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I. Background
a) Program Organization

The Agricultura Policy Reform Program (APRP) isafour year $200 million sector grant
program directed by the Egyptian Minigtry of Agriculture and Land Reclamation (MALR). Also
directly involved in the program are The Minigtries of Public Works and Water Resources
(MPWWR), Trade and Supply (MoTS) and Public Enterprises (MPE). Following completion of
an earlier program, the Agricultura Production Credit Program (APCP), the APRP officidly began
in 1995 with implementation beginning in late 1996.

Program implementation is overseen by the Program Planning Committee (PPC) which
includes representatives of the above mentioned Ministries, USAID, the private sector, and the
Ministry of Economy and International Cooperation. The program involves four technica
ass stance units, each implemented by a separate contractor:

. The Program Management Unit (PMU) coordinates program activities and provides
adminigrative, logigtical and financid support to al units. The PMU isimplemented by
Datex Inc.;

. The Monitoring Verification and Evaduation Unit (MVE) focuses on the monitoring,
verification and evauation of policy reforms. The MVE isimplemented by Abt Associates
Inc.;

. The Reform Design and Implementation (RDI) Unit provides assstance in designing and
implementing reforms. The RDI isimplemented by Development Associates Inc. (DAI);
and,

. The Food Security Research (FSR) Unit provides medium and long term research on food
security. The FSR isimplemented by the International Food Policy Research Indtitute
(IFPRI).

b) The MVE

The primary objective of the MVE Unit isto establish and implement a process for
monitoring, verifying and reporting on the Government of Egypt’ s performance in meeting policy
benchmarks agreed to in APRP Memorandums of Understianding (MOUSs). Thistask is particularly
important and sengitive because disbursement of program funds is contingent upon timely
achievement of benchmarks. By early July 1997, the MVE had findized a verification report,*
focusing on the 62 benchmarks linked to disbursement of tranche | of program funds. A
supplementd tranche | report is due on December 31. Tranche Il benchmarks will be findized by

! MVE produced afirst draft verification report by early June 1997. The report was
reviewed and discussed in great detail within APRP by staff of PMU, RDI and FSR and by
sdlected USAID geff; it went through severd revisions before find submission.



August 14 or shortly theresfter and a verification report on these benchmarks will be due on June

30, 1997. The MVE isdso responsible for monitoring key policy variables and conducting policy
impact evauations.

The MVE is staffed by four economigts, Dr. Gary Ender (Chief of Party), Dr. Morsy Fawzy
(Agriculturd Policy Andyst), Dr. Add Moudtafa (Agribusiness Specidist) and Dr. John Holtzman

(Agribusiness Specidist). Support gaff include Daizy Boulos (Adminigtrative Assgtant), Yvonne L.
Azer (Secretary) and Hisham Amin (Accountant).



II. TASK AND METHODOLOGY

Because the June 30 verification report was produced under considerable time and logistics
condraints, very few ongoing verification process sysems were put in place. In order to facilitate
the process of development of such systems and maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of future
verification efforts, the MVE team engaged a consultant to perform an ex post assessment of the
verification process leading to production of the June 30 report.  Douglas Danidl, from Abt
Associates subcontractor Management Systems International (MSl), performed the assessment in
Cairo between July 7 and July 23, 1997. Thisisareport of Mr. Danidl’ sfindings.

To reach hisfindings, Mr. Danidl employed a methodology involving the following steps.

1 Developing a clear and detailed understand of the assessment task through conversations
with MVE Chief of Party Gary Ender and other MVE saff;

2. Creetion of an interview protocol to guide interviews and anayss,

3. Interviews with program saff involved in the verification process, key members of the
USAID team, and others with significant involvement in the verification process (alist of
people interviewed in contained in Annex A);

4, Anaysis of interview and document review data resulting in a set of potentia
recommendations, and,

5. Refinement of these recommendations, based on further discussion with MV E saff and
other key informants.

A totd of 24 interviews were conducted. Interviewees included the entire MVE saff,
professona RDI staff, professond PMU saff, arepresentative of the German Cooperation (GTZ)
and members of the USAID Agriculture and Sector Policy Divisons in the Office of Economic
Growth.

I nterviewees were asked to describe their role in the verification process, the strengths and
weaknesses of the process and how they would like to see the process operating in the future. As
potentia recommendations emerged from responses to these questions, Mr. Daniell asked
additional probing questions to fully understand respondents’ views. For the most part,
interviewees were frank, honest, thoughtful and ble.

