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REVIEW OF THE ACTION PLAN IN A.I.D. PROGRAMMING
 

PRINCIPAL RECOMMENDATIONS
 

1. We should retain the Action Plan and 
Program Week as essential
 
and productive components of uhe Agency's programming system.
 

2. We should review che A.i.D. programming system to make sure we
 
have a coherent system that serves the Agency's interests
 
efficiently. The guiding principle behind 
this step should be to
 
preserve flexibility and the need for diversity within 
a common
 
framework of requirements, terminology and practices. 
We should
 
move on from what has been an important and productive
 
experimental stage and regularize with improvements the relatively
 
ad hoc operation we have now. The preparation of a handbook on
 
the programming system would be desirable 
to establish the
 
programming System firmly in 
the Agency practice and reduce the
 
growing disparities among the Bureaus. Substantial improvements
 
in efficiency and work loads can corse 
from having a stable system

and set of procedures and requirements that A.I.D. staff can learn
 
and practice.
 

3. We should streamline the CDSS/Action Plan and Program Week
 
procedures to 
reduce work loads. Yet we must recognize that their
 
importance will continue 
to call for substantial demands on staff
 
time. A more productive and streamlined system can result from a)
 
a better statement and regularizatioi of requirements for the
 
Action Plan document, b) a flexible and more customized scheduling
 
plan within a 
common framework, c) a hetter definition of issues,
 
including any cross-cutting Bureau and Agency themes, 
for each
 
country analysis before the Action Plans are prepared, d; an
 
orchestration of the Program Week sessions to address 
the several
 
sets of issues that need attention. Participation in these
 
meetings should be limited tc essential staff members from both
 
Regional and Central Bureaus.
 

4. We should develop common definitions of key terms used in
 
CDSSs and Action Plans such as for goals, objectives, targets,
 
indicators, benchmarks, impact, etc. Similarly we should provide
 
well thought out guidance and examples on how 
to use development
 
indicators. This step is particularly important in focusing the
 
Agency's attention on performance and accomplishments. The
 
proposed message on development indicators is an important part of
 
this effort and should be approved.
 

5. The Missions should be encouraged to use the Action Plan as
 
their own management tool in setting and assessing their annual
 
work programs. Several Missions 
are doing this with good resulcs.
 

6. We should continue with the inclusion of New Project
 
Descriptions in 
the Action Plans. At the same time, we need to be
 
very precise in our guidance about what information is essential
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for decisions about the consistency of the proposed proje(t with
 

the country strategy and Agency policies. As a general practice
 

PIDs should be submitted to A.I.D./N with the understanding that
 

the Bureaus may delegate PID approvals to the Missions on an
 
exceptional basis.
 

7. The Central Bureaus should continue to prepare Action Plans in
 

conjunction with their ABSs. The development of these Action
 

Plans should include participation from the Regional Bureaus, The
 

documents themselves should be analytical focusing on past
 
performance, current issues and future plans and al:oid
 
comprehensive descriptions of activities. The focus should be on
 
program not project level performance and issues.
 

8. The Administrator, assisted by PPC, should provide for the
 
Bureaus and Missions at the beginning of the cycle an overview of
 

A.I.D. development priorities, cross-cutting themes and issuer:.
 
Such a message can strengthen the substantive character and
 
responsiveness of the CDSSs and Action Plans markedly. The
 
Bureaus should submit to the Administrator at the end of the
 
program cycle a brief synthesis of accomplishments and issues.
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THE REPORT
 

Introduction
 

Origins of Action Plans Concept
 

The idea of the Action Plan was fi,-st introduced in a repo:t by
 
Don Brown in January 1083. He envisioned the Action Plan as the
 
means for linking the program strategy in the CDSS with "the means
 
for carrying it out." The Pction Plan would be prepared in
 
conjunction with the CDSS and cover a three year period after
 
which a new CDSS and Action Plan would be prepared. The Action
 
Plan would "lay out the key actions needed to be taken by
 
Washington bureaus (regional, functional and management) and by
 
the field missions" and focus on mission proposals for staffing,
 
OE budget requirements reporting systems, etc. Brown's proposal,
 
which he says was not fully developed, placed the primary emphasis
 
on implementation questions. Subsequently, it was concluded that
 
the Action Plan was not the best means for addressing
 
implementation and management questions except in general terms
 
related to their effect on program strategies.
 

The first Agency guidance message was transmitted in April, 1983
 
adding the Action Plan to the ABS. The Asia Bureau initiated its
 
"experiment" in decentralization in November, 1983 and introduced
 
the ideas of a workplan and and program week. There have been
 
since then 15 to 20 additional guidance messages from PPC and the
 
three Regional Bureaus covering both general guidance anC special
 
interests to be covered in the Action Plans.
 

In December, 1984 A.I.D. mBde several revisions to its programming
 
system. The purpose of these revisions was to "provide additional
 
authority to field managers. Additional decentralization allows
 
for adapting agency policies to local conditions and is the best
 
way to shift management attention toward implementation. It is
 
also logical, at this s,-age in the Administration, to place less
 
emphasis on centralized control over planning and program design,
 
since field managers have extensive experience with Agency policy."
 

This guidance also introduced the requirement for Action Plans
 
separate from the ABS. It specified the "field missions will
 
submit annual Action Plans which establish program objectives for
 
the coming year and re 'ort on progress toward objectives in
 
previous plans." 

Action Plans: a document and a process
 

The Action Plan is an important and necessary part of A.I.D.'s
 
country programming system . Where used conscientiously, it
 
serves as a useful and productive management tool. It is
 
important to recognize, however, that the Action Plan is both a
 
document and a process. While attention is focused on the
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how it is orchestrated -- starting

document, it is the process and 


with Mission preparation through A.I.D./Washington review 
and
 

that affects program policy and performance. The
 
response --

document is only ar instrument to facilitate the process.
 

the Action Plan important to A.I.D. operations?
Why is 


The Action Plan process, as it was envisioned, provides A.I.D.
 

management with the means for translating country development
 

strategies into practical operating programs. It is a necessary
 

- the link between long term
link betweei. the CDSSs and ABSs 

resources
development goals and project selection and 


It serves as a means of communication and agreement
requirements. 

country development
between the Mission and Washington or, how the 


be carried out and what progress is
assistance strategy .s to 

being made.
 

