more on the basis of short
 
term political objectives rather than solely on dvelopmental
 
grounds. This situation places a premium on obligating and
 
spending funds as quickly as possible for demonstration
 
effect. Time for careful exploration with:the IfstxCountry
 
of alternative approaches and useage of the funds is
 
sacrificed.
 

3. 	The perception by field missions that realistic implementation
 
plans would not receive favorable consideration by AID/W,
 
that the game plan calls for intense implementation schedules
 
which AID/W through experience certainly knows are unrealistic.
 

4. The tendency to tack on numerous peripheral objectives to
 
satisfy the various interest groups within AID/W and assure
 
AID/W approval.which are subsequently dropped in implementation.
 

5. 	The tendency to add objectives to on-going projects to satisfy
 
new interest groupSwithin AID/W.
 

B. Recommendations:
 

1. 	A new round of training in the development and use of the logframe 
methodology is certainly called for; 
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B. Recommendations: Continued.
 

2. As 	spelled out in the Redelegation of Authority guidelines, the
 
NE Bureau has a policy that PIDs will include a completed

logframe and a preliminary evaluation plan. Failure to
 
include these in the PID should be sufficient reason to
 
defer decision on the PID by AID/W. 
The Bureau should be
 
consistent in applying this policy;
 

3. Additional guidelines on what NE 
 expects to see in a project

evaluation plan at both the PID and PP stages should be
 
developed and sent to the field;
 

4. Implementation plans need to be made more realistic. The 
Agency should do a study of the average timeframes for
 
completing contractor selection, for receiving project

commodities and for implementing various categories of 
projects as a standard from which missions can more 
realistically plan their projects; 

5. Pressures to obligate funds should not drive the project
 
design 	process. When there are overriding political

considerations, the Agency may wish to explore the 
possibility of obtaining Congressional approval for 
the establishment of escrow accounts for projects which
 
may not be ready for obligation within a pia-ticular
 
fiscal 	year; 

6. As a matter of policy, updated logframes should be included
 
as an annex to the PES as necessary. 

7. 	 Projects should be evaluated on the basis of the objectives 
set out in the project design. If the 	Agency is interested
in possible effects of the project in other areas, i.e., 
private sector, these should be discussed under the section
 
dealing with "Unplanned Effects" and should not be a guage 
of overall project success.
 

8. There is a need for more realism in what can be accomplished 
under any one project. Peripheral interest groups, i.e.,

WID, appropriate technology, e 
.., should continue to 
"educate" AID practioners so t,,.t these interests are 
seen not as a special concern which must be 
addressed, but
 
as integral to the project itself.
 

9. 	Provision for data collection should be part of every project
design. The expenditure for this should reflect the type
of project (is it a pilot experimental activity?) and the 
magnitude of the overall investment. 

10. Depending on the project, provision for data collection for
 
future 	 impact evaluation should be included. 
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VII. Problem: Multiple Consumers With Different Information Needs
 

Evaluation is being asked to serve many purposes and many consumers. As a
 
consequence, there is emerging confusion over the purposes of evaluation
 
and a lack of clarity of what types of information are needed at what points
 
in time by the different consumers.
 

A. Examples of different consumers and their purposes:
 

1. Field 	Missions are most interested in using evaluation to make
 
midcourse corrections during project implementation and to
 
make project designs more realistic. There is less interest
 
in doing final evaluations unless there is a direct relation­
ship to a follow-on project. Such evaluations are not
 
ir the true sense "final" evaluations as they need to be
 

duled prior to the project's PACD to have information
 
ailable for the design of the follow-on activity. Missions
 

.so use evaluation recommendations for leverage with their
 
Host Country counterparts in making needed adjustments in 
ongoing projects.
 

2. 	Some project officers use evaluation as an annual monitoring
 
tool.
 

3. Sometimes Host Country counterparts use evaluation to inform 
Ministry 	level leadership about projects and to focus
 
attention 	on sectoral problems. They also use evaluation, 
when the 	evaluators are well respected people, to get key
 
decision 	makers to act.
 

4.. The NE Bureau uses evaluation to momitor field implementation and
 
as a basis, through the PRC/NEAC review, to make constructive
 
recommendaticns to the field. The NE Bureau also uses
 
evaluation as a basis for funding decisions and for decisions
 
dealing with new or phased projects.
 

.5. The NE Bureau has sponsored some impact level evaluations and, in
 
part due to staffing constraints, several missions are
 
beginning to evaluate clusters of projects to determine
 
impact and to provide information for future program 
decisions.
 

6. 	There seems to be marginal use of evaluation to support or verify
 
CDSS objectives.
 

7. 	The Agrency appears to be most interested in evaluations which yield
 
lessons learned and guage overall impact. These lessons are
 
then used in formulating Agency policy and in supplying
 
Congress 	with information about the overall Agency program.
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B. Recommendations:
 

1. 	The NE Bureau should issue a policy statement that identifies the
 
different consumers for evaluation and delineates the infor­
mation requirements and evaluation responsibilities of each
 
consumer.
 

2. 	The policy of doing more (and more) with fewer staff needs to
 
be reconsidered. If the Agency is committed to evaluation at
 
all levels (in-process to impact) then staff and resources
 
need to be made available.
 

3. 	The NE Bureau should survey its information needs and integrate
 
these into its annual evaluation planning exercise.
 

4. A format for annual project reviews needs to be developed for use
 
by Missions on a discretionary basis. The PES methodology
 
*shouldbe reserved for serious evaluation and not misused as
 
a substitute for project monitoring.
 

5. 	The clustering of projects for overall evaluation should be
 
encouraged.
 

6. 	Final evaluations should be deemphasized to be replaced by Project
 
Completion Reports with particular emphasis on lessons learned.
 

7. A formalized system for requiring project managers to prepare end
 
of tour reports on each of their projects needs to be
 
established; alternatively, missions should consider scheduling
 
inhouse evaluations of all projects managed by individual
 
project officers prior to onward assignment. Ideally, that
 
officer's replacement should be available to participate.
 

8. 	Given staff constraints, Missions by necessity must focus on
 
current activities. Impact evaluations are not feasible
 
until several years after project completion. The Bureau and
 
the Agency must therefore continue to take the lead in
 
sponsoring and staffing such evaluations. Impact evaluations
 
at the Mission level should be at each Mission's discretion.
 

9. 	If the Agency is serious about determining impact, then the Agency
 
needs to commit resources to ensure data will be collected
 
over time usually several years after project completion.
 
The Agency should therefore select particular project
 
activities as test cases and build into the project the data
 
collection components which would continue to be funded
 
several years after project completion.
 

i0i The NE Bureau should sponsor discrete evaluation activities designed 
to yield supportive information for use by individual missions 
and the Bureau for country and regional planning purposes. 

V\ 
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VIII. 	 Problem: Limited Economic impact analysis.
 

As part of the project design process, all project papers require some form
 
of economic analysis. This requirement is not generally carried over to the
 
evaluation plan even for those projects in which the project paper presents a
 
quantified economic analysis. Rarely is the data collected to enable evaluators
 
to guage impact in economic terms. The exception tends to be in projects which
 
require micro data to enable project implemento's to make periodic adjustments

in project design during implementation. Data for determining impact is 
usually tenuous to nonexistant at the design stage and a system for collecting
 
baseline information (including total costs) is usually excluded from the
 
design.
 

A. Causal Factors:
 

1. Host Country data collecting and analysis capacity is limited;
 
2. 	The costs involved for ongoing data collection are high and data collect
 

is not perceived as a priority by host governments;
 
3. 	AID has not been consistent in its emphasis on economic
 

analysis;
 
4. Within the NE Bureau, projects which appear to be more amenable 

to economic evaluation, i.e., capital projects, appear to
 
be exempt from required evaluation. 

B. Recommendations: 

1. The NE Bureau should review its portfolio of projects and 
determine which projects should be evaluated in economic 
terms; 

2. 	Projects which are justified on an economic basis should
 
be cvaluated;
 

3. 	Host Country capacity for analyzing and collecting data should
 
be discussed in both the evaluation plan and the economic
 
analysis of the project paper. When this capacity is
 
considered weak and the type of project or magnitude of 
the investment warrants it steps to improve this capacity 
should 	be integrated into the project
 

4. 	If the Agency is interested in guaging impact in economic 
terms, then it should commit the resources necessary to 
ensure data will be collected over time for particular 
types of project activities. 

\A 
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Ix. Problem: Uneven follow-up on evaluation recommendations.
 

Evaluation recommendations are not always implemented. Subsequent evaluations
 
many times reveal the same problems and contain identical recommendations
 
which may or may not be implemented.
 

A. Causal Factors:
 

1. Follow-up on evaluation recommendations are often left to
 
the roject-manager to" implement.- "Thisi-6fficer-iay-hot
 
have access to senior levels within the Host Country

%6-i~~ -any-inf~u-ence. IiYS6fihf6ut'a fohniaI
 
follow-up procedure, it is left up to the individual
 
project manager to obtain senior Mission Management
 
support at ministerial levels within the Host Country;
 

2. Missions may not agree with the recommendations made in
 
the evaluation report; the Host Country may also not
 
agree with the recommendations;
 

3. 	The Mission Evaluation Officer's role in following up on
 
evaluation recommendations is not defined;
 

4. 	Evaluation recommendations may be too general to be useful
 
as leverage with the Host Country;
 

5. 	Evaluation recommendations may not be fully supported by
 
the narrative section of the report;
 

6. 	Some Host Country counterpart ministries may need technical
 
assistance in implementing the evaluation recommendations;
 

7. 	Some evaluation recommendations require long periods of time
 
to implement.
 

B.- Recommendations:
 

1. 	Missions should established a formalized system for follow-up­
on evaluation recommendations. AID/W shoul.d be kept
 
informed, perhaps through the Mission Quarterly Reports,
 
but should not formalize such a system itself;
 

2. 	The role of the Mission Evaluation Officer in terms of follow-up
 
on evaluation recommendations needs to be clearly defined;
 

3. When missions do not agree with particular evaluation recommendations,
 
it should prepare a dissenting position paper for inclusion in
 
the final evaluation report;
 

4. 	For external evaluations, the Mission should prepare a covering
 
PES facesheet (for control purposes) listing proposed actions
 
stemming from recommendations contained in the evaluation
 
report;
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B. Recommendations: Continued
 

5. 	 When evaluation recommendations are beyond the capacity of
 
the Host Country to implement, then Missions may want
 
to amend the project to provide technical assistance
 
as necessary;
 

6. Evaluation recommendations which require long periods of time 
to implement should be addressed by the Mission as part of
 
the Mission's position paper on the evaluation. Steps by

which the Mission proposes to implement these recommendations
 
should 	be identified and form part of the overall evaluation
 
report. 

7. 	 Logframes should be updated as necessary as part of the final
 
evaluation report;
 

8. 	Actions on recommendations in previous evaluations should be addressed
 
in a separate section so 
entitled in each subsequent evaluation.
 

(2
 



-DISCUSSION PAPER­- 17 -

The Near East Bureau Evaluation Process
 
Problems, Causal Factors and Recommendations
 

X. 	 Problem: Lack of trained and experienced mission evaluation officers with 
clearly defined and understood roles. 

There is only one mission within the NE Bureau which has a full time evaluation
 
officer. Mission evaluation officers usually have other work assignments which
 
have priority over evaluation. In several cases, the mission evaluation officer
 
is a junior officer and consequently has limited influence with senior management.
 
In almost all cases, the role of the mission evaluation officer is defined by
 
the officer occupying the position. This in turn is influenced by that
 
officer's prior experience and personal attitude toward evaluation.
 

k.-Causal Factors:
 

1. Mission staffing constraints;
 
2. Lack of an 	incentive/reward policy for the evaluation function;
 
3. Lack of standard, applied training programs in evaluation for 

project officers and mission evaluation officers;
 
4. 	Different priorities for and concepts of evaluation on the
 

part of mission leadership;
 
5. Unfamilarity of AID personnel with existing AID evaluation 

policies, guidance and other documentation;
 
6. Lack of a , formalj'_ position description defining the 

*role of the mission evaluation officer.
 

B. Recommendations : 

1. 	Since most missions facing staff constraints are unable to
 
designate full time mission evaluation officers, the Agency
 
should consider the direct assignment of senior evaluation
 
officers to clusters of countries and, where size warrants,
 
to specific missions to oversee the evaluation function.
 
These positions would be over and above the approved mission
 
staffing levels. These would not be the same as regional
 
evaluation specialists as the geographical coverage would be
 
limited to assure full involvement of the individual assigned
 
to a maximum of say two or three countries. The NE Bureau 
could effectively utilize three such positions with one of
 
these slots assigned directly to the Egypt program in
 
addition to that program's present evaluation officer;
 

2. 	The Bureau evaluation policy should seek to resolve the confusion
 
over where the primary responsibility for the development and
 
implementation of the mission evaluation system lies, including
 
the nature and scope of evaluation activities to be performed
 
at the mission level;
 

3. 	Develop a clearly defined role for mission evaluation process
 
managers, including the degree of autonomy therefor;
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B. Recommendations: Continued.
 

4. 	Undertake one regional meeting of mission evaluation process
 
managers each year to exchange ideas, experience and new
 
information relevant to the implementation of the Bureau
 
evaluation plan;
 

5. 	Develop guidelines for minimum qualifications for mission
 
evaluation officers to include some prior experience in
 
managing project implementation, budget and programming
 
experience, and stated interest;
 

6. 	Provide specialized training for a cadre of evaluation officers
 
for onward assignment as mission evaluation process
 
managers;
 

7. 	The Agency itself should establish an ASOC for evaluation
 
officers;
 

8. Personnel evaluation reports should include space for or
 
encourage comment on employee performance of and participation 
in evaluation exercises.
 

ri
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XI. Problem: Uneven, proforma, or non-existant Host Country participation in
 
evaluation efforts. 

rhis problem varies from country to country. For all countries
in the region, however, there is the perception that the Arab culture is not
atuned to evalution, that evaluation equates to audit and inspection, and thatevaluation as a learning process is an American management tcol which will
take time to transfer to the local environment. 

A. Causal Factors:
 

1. Inadequate effort on the part of Mission Management and
project personnel to seek and ensure meaningful host country 
participation; 

2. As noted above, cultural adversion to evaluation;

3. Language barriers; 
4. Low priority by the host country for evaluation;

5. Conflicting concepts re evaluatrion purposes and approaches; fear
 

that a negative evaluation may result in project termination;
6. Host country staffing and time constraints;
7. Unequal and inadequate financial resources to support host 

country field level participution;

8. Lack of shared commitment to the project at hand;
9. Confusion about AID evaluation processes, documentation and 

purposes. 

B. Recommendations:
 

1. Include in the NE Bureau guidance for developing project

evaluation plans in the PID and PP a requirement that
the design officer discuss of hostthe degree country
interest in and capacity for participation in the 
planned evaluations of the project. Where interest and
 
capacity are shown to be weak, include in the evaluation
 
plan what the Mission proposes to do to address these 
weaknesses whether through the project itself or 
through some other approach.
 

2. The Evaluation Plan from the project paper should as a matter
 
of policy be included in total as part of the ProAg; 

3. Encourage missions to develop and report on efforts to
 
establish regular liaison with Host Country offices or 
agencies concerned with evaluation; 

4. Encourage missions to undertake evaluation workshops with 
Host Country personnel (perhaps Host Country could be' 
identified to participate in proposed evaluation workshops
for AID personnel); 
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B. Recommendations: Continued.
 

5. 	For Morocco and Tunisia, explore the possibility of a
 
joint NE/AFR regional seminar in French on evaluation;
 
also, continue to explore the idea of a less structured 
approach to providing training to host country counterparts 
using FSNs as trainers; 

6. 	 A similar effort should be undertaken in the remainder of 
the NE region possibly using FSNs as trainers with Arabic 
as the language of instruction; 

7.- Explore the possibility of approaching other doners including
 
UNDP and the World Bank to cooperate in a senior level
 
evaluation seminar to ministerial level Host Country
 
counterparts; 

8. 	Explore the feasibility of developing evaluation training 
programs in cooperation with Host Country universities; 

9. Translate AID evaluation policies and documentation into Arabic 
and encourage missions to engage host country agencies in 
exchanges of views thereon. (It is our understanding that 
the logframe nd logframe methodology have already been 
translated into Arabic.) 

10. 	 Designat,. the mission evaluation process manager's position as
 
a language position;
 

11. Encoui'age missions to rely less on outside evaluators (either
 
AID/W or contractor) and to do more joint evaluations with 
Host Country counterparts and social scientists (see
discussion on joint Host Country/Mission inhouse evaluations, 
pages 4-5).
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XII. Problem: Negative attitudes toward evaluation.
 

Some project officers and senior management personnel tend to maintain
 
hostile and cynical attitudes toward evaluation and feel the whole exercise
 
is time consuming and not cost effective.
 

A. Causal Factors:
 

1. Lack of 
 clear cut Agency or NF Bureau policies on evaluation;
 
2. Lack of clearly defined objectives in terms of evaluation;
 
3. Inconsistent application of existing policies;
 
4. The feeling that some country programs or categories of
 

projects are exempt from evaluation; 
5. Unfamiliarity with evaluation documentation and its application,


as well as guidelines and existing evaluation policy;
6. 	 Inadequate training in evaluation and "acculturation" of AID 

personnel; 
7. Staffing and financial resource constraints that force attention
 

toward implementation activities and away from evaluation
 
which is seen as a "luxury" to be sacrificed to the pressures
 
of time available for implementation;
 

8. Confusion over what constitutes monitoring and evaluation;
 
9. Scarcity of quality evaluations that have demonstrated usefulness
 

of evaluation as a management or design tool;
 
i0. Lack of incentive and reward for quality evaluation work.
 

B. Recommendations:
 

1. The Near East Bureau should.develop a policy
 
statement on evaluation along with specific guidelines for
 
its implementation;
 

2. 	The annual Evaluation Planning exercise should develop clearcut
 
objectives for the coming two fiscal years;
 

3. Training courses (both formal and informal) should address the
 
additudinal problem toward evaluation and provide the working 
tools by which project officers are able to maximize the
 
benefits from evaluation. Senior management personnel should
 
be included in these training exercises;
 

4. 	Exceptional work on evaluation should be recognized formally
 
by the NE Bureau;
 

5. 	Examples of good evaluation work should be distributed widely
 
within the Bureau and overseas.
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XIII. 	 Problem: The need for training in evaluation in terms of the process as 
well as methodology. 

The need for training both in AID/W and the field in evaluation has been cited
 
as a recommendation under most, if not all, of the problems identified. 
 Given
 
different levels of experience and different audiences, it is obvious that
 
several training approaches need to be developed. The following recommendations
 
are focused primarily on training for AID/W and Mission (both USDH and FSN)

staff. Recommendations for training for Host Country staff are included under
 
the problem dealing with limited host country participation (see page
 

A. Recommendations:
 

1. NE/DP/PAE should survey AID/W Bureau staff to determine the 
_ extent of formal training (PD&E or other) completed. This 

informati6n would then be-pr6vided to the pr6posec Bureau-
Quality Working Group for a joint working session with


-_M/Train[ng-to 	determine ' "what f-ofm of inhouse training* 
programs should be developed. A series of inhouse training
seminars would then be developed to deal with such subjects 
as developing a logframe, writing scopes of work, utilizing 
the PES methodology, etc.
 

2. 	From the experience gained in conducting the above inhouse
 
seminars, develop a project related field seminar format
 
for a series of seminars in selected missions.
 

3. On an informal basis, NE/DP/PAE could develop occasional 
.seminars using experienced Bureau evaluators as trainers
 
to critique methodologies used for a selection of evaluations
 
and pass on skills and personal approaches developed through

actual 	experience.
 

4. Junior officers should be included on evaluation teams in an
 
apprenticeship role. These officers could take over the

burdensom responsibility of handling administrative arrangement,

pulling related documents together for use by the team, etc.
 
Middle level officers should be given the opportunity to
 
participate on an Agency or Bureau impact evaluation. This
 
should become part of a standard career development program

particularly for those officers in Washington on rotation
 
assignment.
 

5. Missions should make time available for officers on their staff
 
to participate on evaluation teams evaluating similar projects

in nearby countries and invite participation of officers
 
from other country programs on teams doing evaluations locally.
 

6. Missions should encourage officers from one sector to participate

in evaluation of projects in another sector within the Mission.


\,)i 
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A. Recommendations: Continued
 

7. The NE Bureau could conduct training workshops in field missions
 
as well as at the Bureau level on the application of PES
 
documentation to different types of projects. As part of the
 
workshop an evaluation of a specific project using the PES
 
could be undertaken and then critiqued on the spot. Senior
 
Mission management should participate in such workshops.
 

8. 	Senior Management within the NE Bureau should consider whether or
 
not an investment in language training (French and Arabic) and
 
Area Studies is a valid investment is a worthwhile investment.
 

/"
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

This report is the final product of a five month study of the Near East 
Bureau's evaluation process. The purpose of this effort was 	 to define the 
strengths and weaknesses in the Bureau's evaluation procass and to develop
 

specific responses for overcoming identified weaknesses. Drawing on
 

perceptions shared by project backstop officers and proj,,ct managers inAID/W
 
and 	the field as well as mission and Bureau management, the findings indicate
 

that the NE Bureau's evaluation system is only partially effective in terms of
 
its 	utility for evaluation and management of the Bureau's ongoing project
 

portfolio, in the design ai.d planning of new prot4ect activities, and in laying 

the framework for the design of overall assistance programs and strategies. 

It is a system overburdened with monitoring information requirements that 
should be addressed routinely through a management information system rather
 

than through the evaluation system. This situation derives from a lack of 
mutual undq;standing of what the evaluation process is or 	should be and a lack 
of 	a formalized management information system which addresses both mission and
 

Bureau information needs. 

Parts I and II describe the methodology used in preparing this study and 

discuss the current NE Bureau Evaluation Process, Its problems and the 

objectives for an effective evaluation process. These objectives are: 

1. 	 Project officers, supported by mission leadership, view and practice 

evaluation not as a hoop to jump through or a potential fault finding 

exercise but an opportunity for organized USAID-Host Country 
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cooperative study, thought, discussion and recording of what a given
 

assistance project or program is accomplishing, how it works or
 
doesn't and wyX 
 all with a view to making necessary changes in
 
course and objectives or for application in future development
 

efforts;
 

2. Lessons learned are clearly, objecti,eiy and comprehensively
 

delineated in evaluation reports and easily retrievable for future
 

consideration and application during project/program planning and
 

design;
 

3. NE Bureau offices and NE missions regularly seek out this evaluation
 

experiencE and knowledge and apply it whenever and wherever feasible.
 

Part III identifies the elemenis of an effective evaluation and information
 
process. 
 This section attempts to delineate both Bureau and mission
 
evaluation and information needs and discusses evaluation and information
 
products currently being generated. 
A major problem identified, though not
 
discussed in the report, is
a lack of evaluation history in the major sectors
 
in which the Bureau's strategy is focused (population, urbanization and water)
 
and a preponderance of information in technical 
areas which are given less
 
importance in the Bureau's forward planning (health, education and rural
 
development). 
 Other more generic problems include: 
 the uneven quality of
 
impact evaluations; profusion of monitoring systems and reports; confusion
 
over purposes, types and timing for evaluations and special assessments;
 
uneven AID/W backstopping support; and, inadequate conceptual 
framework for
 
evaluation 
efforts.
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Part IV addresses problem areas which cut across 
all of the evaluation work
 

being done by the Bureau. These include the varying quality of external
 

evaluation reports (both contractor and AID/W TDY prepared); proforma or
 

non-existant host country participation in evaluation; confusion among
 

personnel both in AID/W and the field about evaluation policies, documentation
 

and techniques; and, a lack of trained and experienced evaluation officers 

with clearly defined and understood roles. This section also addresses 

evaluation training requirements and takes a preliminary look at the state of 

economic analysis in our evaluation work.
 

Both Sections III and IV include recommendations for Bureau management (and in 

some cases Agency management) consideration. The major recommendations in
 

priority order are as follows: 

-4-

Establish a permanent NE Bureau Senior Evaluation Committee (NESEC)
 

chaired by the Deputy Assistant Achini strator and including 

representatives from DP, from each technical support division (7!CX 

and PD) and from each geographic subregion (desks). This committee
 

would meet quarterly to reach decisions regarding: Bureau level 

evaluation policies, priorities and interests including funding and 

personnel requirements; inadequate contractor performance; recognition 

for well done evaluation work; and, requirements for support or
 

coordination with other bureaus. 
 (Page 21)
 

2. Establish a new Management/Monitoring/Implementation report possibly
 

drawing on USAID/Cairo's Project Program Implementation Report as a
 

model, and, except for the Alert List, discontinue all other quarterly
 

status reports now being cabled to AID/W. 
 (Page 18)
 

/ GZ -41& ­ j
 



3. 	Require that an assessment of economic impact be included in
 

h- evaluations of projects that were originally justified on economican 

basis. This requirement must be set out during the project design 

stage with appropriate funding resources and data collection needs 

clearly identified. (Page 35) 

4. 	Require that scopes of work for evaluations that involve AID/W TDY or
 

contractor evaluators be screened by AID/W project specific PRCs and 

agreement reached with missions. (Page 21 and 30) 

5. 	 Establish a budget within the PD&S account for evaluation to be
 

administered by NE/DP/PAE on approval of plans by the NESEC. This
 

could be supplemented by funds from other Bureaus (PPC or S&T) where 
warranted. (Not addressed directly in the report.) 

Reinstate contractor performance reports. Require contractors to be 

familiar with AID evaluation policies and documentation requirements 

as well as specific project background data prior to departure for the 

field. Include in the contract some form of performance guaranty 

which can be invoked on the scene to enable field missions or AIL)/W 

leverage over the quality of the work being submitted. (Page 28)
 

7. 	 Require that missions define who is primarily responsible for 

evaluation at thr mission level. 
 This issue should first be reviewed
 

by the NESEC. (Page 22 and 28) 
 6 



8. 	Be very seiective in doing impact evaluations. The Bureau should
 

determine which projects will require impact evaluations and should
 

help fund and administer them, perhaps in cooperation with other
 

bureaus. (Page 16)
 

9. 	Revise NE Bureau guidance on Project Paper (PP) evaluation plans to
 

Include:
 

(a) A management information system for the project including
 

identification of the means of collecting routine monitoring 

information addressing progress on achieving outputs, e ¢. 

(b) Relationship to host country's information and evaluation 

procedures/systems and interest in and capacity for 

participation in planned evaluations of the project. 

(c) Discussion of utility and need for formal evaluation which, when 

indicated, would include 
 se collection. 4.. 

(d) 
Budgetary or personnel requirements for proposed MIS/Evaluation
 

Plan. (Page 22)
 

NOTE: The above is not at variance with Handbook III, but needs to be
 

.reinforced through thqMEBure~u Redelegation of Athority Guideline 

10. Conduct training workshops in field. These workshops would deal 
with
 

Bureau evaluation policies and documentation and perhaps actually
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perform project specific evaluations as training exercises in selected 

missions. (Page 34 and 40) 

11. Establish an awards system for outstanding evaluation performance. 

Issue special guidance for EER reporting on positive cr negative 

contributions to the evaluation process. (Not addressed directly in 
the report.) - C L C %L 44.' ­

12. Allocate a small portion of OE money to provide for AID/W and third 

mission participation in evaluations which have import beyond the
 

confines of a given mission program. 
OE or PD&S funds also should be 

available to seed cross fertilization of lessons learned within the 

,- Bureau. (Not addressed directly in the report.) 

Part V of this report describes activities NE/DP/PAE is already initiating or 

\ intends to begin unless otherwise instructed. 

4&c4/~L4 
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Improving the Near East Bureau Evaluation Process
 

I. Introduction
 

This report is the final product of a five month effort to study the Near East
 

Bureau's evaluation process and to develop recommendations for improving its 

effectiveness. 
The report briefly discusses the nature of the current process
 

and its weaknesses as revealed by the study. 
 It sets forth the basic elements
 

of a process that we believe will most effectively meet the needs of the
 

Bureau and its field missions. We define evaluation as we intend to apply
 

it. We delineate information needs, the types of evaluation activities and
 

documentation that meets those needs, key problems that affect current
 

activities and documentation relevant to those needs and who should be
 

responsible for providing evaluation and information, how and when. The
 

report also presents in a separate section a brief list of key crosscutting
 

problems that affect not only our current process but that which we intend to
 

develop with the proposed changes in that process. In this section we also
 

provide for senior management review some key recommendations to resolve these 

problem areas. Finally, there is a section that lists the next steps and
 

actions that the PAE staff can and will 
undertake over the next several months
 

unless otherwise instructed.
 

The study process that led to this report took a total of five months, of
 

.which approximately two months was 
full time. It began with a preliminary PAE
 

test of the quality and effectiveness of the current Bureau's system for
 

receiving, reviewing and utilizing evaluation reports, particularly in
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relation to our PID and PP development exercises. Based on apparent
 

weaknesses, we developed a list of questions for use in nearly 40 one-on-one
 

interviews with Bureau staff at all levels. PAE then completed five group
 

discussion sessions on 
 the findings of these interviews concerning what is
 

useful, useless and possible in evaluation. Next, PAE professional staff,
 

using a somewhat revised questionnaire, 
 visited five field missions (Egypt,
 

Jordan, Morocco, Tunisia and Yemen), and interviewed another 60-odd USDH 
 and 
held six small group discussions in Eypt (3), Yemen (1), Jordan (1)and 

Tunisia on(1). Based the results of these interviews, we then prepared a
 

discussion 
paper that outlined thirteen problem areas, their causal factors 

and recommendations for addressing the problems. 
This discussion paper was
 

distributed throughout the Bureau, to PPC/E and to field missions for
 

additional comment and critique. 
We then held a series of five one hour 

meetings to provide opportunity for interested Bureau staff and others to 
discuss the recommendations. Unfortunately, very few officers participated in 

these meetings. In any event, we then ended up with a five person task force 

including Holly Wise, Ken Schofield and Pam Johnson from the Desk and TECH 

offices and Judy Wills and Bob Zimmerman of PAE. This group met nine more
 

times in order to produce this document. 

PAE is especially grateful 
to these three people and to those twelve or so
 

other Bureau staff who attended the five one hour meetings or provided written
 

comments which we could take into account for our last discussion paper. in
 

addition, USAID/Cairo provided comments by cable followed up by an extensive 
letter by Emily Baldwin, the Mission's Evaluation Officer. Our missions in
 

Damascus and Lisbon also provided perspectives that have helped our
 

deliberations.
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This final report is both an end and a beginning. It is the end of a process 

of active participation to one degree or another by well over 100 AID 

personnel across a wide spectrum of responsibilities, experience and 

perspectives to define a more relevant evaluation process. It is a beginning 

in that it is now up to the senior management of this Bureau and its missions, 

with PAE as process manager, to see that what we have proposed here becomes
 

operational reality rather than simply another document that is honored more 

in vord than in deed. 
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II. The Curret NE Bureau Evaluation Process 

The Near E-st Bureau is charged with overseelnn the implementation of all
 

evaluation activities initiated and planned at both Bureau and mission levels,
 
improvement 
 in the quality of this evaluation activity, increased utilization
 

of evaluation findings in program and project design and management of the
 

evaluation system for receipt, logging, 
 review and distribution of project
 

evaluation reports.
 

The e 
Bureau's evaluation process is interactive and dependent upon: (a)
 

project officer dnd mission attitudes toward and performance of high quality 
project evaluations; (b)the attitude, time and capacity of project backstop
 

officers in Washington; (c)the effectiveness of PRC and NEAC review and
 

discussion of evaluetion reports, including follow-up thereon; (d)the 

attitude, the time, personnel, opportunity and'capacity of the PAE staff to 

provide additional backstopping and guidance at Bureau and occasionally even 
at mission level; (e)the retrievability.and quality of AID experience and
 

knowledge through the DIU; and finally, (f)the political constraints imposed
 

by our greater national interests and objectives in the Middle East.
 

A. Project Officer/Mission Attitude and Practice
 

The general attitude toward and practice of evaluation in our field missions
 

is confused. All too often evaluation is not taken seriously and is still
 

seen as simply another "hoop" to jump through. There is often little
 
t C 
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appreciation of the differences between project monitoring and evaluation. 
With few exceptions, the evaluations we arehave reviewed not high quality. 
Timing of evaluations is often not related to key decision points in project 

implementation. Few evaluations even bother to Aistill lessons learned. The 
evaluation plans provided in PP's are generally bimple statements of intent 
with a few dates thrown in. There is seldom any discussion of purposes of 
proposed evaluations, possible methodologies or the nature and scope of host
 

government involvement. Even when bibliographies include reference to an 
evaluation document, there is seldom any discussion in PID's and PP's of past 
experience or which lessons are upon inbeing drawn the design of the project 
proposed. Finally, the record of missions requesting such references is
 
mixed, a not unexpected situation given the poor quality of evaluations
 
already submitted and/or the difficulty of retrieving documentation from OIU. 

The political interests and objectives of the United States in the Near East
 

also appear to affect the attitudes and priorities of mission and Bureau staff 
at all levels. The majority of those interviewed generally believe that when
 

push comes to shove effective evaluation and utilization of past experience
 

will be overridden or compromised for larger political interests. 
There does 

not appear to be a full appreciation of the need for a creative balance 
between political and developmental objectives. Perceptions that the 

.political aspects of our programs are overriding must be countered. Projects
 

which are indeed based solely on political imperatives snould be evaluated in
 

terms of political impacts with lessor weight placed on the developmental
 

aspects of the projects. For the great majority of projects, however, the
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basic rationale for our involvement is firmly based on developmental 

objectives. The political environment, while it does affect project 

development and Implementation, is an outside factor and should be addressed 

in an evaluation context accordingly.
 

B. Near East Bureau Backstop Officers
 

Many project backstop officers do not appear to have the time, even given the 

inclination, to become familiar enough with all the possible sources and
 

available literature to be able to respond quickly to mission inquiries for
 

evaluation materials. Occasionally, they can and do respond to mission 

requests when the mission provides specific references or if by chance the 

backstop officer has worked in a given field or office long enough to be 

familiar with the relevant literature. In addition, the backstop officers can 

only be as helpful as the quality of the inpats (i.e., evaluations or other 

AID documentation) permits them to be. Backstop officers are also handicapped 

by weaknesses in AID's retrieval system. One activity inwhich backstop 

officers often aremost helpful is in PRC meetings and subsequent actions 

decided thereby (see below). 

C. The Development Information Unit (DIU)
 

DIU has been most cooperative in trying to provide documentation relevant to
 

project design arid has provided an informative orientation on its actual and
 

potential service capability to NE Bureau staff. Nevertheless, the DIU has so
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far been unable to provide much assistance to PAE or many other backstop 

officers in their attempts to retrieve AID evaluation reports or essential 

lessons that can be used either during PRC meetings or sent to missions. 

DIU's weaknesses, however, do not appear to be of their own making. They are
 

so understaffed, underfunded and clearly innundated with innumerable ad-hoc 

requests that even basic processing of incoming information for later 

retrieval is hopelessly backlogged. In addition, the poor qu'llty of 

evaluation reports received, with few seriously attempting to discuss lessons 

learned and their possible implications, only reconfirms the adage, 'garbage 

in garbage out'. The gap between AID's expectation of and commitment to DIU 

could not be wider. 

D. PRC/WEAC Meetings 

The PRC/NEAC meetings are effective and result .in helpful support for field 

missions. They are, probably, the best current source of relevant evaluative 

experience for immediate application in project planning or for reviewing 

project evaluations. The current practice of submitting evaluation reports 

for PRC/NEAC review is effective and should continue. The PRC/NEAC in effect 

is the Bureau's quality control forum. 
They also provide opportunity for 

Bureau staff to apply their collective service experierice, often with som. 

debate which makes the exchanges all the more interesting. It is clearly 

apparent during these meetings that AID personnel do have knowledge, can 

evaluate objectively and assess lessons learned from their experience. 
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E. The Project Analysis and Evaluation Staff (PAE) 

PAE currently performs an essentially overview role in the Bureau evaluation 

process. PAE manages the system that has been established to review, log and 

distribute evaluation documentation received from field missions and is 

expected to help ensure utilization of evaluation materials by missions, 

though project backstop officers continue to be responsible for the actual 

collec.tion and provision of evaluation material. PAE also attampts to improve 

the quality of evaluation planning through itsz participation in PRC and NEAC 

review of PIDs and PPs. PAE, as opportunities permit, works to improve the 

quality of specific mission generated evaluations by reviewing scopes of work 

and collaborating with project backstop officers.
 

PAE has two foreign service professional staff assisted by one secretary who
 

isbeing trained in computer techniques inorder to access DIU. PAE tries,
 

within staff and time constraints, to assist project backstop officers in our
 

Bureau wide effort to improve utilization of relevant evaluation materials. 

The staff also participates inPRC meetings on all reviews of evaluation 

reports and, if necessary and possible, helps make revisions to improve the 

quality and future utility of these reports. 