Andysis of interview results in terms of the number or percentage of respondents expressing
agiven view, such as “63% of respondentsfet that . . . ,” would impart afase sense of precison to
thisreport’ sfindings. Thisis because interviewees had widdly variaole levels of experience with and
understanding of the verification process and because not al interviewees were asked exactly the
same questionsin the sameway. For example, MVE support staff provided vauable indghtsinto
the logigtics of the verification process but were not in a position to comment on the benchmarks



themsalves. Other interviewees commented only on the benchmark interpretation process as they
had not been involved in verification. Despite these limitations, the interview results represent a
nearly comprehensive compilation of the views of the past and future of the verification process
from those involved. As such, they provide an essentiad tool in developing findings and
recommendations.



1. MAJOR FINDINGS

1 The June 30 report is comprehensive, clear, accurate and redlistic. For each of the 72
individud tranche | benchmark determinations, some involving verification of severd
different kinds of data, the MV E was able to obtain enough accurate data to effectively
judge levels of achievement. This represents a cons derable accomplishment by the MVE
team.

The quaity and comprehensveness of data varied widely between benchmarks. The nature
of the benchmarks themsalves aso contributed to variations in measurability (see finding number
three). Thesetwo factors are clearly described for each benchmark, under “Interpretation of
benchmark for verification purposes’ in the verification report. Mogt interviewees who werein a
position to comment on the verification process as a whole made the point that they felt that the
MVE team had done an excellent job under less than idedl circumstances.

2. The report was produced under considerable time and logistics congtraints.

Dr. Ender arrived in country in November 1996 and was later joined by Dr. Holtzman, who
spent 15 daysin Cairo in December 1996 prior to taking up long-term residence in January 1997.
They were initidly faced with a situation which included two laptop computers, provided by DAL in
the U.S,, but no network access or printer, limited phone access and the contractua requirement to
replace the two Egyptian economigtsincluded in the Abt
Associates proposd. Bringing the MVE up to speed took sometime. A full complement of
computers, printer and network linkages was not obtained until March 1997. Phone lines became
operationa in March and afull complement of support staff wasin place by late February. Perhaps
the mogt vexing congraint was the time it took to engage Dr. Mougtafa and Dr. Fawzy. Though
they were able to provide the MV E with part-time ass stance as consultants and worked nearly full-
time garting in April, they did not formaly become full time MVE saff members until, respectively,
June and May.

3. Many of the benchmarks were written in such away that they were easly subject to varying
interpretations. The need to create and negotiate clarity added consderably to the MVE's
task.

The tranche one benchmarks were created by the GOE and USAID and findized ina
MOU in September of 1995. There was avery large number of benchmarks of varying degrees of
clarity, precison and measurability. Because of this, the MVE' sfirg task was to go through a
lengthy process of discussion with USAID and the GOE to create clear and measurable
interpretations of benchmarks. Those involved in this process described it as absolutely essentid,
extremdy difficult and very time consuming.  These interviewees made a point of strongly
recommending development of tranche Il benchmarks which are not subject to interpretation.
[llugtrative comments included “ There should not be ambiguity in benchmarks,” “We should get
definitiona consensus beforehand. ” and *“We should make benchmarks clear, precise and
achievable” Thisis discussed under_Issues and Recommendetions.




4, Time-staggered sart-up, with RDI getting up to speed more quickly than MVE made it
difficult for the units, particularly RDI and MVE, to coordinate interview schedules and
dudies, resulting in “interviewee fatigue.” In addition, the invauable contributions to the
verification process made by the Cotton Sector Promotion Program (CSPP) study
conducted by GTZ consultant Ron Krenz were limited by the CSPP s shorter timeline.

The RDI team began key informant interviews in December of 1996 while the MVE, due to
logistics and staffing congtraints (see finding number two) and the need to interpret benchmarks (see
finding number three), began interviews in mid-March 1997. The result was a Stuation where some
high-level key informants were resstant to being interviewed severa times on Smilar topics by
representatives of the APRP and other donors. In one ingtance, the Chairman of amgor textile
holding company refused further interviews and forbade the managing directors of his effiliated
companies from granting interviews, resulting in sgnificant data gaps in some of the MVE's cotton
sector analyses.