Specifically, the Action Plan
 

consolidates understandings within Missions on program
 
to
priorities and action responsibilities and helps bring
 

about a more realistic program of work;
 

- provides the basic information required for Program Week 

reviews; 

- validates the country development strategy or lays out the 

need for its modification; 

- integrates the several program components of policy
 

dialogues, project and non-project activity and program and
 

management resources;
 

- establishes progress and performance indicators at both 
provide an understandingcountry trend and program levels to 


in country circumstances
of changes (positive and negative) 

and program impact;
 

- provides benchmarks on implementation of the Action Plan to 

assessment of Mission performance;permit an 


- provides the means for informing the many different program
 

and management groups in Washington about Mission activity
 

which they support;
 

- provides information for decisions on the delegation of
 
to new projects;
authority to Missions approve PIDs for 


- provides the basis for decisions nn budget allocations.
 

In brief, the Action Plan provides an opportunity to review past
 

performance, current issues and future plans, to educate
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supporting staffs and to establish agreements with The Mission on
 
the implementation of policy strategies, sector concentrations and
 
project selection. The Action Plan process in Program Week should
 
culminate with a clear understanding of the Assistant
 
Administrator's requirements on program strategy, tactics, project
 
activity and the resource allocations (program and OE funds and
 
staffing).
 

Action Plans and Central Bureaus
 

The Action Plan idea was originally conceived as a
 
Mission/Regional Bureau procedure in conjunciton with the move to
 
decentralization. Subsequently, Action Plans have been prepared
 
by the Central Bureaus - S&T, PRIE, FVA (PVC, FFP, ASHA). The 
basic concept is also applicable to Their programns although the
 
structure of the document and the form of the reviews are
 
necessarily different. The following discussion relates to the
 
Action Plan for the Regional Bureaus and ,issions. A separate
 
section addresses its use in the central bureaus.
 

Major Conclusions
 

An aid to decentralization?
 

As noted above, the Action Plan was intended to be a key document
 
in furthering decentralization. The Missions would have more
 
authority and room to manuver once their Action Plans were
 
reviewed and approved. The development of new projects and their
 
approval, policy dialogue agendas and tactics and other program
 
implementation matters were then left to the Missions. The Action
 
Plans and Program Week have provided a means for consolidating the
 
decision-making process and reduced the piecemeal delegations that
 
would otherwise extend over the year.
 

One test of decentralization and delegation is Bureau response to
 
the New Project Descriptions (NPD) included in the Action Plans.
 
The Bureaus have operated differently. ANE requires all PID's
 
(with minor exceptions) be submitted to the Bureau for approval in
 
addition to the Action Plan and NPDs. LAC and APR delegate a
 
substantial number of PID approvals to the Missions after
 
reviewing the NPDs in the Action Plans (or ABSs for AFR in the off
 
years). However, some view the NPD as relatively useless as a
 
basis for delegating PID approvals to the field; the irformation
 
in the NPD is too general and is not helpful in monitoring Mission
 
adherence to Agency policies. The NPD does serve to guide
 
decisions on what to include in the ABS submissions and
 
Congressional Presentation.
 

Overall, the Action Plan and Program Wee,; have not materially
 
diminished Mission authorities or undermined the decentralization
 
objective. They do provide a means for a tight rein on the
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strategy and scope of Mission programs and potentially on
 

performance, however.
 

a Common Framework
Protecting Diversity in 


a common concept into a wide
Action Plan guidance has evolved from 


variety of applications. During this evolution there has been
 

the several bureaus ano some confusion on
much experimentation by 


what is required. We are now at the point of deciding how the
 

merits of diversity can be balanced with tihe need for a common
 
as well as the
framework so that the Bureaus and their Missions 


Agency as a whole can benefit efficiently and effectively from the
 

Action Plan document and process.
 

should to rfranework,The aim now be develop a common set of terms 
and procedures and review practices balanced with the need for
 

flexibility in their application. CIarifi.cations of the first and
 

simplifications of the second can go a 2onl va'; toward 
WooL and reduce workloadsstreamlining the Action Plan and Program 

and unproductive activity. The Actioin 1P]an docuno(nt itself should 

serve to facilitate Bureau and Aqency'x.cic understardings of 

problems and progress.
 

Useful on current issues and future plans 

The Bureaus found the Action Plan documents and process 
particularly useful in addressing curent issues and future 
plans. The opportunity to bring out programming questions and, in
 

most instances, reach decisions was an important product of the
 

process. This was more successful when the Missions and their
 

Bureaus mapped out ahead of the Program Week tha principal issues 

to be covered. Often the document did not surface the issues 

though the Africa Bureau has issue identification as one of its 

topics in its Action Plan guidelines. The Action Plan and Program 

Week were effective in sorting out prograir strategy issues for the 

future. Questions of sector priority, policy dialogue concerns, 

and some management points bearing on overall program strategy 

were as a rule well examined and decisions reached. In some
 

instances where the country program is well established there were
 

no issues of importance and the utility of the process as an
 

annual event was questioned. Thd Bureaus' reports were mixed on
 
on
the question of the Action Plans and Program Week country
 

budget decisions. Tne influence was greater on decisions on how
 

funds should be used within given levels than on the levels
 

themselves. The restrictions of functional accounts, earmarking
 

and overriding political preferences provide little latitude for
 

budget decisions based on program requirements and performance.
 

Useful in developinq common understandings
 

Many of the Washinqton staff pointed out the importance of having
 

both in the Action Plan document and the Program Week an 

opportunity to become acquainted with Misu3ion programs, issues and
 

plans. The benefit of a relatively systematic presentation of
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each country program pays off in reducing communication problems
 
and misunderstandings which might otherwise drag out over the
 
year. Supporting personnel need an opportunity to learn about the
 
programs and their context to help them with their work.
 