To date, however, PAE and its role and competencies still need to be fully
 

established. The staff will always be operating under the very real
 

constraints imoosed by our being only three people who will often have to deal
 

with short time frames and competing demands from every aureau office. Also
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because both the professional staff are foreign service and will be returning 

to overseas duty, the system developed will, by necessity, continue to be
 

decentralized with project backstop officers holding the principle role in 

terms of AID/W backstopping of evaluations.
 

F. Conclusion: Problem and Objective
 

Drawing on perceptions shared by project officers, project backstop officers
 

and mission and Bureau management alike, our working group concluded that our
 

evaluation system is not very effective in terms of its utility for either
 

management and implementation or design and planning of assistance programs
 

and projects, and further, that this situation derives in large measure from a
 

lack of mutual understanding of what the evaluation system is supposed to do
 

or can be expected to produce.
 

The purpose of this study, including particularly the extensive exchange of
 

views with staff at both the Bureau and mission levels, has been to improve
 

the quality and effectiveness of the NE Bureau's evaluation process. The
 

primary measure of oL7 success will be the production and utilization of
 

quality, timely evaluation reports and information by or for Near East field
 

missions. We seeK, in sum, an evaluation process wherein:
 

1. Project officers, supported by mission leadership, view and practice
 
evaluation not as a hoop to jump through or a potential fault finding

exercise but an opportunity for organized USAID-Host Country

cooperative study, thought, discussion and recording of what a given
assistance project or program is accomplishing, how it worKS or 
doesn't and why -- all with a view to making necessary changes in 
course and objectives or for application in future development
 
efforts;
 

/\
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2. 	 Lessons learned are clearly, objectively and comprehensively
delineated in evaluation reports and easily retrievable for future 
consideration and application during project/program planning and 
design; 

3. 	 NE Bureau offices and NE missions regularly seek out this evaluation 
experience and knowledge and apply it whenever and wherever feasible. 



III. Toward an Effective Evaluation and Information Process 

A. Near East Bureau and Mission Evaluation and Information Needs 

The Bureau and the NE missions have a range of needs for information on 

project design and implementation, the developmental progress of the countries 

we work with, and what AID has contributed to the development of Individual 

countries. Some of this information is gathered through evaluation, some 

through other management information systems. This section attempts to 

provide a perspective on where evaluations should fit within our broader 

information systems. 

The Bureau and missions require information on: (a) project design; (b) 

project implementation; (c) country development status; development 

strategies; and (d) AID history. Bureau and mission needs are similar, but 

not the same, and information is obtained from different sources. Host 

countries are usually only interested in a fraction of the information we 

generate.
 

Project Oesign 

The Bureau, missions, and host countries want access to good project design 

information and previous project experience to help design new projects. 

Information on project design is generated in-country by pilot projects, 

obtained from impact evaluations done in several countries, or obtained from
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the experience of contractors and AID staff who have worked with similar
 

prnjects in the past. Sometimes host country personnel are sent to other 

countries to observe successful projects. Most project experience is shared
 

through people not documents. Periodig information on the status of the 

project design is provided in budget documents such as the ABS, periodic 

project development reports and cables. 

Project Implementation
 

Of primary concern to missions and host countries is the monitoring of project
 

progress and effectiveness, and the identification of implementation
 

bottlenecks or problems. Mission management relies on meetings with host
 

country and project officers, quarterly project reports, portfolio reviews,
 

evaluations, and audits. The Bureau is not as involved in project monitoring, 

except to the extent that problems are identified which require Bureau 

awareness or attention. The. Bureau used to rely primarily on monitoring and 

audits to identify major problems but has recently instituted an Alert List 

system to bring problems to Bureau management attention on a monthly basis. 

The Bureau desires information on the contracting process to be able to
 

respond to inquiries from US technical assistance, commodity, and construction
 

services suppliers, and information on project progress and achievements to be
 

able to provide effective backstop sup;jrt to missions and to defend projects,
 

programs and the Agency as questions surface, especially from the Hill. The
 

first is provided through the NE Bureau's quarterly Project/Program Assistance
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Implementation report, the remainder through portfolio reviews, Congressional
 

Presentation (CP) submissions, and evaluations.
 

Country Development Status and AID Strategies
 

The Bureau and missions must defend country programs on the basis of the
 

impact of AID's projects on the socio-economic development of those
 

countries. In addition to information on progress .towardachievement of 
project purpose and the impact of individual projects, the Bureau and missions 

need information on sector and macro-economic trends. Missions theoretically 

use host country socio-economic data series and special studies, surveys and
 

assessments and periodic project evaluations to follow development progress to
 

identify assistance requirements and opportunities and to measure the
 

effectiveness of that assistance. 
This information usually is presented to 

the Bureau in summary form in the CDSS. 

AID History
 

Because of the continual transfer of AID personnel, it is important that each 

mission keep track of what AID has financed in its country. This can be done
 

through final evaluations, project completion reports, throughor a 

comprehensive program review.
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B. Evaluation and Information Products
 

As shown in the previous section, on the one hand evaluations are not the only
 

or even principal source of information used to satisfy our program
 

information needs. On the other hand, we tend to use "evaluations" to satisfy
 

a wide range of information needs some of which may not be appropriate for the
 

evaluation function. Itis important therefore to be clear at the outset,
 

that evaluation and implementation monitoring are two different processes with
 

different purposes.
 

Implementation monitoring is the means for assuring that resources for a given
 

project are available and adequate, that implementation actions are occuring
 

on schedule and that planned outputs are being achieved.
 

Evaluation, on the nther hand, seeks to answer'three basic questions relevant
 

to all forms of economic assistance:
 

Effectiveness -	 Are the targets for outputs and purposes being achieved? 

What are the reasons for success or failure? Are the lessons
 

learned then utilized to improve implementation? Are they
 

being incorporated into new project designs?
 

Significance 	 Will "he achievement of the targets contribute to economic
 

development or other higher goals beyond the project
 

purpose? To what extent? What are the activity's aovantages
 



over possible alternatives? What about unintended, unplanned
 

effects (positive or negative)?
 

Efficiency Do the benefits Justify the cost? 
Are there more efficient
 

means of achieving the same targets? 

Evaluation reviews and examines all aspects of the project design including
 

the feasibility of purpose and output targets, 
 the viability of the causative 

linkages between outputs and project objectives, and the underlying implicit 

and explicit assumptions. 

With these definitions in hand can proceed to a discussion of the typeswe now 

of information products which missions and the Bureau might produce to meet
 

specific needs. The following sub-sections describe a variety of evaluation 

and information products and discusses when each might be appropriate and who
 

should be responsible for producing them. 

1. Impact Evaluations
 

Impact evaluations should provide the Agency with information on: (a) the 

types and magnitude of benefits to be expected from specific projects and
 

programs; (b)the effectiveness of past projects and programs; and (c)the
 

factors which influence whether or not the potential benefits of a project or
 

program are likely to be achieved. Impact evaluation should be able to
 

isolate causal relationships and often look at goal level impacts. They are
 

likely to be expensive, time consuming and complicatd.
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Current Probl ems 

One of the major problems with impact evaluations is that the results don't
 

tend to be available when you need them; a related problem that cuts across
 

all types of evaluation reports, is their uneven quality. 
 Impact evaluations
 

may be available for projects which are no longer in vogue, or AID's or the
 

host country's eagerness to begin a new project outweighs our willingness to
 

wait several years for evaluation results of a similar project in another
 

country. 
 Getting the timing right requires people guessing correctly as to
 

future AID program priorities and information needs so that data collection
 

for impact evaluations can be started today. In addition, host countries are
 

often not Interested in using "their" AID funds to cover an "evaluation
 

overhead".
 

----Recommendations
 

Impact evaluations should be done sparingly to study project approaches with
 

which the Agency has had little experience, often in relation to pilot or
 

demonstration projects. The Bureau should be responsible for identifying
 

which sectors and projects should receive ilmpact evaluations and help fund and
 

administer them, perhaps in cooperation with other Bureaus. The quality
 

problem is addressed in section IV of this report. (Agency/Bureau)
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2. Progress/Implementation Reports and Portfolio Reviews 

This category covers the variety of monitoring systems used by the Bureau and 

missions to provide reliable information on what is happening, or not 

happening, in AID-financed projects. Management information systems should be 

keeping track of the procurement procesr, status of outputs, and problems and
 

their resolution. Evaluation should not be necessary to provide this
 

information.
 

Probl ems
 

Monitoring systems vary from country to country and have not provided useful
 

information in all three areas. The quarterly Project/Program Assistance 

Implementation report has been refocused on procurement to respond to outside
 

suppliers. This change has lessened its value as a management tool. There is 

no one report which provides periodic information on the status of project 

implementation against planned targets. 
As a result, a variety of measures
 

including the evaluation process have been developed or used to fill 
this
 

gap. For example, in Egypt, the semi-annual portfolio reviews have been
 

developed to provide progress information and to highlight problems. 
The
 

Alert List has recently been developed to surface problem issues on a monthly
 

basis. Various forms of quarterly implementation status reports are cabled in
 

by missions, but this information is not pulled together in a usable format to
 

enable project backstop officers or senior management in AID/W to have a
 

current up-to-date overview of where the project stands in 
terms of progress
 

J 
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toward outputs. Some missions continue to perform annual project evaluations 

for selected projects as a monitoring tool even though this practice is 

discouraged. 

---- Recommendations 

a. The Bureau should review its non-evaluation project information systems to 

see if useful and timely information can be provided in a structured format 

which addresses progress toward achieving output targets and implementation 

problems. Such a report would be in addition to the Project/Program 

Assistance Implementation report which would be continued for its special 

audience, i.e., potential contractors. We would recommend that the title of 

that report be changed to reflect the nature of the report. The Management
 

Monitoring/Implementation report being proposed here would have as its primary 

audience both mission and Bureau ma;oagement. In Its preparation, the report 

would first serve mission needs in supplying timely monitcring/implementation 

information. For this purpose it is suggested the nt~ly re!vised USAID/Cairo 

Project Program Implementation report may serve as a potential model, though 

the Bureau would want to add some entries which reflect specific Bureau 

information needs. 1(ith the exception of the Alert List, all other quarterly 

status reports currently being cabled to AID/W would be discontinued as this 

information would be contained in the above report. In the interest of 

timeliness, it is recommended the WANG system be used to its fullest capacity 

with missions supplying updated information in diskette form. Upon receipt, 

the report would be run and reproduced for full internal NE Bureau 

distribution. (Bureau) 
f 'I 
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b. Establish a formalized system for requiring project managers to prepare
 
end of tour reports on 
 each of their projects; alternatively, mission could 
consider scheduling inhouse evaluations of all projects managed by individual 
project officers prior to onward assignment. Ideally, that officer's 

replacement would be available to participate. (Bureau/Missions) 

3. Periodic, issue driven evaluations of individual projects 

There are a number of reasons why the Bureau and missions may want to conduct
 

an evaluation, for example: (a) to review 
issues which were raised during
 
project design which could only be 
 resolved during implementation, (b) findto 
solutions to Intractable implementation problems, (c)to document success
 

stories or failures, (d)to bring a project to the attention of high-level
 

host country officials, (e)to relate progress toward outputs to purpose and
 

reassess periodically the continued relevance -of project purpose, assumptions
 

and the whys of implementation difficulties..
 

Problems
 

The overall 
problem here is that the current evaluation system has not
 

facilitated obtaining formal Bureau/USAIO agreement on what types of
 

evaluations are needed, the purpose for carrying out such evaluations, the 
detailed scopes of the evaluations, and their timing. There are often
 

communications problems as to what constitutes evaluation. As a result, the 
Bureau may not be satisfied with evaluations received from the field and find 

/ 
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that, from its perspective, they appear to be focussed on the wrong issues and
 

not useful for decision making. In addition, the following specific problems
 

complicate this situation and hinder implementation of an evaluation process
 

that provides the information on the issues listed above.
 

Uneven AID/W backstopping support for mission-level evaluation needs
 

AID/W support for 1.dssion-level evaluation varies according to the project
 

backstop officer's other work priorities, availability of related evaluation 

materials, confusion over and inadequate understanding of roles, and the
 

nature of senior level management support for evaluation.
 

Inadequate conceptual framework and/or scopes of work from which effective
 

evaluation is possible
 

.Evaluations often end up being ad hoc and/or poorl: planned resulting in 

reports which are not satisfactory for either the missions or AID/W. 
 It is
 

unrealistic to expect evaluators (either AID/W OY or contractor) to generate
 

the quality reporting we are seeking unless the 
 terms of reference for their
 

work are carefully laid out prior to the evaluation. Experience has shown
 

that unless evaluation is planned for during the 
 design stage, the frameworK
 

and the 
data collection for effective evaluation will not be developed.
 
Finally, projects evolve. 
 Logframes developed during the design stage in many 

cases do not reflect the reality of the project being implemented.
 

V 7 
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Uneven follow-up on evaluation recommendations 

Evaluation recommendations are not always implemented. Subsequent evaluatio,,s 

many times reveal the same problems and contain identical recommendations 

which may or may not be implemented.
 

----Recommendati ons 

a. Establish a permanent NE Bureau Senior Evaluation Committee (NESEC)
 

chaired by 
 the Deputy Assistant Administrator with organizational assistance 

from NE/DP/PAE, including epresentatives from NE/DP, the technical support
 

divisions (TECH and PD) and from each geographic subregions (desks). (Bureau)
 

This group would meet at least once every quarter to (1) review the general 

status of implementation of the-Bureau Evaluation Plan; (2) establish selected 

project evaluation priorities; (3) consider ihstances of inadequate contractor 

performance; (4) delineate Bureau level evaluation interests, including 

funding and personnel requirements, (5) review and act as necessary on special 

studies or assessments proposed by either an individual mission or an office 

within the NE Bureau; (6)consider requirements for support from PPC/E and 

other central offices; and (7) determine appropriate Bureau responses such as 

formal recognition, for exceptional work in evaluation. 

b. The PRC should have a role in drafting scopes of work, particularly to 

ensure that all evaluations utilizing AID/W TDY personnel or contractors
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utilize scopes of work agreed to by both AID/W and field missions. The PRC is
 

the appropriate mechanism for reviewing and finally reaching agreement with
 

missions on scopes of work initiated in the field or AID/W. (Bureau)
 

c. Consistently apply the Redelegation of Authority guidelines which require 

that PIDs include a completed logframe and a preliminary evaluation plan.
 

Failure t)o 
include these in the PID should be sufficient reason to defer
 

decision on the PID by AID/W. (Bureau) 

d. Ensure that provisions (including funding if necessary) for information
 

needs are part of every project design. 
 There must; for example, be a close
 

relationship between the evaluation plan and proposed data collection 

efforts. The expenditure for data collection and evaluation should reflect 

the type of project (is it a pilot or experimental activity?) and the 

magnitude of the overall investment. (Mission)
 

e. Require as a matter of policy, that updated logframes be included as
 

necessary as an annex to the PES. Note: 
 Radical change may require prior
 

AID/W concurrence and possible PP amendment in accordance with the
 

Redelegation of Authority guidelines. (Bureau)
 

f. Require that missions ciearly define who is primarily responsible for 

evaluation at the mission level, and then clarify the role of the Mission 

Evaluation Officer and establish a formalized system for mission follow-up on
 

evaluation recommendations. AID/W should be kept informed, pernaps through
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(Mission) ,.), 


the Mission Quarterly Management/Implementation reports recommended in Section
 

C.2. above. (Bureau)
 

g. When missions do not anree with particular evaluation recommendations,
 

they should include their views in the final evaluation report as an
 

attachment. (Mission)
 

h. Address actions on recommendations in previous evaluations in a separate
 

section, so entitled, in each subsequent evaluation. (Mission)
 

i. When evaluation recommendations are beyond the capacity of the host
 

country to implement, then missions should consider the desirability of minor
 

revisions in the project to provide technical or oth n assistance as
 
vnecessary. 


4. Assessments and Special Studie,
 

Assessments and special studies are used to examine cross c ,.cing issues
 

within one sector or across several sectors. They may be country specific or
 

involve similar experience or issues in several countries. They may be
 

evaluations when prior AID experience is a major foc.s on the study or their
 

purpose may be to develop new information in an rea where AID's experience is
 

limited. Rarely are they project specific though they may involve a review of
 

clusters of projects (or sub-projects under a very large umbrella project)
 

within a given sector. The impetus for doing assessments or special studies
 

'•"' 
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may come from the field, the NE Bureau or from PPC/E as part of their overall
 

impact evaluation series. These studies are usually issues driven and may be
 

focused, on AID or host country policies.
 

Problems
 

The current evaluation system has not facilitated obtaining formal
 

Bureau/USAID agreement on whether a special evaluation or assessment is
 

needed, the purposes for carrying out such studies, the detailed scopes of the 

evaluations cr studies, and their timing. For Bureau sponsored studies or 

evaluations as well as backstopping for field initiated activities, there is 

no one office within the NE Bureau filling a coordinating role. As a result 
Bureau support is fragmented among several offices and information is not
 

always shared. \AC)I 

---- Recommendations 

'7 a. All proposed assessments and/or special studies, including their scopes of 

,7 work, whether initiated by the field or the Bureau should be submitted to the
 

, NE Bureau Senior Evaluation Cormittee (NESEC) for review and concurrence (see
 

page 22). (Bureau)
 

b. NE/DP/PAE should he a member of all 
Bureau special interest working groups
 

and PRC's called to review proposed assessments and special studies whether of
 

an evaluative nature or not. 
 PAE's primary role will be to act as
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representative from the NESEC though PAE may take a more active role when 

dealing with studies or assessments which fall within the broad definition of 
evaluation. As a standing member of all such comittees, PAE can facilitate 

exchange of information between all concerned offices. (Bureau) 

5. End of Project Evaluations/Reports 

There are two types of reports that may be carried out at the end of a
 

project. (a) final evaluations and (b) project completion reports. Final
 

evaluations tend to look at a project's impact on 
 beneficiaries, possible
 
economic return 
and lessons learned while completion reports emphasize inputs, 
outputs and end of project status indicators, though lessons learned should be 
highlighted. Another key difference is that while final evaluations usually 
involve several evaluators at some cost to the mission or project, a Project
 

Completion Report is usually prepared by the USAID Project Officer on site. 

Problem
 

The Bureau does not have a policy which requires either report to be produced
 

at the end of a project even though the Handbook III guidelines indicate that
 

at a minimum a Project Completion Report is required to close out a project.
 

There is the possibility of losing part of AID's history in a country if
 

neither is produced.
 

1'
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----Recommendation
 

In line with Handbook III, that project completion reports be required of all 
AID-financed projects, including PVO activities. That this requirement be 
waived if it is decided that a final evaluation is appropriate. The automatic
 

inclusion of final evaluations in PIDs and PPs should be discontinued. 

(Bureau) 
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IV. Major Cross Cutting Problem Areas 

This section of the report addresses several cross cutting problem areas that
 
.affect to one degree or another all evaluation activities. The problems are 
fairly well known and came up repeatedly throughout our interviews and general 
discussions. W4 are simply presenting each problem in order of priority wi.h 
a 
brief expansion on its nature and then recommending action(s) to respond to 
the probler. The recommendations presented here are those for which formal
 
agreement at the top management level is required.
 

A. Lack of trained ind experienced mission evaluation officers with 

clearly defined and understood roles 

In accordance with Agency policy, the Mission Director or Deputy Mission
 
Director is "de 
 jure" the Mission Evaluation Officer. The officer who usually
 

holds the title, however, serves more in tht role as an Evaluation Process 
Manager. The degree to which this officer also serves as an "evaluator" 
varies from mission to mission. There is only one mission within the NE 
Bureau which has a full time evaluation officer, i.e., staff level. Mission
 

staff level evaluation officers usually have other work assignments which have
 
priority over evaluation. Inseveral cases, the Mission Evaluation Officer is 
an Assistant Program Officer and consequently may have limited influence with 
project development staff and senior management. Inalmost all cases, the 
role of the mission staff evaluation officer is defined by the officer 
occupying the position. This in turn is influenced by that officer's orior 
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experience and personal attitude toward evaluation.
 

---- Recommendations 

As a first order of business, the Near East Senior Evaluation Committee should
 

(a)resolve the confusion over where the primary responsibility for the
 

development and implementation of the mission evaluation system lies,
 

including the nature and scope of evaluation activities to be performed at the
 

mission level, (b)develop a 
clearly defined role for Mission Evaluation
 

Officers, -including the degree of autonomy therefor, and (c)include as
 

criteria f",r minimum qualifications for Mission Evaluation Officers some prior
 

experience in project design, managing project implementation, budget and
 

programming experience, and stated interest. 
 (Bureau)
 

B. Uneven quality of external evaluation reports
 

External evaluation teams, whether contractor, AID/W TDY or a combination of
 

both, often fail to produce timely, balanced, relevant reports with feasible
 

recommendations usable by decision makers either in the field (both mission
 

and host country) or AID/W.
 

---- Recommendations (Contractor prepared reports) 

.
 Select IQC contractors on the basis of proven capaoility. To assess tnis
 

capability, AID needs to reinstate the contractor performance report for
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contractors performing evaluations to be filled out by the requesting office 

(either mission or AID/W) at the conclusion of each evaluation. IQCs (or
 

individuals within IQCs) who fail 
to provide quality work should be dropped 

from AID consideration for future evaluation work. This same criteria would
 

be applied to individuals contracted for on the basis of PSCs. Copies of
 

contractor performance reports would be maintained by NE/DP/PAE for Bureau
 

reference. (Agency/Bureau) 

2. Include in contractor scopes of work provisions requiring a review of AID
 

evaluation policies and documentation requirements, a review of project 

related DIU documentation and an indepth review of project files prior to 

departure to the field to do the evaluation. (Bureau) 

3. Require that every contractor prepared report include executive summaries 

which follow the PES format and which highlight key findings and 

recommendations. These executive summaries should not be confused with one 

page abstracts, which should also be required, but are used for entry into the 

DIU system. (Bureau) 

Include in the contract for consultants doing AID evaluations some form of
 

performance guaranty which can be invoked on the scene either by a USAI)
 

Mission or by AID/W. Payment should not be based only upon the level of 

effort of the individual consultants, but rather on the quality of the
 

product, the evaluation report, for which these services were contracted.
 

Missions in particular need to 
nave some leverage with the contrac:or while
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the contractor is still in the field should the initial draft prove to be 

unacceptable. This leverage could take the form of the mission advising the 
contractor that they are prepared to recommend withholding payment until the 

report is revised to meet their quality expectations. Approval for time 

extensions and/or additional funding to make such revisions should be at the 

discretion of either the mission for mission funded evaluations or AID/W.
 

These provisions should be clearly stated in the contract, in either the scope 

of work or the standard contract language. Further discussion on this with
 

appropriate Agency offices (SER/CM) is required. (Agency/Bureau) 

--- Recommendations: (AID/W TDY Prepared Reports) 

1. Require that AID/W via the PRC and the mission reach a mutual agreement 

upon the Scope of Work prior to the departure of AID/W TDY evaluators. This 
Scope of Work should have been shared with the host country and ideally
 

reflect their direct input. (Bureau) 

2. As a standard operating procedure, require that AID/W TDY evaluators
 

complete a draft of the evaluation report for mission review and acceptance
 

prior to return to AID/W. 
If such a draft has not been completed or the
 

mission is not satisfied with the quality or utility of the report, by the
 

time of the AID/W TDY's scheduled departure, then the mission should consider
 

i extension of the TDY until 
a usable draft is completed. (Bureau/Mission)
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However, the integrity of the evaluation report should not be compromised. If
 

the mission or the host country hold dissenting views about part of the
 

evaluation, then these views should be included as 
separate attachments to the
 

final version of the evaluation. 

C. 	Uneven, proforna, or non-existant host country participation in
 

evaluation efforts
 

This problem varies from country to country. For all countries in the region, 

however, there is the perception that the host country is not atuned to
 

evaluation, that evaluation equates to audit and Inspection, and that
 

evaluation as a learning process is
an American management tool which will
 

take time to transfer to the local environment. Missions generally are not
 

consistently seeking to engage host country personnel 
or agencies in dialogue
 

and action regarding joint evaluations.
 

~---Reconnendati ons
 

1. Include in the NE Bureau guidance for developing PID or PP evaluation
 

plans a requirement that the design officer discuss the degree of host country
 

interest in and capacity for participation in the planned evaluations of the
 

project. Where interest and capacity are shown to be weak, include in the
 

evaluation plan what the mission proposes to do to address these weaknesses
 

whether through the project itself or through some other 3pproach. (Bureau)
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2. As matter of policy, require that missions provide the full text of the
 

project evaluation plan to the host country either as an annex to the ProAg or
 

in a PIL. (Bureau)
 

3. Require missions to develop and report on efforts to establish regular
 

liaison with host country offices or 
agencies concerned with evaluation. 

(Bureau) 

4. Desi a the Mision Ev 11ua Officer sit s a lanluag. 

posi n. (Bu au) 

5. When appropriate provide technical assistance or training to counterpart
 

evaluation agencies or organizations. rL-? 

Heavy rellince 9 teexternal evaluations ,7 -

The NE missions, with some exceptions, tend to rely very heavily on external
 

evaluators (contractors). Joint mission/host country evaluations tend to be
 

the exception and, as a consequence, the positive learning aspects of
 

evaluation by participation in the process are lost to mission staff, AID/W
 

TDY staff and the host country.
 

MV
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Recommnendations 

1. As a policy, reduce Bureau reliance on external contractors for
 

evaluation. Make available operating expense 
 funds earmarked for evaluation 

to cover travel expenses for AID direct hire employees to engage in 

eval uati on. (Bureau) 

2. Encourage missions to do most routine evaluations using inhouse and ho t
 

country staff. (Bureiu)
 

3. During the design process, ensure that the evaluation plan, data 

collection iequirements and resources for evaluation tightly interwovenare 


into the project implementation plan. (Mission)
 

4. Identify and utilize host country social scientists and economists as 

members of both inhouse and external evaluation teams. (Mission) 

E. The need for training in evaluation in terms of the process as well as 

mthodol ogy
 

There is considerable confusion among AID personnel both in AID/W and the
 

field about evaluation policies, documentation and techniques. This confusion 

clearly contributes to most, if not all, of the problems identified in this 

report. Given different levels of experience and different audiences, it is 

obvious that several training approaches need to be developed. The following 
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recommendations are focused primarily on training for AID/W and mission staff
 

(both USDH and FSN).
 

----Recommendations
 

1. Conduct training workshops in missions as well as at the Bureau level on
 

the application of the PES methodology to different types of projects. As
 

part of the workshop, an evaluation of a specific project using the PES could
 

be undertaken and then critiqued on the spot. Senior mission management 

should participate in such workshops. (Bureau) (See Section V, Page 40 for 

further i nformati on) 

2. Provide opportunities for middle level officers to participate on an 

Agency or Bureau impact evaluation team. This should become part of a 

standard career development program particularly for those officers in
 

Washington on rotation assignment. (Bureau) 

3. Recomend that missions make time available for officers on their staffs 

to participate on evaluation teams evaluating similar projects in nearby 

countries and invite participation of officers from other country programs on 

teams doing evaluation locally. (Bureau/Missions) 

4. Recommend that missions encourage officers from one sector to participate
 

in evaluation of projects in another sector within the mission. 

(Bureau/Missions)
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F. Limited Economic Impact Analysis 

As part nf the project design process, all project papers require some form of 

economic analysis. This requirement is not generally carried over to the 

evaluation plan even for those projects in which the project paper presents a 

quanitified economic analysis. Rarely is the data collected to enable 

evaluators to gauge impact in economic terms. The exception tends to be in
 

projects which require micro data to enable project implementors to make 

periodic adjustments in project design during implementation. Data for 

determining impact is usually tenuous to nonexistant at the design stage and a
 

system for collecting baseline information (including total costs) is usually 

excluded from the design. 

----Reconmiendati ons 

1. Require that whenever projects Justified on an economic basis are to be
 

evaluated they also include in the evaluation an assessment of economic 

impact. As part of this effort, during the design stage, provide the 

resources necessary to ensure data will be collected over time for this
 

purpose. (Bureau)
 

2. Require discussion of host country capacity for analyzing and collecting 

data in both the evaluation plan and the economic analysis of the project 

paper. When the host country capacity is considered weak and the type of 

project or magnitude of the investment warrants it, training elements to 
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improve this capacity should be integrated into the project. (Bureau) 
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Current and Planned PAE Activities re Selected Froblem Areas 

During the course of this study we have identified many activities that PAE, 

in cooperation with other Bureau offices and field missions, already carries 

on to some degree or can begin initiating immediately. These efforts relate 

primarily to three problem areas: utilization of prior experience in either 

project design or implementation, AID/W backstopping and some aspects of
 

training. Unless otherwise directed PAE will continue to expand and intensify 

these activities. 

A. Utilization of Prior Experience/Lessons Learned 

AID, in addition to its difficult to retrieve store of knowledge in the 

printed word, still possesses a wealth of experience in its employees. This 

experience makes itself felt during PRC and other Bureau level meetings. We 

believe this experience can also be applied even more directly during the 

project design stage if individual project backstop officers have reliable 

information about other AID personnel who have had experience relevant to the 

project at hand. 

PAE Action:
 

1. PAE intends, in cooperation with the Office of Personnel and the Sector 

Councils, to try to develop and test the utility of lists of AID personnel 
on
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rotation assignment in AID/W with specific project experience and include 

their current telephone numbers and addresses. This information will be 

provided to all Bureau backstop officers to facilitate direct contact. PAE, 

in cooperation with PPC/E, will also attempt to develop clearer guidelines 

(for review and approval by the NESEC) delineating the types of lessons 

learned that we are most interested in searching for as we evaluate projects 

or programs. We will include discussion of the particular types of 

evaluations (i.e., final and impact vs. mfd project and/or interim and 

clustered vs. single) which tend to be more conducive to generating lessons 

learned information. 

2. NE/DP/PAE will attempt to work with DIU in reviewing abstracts received to 

date in terms of quality and developing guidelines to assist missions to
 

improve them.
 

B. Backstopping
 

PAE Action:
 

1. PAE has already begun distributing examples of good evaluation work and
 

recommending for DAA approval commendatory memoranda for the employees or
 

missions who prepared the reports. We will continue this practice.
 

2. PAE will also develop guidelines that delineate evaluation backszopping
 

responsibilities of AID/W officers and offices and a 
set of standards by which
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missions, the PRC and NEAC will judge the quality and usefulness of evaluation
 

work. The NESEC will review and approve these guidelines.
 

3. PAE will develop guidelines for the evaluation of capital projects and 

guidelines which delineate what the Bureau expects missions to address within 

a PID/PP Evaluation Plan for capital projects. 

4. PAE will develop guidelines in cooperation with PPC/E on how to prepare 

for an evaluation prior to departure for all contractor and AID/W TDY
 

eval uators to follow. 

5. During its-participation on PRC evaluation review meetings, PAE will 

increasingly focus on issues related to the quality and appropriatness of
 

evaluation methodology and presentation. 

C. Evaluation Documentation: 

Evaluation reports do not follow a consistent outline and are often poorly
 

organized. The Agency's PES format provides a useful outline for categorizing 

and presenting findings, but many project officers, evaluators (both AID and 

Contractor) are unfamiliar with or are uncomfortable with the PES guidelines. 

*'
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~---Recommendations
 

Enhance the status of the PES as a valid framework for evaluations. NE/DP/PAE
 

should expand guidelines for using the PES including a 
more readable format
 

and issue these to field missions. In addition, the PES should be the
 

standard format for AID/W TDY prepared evaluation reports. 

D. Training 

During the course of our study it became increasingly apparent that a great 

many AID personnel are unaware of existing AID policies regarding evaluation
 

and the documentation relevant thereto. 
 Few officers could remember ever
 

hiving had evaluation training or, if they did have training, they found it
 

ineffective.
 

PAE Action 

1. PAE will begin working with PM/Training to determine what form of inhouse
 

training programs should be developed to deal with such subjects as developing
 

a logframe, writing scopes of work, utilizing the PES methodology, etc.
 

2. From the experience gained in conducting inhouse training exercises, we
 

will develop a project related field seminar format for a series of seminars
 

in selecte6 missions. 
These seminars would actually do an evaluation of a
 

mission project and then critique it as part of the training course.
 

&o~
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3. Finally, we intend to encourage missions to undertake evaluation workshops
 

with host country personnel (perhaps host country personnel could be
 

identified to participate in proposed evaluation workshops for AID personnel)
 

and to provide evaluation training for USAID FSNs.
 

OCT~ t 

f$2AJ AA/\ ,LL4"
{,* 

Vf1 



IMPROVING THE NEAR EAST BUREAU EVALUATION PROCESS
 

NE/DP/PAE
 
August, 1983
 



3%n eap&r's- p" ) e A r many7 peo e0 patiip,, 

- oh so -wo7 ec ae-cy m em' e sof-iy 

:44'4,eing and4many dratswent through1 


ally '" 4i but certainl not<4 leas we would4,4% lie toco i4 I4

q>;eakIPenSedsre todexprecialithappenks..wic'ui~i 0~ 

supppr ~recv~ed~t~ouguutith NE ITB&&i>h 



: 2#/ i']A~. 

Oe I Ic or o/ie?.r*. 
4 , "7 P,rceptlons snarec,5,/ prol''-,O iC~S ' 

an ,uss l ei enas us m ,J - ... ' . . .. . e c we; a ur'n rn ,. .'a ti-s~ e'uru' ev Lua, IOn SVsy .M r;orJ,,... re por tutil i Y Saorvali . ....a..... . , .. ..­" iont :d na rur, of 'i; 'rr 
o t.e desi nand..ng........ on!tfolio..i 
 Si~e~raiewo -K for t e desn o- a sti~ yn ADv,eral s-;-; ~d~ eis at.Yszen overburdene, 14 i toranq 1iti~
 

.. ouid be addressed 'C'/t manacin 1 ;
rou..... .. n gh 1eth Fthan through the evaluation sys 'm. This situa:Ij t~r, 
a... ]r,!! 

oa I ackrntuayunderstandig
of of -wnattie evaluacion pr cesjL snould earz a lacna formalized management informato sytem wn'ich'addc~se Jt liso
Bureau infrmationneeds'. 

Parts I and II describe the :ie ;odc1ocy u-&- i., rc-,Th;S~ 

evaluation notas a hoop'to jump through or a potentialexercise but an opportunity for organized USAID-dost fault findingCountry
cooperative study, thought, discussion and recording of what a:1' given ' : :1
assistance project or 
 is accLnplishing, how it works-oroprogram

doesn't and h --all with a view to making necessary changes in course and Jo5ctives or for application in future developmentefforts;
 

2. 
Lessons learned are clearly, objectively and comprehensively . jdelineated inevaluation reports and easily retrievable for futureconsideration and application during project/program planining and 
design; 

3. NE Bureau offices and NE missions regularly seek out this evaluationexperience and knowledge and apply it whenever and wherever feasible. 
Part III identifies the elements of an effective evaluation ad informationprocess. .,This'section attempts to delineate both Bureau and mission 
evaluation and information needs 'and! discussesievaluation and informationp'roducts c'urrently being generated. ,Amajor problem identifid thou'gh no~t'Qdiscussed 'inthe report, is a lack of; evaluation history' in the rnajor' sectors"in wvhic th ueussrtg is focused(po ulation, urbanizationwand wiater)
aid!A preponderance of information intechnical 
areas which are given lessimiiportance inthe.Bureau's forward planni ng (health, 'education and ruraldevelopment,). 
 Other,more generic problems include: the uneven qualitj of
 

:'~ " 'ff 

~~AV: U 

al CT a'D 

http:nand..ng


N 	 , 

;I~mpact-eva ation s pr-orus,on~boFmr tori g z:j-tems' and repcz; 'conrisi ^rnover 	.purpose', types ai, i -19~ Tore.,a't assessmen
S ,..nAB/4acks-copp'ing support; and, inadeyuate ccn tIaL fr;.imeork c, 

4'v u.a 

bei ......... : 0 :
 
0n,:	 ... .. gi:Mnont ho st 	 ..........eva 	 la.... . re r s.....::tn, n ,: . . , .Air. t n1s 1*1,' ' 2 n a em (IariGanhd I 


and 1.echnqIE: ; ead , a 61, : tr inVca'c: de' 
 1.0 ri OT1PS
with 	 clearly defirn .d anik u t ea rodiss.oercne f 1d	 a -'r e ld nc1- e r a b!onL; mevaluation taraining re-.Iuiireme..s 2, tes a intee e m en a .r s..........
 
ecoenomic analysis ie orathwoik; a 	

t e
warier. 

