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I Over the past 10 years A.1  .D. has moved from a centrally 
controlled operational structure ku a partially decentralized ' 

I 
I structure. The decentralization has taken place, but agpropria*e 

levels af oversight by Washington management of A.1.G.. field 
aetivhtieshhave nut. been clearly defined. An ef fect.Lva 
monitoring process has not been implemented. Mthouyh there a r ~  
f i e ld  systems that- suppoz% sound management practices, A.I .D ,  ' 

Washington management lacks useable programmatic and financial., 
information and therefore cannot adequately oversee field 
actftrkkf es . i 

The jo int  A*X,D./OMB SWAT Team #2 evaluated monitoring and 
oversight responsibilities at dif ferent  t:evels of management for 
A.X.D. f i e l d  ectivities and assessed the support requirements fox 
approprjate field activity mon%toring and oversight, The team , 
focused on guidance, f n d ~ m a t i o n  and systems required for field: 
activity monitoring, 

Our review covered monitoring of A.1-D. f i e l d  sctfvities 1 
(projects and nonprajects) from the obligation of funds to 
project completion, Thus, the teas focus was on project 
implementation, although the team also considered reporting 
related ts grograa perf owanclz . Country strategy formulation and 
project design are necessary steps before any project can be 
implexnented, but these gr6e:essss yere beyond the scope af -0 
t e a ' s  work* 

The tern identified dnadequaci es f n existing guidance, 
informati~n and systems currently available to h'ission and 
Washfngton management (at a14, levels) for f i e ld  activity 
monitesing. me team found that: 

Binding I t  Responaibilfties of Agenay managemant for f h l d  
aetfvitg moaftoriap a.ab ovarsight arm not clear, 

1 Field activity is defined as the transfer of resources 
and/or provision of goods and sewices fox beneficiaries to address 
A.I.D. daevehpment objectivss (project~n~nprojecl) whether funded 
overseas or in Washington. 

1 
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particularly at management IavaSs in Washington. Yenagnant 
mPas mil r@%psnsibfl~tf~~ hava not adjustmd to A,X.D.S 
gradual b~centraffartfon. 

Pinding t o  guidance Fox: field rcrtivfky monitoring and 
oversigh& is inad-ata for offeativs management, The 
QecentxaPirad ergaaQratianaX 8tmaturu of a.X.b, raquirrs 
that f i e l d  activity ba moaitor+d oansirtantXp tbroughaot the 
I,H,B. org~13~fgatfun, 

fiadimg 3a Infomation t o  napport iiald activity ranitoring 
and ov~rsfgbt reegonebbilitfes is net ~ i f 0 ~ ~  8vafXabla to 
appxtoprfate aanegsos.nt 1avef8. Xa geaexa1, iiald w t i v i t y  
irefoxmation i s  available and ukilfrrd fin overeraa rfsrfonll 
but in had~5cpate fa Washingten. 

I 

rindieg 42 Currant reporting md infomation rystarr u a  
not appropriatalp Ifink+d to f1816 activity monitoring and 
e v ~ ~ s 1 g ~ t  nbmdsr Based on 8 modal developad by the *era, 
a.X.D.88 aging syslema; do not support infomation nrcrdr. 

To improve f i e ld  activity monitoring and oversight w e  
recommend the following: 

Recomten4stion It Rasponiribilitias of  Agency managanrat :or 
FIaPd rstivity monitoring and aversright need to b8 bofinrd 
SOP@ uBeuly.  

o A.X.D. should review the SWAT Tezmas model 
(Attachment A) of appropriate - Zeld activity monitoring 
and oversfght to be performed Isl; Agency management, 

o Baaed on an Agency-accepted model, A.1-D. should 
imple~eent a uniform approach for field activity 
monitoring and oversight. 1 

o A.I.D. should update its Bandbooks to reflect tiha 
model, outlining management's responsibilities for 
f ie ld  activity monitoring and oversight. Jab 
descriptions and work requirements should also describe 
these responsibilities. 

Recoramrendrtiorr 2: Guidance for f i e l d  activity monitoring 
aab eversight zshould Be eekablishei3 to suppert more 
elf +ct%ve akmagembnt r I 
o O n c e  ~gency-wide standards for reporting field activity 

status are established they should be ducumented and I 
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Bacosmsndakion 3r Intornation to support f i e l d  autivity 
mnitsrfnrg urd oararrfght ~esponrrPbilitia8 8bou2d br 
spaeified and unffemlp rvaflable t o  iapprogrlrte manrgsmarrt 
f evela, 

o Prior to any system development, A.X.D. should 
delineate the information (ex tent ,  types, sources) 
required by management for field. a c t i v i t y  monitoring' 
and oversight a 

Waao=sndakfan 41 A.f,D. must mnerurrlr that sxirtfng 
mnag~rsnt ayrtru and any new davelopment effort8 provbde 
ths fafo~autken ragxired to +ifeativ+ly e u r y  out rfarion 
monitoring and Warhingt~n owarsfght r~sponribilitf+s, 

o Washington level, management m u s t  have regular summary 
level inf ormatien on field activities- 

o Washington management must identify standards for 
exception type reporting for various management Levels 
within A. X, D. and hare regular reports ion exceptions. 