Weak on accountability
 

The Action Plans and Program Week were not successful in getting
 
at questions of accountability. One of the original reasons for
 
the Action Plans was to establish a basis for holding the Mission
 
accountable for carrying out the program decisions agreed to
 
during the previous year. While some of the Action Plan documents
 
attempted to provide benchmarks on Mission performance, they
 
generally did not; and, more important, there was little or no
 
direct discussion of Mission performance in relation to prior year
 
understandings. While this may appear to be an important
 
weakness, it may be that the extensive direct and incidental
 
meetings during Program Week along with the continuous interaction
 
between A.I.D./W and the Missions during the year served this
 
purpose. Part of the problem relates to the next point.
 

Weak on performance and impact and related indicators
 

The three Regional Bureaus were in agreement that the Action Plans
 
were on the whole Unsuccessful in providing indicators of program
 
performance and impact. A few of the Action Plans made a good
 
attempt and provide possible models for the rest. But even these
 
Plans were inadequate and needed further attention. The problem
 
here is less with the Missions than with AI.D./W guidance.
 
Indicators of program performance and impact are difficult to
 
develop and lay out succinctly. At the Country Trends level there
 
are some generally accepted indicators such as relate to
 
macro-economic trends. Indicators of program impact and
 
performance are more difficult conceptually although in some
 
sectors such as population they have been well defined. Part of
 
the problem with these indicators is the reluctance of some
 
Missions to be pinned down and held responsible for specified
 
results. Clearly more work has to be done to provide Missions
 
with practical guidance on what is wanted and how to go about
 
preparing the data. Some of the Missions' problems may also be
 
due to confusion on the meaning and use of terms in the Action
 
Plan guidance. LAC has moved ahead with its indicators plan
 
related to its 14 objectives. ANE and AFR are working on their
 
own plans and S&T technical staffs have developed their own
 
indicators. Agency wide guidance moving toward a common approach
 
is still pending and would be an important catalyst.
 

Confused use of terms
 

Across the Bureaus, if not within each Bureau, there is confusion
 
on the key terms being used for the Action Plans. Such terms as
 
goals, objectives, targets, benchmarks, indicators are being used
 
without common agreement on what they mean and how they are to be
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instances Program Week discussions of goals and
applied. In some 

be deferred because of confusion on what was
objectives had to 


wanted. It is important to the Agency that we all work with
 
we are to
common understanding and applications of basic terms if 


ability to articulate plans and accomplishments.
advance our 


Weak on management issues
 

The Action Plan documents, and particularly the formal review
 
for addressing management
process, did not provide a useful means 


issues such as staffing, resource allocations, operating expense
 

requirements. The presence of the Mission Director, however,
 

during Program Week provided an opportunity to sort out management
 

issues in side meetings even if not identified in the Action Plans
 

or review process.
 

Workload problem for Missions and Bureaus
 

the Action Plans as a document and a
The most vocal reaction to 

on
process including Program Week concerned the workload imposed 


staff and management. For some Missions the preparation of the
 

Action Plans was an arduous task demanded by A.I.D./W. For the
 

the number of Action Plans that had to be read and the
Bureaus 

number of meetings attended within a relatively short space of
 

time were all consuming leaving little time for any other
 

responsibilities and even insufficient time to prepare well for
 

the reviews themselves. The Bureaus and Missions are, however,
 

learning from prior year experience so that the process is
 

becoming less demanding. In some instances, the criticisms of the
 

Action Plan process expressed by the Missions seemed to be a
 

reflection of their views of the usefulness of the Action Plans to
 

Mission operations. Where Mission management saw the Action Plan
 

as a useful management tool for building a concensus and work
 

program, and many did, complaints about the process were less
 

insistant. Also, the workload on the Missions has eased somewhat
 

as they have gained a better understanding of the requirements and
 

can build on prior year work and experience. Each of the Bureaus
 

has been working to reduce the workloads and "customize" the
 

process to fit real requirements rather than maintain an annual
 

routine which is not productive in all situations. The workload
 

problem will require continuing attention, however.
 

Senior Managements Role in Action Plan Process
 

Within the Bureaus, the Action Plans and Program Weeks reflected
 

the desires and interests of Bureau management. They provided a
 

key opportunity to influence the direction of Mission programs.
 

The process also enabled Bureau management to introduce their own
 

themes and build them into the discussions. This
priorities and 

process would have been more effective if these views had been
 

clearly outlined well before the Missions started their
 
The Action Plan process appeared
preparation of the Action Plans. 


to be of little or no utility to the Administrator except as
 

important issues may have been volunteered by the Bureau
 

management. The Administrator's guidance messages did not
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articulate Agency wide priorities and concerns that may have
 
The results of the Action
arisen from interactions with Congress. 


general were not summarized for
Plan reviews and Program Week 	in 

an overall understanding of Agency
the Administrator to give him 


wide program performance, issues and progress.
 



THE ACTION PLAN AS A DOCUMENT
 

A.I.D./W Guidelines for Action Plans
 

The Agency has sent the field over the past three years some 15-20
 
guidance messages on Action Plan requirements. Some are from PPC,
 
some from the Regional Bureaus and some are special interest
 
messages. Each year the list of referenced messages in the
 
guidance cables gets longer and less useful. The result is a
 
growing lack of coherency in Mission guidance. Why should it be
 
necessary to have guidelines each year on the "how-tos" of Action
 
Plan preparation?
 

Fortunately, the basic structure of the principal guidelines are
 

similar if not the same as follows:
 

I. Strategy and Policy 

AFR: Strategy Recap and Policy Agenda (1 page)
 

LAC: Strategy summary arid inudifications (3 pages); country
 
specific goals as specified by the Bureau (I page form); overview
 
of progress toward established goals and ariticipated results (2
 
pages).
 

ANE: Summary of strategy goals, assessment of the validity,
 
progress toward goals and A.I.D.'s contribution to impact,
 
proposed new elements, major program management issues.
 

II. Variously identified as "Implementation or Performance and
 
Plans, Progress and Implications" (See Annex B for suggested
 
outline)
 

AFR: Overall progress and implications: policy/program
 
evolution; major issues and implications :or next two years (2
 
pages).
 