Both 	Sections III and V incton recothea t ir ureue anaemei,. (and i rsonmecases Agency mana 
 or:nt) consideration. the in .ajom

priority order are as follows:a 


: 
1. 	 Establish a per-MancnT NE ureau Senor Evuation 

.
 

chaired by the Dept AssistantAcinstr.Qr andiscc>ti 
:
 

*representative-s from OP, from each technic.*. 
t 	 " 

upp-ort- aii S 0n -T CA 
and PD) ana from each geographic subreyior 
 T 	 c te­would meet quarterly' to reach decisions regar,r.g: ~U1- eVel,evaluation policies, priorities and interests including fund-Ing andpersonnel requirements; inadequate contractor performance;
recognition for well done 	evaluation work; and, requirements for.
support or coordination' with other bureaus. 
 (Page 12)
 

NEAC Decision:
 o 

NEAC 	decided another senior level committee was unnecessary. A'
Project Evaluation Review Committee (PERC) cha'ired by NE/DP/,9AE
including the' same office representation as above would be,
sufficient. 'Controversial issues would be subject .to NEAC review.
 
2.'Establish a new Management/Monitoring/Implementation report possibly~
drawing on USAID/Tunisia's Project Program Implementation Report as'
 

'' a
model, and, except for the Alert List, discontinue all other
quarterly status reports now 
be*ing cabled to AID/W. (Pagesl10 11)
 
NEAC Decision: 
 ': 

' . Planned October '14, 1983 workshop on the NE Bureau's MIS process is ' 

first step inimplementing this recommendation.
 

43. 
 Require that an assessment of economic impact be included in
evaluations of projects that were originally justified on an economic
basis.. This requirement must be set out durin'g tne project design
stage witn appropriate funding resources and data 	collectionv needsclearly identified. (Pages 21-22) 

NEACDecision. 

- Ap 4proved.'4'9.4'4 
4~. 

"''4,, 

http:AssistantAcinstr.Qr


'~ ~ r~~ atscopes of- wrk rTor,,Ovala41h o~t""jIo'a~ z" rtiL/.i k/e l <'O 

: a r ee eac ed w, mis~n' f(Pae)2 and i2"7.'; 
C -is i r n'' " ) 4' 


kp4.4.4p vq a 
 4c '" ~ :. 44' 4~.' 
is 4444T .'4444Vt"4 a4C44C 

5.44 a c2a wit in h ? & i ' 

a dmi . r~'"44''4ste e b,/, N4 E D44P44/~JP4 A1 E4.444' n ppr ,:r
 

(4j. efKen 
 '''4"' rom .44 k4;4.4 4 

war an ed Not"4 add4444e 

fund otherY SU44 ~ P44P4u'"-,r!4S'win4~ 44a' r'e 

~4'4'44444,444 di. rectl in -4.44 r44 o444r 

~dmpis~'rrojectNE bappkrounab aa or 4 ~ 4.4~~ii Dp/An ~SE 4arIture;t'~warraed. Irnu'e, nte the cnt~ract. some Bur'nof u P giiawrnty Q>'''ne~race 
leverage oevssr dir.,ctliyth -vauin thi nrewor bei. 4~iit.4..4"4 

NEAi.. Decision* 
. 4 

7.Rqie taty i s i dfn wh isp masil prespnsbl f or~~utouf
Uevauto at h to suit1 PD&SequehstSS*444'Ul -fiste'rveebyth NESans*(Paes 1, 6 
NA eision:A
 

~ 6~ Ealateo Conatrintefr NBc re spos t Officr's'.Hnt o
 

iarnit
helf fund an sYdruaen perhcaes and oopeationwih thrmet 
bureaus..... .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . 

NEAC' Decisi 

Asproaved.fc 4 prjc 
on 

acgo~n'dt po~ 4t c 

h 4 jl. IcieintecniatsoefrYr4" ~inirc iaa~ ~ 



-- A A, 

n C 

1n~~~~yL~~~ie~ei aar) /Ij< ~ ~.~'71 0 

a~~~~~~~~ ~eiev1~~jn~i~is-(1 ~~m~~~K~~.1 

n0~ c ifel4?&- ­ ~ 4 Y~' 

U'd 3aaaa-ahK y o' i eII tsC -- -''4r"i; 

P~' I'v inr 

N~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ 3tI ~ ~ ~ ce 0 ihHhaov nd0c' -'1cS ;01
4, fo c d h o g h 'E 'i e u f'd- i af Aut, jr~y l 

ii Deci'" 'aA 4 'a 

' 'Approved'.f'~­
7 'j 0 Codc trai ngt workhop TnZii n< f. e hs -okhd~-~'a .i 

-f o - d p rap~ ct-l 

-slce isin . (ae 4 land 40) 4'~ 

mlmnaio eciokhp. quroinnt 

11Esabls
P an L(agards SY 24Yf or ous4d ge autin efo~a 

'si sp c a4?'pr g ian for'a i o :positi 'a e rIn ga"

abvecontOTrTh s; o the va la tion pro~Hndcss". L(N'adI ressd i e 1
%b~.re~nfte treoghteN BjeuRd1at~ o uhr-y-1'-' 
T'n
 

NEAC Decision: ,aa 

SpcalN Buea awr nazaa d. Dee oe prpit Vr'pprov 

lf 1 ie e :m n' p o r -. al So s o ld b
m,-ud-


-vi b e, seedac revoss'onpicertl at onh,:o e ss'tons lea~rned. actuha11thef 

ar 
 a- (Pge s 34rct 
,NEAC Decision: 

' ''' aa 

-- aNo " ~ approved .~EA),Vedieew d, asa unnecessary.aj 

http:unnecessary.aj


Part V of :nis report describes activities NE/DP/PAE is alrea(.y 4 :-.racin:,r
intends to begin unless otnerwise instructed.
 



-I 

N7 T 

t vc 
-xc -

-oduc-,~ 

~ 
,'ura'- he 94t nz44j Nee !.va 	 4 ,c e S S- J ' 

-O . 
,~~4 	 ~ 4 4 9 . a ,,,4 . ~~4 ~ ~4. W. 44 ~ . 4A'~.utv j e-9'4 t'.:*4&"Of c~ e.44- s?S. t tu-i 4. r~4a c3c4e, -, -nA 4:4 \'Of-$-44 ~~ ~'444ea~~~~44'CSO r4;- 4ies , r,,ET4~44 m h'6'Ih~~' D~~'i*~ 6- v'e 	 ~ 

- ~ ~~ ~ ~~y~~I'4~6 ~ ~ ~ ~ or ~ n444-t I A.,i 	 ­
4 4.< 4
 

_____R /N AC INI,'4~ 3-.A.
;44?K'~ ~ ~ ~i ~ et ngsI'&'dc ,.< 

,,. 444.~'K . Nea~r East 4Bu0 2~o Of4 ces 
4 4 V 	 ' 

~ 1 

1 
T h e~ P r o e c t . D e i> a n , 4 4 ~ §s j


ii- --
 4 
d b jcny ' ~ 4 9-

C o r ~ c l 'Pr o ; c ' o ble m n t O 

4 B T. w Er a n ffatin ad nfom i on a, n d ucf t o r 5 s ' ;4 - i - ~ , , ­9 4 

P:u'roe t, ,P 'oib ems'. 9 

PR o mj e t i 
n §m n z t o - 4 -

C.Prounry Devmpement t atuR p'tan AID Storatege iwe 8l 

4 

-
 B . ; ' u a o cv a i n r a n d u Drrm i r d u cta v en P o s n s o f I n i i d a P 4 r j c ' - 4 9 ---.- 9 

Una . ,n'AI 6 p
4,4444444~~~~~~, 	 44.B1. 	 ~~~~ mp~ a E uation Nee 4 4 4 4 44 < 4 43 9 4 44 444944 

- , u r nt~mle s 4 w rk<-4 an /rS 
 e of' Wor , 11 

t 	 -4 

S -. 4 4 .4 R e c o m nned a tio n s , . 44 * 

p ~~ ~ 	 4 414~ ~ ~ n of,449. Prndoject 

49-;­~Problem s 

41 5 

P tf l o ev ws0 4 444 -,... -Recomm nendations 
9 

4 	 -,44 44 1 

15 


0 

~4444 

~ 44944A~44' - 444 4~4 -4 ,- 4 

4 



Pa'-;e 
V. Major Cross Catting Prc,)ien Areas 

A. Lack of Trdinej ani E trienced Missioq EvalUat-in Qfrr: 
with Clearly defined and Understood Roies
 
Recommend=,ti ons
 

B. 
 Uneven Quality of External Evaluation Reports

Recommendations (Contractor prepared reports) 
 j7

Recomerdations (AL'.."'% TDY prepared reports)
 

C. 
 Uneven, Proforna, or ron-existant Host Country

Participation in Evaluation Efforts 
 13


Recommendations 

19
 

D. Heavy Reliance on External Evaluations 
 19
 
Recommrendati ons 
 20 

E. The Need for Training in Evaluation in Terms of the

Process as well as Methodology 20
Recommendations 


20
 

F. Limited Economic Impact Analysis 
 21
Recommendations 

22
 

V. Current and Planned PAE Activities re Selected Problem Areas 
 23
 

A. Utilization of Prior Experience/Lessons Learned 23
B. Backstopping 

23
C. Evaluation Documentation 

24


D. Training 

24
 



Improving the Near East Bureau Evaluation Process 

I. Introduction 
This report is the final product f a five month effort to studyBureau's evaluation process and :

the Near Es-,.
to develoo rec mmer.daziopeffectiveness. ' lOTrovm, .'nThe report oriei5y discusses Me nature of currenz prjce:and its weaknesses as revealed oy the study.
of It sets forth the basic elementsa process that we believe will 
most effectively meet che needs cf the
Bureau and its field missions. 
 We define evaluation as we 
intend to apply
it. We delineate information needs, the types of evaluation activities and
 



4 TO4t W11; 
14 

n4 'd 
t~<' 

tu''s, fjel u j ss,Ih~w '~5 '4e 

re es d 
UMoeni bi 1-efo rothci. .g, P *I~I~ .'. u

poiem t dffct nv ,t~d ot hanict 

de p w th th6 ~ropos'~ changes i n~' that ~e~.ss. th i"'s'ec-c~ i wet~ a Sho0roiefrsenior mnigemeni orew soine Keyyeecv!ir these 
~j~i atons that the PAEst~ c.n a'n d will undertake ovrhf ra Idi ron th
ne s~s Z.herwise nst,-LCted. 
 erh'# . 

"o'thisS ei'e Lep, to'tal orrvcfn Vi . which~lai'~prbxmtlyt, rnbnhs was full. time.j fIlttest'.of "the",qulit and $effectivenes of the s of the current Bureau's system for re '
iig rveigand utliig.e'auto 
eot parti cu1'a'rly'nn ' -"-rel ation,to o'ur'PID 'and PP dee Imnt j\eces.Bsd n~aprweak'fesses,, 'w~e, develop exer.'f'se se parlsfo n 4.oe n on'v~s1iih'Bureau staff,at al 1 , e6ls. >?AE then comleed.$f' 

Useful, s esa dp'ossi bl eLi 6~V ~ain~ext, -PAEi professi'onalr staff,uI 'h -d q<uestionnaire,", visited fis i IeiurssosK gyt
JoranMorcc,'Tunisia an'd Y 'eY and~nterview~ed another" 60-odd' UDH and~A~- held. six sml,~.i.e 'isussion- n: Egypt'(3) 'Yemeni (Igroup1Sc e.,s Jordan"',0 andslt .~J'~'* inteandwT- Based on' tireutofthese 

of 
er 10we: theh'prepared a~'it~i d1,scussion 'paper-Athat outl ined th rteen, probl em areas,'. thei r. causal; factorsa .>ijnd -re'qn enda~tions for addre'ssin'g the probl .ems.,' This discussion paper, wias.di stributed'throghout the.Bur'u, .t'PPC/E'and tofiedmissions forl
 

a,.,di titocmet and critiqu'e , We then.-he1ld'a.eries of f i ve'on hour 
disuss th omindations' -Unfortunatel , ,very few officers participated in,th'esemtings, In-a'ny,-event,. We th'en ended up with a five. person task: force-".includingHollyWis, Ken. Schofield 'andPam, Johnso~n from the ,Desk 'and TECH
4tiesluodrto prod'l BbZmeanof PAE. iThis group met nine~more 

UUPAE~ is specially "grateful'to these three people and to those twelve­or, so
 ~ -'-'--~oter.-u~'u 
45~f ~h< ten de f1 n oumet ng's or provi ded, wri tten 

I,comm1ents whi ch~we could 'take.%' into:account for,:our- last,%iscussion pfaper. In~ 
:V 

dtionU SAID/Ca1ro. provi'ded 'comme ntsby, ca6ble folro'ed up, by an xetnsi,-ve 

kno 

http:test'.of


.4 

I,, 

p. 	
Uf~ 


,,...P,'r~. 
 yt~. 4 

;)~.u-~ :A 	 :~ 
~ 

4 p ~. 444 .444 ~4. ~p-. ~ r 4­
4444.4444 44.44.4 >~4.4444 44444~444 ~4444

.44 4.... 
4 

4444 4 444444 i44..4444~f444,~~ .444 4.444 4444* 
.. ~-	 4.44 ~4,4444444.4444444444444444.4.44444 

444444 .~ 4,4. 4 4 444444z~~+ 44 4 4444444.44444444 44
444~J44~44444444.4; 	 , ~44

4 4
b 44~,~44 .4 4.4+44 ~ ~ ~ -11.4ij~~ ~44j4. 4 444	 ' ,4.4 4-~ ....~..44., 44~~14.444.44 - . 

4944.44~{~44~
4 

44.4.4~4'.4~.4 .~.4.4.4444 ~ 444444~ ~ ~44444 444,4 o~ ,4;4; ~V~4 .4.'. .1 4444.444 ~ 
~4 4~ 4 4~4.4 44 ~ 	

44 
4>4 ~i~ 4 44..44 ~4 44444.44.4 

.1 4 ~4 ~.44444 44 .4i~4~44~k 	 -~ ,44d 44.4.444:44~44~444.44444444 
444 'f~A4~.4 4 '41~ ~. .444.4 44444 ~'t~44 44.444 .444~4. 4~' ~""1 44444,4 	

44 4.44444 .4.44.~4p444444.4.44 4.44444444~ '4 ~ 	 ,44
.44444 .4.444.44444;. .444.44~444 	 44.~)4~ 44~.4 444 4~4444. 4 .4~ 4 44.44 44'4444~ .44,4..4j7.,(444.44444>4444>4 ~4 ~ ~ . 

44~ .44,4.44.444' 444.4 I 

%~.44.444.44444.44 
~ 444.444.444444444444~ 	 444~>4444 ~vQluat1o;J444.444444.44.44.44.4~th~i1~iC~iOfl44Sf 444 4 4 44 

~ 

4 4 ~j:y~'K9HJ>JL.Damascus, And WI sbo~>a1 S04 provi oed~4~t4i~~ .. 4 ~ 4.4 4444~ ~ 

4444 
naw~ve4ned~jd,.4, 4 ~ 

del ib~r~~t~ ons:~4>4~44~4-.~ ~ 4.4.444.4...44444,49444 ~44~/ ~ 4.4.444 	

~ 

44.4444.4.44.4>4 

4 

44444~{ 44444444 ~t ~4A444 4.4444f~44.4444~.444444444 ~ ~:' 
4 4 

~ ~ V'~i~44~ .444. ~ ~4~4~~44 ~ 4 
44' 

4.4444.444.444.4
44This ~fina~ ~eport~'is~~ot& 44an4'.4end ci~d~ 1b '4~4444~ 44 444~444 

4 ~ ~' ~d9 i:,,. 

;'~ of ~act~PJe4 ,par~tici 	 eb'lnnenq .44.4j ~I~ 4lie44cnc 
~ 

o~ 
444 4 ~ 4'

4~444~4Z.4 person~iel across a ~iide 44spe&trurw~oT responsi i~ ~ 4444444 	 444 444.44444.4 
4,.4~4444 

444.44 ~persp&tyde44s~ to 
44* 4444 

defin'4e amorej~eievant evauuat1on.~process..44 4It,44i~~ ~ ~ 
44~4~4444.444~44444 4.44.4444.444.44.4.4.4in tha ~i~t~is~ now tip to the4 senior rnJnagemeni4~i h4'is34i+~au~~nd 1444.444 	 4 ~ 

4j with PAE4	 4 44,4444' as ~roce's~ majiager, to'4see that what~44 ~ 	 be' orne~~ 4.,444 operational reality rather than simpl~ anotheKd~d~im~nt ~<.4 in Word~)tIianIn deed.-	 i~ 4hono~ ed rnor~~:.4 	 .4.4,4 4444.4 . 4.444~44 4 	 44~..444444~ 
444 9444444.44444444.44.4 .4 4' 4 	 4 44 4444.44.4~44~4 44.444~444~ 

4444..444.4 4.4 4 	 4,.44444444 44444~44444744.4444.,.4 4 4 .4 4 	 .4 .44 4 44 ~44 ~ 	 .44.44.4444p44 4 4 ...444 4.4 4444. ... ...4 4 444 	 .4444.4 	 4.4~.4.444.44. 44.4.4>.4.444.4.44..444444444~4 .44 .444.444444,4.4.4.444..4444444.44.44444444444~
~4444.44444~	 ~44.444~44.444~ .444444.4444444.444~4~.4444 	 4.4.44.4.444.4.4 	 44441

4444 

4.4.44.44444.4>4.4 	 444..44,..~.4 4~ 	 ~ . ~4444444444.4,4444.4444.44.44 	 44 44.4 444 	 44 4 4 4 ..~ ~ 44;44~4444>49.44 4 4 	 44 444~4 44444.44444444 	 4 44 4 *444.44444~~4.444~.444
 
4 444
 

4~4
~ 4 4 441~~44.44~ 4.4 4A 	 444.44.44444.4444 	 4444 .4 	 44~4;44444'4~>.4 44 .4 .,, 4 .	 4 4.4 4.44~.44
.4 	 ~ .4.4444.4.44.. 	 44. 4 4 444.4 444444.444444 ~ 44

44.44444444(.44.41.44 	 4 4 444444 4 .4444 

.4.4444 	 4 .4 .444 44444.44,4.44.4.>4. 4 4 V
 
44..44 ~4..44
444444 ,4444~4~44~444 	 4 4 ~*444.4 	 44 . 4 4,44,44444

~44444.44444444	 4p44.4.44.44.44.,~44,>
4444 .444.4

4f.44~4444,>.4.4.44. 	 4 4~4444 .4.44~ 4.44 4 4 4 	 4444444~44~4.4.44~4.4.44 44 4.4 44 	 4 
44444~444 	 .444~4444444.44 4.4 41 	 44.4444444444.4444444444.44.444.44.4.4.4 	 ~.44 4 4 4 444
 
444 4 444 44
444444,4.4 4 	 .444.44~ 44 4 .4 444. 4444 4 44 4 44 .4 /~.444.44 .4,4~4444444444 ..4 4 	 44.4444~.444444~).4444 4.4V~ 1 4414.4 >4 1~ 	 .4. 4 ., 44444~ 444 4 444 4 ~	 44.4.4 4>44444444444444.44.4444444 44444,,.44~444444..44~444~4~ 4 4444 4.4........... 	 4 4.4.4444.444.44444.4
4.4.4., .4)44 . , 4~'4~ 	 444 4~.i444.4.',.444.4.444 	 4 444~4.4. . 4 	 ~r~A	 '44~444444~ 	 ~ 4..44444444~1~)......................................4444, 44444
~44 44~1 444, 444444 .44.44.444 .4 4 	 444414+ .444.4.444,.44444~444~1~ 4,44 .4 41.4 	 4.4.4.4. 4.4 44.444444.4444.4.4444444444.4(41 444444444..4.4444444444 	 ~4444.444444444444444..444..4,44 	 .4 ~ 4.444.. 444 .4.44. 	 4.44444444444~44.4.44.4.44~44 	 444 4444 4444.444.4444.4.44.444,4444.44444449 444444444 4.4.44444.444 4.4~444~44~44 44 444.444444.4.44444.4 44.4444.4444.444.4.444.44444444444..44~~.44,~44444J>144~>44~.444 	 ~.44.4v...444.4~4444.4444444 .4 4444.4.44444j~44.4444444. ~ 44.4~4>~~44444444. 49.4 4444.~.4\~444~444,4i~4;;444.444 ~"~' 44 444.4444444,,4444 .4 44444444444.4 44444.4.4.444~ 44~4444444.44444444444444,>444444.44~.J.4 	 4.44444.444.4444444.4.4444.4~ 	 4.4.....444.4~44444.444~4444..44J4 	 ~ 4~4, 4444.4444 .44444.444444.4.4447444444.44.444 .iTh~. ~ 44.44'.44>44.444444 ~41~ 4444444444j44444444444444.444444444,44.444 ~4 ~ 	 .4 44,4.4.4 	 1~ ~,444.j .44 

44~ 444444.444.4444444444.4*.4~~4444K~4. 	 .44 44 44~4~.444>44~~p444 44 	 444414 
44444 44444 4441'444441 

http:4.44'.44
http:44444444444..44
http:44444.4.44
http:4.44.4.44
http:44~4.4.44~4.4.44
http:p44.4.44.44.44
http:44.41.44
http:4.4444.4.44
http:4.44~.44
http:44.4444.44.44
http:444.4444444.44
http:444.444444,4.4.4.444..4444444.44
http:4.444.4.44
http:9444444.44
http:44.4444.4.44
http:44~~14.444.44


-" u 1 . YL 'S,4 J4 4
'' 4"> *14 

q~44, S1 V*u~ j 

Ionsysem 7or rae -Kg ngr w dd , tI 

TheEi~Bu u ~ a Vre sL:2~c C s I . 
,u. 

P ec aHP.ui s"yiai on i dv'cff ice d, im so ti e sh ttyrd 'i 

ntt NE1ur estie peronnl' p ortu 1nty ancraoa-.~ct of the PAZ S4 7tn4 
{'-k<project: aditi6nslbcsopigad uiac'a BurlaPc. ro ccts - o oIpyeve 

at isusilon lefvlu(C)then retrje tiiet''fy~ qua x'rvi enan(- L, ~ and' 
kh~owledge through, the DILI; and Afinaly", (f)th po)poa
 

'~ 4
~by o'jr, greater national interests and objectives in 'lne M-'Jdri Sasr 

A. Project Officer/mission Attitude anhd 4 Practice '. 4.,< 
The~e~neal ttitde oward and practice of~e'aluation in, our field ms ' in jis co'nfused. All too often evaluation 'is no ae eiul and'. Jssti 11 

.appreci ati on .of 'the di f fe'rences";between proj pct~ rohi1tori ngand-,evaluati on'.Wi th" few'e ,cpti 1s the4.evaluatiosw ha ev ewd a' otig lt 
Timi"n ' valuatibns notrelated' 'to ke.dcso ons nproof- is '.often 

implmenatin.'Few 4ealiationseven.4bother to distill,.:. sohs, ane. h 
44evaluation 'plans providedi.n P.P's are generally-.siml semns ofaYien,4th4~ i-- w1th a few dates thrown ~i'. There'-is.seldom- n plcustatenents-opurpose o 

proposed evaluations, possible methodologies''or Ithe natur~e and-scope of host 
govrnmnt nvolvement. Even when ~bibliop'raphies..include reference to an'.4ev~aluation document ,4there is seldom'~.ny di~scussion-'in PID's' and ,PP's of'past' 

4'.,experie'nce or'which lessons' a're being~drawn up'n in the design of' the'project2""" proposed. Finally,, the record of' misions" requ'esting such reference's is,mixed, ,a.,not unexpected situation given the poor4quality of evaluations'
i~~' already subnitted'and/or the difficulty' of'retrieVing documentation from' DIU. 

The political' interests~and,obiectivesof..the United States'in~ the Nea.r East,al so, appeaKrto affect the" attitudes and 4pri64iities 'ofMII'sio ad'B~iu
 4'
 
"-"'at~all:1evels.' 
 Th~e mnjorit&4 of4 those interviwdgnrlybleehtwe
 

'4b'6o','h
willcoe effective eval uation, and'.utiiza'tion: Of 'past experi encewill bePerri1dden or'compromised foriarger politicaV inteest"4 There'does
 
'and; 6me'nta1'"objecti ves",btenplti cal odve Perceptions4'thiat theA. , ~~'.'.-: 

"'" political aseqte overrd mst'b dcowiered." Prbjqcts.wihare' iideed'ba'ed' 'sol'ely on' plitiaim'ineratives .shoubeeauatdI 
44terms 'of~polVi 'ipcswt Ith; essor-weiret''' 4 I'&1 ght4 pl1aacedontedvlomtathel" ,'ni ptacjsrwt n opotshoiveomI e,".'aspects !lte' projects. 'r.4th~e' ,,"4a','aor


Best Afi,'&Doue , 'j ' hW 
e h 

4 

http:seldom'~.ny


L. .~T 

i * 
IJI 

-- -- 77 __7 _

1K I aIIr 

_ 

23.4'.' ~334 I.t I' .3 
3 () J ~ ,'~34~ ~43~4 34 

3 3 3 3.33,..33..'..3 ...... 4 3,3'> .43~~3 3'. 344' 
33>, 

e* . hat 1' 0 .1'.er a'~ s3.. -I 
requests Y33: 3.41~. ~ h m s io ro3'3-sp(333 rf re ,e 

e has31 wor.,3'6I-fi in4 a3' gi33ri l r f­ .34.1-o

"4 3333,3 
134)3 3' 1 jJ~ 431.333'~4.~I 3~~3 .~33 .433. 333~ij3334..j3D3..fill343 ,b3 

S33.~ 33333 .~3 
e3tIt the relevant.333~~' 
 teratitr3I.i , In acd Lio 


o3 n4 Iwy . 34be 33 a' hel fu as4. thl? O3,3ai-.3 33#33 

oac. 3.'.,,P off~33.;33333~33'I3 

.3 .''j3.13',3' 33 3. . 333.p . 3 
T 

f3 
t - > J ~' ' 3 v 3 ~ 3 0 33 034' 

a334 I~3 tU6 QnAID33,3dO3~L 3ett.on) ppmi zheir'~~s to 4b34 Backstop'1 3.,'43 . 34~44.,33443'.4~'~3~,* ~33.. 3 '~i ~ ~ 4'' ~ ''~j" 4333 
~A 4 4 1Ji 4 ~ '3.43~3'4r,34 w e k e s e . . , A ..-I .*' .. ,v Sy S 1 e ;3 6 1. %.. t. 3 .. 3 C. If434 , ~ 3 3 . 3 . 33 3 3 . , 43 ~ 

03413 34 3, of e in3*<.33,.ar mos is n* PRC33' Rie c 1;l 3 
1.3..3'1.31 .3'433j333333 

'3 ~ .4 A~~4433~3 3 ~ ~ 
dec dedt.e33 (see be lo ~ /" 3~ 333). 

3 3 .3/ 33I 3~ ''' 

C ..The33i4343l333333t Information3. 
 Un t ( I 
 ) .3.3 

. ... .. 3'3.33 4 . .. 33334'.33,.~~ SL34333.3.~'43333.33. 
DIU ha
most4344,c3trying33 been 


ooperti 
 -,t
in./ 
 -.. 3,prvd'ouet 

desig *33.. rj c o reevntto
 an . as p'"Aid d if m tv'3 o i nt 
 t o on it cta
toj3.* 'e**''.*'****'***''.******'.*.* ,staff. Neverth'eless,
. 3333 
3 4'.Bureau.3
the3 DIU. 
 has3 so.43'. ..lar vid6'eWu6We:to~pmucha'ssstanc
~ to AE orma.33333333's~~ ~ ~ t~ .to.4.3' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n~ n ,e3 r-3 .34333.43333back' ~ .34.i 3 32p 1of f l~ A3...h *i-3 % thOf '-'. 3I ).;. .3(r.r, 1 to 'e.t i v *'*tmptsA Ip evalu t re ' o f'3I.f' o t ,o essentia'33.343
 

. 

3>.3..3 

reqests thatn te baic' proe'sine ofecincmn-in o~rrma t o~ni f~r later'-) 

31'lefarnedlawith ereVt
sil'Jieationre 
 onlyidreonfrms th' 
 -"96rba9 
1'ri'gabe ooumett'.'.n)h p~ri bthen to's
bexpeaton of an comiten 
to '0;1U 

-'missioces'.ofthen are; mob 
 s'nPC~ec ~~.$ ftriepu 3 &~Lodepe'hrb"(e bly-w th bes curn 
sorc o, 
 3,3n~vlUt
 

exereCeThimmed~pia~taicrationUni projec

t' for"'3 ew3, ,3 r33 

p a n n r
~3333433, r3 ~3 ;34 ' ~ ..
33 ojec* i n
l a Th cu 1'v
r n3rc 
 i e o ~ u m t i g e u o
a t 
 e o t
 

f fifor 'PRc6 /NE'e,,andC re i ewhou - sd ont , . Thu eP C/NE C i 
 e fec
 

.:dW1$. t '.r Bue.apDity 33to NEBuiu sffote 
o:3ften 4bwe'.,Jnable 33.hihmks seae
tr'xchan aloremn3 . t n3~... ance 4 '.s.3U ri~. Y iere~cktp3 

knowreqiietstat even b'lasic oeciesin o assess flessonnf areon'fro terexer'ience. o eis i .b aklg ~.'~ uliy o ,33$3. 

http:4333.3.~'43333.33
http:33334'.33
http:in3*<.33


RI 

I I JI 

"'" Lr, qr~Pced'o 

'1 Uqia broy -;C bF 5-s s tic:Ijc on Tii('n.-
c Icu- -Jit ot 0 1- ia': r ' T 1~ePo!^ 0 Vi17; 

and~claoorat-Ing viith-I j~~o op I*fftnc J Oeso wr 
PAC, has. two foreigr. s~rv pfe ss io0n a S. f si st,?(~oc er~ry~h 
is ben trained in com.. utcr techjniqu, In order to acce-SSi0 P-AL ~riZ, 

Bureau wi de m ~ Ieioto Za~10it~~ ~eaS Va alm a- a1S6--vTsi'e staffta so- par-,1ic iu.t ' 4 inet,fg- o., al irevie..s~ os wih'at-;QrIreports and, if nee t ~ h'eysf xa~e Vi1 ~S< t) iprovehct. i'qual i y and future utilI it ol. chese reports,. 
*to date, h$owever, PAE and i tsrole and omoetencies still need to be fully

,establ'ished.

~2is' 
The staff :will alwqays be operating under the, ve ry realconstrairits imposed by ~ou r benol h ppe'owilIfwit sor~tmefrm'~n~ceig ony thve eoeY~ haveoi' eon~r to dealwihshr tm'faes an ompeti'rig demna'nds fr'om every Bu'reau off ice. Al so ,becauseboththe. professional staff'~ai'e'foreign serv'ice, and~ willjbe-returningto overseas dutyr, the sy'stemn de'vel'oped willb by necesity',,continie to bedecnrlizdwt'roet-aktpofcr holding the principl'e role in 

terms of AID/W'backstop'ping of evaluations.
 
F. Conclusion: Problemad Objective 

Drawing~on perceptions shared, by project officers, project backstop officers,
'andmission and Bureau ranagement'alike, our 
working group concluded~that oureval uation systemJs not~very. effe'ctive ini terms of 'its utilityfreither
maaeetadimplementation or~d g andplanningy fassac programs
adprojects,. and further, 
htti stbation ,derives inlar'ge measure. fro'n a
1ack of 2mutual understa'nrof what the eval uation system is
supposed 'to do
 or can be expected'to produce.
 

The ultimatepurpose 'of tnis study, including particularly- the extensive ex h rgJf vie is with~staffat both the" ureau And missio'R levels; has been,to iuiiroveth'e' quality' and effecti veness' of 'theK NE Burea'u' ' eval uti on y~process. The. primary mieasure6f oioursu'ccess will 'be the 'production,'and ~7At~ zation of, quality, timely eva uatjon repor'ts 'and jnformation by, or for,Near-East field missions. We see'k in um ' vlainpoesween i.'; 
1 Project'officers, supp'orte~d1by~mission~leadershipi ,,view and practice---$< 

, eerc ai on nt :sf hoop to, j ump ,th'rough or a potenti al fau tfitdg'~ -'exercise but-.q,0 or tunity,,for organized USAwHot ouniy, 
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onsystems. 
evl ons! should: w1t ii -ir, biroader 

Thee Bueu and msin require information on: (a)projec de S-2ign; (b)?roect, imnplemientation, (c) country de've=lopmnzn status; jevelc-inentr+eis 'and (d) AID historyBra n iso o-r mnc ~he sam aniid info r-mia onr -1sbtained from di 1 oz'-­countries are usually onlyI, nzlereszed Wi a fraction ofr tn6 inro -,~ion wegenierate. 
-

3 

<Project Design::­

0 

- The,.Bur , misos ,and host~cuntIries wanlt aces oodv project design~information and previous- project exerience to~~heIp design new projects.Inform'Wtin 'on project design is "generated ,in-country by pilot <projects,obtaihd fromi imp~act evaluation's' done:in~everal countries, or~ obtained fromKthel experience of cnrtosndADsta1ff whokha'~orked with sii r,­
prj ct in the p~ast. jSometi meshost countryy tp'er'so'nnel 'ares~ent t~othei­untries ,to observ successfiu1 projects-< Mstpo'je <~pece is shredthrough peobple not docuents.~ Periodic infjornation on the' status of theproject design ijs provi1dedin budget docume'nt's such a' thie ABS, periodic0p'roject developmentIrepiorts and 'cable's. 

F 

Project Implementa'tion -~ 

Of primary concern to missions and' host countries 'is. the monitoring of proJect 

<2 

prgrs adefcieness, and thei'dentifica'tion of irnplementiOonbottlenecks orPoble~ms2. Mi ssion, maaeetrle on meeti,,n~s with hostcountry~,and project of e~,quarterly rojec t repo rts, portfoli102reviewevluations, anid'audits.! The,,Bureau2 isnot as~involved in project monitoring,
2exept to 'the2KextentVthat,probl'ems "are 'i de'nti fied whic~h requl re,,B.reauawarenesor atention'. 2 The< Bufreau used to~reV 2 rimarily on'monitorig andaudits4 toietfmjr 'b'm but has recently' i nstituted an Alrt Listsystem to brinig- probielms.2to Bueumngmetatnin on a mointhly' basis. 

P4 

Th~e Bureaudes~ires informatin otote onracin-.rocsstob e aleto 
242.2- respond'to qiriuHes IfromC2US technrical a sstance, comodit,'and construction$se'rvfes,,suppl iers', and nif2ormat1 on'on project-progress-and achievents to' beblto~pro6vde effective backso upr omsin~n~odfn rjcs

frors anp tqeiAdency~as questions surface, espeial f ',"hfistisprvddtrugh2 the NE. Bureau' quarell rbt, oga As~istanhe 

'2 

A)teHll 
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"e :oJ rc * 2 ucj t 
~ir i a f h fccnna,1 on rua ro 

EJ,anlfaStance eim and opporti1e- me, 
Lc Yu arsan:U tn su m-rir -Tn Vrte Coutry De~elooment. -C~ 

I ntd fy i a s s:, , =. rei1 istory 

S Because of the continual zransfer oF AID personnel, itisfirpoi'tart that eachmission keep,:track of what AID has financed in its country. 
 Thiscnbedn
tho ~ia, autos project completion reports, or thoga
comprehensive programnreview.
(et hogpscese).]
V 
,*..*iiB. Evalution"And: Information Products 

As shown in-the previous sectioneon the one hand evaluations. are'.~or 
 even '.prjnc'ipal, source 'of "information not the onlyused to 'sat' s'fj:uro~a~... infrmtibn' n'eeds.-~ On adivten'to use 

.?ewide'Iihge Cof ti'needs'sore of aamao 


'tte "evsatisfys
info which op for the.SeValuation'func.tion'. 'It is imiportant4 therefore

'ev ation' and tb '.be cliar 'at the 'outset,implementationmonitoring are diffferent -.two processes-.withji;~i"differlent purposes. 

- mlementationmonitorn is the means for assuring that resources for a givenproject areavaila adequate, that implementation actions are occuring,-nsceule -and tL'hat panned outputs -are being?-achieved.
 
Evaluation, 
 on the2?other hand' seeks to~answer three bscqetosrlvnto.all1, ors of' econo'.mic assistance: -bscqetosrlvn 

SEffectiveness 
-Are 
 the targets 4for outputs'and purposes being ach'ieved?
 

4 '~What are !the 'reasons for success or AIfailre thuesn 
utilizedto improve' implementatio 

44 4 
 b&~ing ,4'p~ o c desi g ns?
thn' 4
learnd gsson re Arethe 


Si gn f theachivemet ofs'.44'.. ~development Williance or other contribute toeconomichigher goals beyond the project' 
i'.-.'~.~'4~ ~ purpose?.' To, wh~at extent? Whiat are the activity's advantages 

'.'' 