Racummenbrtios 5: A.I.D- must snsure that 8ufbiofant 
ragources u a  focusad on aigaifiarst management issra.8, 

A,I .I) .  must be provided with additional resources or 0 
reallocate resources to iaplement the foregoing 
recommendatiszns. 

j l ~ ,  prcrvious criticisms of A-r.oG1s Field Activity Hoaitoriaq 
end Bersfffht 

S o m e  previous criticisms of A. I. D. s f i e l d  activity 
monitoring and oversight f ollew: 

0 A.I,D.*s Inspector General has identkdfed inadequate 
monitoring and evaXatbron of projeces as among A,I.b.'s top 
ten management problems- Tbe XG, in responding to the Rouse 
committee en Government Operations, has raid: 

%ecause of the prolf ietatian of A. I. ID. projects in the 
countries where the Agency operates and the limitations 
imposed on overseas American staffing by Ambassacbra, 
project monitoring--a task which has traditionally not 
been viewed as critical to a 8uccessfraX A . I . D .  careex-- 
i s  relegated to a relatively XQW priority. I n  this 
context, ~,I.D.-Pirmt~ed inputs receive far less 
oversight than they should am3 projects languish for 
lack of adequate ~slsnitoring.~ 



u me GAQ also identified inadequate program and project 
management as one of the AgencyBs major problems, noting 
that : 

mf rs j ec l  f mplementation and program results have nut 
been emphasized as much as project design and the 
obligati~a of funds.-,- R 

o In 1988, A. I. D. identified f inancf a1 management systems and 
operations as a high risk area. During that year's budget 
reviews, it was recognized that Agency information s y s t m  
were not supplying adequate data for nonitoring field 
activity. 

0 One A.f.b. self-assessaent, CDZE Working Paper Report 
No, 142, December 2990, by Randal 3. Thompssxt, identified o 
nwaber of Qacostsm to A . I .  D- as s result ~f decentralizationY 
It stated that: 

"While A . I , D -  *s delegation af project review and 
approval authority appears to be workirq quite w e l l ,  
A.S.D.~~ larger programming system works less well." 
The report c o n ~ l d e d  that me current systez~ *,.. does 
not provide the kind ~b fnformatian and incentives 
needed to effectively manage a decentralized alccafstance 
prwram to achieve bettex development res~lts.~ 

Mditiana3t3y, the A . I . D .  Reorganization Task Force R e p o r t ,  0 
R e p o r t  of M e  Task Farce on Finance and Administration, 
4/38/91, identified 12 processes which in the judgement of 
me task force and its subcommittees required special 
attention. Among these vers information systems- mis 
internal study recommended: 

"..,that IRFS move w a y  from direct control and towards 
the establishment, ~sr;m%taxing and enforcement of 
~gency-vide automatfom 

o ma Action Plan of the Prrrsidentgr Cummission on the 
mmagamnt of A- I . D .  fsograns includes a range of criticisms 
relevant to AeI*D. monitoring and oversight deficiencies, 
Ian arguing for restructuring grogram management and moving 
t ~ w a r c i  uniform procedures, the Comnaissiorn notes in its mrch 
1992 working draft: 

"systems of program development snd management vasy by 
bureau, as do worMng relationships w i t h  field 
m i s s i o n s ,  aften w?qmmisfng A.T.b.*s st- reliance 
on dectntrabization. The lack of unified managemma: 
control causes the largest singbe categ~ry of adsr~rse 
finding by the $6. lit: also leads to consensus decision 
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making and obscures lines of responsibility and 
ec~ountabilhty.~ 

"The Commission concludes M a t  the  administrator*^ 
responsibilities at the inter  Agency policy level and 
in communicating h i s  vision of the Agency's work both 
insfde and outside the institution are such that the 
Deputy Administrator must play a more pr~-active raPe 
in program manag-ent and nunftoring. nore active 
management and monitoring will prevent individual AID/W 
bureaus from functioning as autonomous cultures, 
Uniform polices and procedures must Be adepted to 
emure adequate control and a results-oriented 
organizational stncture, The Csntmissfon believes that 
increased senior managanent involvement in the day-to- 
day monitoring o f  operations w i l l  draw clearer lines of 
responsibility, pressme dePqatfon of authority and 
thereby promots greater cxeativitymB 

A.1-D- is currently responding to various internal and 
external management studies through a variety of initiatives: 

o In meember 1991, the A. I .be Adminf strator approved a broad 
refora of Vle Agency's programing system. Some in i t ia l  
work has began on a management information system to finprwe 
monitoring and oversight, but the syst- has yet to be 
designed and approvedl for implementation, 

o In approving reforms to the A,S-D . *s  programming system, the 
A&bnistxatox decided to strengthen A.1.B. information 
systems relating to program evaluation and activity 
monitoring. As a part of %his effort, the Agency's 
evaluation offiee QCPHE) is developing a comprehensive 
~geaacgr-vide program p s r f s ~ c e  fnfos~l i l t i~n system to better 
Anform program, policy and budgat decision-mk%ng at a l l  
ozyaaabzational levels. The system is call& Prcqram 
Perfo-ce Xnfoslraation for Strategic #rsnagement (PRISYI), 

o A - 1 - D .  recently began the process sf revfsfng and updating 
handbooks which have only been partially updated since 1980. 

o A data administration program has been established. This 
will help improve consistency and standardization of data, 
provide a working mechanism for resolving data conflicts, 
and measure and document the quality of infomatian, 

o X n  1988, -8 than AID A4xtinfs%rator created nn Agency-wide 
~nfommtian Xanagement Committee (XHC) to oversee 
fabomat8~n management activities, An A.I .D ,  Strategic 
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Information Systems Plan (SIISP) was  sponsored by the 1MC 
and initiated in 1991- 

o In response ta a 1989 fG survey of the Financial Acco-ting 
and contra1 System (?Am),  A.1.D- established a project to 
implement a new financia3 system: the A I D  Washington 
Accounting and Contra; System (AWACS). The current scope of 
the AWACS project includes the developmen& and 
implementation of a financial system that meets the 30fnt 
Financial Management Impsovem9nt Program (JHMTP) Core 
Financial System Requirements, including general funcklonal 
reqroiraanents. 