LAC: Implementation: A. For each objective pre-printed
 
forms for objectives, performance, benchmarks, assumptions, policy
 
dialogue actions, project accomplishments and supporting
 
narrative; B. Special analyses covering new projects, PL 480,
 
Local Currency, mortgage/pipeline, WID (84 pages, i.e., 6 pages
 
per objective with 14 objectives).
 

ANE: Performance and Plans: program by sector by scrategic
 
goals, quantified; impact since last AP, major program and
 
management actions planned, sectoril policy agenda, significant
 
problems and major breakthroughs.
 

IIA AFR has a separate section on key program targets, progress,
 
benchmarks, policy agenda, management steps, program agenda for
 
two years....
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III. Variously called Work Plan, Special Considerations, Management
 

AFR: New starts, design issues, evaluation schedule,
 

research schecule, management improvements (program ccnsolidation,
 

staff alignment, use of FSNs, Peace Corp, OE savings, local
 

currency, pipeline/mortgage, Gray Amendment.
 

LAC: Management: management strategy, OE Evaluation Plans,
 

Gray Amdt (8 pages).
 

ANE: Special Considerations: Financial (pipeline/mortgage),
 

obligations, deob/reob), evaluation plans, PL 480, management and
 

workforce issues, Gray Amdt, budget tables, NPDs.
 

Bureau Action."
IV. AFR includes a fourth section on "Issues for 


As is evident from the above outline, the Bureaus are not far
 

apart in the structure of the Action Plans. LAC, however, has
 

overlaid the Action Plan with its MBO system making the Action
 

Plan a more "pivotal document" in its programming. The Bureau's
 

goals and objectives plan is incorporate in the Mission
 

submissions. Pre-printed formats for presenting performance
 

indicators have been provided. This approach provides a
 

relatively uniform treatment of the data on performance and
 

progress. The other Bureaus leave the matter largely to the
 

Missions though dissatisfaction with the results has raised the
 

question of more explicit guidance.
 

The LAC guidance envisioned Action Plan documents of 121 pages
 

plus tables; the ANE guidance 60 pages and AFR guidance 15 pages.
 

230 pages: AFR/ll to 46, ANE/30-60;
The results ranged from 20 to 

LAC/130 to 230. The longer documents tended to be excessively
 

tables and for LAC
descripti.ve but also incorporated numerous 

as
pre-printed forms. The documents cited among the best also
 

to over 137 for Honduras, for
ranged widely from 20 pages for Mali 


example. Guidelines on length of document, thus, did not seem
 
to the
particularly effective. This may partly be due 


can be covered briefly. For LAC,
requirements demanding more than 

the Action Plan process. In
it reflects the MBO overlay to 


general, it reflects a tendency toward more description than
 
relative
analysis. The range of lengths also results from the 


complexity of the programs.
 

LAC summed up Mission views on the import ice of preserving the
 

current guidance as follows:
 

"The current Action Plan format and methodology should be
 

retained, with appropriatu refinements, to assure continuity in
 

the plannirg process, comparability between successive plans for
 

any country, and meaningful assessment of performance and to avoid
 

the need for Mission and LAC/W personnel to learn new formats."
 

http:descripti.ve
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Information Requirements in Action Plans
 

The above outline for each of the Bureaus sugcests the kind of
 
information called for in the Action Plans. One of the areas of
 
primary concern and weakness is related to the pec,'entation of 
performance and impact. As ANE sums i t . -carea of 
goals, objectives, benchmark, indicatois., ,etc. rvains murky. 
Efforts to focus APs and discussion.,, ,: ''- ar .:, c.,t .. ere not 
generally successful. Agreements o - . ibte 
indicators are not easily arrived a t .. .o Action 
Plans and review process still di& nmt i .7 nincfu 1 
review of program performancc a71s a for iudq the 
acceptability of future .. c omav~cethe plans Or a I.I: 
indicators were freq-.ently beyond rho influenco of the country 
program; Missions were uneasy anout b,ing held o table for-1 
such indicators." LAC conclud-d: ,,..s . t.. t u [i. /f;o mat 
to differentiate clearly beteen co-u-ry Cl.reno .D (dL t0Sio and 
program performance indicaLors, the laL to- ,o-c:i to 
attribu: ion of chanoes to th, A. I.D. ' ,,tv "o:urlm AFR notes 
the need to: "clariFy guidance es > vn]i, 0 program 
periormance documentation. AFR is wor' -iu on t:oular format
that- would ident.ify, f ech ma j 1)J e c LVe: thethe lorgior e..0,7C 1o
 

term program targets for the Action 1 Lh].an pereiod performance 
indicators to measure achievement of each - .hc 'Ltatus of 
past performance on each indicator, ard tfie , _ ,_ 

goverin2.ng the choice of targets anr 7 ; 1),csc r .iit 1,ake 
sense for each Bureau to be develol:. , ,), , I..d, Lca. 

.categories. rms and theirC lef7init o n , , ; .'o.Ts? 

A second of is s,,ct.i oar.ea concern the o,&na > or120. 

This portion of the Action Plan wos o, use -.odor ively in many 
of the review sessions. In some /-nstances Lh; r. ivo, was not 
adeauately related to and integrated h o -lCI A',-irA"tion
 
Flan. Again, it may be more a matter of -S., escription and 
data and increasina the emphasis on issu,-i.(2 C Ilv..., y here are 

m
important management cues tions relat-ed ,.t .' ,Llon of{,i 
0 

the program strategy in the allocation and us.- of 1 n. andprsonnel OE 
funds. For example, where mortgage/pipeline 1 ,. oL.s are 
pertinent to overall program strategy, they sho 1o prosented 
here; otherwise, they should be dealt ,J----':i ad ,S 
presentations. If this section of the Actio - Pla, is 3ot 
integrated in the Program Week reviews, it .. ').. .... .: iL c 
appendage and raise questions as to why i id d 