77. 424'A-27~ over possible. al'ternatives?-Wat 'about uniintended, ,unplanned
* .?-1r~1,effec ts '(positive or n'gative)? '~ 4.4 ' .. 
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Ih~'# a?'""j4li tiofS'g, hand, Awe ctan "iiow poed.t" a dsu~sYon of h'e 'tpec~'
Ofinf6 ation prodfucts - di ri au~u u. rdL.-,0cln s on'and"tr e. 
~Z re&c.;&'eds. T*he .tl 0Wn9 c'~ Iu''rt t'~Wt~ ;tos 

r.drinf ormaton products-arid discusses~whien eacn--i ,nh'-'e"'a~pp iae anci 'Co s responsi bl e-f rproduc in~houl d b~a nthem., 

1. Impact Evaluations ''A'' 

~~ ~~Ipact evalbuatons shodid, provi de' the,,Agec~ihifraind' c 4~'"~ 
tyes an4 magni ttde oJf. benefiJts4 fro*i'specific: 'projecsa&po'~s b 

-ef ectiYveness of-.past, projects, and 'prograins ;and (c:) ,.Ite''~c -' ,, IC 
'-'iflIuence'.whether or, not the rpotenti al''enefi ts of aT,;'P~,c:Ipora r4; 11..Akely to be or 'have. been ,achi eved . 4Im'pa vl'to hu',,e 'bet'isolate'causal:,relations1ips'a'nd:,fn1pcs
likly "ofe look-'at, goallevel impcs They are1ikmiy end ngb" mcnpl i'cated.l., 

~~~Current Prob.lem's'... 

One of 'the-major, probl ems wi th impac t evaluations is that the- results,don t'""":tend 4 be.I availI able.when, we ,need 'them; a- rel ated:,probi em'Atha' cuts across, all,
,.:744"'types"2of ,eyal 'a ti onrl,.eports,,,Jis- their uneven _qual t , {inpctA eval -a- 'ns'-'mayA 

be avilable for proet 'wihaen 1"4ger 'n''coutrys~iojctswht 'chareno o~gr -vogue,,o,#AID'ss"6r ,,zhe .hostconry's aeres t
o,'el a new project outweihs diir.:1,nns~o'several yer,, or ev'altalt 6n~ ts "of'asimtlaK lHA hhes, t atA' 

'Getti ng, 'the;,".ti mi ng ri ghtc.,re4;i re's peopl,guessin2 correctly-,as,-to.tfu ure Iprogranv~pro ities ,and" inforniatibh eed soha dt1ol 1ction'-for pat~"a evaluations tcanbe 'sta'rted'today'. In)&dditidn,"host counries ar'e~ooen~not
 
;""v interested in using "their" AI ~ nevaluation"ins'o'ooverhead". 

7 - ____ _ _ _ t . R ecomme n _da_t i _o_ n_ s_ ~ " '>.__ 

~'Impact~ evaluations sho'l d be doesaig tosuy oet aprace with "1'which"the-lAgency '.,has :had 'little exeincot n n.rel'a'ti on .to, pilo6t or.~'~.demonistration projects:. ~"The .Bureauti houl d be.:esp"'os bie 4 V~niyrg9 ~ -

aimnster ihemi . ' perhaps, in, cooperation.with "'d.~h ,&1 qualiy~
'~~;'<~"".problem isaddressed in'Section4 IV -of this 're tprt. (Agenc'y/Burea'u) ,AA'j"'A 

4 ~~.. NEAC Decision :4"A'4-:4 ''" ', -,'' - ,'.' ';' 

Approved. 
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INN 	 'r5-nbi tt on Reports a -d 

~~ti~~~9 ~' 	 0~R ZC11Cm~: q9nA1 

inaP, 51- .; i 1 CV 	 ian o r~m sc,-- i Ii 

Mioni orng systeLms V' TIio i 	 4 v tj~a 	 Clcrll/o-cutr 
A inforna' 'onL inr,,a 0 t 're areas<-. The quartelI y.

I mpI me aT.Io n 'report ,has, been- re C L 
(,Thiis cha.-tg'e has I essenedi ts Value as a~management oi 1t L 

no ,one, reprt wich provides periodlc information onthe, szal s of-., ac
implene nTa t Jon against-plann' targets., As,, a rasul~< va~it ~~ 
i'n 1,uding,the -,evaluatihrf process have, been devcloped 'oi, usaLd 7o Ii:,is 
gap For exdmple, inh Egypt; the seri-annual portfb Iio "ew hFe~e..ni 

j~~developied topoide progress, infornation~and, to ni hIih.pei'-<h 
* 

A 
Al ert" List has recehntlS'- been devel oped, to su rface,.probl m issues onamnh
:basis. Variobus ~forms *of-- urelipleenai 	 t repots 'arec ldi< by,.'mi s~i 

-

ns,-, but 'his~ifraid.1.o pu.Td t~gther Jn a usable fo6rmat to~
 
enable,:prcect~bcksto ~ senior maaeeti I/ to' have4a-,. !
 
'cret t-at vriw of where th rjc Lsad'n terms f!p'r bg'r'esS
 
tord:utpus'-S'',oe -missions ,cont hnie ;to; pe fdrm anulproject evalain 
 L 

di scouraged 	 ­

-._Recommedations 

Sa. 3he.,Bureau-should. review its' non-evaluation ~project infjormatin.ste o
seeS-f~ Usfl:>,d AiiuelyVinformation :can be ~provide'] in a 'srctrd

whchdrese,.po. s o'ard adifev n'g -outp ut'ta , ge1ts IanLd resol.1ving 
mto 

mI emrtt n polei' Such a,,,repo rt..woul d be1in adidi ti 'nto the,r
Projec/rgaAs stnc Imlmnainr'r~h w6ul'd~be continued for,
f->.~ audience, i.e. , potenti~ai contractors. We wouldrcammend that 

-> 

ts .special

the title2th a-:report be chngdto,xerffectKthe nature ofLtof
t tchngdhepot

Maaeet 	 ~ireport. 

-Th

eh -
__________Monit_______ 	 m i igproposed here would hav as,­

its~primary audience bothyrnission zandiureau..management. In its. preparation,,,J2
----the; -,rportwoudld' firsti serve,i'ssion n'ids in 4supplyi ng Ai~tlm1E
-; 

.2 _mntbring/i 	mp hIeentat on rLt ' purposei i s suggested the 
USAD/.T~ii,uaterl, roe t Imp1 eenat 0n'Status -repor~t ma serve-as a' 

Sreft, 
 specifi c Burea' inomtonne Wit th e-xeto-o:,h Aer 

$currently being cabl'ed toL AID/W would be disconti n'ued, a s thisiinformation-w--
J7 would& e coritai ned in'heaoe rpot. Inthe initerest of tilness ti 

recommiended theWANG' systemiibe uised to itsifulliest capacit wthisson 
suplyig i'dsketeform.>Upon~receipt, ~pdatednf6rmtio 	 the report
would be' run' and reprodIuced-for;f1ll intern~al, NE9Bureau ditiuin.(ueu 

http:whchdrese,.po
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b. Estab 1.~ ae f oO ... If1s sy ste oa ,,iz or re qu'r e ~end of tour repots:o n",,eacihofK ,th ir; 'oeics av~nt m ) t i ' 4'A Uy1ab~r 4w;~ 

pr cers prior o o -:,~aass ignnent Tde ytn" oficer4 3''
repl acemnent woul1d be, available0to 0a rLic t ?ate ~u~ty4&S'" 

NEAC Decision:,"p, 

Approved.A' 

3. Periodic, issuedrifven evaluations of individuali p cf'jsc ji 

There, are a number~of reasons <why the Bureau and mi sIo ns. rnay 2'-, civ n ' an ation,,ufor0f, p1e6:_ (a) to .review vii1s sue ~'a scprojectdesi gn whichc oulddonly, be~ resol 'ed duir i .'r, imtt on ,9)~t fi rd 
solutions~ to ,initractabl~e inijlementation prOblems, to _ n ,success_(c' 6 c tmei1L 

es or 'd br g aalrsporoject "totne'attention of'nign ieve1hostfcountryj:1of ficial s", (e) to relate . rogress toward'outputs to 'purpose -and,~ 
x~easses perodical ly: the; 1coti nuied. 'e 6Vn',o roetao 
and the :whys "6f-impjlementation, difficuilties. '*-- .. 'K>."'* 

Problems 

ihe oveallproi e A ~' ' hee s,that the, current eval uatiof,isystem hast not,.
facillitated' obtain'ing, formal Iureau/USAID agreem~ent on what types' of 

"A 

evlatlio'nsar jneeded, the':purpose for.-carryi ng out such evaluati ois, thedetailed's'co'pes ..of the'~ealuatins, and their timing. There "are often'
commuications, problems as"to vwhat'7consttutes' evaluation.Bureau"i'my'not be sati sf1 ed,,WthI ealato As-a 'result, the'received from th fedadAfn 
that, from, i ts perspectiVe -they apr to be focuse ontheywogsue nd 
not,"use1ful; for decisio'n~ raking.->In addition, the 'f611jowi n specif ic probl ems!complicate 'this situation'and' hlnder"'implemientation of' an evaluation process 

APA" ''that' prv e.teIn omai.o h iss'ues l isted above.. ' 

. 

Uneven AID/W backstopin'j support-formiso-eel evaluation needs 

AID/W'support for mission-level. evaluationA varies according, t'6.,tke project ;. 
"abkkstop.: officerj sAAoter work-'pri oit,s: ,avai 1 bi'l ityj6f~ relate'd-eva 1uati on 
nature of seniorle'vel maaemn supor for evlato 

A'U~AA"., ~Inadequate conceptual" framework and/or.scopes ,ofwork from which effective,4A . 
evaluation is possible A ': 

"J, ~ ' ~ A A A A 4 4,4,'4 

.2 
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Evaluations often end up being ad hoc and/or poorly planned resulting in
 
reports which are not satisfactory for either the missions or AID/W. 
It is

unrealistic to expect evaluators (either AID/W TDY or conCrac:cr) t, gnerae
the quality reporting we are seeking unless tiie terms of ref trenc-- tieirwork are carefully laid out prior to the evaluation. Exnerience ,.as s"own
that unless evaluation is planned for during tne design stage, tie fraideworkand the data collection for effective evaluation will 
not be developed.

Finally, projects evolve. Logframes developed during the design stage in many
cases do not reflect the reality of the project being implemented. 

Uneven follow-up on evaluation recommendations
 

Evaluation recommendations are not always implemented. 
 Suosequent evaluations
 
many times reveal the same 
problems and contain identical recommendations
 
which may or may not be implemented.
 

----Recommendations
 

a. 
Establish a permanent NE Bureau Senior Evaluation Committee (NESEC)

chaired by the Deputy Assistant Administrator with organizational assistance
 
from NE/DP/PAE, including representatives from NE/DP, the technical support

divisions (TECH and PD) and from each geographic subregions (desks). (Bureau)
 

This group would meet at least once every quarter to (1) review the general

status of implementation of the Bureau Evaluation Plan; (2)establish selected

project evaluation priorities; (3) consider instances of inadequate contractor
 
performance; (4)delineate Bureau level evaluation interests, including

funding and personnel requirements, (5) review and act as necessary on special

studies or assessments proposed by either an individual mission or an office

within the NE Bureau; (6)consider requirements for support from PPC/E and

other central offices; and (7) determine appropriate Bureau responses such as
 
formal recognition for exceptional work in evaluation.
 

NEAC Decision:
 

NEAC decided another senior level committee was unnecessary. A Project

Evaluation Review Committee (PERC) chaired by NE/DP/PAE includng the same
 
office representation as above would be sufficient. 
Controversial issues
 
would be subject to NEAC review.
 

b. The PRC should have a role in drafting scopes of work, particularly to
 
ensure that all evaluations utilizing AID/W TDY personnel 
or ccntractors
 
utilize scopes of work agreed to by both AID/W and field missions. The PRC is
the appropriate mechanism for reviewing and finally reaching agreement with

missicns on scopes of work initiated in the field or AID/W. (Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
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c. Consistently apply the Redelegation of Authority guidelines which require
 
that PIDs include a draft logframe (columns one and four) and a preliminary

evaluation plan. 
 Failure to include these in the PID should De sufficient
 
reason to defer decision on the PID by AID/W. (Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
 

d. Ensure that provisions (including funding if necessary) for information
 
needs are part of every project design. There must, for example, De a close
 
relationship between the evaluation plan and proposed data collection
 
efforts. The expenditure for data collection and evaluation should reflect
 
the type of project (is it a pilot or experimental activity?) and the
 
magnitude of the overall investment. (Mission)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
 

e. Require as a matter of policy, that original logframes as well as a draft
 
updated logframe (ifnecessary) be included as an annex to the PES. Note:
 
Radical change may require prior AID/W concurrence and possible PP amendment
 
in accordance with the Redelegation of Authority guidelines. (Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
 

f. Require that missions clearly define who is primarily responsible for
 
evaluation at the mission level, and then clarify the role of the Mission
 
Evaluation Officer and establish a formalized system for mission follow-up on
 
evaluation recommendations. AID/W should be kept informed, perhaps through
 
the Mission Quarterly Management/Implementation reports recommended in Section
 
C.2. above. (Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
 

g. When missions do not agree with particular evaluation recommendations,
 
they should include their views in the final evaluation report as an
 
attachment. (Mission)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
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h. Address actions on recommendations in previous evaluations in
a separate

section, so entitled, in each subsequent evaluation. (Mission)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approve.i.
 

i. When evaluation recommendations are beyond the capacity of che host
 
country to 
implement, then missions should consider "he desirability of

revisions in the project to provide technical or other assistance as
 
necessary. (Mission)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
 

4. Assessments and Special Studies
 

Assessments and special 
studies are used to examine cross cutting issues
 
within one 
sector or across several sectors. They may be country specific or

involve similar experience or issues in several countries. They may be
evaluations when prior AID experience is 
a major focus on the study or their
 
purpose may be to develop new information in 
an area where AID's experience is

limited. Rarely are they project specific though they may involve a review of
clusters of projects (or sub-projects under 4 very large umbrella project)

within a given sector. The impetus for doi1, assessments or special studies
 
may come from the field, the NE Bureau or from PPC/E as part of their overall

impact evaluation series. These studies are usually issues driven and may be
 
focused on AID or host country policies.
 

Problems
 

The current evaluation system has not facilitated obtaining formal
 
Bureau/USAID agreement on whether a special evaluation or assessment is

needed, the purposes for carrying out such studies, the detailed scopes of the

evaluations or studies, and their timing. 
 For Bureau sponsored studies or
evaluations as well as backstopping for field initiated activities, there is
 
no one office within the NE Bureau filling a coordinating role. As a result

Bureau support is fragmented among several offices and information is not
 
always shared. 

----Recommendations
 

a. All proposed assessments and/or special studies, including their scopes of

work, whether initiated by the field or the Bureau should be submitted to the
NE Bureau Senior Evaluation Cornittee (NESEC) for review and concurrence (see
 
page 12). (Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved -- substitute PERC for NESEC.
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e o E9dto, i'Contractorsr prepahe.bsD r Ct'~~ eO- Tr~eIc 

~rn.' , ATD :c, -sioaraticn for future T MvuC~oIi t- Ha 'w,111 e p1e& -.o rdivi dual c c~~racte~d -for on tne bas, i -D 
sm I 

Copi's of-a~ctor ,erfornian e reporzs woul d be main'tained DY E/CP/PAE foil Bureau ~ '~:K e~erenc, IA'gency/Bureb}) 

< NA 1,)Dc tj on: 

penin further exploration of leg" const'raintan 
O'~terna'tive approaches. General agreement iLht t greaT :r specifici ty in

Iinetiri'xpct't os rom contractors would fac i 1 tae subsequent control01 contractor performance, 

?. Include in contractor sccpes ~of work provisilons requiring a review of AIDevaluation policies and documentation requirements, a riEview of projectV elated DI,U documentation and an indepth review-of project files prior

departure to the, field to do the evaluation. ,(Bureau) 

to
 

NEAC Decisilon:
 

Approved.
 

3. Require that every contractor prepared report include executive summaries

which' follow 'the PES format and which highlih kyfnigs and
recommendations. These executive summaries should ot be confused 4with one jiipage abstracts, which should also' be rdq'ifred, but' are used "for entry into the
DIU system. (Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
 

4. Include inthe contract for consultants doing AID evaluations somel'form of
performance guaranty which can be invoke~d on the scene either by a4-USAID
~J": Mi ssion or.by 'AID/W. Paymen't should not bebsdonyuo th leve1of
 
effortof the individual 'consultants,, but rather on'the 4ualiiy~f the 
~~ ~. product, 'the' evalutati on repodrt, for which these services~wereonracted.. 

4

~j$4"--*"-' Missions in particular need to have. some leverage with'the ' contractor'whi Ie'~-''~""'-the1 contractorAs, still in the field should: the initial draft prove to be,
unacceptable. This. leverage: could .take'the formiof the1'mission adising the­~ ~contractor that they are prepared ito 'rec'ommnend withholding payment ntil the,
-report'Js~revised to meet their'qalt 
e~caln .,Approval for time''4

extensi'os and/or additional 
funding to make such: revisions should be at the'2i''
sc retlon'of either the, mssion -for mlssn 'funded evaluations or1AIDW'.i':h'' 

4 '4 ~ ~ ' ~ t' ~~4. 
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4 : rL '' I~ n ndrati ons apply ;a s for~Recommendation Nu Derl1n"' 

---kecornendations, (AI101W TDY4 Prep6ared 'ReportsI 

equIre that AID/."ntiieScope of work 
vi a che P~RC a'n d the rmiss-ion reach a mnutual agreementzprior, to. the departure of AI&/Wq T evaluators6, This j"

44Scope- of Work should have been share'd 'with thie hlost' country an'd'ideall'y~reflect -their'direct input. (Bureau) 
" 

NEAC Decision:' 

Approved.
 

As a'standard operating procedure,.require that AID/W TOY evaluators,
complete a 
draft of the evaluation report,for mission reiw~h'acepac 
.4 

4; pror to return to AIID/W. 'Ifsuch a draft has not been comipleted or~th46.mission is not satisfied with the quality or utility of the~reoport, by~the,
time of the AID/W TOY's scheduled departure, then the missioin-should consider aextension of the TOY until a 
usable draft iscompleted.' (Bureau/Mission)
 

Aproe onacs by case basis... 
 A'4 

However, the integrity of the evaluation report should not be compromised. 'If,

the mission or the host country hold dissenting views4 about pa'rt of the
evaluation, then these ,views sho'uldbe included as sep rate..attachments to the"
 

*4444:4 
 final 'version of the evaluation. 
 ''4 
. 

NEAC'Decision:' 

*~, 

-'Agree. 

44 

C.' Uneven, profornia, or non-existant host country participation in 
4, evaluation efforts4 

'« < 4This problem varies 'from',country to country. For all countries in the, region,.hbweve,.there is theperception that the' host country,'is nhot atuined~to 
4evalua 

I 
tion, that evaluation equates to audit and inspection,;Iand that~evalutilon 4as alearning process is 'anAmerican management-'too~l which willtake., time4 to transfer,.to 'the':local :environment. Missions,'general ly, are 'notconsistently seeki'ng to engage host-country personnel or age'c'si ialogue ~~ and ~ac'tion regarding 'joinjt evaluations.- ~ . 

F4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
4 
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----Recommendations
 

1. Include in the NE Bureau guidance for deveioping PlD or PP evalLi&,in
plans a ;equiremen that the design officer discuss t* e degree c :c.,: c3;,:tr!
interest in and capacity for participation in the planned evalu.dti-ClS oF C;,eproject. Where interest and capacity are shown to be weak, inciude in tne 
evdauatLion plan wnat the mission proposes to do to address tiese weakness3s
 
whether through the project itself or through some other approach. (Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision: 

Approved.
 

2. As matter of policy, require that missions provide the full text of the

project evaluation plan to the host country either as an 
annex to the Project

Agreement or in a Project Implementation Letter (PIL). (Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
 

3. Require missions to develop and report on efforts to establish regular

liaison with host country offices or agencies concerned with evaluation.
 
(Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Approved.
 

4. Designate the Mission Evaluation Officer's position as a language
 
position. (Bureau)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Not approved.
 

5. When appropriate provide technical assistance or training to counterpart

evaluation agencies or organizations. (Mission)
 

NEAC Decision:
 

Concurred in principle. 

D. Heavy reliance on external evaluations
 

The NE missions, with some exceptions, tend to rely very heavily on external
 
evaluators (contractors). Joint mission/host country evaluations tend to be

the exception and, as a consequence, the positive learning aspects of
 
evaluation by participation in the process are lost to mission staff, AID/W

TDY staff and the host country.
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0 M,-Ca' r 'ku 

p bert, wa s 13enera i agreamen. atw snouldfir st se 

for xiite l g poeidd ra 
-'. oriid-r vlof ;r,o par-ticipate on ano3ycr imnpact teamn. iThs shoujld become part of2ureau eluation a:t

ZICavc1,'. *.v'3 rii program 'parT icula r1yFo- those off'ers in 

iqa 3". ,,:.on on rotation a:signment. '-(Bureaul
 

4'"'" NEAC Decision:4 

zO par-cicipat eon evaluation teams ila poet onlalgin nearby 
countries and, invite participation of officers from other country progi'ams on
teafms doing evaluation locally. (Bureau/Mission) 

* NEAC Decision': 

Approved'in principle.
 

S4. 
 Recommend that missions encourage officers from one sector to participate'
in evaluation of projects in another sector within the' miss'ion.
(Bureau/Mi ssi on) 

NEAC Dcision
 

Approved.
 

F. LmtdEconomic Impact Analysis
 

As part of the project design process, all project papers require some~fori of
economic analysis. This requirement isnot generall~y carried over to the'

evaluation' plan even 
for those projects inwhich the project pper'priesen~ts a
quanified economnic analysis. Rarely is'the data collected to' ena~ble

eval uators to igauge impact ineconomictenjiis. Th ecptidn te'nds'to 'be iprojects whichequire micro daa to enable project impleme'ntlors to make

pe'riodic adjustments in'project design during implementation. .Data for

determining impact is usually tenuous to nonexistant at the design stage and a~
system for collecting baseline information (Vncluding total costs) is usually
excluded from the design. 
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project design stage',if:.individial -project backstop officers have-rel1iable
iniformation about other AID pers'dnnel who have had experi ence relevan to he 

S project at llhand. . ' ,. 	 ., 
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C. _Evaluiationi Documnrta tion: 

Evaluatibn reports ,do not follow a consistent outline and are oftenpporly >
organized. Thle Agency's PES format prov'idest a u'seful out1ine fo aegrzn7 	 and ~presentinig findings,~ but. many project. fficers,,evaluator (bt ADad'K
Contractor) :are unfamiliar with-or areuncmotbe 'wt the E gudlns jg 
----Recommendations '0 

Enhan-ce, the status' of.,the PES as ,a va1i d framewo rk, for'ev t on S..PAE "'UShoul d expand~guidelines. for, using the PESP includi ng a'more .,readable format 22and issue'th e'-o-fiefd miissions. In' a'ddti'onthe ES ,shoul'd be' the
standard format- for, AID/WTYpe-eot 

, D. Jaiin 

Du n9training-o~o study t, became increasi ngly. apparent, that ''ageaDungAIoD s -are,ol
mayADpersonnel~r unaware of ex sting AID pol'icies:regar g-evaluationw' and the, documentation" rel evant:thereto.' 'Few'Lof fic'ers'coul &rememe ee
 
S, hdvi ng Iha'd,eval uati on train ig or, if the' di d ' e rin te fudiineffective.~ 

~ -~~1;; PAE Action I0 '"'' 

PM a n 'determi ne .. 0 inhouse 
triigprgaswbr~~sould~be,'developed to. dea wtsuhubesa developing 

,;~~~; a'l'ogf rame, writingI scopes of' Work, utilizing the PES methodolog etc.1 

P E g nwl w'bri g wJt T n t 	 What xform of 'i',~ - 44 i' 

2.~ From the e'xprience ~gaine~d in conducting' inhouse training exercises, we 
4h< Pwill develop a poetrelated field seminar. format for-Ia series' of seminars 

~~ in1 selected missions. These seminars wciuld,1actual ly ,do an1 evaluation of)a1 
4 
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mission project and then critique it as part of the training course. 

3. Finally. we intend to encourage missions to undertake evaluation workncys

.ich host cnrtry persernei (penhaps host country personnel ccjld o.
Aertified to partiAiate in proposed ealuation workshops -or ,A p -r-cii-)
and to provide evaluation rainiog for JSAID M'Is. 

(V
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MEMORANDUMl
 

TO: SEE DISTeRIBTION 

FROM: NE/DP/E, judith N. Wills 

SUBJECT: Near East Bureau Evaluation Guidelines 
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Guidelines for Evaluation
 
In the Near East Bureau
 

Introduction 

Evaluation is an indispensable tool for every level of Mission, Bureau and
 
Agency management. It provides information for improved project
 
implementation and, if done well, helps the Bureau avoid pitfalls during the
 
design and implementation of future projects.!! Evaluative questions are
 
part of the basic framework for rission portfolio reviews. Annual evaluation
 
planning is closely linked to ABS Action Plans and future programming
 
decisions. Lessons learned, identified through the evaluation process, help 
justify our programs to Congress. Aggregate evaluation findings create an
 
information base for both country and regional planning.
 

These guidelines describe a process for evaluation within the Near East
 
Bureau. They were developed for use by both AID/W and field staffs. The
 
approach, as outlined here, is based upon existing AID guidance on how, when,
 
and why an evaluation should be undertaken. Since more of the evaluations 
conducted by the Near East Bureau are project specific, these guidelines tend 
to focus on the evaluation needs of Mission and Bureau staffs directly 
involved in project activities. 

Sections I and II define the terms and applicability of the guidelines. 
Section III details the ten steps prescribed by the Bureau for the planning,
 
implementation, review and use of evaluations. Section IV poses
 
considerations for missions in defining the roles of mission evaluation 
officers. Section V provides guidance on host country participation in the
 
evaluation process and suggests ways missions can increase this
 
participation. Section VI discusses applying prior experience to planned or 
ongoing programs and projects. Additional sections on the application of 
economic and social analyses in evaluating projects and the integration of 
evaluation into the development of long term country and regional strageties
 
are being developed and will be distributed separately as Near East Bureau 
discussion memos. 

l/ These guidelines refer to all AID development efforts as projects. When 
"tereis a need to differentiate between project and program evaluations, it 
will be done. Unless specifically stated otherwise, these guidelines apply 
equally to both. 
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I. 	Definition
 

Evaluation differs from the day-to-day monitoring conducted by a project
 
officer. A project evaluation is designed to analyze the achievements and
 
problems encountered during project implementation, relate these findings to
 
the project's purpose and implementation plan, and assess the probability of
 
achieving the project's purpose. An evaluation should challenge the continued
 
relevance of the project's purpose and the assumptions upon which the project
 
is based.
 

A project officer, until he or she has an indication otherwise, generally
 
accepts the project's purpose and underlying design assumptions as valid and
 
within that framework tracks actual or planned project activity. The project
 
officer seeks to ensure that:
 

resource inputs are properly selected, procured, delivered, processed,
 
and installed in accordance with official procedures and with the
 
project implementation plan; 

--	 implementation actions are accomplished in accordance with the 
implementation plan and in compliance with accepted AID management
 
standards; 

--	 outputs are being achieved according to plan. 

The 	key difference between a project evaluation and monitoring is that; 

(a) 	monitoring provides the immediate information the project officer 
needs for his/her daily decisions in implementing the project or in 
making tactical adjustments to the implementation plan as required; 

(b) 	evaluation is a time specific, indepth, analytical exercise that 
provides a basis 	for strategic, long term program decisions.
 

Evaluation is not merely a descriptive statement of a project's status. A
 
good evaluation seeks to answer three basic questions relevant to all forms of
 
economic assistance:
 

Effectiveness -	 Are the project's outputs and purposes being achieved? What
 
are the reasons for success or failure? Isthe project being
 
modified to make use of lessons learned? Is the experience
 
gained during project implementation being incorporated into
 
new project designs?
 

Significance 	 Will achievement of the targets contribute to economic
 
development or other higher goals beyond the project's
 
purpose? To what extent? What are the activity's advantages
 
over possible alternatives? What about unintended, unplanned
 
effects (positive or negative)?
 

Efficiency - Do the benefits justify the cost? Are there more efficient 
means of achieving the project's purpose? r; 
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Evaluation examines all aspects of the project's design including the 
feasibility of purpose and output targets, the viability of the causative 
linkages between outputs and project objectives, and the underlying implicit 
and explicit assumptions. An evaluation also investigates changes in the 
socio-economic setting which affect the project, unplanned or unanticipated 
effects, and impact on the project's targetted beneficiaries. For some 
evaluations, answers to issues which cut across more than one project may be 
sought. For others, the evaluation may focus on how the project fits into the 
total program strategy. The level of interest in each of these areas depends 
upon the type of evaluation being conducted and the stage of implementation of 
the activity being evaluated. 



CHAPTER II
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II. Applicability of the Guidelines
 

These guidelines apply to all economic assistance projects and programs
 
planned and implemented by the Near East Bureau. No project is arbitrarily
 
excluded from evaluation or subjected to only one fort, of evaluation, e.g.,
 
final reports for "capital projects". Regardless of the internal mix of
 
resources, the capital inputs are not the purpose of any AID project. The
 
planned sum of the outputs defines the project's purpose to which the capital
 
inputs contribute. The degree of success in achieving the project's purpose
 
and 	 its impact on the larger sector goal can and need to be evaluated. For 
example, the construction of a fertilizer plant could be meaningless unless a
 
whole series of supporting institutions are functioning well enough to allow a
 
farming family to increase their income by using the fertilizer. Project
 
failure could arise due to factors such as lack of policy change (artifically
 
depressed farm gate prices), difficulties with related projects (transport) or
 
institutional problems (lack of extension services).
 

Because of these factors, the Bureau assumes these guidelines will be flexibly
 
applied to all projects in order to meet the various information and 
evaluation needs of missions and the Bureau.
 

Seldom, if ever, would a single project evaluation be expected to cover or
 
respond to all of the concerns addressed here. The applicable criteria and
 
approaches should be determined by project-specific conditions and should
 
directly serve the purpose of the particular evaluation. The most important 
consideration is utility. Project evaluation, regardless of its scope and 
nature, must be designed to serve a particular purpose of project, mission or
 
Bureau management.
 

In using these guidelines, the reader should bear in mind lessons learned 
about e'.aluation which have emerged from AID's past experience. While these 
lessons may appear to be truisms, they warrant repetition. 

1. The effectiveness of the evaluation process is largely dependent upon
 
the 	quality, explicitness and rigor of program or project design and 
monitoring.
 

2. 	 Evaluation must comprehend the total progi"- or project. It is 
neither feasible nor productive to limit t a evaluation process to the 
fractional resource input of a single sou' ce or donor. 

3. 	 The responsibility for evaluation should be placed as close as 
possible, both functionally and organizationally, to the user who will
 
base his or her decision on the evaluation findings.
 

4. 	The host country should play an active role in evaluating donor 
assisted projects. Where the host country does not have adequate 
capacity for evaluation, the donors should offer training -in
 
evaluation methods.
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5. 	In designing and implementing evaluation studies, maximum use should
 
be made of host country skills and resources, e.g., local
 
universities, consulting firms, etc. 

6. 	Clear understandings should be reached prior to undertaking an
 
evaluation with regard to the roles of various participants. Each 
person's role should be so defined that their experience will be used 
effectively and compatible arrangements will be agreed upon.
 

7. 	Evaluation findings should serve as guidelines rather than intractable
 
laws.
 

8. 	Evaluation should be viewed as a learning process and not as an
 
audit.
 

9. 	Evaluation procedures should be as simple as possible with rapid
 
feedback on recommendations and conclusions.
 

10. 	Evaluation should occur on all levels of a project, e.g., national,
 
regional, district, village (or community), household and individual 
levels. 



CHAPTER III
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III. The Near East Bureau Evaluation Process
 

The ten steps in the Near East Bureau's evaluation process are detailea in the
 
following pages and address both the Bureau's and Agency's views on
 
evaluation.
 

These steps are:
 

1. Deciding whether to evaluate, when and in what form.
 

2. Preparing an evaluation plan during the design of the project. 

3. Developing a scope of work for an evaluation.
 

4. Assembling and orienting the evaluation team.
 

5. Backstopping the evaluation.
 

6. Reporting the findings.
 

7. Submission, logging and distribution procedures.
 

8. AID/W review of evaluation reports.
 

9. Providing feeaback on reviews.
 

10. Follow-up on evaluation recommendations.
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Step 	1. Deciding Whether to Evaluate, When and in What Form
 

A. 	Determining at design stage the nature and scope of evaluation effort
 
required.
 

AID no longer requires that all projects must be evaluated annually. The 
nature of the project itself dictates the timing for evaluation. Though most 
projects should be evaluated at least once, there are some projects which mz 
require more frequent evaluations. The depth and frequency of the evaluatic i 
required to ensure successful project implementation are deterained during
project design and explained in the project evaluation plan. 

In determining whether a project should receive extensive evaluation, the 
following criteria should be applied. Meeting any one could be sufficient 
justification for including a more elaborate evaluation plan in the project 
paper. 

-- The project is of an experimental nature, e.g., pilot projects. 

-- The project is intended to have significant imp
of beneficiaries. 

act for a large number 

In addition to a specific development purpose, the project is also
 
intended to expand or improve the quality of Host Country/U.S. policy
 
dialogue and has implications for other U.S. interests.
 

--	 Project success will have important political implications for 
internal stability. 

--	 The project includes a significant institution-building component. 

--	 Considerable funding is involyed aOd/Qr the project life spans a long 
(5-10 year) period of time calling for several interim evaluations. 

B. 	 Scheduling an Evaluation 

Evaluations should be planned to relate to critical events during the 
implementation of a project. They should help the project officer to affirm 
that the critical event has, or hasn't, taken place and what effect it will
 
have on the project. An evaluation prior to a key decision point in the 
implementation of the project should provide information upon which decisions 
can be based. The focus of the evaluation will be dictated by the information 
required for these decisions. Evaluation schedules should be flexible to 
accomodate delays during project implementation. 
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C. 	 Unscheduled Evaluations 

Events may require an evaluation which may not have been planned in the
 
original project design. Such evaluations should be undertaken in the 
following circumstances: 

--	 When monitoring evidence, indicates that a project is haviny serious 
difficulties, e.g., implementation schedules are not being met, an 
amendment may be needed, or conditions which gave rise tv the project 
no longer pertain. Multiple purposes may be served by such an 
evaluation, including raising the level of attention given to the 
project by the host.government, providing the objective basis for a
 
change in the activity, or gaining a different perspective on what is
 
going on in a project and why. 

-- When a number of projects within one country begin to show common 
problems, such as construction delays and poor technical assistance
 
performance, comparative evaluations can be structured to determine
 
why these generic problems exist.
 

D. 	Forms of Evaluation
 

The 	forms of evaluation most often used by the Near East Bureau are:
 
(a) 	 periodic ewalaioris; (b) final evaluations/project completion reports; 
(c) impact evaluations; (d) special studies (and even end of tour reports).
 
In practice, te find that many project evaluations are hybrid in form. Brief
 
descriptions of each form of evaluation follow. 

(1) Periodic Evaluations 

Periodic evaluations are the most common and are carried out at various points 
during project implementation. Such eialuations might be conducted for any of 
a number of reasons such as: (I) to review issues which were raised auring 
project design but could only be resolved during implementation; (2) to find 
solutions to intractable implementation problems; (3) to document the reason 
for a project's success or failure; (4) to relate progress toward outputs to 
the project's purpose, reassess periodically the continued relevance of the 
purpose and underlying assumptions, and take a preliminary look at the 
project's impact. Also referred to as process evaluations, these evaluations 
rely heavily upon the existence of a good project monitoring system. 

(2) Project Completion Reports/Final Evaluations
 

There are two types of evaluations that may be carried out at the end of a 
project: (a) Project Completion Reports and (b) final evaluations. Project 
Completion Reports emphasize inputs, outputs, end-of-project '.zatus 
indicators, give a preliminary estimate of the project's impact and lessons 
learned. Final evaluations provide an in-depth preliminary judgement of a
 
project's immediate impact on beneficiaries, possible economic return and
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lessons learned. The key differences between a Project Completion Report and 
a final evaluation are the intensity of the review, its scope and the 
resources conmmitted to each. The Project Completion Report can be prepared by 
the project officer. A final evaluation may require the services of one or 
more contractors and involve a considerable period of time. Therefore a 
mission should invest in final evaluations only when it is believed 
significant information will be gained by conducting such an evaluation. At a 
minimum a Project Completion Report is required to close out a project. 

(3) Impact Evaluations
 

Impact evaluat 4 ns are intended to provide the Agency with information on: 
(i) the types :d magnitude of benefits from specific projects and programs; 
(2) the effect .eness of past projects and programs; and (3) the factors which
 
influence whether or not the potential benefits of a project or program are 
likely to be or have been achieved. Impact evaluations should be able to
 
isolate causal relationships and often look at goal level impacts. Because a
 
project's benefits are often not fully realized during the course of the 
project, impact evaluations are normally conducted several years after the
 
project is completed. 

(4) Special Studies
 

Special studies examine issues which cut across one or more sectors. They may

be country-specific or involve similar experience or issues in several 