The team basically agrees w i t h .  the previous criticitsma 
(Section TI) . Xanagemmlso responses offer hope that some 
faprovements will be made. However, improvements will be 
cXAffimXt to sustain and they rfslk having only Pimfted imnpact 
until comi-nt is-. 
The following sections offer the team's own analysis and 
findings. 

Over the past 10 years A.1.D. has moved From a centrally 
controlled ogerationa31 s t ~ c t u r e  to a partially decentral izsd 
structure, Decentrabization has taken place, but appropriate 
levels of oversight: by Waahf+en management have nut beem 
c l ear l y  defhed and an eff-fve monftorfng process has not been 
Pmplementecl. Although mere are f ie ld  systems that suppert sound 
mnagement practices, A.X.D. Washjlregton management lacks useaB1e 
programmatic and financial infomatian and therefore cannot 
adequately monitor and oversee f i e l d  activities. 

The team evaluated oversight responsibilities at different 
levels of management fur field actfvities and assessed the 
8~pp0rt requfraents for appropriate ffeld activity monitoring 
ad. oversight. The team's faxs was on adequacy sf guidance, 
availability of irafomtion und adequacy of system. The review 
wvered. aoaitozing of A.X.D. $i+ld activities (projects and 
nonprojsc=Prs) from the obligatfon of funds to project cornplation, 
*asS me team SdentifPed w e d m e s e a  and f~dequaci  err in exist- 
gaS&.nce, infamation and systems currently avaflable to Mission 
and Washington zmmge~ent (a% a l l  fevels] far f fe ld  activity 
mowitorins. 

A.Z.D. wanages a large and diverse poefelfo. Bowever, the 
SWAT team found there is no single rep* available ta managers 
in Washingten whia describes all sf the Agencyws act,%vPtt=fes, 
This m&es it very difficult to monitor p e r f o ~ c e  and to 
provide appropriate wetsight of operations. 



In attempting to assemble a comprehensive picture sf the 
A . I . D .  portfolio, the SWAT Taan found a variety of systems which 
provided fragments ef information. In soma cases, different 
systems provided contradictory data to describe what appeared to 
be the same act;fvitgr. For  example, the budget system provided a 
much lower delzar figure for man-project assistance than the 
aec~unting system. 

While the Mission Directors we consulted felt they had a 
complete picture af the bilateral portfolio for which they w e r e  
responsible, it is clear that Washington does nct krar totals for 
the Agency as a whole. For example, local currency projects arr 
not reported to Washington, and the C~ntract Xnitmnatien 
m.rmgeaenQ: Systm ( C m )  does not yet include cetrtract 
Pnfarmatfon P e r  m y  f i e S d  m%ssions, B k e r ,  Mission Directors 
do not abmy* have comglete infomatiow on centrally funded 
activities fn their countries, since reporting to the field on 
Washington-faded projects 8s nut prepared or provided in any 
systerreat ic way. 

Ths SWAT team was unable to develop am nafficialu pertrait of 
me A.f.D* portfo2io due to conflicts among systems an& simple 
lack of infamation for same important data el-ts. There are 
nany ways to characterize a8 A , I . D .  portfolio. Howaver, th. 
SWAT team found it QPIfIalt  to identify total numbers af 
projects and total numbers of non-project assistance activit ies 
ant3 to divide men-prof- assistance into cash transfers, 
comaodity program and sector grants. The SWAT teaa found it 
impossible to retrieve overall informat ion on implementation 
m o d e s ,  e-g. ,  contracts, grants, training and local cost 
financgng* We also found that data an other programs managed by 
tho Agency such as PE 480, Housing Guaranties, and 1-1 currency 
prof ects i s  not uniformly available in Washington, 

Az? one illustration of monitoring and oversight 
resportsibil3+5as, me following chart provides an estimate of the 
total &oHPar-&nded portf~lio. I 
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B, Assessment o? A.X.D. Field Activity M c # M n a  and Over- 

The SWAT team focused on four areas: 

monitoring and oversight m b o n s i h i l i t i e ~  0 I 

o adequacy o f  written on monitoring and 
oversight, 

0 availability of  fox monitoring and 
oversight, and 

o adequacy of existing information and reporting ~ Y S - ,  

Tfre Team% assessment of these areas, w i t h  basic findings 
and conclusions, follows: 

1. aht Responsibilities 

fn assessing field activity performance tbe team defined 
three basic fwctfons necessary for effective monitoring end 
oversight, Them functiarms are: I 

Q ~ t - 8  fo-rt;- All levels (from the 
A & i A n i s t r a t o r  on down) must define their oversight 
r e s p n s f b b l i t f e h i  and information needs. These needs 
nust be cosomufcated down the Xaddet. This vk l2  allow 
a l l  SevePs of ~anagement to how what they are to 

2 PieXd actfvitiear receiving fund?lng in FY 199~- 

T Q ~ I  field a&Avities w f t h  tanliquidated funding as of 
9/30/91, incl~ding those which  received dundPng in 1391, 
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report, to whom, and when. Even far those who mmanage 
by exceptionm, sukrardinates must h o w  haw an exception 
is defined, 

o Hanngess need to assure 
that s ; r s % ~  are operating to ensure that data ism 
reported up, dawn and across. W e  refer hers to 
automted systems as well as manual systems and other 
information sources, e,g-, TDYs, staff meetings, etc, 

0 once 
expectations are c ~ m m ~ f c a t e d ,  senior managers are 
oblfgatetl to evaluate perf~me~~tx. 