A third aspect of the Action Plan which might require attention is 
the section on special analyses such as for liD, Evaluation Plans, 
PL 480, Local Currencies, etc. Gener-ai.y, there were few concerns 
expressed about these items. However, it is iirportdnt they be 
integrated with the main themes and activity, c'-inodz in the Action 
Plan and not be looked on as perfunctory -auJ oiur.'. There may be no 
better way to handle these items but they shoiuld be closely 
associated with the strategy implementation and could be 
incorporated in the sectoral presentations in some instances. 

http:goverin2.ng
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Similarly, a fourth area of concern on information requirements in 
the Action Plans are the ad hoc report,_ on, for example, the Gray 
Amendment, Peace Corp/A.I.D. cooperation, eCc.. Since these items 
are largely reporting requirements, vouldn't they be better 
addressed outside of the Action ?fa? Does anybody review these 
reports and summarize them for the Aqewlcy? The Cra Amendment 
information might more appropria.eiv and effec':ivelv be included 
in the PIR reports which are directl'y re a.L to actions on choice 
of contractors. Othpr such items oulJ be nnndle" in sroecial 
reports where there is more car. int ta 'a soiieone will use the 
information provided or i: ABSs. J'he - no'. to let the 
Action Plan become loaded with infoi tin- _menuirenments which are 
not directly relevant to decisions wfii-h aft-, t tf,- implementation 
of the proqram strategy.
 

A fifth feature of the Action Plan is particLlarly controversial, 
i.e., the usefulness of the New Project Desciptioons (NPD). This 
point is covered separately because of its relation to PID
 
approvals and delegations. 

Use of Standard Outline
 

The above discussion suggests the need for a standard outline for 
guiding the preparation of Action Plans. [Understandably, there 
may be resistance to this idea given the invescment the Bureaus 
have already made in their own guidelines aiid their application. 
Yet, it should be possible to develop ccmmon framework for the 
Action Plan document, clarify what infoimation is essential or can 
be provided elsewhere or not at al And gree on defEinitions of 
terms and their use. Within this fram(';ork the Bureaus would be 
free to elaborate on the specific trea ent of each topic, e.g., 
with the expanded formats of LAC or t e minimal analyses of AFR. 
it should be possible to prepare this -ommon outline with the 
basic requirements and definitions in ziire for the next round of 
Action Plans. Not to do this will only lead to looking the Agency 
into a confused Agency-wide programming system.
 

Relation to CDSSs and ABSs
 

The Action Plan serves as the essential link between the broadly
 
defined development assistance strategies in the CDSSs and the
 

budget detail required in ABSs. It is the means for integrating
 
the various categories of funding, project activity, policy
 
dialogues and staffing and management requirements into a cohesive
 
country program. It provides a work plan for defining specific
 

actions to be taken by the Missions during the coming year and
 

benchmarks to measure whether these actions have been taken.
 
Finally, it provides indicators of program and country trends and
 
progress.
 

Generally, the Action Plans for the past year have met these
 
requirements and provided the necessary link. There are, of
 
course, differences in how well each of the Action Plans met these
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needs. Two areas are of particular concern: the tendency in some
 

instances for the Action Plan to encroach on the purposes of the
 

CDSSs and the failure in other instances to relate Action Pla.i
 

decisions to budget decisions. On the first, some of the Actinn
 

Plans were too elaoorate and descriptive in their discussions of
 

program strategy. While some adjustments to st,1-Fjtegy may be
 
a DSS should be
necessary and can be covered in the Action Plans, 


' md for. Therequired instead if a major change in strategy 
eral
7

Action Plan structure is not well designed to 


9rogram strategy questions. Some of the ecvo ujle could be
 
andreduced if the Missions held to the Action P-in c,,e 

!:educed to a minimum the descriptions ann ro:t,' it of country 
to dat ODSS would alsosituations and program strategy. More up 


help in some cases.
 

On the second point, decisions on country and src jcecV udget 
allocations were made independently of the Ac,: . P.lan proce s and 
not related to conclusions reached on the ,Act:.Wn Plan itelf, 
While this view was expressed by many, it moy not be a- clear cut 

as it appears. Certainly, those working wi Ialocations'Ldct 


are also knowledgeable about the Action Pla; r -,ndirectly
 

tight Agency budtgets,
influenced in their decisions. With delays 
in appropriations and apportionments and the doinancc- of 

non-program factors, systematic linkage of the two may be 
difficult. Yet, the Action Plan process is so'ewhat hollow if 

budget decisions are made as if the Action Plan did not exist - a 
to persist will cynicism
concJition which if allowed generate some 


about the function of the Action Plan.
 

some suggestions
From the discussions with A.I.D. staff there we-_-e 

that the quidelines for preparing CDSSs should be reexamined. The
 

guidance
Handbook instructions are out of date and the cable.d 

heavily loaded with specia_ requirements. Since the original CDSS
 

advent of Ie ,ct.ionPlan,
guidelines were written well before the 

at L. s1the
it would be appropriate to take another look 

character of the CDSS might change somewhat g1van o 

the Action Plan. One thoughtful observation ffo - stff member
 

points out the CDSS should give the Mission greater latitude to
 

reflect its views of the country's development condition and
 

assistance requirements freed from the strictures of Agency
 
priorities. While the CDSS should provide analyse.-s in the
 

sectoral areas of most importance to A.I.D.; it.shouild also allow
 

Missions to lay out critical development issues that may not be
 

within the range of Agency priorities. The Action Plan then
 

becomes the means for nailing down the country s'tratergy and its
 
the CDSS.
implementation following the review and approval of 


This approach would tend to make the program more sensitive to
 

critical country development issues which mighit otherwise be
 
overlooked.
 

in sum, it is time we looked at the system within which the Action
 

Plan is a key component. The Action Plan was developed without
 
carefully thinking through its effect on the CDSS and ABS and
 

other documents and reviews. There was frequent questioning of
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the usefulness of the CDSS owing to its broad coverage, or
 
obsolesence or unapproved status. An effective Action Plan
 
requires an up to date CDSS: other'ise, it tends to become a short
 
hand CDSS without an adequate analytical base. In general, we may
 
need to prepare CDSSs more frequently, i.e., every three or four
 
years with a possible evaluation of the previous CDSS in
 
conjunction with preparing the new one.
 