countries. The examination of AID's experience in a given area may be the 
focus of the study or the purpose may be to develop new information in an area 
where AID's experience is limited. To the extent prior experience is being 
examined, special studies qualify as a form of evaluation. Rarely are special 
studies project-specific, though they may involve a review of several projects 
or sub-projects under an umbrella project within a given sector. They are 
usually issues-driven and may be focused on AID or host country policies.
 

(5) End of Tour Reports
 

While not usually thought of as evaluation, End of Tour Reports provide a 
valuable source of information from the project officer's perspective of 
his/her experience in managing one or more projects. Such reports help 
provide continuity and can be of a personalized nature. Missions are 
encouraged to establish a procedure whereby End of Tour Reports are required 
of departing project officers. In addition, the Mission could schedule 
inhouse reviews of all projects managed by a project officer prior to his/her 
onward assignment.
 

E. Sources of Information
 

The general approach used in evaluation is determined at the time the project

is designed and when the form and extent of data collection during project 
implementation is decided upon. The miajority of AID evaluations ao not
 
involve elaborate social science research approaches. It is often impossible
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to ensure rigorous adherence to accepterd data (baseline or progress)
 
collection methodologies and to control the "integrity" or "purity" of the 
research and analysis process. It is also too costly for most projerts and
 
thus is reserved for those few experimental projects for which AID is
 
attempting to break new ground in "proving" the effectiveness of certain
 
technological interventions or for those projects which represent a first
 
entry into sectors for which AID's experience is limited.
 

This does not mean that data is not available or that limited social science
 
research techniques can't be applied. For most projects the aata base will
 
consist of project documentation and a few key progress inaicators usually
 
reported in quarterly implementation reports. Additional data can be obtained
 
through simple survey techniques or through the development of case studies.
 
In most cases, however, elaborate, complicated techniques involving extensive
 
field research is not necessary to reach fairly reliable conclusions and
 
identify useful lessons. The following schematic provides an overview of the
 
usual sources of information and data for i.st AID evaluations.
 



SOURCES OF INFORMATION AND DATA FOR A.I.D. EVALUATIONS
 

INTERNAL SOURCES 


Secondary and Contextual Data (Usually available 
either in AID/W or at the USAID Mission.) 

AID Policy Papers (as pertinent) 

CDSS and NE Regional Strategies 

PIDs and Project Paper 

Project files (Monthly reports, prior evaluations, 


memos, letters, cables, etc.) 

Project Papers and evaluations of similar AID 


projects 

Sector Assessments 


Primary Data (Available at the USAID Mission or 

can be obLained through the Host Government.) 


Sector survey data 

Prefeasibility/feasibility study data 

Periodic data collected against key indicators 

Host Goverrmnent data (e.g., census, surveys, etc.) 

Host Country, USAID Mission, Contractor and 

Project Beneficiary interviews 


EXTERNAL SOURCES
 

Secondary and Contextual Data (Often available at the
 
USAID Mission, the US Embassy, Counterpart Agencies, Other
 
donors, etc.)
 

Host country development plans and policies
 
Host country project records, reports
 
Private Sector organizations' reports
 
Books, periodicals and journals
 
Research studies
 
Other bilateral/multilateral donor project
 

and program documentation
 
Informant reports/Expert Opinions
 
World Bank Reports/Studies.
 

Primary Data (Often unavailable or inadequate unless
 
the project design makes specific provision for
 
collection during the project implementation.)
 

Experiment/pilot - As part of a research design, may
 
include before/after surveys or use of
 
control groups.
 

Observation - Participation or non-participant. The 
latter could be developed as part of 
regular site visits by project staff. 

Survey - Through interviews or by using
 
structured questionnaires.
 

Other - Case studies of before/after
 
conditions
 

- Record keeping by project staff in the
 
form of journals, etc.
 

- Group sessions to stimulate discussion
 
re prnject experience dnd lessons
 
learne,
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Step 2. Preparing an Evaluation Plan During the Design of the Project 

A. Project Identification Document (PID) 

A fully developed evaluation plan is not required at the PID stage. Missions
 
will be expected to follow Handbook 3 which requires a discussion of the 
linkage between what the project proposes to achieve (the EOPS) and the means 
by which the Mission plans to measure and evaluate the results against the 
stated objectives. At the PID stage this will be tentative, but the Mission 
should make the effort to bridge the gap in this aiscussion between stated
 
objectives and steps proposed to verify the accomplishment of these
 
objectives, particularly if baseline must be constructed as part of the
 
process. For those projects in which evaluation will play a critical role
 
during project implementation, the PID should describe steps plannea for the 
design of the evaluation components of the project. In such cases, e.g.,
 
evaluation plans for pilot or phased projects, evaluation becomes a critical 
output of the project and requires the same degree of attention as any other
 
component of the project during the design process.
 

B. Project Paper (PP)
 

To be able to evaluate the project, the project paper must provide precise
 
definitions of those elements which are the benchmarks against which the
 
progress of the project can be measured, e.g.:
 

-- targets expressed in terms which are finite and verifiable; 

-- progress indicators at the output, purpose and goal levels; 

a clearly delineated causal connection between the project's purpose 
and the sector goal to which the project contributes; 

clearly defined internal linkages between inputs, outputs and project 
purpose; 

basic assumptions that will affect project performance from input 
through goal levels. 

It may not be possible during the design of the project to define and
 
adequately develop the data base required for the project's subsequent
 
evaluation. If this is the case, the project design must (a) identify tie
 
gaps in the data base required ,or project evaluation, and (b)plan for the
 
collection of necessary data during project implementation. The extent of
 
data collection required will depend upon the nature of the project, e.g., for 
pilot projects extensive data collection should be anticipated to "test" the 
project's results. The integration of the evaluation plan into the project 
design and budget, including budgetting for data collection as necessary, are 
considered by the Near East Bureau to be prior conditions to the authorization
 
of a project proposal. 
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In addition to defining the data base required for project evaluation, the 
plan must contain an evaluation schedule denoting whether external , internal 
or both forms of evaluation are planned with a discussion of the purpose for 
each. This should not be interpreted as a rigid schedule as the exact timing 
wil normally be adjusted during project implementation. Evaluations should,
 
however, be scheduled to yield information needed for critical decisions 
affecting project implementation.
 

The evaluation plan should include a discussion of host country capacity to 
participate in evaluations, their anticipated role and whether or not training 
to ensure this participation is required. If the host country capacity to 
participate in evaluation needs to be strengthened, the evaluation plan should 
discuss plans to increase this capacity either as a component of the project
 
or by establishing linkages to rther projects or institutions for this 
purpose.
 

For projects justified on an economic basis, the project's budget should
 
include resources required for the evaluation of the project's economic
 
impact.
 

In accordance with Near East Bureau practice, the full text of the project 
evaluation plan, as it appears in the project paper, should be provided to the 
host country either as an annex to the Project Agreement or in a Project 
Implementation Letter.
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Step 3. Developing a Scope of Work for an Evaluation 

A. The Scope of Work
 

The Near East Bureau has accepted the revised Project Evaluation Summary (PES 
- Part II)framework as the most desirable reporting format for both internal 
and external evaluations. This decision is based upon Bureau experience that 
use of the PES helps focus the report's findings and ensures basic 
requirements for all AID evaluations are addressed. To assure an evaluation's 
final report will follow this guidance, Near East missions are encouraged to 
structure evaluation scopes of work in such a way that the PES Part II outline 
is followed. 

In developing the scope of work, the Mission should bear in mina that a
 
successful evaluation is dependent upon the host country, the contractor 
implementing the project, the Mission and the evaluators clearly understanding 
why the evaluation is being undertaken, their responsibilities for its 
success, and the scope of the evaluation. The development of this necessary
 
degree of mutual understanding is dependent upon a clearly defined scope of
 
work that details the responsibilities of everyone involved.
 

B. AID/W Review of Evaluation Scopes of Work 

On a selective basis, scopes of work for evaluations initiated by Near East 
missions may be reviewed by the AID/W Project Review Committee. One purpose
 
of these reviews is to ensure that any major project, policy or technical
 
issue which AID/W may have will be addressed during the evaluation. The
 
Project Review Committee will, in most cases, review scopes of work for
 
evaluations that are related to expected or required AID/W actions, including 
increases in life of project funding or substantial deobligations, project
 
extensions or amendments, and follow-on projects. Inaddition, the Project
 
Review Committee may review scopes of work for evaluations that offer
 
opportunities to obtain information relevant to future Bureau planning,
 
Congressional interests and other missions' interests and needs for
 
information on similar project activities.
 

As part of its annual evaluation planning, AID/W will attempt to identify
 
those evaluations for which a project committee review is contemplated. 
Before the initiation of an AID/W review, the project backstop officer will 
inform the Mission that a PRC review is planned and the purpose of the 
review. Upon completion of the review, the PRC comments and suggestions will 
be cabled to the field. In the event the Mission does not concur in the PRC 
suggestions, the Mission has final authority over the content of the
 
evaluation scope of work.
 

C. Suggested Outline for Near East Bureau Evaluation Scopes of Work
 

The following provides a general framework for developing a scope of work for 
most evaluations. This outline can be adjusted to fit particular requirements 
at tle Mission's discretion.
 

V 
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Country Namie
 
TITLE OF PROJECT (OR PROPOSED TITLE OF EVALUATION REPORT)
 

Scope of Work for Evaluation
 

I. The Program/Project. Specify project title, number, total cost, and
 
life-of-project dates.
 

II. Purpose of the Evaluation. This section should detail the reason for the
 
evaluation. To what specific uses will the information be put, e.g., what
 
decision will be reached? The Mission should also discuss how the evaluation
 
relates to the project paper evaluation plan.
 

III. Background:
 

Missions are encouraged to write a one-to-two page background statement
 
providing the history to date of the project. This section can later be
 
transferred to the evaluation report by the evaluation team as part of the
 
report.
 

IV. Statement of Work
 

The statement of work defines for the evaluators the Mission's requirements
 
and concerns. It is the point from which the evaluation team begins to work.
 
If the evaluation is to be successful, the statement of work must contain
 
enough specificity to focus the evaluators' attention to the issues the
 
Mission believes to be of priority concern. An evaluation that is scheaulea
 
to last three or four weeks, with a requirement that a draft report be given
 
to the Mission X days prior to the team's departure, simply does not allow
 
time to be wastidin isolating and defining the critical issues. This same
 
time constraint also limits the number of problems that an evaluation team can
 
be expected to study. Therefore the statement of work must be issue specific
 
and limited in scope. Vaguely worded questions have to be avoided. To ask an
 
evaluation team "to consider the appropriateness and effectiveness of the
 
project's organization and the potential for institutionalization of the
 
changes being promoted. (Is it lfkely that instutionalization will occur
 
naturally and automatically? or should the project work to integrate itself
 
into ...)" is to give the team an impossible task that will not result in the
 
development of useful insights or meaningful recommendations.
 

A statement of work for an evaluation should be based upon the Mission's
 
understanding of the current status of the project (as supported by monitoring
 
information), rather than assuming nothing is known. For example, to ask the
 
evaluators "if the XYZ training center has opened on schedule", implies the
 
project officer does not know what is going an in the project. But, to ask
 
"what effects the delayed (early, on time) opening of the XYZ training center
 
will have on the potential of the project to transfer additional technology"
 
directs the focus of the evaluation team to an event that has potentially
 
significant impact on the chances for successful project implementation.
 

A statement of work should focus on no more than four or five essential 
questions. Some of the major questions might be expanded upon by subordinate 
clarifying questions; e.g., "What are the circumstances responsible for this 
and how might they be changed?". The scope might then list "Additional 
(secondary) questions to be answered." All questions shoula be specific and 
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linked to the PES framework. For example, "purpose level" issues should be so
 
identified. Questions dealing with implementation procedures or systems for
 
the provision of U.S. assistance are "input level" questions. Recommendations
 
for 	the design of a follow-on project could be handled as "special comments". 

An effective statement of work is normally witten in the active, rather than 
the 	passive voice and should be in a form that can be incorporated into the
 
contracting documentation.
 

V. 	Team Composition:
 

This section should specify the expertise required and their qualifications
 
(academic background, language abilities, overseas experience, etc.).
 

VI. Methodol ogy: 

What general methodology will be used, e.g., interviews, observation, survey,
 
review of documents? How will change be measured? What data exists for the
 
team to review to determine actual project impact to date or projected future
 
impact? 

VII. Administrative Arrangements:
 

The scope of work should provide answers to the following questions if not
 
otherwise covered in the PIO/T:
 

1. 	What documents (e.g., project paper, previous evaluations, other
 
donors' reports, sector analyses) should each team member review prior
 
to beginning the team investigation? What briefings by AID/W,
 
Mission, or others are plainned for the evaluation team? Has time been
 
allowed and funds budgetted for pre-field U.S. research?
 

2. 	Should one or more team members be available in advance of the rest of 
team to do preparatory work such as document or data analysis, or to 
continue after the rest of the team to see report through to early 
final ization? 

3. 	Will contractors be expected to work (and will they be paid for) a six
 
day week or for Sundays?
 

4. 	What is the appropriate division of time between capital city
 
interviews and document review, field site visits, analysis and report
 
writing?
 

5. 	What administrative/logistical support for the evaluation team will be
 
provided by AID/W, the Mission, the host country organization? Who
 
will provide initial orientation, AID/W, the field or both?
 

6. Is this evaluation appropriate for small 8(a) minority and women owned
 
firm contracting? 

\/'l! 
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VIII. Reporting Requirements
 

A. 	Submission Dates
 

1. 	Preliminary Draft - -iumber of days prior to evaluation team 
departure that a preliminary draft should be submitted to the 
Mission for review. Will the team be required to debrief both the
 
Mission and host country officials? If so, this should be clearly 
stated in this section.
 

2. 	Final Report- date a final report is required by the Mission. 
This section should also state the numbers of copies which should 
be submitted both to the Mission and to AID/W. Will the team be
 
required to prepare the Near East Bureau Evaluation Abstract? 
Should the report be translated into French or Arabic? If so, 
these reouirements should be clearly stated in this section and 
budgettei for in the PIO/T.
 

Note: Missions have the option, on a case by case basis, to build into the
 
scope of work a provision for a preliminary techrical review of the final
 
draft in AID/W prior to submission to the field for mission review. A
 
technical review would focus pri,;arily on whether or not the scope of work has 
been satisfied and the technical quality of the supporting narrative. Such a 
review is required for Bureau sponsored evaluations.
 

B. 	Reporting Format
 

The 	revised Project Evaluation Summary (PES Part II) is the preferred format
 
for Near East Bureau and Mission evaluation reports. An outline of this 
fortiat follows. 

'/
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PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY - PART II 
(as revised for use within NE Bureau) 

I. SUMMARY 
Summarize the current project situation, mentioning progress in 
relation to design, prospects of achieving the purpose and goal, 
problems encountered and major recommendations. This section serves as 
the executive summary of the report. 

Ii. PROJECT BACKGROUND 
Summarize project history to date. 

III. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
What was the reason for the evaluation, e.g., clarify project design, 
measure progress, verify program/project hypotheses, improve 
implementation, assess a pilot phase, prepare budget, etc. 

Where appropriate, refer to the Evaluation Plan in the Project Paper 

and briefly explain any changes therefrom. 

Briefly describe the methodology used for this evaluation. 

Detailed description of the study design, scope of work, cost, 
techniques of dat: collection, analysis and data sources as well as 
agencies and key individuals (host country, other donor, private 
sector, AID) contacted should be included in the appendix section of 
the report. 

IV. EXTERNAL FACTORS 
Identify and discuss major changes in project setting, including 
socioeconomic conditions and host government policies and priorities, 
that have an impact on the project. 

V. KEY PROJECT ASSUMPTIONS 
Examine continuing validity of assumptions, particularly from output
through goal levels. 

VI. PROGRESS SINCE LAST EVALUATION 
Cite examples of positive changes made since last evaluation. 
recommendations that are still valid but were not acted upon. 

Note any 

VII. INPUTS 
Are there any problems with comiodities, technical services, training 
or other inputs as to quality, quantity, timeliness, etc? 

Any changes needed in the type or amount of inputs to produce outputs? 

Recommendations as required. 

\' 
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VIII, 	 OUTPUTS - Measure actual progress against projected output targets in
 
current project design or implementation plan.
 

Use tabular format if desired.
 

Comment on significant USAID and host country manayemaent exer ence and
 
aelineate lessons learned, if any, regarding resolution of
 
administrative bottlenecks.
 

If outputs are not on target, discuss causes (e.g., problems with
 
inputs, implementation assumptions, other external factors or
 
unrealistic expectations in orginal project design).
 

Are any changes needed in the outputs or time frame in order to achieve
 

purpose?
 

Recommendations as required.
 

IX. 	 PURPOSE
 
Quote approved project purpose.
 

Cite progress toward each End of Project Status (EOPS) condition.
 

When can achievement be expected?
 

Is the 	set of EOPS conditions still considered a good description of
 
what will exist when the purpose is achieved?
 

Discuss the causes of any shortfalls in terms of the causal linkage
 
between outputs and purpose or external factors.
 

Recommendations as required.
 

X. 	 GOAL/SUBGOAL
 
Quote approved goal, and subgoal, where relevant, to which the project
 
contributes.
 

Describe status by citing evidence available to date from specified
 
indicators, and by mentioning the progress of other contr'ibutory
 
projects.
 

To what extent can progress toward goal/subgoal be attributed to
 
purpose achievement, to other projects, and/or to other causal factors?
 

If progress is less than satisfactory, explore the reasons, e.g.,
 
purpose inadequate for hypothesized impact, new external factors affect
 
purpose-subgoal/goal linkage.
 

Recommendations as required.
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XI. 	 BENEFICIARIES
 
Identify the direct and indirect beneficiaries of this project in terls 
of criteria in Sec. 102(d) of the FAA (e.g., a. increase small-farm,
 
labor-intensive agricultural productivity; b. reduce infant
 
mortality; c. control population growth; d. promote greater equality
 
in income; e. reduce rates of unemployment and underetlployment).
 

Sumarize data on the nature of benefits and the identity and number of
 
those benefitting, even if some aspects were reported in preceding
 
questions on output, purpose, or subgoal/goal.
 

For AID/W projects, assess likelihood that the results of the project 
will be used in developing countries.
 

XII. 	 UNPLANNED EFFECTS
 
Has the project had any unexpected results or impact, such as changes
 
in administrative/bureaucratic and social structures, environment,
 
health, technical or economic situation? 

Are these effects advdntageous or not?
 

Do they require any change in project desiyn or execution? 

XIII. 	 LESSONS LEARNED
 
What advice can you give a colleague about development strategy, e.g.,
 
how to tackle a similar development problem or to manage a similar
 
project in another country?
 

What can be suggested for follow-on in this country?
 

Similarly, do you have any suggestions 0out evaluation methodology? 

XIV. 	 SPECIAL COMMENTS OR REMARKS
 
Include any significant policy or program management implications.
 
Also list titles of attachments and number of pages.
 

APPENDICES:
 

1. Copy of most recent logframe with recomuended changes if required.
 

2. Detailed discussion of methodology if required.
 

3. Evaluation team scope of work.
 

4. List of agencies and key individuals interviewed.
 

5. Bibliography of documents consulted.
 

6. Detailed discussion of special topics if desired.
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Step 4. Assembling and Orienting the Evaluation Team
 

A. Team Composition
 

The composition of an evaluation team will depend upon its purpose. For sorme
 
evaluations, it is possible that only one evaluator (direct hire or
 
contractor) working with the people involved with the project, including the
 
project officer, will be able to meet the needs of the Mission and the
 
Bureau. However, to achieve the depth and range required of most evaluations,
 
a team of experts is normally-required. Therefore this section focuses
 
primarily upon the planning and implemlentation of evaluations that require the
 
services of a number of people brought together for the sole purpose of
 
conducting a specific evaluation.
 

As a matter of practice, Near East Missions are encouraged to do more of their 
evaluation work in-house in collaboration with their host country 
counterparts. Whether an evaluation is to be conaucted solely by host country 
officials and mission personnel (internal) or will use a combination of 
mission/host country anJ non-mission personnel (external) is first determined 
during project design and reaffirmed in the Mission's annual evaluation plan. 
.Scarce project resources should be reserved for external evaluations
 
addressing critical decisions affecting the success of the project, e.g.,
 
decisions which may lead to redirection or redesign, technical issues which
 
require outside technical expertise to resolve, possible follow-on activities,
 
etc. Some of the advantages and disadvantages of internal vs. external
 
evaluation teams are:
 

Internal Evaluations
 

Advantages Disadvantages
 

Team is familiar with the program Objectivity and candor may be
 
and staff operations, questioned.
 

Team is familiar with AID's Possibility of organizational
 
evaluation procedures. role conflict.
 

Avoids time-consuming procurement Difficulty in releasing staff
 
negotiations. from daily assignments.
 

Opportunity to build host country
 
staff evaluation capacity.
 

Less costly.
 

External Evaluations
 

Advantages Disadvantages
 

Greater objectivity. Team may be perceived as

"auditors" and arouse anxiety
 
among project/mission staff.
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Free of organizational bias. 	 May be unfamiliar with AID's
 
policies/procedures for project
 
development and evaluation.
 

Higher profile with host country Requires time for contract
 
decision makers. negotiations, orientation, ana
 

monitoring.
 

Time available for intensive More apt to demonstrate
 
evaluation. insufficient knowledge of local
 

pol itical, cultural, and 
economic envi ronrment.
 

Familiar with recent advances 
in technology. 

More costly.
 

The 	qualifications of individual team members required for the evaluation are 
determined by the broad issues that must be addressed. These issues, as well 
as the desired technical background of team members, are detailed in the scope 
of work. If an external evaluation is called for, missions should give 
special consideration to snall 8(a) minority and women owned firms in 
requesting contractor assistance. 

B. 	Team Orientation
 

External evaluation teams should be thoroughly briefeo and provtded basic
 
resource materials as soon as possible after the team is selected. AID/W can
 
provide copies of some of the relevant documents and, if desired, AID/W can
 
arrange orientation prior to the team's departure. The content of the
 
orientation is to be discussed with the Mission to avoid duplication. AID/W
 
and/or Mission orientations should include the following topics. Note, with
 
few exceptions, the Mission is considered to be best qualified to brief the
 
tea:n on Items 1, 2, 3, 4 and 7. 

1. 	Project background
 

2. 	How project addresses overall sector goals
 

3. 	 Operational structure of the project 

4. 	 Project experience to date 

5. 	Reasons for conducting the evaluation
 

6. 	 Scope of the evaluation 

7. 	 Extent of host country (or other donor) participation in 
the evaluation 
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8. NE Bureau's evaluation process and procedures, i.e.,

introduction to the Project Evaluation Summary 

9. Logistical support to be provided in the field incluaing

identification of primary mission and host country 
contacts
 

Documentation provided to the teami should include: 

Project Paper
 
Authorization documents and NEAC reporting cables
 
Grant Agreement inclusive of all amendments
 
Contractual documents
 
Copies of all prior evaluations whether internal or external
 
Project status reports
 
Annual workplans
 
Sector Assessments
 
Audits
 
Free access to all non classified files
 

In deciding the location of the team's orientation, the mission project
 
officer and evaluation officers should consider how much time, if any, team
 
members should be allowed in the United States to review materials that are
 
relevant to the evaluation but not available in the host country. Time
 
allotted for this purpose must of :ourse be budgetted for in the PIO/T.
 

If an AID/W orientation is desired the evaluation team could also be provided
 
with copies of evaluations of simdiar projects to help stimulate different
 
lines of inquiry.
 

"IV
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Step 	5. -Backstopping the Evaluation
 

Because of the lead times built into AID's procurei.ient process, detailed
 
planning for implementation of scheduled evaluations should begin as early as
 
possible. Such planning should begin when the Mission's annual evaluation 
plan 	has been agreed upon. This planning period can be condensed when the
 
evaluation is to be conducted solely by AID and host country officials, 
however, much of the planning for either an internal or external evaluation is 
similar if the evaluation is to be successful. 

The objective of these preparations is to select the people best qualifiei to 
evaluate the project, to ensure logistical and clerical support is available 
when needed and to provide the evaluation team access to the pe'jp and 
information required to analyse and make recommendations concerning 
iinprovement in the project. Planning an evaluation is time consuming. The
 
officer responsible must either make, or be given, time to make these
 
arrangements and be prepared to play an active role in the evaluation.
 

While conditions within each mission and country vary to such a degree that no
 
single guide can cover all of the problems involved in organizing an
 
evaluation, the following checklist should be helpful. Since some of the
 
steps on the checklist can be carried out simultaneously, they are grouped in
 
chronological rather than rank order.
 

A. When a Decision to Evaluate Has Been Made
 

1. 	 Clearly assign the responsibility for conducting the evaluation. 

2. 	Reach agreement with the host government concerning reasons for the
 
evaluation, a tentative date and the role of local officials.
 

3. 	Reserve funding for the evaluation (preliminary).
 

B. Two (2)Months Prior to the Evaluation
 

1. 	 Develop with host government participation (ifpossible) a 
preliminary scope of work defining the focus of the evaluation, the 
length of time it will take, and the personnel (Mission, AID/W TOY,
 
contract, host country) needed to conduct the evaluation.
 

2. 	Identify potential sources able to provide the required expertise
 
(in-house, contract, IQC, small 8(a) minority and women owned firms,
 
or AID/W) defined in the preliminary scope of work.
 

3. 	Agree with host country on specific time frame for the eyaluation.
 
This time frame must take into account leave schedules and holidays,

both for local and US personnel, time of the year, during school year
 
or during vacation period, etc.) and any other variable that may
 
constrain or support the evaluation effort.
 

4. 	 Draft a PIO/T, if needed, to fund the evaluation. 

5. 	If requested, submit draft PIO/T, including the scope of work, to
 
AID/W for review. ]/
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C. 	Issue Final PIO/T
 

Because of the lead times required to contract for, and organize an 
evaluation team, the PIO/T must be issued at least one month prior to the 
anticipated beginning of an evaluation conducted by an IQC or a personal
services contract that exceeds $10,000 and six (6)weeks of an 8(a) firm 
is the contractors. 

D. One Month Prior to Evaluation
 

1. Begin to organize the information required for the evaluation team
 
into 	a form most suitable for their use. 

2. 	Identify a source and funds for the secretarial support the
 
evaluation team will need.
 

3. 	Identify and secure for the perioa of the evaluation, the office
 
space and vehicles the team will require.
 

4. 	With the host government, develop a preliminary itineary and schedule 
of appointments for the team. 

5. 	Make hotel, in-country travel ana other reservations as necessary.
 

6. 	Obtain host country clearances for team members.
 

E. Ten Days Prior to the Evaluation Team's ETA
 

1. 	Reconfirm all logistical arrangements, appointment schedules, etc.,
 
planned for the team.
 

2. 	Have available information required for the evaluation, adequate

copies should be prepared to ensure team members do not have to wait
 
to start work until another team member has read an important project
 
document.
 

F. Upon Arrival of the Evaluation Team
 

The following should be performed by the AID project officer responsible
for monitoring the project. 

1. 	Meet with the team to refine its concept of what the Mission and the
 
Host Country wants. This initial meeting is important to ensure the 
team fully unaerstands the Mission's priorities for the evaluation. 

2. Accompany the team to their initial meetings with mission, other 
donors, and especially host country officials to properly introduce
 
the team and make it clear that the Mission -upports the team's
 
efforts.
 

3. 	Maintain the degree of contact necessary to ensure the team is
 
working well and receiving the support and cooperation it needs to
 
evaluate the project. 	 "I 
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Step 6. Reporting the Findings 

The final evaluation report consists of the following: 

Project Evluation Summary (PES) Part I - (facesheet) prepared by the
 
Mission (oi- NE ProjecT Aanager for Bureau ranaged NE Regional 
projects). 

-- Mission/Host Country Comments. 

Project Evaluation Summary (PES) Part II as revised for use within 
the Near East Bureau - prepared by the evaluation team. 

Near East Bureau Evaluation Abstract - prepared either by the
 
evaluation team or by the Mission (NE Project Manager for Bureau
 
managed NE Regional projects.) If the evaluation team is to prepare
 
the abstract, this requirement must be included in tie scope of work.
 

In accordance with Near East Bureau practice, the evaluation team is required
 
to complete a draft of its findings for discussion with the Missicn and 1:ost 
country officials prior to its departure. To the extent possible, errors, or 
disagreements with the draft findings, should be corrected or resolved at this 
time. Any additional errors, omissions or mission concerns about 
conclusions/recommendations in the draft report identified after the team's 
departure, should be cabled to AID/W as soon as possible to be relayed to the 
evaluation team for their consideration. Changes or adjustments in the final 
report, however, will be at the discretion of the evaluation team. If the 
Mission or the host country continue to hold dissenting views about any part 
of the evaluation, these views should be included in the Mission/Host Country 
comments section of the final evaluation package. 

A. Project Evaluation Summary (PES) - Part I facesheet
 

The PES facesheet is prepared by the Mission. It records the actiin-aec4s4ons­
approved by the Mission Director, designates the office responsible and the
 
date the action is to be completed. These decisions are based upon
 
recommendations found in the body of the report. Submission of the PES Part I
 
facesheet signifies mission acceptance of the report.
 

B. Mission/Host Country Comments
 

To provide a balanced evaluation, the Mission and the Host Country are
 
encouraged to include comments as an attachment to the PES facesheet. In
 
particular, these' comments should include points of disagreement and must 
clearly identify which of the evaluation team's recommendations the Mission 
does not plan to implement. The comments should provide justification for the 
Mission's decision. In addition, the Mission should comment on the quality of 
the work conducted and constraints encountered by the evaluation team. 
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For external evaluations, the Mission also has the option of preparing a full
 
Project Evaluation Summary (PES) report. If this option is chosen, the
 
Mission must clearly state the Project Evaluation Summary is mission preparea 
based upon an external evaluation and attach the evaluation report. 
Situations where this option may be called for include:
 

a. evaluation reports that are unfocused and rambling in nature;
 

b. evaluations that are sensitive in content or tone;
 

c. evaluations that are extremely long, but can be effectively
 
summarized using the PES format.
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CLASSIFICATION 	 Report Conrol 

PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY (PES) - PART I Symbol U-'47 

TISSION/AID.W oFFICE1. PROJECT TITLE 	 2. PROJECT NUMBER 

4. EVALUATION NUMBER (Interlhe numlmer maintained OWtWe 
reporting unit e.g.. Country or AID/1 Admlnistrative Code, 
Fiscal Year, Serial No. beginning with No. 1 each FY) 

C 	REGULAR EVALUATION [ SPECIAL EVALUATION 

7. PERIOD COVERED BY EVALUATIONIL KEY PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION DATES 8. ESTIMATED PROJECT 
A. 	 F In[ B. Final Q Final[ FUNDINGn From (month/yr.) 

PRO-AG or Obligation Input A. Total $ To imonth/yr.) 

FY_ FY_ FY__ B.U.S. 	 Date of EvaluationJ~Review 

B. ACTION DECISIONS APPROVED BY MISSION OR AIO/W OFFICE DIRECTOR 

A. List decilons endlor unresolved Imues; cite those Items needing further study. B. NAME OF C. DATE ACTION 
(NOTE: Mlilon decisions which anticipate AID/W or regional office action should RESPONSIBLE TO BE 

spelfy type of document, e.g., alrgram, SPAR, PIO~whIch will present detailed request.) FOR ACTION COMPLETED 

. INVENTORY OF DOCUMENTS TO BE REVISED PER ABOVE DECISIONS 10. 	ALTERNATIVE DECISIONS ON FUTURE 
OF PROJECTE Implementation Plen 

Proje Paper .g., CPI Network L Other (Specify) A. U Continue Project Without Change 

E . Change Project Design end/orFinancial Plan PIO/T 

Logical Framework PlO/C ElOther (Specify) Change Implementation Plan 

[PIO/P 	 C. Discontinue ProjectElProje"t Agreement 

i. 	 PROJECT OFFICER AND HOST COUNTRY OR OTHER RANKING PARTICIPANTS 12. MissIon/AID/W Office Director Approval 
AS APPROPRIATE (Names and Titles) Signature 

Typed Name 

Date 

AI1D 1330.15 (3-78) 
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C. Project Evaluation Summary Part II (Prepared by Evaluation Team)
 

The Near East Bureau has acceptea the Project Evaluation Suiilary, (PES), Part 
II format (as revised) for both internal and external evaluations. Experience 
has shown that use of this format encourages concise presentation of
 
evaluation findings and conclusions. Part II of the PES is also based upon
 
the logical framework methodology and thus links the evaluation process to the
 
original project design. As needed, expanded discussion of topics can be
 
accomplished with the addition of appendices without detracting from . basic
 
format. Issues identified in the scope of work will normally fall under one
 
or more of Items IV through XIV in the revised PES. If necessary, additional
 
items may be added. The amount of detail that will be covered under each item
 
will depend upon the relevance of that item to the specific purpose of the
 
evaluation and, possibly, the stage of project's implementation.
 

See Step 3, pages for the revised Project Evaluation Summary outline.
 



- 30 -

D. Near East Bureau Evaluation Abstract 

An abstract is a one-page sunivary of the evaluation report. It should contain 
key findings and identify lessons learned. Recommendations for correccive
 
action should not be included as these are reported in summary form on the PES 
facesheet (PART I) which is circulated with the abstract. The abstract 
provides the reader with a means of identifying evaluations of interest. 