The team reviewed f i e ld  activdty r e s ~ n a i b i l i t i e s  at the 
fellowing l%vela: 

o Mission Directors 
o Regional Assistant Administrators 
u ?hssecf ate A&iaaiotrator for Operations 
o Associate Adninistrator for Finance and Administration 
0 D%rector for fPQ%icy 
Q Adainistratox and Deputy Adatinistrator 

The tear observed that the Agency's decade-long 
decentralization sf authority has resulted in less infomation 
being available in Washington. The Washington office that should 
have played a -jar role in s e t t i n g  standards zuad 
responsbilit iag did not. 

Ex%ensive discusoisns among the t e a m  members focused on 
monitoring respnsibi lfty at each of these! levels. These 
B i s c w s s i o n s  w e r e  supplemented by other ongoing work on projet 
m a n a g e m e n t  and coplatry dtevel~pment strategy systems, The. team 
also w n d u c ~  a Ihited number of interviews with senior 
managers. While conceding some fuzziness due t o  A. 1, D. ' r ~  
relatirely recent reorganfzati~n, the teaan worked tmrd 
describing respomPbi31ithes and associated information needa for 
eta& level, Based on -5s analysis the tean eocluded the 
folblowbng : 

Pinding ar P8rpensfbilitias af Agencp ranagemant for f i e ld  
actfv8tr se9aftoxing ma everoigbt u c l  sot clsu, partfatEufy at 
mamagaunt %meis in RasBfagton. T U 8  i s  ef eoncum sincar r,z.D, 
'$mar mve8 toward 8 d8c8at~rlf~ab orga~iasltiorr, -4 uaaagae~t 
peltar and respns8bQ8ities bave chaagmd Bra~aticcfly 88 8 zesult. 

specific issues identified ape as follows: 

o Although Hission Directors appear to have a fairly 
clear un4erstanding of their role in field activity 

9 
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monitoring, Washington's oversight responsibilities are 
less clear* 

o Regional and Central Bureaus are not consistent in 
requirements for M ~ s s ~ Q ~  reporting. Hence, information 
coming into Washington is quite meven. For example, 
periodic Broject Implesnentatio;r R e p o r t s  - a basic 
management tool - are not required by all bureaus (and , 

w h e n  they are required, M e  format varf es) . The team 
also noted that almost everyone wants wcxceptionw 
reporting - yet  few have articulated what an 
=exeeptionft is. 

o me Directorate heads have yet to clearly establish and 
define thefr Information needs based on their 
management responsibilities. This is especially 
critical for M#'OI?S - a "neww level of management 
directing tihe activities of five regional lxmeaua, one 
regional task force, and three central bureauu, 

0 A / U D  and DA/AID should use the occazion af ?r , . I ,D ,*s  
new organizational structure to assess and communicate 
their OWXI oversight responsibilities and infenmedon 
n e ~ c  

me principal source of written guidance on project; 
monitoring is A. 1. D. Harrdbook 3, Project Assistance; ita guiaace 
5s directed primarily to the project officer level. See 
Attarzlmerat B for a T i s t  of project officer: respasibiPfties. 

 or example, there is little guidance, codified or 
otherwise, fur management levels *ve the project officer, 
although selected aaonitoriw r e s p ~ i b i b i t i a s  m y  be included in 
p s i t f o n  daersrcriptions and perfomance eva%uatfon work plans; 
verbax i~tructiam or eXpeCht%om may also be provided at 
vatrsous p i n t s  along I38 supervisory shah. In general, hcnrevex, 
a r e  are no formal wrftlxl't standards Or Q~~Q&&&oM about field 
actgvity nranitorhq and oversigh% responsibBBfties for any level 
other than the project officer- 

One can infer from t&e information namally required in a 
Prs j ect ~mpLematatkon R e p o r t  [PLR) what A. 3. D. managers in the 
field are expected to monitor (see Attachment B). Beyond that 
level, however, monitoring and oversight responsibilities are 
oanclhear, except t o  the extent that. a Hission chooses (or 2s 
Pnstruc+ed) to report aggregate data, exceptions, and trends, or 
suamarfta other cfaprses of infornnation, with respect to its 
p*f02fo, an a regular bash. 
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Only minimal guidance is pr~vfded in Handboak 4 (Non-Project 

Assistance) w i t h  regard to responsibilities at management 
level fa A.I.D. far monitoring and oversight of non-project 
assistance (cash transfers, commodity i m p o r t  programs, sector 
grants, etc. ) , 

For fuP&er details  an written guidance for f i e ld  activity 
monitoring and oversight see Attachment C.  

f i e  team concluded the following: 

tinding 23 guidance for f i r l d  rutivity monitoring rxrd overright 
fm i ~ Q e q u i t l r  itor affootiva arneg.nant. Tlhir ir  of sem~orzl #%nor 
the &~eb~txalfsad oqanixatlearl struetuta sf  A.ImDm rsquX~8s 
that Pimld rativf-ty bo m f t o r c r d  ostasiatuntZy throughoot Bas 
B.x.D. o~ganisrt ioa and that repertbng be w r a  fomaalirad. 

The infornation needs of management, particularly at 
nanagement levels in Washington, are often met less through 
farma1 system3 than through informal co~~~~unication approaches, 
InZormation-coning Ants the Bureaus is uneven in terns of format 
and t-ing, The team bexieves that the Dfrectorate-'~ - 
part%cularly AAIOPS and DlFOL - are at present being primarily 
fnfezmed Wough ad Baoc and hfemaZ reparting. 