5. The logidtics of the verification process were handled quite capably.

The MVE team, together for only a short time, went through a complex process of hiring
and supervising locd consultants, working with and through loca subcontractor Environmental
Qudity Internationd (EQI), supervising studies and surveys, writing andyses and producing the
verification report. Overal, these tasks were carried out well. Experience has led those involved to
suggest some ways to make the process more efficient (discussed under Issues and
Recommendations).

6. The MVE has agood relationship with the other APRP Units, with USAID and with other
donors, particularly GTZ.

Establishment and maintenance of good working relations were key to the production of the
June 30 report. The PMU, RDI and Mission technical staff dl asssted MVE in important ways.
The collaboration with GTZ consultant Ron Krenz, a cotton expert? with awedth of Egypt
experience, was particularly fortuitous. MVE gaff participated in many of the interviews that Krenz
conducted as part of the CSPP cotton market liberdization study and to add questions to the
sudy’sforma questionnares. The results of this collaboration were essentid to verification of many
of the cotton sector benchmarks. Some interviewees, particularly in RDI, described their
relationship with MV E as * understandably one way” because of time congtraints on production of
the verification report. Thisis discussed under [ssues and Recommendetions.

7. The MVE s most important initia task was verification. The MVE is dso expected to
monitor key palicy variables and conduct impact analyses and evaduations. To date, the
demands of the verification process have precluded monitoring and evauation activities.

2 Ron Krenz worked on monitoring and verification of the agricultura policy reform process
under the Agricultural Production and Credit Project (APCP) for six years (1990-96).
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Asthe verification process becomes routinized, with alimited sets of clear and precise
benchmarks, the MVE will begin to focus on monitoring and evaluaion. Some discussion of these
processesis included under |ssues and Recommendations




IV.ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
I ntroduction

This section provides adiscusson of Sx issuesidentified as key to maximizing the efficiency
and effectiveness of the MVE verification and monitoring processes. They are:

1. Benchmark development;

2. Verification Tracking;

3. Monitoring of Intermediate Varigbles,

4, Agricultural Policy Data Collection and Storage;
5. Coordination of Interviews and Studies; and,

6. Logigtics of the Verification Process.

All of theseissues are rdated. 1t is particularly important to understand the relationships
between verification tracking, monitoring and data collection/storage. For purposes of organization
and dlarity, these three issues are discussed separately. However, the verification tracking and
monitoring processes will be very smilar and both will rely heavily on data collected and stored by
the different units of the APRP. Many decisions about what kinds of datato collect will be based
on the demands of the monitoring and verification processes. The nature and extent of available
datawill, in turn, sgnificantly affect the kinds of variablesit is decided to track and monitor.

1. Issue: Benchmark Development

The most important determinant of the time and effort required for the verification processis
the number and nature of the benchmarks to be verified. Asisnoted above, those involved in the
tranche | benchmark interpretation process strongly recommend that the tranche 11 benchmarks be
clear, precise, measurable and either not subject to interpretation or with interpretation included in
the benchmark MOU between the GOE and USAID. To date, these laudable recommendations
arenot fully reflected in the draft tranche Il benchmarks.

1.1 Discussion

The sheer volume of verification that would be required by the draft benchmarksis daunting
and perhaps unredligtic. At present, the draft benchmarksinclude (1) some 77 “verification
triggers’ (individud criteriato be verified) when compound “triggers’ are restated separately.

The verification processis particularly problematic when benchmarks are stated in terms of
“Doing what is necessary” for accomplishment. In these instances, because the process of



accomplishment is not defined, it is difficult for the MVE to decide what to monitor or even, in some
cases, what congtitutes accomplishment. For example, suggested tranche 11 benchmark A-1 (July
16 draft) is“Ministry of Trade and Supply will take whatever measures are necessary to ensure that
henceforth private sector traders are alowed to export cotton lint without minimum export price
restrictions and without quantity redtrictions.. . . .” Thus formulated, this benchmark would be
amost impossible to verify because achievement would be a function of accomplishment of
measures which are not defined, rather than actud policy changes.  For effective verification, this
benchmark might be restated as two benchmarks, “Minimum export prices for cotton lint abolished
by  (date)” and “Export quantity restrictions for cotton lint abolishedby ~ (date).”