These readers would include project design officers, AID/W.backstop and desk 
officers, other missions and senior management. 

The mission or contractor prepared abstract is handled separately from the
 
full evaluation report. Copies should be sent to the Bureau project backstop 
officer and to the Bur'.eau's Evaluation Staff (NE/DP/E). The abstract and the 
PES facesheet are reroOuced for full distribution to all Near East Missions 
and to intere;t.d jffices within AID/W under Part IV of the Bureau's Quarterly 
Evaluation Status report. A copy of the abstract is submitted to PPC/E/DIU as 
part of the full evaluation package to assist that office in rapidly 
disseminating the results of Near East Bureau evaluation work throughout the 
Agency. 

The following Near East Bureau Evaluation Abstract fon is to be used in 
preparing the abstract. This should be completed as follows: 

Project Title(s) ana Number(s): Self-explanatory. Note if more than one
 
project is covered by the evaluation, each project title and number should be 
reflected.
 

Mission/AID/W Office: Self-explanatory.
 

Project Description: A brief description of the project purpose and key steps 
by which project objectives will be achieved. 

Authorization Date and U.S. LOP Funding Amount: Self-explanatory.
 

PES Number: As reflected in Block 4 of the PES.
 

PES Date: As reflected in Block 12 of the PES.
 

PES Type: An expanded version of Block 4 of the PES.
 

Abstract prepared by, date: Self-explanatory.
 

Abstract cleared by, date: Self explanatory.
 

Abstract Narrative: This section should include a brief discussion of the
 
following:
 

1. the reason for doing the evaluation,
 
2. the status of the project as disclosed in the PES,
 
3. key findings, and
 
4. lessons learned.
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NEAR EAST EVALUATION ABSTRACT
 

PROJECT T:mLE(S) ANO,UMBER(S) MISSION/AID/W OFFICE 

PROJECT OESCRIPTION 

AUTHORIZATION DATE AND U.S. LOP FUNDING AMOUNT PES ,4U11BER .PESDATE PES TYPE 

C] Regular - other (Soeclfy) 

ABSTRACT PREPARED BY. DATE ABSTRACT CLEARED BY, DATE 13 Speil 

Terminal 

Sl :'7i 
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Step 7. Submission, Logging and Distribution Procedures
 

A. 	Submission:
 

The Mission2/ is responsible for the submisson of all evaluation
 
documentation. This includes submission of the final evaluation report,
 
mission comments, PES Part I Facesheet and the Near East Bureau abstract.
 
Guidelines for the completion of these documents are covered under Step 6 ­
"Reporting the Finaings". The final evaluation is due in AIU/W forty-five
 
(45) days after the Mission receives the final evaluation report. Please 
note, that if the Mission fails to submit the evaluation documentation within 
ninety (90) days, the Bureau has the option of calling a Project Review 
Committee to review the report in draft to bring issues to the attention of 
senior Bureau management. The Mission, of course, would be advised in advance 
if this option is to be used. 

Two 	 copies of the final eialuation i-lackage are submittea airectly to the Near 
East Bureau project backstop officer. He/she sends a copy to the Evaluation
 
Staff (NE/DP/E) irrediately to ensure its receipt is recorded for' the Bureau's 
Quarterly Evaluation Status Report. In cases where more than one project 
backstop officer is involved or where the identity of the project backstop 
officer is unknown, both sets should be sent to NE/DP/E to determine the 
appropriate project or actioi- officer. This determination will be coordinated 
through NE/PD/PDS. 

B. 	Logging:
 

The Bureau project backstop officer is responsible for assuring evaluation
 
reports are logged into the Bureau's Management Information System maintained
 
by NE/PD/PDS. All official evaluation submissions are to be logged in 
immediately upon receipt. Information to be provided in a memorandum to
 
NE/PD/PDS for the log include the following:
 

Project No(s) -- PES, block 2. List single or multiple project numbers as 
appropriate. For non-project evalua,:ions, indicate NA. 

Project Title(s) -- PES, block 1. When more than one project is evaluated, 
indicate evaluation title (e.g., Health Sector, Jordan Valley Development, 
Irrigation Subsector), and list individual projects covered. If the report is 
for 	a non-project evaludtion, provide the descriptive title, e.g., Fixed 
Amount Reimbursable, Title II Food for Peace.
 

Evaluation No -- PES, block 4. 

Date Received -- NE/PD/PDS will enter date the report is logged. 

2/ 	 For Bureau manaed regional projects, the concerned project officer is 
responsible for the completion and submission of all required evaluation 
documentation necessary to corplete the evaluation reporting requirements. 
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Type Evaluation -- PES, block 4. Indicate whether it is a regular evaluation 
or a special evaluation. NE/PD/PDS will enter (R) for regular, and (S) for
 
special. Indicate also if the evaluation is a final evaluation (T)or is an 
impact evaluation (X).
 

Evaluation End Date -- PES, block 7. Indicate the end of the period covered 
bythe evaluation. 

Date and Cable No. of AID/W Response -- Following Bureau review of an 
evaluation, the project backstop officer will send a copy of the cable
 
response to the Mission directly to NE/PD/PDS.
 

C. Distribution:
 

The project backstop officer is responsible for distribution of evaluation
 
reports. Upon receipt, the project backstop officer should distribute crpies
 
to all members of the Project Review Committee (PRC) and to senior staff. The
 
transmittal memorandum should advise PRC members whether a Level III or Level
 
II review is contemplated (see Step 8. Reviewing Evaluation Findings and
 
Recommendations) and solicit PRC concurrence (Level III Review) as necessary.
 

The following basic distribution list may be expanded at the project backstop
 
officer's discretion:
 

(Send to Addressee by Name)
 

AA/NE (1) PRC Membership 
Director, NE/DP (1) NE7P/R (I) 
Director, NE/PD (1) NE/DP/PL (2) 
Director, NE/TECH (1) NE/DP/E (5) 
Geographic Office Director (1) Desk (1) 

GC/NE (1)
 
PPC/PB (1)
 
PPC/PDPR (1)
 
Bureau and Non-Bureau PRC
 
members (1 each)
 

Please note project backstop officers are no longer required to distribute 
copies to PPC/E or PPC/E/DIU. NE/DP/E will forward copies to these offices 
immediately upon receipt if it is determined only a Level III (Informal) 
review is determined. If a Level II (PRC) review is called for, distribution 
will be made only upon concurrence of the PRC. This distribution includes the 
following offices:
 

PPC/E/PES, Room 601, SA-14
 
PPC/E, Room 3659, NS
 
PPC/E/DIU, Room 209, SA-18
 

Li
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Step 8. AID/W Review of Evaluation Reports
 

A. 	Forms of Review
 

The review process ensures that evaluation reports are read and acted upon by 
AID/W. The project backstop officer is responsible for assuring that all 
evaluations submitted by missions are reviewed either formally or informally 
in AID/W. In determining the form or level of review, the project backstop 
officer should consult with members of the Project Review Committee and other 
Near East Bureau staff, including senior staff, who are concerned with the 
sector, country, or issues involved. The various forms and levels of review 
are as follows: 

1. Inforilal Reviews
 

a. 	Team Debriefing: These uLually occur prior to the receipt of the 
final report to allow interested individuals to hear first hand 
frohm the evaluation team about their impressions and preliminary 
findings. In addition to the Project Review Committee and other 
Bureau staff, the project backstop officer shoula consider
 
inviting officers from other regional or technical bureaus
 
interested in the project.
 

b. 	Technical Reviews of Draft Reports: Such reviews are called only
 
at the request of the Mission in the case of Mission sponsored 
evaluations. A technical review is required for Bureau managed 
Bvaluations. The purpose of a technical review is to critique 
the report early enough in its development to assure a better 
final product. 

c. 	Level III Review: Evaluations receiving a Level III review will 
generally be routine evaluations that raise no significant 
issues, lessons learned, or need for AID/W follow-up action, The 
project backstop officer in consultation with membes of the 
Project Review Committee decides whethei or not an informal Level 
III review is adEquate. This consultation can be verbal or by 
memorandum. A meeting of the Project Review Committee is not
 
necessary. Any concerns raised are relayed to the Mission by
 
cable. 

2. 	Formal Reviews
 

a. 	Level II Review: A Level II review will be conducted by a
 
meeting of the Project Review Committee (PRC). Where the
 
evaluation submitted is not limitea to a single project, but
 
covers a cluster of projects, a sector or a program, or other
 
activity, the responsible project backstop officer(s) shoulo 
coordinate and assure that all persons concerned are constituted
 
as a Project Review Committee to review the evaluation report.
 
For individual project evaluations, the project backstop officer
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should take the initiative in proposing a Level II review if 
he/she determines this is warranted based on in initial
 
assessment of the evaluation. When in doubt, he/she should
 
consult with other PRC members and with members of the Bureau
 
evaluation staff. r iersely, PRC members may ask the project
 
backstop officer to 4chedule a Level II review if they feel the
 
evaluation warrants this.
 

Evaluations receiving Level II review include the following:
 

(1) Evaluations that may require a Level I (NEAC) review should
 
first be reviewed by the PRC to aevelop the issues paper.
 

(2) Special evaluations, should normally receive Level II review.
 

(3) Routine evaluations which raise issues concerning direction
 
or implementation of a project on which Committee action is
 
warranted.
 

(4) Routine evaluations which identify need for AID/W follow-up
 
actions, other than those of a minimal nature.
 

(5) Routine evaluations producing findings/lessons learnea which
 
may be of interest to other Bureau or Agency personnel.
 

Both the NEAC/Senior Staff and PRC reviews provide an opportunity for
 
including persons not necessarily directly involved with the.particular
 
activity(s) evaluated, but who may be interested in the findings and/or
 
evaluation methods used. In scheduling a Level I or II review, the project
 
backstop officer(s) should consider whether it would be useful to invite such
 
persons, e.g., other project officers from within the Bureau; technical or
 
program officers from other regional or technical bureaus, members of other
 
organizations such as World Bank, Peace Corps, Private Voluntary Organizations
 
or contractors.
 

b. Level II Review of Draft Reports: Evaluation reports are subject to
 
review ninety (90) days after the receipt of the final evaluation 
report by the Mission. Ideally a final report with mission comments 
and all other required documentation (PES facesheet and abstract) 
should be availble in AID/W by the end of this period. In those few
 
instances where this is not the case, AID/W has the option of
 
reviewing the draft report (i.e., the report as submitted by the
 
contractor).
 

Reviews of draft reports are exceptions and thus participation by
 
non-A.I.D. observers will usually be limited. Missions should be
 
advised in advance when such reviews are contemplated and their
 
comments solicited. 
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C. 	 Level I Review: Level I review involves consideration of the
 
evaluation afa meeting of the NEAC, or a session with Bureau Senior
 
Staff (AA/NE and/or Office Directors). Evaluations reviewed at this
 
level will generally fall into two categories:
 

(1) Evaluations associated with a proposed revision of project,
 
e.g., approval of a follow-on project, a project amendment, or a
 
companion project.
 

(2) Evaluations which raise significant policy-level issues for
 
decision and/or consideration, e.g., issues specific to the
 
program or project, issues roncerning development strategy or 
techniques in the particular country or sector, or of 
significance in other countries or sectors. 

Evaluations that have not been submitted in conjunction with an imminent 
project review, but which raise significant policy level questions must be 
specifically proposed for NEAC/Senior Staff level consideration. There are
 
several ways to obtain a Level I review. The responsible project backstop
 
officer(s) may propose that the PRC recommend the project for Level I review.
 
Or, the PRC may propose a Level I review, as a result of their Level II
 
review. Alternatively, any Near East Bureau Office Director may ask that an
 
evaluation be scheduled for Level I review. Approval by the responsible
 
office director(s) is required when the project backstop officer(s) or other
 
individual PRC member wish to schedule an evaluation for NEAC review.
 

Project backstop officers should schedule Level I reviews for the NEAC with
 
NE/PD/PDS, in the same manner as all other NEAC agenda items are scheduled.
 
Announcement of evaluation reviews by the NEAC will follow the same format and
 
procedures as announcement of NEAC level project reviews.
 

Whenever an evaluation is being reviewed in conjunction with a project review,
 
the memorandum scheduling the NEAC review should so indicate. The evaluation
 
involved, should be referenced by its number as given in block 4 of the PES
 
facesheet.
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B. 	AID/W Review Guidelines
 

Evaluation reports provide a base of information for subsequent
 
decisions. Therefore, both the AID/W and the Mission reviews of
 
evaluation reports should focus not only on the substance of the report
 
but also on the quality of the evaluation. Missions are askeo to corent
 
on the quality of the evaluation in the Mission/Host Country section.
 
Questions which AID/W should consider in reviewing the quality of the
 
evaluation, include the following:
 

1. 	Are the issues clearly identified? 

2. 	Does the narrative support the conclusions reached?
 

3. 	Are the recommendations realistic? Has the Mission responded to
 
all of the recommendations?
 

4. 	How reliable is the data? If the data used was soft, aoes the
 
evaluation clearly indicate this?
 

5. 	Are conclusions based primarily on professional judgement so
 
identifieu?
 

6. 	Did the evaluation team adhere to the scope of work? Was the
 
methodology used appropriate? If the scope of work or
 
methodology was changed during the evaluation is this change
 
clearly explained and appropriate?
 

7. 	Are lessons learned clearly presented and useful?
 

8. 	Has all of the required documentation (PES faces,:-t,
 
Mission/Host Country comments, NE Bureau abstract, final
 
evaluation report) been submitted?
 

C)
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Step 9. Providing Feedback on Reviews
 

In accordance with established practice, AID/W will review all evaluations and
 
report to the Mission the results of the review within forty-five (45) days of
 
the evaluation being received in AID/W. The Bureau project backstop officer
 
is responsible for drafting, and clearing with the appropriate offices, the
 
evaluation reporting cable. Reporting cables are required for all evaluations
 
submitted by the field. When an evaluation report is reviewed in conjurction
 
with a Level I (NEAC) review of a PID/PP or PP amendment, comments on the
 
review of the evaluation may be included as part of the NEAC reporting cable
 
for the PID/PP or PP amendment. 

Reporting cables should be consisely written and well-organized. The cable
 
should clearly summarize the important issues, and distinguish other points as 
secondary. The reporting cable should include the following:
 

1. 	 In the opening paragraph the project title(s) and number(s), the date 
dnd the nature (Level I - NEAC; Level II - PRC; Level III - Infurhwal) 
of the review. 

2. 	 Adequacy of the report. (see Step 8 Part B).
 

3. 	 The major issues discussed and any recommendations or suggestions
 
which should be relayed to the Mission.
 

4. 	 Other comments or concerns raised during the review process.
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Step 10. Follow-up On Evaluation Recommendations 

A '1983 study of the Near East Bureau's evaluation process established that 
recommendations mace as the result of an evaluation are not always 
implemented. Subsequent evaluations often contain similar, if not identical,
 
recommendations that are also ignored. The reasons for the selective 
implementation of the evaluation recommendations generally does not show up in 
the project files. To ensure that the Bureau is making optimal use of its 
evaluation efforts, the Bureau requires the following procedures be 
implemented by all Near East missions. 

,.Whenever an evaluation reveals a logframe requires revision, the
 
,%original logframe, as well as proposed changes must be included as an
 
,',annex to the PES. Note: Radical change may require prior AID/W
 
:€concurrence and possible PP amendment in accordance with the
 
'Redelegation of Authority guidelines.
 

_Establishment of a system for follow-up on the implementation of 
irltical evaluation recommendations. 

•.When 	 missions do not agree with particular evaluation 
eoendations, they should attach their views to the PES facesheet 
epting .the final evaluation report. (See Step 6.B. Mission/Host
 
un rcomments).
 

peof work 'nstruct the evaluation team to address actions 
rops evaluation recommendations in a separate section.'Ste3.) , ' " '' : ' 

ri 
'1 
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IV. The Mission Evaluation Process: Roles and Responsibilities 

Missions are responsible for establishing and managing their own evaluation
 
systems. In accordance with Agency guidelines, the Mission Director is
 
responsible for evaluations conducted within the Mission. This responsibility
 
is normally delegated to a staff officer who serves as the manager of the
 
evaluation process. Mission evaluation officers usually have other
 
assignments which have priority over evaluation. In almost all cases, the
 
role of the mission staff evaluation officer is defined by the officer
 
occupying the position. This in turn is influenced by that officer's prior
 
experience and personal attitude toward evaluation.
 

The lack of trained and experienced mission evaluation officers is a major
 
impediment to establishment of effective mission evaluation process. The
 
first step in overcoming this problem is the clear understanding of the role
 
of the mission evaluation officer. This officer, with support from other
 
members of the Mission, should be assigned the responsibility and authority
 
for the following:
 

(1) Development, coordination and implementation of the Mission's
 
evaluation policy and plans;
 

(2) Assist project officers in the preparation of project evaluation
 
plans and their cubsequent implementation;
 

(3) Maintenance of a Mission record of evaluation findings and lessons
 
learned for possible future utilization;
 

(4) Preparation of Near East Bureau evaluation abstracts highlighting in
 
particular lessons learned in those cases when this responsibility
 
has not been assigned to the evaluation tean;
 

(5) Develop, to the extent possible, contacts with host government
 
evaluation offices and personnel to encourage greater cooperation in
 
project evaluations and possibly establish evaluation training
 
programs.
 

Provided below is a description of a model mission evaluation process that can
 
be adapted as appropriate. This model is fully consistent with long standing
 
Agency guidelines; most Near East missions already conform to most of the
 
elements below.
 

A. Responsibilities
 

Agency guidelines identifies the Mission Director as the final authority and
 
primary mission evaluation officer. He/she makes the final decisions.
 

The project manager is the person primarily responsible for evaluating his/her
 
project and/or managing the evaluation thereof. 

iI
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The mission evaluation officer is the evaluation process manager. Ideally,
 
this person's responsibilities should include all of the seven items listed
 
above. At a minimum he/she in cooperation with project officers, will: 
establish the mission evaluation plan and schedule; help project personnel 
analyse the actual as compared to th_-- planned progress in accordance with the 
project's implemcntation plan; provice assistance as necessary regarding
 
appropriate evaluation methodology and documentation; and raintain liaison 
with the Near East Bureau's evaluation staff and potential evaluation 
contractors. The .evaluation officer, therefore, shoula have a chance to 
review projects when they are 4n the design stage to ensure the project design
 
sets the stage for later evaluation. Finally, the evaluation officer should 
be responsible for arranging and following up on the Mission's internal
 
evaluation reviews. 

B. Project Evaluation Review
 

(1) Organization: 

Reviews of evaluations at the mission level should be designed as 
collaborative efforts to strengthen a project and not juaicial inquiries. It
 
has been found that a groun similar to the Bureau's Project Review Committee
 
is the most effective means of developing constructive responses to
 
eval uatiuns. 

Such a committee might be composed of the following members: 

1. Chairman: Mission Director or Deputy Director
 
2. Proyvam Officer 
3. Evaluation Officer
 
4. Controller 
5. Project Manager 
6. Contract and Legal Officers if available 

These members may be supplemented by other interested parties. Whenever
 
possible, appropriate host country officials shoula be encouraged to
 
part-ici pate.
 

Prior to an evaluation review, the project officer should meet with the 
mission evaluation officer to discuss the format for the review as well as the 
methodology ana substance of the evaluation itself. If a special evaluation 
team is conducting an in-depth evaluation, a summary of the final report could 
form the basis for the review. Where the evaluation is a routine, periodic 
review and involves primarily mission personnel ani host government 
counterparts, the Project Evaluation Summary (PES) format will be followed ana 
may serve as the basic document for the group review. 

The project officer should distribute the draft PES or copies of the in-depth
 
evaluation to tFi intended participants. The project officer and the
 
evaluation officer should prepare a final PES facesheet as soon as possible
 
after mission rtview in order to enhance the prospects for any necessary
 
follow-up on findings and action decisions arrivea at during the review and to
 
facilitate early submission to AID/W.
 

r;' 
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(2) Purpose:
 

If the evaluation review is successful, the participants will come away with
 
answers to the following questions:
 

a. What has the project achieved to date? 
b. How does this achievement compare with previous plans? 
c. 
d. 

What 
Is it 

is the likelihood of the project achieving its purpose?
likey that the project will have the expected impact on a 

programming goal? 
e. What unplanned changes have occurred and what are their effects? 
f. What lessons have been learneo? 

In addition to these evaluative questions, the review has to answer three 
forward-looking questions:
 

a. What alternatives to the current plan merit consideration? 
b. Could the same purpose be achieved more efficiently by other means?
 
c. What changes would improve the project? 

The evaluation review needs to consider:
 

Additional specific issues raised in the course of the analysis of
 
project design, and measurement of progress.
 

-- Important issues raised by AID/W or others. 
-- Lessons "learned through the evaluation process itself. 
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VI. Utilization of Prior Evnerience/Lessons Learned
 

A. Utilization of Evaki,'tion Findings
 

The Assistant Administrator's Management Objectives for the Near East Bureau 
state evaluation findings are to be utilized in the design and implementation 
of the Bureau's program. A system for the end-use check on the extent to
 
which evaluation materials are in fact being utilized was put into place 
during FY 1982. This involves a requirement that missions request relevant 
evaluation materials early in the design process from AID/W. The extent to
 
which these materials or other information obtained by the Missions are used 
is then reflected in the Project Identification Document (PID) in the form of
 
a bibliography. In additioa, as part of the NEAC review/reporting process,
 
additional materials may be identified for use in preparation of the Project
 
Paper (PP). The PP also contains a bibliography of reference materials.
 
Project backstop officers in AID/W are responsible for the actual collection
 
and provision of the design and evaluation materials.
 

B. Lessons Learned
 

A primary objective of these guidelines is to facilitate establishment of an
 
evaluation process that will produce useful lessons for improved project
 
implementation and design. Lessons learned are a vital part of every 
evaluation and should receive special attention during both -he AID/W and 
mission review processes. Therefore lessons learned must be given a high 
profile in evaluation reports. They should describe causal relationship 
factors that proved critical to project success or failure, including 
necessary political, policy, and social and bureucratic preconditions within 
the host country and AID. It is vital that the evaluation provides a clear 
understanding of the project implementation process and everything that has a 
direct or indirect impact on that process. 

Lessons-can-be-learned about AID's and the Host Country's
 
administrative/management dynamics with particular attention to regulations, 
patterns of behavior (e.g., hierarchical), attitudes, budgets (and budgetary 
process), personnel (their skills and attitudes), infrastructure, power, 
politics and policies. How have any of these elements affected provisions and 
utilization of inputs and production of planned outputs? What techniques or 
approaches proved most effective or had to be changed and why? 
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CONSULTANCY WITH W. EDWARDS DEMING, AN INTERNATIONALLY
 
RENOWNED MANAGEMENT EXPERT. THE PILOT PROJECT UILL
 
EXAMINE THE BUREAU'S CURRENT POLICIES, PROCEDURES AND
 
PRACTICES THAT RELATE TO THE PID TO SEE IF WE CAN AGREE
 
ON THE BASIC QUALITY CHARACTERISTICS REQUIRED OF A PID TO
 
ALLOJ FOR CONSISTENCY IN THE DESIGN AND REVIEU PROCESS.
 
WE HAVE HAD SEVERAL MONTHS EXPERIENCE UITH THE NEW
 
HANDBOOK 3 PID GUIDELINES AND AFR/PD N9TICE 82-13 ON
 
PROCEDURES FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PROJECTS. 
NHAT WE
 
WANT TO DO IS LOOK AT OUR EXPERIENCE WITH PIDS UNDER
 
THOSE GUIDELINES, ESPECIALLY IN LIGHT OF- THE INCREASED
 
DELEGATIONS OF AUTHORITY TO APPROVE PROJECTS BY THE FIELD
 
POSTS, TO SEE IF THE BUREAU AND THE FIELD HAVE A COMMON
 
UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT IS THE MINIMUM CONTENT THAT SHOULD
 



BE INCLUDED IN A PZD. FOR EXAMPLE, HANDBOOK 3 SAYS A PID
 
SHOULD BE NO MORE THAN 15 SINGLE-SPACED PAGES LONG, BUT
 
RECENT EXPERIENCE SHOWS THAT THIS IS NOT THE CASE. 
 THE

PIDS WE HAVE REVIEWED RANGE FROM 30 TO 100 PAGES AND
 
INCLUDE VASTLY DIFFERENT LEVELS OF ANALYSES. WE ARE NOT
 
SURE IF THIS IS CAUSED BY INADEQUACY OR UNREALISTIC
 
HANDBOOK 3 GUIDELINES, MISSION INTERPRETATION OF HANDBOOK
 
3 REQUIREMENTS, OF COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE AID/U

REVIEW PROCESS, OR SOME OTHER REASON{S}. WHAT WE HOPE TO
 
DO IS GET ENOUGH INFORMATION TO lAKE INFORMED JUDGMENTS
 
ON PID REQUIREMENTS THAT GIVES MISSIONS CONFIDENCE THAT
 
WHAT THEY SUBMIT IN A PID IS ALL THAT AID/W NEEDS AND
 
THAT YOUR MISSION PID SUBMISSIONS WILL BE REVIEWED IN A
 
CONSISTENT MANNER.
 

2. 
THE FIRST STEP IN THE PILOT PROJECT IS AN ASSESSMENT
 
OF AID/W AND FIELD PERCEPTIONS OF THE PID PROCESS. WHAT
 
IS THE RIGHT, WRONG, USEFUL, USELESS IN THE WAY WE ARE
 
DOING PIDS? WHAT ALTERNATIVES DO WE HAVE TO CHANGE OUR
 
APPROACH TO P1DSf CAN WE IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE PID
 
PROCESS IN A WAY THAT REDUCES WORK LOAD REQUIREMENTS? WE
 
WANT THE MISSIONS# THOUGHTS ON THE PROCESS, SO THAT WE
 
CAN INCORPORATE MISSION COMMENTS WITH THOSE OF AID/W TO
 
OBTAIN ENOUGH INFORMATION TO MAKE NEEDED CHANGES IN THE
 
PROCESS. WE WISH TO DEVELOP A QUESTIONNAIRE THAT IS
 
DIRECTED ENOUGH TO GIVE US AN INFORMATION BASE THAT CAN
 
BE ANALYZED AND Or.N ENDED ENOUGH TO ALLOW FOR CREATIVE
 
INPUT. LISTED BELOW ARE SOME QUESTIONS THAT MIGHT BE
 
INCLUDED. 
 WOULD YOU PLEASE ADDRESS THESE QUESTIONS AND
 
CONSIDER WHAT ELSE WE NEED TO ASK? 
WHAT DONFT WE NEED TO
 
ASK AND WHAT ARE YOUR THOUGHTS ON OUR APPROACH?
 

- A. WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF HANDBOOK 3 AND THE NEW 
DELEGATIONSt 

- - {1) WHAT [S THE CONCEPTUAL ROLE OF THE PID IN 
THE PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESSS? 

- - {2} WHAT IS THE MINIMUM CONTENT REQUIRED IN THE 
PID TO ALLOW THE MISSION AND AID/U TO HAKE INFORMED 
JUDGMENTS ABOUT ANY PROPOSED PROJECTS? 

- - (31 IS THE NEW HANDBOOK 3 GUIDANCE SUFFICIENTLY
 
CLEAR TO INFORM MISSIONS OF AID/W REQUIREMENTS? HAS IT
 
REDUCED OR INCREASED PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH PI)
 



PREPARATION, REVIEW AND APPROVAL? 
WHAT PROBLEMS STILL
 
EXIST? 
 UHAT CAN BE DONE TO FURTHER REDUCE PERCEIVED
 
PROBLEMSf
 

- B. WHAT IS THE ROLE OF THE PROJECT COMnITTEE lN THE
 
REVIEW? SHOULD THE COMMITTEE BE MADE UP OF FEWER OR MORE
 
MEMBERS? SHOULD THERE BE SPECIFIC ASSIGNMENTS WITHIN THE
 
COMMITTEE FOR REVIEW OF PIDS? WHAT IS/SHOULD BE THE ROLE
 
OF S/T IN THE PROCESS?
 

- C. SHOULD WE DEVELOP A CHECKLIST OF SPECIFIC AREAS
 
TO BE INCLUDED FOR REVIEW IN THE PID? WHAT SHOULD BE IN
 
SUCH A CHECKLIST? POLICY ISSUES? ADHERENCE TO CDSS?
 
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS? WHAT DEPTH OF
 
ANALYSIS SHOULD BE REQUIRED FOR EACH AREA?
 

- D. HOW DO OTHER AGENCY BUREAU WORKLOAD PRIORITIES
 
IMPACT ON THE REVIEW PROCESS? IS THERE ANY WAY TO
 
SCHEDULE PID REVIEWS TO AVOID CONFLICTING DEMANDS POSED
 
BY CDSS REVIEWS, CONGRESSIONAL PRESENTATION PREPARATION,
 
ETC.?
 

- E. IS THERE SUFFICIENT INTERCHANGE OF IDEAS BETWEEN 
AID/N AND MISSIONS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF PIDS? MOULD 
MORE TDY ASSISTANCE BY PEOPLE INVOLVED IN THE REVIEW 
PROCESS FACILITATE THE REVIEW PROCESS? SHOULD THE FIELD 
BE REPRESENTED AT EVERY REVIEW?
 

- F. CAM MISSIONS PROGRAM THEIR WORK TO AVOID
 
SUBMITTING PIPS IN THE SAME FISCAL YEAR AS THE PROJECT IS
 
TO BE AUTHORIZED? WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF COUNTRY/
 
FUNCTIONAL LEVELS OF PIP SUBMISSIONS?
 

- G. WHAT IS REQUIRED OF A MISSION WITHOUT AN
 
APPROVED STRATEGY OR A CHANGING STRATEGY?
 

(THIS QUESTION IS TO BE ASKED OF AID/N STAFF):
 

H. .MHO.SHOULD @E INVOLVED IN THE AID/M REVIEW
 
iPROCESS% BOTH AT THE ISSUES REVIEW AND AT THE EXECUTIVE
 
(OMMITTEE FOR PROJECT REVIEW {ECPR3? SHOULD THE ROLE OF
 
EACH OFFICE BE RESTRICTED BY SPECIALIZATION OF FUNCTION?
 
SHOULD EAC!i OFFICE DEVELOP A SINGLE POSITION PAPER FOR
 
THE REVIEWf
 



3. WE WILL USE YOUR RESPONSES TO THESE OUESTIONS AND

YOUR FURTHER THOUGHTS TO DEVELOP A QUESTIONNAIRE TO BE

USED IN DIRECT INTERVIEWS WITH BOTH FIELD AND AID/W STAFF

WHO PARTICIPATE IN AND ARE AFFECTLD BY THE PID PROCESS.
 
WE WOULD APPRECIATE RECEIVING YOUR COMMENTS BY MAY 6.
THIS PILOT PROJECT HAS THE CLOSE ATTENTION OF SENIOR
 
AGENCY MANAGEMENT AND PRESENTS THE BUREAU WITH AN
 
OPPORTUNITY TO BREAK NEW GROUND THAT CAN HAVE AGENCY WIDE

APPLICATION. YOUk PARTICIPATION IS VITAL TO THE SUCCESS
 
OF OUR EFFORT. yY
 



TO: Norman Cohen, AFR/PD
 

A. R. Love, A/AA/AFR
 

THRU: Howard Helman, AFR/PD/CCWAP
 

FROM: 
 Russell Anderson, AFR/PD/CCWAP
 

DATE:
 

SUBJECT: Deming Pilot Project
 

-The purpose of this memo is to provide an update of the project and to
 

outline proposed actions.
 

In late April we sent a cable to all Africa field posts nntifying them
 

of the pilot project to "examine the Bureau's current policies,
 

procedures and practices that relate to the PID to see if we can agree
 

on the basic quality characteristics required of a PID to allow for
 

consistency in the design and review process." 
 The cable asked a
 

series of questions on Handbook 3 guidelines, the AID/W review process
 

and other areas to get a preliminary response that would focus our
 

review and elicit questions that the Mission's might want to include
 

in the exercise. 
The quantity of responses, while not overwhelming (7
 

Missions cabled responses, AFR/RA and USAID/Yaounde responsed in
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interview sessions), did re that the Missions feel that they
 

can't submit a PID that conforms to the Handbook 3 guidelines and have
 

it approved. Rather, they believe what AID/W wants is the substance
 

for project approval because AID/W is using the PID level decision as
 

the de facto authorization of a project. To satisfy AID/W's unstated
 

desire for sufficient (and everchanging) information on which to base
 

the de facto authcrization, the Missions try to anticipate every
 

possible question that might be raised and to answer those questions
 

in the PID. The net result is a breakdown of the PID process bacause
 

of uncertainty of what should be in a PID to allow AID/W to make a CL .pf V ";I. 

-decision.
 

Within that broad problem are several areas that could be examined to
 

see if we can't get the PID process back into the Handbook 3 context
 

so that the Mission and AID/W can agree on what tn real rules are on
 

PID design and 4pppevei. The first area should be the PID itself.
 

What is the PID and what 'evel of substantive information is required
 

for each section of the PID? Most Mission responses to our questions
 

provided some definition of what they thought should be in a PID, and,
 

as could be expected, they were not uniform in what they should be
 

included, and no Mission dealt with the level of substantive
 

information for any particular section. Even if we could agree on
 

which sections should be in the Pnh--a relatively easy task--we would
 

probably run into some dlfficulty agreeing on the substantive content
 

required of each section. O'Y 
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Another specific area that all agree should be studied is the AID/W
 

review process itself, as it is inextricably linked to the question of
 

substantive PID content. The lack of consistency in the review
 

process has a cumulative contributory impact on Mission perceptions of
 

AID/W information requirements. Consistency in the review process,
 

including preparation for and orchestration of the process, could
 

provide Missions the assurance that the PID they plan to submit will
 

be reviewed by AID/W using comrionly agreed upon standards. Management
 

of the review process should be studied to determine what should or
 

should not be sorted out at the PID stage, who should do the sorting
 

and how can the process be modified to improve the quality of
 

reviews. Simply deciding what should be reviewed can go a long way to
 

improving the quality by forcing a more focussed look at the PID.
 

Those two areas--what should be in a PID and how should it be
 

reviewed--seem to be the ones seen by the Missions as caL::.ing most of
 

the misunderstandings about the PID process. Within each area there
 

are any number of subareas to be examined. Attached is a draft
 

outline of a scope of work that tries to identify those subareas where
 

we need to get more information. It should be kept in mind that all
 

we hav2 thus far are field perceptions and AID/W's may be different,
 

e.g., Missions don't really think through what they want a project to
 

be or that they are inundating AID/W with verbage in order to mask the
 

fact that they haven't really sought out the concepts, problems and
 

issues which are mo :t critical. In any event, je need to decide now
 

on the scope of the pilot project and its ramifications on our office
 



workload, involvement by others in the Bureau andy-+e*p the
 

continuation of the services of Bob Caccia, the consultant to the
 

project.
 

Between now and the beginning of September it is estimated that 60 to
 

75 percent of my time will be required for the project. The estimate
 

is based on Caccia's prior experience in these types of projects.
 

That will definitely impact on the office as I ao de facto deputy in
 

the office, plus I have responsibility for 7aire, CamL,-' "n, Congo, Eq.
 

Guinea and Central Africa Republic, the joint S&T/AFR Education
 

Initiative and occasional crises that hit us -ll at one time or
 

_ another. Alternatives to be considered include: additional staff to 

pick up the country portfolios, have someone else take up the Deming 

project, severely cut back in the proposed time to be spent on the 

Deming project or back out entirely. Which ever route is taken there 

will be costs to the Bureau. You should note th t I have had several 

discussions with Ed Donoghue, who would like to parcticipate in the 

project. He would be valuable to the exercise, but he too would have 

to commit a substantial portion of his time,' t-ir . You may 

want to consider others and formalize a committee to do the project. 

In addition to staff time the project will also reqjire some funds for
 

consultant services andipossibly,travel. Mr. Caccia is currently
 

working with AFR and NE under a purchase order issued by Tom Rollis'
 

office. That purchase order has pretty much run its course and the
 

Bureau will be requested to provide funds to cover approximately 50
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days for Mr. Caccia's services, plus travel funds (should field work
 

be approved as part of the scope). This could total 15 to 20 thousand
 

dollars. Bureau travel funds ~d
c be required for the Bureau
 

participants. (In a brief session with Mr. Rollis he intimated that
 

we could get additional funds if the Bureau needed them.)
 

I have attached a matrix of responses to our cable and a draft scope
 

of work. We need to discuss both and make some decision on commitment
 

to and content of the project.
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PILOT 	PROJECT PLAN
 

Introduction
 

A. 	 Purpose. This is a pilot project to examine the Bureau's
 

current policies, procedures and practices that relate to
 

the PID to establish the basic quality characteristics
 

required in a PID to allow for consistency in the design
 

and review process.
 

B. 	 Status. Two seminars on the philosophy., techniques and
 

application of Quality Control/Productivity Improvement
 

Principles have been given by Dr. Deming. Subsequent to
 

the seminars Mr. Robert Caccia, an associate to Dr.
 

Deming, began working with the Bureau staff to develop
 

the parameters and the techniques to be used in the
 

project. In April we cabled the field (State 112171)
 

a series of questions about the PID process.
 

Using thetrresponses r we have focussed the
 

project to a review of what the substantive requirements
 

of a PID should be and to a critical analysis of the
 

AID/W PID review process. What is proposed is a data
 

gathering exercise to isolate the problems within those
 

two areas, a data analysis exercise to isolate the
 

factors causing problems and a management review of the 


findings.
 

9 



I. Work Plan. 

A. Focus on Perceived Problem Areas. 
 At the risk of appearing
 

to define the problems in too simplistic terms, it is
 

evident from our initial questions to the field that the
 

Handbook 3 PID requirements are not uniformly applied in
 

either the design of PID's or their review. Within those
 

two areas, PID requirements and PID review, are a myriad of
 

subareas that need to be reviewed tz ivlaLe -le prooier.s 

ang-causa1 lactora 