Once standards are set and guidance issued, management: can 
more precisely determine what is available and what is not and 
take appropriate steps. The team notes, however, that even I 

currently available information is not being synthesized in a 
manner usefuH f o x  decision-making- In the case o f  M/OP3,  the 
synthesis process must afther be done by the Bureaus reporting 
c.omon information in a standard format or by augmenting- the 
immediate staff of AA/OP§, 

For example, the Mission Accounting and Control System 
(smcs) provides generally adequate information isr monftorfng the 
A,I.o,-f& portfen of f i e ld  activities at muit 5dission X ~ V ~ X ,  
bug the Prefect ~ccounthtg fnfommtion system (PAIS) d-s lao& 
prwfde adequate infomation for monitoring of field a a i v i t i s s  
in Washington, The liasisn and Washington field activities ne& 
to be synthesized in an everalX Agency report, 

%!he t e a  generally felt that much of the information to 
gupprt the needs and oversight responsibilities cf management 
V ~ S  availele - se~ewhare, The team B i d ,  ~ O W ~ V Q ~ ,  fdentffy 
several gaps w h e r e  information needs -3p not be met: 

o Information an tbe sectoral csmpesition of the 
portfolio (either by region or the Agency as a whola) I 
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is available in theory, but does not appear Lo be 
videly used. 

o mend information for measuring such items as number 
and value of contracts, granta, projects, use of non- 
project assistance, procurement source and origin is 
not readily retrievable or shared. 

o mF€esultsn (impact) information is intended to be ' 

pravf.ded by the  CDfE M2RfSMm system currently under 
development* A t  present, impact data depends on a 
particuHar bureauas use of Action Plans  and in-hwse 
mnitorfng syst-. PRISM - as an Agency-wide common 
system - appears to be an exception to tha growing 
trend for each Bureau to set its o m  information and 
reporting standards. 

The t e a  concluded that: 

Pinding :)r Znlosaatien to suggort iield activity roni t~r ing  rad: 
evarsiqht r8apnafbilfties 8-8 not ueifozmly avrilabla to 
approprfrrf. -n$ra.a+ lavoYs. X n  genaral, i i o l d  rat%v%ty 
infommt$on f r  adaqtzat.@ ak ovrrseu mArsionr but inadquata in 
apashfngtm~~ at the Directorate level, for exmple, there is no 
regular reporting on individual activities or country gragra~ 
which are encountering serious problems. The only infomation 
avai%able to their senior managers comes from ad hot regarts of 
subordinates. 

4 Fb -tha - =ormatfork and Reaortina Smtenlg : 
- ' 

Thehs are over 100 automated systems in A . 1 . D -  The typical 
system is over 10 years old, and s o ~ e  systems are approaching 20 
yeaxs of age. Each system w a s  designed and developed to meet 
individual organizational (office, bureau, etc.) needs without 
addressing the overall requirements ~f the Agency. !Phis bottom- 
up approach produced an excesbs of systems. 

A,I.D, faces three major challenges in upgrading its 
information systems: technology, information management, and 
culture. 

1.3.0. is faced with the challenge of  replacing older 
proprietary technologies w i t h  newer open technologies. 
These open technoPgskies will eraable A.I.D. to create a 
6~00th delivery path that w i l l  promote the integration 
of data and systens. 

Mew management practices axe regutred to improve 
consistency and accuracy of data, reduce duplication 
and overlap of systems, reduce systems development and 

I 
I 

12 
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maintenance costs, and fac i l i ta te  the exchange of data 
among Agency organizational units. 

o Organizational units that are protective of their 
information will have to adjust to an environment where 
data @an Be shared across the Agency, In addition, it. 
w i l l  Be essential that those who manufacture and use 
data are held accountable far its quality, timelines8, , 
and reliabiRity. 

Moving to an integrated environment will take a number of 
years. A.'B.D, will have to mainhbn  its current systems while 
preparing for replacement systems. 93av information systems willt 
have to be linked strategically to the Agancy@s goals, objectives 
and business requirements. A 1 1  new development initiatives w i l l .  
have to adhere uniformly to A* I. D. information management 
standards. 

'She team evaluated f i e ld  activity support systens in the: 
following seven areas: 

o Project Implementation Review Systew 
o Ff nanci al Systems 
0 Budget systems 
o Project A u d i t  Syst~ms 
Q Project Evaluation Systems 
o Contract Xnfcrmatfon Management System 
C) Program Performance Inforeaati~n for Strategic 

Hanagement (PRIM) 

See attachment D for further analysis sf support systems in: , . 

L%e above areas. 

me team concluded the following: 

~inddag 4s Cruxreat -stam8 w e  not 8propriataly linkad to fiePb 
ac$%vi%y mernftesiag and eosrrigbk nmsdr. Ilonagera do no& havm 
the &nfuartrtion l a m m 8 8 a r y  t o  moe%tot and ovarsem f i e l d  , 

aeeivf&fam. without app~eprPate s y a t u  links betwaea tha 
infamatian needs re aaah fPsl4 aatfvity moaftor%nrg Xavul, 
-orgar+ u a  repArab +o bependl en info-k i ~ f o = t i o n  gatharia9 
r n s t R e d s  w b f c b  stay net be reliable, timely, ar consistent, 



v* 

L i s t e d  below are the teanfs recommendations to improve 
accountability for monitoring and oversight of A,I.D,vs f i e l d  , 

act Avitf es : 

1, 

Becomendlatiua 1 g  Emsponsibilitiss eZ Agency manageaant for 
f ia l4 acst%vl%y b.oaitorinp me3 ovefsSght need 83 dafln.4 sera 
ol+arZy. This is pa*icularly important given the decantralized 
srgan$ratitsnaf s&mature a% A. 1. D. 

In defining these responsibilities, A.1.b. should identify 
and impleaent appropriate levels of f i e l d  activity monitoring and . 
oversight. We rec~mend. that levels of responsibility be defined 
at least at the following levels of management: 

o Mission Directors 
Q Regional Assistant Administrators ! 