Another important issue is that of linkages between benchmarks and objectives. Thelogic
of APRP benchmarksis that their accomplishment will lead to achievement of specific policy reform
objectives. When linkages between benchmarks and objectives are clearly stated, measurement
issuesinherent in unclear or seemingly unnecessary benchmarks become less problematic because
objectives can be used as areference point. The question of benchmark accomplishment becomes
aquestion of whether or not significant progress has been made towards achievement of an
objective. For example, imagine a series of benchmarks documenting steps in the process of
abolishing export quotas for cotton. If it is agreed that abolition of quotas is the reference objective
and export quotas are abolished but some of the benchmarks are not accomplished, the reference
objective dlows us to conclude that the benchmarks have been fully met. If, however, thereisno
reference objective for the process benchmarks, their non-accomplishment becomes grounds for
non-disbursement.

Good benchmarks should define achievement in terms of quaity (how good achievement
needs to be), quantity (how much achievement is expected) and time (by when achievement is
anticipated) in aclear and unambiguous manner. The measurability litmus test for agood
benchmark iswhether itslevd of achievement, in terms of qudity, quantity and time, would be
agreed upon by a proponent and a sceptic. By these standards, at least half of the draft benchmark
“verification triggers’ need revison. All are dear in terms of time (June 30), but many are lacking in
terms of the precison of qudity and quantity measures. If unrectified, the lack of precision in these
“verification triggers’ will result in the kind of difficult and never ending interpretation that made the
tranche | verification process so onerous. It isimportant to note here that a few benchmarks are
and will continue to be intentiondly vague because of the difficulty and sengtivity of the issues which
the GOE and USAID are committed to addressing.

1.2 Recommendation

1. The tranche 1l benchmarks will be findized by August 14 or shortly theregfter. The MVE
has been playing an aggressive and proactive role to assure the clarity, precison and
measurability of the tranche Il benchmarks. This should continue and imprecise
benchmarks, with the exception of those few of extreme paliticd sengtivity, should not
become part of the upcoming MOU.

2. Each benchmark contained in the MOU should be identified with a specific objective or set



of objectives from the objectives column in the APRP policy matrix. Thiswill dlow for
these objectives to serve as reference pointsin matters of interpretation.

2. Issue: Verification Tracking

A number of interviewees suggested that, in the future, the MVE engage in verification
tracking, involving ongoing monitoring of progress towards achievement of benchmark, and
potentidly provide quarterly or biannua progress updates. Potentia advantages cited included the
following posshilities

a) Progress updates could be a management tool. Notably, dissemination of updates might
put managers, implementors and policy makersin a podition to take informed corrective
action in instances where progress was not being made;

b) USAID could potentialy use updates for more frequent disbursement of tranche funds,
resulting in accelerated accomplishment of policy objectives. USAID interviewees
expressed an interest in linking tranche disbursements to achievement of benchmarks at the
time of their achievement, rather than doing al disbursement following June 30 reports; and,

C) Verification tracking might make production of the June 30 report a much less onerous and
time consuming task. The June 30 report would smply be amore detailed quarterly or
biannual report produced with data from ongoing contacts and afew specid studies, rather
than a massive yearly data collection and andysis effort.

2.1 Discussion

A very important factor to be taken into congderation isthe level of effort required to
produce biannud or quarterly updates on aformd or informd basis. The time involved might
preclude needed attention to monitoring and evauation activities.

Of the potentid advantages cited above, the most sgnificant would probably the use of
verification tracking as a management tool for more effective benchmark achievement and,
ultimately, better development.

The efficiency gains of verificaion tracking might be moreillusory than red, particularly if
quarterly or biannua reports were required. Datais never free. Data collection dways has a cogt,
if only intime. Cresetion of each separate quarterly or biannua reports would be amgor task and
the fact that the same task had been undertaken six months or three months earlier, rather than
twelve months, would potentialy have only margind impact on the effort required. For benchmarks
requiring specid sudies for verification, frequent repetition of these sudies might be entirdy
unredlidic.

2.2 Recommendation
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The MVE should engage in systematic verification tracking for dl benchmarks where
frequent tracking is made feasible by data availability. Though the MVE should not be required to
submit quarterly or biannud verification reports, a system for brief reporting on progress of
benchmarks to managers and other key decision makers should be put in place. Benchmarks which
require specid studies or rely on secondary databases which are updated only annudly should be
verified on an annud basis. A suggested template for verification tracking, which could be used for
updates on progress towards achievement of benchmarks, is provided on page 10.

Identification of data avallability for verification tracking should be closdly linked to the
process of development of integrated data collection and storage. As data needed for tracking are
identified, these data should be included in the list of potentid data to be to be collected by the
APRP. Theavailahility, qudity and cost of these data should then be identified.