 What is proposed for the next phase of
 

the activity is to gather data to determine/Vhat AID/W and
 

field posts see should be in the PID and how those PID's
 

should be reviewed. Achmznt A 
 -s um -eld
 

..bQLut-the-AID-/reiewpreeas 
 .
 .......
 

_.from the-use 6fd" questi6nnaire -a- eac-d'-
!-h- -.­

subarea " 

B. Data Gathering (June 1 
- July 30). The primary purpose of
 

data gathering is to isolate the problems and causal
 

factors in the interpretation of Handbook 3 and in the
 

review process. 
We can broadly state the problems at this
 

point, but without further analysis it is impossible to 

state precisely what is causing those problems or to make 

any recommendations on hbt-to correct them. We want to 
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develop a set of questions about the substantive content
 

of each PID section and about the review process. We
 

think the data gathering portion should also be used to
 

insure the participation of as many staff as we can. 
One
 

of the problems thus far in the exercise is that it har
 

been a single person project, and to make the exercise a
 

success we need to involve the desk officers,
 

technicians, program analysts and Bureau management. 
One
 

of the tenents of the Deming approach is broad
 

participation of staff and managers in the identification
 

of and solutions to process problems. We wil use a
 

questionnaire and individual group interviews to reach 40
 

to 50 people in AID/W, all field posts (including
 

REDSO's), and a few people outside the Bureau. 
 11k-nay
 

want to visit 4-6 missions to insure a greater degree of
 

participation. A questionnaire will ba develooed along
 

the following lines:
 

1. The PID
 

What substance is required for: (Questions will be
 

developed for each area)
 

(a) Program Factors
 

(b) Relationship to AID Strategy Statements
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(c) Project Description
 

(1) Perceived Problems
 

(2) Goal and Purpose
 

(3) Project Outline
 

(d) Social Considerations
 

(e) Economic Considerations
 

f) Past Experience
 

(g) Host Country Agencies
 

(h) AID Support Requirements
 

i) Budget
 

(j) Design Strategy
 

(k) Environmental Considerations
 

(1) Policy Issues
 



This follows the Handbook 3 PID D4-em, and 

would look at what the Handbook says, what AID/W
 

interprets it to say and what the field interprets
 

it to say. We hope to isolate the sections on which
 

we all agree, identify the problems in the sections
 

where we don't agree, and to establish a basis for
 

agreement on what the substance of the latter
 

sections should be. We would not be looking to a
 

revamp of the Handbook, but would focus on what we,
 

as a'Bureau, can do within the cont2xt of the
 

Handbook, Questions would be developed for each
 

substantive area, such as a.l.(b), strategy, where
 

Missions feel that CDSS and ABS reviews should
 

preclude the need for extensive PID language to
 

justify the project; or, what level of economic
 

analysis is required at the PID lEvel.
 

2. The AID/W Review Process. PID development by the
 

field seems to respond as much to the review process
 

as it does to the Handbook requirements. The
 

Handbook is the track to follow in PID development,
 

but it is the review process that adds the
 

substantive baggage that PIDs must carry. Although
 

the review process has been tightened in the past
 

several years, it still appears that the system
 

still sends the field little guidance that is
 



uniform from PID to PID. In an effort to anticipate 

theArequirements of the e review 

process, Missions are developing PID's that try to 

answer every possible question that might be raised 

to special interest group(s) who might review the 

P.D. Missions also feel that the increased
 

delegations have had a substantial negative impact
 

in PID reviews. It iscommon currency that the PID
 

is much more important to Bureau Management because
 

it is the last change for AID/W to review the
 

project before major sums of money are committed.
 

We need to look at the review process to find out
 

how itcan better serve the field and AID/W,
 

especially in light of the increased delegation.
 

Listed below are the kinds of questions to be asked.
 

1. 	 What should the review process look for? Is it confined to Handbook 

3 or isit something more? 

2. What is the impact of DOA 140 (rev) on ECPR decisions? Is it
 

realistic to depent entirely on Handbook 3 requirements?
 

3. What is the role of the Project Committee? Who should be on it?
 

What should be the role of individual members?
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4- How do we properly weigh the special interests, e-g., economists,
 

WID, etc., in the review?
 

5. 	Is PID notice 82-13 sufficient as a guide to PID reviewers? Should
 

it be more specific in assignment of responsibilities to Committee
 

Members? Is it a proper vehicle to provide rules on the
 

interpretation of Handbook 3 requirements?
 

6. Are the Issues Meetingi properly forming issues to be considered at
 

the ECPR level? Can we structure the Issues and ECPR sessions to
 

signal the field the important areas to pay particular attention to
 

in the PID.
 

7. How can we improve the pre-PID AID/W-field communications to
 

facilitate the review process?
 

8. 	Should the USAID have a representative at each PID review?
 

Thesi questions are only illustrative, and we hope that, through the
 

participation of others, we can develop questions that will get at the
 

factors that adversely affect the review process.
 

C. 	Data Analysis. Analysis of the responses to questionnaires and
 

interviews should point out the factors in the process that can
 

be modified or corrected by management. This is another
 

importanit step in requiring fairly broad participation, as this
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is where we will decide what can or cannot be corrected. The
 

analysis will be performed by a group comprised of staff from
 

various disciplines. One function of the group will be to
 

identify the management level responsibile for decisions that
 

will have to be made to address the causal factors. It is not
 

expected that recommendations would come from the group. 
That
 

is the function of the next step--the Quality Circle.
 

Quality Circle.qThe function of the Quality Circle is to
 

identify the acceptable and unacceptable quality characteristics,
 

of the PID design and review process. 'Management participation
 

at this stage is critical as they have the responsibility to
 

decide what is acceptable. This is especially critical to this
 

Bureau, with field delegations as great as they are. 

Identification of unacceptable quality characteristics should 

result in decisions by management ,v=efactors. cduJuing those 

negative characteristics. After the data is analyzed management.
 

will decide who should participate in the Quality Circle. After
 

t. quality characteristics and their acceptable levels have
 

been determined by the Quality Circle, necessary system changes
 

will be identified and implemented:
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Data Gathering 
 Work Days
 

a. 	Questionnaire Development
 

Anderson 
 2
 

Desk rep. 
 2
 

DP rep. 
 2
 

Tech rep. 
 2
 

Management 
 1/2
 

Consultant 
 4
 

b. Administer Questionnaire/Interviews No Travel 
 Travel
 

Anderson 
 10 25
 

Desk rep. 
 5
 

DP rep. 5
 

Tech rep. 5
 

Management 
 I
 

Consultant 
 101 25
 

Data Analysis
 

Anderson 5
 

Desk rep. 
 S
 

DP rep. 
 5
 

Tech rep. 
 5
 

Management 
 1
 

Consultant 
 I
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THE PROJECT IDENTIFICATION DOCUMENT (PID)
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INTRODUCTION
 

I. In resoonse 
to two concerns -- first, dissatisfaction with

the length and excessive detail 
included (required?) in PIDs,
and second, a lengthy, drawn out 
PID review and approval process


the Africa Bureau established a Task Force to 
examine the way
PIDs are prepared, reviewed and approved. 
 Members of the PID
Task Force* set for 
themselves the following three objectives:

first, examine the PID guidelines contained in Handbook 3 for
adequacy; second, provide field posts with guidance on how 
to
interpret those guidelines in preparing PIDs; and, third,
provide guidance to those who participate in AID/W PID reviews
 
on what we expect of PIDs.
 

The PID Task Force began its work with a section by section
review of the Agency's PID guidance (Handbook 3, Chapter 2). 
 In

addition, we 
reviewed a number of other documents related to PID
preparation and review and incorporated several suggestions.
This was followed by interviews with selected AID/W staff, from

both within and outside the Bureau, to discuss each sub-section

and to help us reach a consensus 
about the level of detail and
amount of information PIDs should contain. 
The Task Force also
 
studied the Africa Bureau's review and approval process to
determine what the review process should be looking at 
in terms
of PID content and how that process could be simplified and
 
speeded up.
 

Members of the Task Force presented their preliminary

conclusions 
to the attendees at the 
two annual scheduling
workshops (Abidjan and Nairobi) in late September. Feedback was

incorporated into this report. 
 In carrying out this assignment
we were reminded anew that introducing change is almost certain
 
to encounter 
some degree of resistance. The changes proposed
here involve not only passive, intellectual acceptance of ideas,
but active adoption of a more focused writing style by preparers

of PIDs as well as 
exercise of greater restraint by reviewers of
PIDs. What may make change easier is 
our perception of a
widespread desire to 
improve the PID process.
 

* Task Force members include Mr. Larry Hausman (AFR/PD),

Mr. Russell Anderson (AFR/PD), Mr. Peter Bloom, (REDSO/ESA),

Mr. Larry Saiers (AFR/DP), Mr. 
Bernard Chapnick (AFR/EA),

Ms. Gloria Steele (AFR/TR).
 



We are under no illusion, however, that 
a series of
seemingly sensible recommendations will by themselves result in
a better process. Without 
the long-term commitment of senior
managers in Washington and in the 
field to improve the process
these recommendations will have little sustair.ed impact. 
 Equally
relevant, zlthough our 
managers have primary responsibility for
making sure the proposed changes are adopted, etch of us 
who
participates 
in the process shares 
that responsibility.
 

http:sustair.ed


PID TASK FORCE REPORT
 

II. ?rincioal Finlings and Recommendations
 

A. Need for 
an Interim Program Document. The Task Force

concluded that the Bureau lacks 
a satisfactory procedure whereby

AID/W decision makers 
can examine the relative soundness and

priority of all 
new oroject prooosals and substantive amendments

recommended by a Mission tor 
the coming fiscal year, and against

which any specific PID proposal can be weighed.
 

According tb Handbook 3, the burden of tianslating broad

programming decisions into specific project interventions falls

squarely on the PID. 
 Of the existing programming documents,

CDSS's no longer focus on individual project proposals and

instead examine broader subjects. While'ABS's and CP's 
are

developed too far in advance of most PIDS or 
are too general to
be useful decision points about specific proposals, little
 
useful feedback to the field regarding specific project
proposals flows from .the AID/W reviews of these documents. The
result is that PIDs now have more of the programming tale to

tell. 
 Bureau decision makers sometimes have difficulty,

therefore, in assessing the various components of a country

program until all PIDs 
are submitted.
 

Recommendation: 
 That the Bureau approve the introduction of a
-strategy and--piogram presentation " 
document to be submitted,
 
on a trial basis, by each field post in June 1984. 
 The document
would consist of two sections, first, a short strategy

discussion (2-3 pages) of the field post's near-term program
objectives and how any proposed new activities would support or
complement those objectives; and second, short descriptions (2-3
pages) of each new start or substantive amendment the post

proposes to initiate in the coming fiscal year.
 

This document would provide an overview of the proposed program

and offer sufficient information so that preliminary decisions

could be made about adding, substituting or eliminating specific
activities. For greatest effectiveness, the process of
reviewing and providing feedback on the document must be rapid
and decentralized. 
 A first tier review would examine individual
 
country programs. A second tier review (with AA and DAA
participation) would examine geographic regions, focusing on

problem areas 
and broader Bureau and Agency concerns. Once
approved, Missions would have a green light to develop an agreed

upon portfolio as well as 
have feedback on AID/W concerns,

policy hurdles, etc. Such feedback would serve to reduce

sharply the wastage of field time 
on "non-starters" or
"non-starter elements" 
as well as strengthen subsequent project
proposals.
 

<vVl
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3. Role of the PID. 
 The Task Force reaffirms the important role
PIDs 
play in the project development and review process. 
 The

role has become more critical in view of the Bureau's extenive
redelegation of project approval authority to 
the field. Since
 many PPs 
are not seen by AID/W until after authorization by the
field, we believe the Bureau should retain its 
single opportunity
for the substantive review of many project proposals. 
 Any
diminution of the role of the PID would be detrimental to the
 
Africa Bureau's programs.
 

Recommendation: 
 That the Africa Bureau continue to utilize PIDs
for the purposes described in Handbook 3, Chapter 2.
Surprisingly, however, we did not find examples of messages to

the field complaining of excessive PID length nor examples of
PIDs returned to the drafting Mission for major editing and

resubmission. Thus, although there's been concern 
about PID

length in AID/W, no guidance has been sent to the field

indicating PIDs may be rejected because of of length. 
With

hindsight, we believe this was 
a mistake.
 

Ironically, perhaps, we believe Washington PID reviews have
either caused or substantially contributed to 
the problem by
making informational demands that are unrealistic and uncalled
 
for at the PID stage.
 

C. Common Problems with the PID. 
 The Task Force encountered

widespread concern that PIDs have become bloated and unwieldy

documents that go far beyond their intended purpose. 
 Excessive

length has been the rule rather 
than the exception, and examples

of 50 page PID documents are numerous.
 

The problem can be traced to 
several related factors 
-- Missions

that encountered problems with detailed technical issues during
previous PID reviews are 
responding with more detail in sub­sequent PIDs; Mission and AID/W staff are working with sometimes

contradictory guidance on desired versus 
required levels of

detail in PIDs; and, the chairpersons for Issues and ECPR
meetingoc 
have been reluctant to cut-off discussions of issues

that are inappropriate at the PID stage. 
 In addition, we
believe there is 
another significant factor. 
 The provisions of
DOA 140 (revised) that delegated authority to many Missions 
to
 approve PPs also reduced significantly the role of many AID/W

professionals in the project review process. 
 Unable to
contribute to or influence the design of projects beyond the PID
stage, these individuals have requested more 
information and
greater detail in PIDs. 
 Together, these factors have so

encrusted the PID that it has become 
an issue for senior
 management concern. 
How to break the cycle? The Task Force
believes that working to 
remove barnacles as well as going back
 
to the Handbook 3 concept of the PID is 
the best way to face and
 
overcome the 'roblem.
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Recommendations:
 

1. That AA/Africa formally reaffirm the validity of HB 3,
Chapter 	2 and take steps 
to publicize the appropriate
sections of the guidance.

guidance rather 	

Stricter adherence to the PID
than any changes 
in the PID concept would
best serve 
the Bureau;
 

2. That 
the Bureau advise all field posts
limitation on PIDs 	 of the 2 0-page
 
that the 

(with 	limited exceptions) and then ensure
limitations 
are enforced by returning PIDs for
4.%vision if they exceed the page length guidance; and,
 
3. That chairpersons of Issues and ECPR Meetings exercise
greater initiative in dismissing issues not germane to PIDs,
both during meetings and in subsequent clearance of cables.
 
N.B. The Task Force is 	concerned that much of the
potential good achieved by the other proposed reforms could
be undone at 
this 


clear guidance as 
latter 	juncture unless good leadership and
to what are and what
questions are 	

are not appropriate
shown at 
the PID review meetings.

D. Guidance on PID Content. 
 The guidance contained in Handbook
3, Chapter 2, on the content of PIDs is generally sound and
requires no substantive changes.

those preparing as well as 

What would be useful both to
to 
those reviewing PIDs would be
general agreement interpretation of each section, so
AID/W arid 	 that both
the field posts have 
a common understanding of the
level of information and the approximate content of each section
of the PID.
 
Recommendation: 

AID/W stafT 

That the Africa Bureau circulate to field and
tNe suggested guidance contained in Section IV of
this report.
 

E. The Review Process. 
 The Task Force found the Bureau's PID
review and approval process 
to be unnecessarily long 	and
cumbersome. 
 The following observations 
are related to 
the
process:
 

More time is allotted to 	the review of documents than is
necessary;
 

The process 
for bringing issues
management is unwieldy, involves 
to the attention of senior
 
too many people and takes
too much time;
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Participation by field representatives at the Issues and
 
ECPR Meetings for "difficult" PTDs should be encouraged as
the best way to 
improve the quaiity of discussion and to

resolve issues; shortening the review process would make
 
field participation more feasible;
 

The manner 
in which both Issues and ECPR Meetings are run
 
could be simply and usefully improved;
 

Although the ECPR is 
the Executive Committee for Project

Review, attendance generally belies this; although those who

do attend are generally well qualified, they are not the
3ureau's 
senior staff. We see a possible link between this
and the lengthy delays encountered in clearing ECPR cables.
 

The process for recording the decisions of the ECPR neads
corrective surgery. Shortening the time frame and adding a
 step would help accomplish this clearance.
 

Recommendations
 

1. Reduce the time provided for reviewing PIDs to one work
week between document distribution and Issues Meeting, and
 an additional three days 
to the ECPR. With a reduction in

the length of PIDs this should be adequate to identify all
 
issues.
 

2. AA/AFR should strongly encourage field posts to 
send
 
representatives to present and defend PIDs that 
are likely

to raise significant issues or 
encounter an unfriendly

audience or 
that propose a departure from normal
 
procedures/Agency policies/development priorities

articulated in the CDSS.
 

3. Encourage Issues Committees to recommend returning poorly

prepared or seriously inadequate PIDs to the drafting

entity,. subject to the concurrence of the Director, AFR/PD

and the appropriate DAA. 
This decision would be conveyed by

cable and would not require the convening of an ECPR.
 

4. Discontinue the exchange of cables with Missions on draft
 
issues following the Issues Meeting, except under unusual
circumstances. 
 Although cable exchanges do resolve a small

number of issues prior 
to ECPRs, these limited advantages

are 
far outweighed by the substantial time they add to the
 
review process.
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5. Restructure and improve the quality of Issues Papers. 
 As
 
the principal vehicle 
or bringing substantive policy or
procedural issues to the attention of senior Bureau
 
managers, Issues Papers should distinguish between a) issues

which require AID/W guidance or resolution, b) requests for

clarification or additional information and c) points for
 
discussion. Issues Papers intended to
are 
 serve as agendas

for ECPR discussions.
 

6. Eliminate clearances required for Issues Papers; the
 
Issues Paper 
for the ECPR should be prepared by the Project

Committee Chairperson and cleared by the Director, AFR/PD,

within one 
working day after the Issues Meeting. The

chairperson of the Issues Meeting should be responsible for

ensuring that the principal points raised at the meeting are

fairly represented. 
Only those issues omitted or
 
inadequately addressed can be subsequently raised at the
 
ECPR. As long as 
ECPRs remain loosely structured, spending

as much time as we have in cleating the Issues Paper is
 
wasteful.
 

7. Expand the list of ECPR Chairpersons to include the

Director and Deputy Director of AFR/PD. 
Given the volume of

project documentation reviewed at critical points in the
 year, this would facilitate the review process and alleviate
 
backlogs of documents.
 

8. Introduce the use of a checklist by the chairperson of

ECPR and Issues Meetings to ensure that all legal,

procedural and Agency policy matters applicable to PIDs are
 
dealt with at the meetings.
 

9. Require all chairpersons at ECPR and Issues Meetings to

summarize decisions made at the meetings.
 

10. Encourage all chairpersons to take short-term executive
 
training courses on meeting management (we are discussing

management training options with ASIA/PD; they have
 
identified similar training requirements).
 

11. That AA/AFR strongly encourage higher level
 
participation at Executive Committee for Project Review

meetings, which at present are executive level in name

only. We believe this would make the reviews of PIDs more

meaningful. 
 At a minimum, if Office Directors cannot
 
attend, their representatives should have authority to
 
represent the office for purposes of concurring in ECPR
 
decisions.
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12. Restructure the current procedures for recording ECPR
 
decisions.
 

First, one paragraph decision cables advising Missions

of ECPR approval or disapproval o 
 the PID and
summarizing the principal points at 
issue should be
sent out within one day after 
the meeting on the basis
of oral 
clearances obtained from office representatives

present at the meeting.
 

Second, auidance cables expanding on the points
summarized in the dcision cable should be sent within
 
an additional week.
 

Third, limit the required guidance cable clearances to
AFR/PD, AFR/DP, the Geographic Desk and PPC; obtain

additional clearances only as 
appropriate.
 

AFR/PD:LHausman:2/28/84:0535H
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-11. PID Guidance - Content
 

This section of the report will include: the PID
 

subsection instructions as prenented in Handbook 3, Chapter 2;
 
discussions of the subsections; and, interpretive guidance on
 

how to cover 
the subject matter. Recommendations are made as
 

appropriate. 
 ...
 

-~ -.p 
-. 
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Program Factors
 

A. 
Handbook 3 Instructions
 

; Program Factors
 

a. Conformity with Recipient Country Program/
 

Strategv ..The policies and programs of the recipient country
 

(RC) are basic starting points in all AID bilateral programs.
 

While the 
underlying discussion of RC development programs is
 
contained 
in AID's country strategy documents, the PID should
 

outline the specific RC program or 
objectives which 
tne project
 

would assist. 
 The outline should identify these RC development
 

plans and priorities, together with actions being taken or
 

peoposed by the RC in support of its strategy or 
the proposed
 

All) effort, and should identify actions which the Mission (or
 

Oric'inating Office) believes are required forthe project to
 

succeed. •.
 

mrw
 

b. Relationshio to 
AID Strategy Statement - In 
building the bridge from program strategy to project specifics,
 

the PID should explain how the project responds 
to the Mission
 

CDSS or Bureau CPSS. 
 It should discuss the I 
 priority
 

of the proposed project in the 
context of the RC 
and AID
 
'?z we., a!,strategies W 
 the ways in which the project relates to other
 

AID-funded activities. As appropriate, the PID should describe
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reaffirmation of the PID's original length, format and content
 

plus the abbreviated submission proposed in the 
'strategy and
 

program presentation' document 
(2-4 pages per project) were
 

adequate indicators that we 
weren't backsliding.
 

C. Section Interaretation: 
 The fact that this section leads
 

off with "conformity with Recipient Country Program/Strategy"
 

is indicative of the 
concern AID has 
for integrating our
 

bilateral activities with host country priorities. However,
 

even if 
using quotes from a five-year plan to confirm the
 

importance of an AID proposal may be necessary, it is 
assuredly
 

not sufficient, given that most 
five-year plans (as well as
 

many CDSSs) attach great importance to all sectoral bases.
 

More concrete examples (budget allocations, for example) should
 

be provided.
 

Also, the PID should synthesize the analysis that went 
into
 

the mission's selection of 
a specific intervention from among
 

the host of possibilities. 
 Why this project?
 

i)
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Project Description 

A. 	Handbook 3 Instructions
 

Project Description
 

a. Perceived Problem - This section should clearly
 

identify what problem the proposed project intends 
to address.
 

The problem is usually stated in terms of 
an undesirable
 

situation which the project will improve or 
in terms of key
 

constraints to development which may be lessened or 
removed by
 

the project.
 

b. Project Goa) and Purpose - The PID should contain
 

a reasonably full discussion of goals(s) and purpose.(s) of the
 

project, and how the project serves these ends. 
 The goal is
 

usually defined in broader terms which reach beyond the
 

capability of one project. 
 The 	purpose is narrower and is
 

expected to be achievable during the planned life of the
 

project as a reult of project outputs. The PID should have, as
 

an attachment, a preliminary Logical Framework analysis
 

(logframe). 
At the PID stage, the Goal and Purpose of the
 

proposed project should be clearly stated and complete. Of
 

lesser precision at the PID stage are the project Outputs and
 

Inputs, which will be fully developed at the Project Paper
 

stage.
 

i'
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c. Expected Achievements and 
 - IccomolishmenisThis
 

section of the PID should describe, in general terms, what the
 

project is expected to do. Qualification of the project's
 
anticipated results is not expected at the PID stage, but 
the
 

section should indicate in general terms what the project will
 

?rzduce, how end results will 
fit into the project's purpose,
 
and what actions are envisioned to measure and evaluate the
 

results against the stated objectives.
 

d. Outline of the Project and How it Will Work 
- The
 
PID stage is too early in the project's development for the PID
 

to 
fully explain what component parts it will have or 
to fully
 

demonstrate its feasibility. However, an outline of the
 

project and its major parts should be presented. A brief
 

statement of how the project is expected to be carried out,
 

i.e., 
a preliminary sketch of implementation, should be
 

included.
 

B. Oiscussion: This section and the extent to which
 

information required vs. 
desired evoked a vigorous debate among
 

Task Force member and those interviewed. We saw this as a
 

conflict between the thrust of DOA 140 and the interest of
 

those reviewing the documents in obtaining more specific,
 

detailed description in the PID. 
 AID/W reviewers too often
 

expect this section to 
'prove' project feasibility, and
 

frequently go well beyond the broad feasibility issue to
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uuestions and suggestions involving project design that 
are
 

more aoropriate for post-PID action. 
 The Handobook is
 

explicit in stating that the P!D stage 
is too early "to fully
 

iemonstrate... feasibility." Feasibility is 
an authorization
 

question and this section should not have 
to carry that burden.
 

C. Recommendation: 
 That those chairing project issues
 

meetings and ECPRs 
exert more authority to keep the focus of
 

reviews from widening to include questions of feasibility that
 

are more appropriate for PP design.
 

D. Section Interpretation: 
 The principal objective of this
 

section is 
to convey to readers the reasonableness of what 
is
 

proposed. As vicarious participants in the design process,
 

reviewers 
in Washington want to be able to understand how the
 

specific project intervention came 
to be crafted, what its
 

component features 
are 
and how those component pieces 
are
 

likely to interact. The HB3 guidance for this section is 
clear
 

and to the point.
 

Sub-section (a) - Be specific about the
 

nature of the problem and its relative
 

seriousness. 
Often this section describes a
 
/ 

project being backed into the problem (money
 

chasing projects).
 

Sub-section (b) -
Although the instructions
 

give equal weight to goal and purpose, Task
 

/
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Force members were in agreement that the
 

purnose level statement is generally the
 

more important element and that it 
should
 

flow directly from the Perceived Problem.
 

Also, in writing = this section, it is
 

considered poor form merely to reiterate the
 

Log Frame in narrative format in the body of
 

the paoer. If the writer has nothing
 

additional to add, simply refer readers to
 

the Log Frame annex.
 

Sub-section (c) - HB3 Guidance is explicit
 

and clear.
 

Sub-section. (d) - HB3 guidance is clear and
 

stra;ghtforward. Aauitional information is
 

highly desirable on the implementation
 

scenario, including a discussion of
 

implementation steps that are critical and
 

those which will receive special attention
 

during PP design. Mission response to
 

Agency implementation concerns to be
 

addressed here. 
 How well this section is
 

written and received is reflected in the
 

confidence readers have in the project's
 

feasibility. We are 
looking for assurance
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that the implementation steos seem
 

reasonable and complete.
 

Social Soundness Considerations
 

A. 	iandbook 3 Instructions
 

Social Considerations - Consideration of social factors,
 

including the definition and examination of project
 

participants and intended beneficiaries, is expected to begin
 

in the earliest stages of development so that relevant
 

knowledge about beneficiary populations can be applied on an
 

iutegrated basis to the/merging project design, and 
so that
 

!uture implementation and feasibility problems can be
 

minimized. 
PID issues may or may not require specialized
 

analytic skills, depending on the scope of the project and the
 

extent to which project elements have been deve).oped at the
 

time 	the PID is submitted. (See Appeadix 2C for 
further
 

detail.) Considerable discretion may be used in determining
 

the level of effort appropriate to a particular PID, but the
 

following areas of 
concern should be briefly addressed:
 

(1) 	Socio-Cultural Context: 
 Briefly describe the
 

socio-cultural context of the project area, giving particular
 

attention to social, economic and political factors that
 

demonstrate a need for the project, or which will affect
 

project activities.
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(ii) Beneficiaries: 
 Briefly identify the location,
 

size and relevant socio-economic characteristics of the
 

group(s) the project will benefit (both directly and
 

indirectly) as well as 
group(s) that may be adversely
 

affected. Special efforts should be taken to specify how women
 

dill be affected. For indirect beneficiaries, explain how
 

benefits are expected to reach them, and identify recipient
 

country or Borrower/ Grantee policies and practices that will
 

facilitate or impede this process.
 

(iii) Participation: Variations in access to
 

productive resources, employment, basic services and
 

information influence the capacity an willingness of men 
and
 

women 
to take part in projects. The PID should indicate
 

briefly how the proposed project will promote participation of
 

beneficiaries during project design, implementation and
 

evaluation. 
 Nlso indicate what social, economic and
 

political factors are expected to facilitate or constrain
 

particpation with regard 
to project activities and objectives,
 

including those that 
are gender related.
 

(iv) Socio-Cultural Feasibility: Given what is known
 

about planned project activities and the socio-economic
 

characteristics of planned participants, briefly identify
 

feasibility issues to be addressed during project development.
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(v) Impact: AID's primary objective is to help
 
people in developing countries meet 
their basic human needs
 

through equitable, sustainable growth. 
PID's should show how
 
projects will contribute to this objective, giving particular
 
attention to the differential impact of the proposed project on
 
various local groups or 
socio-economic strata. 
 Special
 
attention should be given to the differential impact of the
 

project on 
men and women. 
 Indicate whether activities
 

initiated by a project can be sustained by recipient country or
 
Borrower/Grantee organizations and participants after external
 
assistance is completed, and whether project activities can be
 

spread and/or replicated.
 

B. Discussion: 
 This sectionr 
 the most detailed
 

instructionm and it w 
 Aat 
a time when social soundness
 

analysis was in 
esr 
 al favor. Our discussions did not
 

disclose any special problem with interpretation or
 

presentation. 
 We'did note that social soundness analysis at
 
the PID stage was probably far more critical than at 
the PP
 
stage, since identification of issues in the PID could alert
 
design teams to potential PP problems or 
greatly alter project
 

approach.
 

C. Section Interpretation: Identification rather than
 

resolution of social soundness issues is what's important
 

here. 
 UID/W would like assurance 
that the mission is aware of
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social issues and will address same or 
take other aporopriate
 

a:tion during the 
next design phase. Obviously, the more
 

specific you are about beneficiaries at this stage the better.
 

Economic Considerations
 

k. 	Handbook 3 Instructions
 

Economic Considerations is important for project
- It 


designers to 
focus on economic considerations of a project at
 

the earliest possible stage. 
 Economic analysis done in the
 
final stages of project development, i.e., just before the
 

Project Paper is completed, will be too 
late to have much
 

influence on design or 
a decision to approve, modify or
 

disapprove the project.
 

Consideration of economic aspects at the PID stage should,
 

if possible, include the following:
 

-- determine appropriateness of investigating the 

intended amount of scarce resources in the 

problem area or activity identified; 

-- examine the merits of the proposed approach in 

comparison to alternative approaches for use of 

these resources; 

-- consider possibilities for achieving internal 

efficiencies by use of different designs, 

implementation methodologies, etc. 
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in most 
orojects it will not be possible or appropriate to
 

oerform an 
economic analysis for inclusion in the PID. The PID
 

should, however, describe the major categories of costs and
 

benefits and, to the extent practicable, discuss the general
 

economic merits of the concept proposed. If major information
 

deficiencies exist regarding potential costs 
or benefits, such
 

deficiencies should be identified and steps to overcome them
 

during intensive review discussed. 
 The PID should also specify
 

the type of economic analysis that is intended to be performed
 

in the course of project development. A description of the
 

types of economic analysis that might be appropriate is
 

included in Appendix 3E. 
 The type of analysis chosen will have
 

implications for design resources and the project development
 

schedule. 
 For example, if a cost-effectiveness or least cost
 

analysis is chosen, analysis of at 
least two alternative
 

designs should be undertaken for comparison purposes. Also, a
 

cost-benefit analysis may require the collection or generation
 

of certain data, e.g., the quantification or valuation of
 

benefits, and/or the installation of an information system to
 

produce such data during the design and implementation stages.
 

B. Discussion: 
 This section is probably the least understood
 

of the various PID requirements, and potentially, one of the
 

most beneficial to project designers. The Bureau has made
 

several unsuccessful attempts at settling the question of
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quantity and quality of analysis desired at the PID stage and 
must pursue the question with PPC to prepare specific practical
 

guidance to field posts. Until such time as 
that guidance is
 
prepared we will rely on 
the following interpretation of the
 

Handbook language.
 

C. Section Inter retaton: This section of the PID should (1)
 
provide assurances that the proposed project has merit strictly
 

from 
an economic perspective and (2) lay the groundwork for 
an
 

analytic approach to be used by those designing the project to
 

proVe (in the PP) 
that the project is economically sound and
 

that the project design chosen maximizes the economic
 

benefits. Providing asez'rance of economic merit does 
not
 

require an intense, numbers oriented analysis in the PID but, 
.h.r,
 

should focus on the "appropriateness of investing the intended
 

amount of scarce resources" and on the 
"merits of the proposed
 

approach in comparison to alternate approaches."
 

Laying the groundwork for the analytic approach to be used
 

during project design requires a description of the major
 

categories of costs and benefits and an 
indication of the type
 
of analytic tool to be used (cost-benefit, least cost, cost­

effectiveness, etc.). You should be able to focus on the types
 

and amounts of data needed, what will be done to obtain the
 

data and how the needed data will fulfill the analytic needs.
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Relevant Exaerience
 

A. 	Handbook 3 Instructions
 

Relevant Experience with Similar Projects - In developing a
 

?ID, the originating office should consider relevant experience
 

with similar projects, focusing particularly on projects and
 

project evaluations that have taken place in the 
same country.
 

Available information on comparable projects, 
on the project
 

area, and on the socio-economic characteristics of project
 

participants, especially intended beneficiaries, should be
 

assessed. The PID will summarize these assessments, focusing
 

on reasons for successes and failures, and show how the
 

proposed project will deal with problems identified in earlier
 

projects. Where possible, the PID should identify gaps in the.
 

available information so that these can be filled in the
 

subsequent course of project development.
 

B. 	Discussion: 
 This section is not viewed as a particularly
 

troublesome area and has not been a critical element in PID
 

decisions. The Handbook guidance is clear and to 
the 	point.
 

C. 	Section Interoretation: 
 The focus of this section should
 