2bsocbate Xdtminiskrator far Operatiears 0 
o Associate Administrator for Finance and Adrmfnistratfon 
o Director for Policy 

A&ninistratsr and Deputy Administrator 0 

. . 

Attac-ent A provides a model of how such responsibilities 
might Be assigned at Alf.b, Using this model as a basis for- 
moving forward: 

o A.I.D. should review the m d e l  of appropriate f i e l d  
activity monitoring and oversight to be performed by 
Agency management. 

o Based an ar, Agency-revised model, A.I.D. should I 

implement a uniform approach for f i e l d  activity 
wnitaring and oversight. i 

I 
o A.I.D. should revise and update the Agency Handbooks  to 

reflect the madel outlining ~nanagexaent's 
responsibiXitfes for ffsPd activity monitoring and 

I 
wersbgbt, 

2- Written Guidance on Honitorina and Owersiaht I 
Secormreada%doa 2: Guidance 46r P d r l d  rotitriky ntoa&toraefng 

and owers%g3.bk sheuld Be eataBlishab Zor mere affaat;ive 
mmag~rnaate mis should Percl~der Bevslspfng and ImpPementing 
~tpncy-wide standards fop: reprtfng field activity s t a h ,  
wfinlttian of such standards is dependent on bdentifyfng elear 
xespnsibf l i t ies  gor saonitoriasg and oversight. Qnce monitoring 
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and oversight responsfbiPfties and reparting standards have been 
defined, they should be codified in the Agency's handbooks, 

3 .  

Xnformatfsn to suppork Sg$slQ cetivfty monitorfng u t b  
aararoigbt raspeanrihbl8ftbes aabouh3 Be spoeified and uniformly 
rorft-lablo ts rgprepria%@ amagammat; levels. As a part of this 
effort, A.P.D, should specify the information (extent, types, 
srouxces) required 50s Pidssi~n m6nXBosing and Washington 
~ ~ € ! k ~ X g h t r  Attachment E %s a preliminary analysis of the types 
of Pnf ormati on required for each management level, and current 
systems that support such information requirements. Of 
particular concern to A.Z.D. should be cases where information is 
not a a t a i E a b P e .  Ira those cases action must be taken to enhance 
existing systems or develop new systems ts provide required 
Ania~a~atisn. 

4 - acv of Existinq Information and Re~ofiina 

A*I.D* amst rmsuze uiarting ~anrgm+at rpstuo ind a ~ y  nmw . 
bsvalopmemt efforts prow%do kba fnferratien rmqu.&rad to 
sPbset%vefy err- a t  mimsion ~onfte~fxag and Washington oversight 
pespaofbbfities. Specifically, A.I.B. should: 

o ensure that Washington management receives regular 
sxmmary inforamstban on f i e l d  activities. 

.o ensure that Washington -naganent identifies standards 
for exception type reporting for various levels wfthin, 
A.1.B. Such standards are required to highlight 
probken areas before they become major issues,  
Exception reporting shosld also highlight positive 
devehopmsnts and success stories in A.f.Dets portfolio; 
thPa information should be provided to Agency 
mamgement and used in Hill testimony and for related 
purposes. 

5.  

Resources currently dedicated to systems development, 
training and handbook issuance are not likeby to be adequate to 
ksplement the above recol~meadations. A.X.D. muat ansura that 
srta2iioiant resources are foeuse& en these management problems, 
Specifically: 

o A,I,B. nust be provided with additional resources or 
reallocate reaouraes in order to address ma above 
s e c ~ ~ e n d a t i ~ r m .  Specific areas where additional 
fmc3irng may be required include: system development and 
enhancement, handbook guf dance reviev and update, 
travel asstxiate6 wit31 f i e l d  act ivi ty  monitoring a d  



oversight, and management training in field act iv i ty  
monitoring and oversight responsibilities. 
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Tfse team developed the following m o d e l  to define 
needs md ava6P;Abilities, -dl reap- at different 
management levels in A-I.D. The fnfomatiasl is s ~ a r % z a d  in the 
chart that falhows, The management levels considered by the team 
began w l , t h  the Mission Director, men up t o  Regional Bureau 
Assistant Administrators, and the three Directorate heads, Based 
o w  nrespneDi%%ties and authorities at each Bevel, $318 m o d e l  warr 
useful in determining appropriate Pevels of monitoring and 
aversfgt for f i e ld  activities 

'fhe m o d e l  acknovledges differing management styles: some 
=manage by exceptionR, and rely on staff t~ anaayze data and 
surface the outfiers. others have more systematic data demands. 
8?everthelecs, the team concluded that, at a mfnbun, the 
infomatien described for each level should be reasonably 
available in a it;beLy (say, less than 24 hours) mamet, For a 
Mission Director, th2s Sean8 infomation must be available within 
efbs Mission: for a regional. AA, w i t h i n  the Bureau, 

o The Hission Directox needs a fairly in-depth awareness 
of the atatus of f i e l d  activities (inputs, loutputs, and 
purpose level) and alsa needs to knov the status of 
aaverall country program objectives. 