3. Issue: Monitoring

As part of the integrated processes of verification tracking, data collection and monitoring,
the MVE will soon design and begin inplementing its monitoring activities.

3.1 Discussion

The MVE'sterms of reference include three kinds of activities: benchmark verification,
monitoring and evaluaion. Monitoring activities are expected to focus on intermediate varigbles,
such as unemployment and private sector participation, which are indicative of the immediate or
short term effects of policy reforms. Evauation activities are expected to focus on the longer-term
impact of reforms or sets of reforms.

Putting in place amonitoring system will involve identification of key intermediate variaoles,
aswdl as sgnificant data collection, entry, analysis and dissemination. Decisions about which
variables to monitor will affect the way data systems are developed and, in some instances, the way
the verification processis carried out. Where there is overlap between the verification and
monitoring process, it will make sense to integrate data collection and anayss.

There will be levd of effort issues associated with development of the monitoring process.
Given the evauation, verification tracking and reporting demands on the MVE, it will be important
that the data set to be monitored be manageable and redigtic in terms of levd of effort. Relevance
and data availability will be key criteriain the selection of varidbles.

3.2 Recommendations

Particularly as there will be sgnificant synergy between the verification, data collection and
monitoring processes, it isimportant that the MV E begin to devel op its monitoring system.

In close collaboration with its policy reform partners, particularly RDI, the MVE should
identify key intermediate results of the policy reform process. MVE should then identify a small,

11



carefully chosen st of indicators or policy variables which will provide accurate direct or proxy
indices of the short-term effects of policy reforms. The next step for MVE should be devel opment
of asystem for ongoing monitoring of these variables, which may involve extensve RDI
participation. The choice of intermediate variables should be closdly linked to development of the
data collection system. Choosing variables for which dataiis not availadle, is of unacceptable
quality, or for which the cost of collection istoo high will be counterproductive.

Particularly if the benchmark development processiis indicative of APRP norms, it can not

be overemphasized that the number of policy variables to be monitored should be extremely limited.
Thiswill dlow for effective and accurate monitoring without overtaxing MVE and RDI gaff.
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DRAFT BENCHMARK VERIFICATION TRACKING UPDATE MATRIX

Benchmark Status Implementation Confidence Completed Actionsin FutureActions Deter mination Comments
Responsibility in Findings Actions Progress Timing

Key:

Benchmar k = Benchmark identification number and brief description

Status = Data Unavailable/Completed/Partialy Completed/No Progress

I mplementation Responsibility = Organization(s) responsble for benchmark accomplishment
Confidencein Findings = High/"Medium/Low

Completed Actions = What has been done to accomplish benchmark

Actionsin Progress = What is being done to accomplish benchmark

Future Actions = What remains to be done to accomplish benchmark

Determination Timing = Approximate dates when future determinations will be made

13



4. Issue: Agricultural Policy Data Collection and Storage

The APRP has collected and will continue to collect a greet ded of information on
agriculture and agriculturd policy. Many of these data do and will reflect the needs of the
monitoring and verification tracking processes. Such dataincludes or will include numerica sector
data, numerical commodity data, numerica data from specific studies, production tables,
consumption tables. the texts of laws and decrees, newspaper and journal articles, and hard copies
of studies and other documents. To date, collection and storage of these data has been done on a
somewhat ad-hoc basis with individua Units and staff members collecting and storing deta for their
own use. As APRP data collection and storage expands over time, ad-hoc storage and retrieval
will become increasingly inefficient. 1t would seem gppropriate to develop program-wide systems
for data collection, entry and retrieval.

4.1 Discussion

Theissue of information flowsis closely linked to that of coordination. A number of
interviewees described how information flows to date have been mostly one way with RDI and, to a
more limited extent, the PMU providing information to assst in the verification process without
being provided easy access to information from the ongoing verification process. Such information
was seen as potentidly useful for policy formulation and andyss.  Almost universdly, these
interviewees made the point that the one-way informetion flows were entirdy understandable in light
of the urgency of the verification process. Their concern was for effective future information
exchange.

More effective and comprehendive availability and exchange of datawill be essentid to the
development of efficient monitoring and verification tracking systems. Most APRP gtaff interviewed
expressed enthusiasm for more comprehensive and systematic information exchange. However,
there is a danger that, without establishment of agreed upon information systems, the different APRP
unitswill continue to develop and maintain independent, overlapping data bases in instances where
centra repositories would be more efficient. It is aso important to recognize thet informeation in
itsdlf hasno intringc vaue. It isthe use to which information is put thet gives it importance.
Vauable time should not be spent in entering or exchanging data which has no particular use.