be on "projects and project evaluations that have taken place
 

'n the same country". The section should not merely provide a
 

listing of projects in the portfolio, but rather should provide
 

a summary assessment of the reasons for 
successes or failures
 

for projects in that country when those reasons will have a
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iirect impact on 
the proposed project. If the mission has had
 
no direct experience you must look 
to the experience of other
 

donors with similar projects. Problems that 
are common to all
 
projects 
in your particular country should be discussed. You
 
need not provide answers 
to problems you expect to encounter,
 

but at least demonstrate an awareness of them and outline your
 
preliminary thoughts on how the project expects to deal with
 

them.
 

Borrower/Grantee or Recipient Country Agency
 

A. 
Handbook 3 Instructions
 

Borrower/Grantee or Recipient Country Agency 
- The PID
 
should identify which recipient country Agency (or
 

Borrower/Grantee organization) is expected to participate in
 
the design of the project and in project implementation. Early
 
consideration can give AID and the Borrower/Grantee (B/G) time
 
to identify institutional, personnel or 
funding issues which
 

may need to be addressed in order to strengthen the 5/G
 

Agency's capability to carry out anticipated responsibilities,
 

and should 
identify any technical assistance and training
 

needed to implement the project. 
 It should also consider what
 
demands are ].ikely to be made on the B/G or 
its Agency for
 

contractor support. 
 The assessments affect costs, staffing,
 

organizational needs and the time span in which a project 
can
 
be implemented. 
 The PID should also indicate the extent to
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whizh entities which would carry out 
the project (B/G agencies,
 

?VOs, etc.) agree that it will satisfy a real need and the
 

degree to 
which they will be motivated to participate 
as its
 

imolementors.
 

B. Discussion: 
 The Task Force found that 
most PID's respond
 

only to 
the first sentence of the PID instructions and ignore
 

that follows thereafter.
all This seems to reflect a lack of
 

Participation by host countries in the initial selection of
 

project activities. We 
feel that a more appropriate title for
 

the section should be "Institutional Assessment" to give the
 

reader an immediate grasp of what the PID section should
 

provide.
 

C. Section Interoretaton: 
 The Handbook instructions are
 

clear. 
 This section of the PID should provide 
an assessment of
 

wnchthe strengths and weaknesses of the organization(* 
 toor
 

t1fough which AID proposes to channel 
resources. What are the
 

characteristics of the organization (budget, staff, workload,
 

etc.) that directly impact 
on the proposed project, and what
 

will the proposed project do to 
insure that institutional
 

weaknesses will not impair 
the project? 
 How does the propsoed
 

project fit 
into the priorities of the organization and what
 

motivation exists 
to 
insure active participation? How can we
 

be sure 
that the project will be "institutionalized" and will
 

not disappear once AID funding is 
completed?
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AID Suooort Recuirement CaDabilitv 

A. 	 Handbook 3 Instructions
 

AID Support Requirements Capability Mission and AID/W
-


project responsibilities should be outlined anad long-term
 

staff implications for implementing and monitoring the project
 

discussed. If critically needed Mission or other AID staff are
 

not realistically going to be available, 
it may be impossible
 

to proceed with the project or 
it may have to be revised to
 

omit the most staff-intensive phases. The ability of the
 

Mission to provide project support services to the contractors
 

should also be assessed, and any issues should be identified in
 

the PID.
 

B. 	 Discussion: This section is discussed in pro forma fashion
 

in almost all PIDs. Generally that's adequate, assuming
 

Missions have indeed considered the workload implications on
 

their staffs. Occasionally, however, the desire 
to undertake a
 

new activity overshadows problems of the Mission's own
 

absorbtive capacity. 
Judging from very high portfolio-per­

employee ratios in some Missions, there appears to be a
 

iistinct lack of sensitivity regarding the impact of 
"just one
 

more 
project" on already busy project managers. Infrequent
 

opportunities to visit project sites and limitltime spent with
 

host country counterparts are only too symptomatic of the work
 

environment at many posts. Notwithstanding that close
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monitoring may be critical to 
the success of a project, AID/W
 

rarely turns down proposals because such monitoring is not
 

assured. Giving AID/W the benefit of the doubt, this may be
 

Largely because of the mechanical treatment of this subject in
 

most PIDs.
 

C. Section Interoretation: The guidance itself is quite
 

straightforward. 
What's needed is greater candor in discussing
 

the Mission's backstopping capabilities. To cite one example,
 

establishing a SPAR for 
a person who would manage the proposed
 

activity is hardly an adequate measure, particularly at a
 

hardship post where 3/3 French is required.
 

D. 	Recommendation: That this section a 
all PIDs explicitly
 

identify the proposed project manager and his/her current
 

portfolio management responsibilities.
 

Estimated Ccsts and Methods of Funding
 

A. 	Handbook 3 Instructions
 

Estimated Costs and Methods of Funding 
- In most PIDs, it
 

will not be possible to accurately determine costs and/or
 

methods of financing. The Mission (or originating Bureau)
 

should, nonetheless, give its best estimate of the project's
 

financi3l needs and mechanisms. Good judgment of the proper
 

order of magnitude is more important at this stage than precise
 

estimates of detailed cost components. The PID should indicate
 

what AID will probably finance, and discuss the merits of loan
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or grant funding. A simple pro-forma budget should outline the
 

major project elemnts, and their estimated cost, and show
 

possible AID, B/G and other participants' contributions.
 

Aporopriate allowances for inflation should be made,
 

particuiarly since the approved project may not begin for 
some
 

t:ime. Do not identify in 
this section the financial resources
 

which NID or others will have to contribute to develop the
 

?roject to authorization. 
This design cost is to be identi2ied
 

as 
part of the design strategy (see below).
 

B. Discussion: This section has generally not been a problem,
 

except in projects with large capital construction components
 

where costs were 
estimated using optimum (unrealistic)
 

implementation schedules. 
 This is especially troublesome where
 

PID estimates and actual project expenditures are 18 to 36
 

months apart, withi 
 resulting4 tcost-overrunsl and PACD
 

extensions.
 

C. Section Interpretation: 
 The Handbook instructions ask for
 

a best estimate of financial needs 
 the proposed financing
 

mechanism. 
 order of magnitude is more important
 

than precise estimates of componenta, although our reviews do
 

look at 
 ordersof magnitude and proportion to one
 

another get a feel 
for how the project is to be structured.
 

For projects with large capital components indicate when
 

the estimates were made. Include the source of the estimate
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and any assumptions regarding the istimate. 
 It is suggested
 

that construction have up to 
a 35% contingency factor at the
 

?!D level, depending on cost history in country, 
source of
 

es:inates and assumptions.
 

Design Strategv
 

-. Handbook 3 Instructions
 

Design Strategy - This section should discuss the
 

responsibilities of the Mission, AID/W, Recipient Country
 

ifficials, 
(if different) the Borrower/Grantee and other donors
 

and participants for developing the project to the Project
 

?aper (PP) stage, and additionally assess the ability of each
 

to meet these responsibilities. 
 The PID should outline how the
 

more detailed analyses, and other documentary parts of the PP
 

will be undertaken, and should identify the type and source of
 

orofessioialskills required, 
 the PID should also estimate the
 

time and cost required to complete the design work. The AID
 

staff committee responsible for developing the project should
 

be identified. Finally, a recommendation for approval to
 

proceed to the PP stage should be made. 
 If the originating
 

office wishes approval authority for the PP, although the
 

funding proposed exceeds its delegated limit, the request
 

should be included in this section of the PID. 
 Notwithstanding
 

authority of the Originating Office to approve the PP, if the
 

office desires that AID/W review and approve the PP, 
a
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statement should be made and the 
reasons outlined.
 

3. Discussions: 
 The instructions 
are clear except for minor
 

duplication, i.e. estimates of 
time and cost and composition of
 

PP design committee are already requested on the PID Facesheet
 

(item 713). 
 A number of PIDs do not go beyond a recitation of
 

who will participate in PP design, leaving readers uncertain
 

about what stepswill take place between PID and PP. 
 More
 

helfful would be a narrated workplan, complete with 
interim
 

steos to be taken 
 for final design.
 

In select instances, when a difficult final design task is
 

anticipated,a 
 would be a useful attachment to the PID.
 

C. Section Interpretation: Missions should provide a scenario
 

indicating what actions will occur once the PID is approved.
 

Interim steps may include surveys, site visits, data
 

collection, etc. 
 Extent of host country involvement should be
 

discussed. 
 Identifying potential design difficulties or
 

problem areas is encouraged and provides readers with an
 

understanding of 
the milieu in which the design will take place.
 

The section requires a listing of responsibilities expected
 

of the Mission, NID/W and the host country (and an 
assessment
 

thereof), an 
outline of how the more detailed analyses will be
 

done, the type and source of skills needed, and the estimated
 

time and cost to complete design.
 



- 30 ­

............ provisions of the section require: first,
1I 
 a
 
recommendation for approval to proceed to the PP (which should
 

be ignored) and)second that venue for authorization be
 

discussed. ecommended authorization venue should be 
included ,'"..­

because of the various delegations in effect. 
 9 -

Recommended Environmental Threshhold Decision
 

A. 	Handbook 3 Instructions
 

Recommended Environmental Threshhold Decision 
- Most
 

proposed projects will require an Initial Envionmental
 

Examination (IEE), 
to identify reasonably foreseeable
 

environmental impacts and to recommend any further necessary
 

environmental evaluation. 
 The Agency's Environmental
 

Procedures (see AID Regulation 16 in Appendix 2D to this
 

Handbook) indicate when an IEE is required. The IEE is
 

accompanied by a Threshhold Decision signed by the officer
 

signing the PID. This is reviewed with the PID and defines
 

whether further Environmental Analysis (EA) or Enviornmental
 

Impact Analysis (EIS) 
- (See Appendix 2D for detail3) will be
 

required in connection with project preparation. The IEE
 

addresses the reasonably foreseeable impact of an action on the
 

physical and human environment. 
 If further environmental
 

analysis seems warranted, the IEE should identify reasonable
 

alternatives to the proposed action which should be evaluated
 

in detal in an EA or EIS. 
 The 	body of the PID may summarize
 

V¢
 



- 31 ­

the recommended Threshhold Decision, and attache the 1EE as 
an 

annex. 

When a PID is approved, it could be determine that: (a) no 

further environmental examination is needed because the project 

is not likely to have a significant effect on the physical and 

human environment; (b) the project needs to be further 

ieveloped before such a determination can be made, and, as an
 

intermediate action, environmental expertise shall be included
 

in the project design team; (c) environmental impact(s) is not
 

significant enough to 	require an EA or EIS but still needs to
 

be addressed in project design, 
or (d) the project definitely
 

will require either an EA or EIS as 
a basis for final project
 

design decisions. Regulation 16 defines the criteria for
 

selecting either an EA or EIS. 
 If decision (b) above is
 

reached, a time schedule should be established to ensure an
 

early decision on whether 
an EA or an EIS is needed.
 

B. 	Discussion: 
 No problems surfaced in the discussion of this
 

section, indicating good compliance with Reg. 16 requirements.
 

C. 	No Section Interoretation.
 

AID Policy Issues
 

A. 	Handbook 3 Instructions
 

AID Policy Issues - Project related policy or strategy
 

issues on which the originating office wishes discussion,
 

decision or guidance can be summarized in this section or 
in
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earlier parts of the PID. 
 Also, the Potential need for waivers
 
of AID procedures or requirements should be discussed in this
 
section, if sufficient details 
are known at this stage of
 
project levelopment. 
 If AID/W approval is given on a requested
 
waiver at 
the PID stage (e.g., approval by the Administrator),
 

the project may be later authorized by the aporooriate official
 
u determined by project factors other than the waiver. 
 (See
 
Chapter 5, Project Authorization, for details.)
 

B. Discussion: 
 The Task Force found that "Issues" have ranged
 
from legitimate to disingenous, with a high percentage raised
 
as straw men. Performance in this section has been generally
 
'N%;A I-
S and missions need to give more thought to 
"project related
 
policy or strategy issues", 2no 
 issues exist, don't
 

manufacture 
 non-issues.
 

I. PID Guidance - Lanath
 

An area that causes considerable concern in AID/W is the
 
lenght of PIDs. On average, PIDs are too long: 
 Guidance on
 
limiting PIDs to 15 
pages is being largely ignored. This
 
situation culminated in 
a PID that was 220
 
pages long 
 was 
to be reviewed in conjunction with a
 
similarly lengthy evaluation). 
Instead of returning the
 
document for 
drastic editing and accompanying it with a sharp
 
note of protest, the Bureau proceeded wth its review of the
 

PID. Shameon u.­
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The Task Force believes strongly that a carefully
 

:houahtout and tiihtly written 15-20 page PID 
(the emphasis is
 
on quality) is sufficient to provide the most important
 

information required at 
the PID stage in 90 percent of the
 
cases! 
 There is nothing magical about the page limitation
 

except, to paraphrase Parkinson's Law, that the contents would
 
expand to 
fill the paper. Other organizations prepare PID-like
 
iocumentation concisely; 
there is no reason why we can't follow
 

suit.
 

Annexes or attachments beyond a preliminary log fra" 
, IEE 
and waiver request(s) are generally not encouraged. In lusion
 
of an annex (or two) that elaborates on an unusual design
 
factor may be appropriate in 
some instances. 
 In any event, the
 
conclusions of all annexes 
should already be summarized in the
 

body of the PID.
 

Consideration was 
given to limit arbitrarily PID length to
 
20 pages by circulating only that portion of the document.
 

However, the Task Force argues that Missions be permitted to
 
exercise voluntary restraint in adhering to 
the suggested page
 

limits before the Bureau considers any more arbitrary,
 

restrictive action.
 

*Project development officers/design team leaders might

consider requiring separate synopses (2-3 pages of the most
relevant findings and conclusions) from all technical
contributors to 
the document. This requirement would avoid
the situation whereby 50-page plus draft reports are delivered
to the project development officer/team leader at the last
minute, leaving that person to extract 
the key findings and

conclusions.
 



September 23, 1'63 

t:_.ORA:.DU:'. 	 FOR .A, Larr/Py,."ry 

FROc': R:z".ert '. Caccia, Con .2itant
 

S:2J--Z-: Pi improvement Effort - Denin; Appr'oach 

As -c. kncnw, in late February, the Africa arnd Nea. E-as-_ areaur 

agree& to undertake improvement of quality and pro-:uctivity 

przects in cznjunction with Dr. W. Edwards Dem.in5j's visit an,, 
seminar. It was understood, at that time, that the "Demirig
 
Approach" would guide the projects. Ccntained within the 

approach.are 14 points for management, several oi which the 
projects were to inclce. 

The "frica Bureau project appeared to lend itsClf to several of 
the points which are listed below: 

The creation of constancy of purpose for i.prc"ver.nt
Point 1. 

(of the PID process and the Project Approval Syste.
 
This, of course, requires the development of an
 
improvement attitude and knowledge regarding system.
 
problems, limitations, and quality/productivity
 
expectations and realities.
 

Point 2. 	 Adopt the new philosophy. This is the recognition
 
that commonly ac.epted problems, delays, poor quality
 
levels, an-' low productivity (that is, low real
 
productivity) would no longer be acceptable.
 

Point 3. 	 C-ase Dependence on !:ass Inspection. ";e related :hiz
 

point to the AID/Washington review process. There is
 
evidence that the various reviews are resulting in
 
changes in 	both the purpose and content of PIDs
 
leading to 	changes in the system and perhaps unrneeded
 
effort at t,.e mission and AID/1; levels. in other
 
words, the znspection reviews were not directed toward
 
the 'ID as defined in the manual but as defined b the
 

the
reviews. If the missions and AID/V; could agree on 

purpose, cnrcent and other quality characteristics cf
 
the PID, decisions could be made faster and processinc
 
time would be reduced while increasing quality. This
 
would result, therefore, in increased real
 
productivity.
 

http:i.prc"ver.nt
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Pcint 4. Ccnstant>y ar.d Forever inrove t.e S*. te... U:is point
i
s arelates to the syster: of which t.e ','-rccess 

part. There is need to establish not only ar. 
imtrovement attitu-ie, but to facilitate imp:ove;ments. 
Beyond the present project this point should apply 
bureau-wie. 7he achieveeent of this point rcuire: 
top 7.anagezment's active participation rot just . 
passing on reconmewnations but also in developing such 
recommendations fof improvement. it also requires 
knowledze of how well the sytten is workinf in real 
"hard-nosed" terms relate6 to quality and productivity.
 

Points 6 and 7. These points deal with traininc supervisio:,.in 
First, the need to define what is acceptanle work anr 
what is not is rara;*ount. A.y recommendations for 
improved training o: individuals working in the system 
or supervising the system must rest on the 
acceptability of what the system can produ:ce. 

Everyone doing their Lest within a system with 
built-in problems, limitations, and significant ad hoc 
characteristics will produce outputs (PiDs, PP'S etc.) 
at a given quality and productivity level. Training 
will not solve the problems nor will good supervision 
of a poor system. The system must provide for
 
acceptable outputs. Once, of course, what is
 
acceptable and what is not acceptable is defined (in
 
this case for the PlD), then training can proceed
 
within the context ot the "new system." The "new
 
system' may merely incorporate some process changes
 
which make possible an improvement in quality and
 
productivity.
 

down barriers Detweer. staff areas. here we
Point 9. Break 

believed that by involving as many individuals (and
 
units) as possible at both the Mission and AID/W
 
levels, consensus could be reached regarding both the
 
areas needing improve-ent and the development and
 
implementation techniques for improvement. This
 

a
development of consensus would result in at least 

significant lowering of barriers. The initial efforts
 
to this end included a questionnaire cable sent to the
 
missions.
 

Point 14. Create a structure in top management which will push
 
While this point is a top
everyday on the points. 


management responsibility, a successful project in
 
your Bureau would certainly illustrate the inability
 
of the approach within AID and at least present to 
management some "food for thought." 

date have encompassed to some
The efforts of the Africa Bureau to 

degree most of the points mentioned. It appears that with sonue
 



Iiited additional efforrZ your prroject can Le vEr':' Z ccesrfuI in 
acco-Dlishin g a II of t.e roacsoriir.Zl i.cuing: 

1. 	The guidance of the Deming Approach.

2. 	 Improvement cf Qualitv and Productivity. 
3. 	 The establishment of an 'imprcve-ernt attitude." 
4. 	 The generation of serious "'c fo: :.ouht" for top AID 

management. 

:*ere are a few other subjects which rezuire further 
consideration. For this reason, I would aEpreciate a meeting
wi:h you uzon your return from Africa. These subjects relate tc 
the desin and establishment of a system to measure the imract of 
cr.anges, my report to both AID management and to Dr. Deming, the 
transferability of the Africa Bureau's experience with the P:Z 
process to other Bureaus arid the assurance that A:D will rezeive
 
the maximum recognition for the quality and productivity

improvement projects.
 

cc: 	 DAA/AFR, Ray Love
 
AFP./?D, Norman Cohen
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ATTACHMENT p 

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION AGENCY 

'3ZC\Y FCaR iN7ZRNATIONA. DEVELOPMENT 

TO: 	 AFR Bureau Staf! and Missions
 

FROM: 	 XA/UFR, Prank Dnatelli 

SUBJECT: 	 Africa Bureau Procedures for Review and 
Approvai c4 ?ro-acts 

REFS: (.%. Headquarters :anagernt 'otice No. S3-06, dated 
:ivember 2, 1982 (aame subject,. 

(B) Headquarters Management Ncti,:e 'No. 79-02, dated
 
November 21, 1978, PO Procedures
 

(C) Headquarters Management Notice No. 90-24, dated
 
March 28, 1980, Africa Bureau Pr.*cedures for Review
 
and Approval of Projects
 

(D) Headquarters Management Notices Nos. 81-27 and
 
81-27(a), dated April 16, 1981, and May 29, 1981,
 
respectively, Establishment of Project Committees
 

(E) Headquarters Management Notice No. 81-28, dated
 
April 16, 1981, The Executive Committee for Project
 
Review (ECPR)
 

I. General
 

A. This instruction cancels and supersedes Notices
 
Number 83-06,79-02, 80-24, 81-27, 81-27(a) and 81-28
 
and sets forth current procedures for project review
 
and approval.
 

B. These procedures apply to all loan and grant financed
 
projects and non-projects, including Operational Program
 
Grants (OPGs). These procedures are designed to ensure
 
that proposals receive prompt and through consideration in
 
AID/W, that al. issues are raised and resolved in an
 
orderly manner and without deilay, and that the Missions
 
are promptly and fully informed of the status of their
 
proposals.
 

Full discussions of Agency regulations on Project
 
Assistance and Non-Project Assistance (covering PIDs,
 
PPm, PAIPs and PAADs) are contained in Handbook 3 and 4.
 
Procedures under this notice shall apply only to the
 
Africa Bureau.- (Note: Use of the term PID herein shall
 
also include PAIP; and the use of PP herein shall also
 
include PAAD.) '1
 



T71. T"- Prc-3ec -ass-s Meemina 

. Purz-se. All FlDs, PID-like documents, OPG p:oosals, 
PPs and Z:bstanuive PP amendments for AID/W authcriza-Lon ehnLi.. 
be initially reviewed at a Project Issues Meeting. The curroce 
of the Project issues Meeting is to determine :eher a .TD oL 
PP confcms to Agency recuirements, including legislative, 
Handbook, policy and strategy conside rations. Based on the 
findings o6 the Issues Meening, the Project Committee shall 
make a recommendation to the ECPR to: 

1. approve, with appropriate guiiance;
 

2. conditionally approve, with explicit reqirements for
 
full approval;
 

3. return inadequate documents to the originating
 
office/Mission;*
 

4. disapprove; or
 

5. in the case of PIDs, approve'project design while
 
reserving authorization of the PP for AID/W.
 

B. Review Criteria. Parameters for the review of PIDs are
 
contained in Handbook 3, Chapter 2.E.7 and for PPs in Chapter
 
3.E.5 (attached). Handbook 4, Chapter 2 covers PAIPs and
 
PAADs. The Chairperson of the Issues Meeting is responsible for
 
following the general guidance therein and for insuring that
 
any issues resulting from the review are appropriate for
 
consideration by the ECPR. Those of you who participate in
 
project reviews are strongly urged to reread the attached
 
Agency Guidance on the review of PIDs/PPs and PAIPs/PAADs.
 
Also, the January 1984 PID Task Force Report will specifically
 
help interpret PID guidance (copies to be circulated). The
 
guidance clarifies the level of detail required in project
 
documents, particularly PIDs. Inappropriate questions now
 
raised at Issues Meetings and ECPRs would be avoided by better
 
familiarity with the guidance.
 

* An Issues Meeting recommendation to return a poorly prepared
 
or inadequate project document must be concurred in by the
 
appropriate DAA or his/her designee. In that instance, an ECPR
 
will not be held and a cable explaining the deficiencies will
 
accompany the returned document.
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IV. The Executive Committee fur 
Project Review (ECPR)
 
A. 
 The ECPR is the senior executive body of the Africa Bure,.u
whose rcie is to review and approve, disapprove or provide
guidance on all PIDs and PID-like documents, and all PPs
substantive PP amendments to be authorized by AID/W. 

and
 
The ECPI?.
may also consider other matters of concern to the Bureau.
 

The ECPR consists of the AA/AFR or the DAA/AFR or the
appropriate regional DAA/XFR, and the Directors or Deputy
Directors of AFR/PD, APR/DP, AFR/TR, the relevant Geographic
Offices and GC/AFR. Although the AA/AFR may elect to chair any
ECPR meeting, the ECPR is usually chaired by the Regional DAA
for prolects in their respective geographic areas, or by the
DAA for projects originating in AFR/RA. 
In the absence of any
DAA the Director or Deputy Director of AFR/PD shall chair the
ECPR. 
Attendees may also include representatives from outside
the Africa Bureau, as appropriate. All attendees shall be
prepared to present their comments in writing or orally, either
at or before the ECPR.
 

B. Decisions of the ECPR shall be recorded by AFR/PD and be
cabled to tha field and authorized by the person who chaired
the meeting. 
One paragraph decision cables (indicating
approval or disapproval) shaT besent to the field within one
working day after the ECPR. 
Oral clearances will be obtained
from the office representatives present at the meeting.
Follow-up guidance cables shall be sent to the field within one
week after the ECPR. 
 Required clearances on guidance cables
will be limited to AFR/PD, AFR/DP and the Geographic Desk;
other clearances will be obtained as appropriate.
 

V. Review and Approval Procedures - The Process
 
A. AFR/PD shall serve as 
the Secretariat to the ECPR and
shall be responsible for scheduling ECPRs, providing all
documentation relevant to the ECPR deliberations and recordina
decisions made by the ECPR. 
The unit within AFR/PD responsible
for scheduling the Issues and ECPR Meetings is the
Implementation and Program Support Division (IPS).
 
B. 
 An ECPR may be scheduled at any time. 
 Notice of the
meeting shall be by memorandum (Attachment B) which will be
circulated concurrently with a Notice of Issues Meeting and
the project document to be reviewed. Reviewers should receive
Notice of an Issues Meeting five working days prior to the
meeting. The ECPR will normally follow the Issues Meeting
within three working days.
 



Attachme.at A
 

ECPR
 
ISSUES PAPER
 

Country:
 

Project Name & Number:
 

LOP Funding: 
 Obligation this FY:
 

Authorization Venue: 
 CN Expiration Date:
 

Issues:
 

Points for Discussion:
 

Project Committee Recommendation:
 

Project Committee Members:
APR/PD
 
AFR/DP

AFR/TR 
Geographic Desk_
GC/AFR 
Others 

http:Attachme.at


IL eza..e n a 

3~~~~.~~ y . re u. a,~r-' S 

7) itii': tk-e proposeed ac~jty i$e~ cti-~of.e overl ta.y(S)and ',ci: Pe' ivna Lhe 71 

-=ZI.tenc of the proposed activity 'wih applicab.,~~statutory~and policy C--teria;* 

<1~j& i~~'3) potentialipato th PrOPOsed' activity With res-,ectSto.* basic hwun nheeds, equiy eir±onment, women in deve...~.....-enL'rgy 

4L) Prort attached to -the problem by the Recipient 2Cutry governmient Borowe< 
-nee 

- ~ -'W5) possible conflicts between the priority assigned to~th1project byAD and hevie6ws of-theRecipient ,Country ado'Borrower/Gratee. ndo 

_wh~')~ether, the oproposed reasonabsolution islgclanhebstcoiea~iig alternative~.~
 

7),Iietfcto.oodeficiece, 
 if any, in thepreliminary project concept~-admethodology;~ 

- 8) lezzons lea~rned fr=i previous experience w~ith similar 

caa~t fthe BorwrGatet mlmn h 

10). whether the ?ield mission haz the, capability to' 

tosue: ht the capability *11 c.leoin place~a thIe: ieo 



5. PP Poces ig 
 and Reviews
 

b. 
 PP Revie Procedures 

"" 
 Project Paper review procedures, whether definad
at field mission or 
Bureau levels, should.
incorporate 
the following features:
 

an Isdues 
Paper should be prepared to 
guide
the review and. be 
a record of salient design
features, 
riski or other Issues which need
atteation during the review (the scope of the
review should 
be tailored 
to the character of

the project.)
 

recommendations to 
approve or disapprove
and/or guidance resulting from 
the review
should 
be formalized 
and 
promptly communicated
 
to the submitting office.
 

parallel processing actions, 
e.g.,
Congressional Notifica:Ion. budget
adjustments, waiver requests and approvals,
should 
be handled promptly by the cognizanc
submitting and/or AID/W backstopping office.
 



PROJECTED NEW SIARTS - FY 84 DOC #513J 
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U 

DIVISION: AFR/PD/FAP 

COU1wrRY 
PROJEC VD. 
NAME 

- John Heard 

LOP 
($000) 

OYB 
($000) 

FIELD OR 
AFR/W 

APPROVAL 
PID DUE 

DATE 

DATE: June 28, 1984 

PID 
APPROVAL PP DUE 

DATE DATE 

AUTHOR-
IZATION 

DATE 

S(HEDUIED 
DATES OF 
OBLIGATION 

COMOROS 

602-0001 (3,500) 780 Field 1/84 2/02/84 4//04 5/22/84 5/28/84 

DJIBOUrI 

603-0020 
Housing Urban Devt. 

(5,500) 1,500* Wash 10/24/83 11/4/84 5/30/84 7/15/84 7/30/84
OYB may be reduced. Authorization may be delayed. PP delayed pending resolution of 
issues with co-financier (IDA) 

603-0017 
Human Resources Dev. 
OPG (New Project) 

603-0003 

Fisheries I Amend. 

(4,000) 500 AID/W 4/6/84 5/11/84 6/6/84 6/30/84 7/30/84
PID increases LOP request to $ 4 million. Obligation will be delayed until 7/30 due 
time necessary to process OPG by Contracts. ECPR recommended treating as new project.
ECPR decision cable has been cleayed by all but GC/AFR. Action Memo and Aut )rization
have been prepared in draft and are circulating for clearance. 

( 200) 200 AID/W (Bridge financing) 6/84 7/84 

603-0015 

Fisheries II 
(2998) 1,000 Wash. FY 83 FY 83 11/15/83 1/03/84 5/7/84 

KENYA 
615-0221 

Ag. Mgt. 
(3,000) No OYB field 1/20/84 2/24/84 7/16/84 Shelf 

615-0229 

Ag. Technology 
(35,000) - Wash. 6/30/84 7/31/84 8/84 Shelf 

615-0213 

Program Grant 

(125,000) 40,000 Wash. No PID - 5/25/84 7/15/84 7/30/84 



DIVISION: AFR/PD/EAP - John Heard DATE: June 28, 1984 
 Page 2 DOC I 0513J
 
COUNIRYPROJELT NO. FIELD OR PIDLOP OYB AUTHOR- SCHEDULED
AFR/W PID DUE APPROVAL PP DUE IZATION DATES OF

NAME ($000) ($000) APPROVAL DATE DATE DATE DATE 
 OBLIGATION
 

615-0184 
 (2,450) 
 No OYB Field 6/84
Health Planning 
 Mission plans to request AA/AFR's approval to amend Project.
Source of funds: Deobligated Kitui Health funds. 

615-0180 
 (4,000) 
 No OYB Field 6/84
Drylands Cropping 
 Mission plans to request AA/AFR's approval to increase LOP by $99,000.
 
Source of funds: Deobligated ARDN funds.
 

615-0225 
 (1,112) 
 500 Wash. (FY 83) (FY 83) (FY 83) 
 12/20/83 6/30/8-
Housing Guarantee Tech. 
Note: Project is still being negotiated and must be a-T-r-ved by Parliament.
 
615-0230 
 (15,000) 15,000 Field 6/5/84 
 7/6/84 7/30/84 8/15/84 8/31/84
Ag Sector Program Loan
 

MAURITIUS
642-0005 
 (2,000) 2,000 Field 
 2/10/84 3/13/84 4/30/84 
 6/7/84 6/30/84
Conmodity Import Program III
 

SEYCHELLES
662-0005 - Commodity Import (2,000) 
 2,000 Field 4/2/84 4/20/84 6/6/84 
 6/30/84

Program
 

SOMALIA649-0131 
 (10,000) 1,600 Field 1/17/84 2/07/84 6/01/84 6/30/84 7/15/84
Family Health Services
 

649-0109 
 10,200 
 2,000 Fi.-ld 1/17/84 2/15/84 6/15/84 
 6/30/84 7/15/84

Livesjtock Marketing
 

649-0119 
 (18,500) -0--
 Field 1/17/84 2/23/84 10/31/84 11/30/84 12/15/84
EHR PROJECT 
 Note: This is shelf project for FY 84. Scheduled for obligation first qtr FY 85.
 



DIVISION: AFR/PD/EAP John Heard DATE: June 28, 1984 Page 3 DOC # 0513Z 
COUNTRY FIELD OR.. PID AUTHOR- SCHEDULED 
PROJECf' t..NAME LOP

($000) 
OYB 

($000) 
AFR/W

'APPROVAL 
PID DUE 

DATE 
APPROVAL 

"I5ATE 
PP DUE 

DATE 
IZATIOIJ 

DATE 
DATES OF,
OBLIGATION 

649-0133
 
Kismayo Port (35,000) 35,000 Wash 
 FY 83 FY83 6/30/84 7/15/84 8/15/84


Note: OYB changed from 17,500 to 35,000 by transferring 17,500 from CIP III.
 
649-0104 (19,000) 5,800 Wash. 12/23/84 
 2/13/84 6/15/84 7/01/84 7/30/84
Groundwater Development Note: $5.8M PP Supplement in AID/W review process.

Amendment
 

649-0125 (17,500) 
 0 ? 7/84
Commodity Import Program III 
 Note: Entire funding for project has been transferred to Kismayo Port. 
Refugee Settlement (15,700) 
 7,000 Wash. 5/29/84 6/18/84 8/84 9/84 9/84


$7M level approved for FY 84 obligation. Obligation expected late 1984.
 
SUDAN
 

550-0069* (60,000) 15,600 Wash. 1/6/84 
 1/17/84 7/2/84 7/26/84 8/84

W. Sudan Agri. Mktg.
 
Road
 
650-0054*
 

Kordofan Rainfed Ag. (18,100) 
 15,600 Field 5/28/84 6/12/84 7/84 8/84 8/84
 
*Only one of these two projects (650-0069 and 650-0054) will be obligated in FY 84; the other will be an FY 85 obligation
 



DIVISION: AFR/PD/EAP -

COURY 
PROJECi] NO. 
NAME 

John Heard 

LOP 
($000) 

OYB 
($000) 

FIELD OR 
AFR/W 

APPROVAL 

DATE: June 28, 1984 

PID 
PID DUE APPROVAL 

DATE DATE 
PP DUE 

DATE 

Page 4 

AUTHOR-
IZATION 

DATE 

DOC # 0513J 

SCBEDULED 
DATES OF 
OBLIGATION 

Program Grant (K607) (18,000) 18,000 Wash. No PID No PID 1/11/84 2/17/84 2/19/84 

CIP (K606) 

(Petroleum Initiative) 

Commodity Import (K606) 

(40,000) 

(62,000) 

40,000 

62,000 

Wash. 

Wash. 

No PID 

No PID 

No PID 

No PID 

4/09/84 

4/09/84 

5/11/84 

6/84 

5/30/84 

6/29/84 

UGANDA
617-0104 

Rehab of Productive 
Enterprise PE 

617-0107 

Oral Rehydration 

(33,500) 

(3,500) 

6,000 

1,200 

Wash. 

Field 

N/A 

4/18/84 

(FY 83) 

4/30/84 

6/11/84 

6/10/84 

7/15/84 

6/30/84 

7/30/84 

6/30/84 



PID AND PP REVTIE PROCESS 
AFR/PD/EAP 
Jun~e 28, 1984 

Document No.: 0620J 

PIDs and PPs 

(Actual Dates) 

PPs 
PIDs 

& PPs PPs 

Country 
Project Title 
Number 
PID or PP 

1 

LOP 
$000 

2 

OYB 
$000 

3 

Date 
Doc 
Rec'd. 

4 

Date 
Dist. 

5 

Date 
Issues 
Mtg. 

6 

Date 
ECPR 
Sched. 

7 

Date 
ECPR 
Held 

8 9 10 
Date Date 
Decision Guidance Date 
Cable Cable LN 
Sent Sent Sent 

11 

Date 
Auth. 

12 13 14 
Total Total 

Calendar 
Date Days Days 
Oblig. 4-8 4-11 

15 

Comments 

SUDAN 
Kordf.Rain-
fed Ag. 

650-0054 

W. Weinstein 632-8286 
18,100 15,600 5/28/84 5/31/84 6/8/84 6/12/84 6/12/84 6/19/84 6/20/84 6/15/84 20 

River Trans-
port Agricultural 
Marketing PID 
650-0060 10,200 2,300 

W. Weinstein 632-8286 

12/30/83 1/5/84 1/13/84 1/18/84 1/15/84 1/27/84 2/6/84 32 

Western 
Agricultural 
Marketing 
Road PP 
650-0069 60,000 15,600 

W. Weinstein 632-8286 

6/2/84 6/5/84 6/12/84 (all are estimated dates) 

ret Initiative PAAD 
(650-K-606) 40,000 

W. Weinstein 632-8286 
40,000 4/9/84 4/11/84 4/18/84 4/25/84 4/25/84 5/11/84 5/11/84 5/11/84 6/9/84 31 31 

Program 
Grant PAAD 

650-K-607 
18,000 

W. Weinstein 632-8286 
18,000 1/9/84 1/18/84 No Mtg. 1/20/84 1/20/84 2/17/84 2/17/84 1/17/84 2/17/84 2/19/84 31 31 

CIP 650-K 605a 62,000 62,000 4/9/84 4/12/84 4/20J/84 
PAAD 
*Only one of these two projects will he obligated in FY 84. 

4/26/84 4/26/84 5/24/84 5/24/84 

The other will be obligated in FY 85. 

6/26/84 7/17/84 

W. Weinstein 632-8286 

SOMALIA 
Compr. Groundwater 
Amdt. 649-0104 19,000 

.PID-Like Cable Comment: 
5,800 

Issues 

J Hleard 632-8286 
12/?/01 3/17/81 1/25/84 1/18/84 2/13/84 2/16/84 

cd :,2h,:,oed to allow participation of D/Dir. 
2/25/84 30 

PP Supplement 6/14/84 6/15/84 6/22/84 6/28/84 6/15/84 



PID A1D PP REVIEW PROCESS
 
AFR/PD/EAP (Actual Dates) Q 
June 28, 1984 

PIDs and PPs PPs 
PIDs 

& PPs PPs 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 .J 11 12 13 14 15 
Country Date Date Total Total 
Project Title Date Date Date Date DecisicnGuidance Date Calendar 
Number 
PID or PP 

LOP 
$000 

OYB 
$000 

Doc 
Rec'd. 

Date 
Dist. 

Issues 
Mtg. 

SCEFR 
Sched. 

ECPR 
Held 

Cable 
Sent 

Cable 
Sent 

C7 
Sent 

Date 
Auth. 

Date Days 
Oblig. 4-8 

Days 
4-11 Comments 

Livestock 10,200 2,000 1/17/84 1/23/84 2/10/84 1/18/84 2/15/84 2/24/84 3/10/84 32
 
Marketing
 
and Health S Shah 632-8286
 
649-0109
 
Cormmeent: Issues and ECPR delayed to allow participation of D/Dir, USAID.
 

Family Health S. Shah 632-8286
 
services
 
649-0131 4,500 1,600 1/17/84 1/23/84 2/3/84 1/18/84 2/7/84 2/9/84 3/2/84 
 17
 
Comment: Issues and ECPR delayed to allo, participation of D/Dir. USAID. Also PID had to be rewritten.
 

Education/ S. Shah 632-8286
 
Human Resources
 
649-0119 18,500 -0- 1/17/84 1/22/84 2/6/84 1/18/84 2/9/84 2/24/84 3/8/84 33
 
Comment: Issues and ECPR delayed to allow participation of D/Dir. USAID. Also PID had to be rewritten.
 

Refugee 15,700 7,000 5/29/84 5/31/84 6/7/84 6/15/84 6/15/84 6/15/84 6/18/84 6/27/84
 
Settlement
 

KENYA T. Lofgren 632--8286
 
Ag. Mgt. 3,000 No OYB 1/20/84 2/10/84 2/17/84 2/22/84 2/24/184 2/25/84 3/2/84 15 Shelf
 
615-0221
 

Program Grant 125,000 
40,000 5/17/84 5/30/84 6/6/84 6/11/84 6/11/84 6/12/84 6/12/84 6/12/84 13 Authorization
 
615-0213 
 withheld until
 

FY 83 audit
 
question unsolved.
 

Ag Dev. Loan 15,000 15,000 6/5/84 6/20/84 6/27/84 7/2/84
 
615-0230
 

DJIBOUTI
 
Housing-Urban E. Kerst 632-8286
 
Development 5,500 1,500 10/24/83 (No Issues Mtg) 11/4/83 11/10/83 16
 
PID Comment: OYB may be reduced to 1,300. Project is currently on hold pending resolution of joint vs. parallel financing question with IDA.
 



PID AND PP REVIEW PROCESS
 
AFR/PD/EAP (Actual Dates) 
June 28, 1984 PIDs 

PIDs and P_,s PPs_ _ PP PPs 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
 
Country 
 Date Date Total Total
 
Project Title Date Date Date Date Decision Guidance Date Calendar
 
Number LOP OYB Doc Date Issues ECPR ECPR Cable Cable CH Date Date Days Days
 
PIP or PP $000 $000 Rec'd. Dist. Mtg. Sched Held Sent Sent Sent Auth. Oblig. 4-8 4-11 Comments
 

Fisheries II PP E. Kerst 632-8286
 
603-0015 2,998 1,000 11/15/83 11/29/83 12/9/82 12/9/83 12/9/83 12/20/83 12/28/83 12/20/83 1/3/84 5/7/84 29 35
 

Human 4,000 500 4/12/84 4/13/84 4/19/84 4/23/84 4/27/84 4/27/84 5/11/84 28
 
Resources
 
Dev. PID
 

Human Resources
 
Development PP 4,000 500 6/6/84 6/11/84 6/15/84 6/19/84 6/21/84 6/22/84 6/13/84
 

CODKR)S E. Kerst 632-8286
 
CARE OPG 4,500 750 1/13/84 1/17/84 1/27/84 2/02/84 2/02/84 2/03/84 2/13/84 4/2/84 5/22/84 5/28/84 17
 

UGAnDA T Lofgren 632-8286
 
ORT 3,50u 1,000 1/23/84 2/24/84 3/2/84 3/7/84 3/7/84 12
 

3,500 1,00o 4/3/84 4/18/84 4/27/84 4/30/84 4/30/84 5/1/84 5/10/84 13
 

617-0107 Comment; Track 1 -PID review action stopped at issues review with recnest for more info. on UNICEF program which this project 
is a component. 

Track 2 - ECPR held upon receipt of UNICEF document and Mission cable. PID approved at ECPR. 
RPE 
.617-0104 32,000 6,00u 6/11/84 6/22/84 7/2/84 7/9/84 	 Review delayed
 

slightly because
 
of meeting conflicts.
 

E. Kerst 632-8286
 
MAURITIUS 2,000 2,000 2/10/84 2/13/84 2/23/84 3/9/84 3/12/84 3/13/84 3/17/84 6/7/84 29
 
CIP (642-0005)
 

MADAGASCAR PID
 

Agricultural
 
Rehabilitation
 
Support 7,000 6/19/84 6/25/84 7/3/84 7/10/84
 