These needs arc consistent with the Director's 
responshbilbties for developing country objectives; 
alPscating resources: and proposing, amending, and 
terminatf ng pxoj ects , 

o ~eufanal Assistant Adninistratore are concerned with 
aggregating tbe Mission portfolios for the region. 
They require Hiasion-speci f f c w e m e n -  detai 1, 
e,g., obligation rates, pipeline, and Hission-specific 

~ z 9 . r f u m ~ .  A t  other levels sf aggregation, 
the M ne& regional data on the 33ectora content of 
the bureau p~xtFolio and various levels sf detadH on 
the bureau's yprk force. Tbs M should also be aware 
of both exceptionally problematic and highly svccessf ul 
f ie ld  activities- 

The ~ A l s  needs are consistent vfth their authority for 
approving catantry development objectives and strategies 
& for allocating (albeit at the margins) resources 
among countzy prograas .  

o The mociate w i s t ~ g t o r  for Operatioqg is concerned 
w i a  the totality of the Agency's &n~lementation and 
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proQralEg performance. M/OPS should be aware o f  
obl%gation/pipeline information, as well as progress 
toward bureau program objectives. A t  this levex, 
howledge of the sectors cantant of the entire 
Agency's program is also important. The M/OPS' also 
needs data an the various wcharactarizatfons* QF the 
portfolio, e.g., projects, cash transfers, food 
programs, grant8 vs, contracts, use sf universities we. 
WU's, etc. The AA/OPS should also be aware of both 
exceptionally probXeraatic and h%ghly succsssfuB f i e ld  
actZvPtPes and country programs. 

The broad inforaratfon needs af AA/OPS are a reflection 
of ma judgements helshe has to make in allacaefng 
personnel, operating expenses, and program funds amsng 
the xagional bureaus and in deciding issues which arise 
among the bureaus. 

o The 
- L i e o n  

d 

financfal/budget performance, work force composition, 
and cantracting/comaodity procurement. AA/FA should be 
aware sf ?itajar problems and signiffcant a c c o m p l i s ~ n t a  
w i t h i n  FA'S areas of responsibility. Za addition, 
M I F A  requires aggregate information on program and 
field activity performance, 

These needs are consistent w i t h  M / P A t s  responsi.bflity 
for the finance, budget, procurement, persoanal, 
infomatfan systems, and management operations elements 
of the Agency. 

o The Pirector for P o w  bas requirements; quite similar 
to M/OPS- D/POL must be informed on country and 
regJ0na1 level perforrrrance, program pesfomance, and 
~chraeterizatfonm of tPre prtfcaffo, although the 
bpPanentatfon data needs are aaaewhat less than 
~baspo~s. D/mL should also W aware of both 
exceptfonally problematic and highly successful field 
actitaiths and country programs, 

b/m& needs this information in order to maintain 
oversight ~f the Agency portfolio from a p l i c y  
perspective, establish Agency priorities and direct the 
agency'a development inf~rmation and evaluation 
proglrans. 
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Primary Responsibility: Project Officer [Project Manager) 
TgoPs: Project Pager & Authorfzation, XBgs, EZission/Bureau 

Procedures, Host Country R e g o r b ,  Contractor R e p o r t s ,  
Site V i s i t s ,  Project Committee, A.H-D./W Backstop 
off f cer 

1, Establishes and chairis a project committee to coordfnate A.I.D. inputs 
into the pro-jtdc%. A typf-1 project committee would include a project 
development officer, controller, and a progr- officer. mpendfng on 
the nata;us of #e project, persome& w i t h  expertise in contxasthg, 
c o d i t y  procurement, training, engineering and legal affairs stay, be 
Pncluaed, f f the complexity of the prof ect warrants, the project 
officer may establ5r;Pr ox propose a parallel committee conadsting of 
Hission, host country, andt other donor representatives 

2-  Zstablishes detailed monitoring/impllementation plan - annually and f~ 
the l lfe of the project 

3 -  Participtes in prepration of obligation d-nts, i .em, Project 
Agreezaent (significant for the njlssiun Director) 

4. Drab+a (or clears) guidlzupce to host country for meeting of initial 
condbtfons precedent to disbursement 

5 ,  Reviews and concurs in material submitted for satisfaction of 
cond%tions precedent 

6 .  fnftiates procurement process by drafting and arranging for issuance 
of project hplementatbon orders (i nstructi o w  to contractfag officers 
or other px:oeurement agents to procure services, cemoditfsn or 
arrange txaininy) 

9, Participates in contractor serleetbon protzess 

8. Reviews and clears draft contract ox other procurement docme]~tts 

9, SupervAses technical assistance contractor 

10, Appravrs annual (or other periodic) contractor (and/or host country 
WOTX plans) 

. rndtozr t a e h n i d  (iapat T.tr8P) paa!barm.aar through personal 
contacts, site vrisi ts, revieas and % ~ l y s f e  ob reports; errangets tor 
corrective action for: any deficiencies, A t  this Bevel -8 project 
offices 8s eancemed w i t h  statPS 0% commHity procaremeat and arrival, 



pxogress of training plans, construction progress, and pexbommnce of 
technical assistance teams, The project officer must also gauge 
performance and delivery of hast country or other donor inputs 
( s igni f icant  for the Mission Director) 

AdrainistrativeZy approves vouchers submitted for payment 

Monitors fiarncirl 8tatur t o  ensure sufficient funds w i l l  be available 
to neet project glans and to ensure that a l l  funds are properly 
accounted for. A t  this %eve1 tire prefect officer is conceme8 w i t h  
the draw dosrn of funds obligated, and far ensuring that sufficient 
fmds ~ $ 1 1  be available for contracts and t.0 provide infomatian bur 
~ u t  year budget requests. This task is of particular relevance for 
the spring Annual. Budget Su3bmabssion and -8 fall Congressional 
Presentatf on (signiff cant for the Hissi.on Director) 

YrSnt.ai~s awaren4~s8 of evaxU1 +mpiron#rsnt through regular contacts 
w i t h  host sowtry officials, other dono-is, private sector, eke. A t  
this level the project officer should Be reasonably aware of host 
countzy and other donor policies m d  arctisns whf& may affect the 
oe&comte sf the project (sfgnf Picant fox: the Mission Director) 

X Q ~ . ~ - W  pregxrsr ~QUUU aahhmring pr~j4~ot purpose (thing for formal 
reviews dependent on overall Mission procedures) (signfficant for the 
Missian Df rector) 

Prepares Project Implementation Report:s for Mission Director Review 
and submission to A.I.D.I# 

prepares scopes of work for evaluations and internal audits and makes 
adjustments based on findings (signif fcant for the H i s s f  on Director) 

Prepares Praject Completion Report at conclusion of project 

I* -ginning w i t h  approval, of a Projee=t Paper through physical completion 
~b the f feld activity. 