4.2 Recommendations

The APRP should develop aunified system for collection, entry and retrieva of key
agriculturd policy data. To develop this system, the following processis suggested:

Q) Professond and gppropriate support staff of each unit should individudly list key
agriculture policy data sets which would help them work more efficiently and
effectivdly;

)] The heads of each unit or their designees should create an integrated document out
of thee ligs,
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3 These documents should serve as the basis for discussion and negotiation between
the Units. Consensus should be reached on what datais redly important, who
should collect and record it, and how and where it should be stored;

4) This agreement should be formaized in awritten document; and,

) The tasks in the agreement should be integrated into each Unit's workplan and the
workplans of individuas within the units.

Examples of what might come out of this process include:

1. A library in which hard copies of al APRP studies and the texts of laws and decrees are
indexed and stored. It might also be appropriate to keep eectronic copies of these reports
in an easily accessed database;

2. Frequently updated € ectronic and hardcopy files containing the texts or trandations of
newspaper and sudies deding with key agriculturd policy issues. This might be the
responsbility of the PMU; and,

3. Integrated and easily ble eectronic databases containing sectoral and commodity
gpecific (cotton, rice etc.) numerica data on production, marketing exports, €tc.
Particularly helpful in developing these data sets will be Mohamed Omran’s database,
which contains supply tables, consumption tables and considerable additiond agricultural
data. Responshility for developing and updating databases might be shared between RDI
and MVE.

Experience suggests that when such systems are up and running, they recelve extensve use
and their maintenance becomes a priority as saff recognize the gainsin efficiency and effectiveness
that come from easy accessto key data. Experience dso suggests that, particularly with the kinds
of complex data sets which are involved in the APRP, it is sometimes unredidtic to expect saff to
put the data systemsin place themselves. They often do not have the time or the expertiseto do a
good job of it. It istherefore strongly recommended that, once the data needs have been identified
and agreed upon, the APRP ether identify competent staff to develop the systems and provide them
with the time and support needed or engage a data systems expert to:

1. Design customized systems which respond to the needs identified;
2. In conjunction with APRP staff, collect and enter data into the systems; and,
3. Train support and professional staff to use and update the systems.

The numerica and text data sets should be set up so that searches can be performed using
key words or time periods.
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To reiterate apoint made earlier, information is never free. It will therefore be very
important that these systems contain only a carefully chosen and managesgble set of key data.
Otherwise, the sysemswill not work because saff will not have the time or the willingnessto
update them. In generd, people tend to make sure that those data bases which are used most
frequently are updated. The corollary isadso true. When a given data set is used infrequently or not
at al, keeping it up to date becomes problematic.

For this process to be effective, it is absolutely essentid that al personnel involved possess
the Lotus Notes (TAMIS), WordPerfect, E-Mail and Microsoft Excel skillsto be able to engagein
efficient information exchange. Thisis not to sugges, for example, that the TAMIS be the locus of
mogt information exchange. Thisisto suggest that the software competencies of key personnel not
atificdly limit such exchange.

For the MVE, it is strongly recommended that al professona and office support staff
receive detailed training in Lotus Notes. 1t will probably be advisable that this training be provided
by RDI. Becausethe MVE gaff have widely varying levels of competence in WordPerfect and
Excd, formd training in these software gpplications should be provided to those whose skills need
improvemen.

5. Issue: Coordination of I nterviews and Studies

As noted earlier (Eindings two and four) coordination between MVE, RDI and the PMU
was limited by time and saffing congtraints during the tranche | verification process.  Improvements
in coordination of activities would potentidly result in Sgnificant gainsin efficiency and effectiveness
for the MVE and the APRP asawhole.

5.1 Discussion

The issue of coordination was described by interviewees as one of developing process such
that representatives of the APRP program present awell informed and united front to the world
beyond the 15th floor. It was suggested that, for this to happen, it will be important for each unit to
be aware of what other units are planning, not just in generd terms but dso in terms of the specifics
of individuals to be contacted and areas to be covered. It will aso seen to be important thet all
concerned APRP staff have easy access to records of prior contacts with those individuasto be
interviewed and the results of those interviews. Findly, it was thought that joint interviews and/or
joint studies should be consdered whenever appropriate. PMU staff indicated that they expected
that much of the burden of coordination would and should fal on the PMU. More systemétic
coordination was seen as alogicd next step in the ongoing program development process.