Action Plans and A.I.D. Records and Information Systems
 

Under present arrangements the Action Plan documents are handled
 
in an informal and ad hoc manner. There is no Agency system for
 
their processing, distribution and eventual storage for future
 
reference. Each Bureau operates independently with whatever 
procedure is called for at the time. Yet Lhe Action Plans are an 
important Agency document with valuable information on Mission 
programs and perfocmance and over time useful information on 
results and impact. These documents should be provided a more 
official status and recognition. This would involvo: having them
 
printed with a cover and distributed acotding to preset
 
arrangements. They should be provided to the CDIE Document 
Information Handling Facility so that they carn be referred to as 
both a current and historical reference Lesource. Given that the 
ABSs have such a short shelf-life at most one year and that they 
are almost entirely budget data, would it not be more efficient to 
use computer systems for their submission, recording and analysis 
and not print them? 
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THE ACTION PLAN AS A PROCESS
 

The Sequence
 

The sequence of events for the Action Plan involves a number of
 
steps. These steps should be clearly in wind in order to achieve
 
the most beneficial results. They are as follows:
 

1. Guidelines to the field.
 

2. A.T.D./W and Mission exchange-s on major issues to be
 
covered. This step has been found usefu. but is not applied in
 
all instances.
 

3. Missions prepare ano subrit th71 r .c< on Plans. Those 
Missions which have found the Action A oa.t cu l]i useful have 
engaged tlhe full Mission in thinkin, :ter the 
strategy, issues, performance meas -. . requirements. 

-
It has served as a valuable manaoem .eida for the 
-
Director and starf . Others have sipl1" . .reparation of 

the Action Plan over to the Progra . rated it as 
something to satisfy Washington but cf l..,e to the Mission. 

4. Program Week preparations, r.is and decisions. 

5. Dureau cabled responses.
 

As a ruLe the time period for this scquonce is roughly from 
Oczober/'o :vember to Februar}'/March or to June; give or 
take a month or two about T to 6 monts 
The Actio. ? Ian seauence fit within , 1 r <-v annual 

1',-sr>: 


" 4 ,ry 

cycle that culminates with vhe Budqe - a-: in th , summer. 
that Action ,-Some have sugQested the 1111; 0 , K acvcledA. to 

minimize the bunching up of Program ,.-:-ruary April 
period. There are trade offs which -,,;,_J1, o t e :-akenu . into 
account. Annual guidance messages woul h;:ve "o bho transmitted 
earlier in the year, say August. Is i or can the 
Action Plans be prepared without this ry.c ission work 
schedules are locked into a number o" ... rInsuc 
ABS submissions, obligations schedules atnd oL,er seasonal 
demands. Is there any better time for the A'*an Plan? Also more 
important, shouldn't the Action Plan ree:i decisions precede 
fairly directly and guide the ABS submissions This linkage 
should be preserved to get the full benefit LoO the process. 
Decycling, however, may be possible if the Agency shifts to a two 
year schedule for the Action Plans 

Scheduling and Coverage
 

The most important area for improving the efficiency of the Action
 
Plan process and reduce workloads lies in the CDSS and Action Plan
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scheduling and requirements cn country coverage. While past 
guidelines called for an annual s'u b1ission, this is impractical 
and unnecessary for all Missions - vea,. AFF, because of the 
number of country programs it (3an1-~e., at: the outsetdecided to 
limit the Action Plan requiremer!_ , 16 cai:ory 1 & i country 
programs and left out the smalj programs, -e latter are handled 
more informally dv other meanc. Also, AFT put the Action Plan on 
a two year cyc' w'ith some except o,,:-7he- country conditions 
were particularly trbulent Az a ,eslit: AFR revi-ews only 8-9 
Action Plans or 'DS- ecach year. This Lh, rm-eved t, be manageable 
but still den:anding -ii srafi tium. A, ;sed 19 Action Plans 
and 4 CDSSs in F 1 1S reV: : 4 -- c SC ing toschedu 
determine how 1:o red.ce the number hc lon PlIanr-c needing 
preparation and each Ii .- areview yea:. cn2derinqAN 

customizina approach and will jetermirine on a coun, rv by country 
,basis which plans s hou-d he su mi tt-e ar: a what ime. LAC 

prefers the annual submission 'ith var. ,i os on the intensity of 
Program Week. It processea l6 Act16 o Plas and -3 CDSS in FY 1987. 

As an Agency-wide framework for the sch.diling and coverage of 
CDSSs and Actiorn Plans we suggest the following: 

1. CDSSs should be prepared every four years. 

2. Action Plans should be prepareJ within 6 months after CDSS 
approval and every two years thereafter. Some have objected to 
preparing Action Plans at the same time as the CDSSs both because 
of the workload and the lack of guidance on CDSS program 
decisions. The six months dely would ease these problems. The 
Egypt Mission prepared both at the ,amte time and was pleased with 
the process and result. 

3. ABSs should be prepared every yea, in the off years when 
Action Plans are not required the ABS submissions would include 
the NPDs preparatory to PID approvals and other essential annual 
information requirements. 

4. Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) should be held every six
 
months. The utility of the PIR review process could be
 
strengthened by identifying cross cuttinq issues on implementation
 
problems for consideration by senior management. Originally it
 
had been envisioned that the Action Plans would address
 
implementation issues but this was not feasible nor appropriate
 
except as chey relate to the overall strategy. The PIRs, however,
 
provide a good opportunity to identify and address questions of
 
program implementation.
 

Program Week
 

Program Week is the major event of the year for country program
 
reviews. It is the principal opportunity for the Mission Director
 
and key staff to present, advocate and defend their program. It
 
is also a very intensive period during which A.I.D./W staff and
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management have their opportunity to examine the program in depth
 

- to learn, critique, modify and reach decisions on performance
 

and future directions. it is viewed as a useful time for
 

concensus building.
 

more than a review of CDSS/Action
Program Week is a great deal 

Plans. it provides an opportunity for numerous side meetings and
 

discussions between A.I.D./W staff and the Missions and permits
 

exchanges, if not always decisions, on a wide range of program and
 
a
administrative matters. Program Week for the Bureaus often is 

two week affair when one takes into account the considerable 

preparatory time. Also, some Bureaus schedule PIRs before Program 
Week to identify issues to be raised during the Program Week 
reviews. 