5.2 Recommendations

The following should become APRP norms:
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b)

b)

d)

Each interview with an information source should be conducted with full knowledge of the
content and results of earlier interviews with thet individud;

All APRP gaff should have easy and timdly accessto interview schedules such that they
can, if they wish, discussthe interview with the interviewer beforehand. In the case of ad
hoc interviews, interviewers should make every effort to inform other potentialy interested
APRP staff beforehand; and,

For dl planned studies, proposed timing and terms of reference or synopses of objectives
and processes should be made easily accessible to APRP gtaff.

To inditutiondize these normsiit is suggested that:

A detaled list of upcoming interviews and studies be briefly presented by each Unit at the
Sunday APRP meetings, and that a recorder from the PMU consolidate these lists, make
them available through L otus Notes and post hard copies on a bulletin board in a centra
place, perhaps in the fax/server room on the 15th floor or on the large bulletin board in the
hallway outsde the PMU. An dternative would be for the PMU to develop an integrated
cdender from information provided by each Unit and make the cdender available in
hardcopy and dectronicaly;

Other units, notably the MVE, adopt the RDI practice of writing up interview notes within
two days of interview and entering these notes into Lotus Notes to facilitate program-wide
access. If staff schedules make this unredistic, a brief record of each interview should be
entered 0 that interested parties can, if necessary, contact the interviewer directly;

All Units enter terms of reference or synopses of objectives and processes for proposed
dudiesinto Lotus Notes; and,

A PMU recorder be charged with taking minutes of the Sunday APRP meetings and timely
digribution of these minutesto al units

6. Issue: The Logistics of the Verification Process

Though the logigtics of the verification process were handled competently and effectively,

there are specific improvements that can be made to increase efficiency.

6.1 Discussion

These improvements are listed as recommendations.

6.2 Recommendations
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b)

d)

Individud consultant filesare being established. These files should contain resumes,
biodata forms and other appropriate documents. Evauation forms describing what the
consultant has done for the MVE and her/his strengths and weaknesses should be
completed for each consultant and, because of their sengitivity, stored separately. Thiswill
alow for quick and easy assessment of the gppropriateness of consultants for tasks. The
evauation form developed by Dr. Ender is comprehensive.

To the extent possible, the reporting formats for consultants working on specific
benchmarks should be standardized such that their reports can be easily integrated into
verification reports. 1n addition to text formats, tandardization of table formats and lists of
people contacted will result in condderable time savings.

As part of the verification process, dl decrees and other supporting documentation should
be filed by commodity and perhaps cross-referenced by policy area. Thiswould avoid any
confusion about linkages between benchmarks and supporting materid.

The rdlationship between support and professond staff inthe MVE is collegid and
respectful. However, in order for the Adminigtrative Assstant and the Secretary to plan
ther time efficiently, particularly during the verification process, professond staff should
inform them, each week, of anticipated adminigtrative support needs for the upcoming
week. Thiswill be particularly important in the case of tasks requiring consderable time.

As mentioned above, in order to facilitate inter-office communication and document
production, both the professona and support staff should receive forma and detailed
training in Lotus Notes, and Microsoft Excd. Some additiona training in WordPerfect may
also be appropriate.
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ANNEX A: PEOPLE INTERVIEWED
MVE - ABT

Gary Ender, Chief of Party

Morsy Fawzy, Agricultura Policy Andyst
John Holtzman, Agribusiness Specidist
Add Moudafa, Agribusiness Specidist
Dazy Boulos, Adminidrative Assgtant
YvonneL. Azer, Secretary

Hisham Amin, Accountant

Nogas~wbdE

RDI - DAI

1 Max Goldensohn, Chief of Party

2 Jane Gleason, Resource Economics Specidist

3. Kame Nassr, Indtitutiond Andyst

4, Kenneth Swanberg, Agribusness/Privatization Specidist
5 Edgar Ariza-Nino, AgribusinessMarketing Specidist

6 Fatma K hattab, Privatization Speciaist

PMU - DATEX

1. Mahmoud Nour, Program Coordinator
2. George Kondos, Program Administrator
3. Randdl Parks, Project Administrator

CSPP-GTZ
1. Thomas Sdlzer, Agricultura Economist
USAID

Tom Olson, Chief, Agricultural Policy Divison

Ali Kamd, Agriculturd Economigt, Agricultura Policy Divison
Mohammed Omran, Agricultural Economigt, Agricultural Policy Divison
Mahmoud Mabrouk, Water Engineer, Office of Irrigation

Craig Anderson, Agriculturd Policy Divison

Paul Mulligan, Program Economist, Sector Policy Divison

Marie Farid, Economic Specalist, Sector Policy Division

Noaks~wbdrE
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ANNEX B: TERMS OF REFERENCE
Monitoring & Verification Specialist

Background.