The CDSS and/or Action Plans are the key documents for focusing 
the Progra;, Week agenda. They are most useful when they are used 
to facilitate the discussions and not become the object of the 
discussions. Well prepared documents are critical to an effective 
P'ocram Week. 

T-e egin Bureaus generally follow the same approach to Program 

Week meei igs. There are as a rule four basic meetings: 

1. A preparatory session to define the issues and agenda for the 
revie.' meetings. These sessions are attended by the principal 
bureau s!taff led by the Program Office. An issues paper is 

prepared for the Action Plan review meetings. This step gives
 

various offices and bureaus the opportunity to present their 
issues aod sort out those of major and minor importance. More 

time for this step and for the circillation of the issues papeis 

would improve the focus and productivit, of the later meetings. 

The preparatory meetings last about 2 hours, sometimes longer. 

2. The formal Action Plan or CDSS Review meetings are often held 
in two separate sessions either as simpiy an extension of the 
agenda from one meeting to the next or for separate topics such as 

strategy issues in one meeting and management issues in the
 

second. Thirty to forty people attend these major sessions. For
 
some, it is an excellent opportunity to learn; for others an 
opportunity to discuss the issues. ilolding these meetings to 2
 
hours per session is difficult as some participants tend to make
 
lengthy interventions. The ranqe of issues covered is very broad
 
and generally useful. Occasionally, the discussions lack focus or
 
slip into project level detail.
 

3. The final meeting - the wrap-up session - is restricted to the
 

key Bureau and Mission representatives and senior Bureau
 
managers. The Program Office prepares a draft cable on
 
conclusions and decisions for the Bureau management to approve.
 

Overall, the formal Program Week meetings call for 10-14 hours of
 
meeting time for each country. In addition, several officers
 
require substantial time for preparation. Also, there are many
 



side meetings with Mission representatives on project and
 
management issues. In some instances, separate sessions are held
 
on the New Project Description
 

The Bureaus will need to review the Prcgram Week process carefully
 
to trim off any excess workloads and meeting time. Some
 
improvements can come from:
 

1. CDSS/Action Plan scheduling to reduce the number of country 
reviews each year; 

2. divisina a Proqram Week schedule of meetings so that the range 
of subjects are covered but participation is limited to topics of
 
direct concern to the participants. Many staff waste time
 
attending meetings waiting for their subject to come up. Would it
 
be possible to hold a one hour briefing and general discussion
 
meeting with the Mission Director for all comers to give them an
 
opportunity to learn about the program and ask their special
 
interest questions? This session could then be followed with a
 
carefully orchestrated set of meetinQs on specific topics related
 
to Mission and Washi.ngton priority interests. Attendance at these
 
latter meetings would be limited to those who have specific
 
knowledge of the topic and decision-making responsibilities.
 
There is no easy solution to the time soent in Washington during
 
Program Week. Given its importance to each country program, it is
 
well worth this period of attention.
 

3. sharpening the issues for discussion so that the meetings can
 
follow specific agendas.
 

4. providing more time for the review of documents and issues
 
papers - a persistent complaint.
 

Bureau Responses to Action Plans and Follow Up
 

The Bureaus identified few problems with the process of responding
 
with cables summarizing the Action Plan reviews and Program Week
 
discussions. The system of having the Program Office prepare a
 
draft cable for the final session with senior management helped to
 
sharpen the issues and decision points. With some exceptions
 
these cables were out within a reasonable time period - ten days 
but there were some cases of serious delays and some complaints of
 
lack of decisiveness. ANE has set up a system for follow up and
 
monitoring Mission actions resulting from the cabled decisions.
 

ACTION PLANS AND PROJECT REVIEWS AND DELEGATIONS
 

One of the more contentious issues in the Action Plan process
 
relates to the usefulness of the Action Plan and particularly the
 
New Project Descriptions in informing Agency policy monitors on
 
what is actually intended by the Missions. This concern is based
 
on the view that on.y at the project level can one learn what a
 



-20

country program is about and whether it is consistent with Agency
 
policies. Many of the Agency's policies can only be given
 
substance in the projects themselves such as positive rates of
 
interest in credit projects, use of targets in population
 
projects, environmental impact or use of private sector
 
instrumentalities. And if the projects are not reviewed in
 
Washington, then it is difficult to know how well these policies
 
are being adhered to. The general conclusion is that the NPD does
 
not provide enough information for this purpose. Some would argue
 
that these points are delegated to the Missions in project design
 
and it is up to the Mission to follow Agency policy.
 

The submission of PIDs fur Washington review would seem to be a 
minimal requirement to nelp address this problem. And where 
sensitive policy i.ssues appear likely Washington should review the 
PP or key sections. Also precycle country guidance related tc 
sectors of interest would permit a sharper articulation of policy 
questions. 

In the end, it is a matter of delegations. If we wish to have a 
decentralized system then there has to be a greater reliance on
 
the Mission to follow policy prescriptions. Mission assessments,
 
nrogram evaluations and frequent Wasrington/field travel are then
 
the techniques for monitoring performance.
 

ACTION PLANS IN CENTRAL BUREAUS
 

Each of the central bureaus - S&T, FVA, PRE - prepare Action
 
Plans. Discussions with these offices suggest some questioning
 
about their usefulness but overall a belief that the Action Plans
 
help to inform PPC and the Regional Bureaus about their plans and
 
diffuse issues. The Action Plans were helpful in the larger
 
offices in educating other units about program plans and
 
overlapping interests. The review process appeared to be a bit
 
perfunctory with generally low level participation from the other
 
bureaus. The Act'on Plans were not as a rule the basis for
 
decisions. The preparation of the Action PlEns and related
 
portfolio reviews were helpful in focusing attention on priorities
 
and issoes, however. For S&T the major new program strategies
 
such as child survival, renewable energy were dealt with outside
 
of the Action Plan process.
 