The MVE Unit has produced a comprehensive draft Verification Report for the firgt tranche
of APRP. This Report will continue to be revised during June, 1997. Approximately one-third of
the benchmarks will not have been accomplished. Hence, MV E will produce a second Tranche |
verification report (perhaps a supplement) by late December, 1997.

MVE had only three months to do the verification fiedld work and interviews. In the future,
verification reports will be produced under less duress, and it will be possible to plan for the
implementation of field surveys, interviews, Ste vigts and other verification activitiesin amore
orderly manner. Nevertheess, the MVE Unit thinks that it would be vauable to do an ex post
interna assessment of the verification process developed and followed in the firgt half of CY 1997.
To thisend, MVE requests assistance from an expatriate monitoring and verification process

Specididt.
Scope of Work.

The consultant will examine three aspects of the M&V process. Thefirst will be those
activities or tasks which are integra to the process of M&V. The second concerns how MVE
coordinates or interacts with other APRP units, USAID and the MALR. The third concerns
interna MV E management and standard operating procedures. Subtasks under each of these
categories are listed below.

M&YV Process and Coordination with Other Project Partners:

. cregting, maintaining and updating files (hard & soft copies)

. getting interview notes done on amore timdy bads. firg cuts (outline of key points) vs.
detailed summaries, rgpid dissemination/review, putting fina draftsin Lotus Notes?,
systematization of the process.

. keeping score on benchmark accomplishment and giving PMU an earlier heads up (in
response to PMU & USAID pressureto do s0)?? (dilemma of trying to reach an early
determination when dl the facts may not be in; how much independence is enough?).

. following the press and flagging/trandaing/disseminating key articlesto gaff: who will do
this? How should it be best coordinated with PMU and RDI?

. maintaining a“library” and data base, whether red or virtud: does MVE need a separate

library? Coordination with RDI, FSR & PMU. How do “new” and important papers,
articles, etc. get logged so that MVE staff know that (and where) they are available?
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. overd| coordination/communication with other units: interview heads of units and selected
others (get Egyptian perspective from RDI aswell).

. Project coordinators perceptions of the verification process and future recommendations
(interview PMU Coordinator Mahmoud Nour).

. USAID perceptions of the verification process and future recommendations (interview key
USAID gaff).

. monitoring (tracking of policy developments and intermediate variables) vs. verification:
tasks, coordination

. better procedures for making contact with key informants to be interviewed (especidly
outside of Cairo): Who does this? Do we need to go through PMU or operate
independently?

I nternal Project Management:

. alocating the verification work: managesable workloads, overlapping responsbilities,
coordination, short-term consultant supervison respongbilities. Thiswill involve
interviewing eech MVE daffer to get a sense of whether they fed their roles are well-
defined, managesble, Clear.

. roles of MVE Unit saff: are responsibilities dlocated dong lines of comparative advantage?
Or isfurther optimization (modification/definition of roles) required?

. gpecific assessment of management/logistics of producer survey implementation.

. report writing format: strengths and weaknesses, how much information should go into
Annexes (our write-ups are highly variable in length and detail, partly reflecting the
content/complexity of issues, but dso reflecting persond writing/anaytical styles).

Consultancy Assignment.

MVE requires the services of one expatriate M&V specidist during the month of July 1997.
The LOE will be dlocated asfollows:

. review background materid, Verification Plan and Verification Report, and sdected
samples of interview notes and other materid: 3 daysin U.S.

. intl. travel: 2 days

. interviews, discussons, write-up of findings a APRP, USAID: two weeks
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The ddiverable will be abrief written report, disseminated to MVE, other APRP units, and
USAID. The consultant will give an informa presentation of key findingsto MVE and interested
other APRP gtaff. The consultant will debrief USAID.

No travel outside Cairo isanticipated. The consultant needs to bring alaptop compuiter.
Office space is limited to the “ server/fax room” in the PMU. Mot interviews can be conducted on

the APRP premises.

The consultant is authorized to work a six-day week in Cairo.
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