Conclusions from these discussions suggest:
 

1. Keep the Action Plan as an annual requirement to be provided
 
with the ABS;
 

2. Encourage the regional and other bureaus to participate in the
 
Central Bureaus Action Plan preparation where there is likely to
 
be more interest than at the review stage;
 



-21

3. Use the Action Plan to bring out the extent and character of
 
Central Bureau participation in Mission and country development
 
programs. Mission Action Plans should also cover this point.
 

4. Limit the Action Plan document to a summation of performance
 
and progress and issues and avoid detailed presentations project
 
by project. It may be useful to sum up the Central Bureau program
 
by region to inform Regional BureaLus' management about the scope
 
of activity being carried out in their area.
 

BUREAU INTERACTIONS IN THE PREPARATION AND REVIEW OF ACTION PLANS
 

Action Plans are essentially a Mission and Regional Bureau process
 
and their use is dictated by their internal requirements. As a
 
consequence, they have less utility in facilitating cross
 
fertilization of ideas and experiences between Missions and
 
between Bureaus. Program Week does provide some opportunity for
 
other offices to learn and participate but from staff reports this
 

has not proved to be significant except in the case of FVA on PL
 
480 questions. Participation in the early stages of the Action
 
Plan preparation process - Central Bureaus in Mission planning and
 
Regional Bureaus in Central Bureau planning - would be more
 

productive rather than at the end when much of the programming is
 
set. This leads to the next point on the Administrator and Action
 
Plans.
 

THE ADMINISTRATOR AND ACTION PLANS
 

Does the Administrator have a role in the Action Plan process? Or
 

is it sufficient that he is aware they are being prepared and
 
reviewed and the system is working?
 

Thp Administrator has an important opportunity at the beginning of
 
the cycle to make known his and senior management's views on the
 
main development priorities and cross cutting themes for A.I.D.
 
Also, the programming cycle begins after an intensive period with
 

Congress and the Administrator's interaction with the Congress.
 
The themes, priorities and issues that can be distilled from that
 

experience should be conveyed to the Bureaus and Missions before
 
they start their CDSS/Action Plan preparations. It is an
 

opportunity to accent the substance of A.I.D. development
 
interests over the process. It is the opportunity to have the
 
Missions and Bureaus build into their programs the overall
 
development strategies the Administrator wishes the Agency to
 
pursue.
 

At the end of the cycle, the Bureaus should report to the
 
Administrator a synthesis of their reviews to present the major
 
points of progress and accomplishment and program and management
 
issues.
 

1844A
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ANNEX A
 

MISSION ACTION PLANS SUBMITTED AND REVIEWED DURING FY 1987
 

AFRICA BUREAU ASIA BUREAU 

ACTION PLANS ACTION PLANS 

Malawi Afghanistan Humanitarian Assistance 
Mali Bangladesh 
Senegal Burma 
Somalia Egypt 
Zaire Fiji 

India 
Indonesia 
Jordan 

CDSSs Morocco 
Nepal 

Cameroon Update Oman 
Liberia Pakistan 
Rwanda Philippines 
Guinea South Pacific Regional 
Zambia Sri Lanka 
(Burundi Strategy Update) Thailand 

Tunisia 
Yemen Arab Republic 
Regional Projects 

CONCEPT PAPERS CDSSs 

Uganda Egypt 
Tanzania Nepal 

Pakistan 
Philippines (Update) 
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LAC BUREAU
 

ACTION PLANS
 

Belize
 
Costa Rica
 
El Salvador
 
Guatemala
 
Honduras
 
Panama
 
Central American Regional
 
Dominican Republic
 
Haiti
 
Jamaica
 
Caribbean Regional
 
Bolivia
 
Ecuador
 
Peru
 
Advance Dev. Countries/"Mexico, Columbia"
 
LAC Regional Plan
 

CDSS
 

Panama
 

1884A
 



24
 

ANNEX B
 

SUGGESTED OUTLINE FOR ACTION PLAN
 

Section II: Program Goals, Objectives and Performance
 

A. Goal Statement
 

context of
This statement places the A.I.D. program in the 

U.S. overall country development trends and aspirations. For some
 

regions Congress has provided relatively specific goals as in
 

Central American and the Caribbean and more recently in Africa.
 
For 	other areas these goals may be less explicit and more
 

for example, from the Blueprint for
internally derived as, 

Development. The section would include the CDSS's goals, the
 

country trend indicators (tabular) with qualitative analyses that
 
the goal and help explain the country's
are relevant to 


development condition.
 

B. A.I.D. Program Objectives and Assumptions
 

This section provides the analysis of the A.I.D. program
 

within the scope of a particular objective which may be
 

macro-economic, sectoral or subsectoral or otherwise defined. The
 

subsets in this section include:
 

- a quantitative and qualitative statement of the objective.
 

- presentation of performance indicators both historical and
 

projected (tabular) with a summary of the qualitative
 
features that define performance.
 

- an identification and analysis of the assumptions 
associated with the achievement of the objective. 

C. Mission Support Activities and Other Donor Assistance
 

This section provides a summary analysis, not a list of
 

projects, of the principal activities in the Mission program
 
It includes both project, non-project
addressing the objective. 


some benchmarks on Mission
assistance and policy dialogues and 

actions planned and anticipated for program implementation. It
 

also includes a summary of other donor assistance pertinent to the
 

objective.
 

D. Program Impact Assessment
 

This section provides the opportunity for the Mission to
 

describe and analyse the impact, potential and actual, of A.I.D.
 

activities. It pulls together the quantitative and qualitative
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indicators and relates them to the program goals and objectives
 
and to the overall trends. It is the section where Missions can
 
spell out progrqm accomplishments. The emphasis should be on
 
impact not project outputs.
 

E. 	 Implications for Future Dialogue and A.I.D. Resource
 
Allocations
 

This final section gives the Mission the opportunity to
 
outline the issues related to resources - both budgetary and
 
staff - and possible concurrent moves by other donors, etc.r
 
required to advance to the A.I.D. program related to the stated
 
objective.
 

1891A
 