2 . Source: AcIIDI Handbook 3, Project Assfstance, Chapter 11, Project 
H ~ n i t ~ r b Z l g  



The prinary source of monitoring and implamentation guidance is AID 
Handbook 3, Project Assistance, and, within that handbook, Chapters 7-11, 
and k w a  supplements: 

mag. 7 : Introduction to Proj r c t  Implementatian 
Chap* 8: I m g l ( ~ m a t a t i ~ m  Buarctions, Procedures and 
Imamentat f om 
Chap. 9 : Zmplmentation Planning 
chap- 10 : Pre-XmpXe~lentation Planning 
Chap. 8% : Project Xsnitoriag 

Supplement A: PrPject O f f i c e r s '  Guidebook - Hanagement of 
Direct N D  Contracts, Grants, and Cooperative Agreements 

Supplement B: Project Officers' Guidebook - Host C o u n t r y  
~ontracting 

The faas of I U D  Handbwk 4, Nonproject Assistance, is a e  Com~oBity 
Import frogram (CIP) , CIP-like activities, and, to a lesser extent, cash 
transfers- It provides minimal guidance on implementation aad monitoring, 
particularXy as they affect cash transfer programs of varieur kind.. 

fn addition to Bandbook 3, guidance in more specific implementation areas 
aay be found elsewhere in the Agency's 33-volume handbook series. The moot 
applicable directives are the folfowing: 

XB 18: Procurement Policy 
HP) 5:  Delegations of Authority 

7z Sousing Guar%rmt%as 
HI3 9:: Food for Peace, T s t l e  11 
Em 10: Participant Training 
HB 11: C o m e  Contracting 
rn 12: Use of PgderaP Agencies 
EEB 13: G s a -  
HI3 84: B F O C ? J Z ~ @ ~ ~  
HE3 15: AID-Financed Commodities 
HB 16: Excess -0pert.y 
FIB 17: PfnancfaP. Management 

AID'S handbooks, however, are out sf date a d  have not been recertified - 
as b i n g  accurate and Up-t~-&hte - since 1980, despite a Federal Government 
requirement for annual xeeez%fiication of aTP federal directives. AID 
offices w 2 t h  designated h-k rerponsibilliey (*authorm offices) are 
encouraged, nevertheless, te update haadbook materfah as often as needed to 
assure their a b ~ ~ a q  and usefulness: th i s  has varied significantly fn 



practice. and the overall Agency record for updating handbooks w a s  
particularly bleak during the 1989-91 period. 

In 1992, AID plans to request recertification of all handboob. Xt wkll 
also examnine the structure of its entire directives system w i t h  reference 
to faxmat, updating and maintenance, and the application of newer 
technologies, such as CD-ROM. A senior oversight comaittea will also be 
establkshed as a forum far vetting and resolving handbook-related issues; 
members will be. appointed from AID'S three directorates ( P o l i c y ,  
Operations, Finance and Administration) and the O f f i c e  of the General 
Counsel. 

Somre xegional (geographic) bureaus and at  least one central bureau have 
i s d  their uvn project offisera hancabook.8 which prov3.de implementation 
guidance (in addition to policy material and information on the pmgr-tng 
and pm-Ject/non-project design systems used by M e  particular bureau). one 
regional bureau recat ly  issued its o m  noripreject assistance guidance for 
sector assistance which includes suggested guidance on implementation and 
monitoring procesXures. 

mere Pias been very little ad hoc Agency guidance on implementation and 
monitoring in reeent years because of (a) decentralization an& the 
corresponding increase in bureau authority, and (b) tha decline in th. rble 
of M e  d r a l  policy and progran coordination bureau. The establishment 
of a new Directorate for P o P l q  in October 1991 - and two rsirrter 
directorates f ~ r  Qpratfons, and Finance and Ahinfstration - is expected 
to restore a prudent level of central policy direction and program 
ceordination in the Agency. 

AID'S Xnspector General's Office issued a comprehensive two-volume 
handbook in January 1991 for use by i t s  audit staff  in auditing project and 
non-project assistance. The two volumes are based largely on AID'S 
handbueks and are entAtled, "Internal Control Guidance for A u d f t i x q  ;85*I,D. 
S y s t ~ .  * 

me ~ r o j e c t  I~~gPementatPon Reports (PIRs) used by most od U D a s  eight 
opetatinq ~WMW should also be considered a source of implemeartatd;.on and 
zasaf.eori~lg guidance. Their content, together w i t h  spedfic bureau 
dnstmct;kons on a s p a  to highlight (e -9. , austabnabf lf ty, development 
fmpack, use of private sector approaches, host country contributlona, 
gender dPsaglgregation3, implicitly establish i~plelaentation and monitoring 
parameters and priorities. 

Although PfR domats vary m a g  bureaus arod often among field missions, 
as a general rule they include information on the following: project 
purpose ; key dates (author&zatien, obligation, oomplct ion, prior and 
planned evaluations and audits) ; identification of principal implementing 
agencies, key cont:ractor(e), and AID and host country project managers: 
status of condf t i o n s  precedent and covewants ; f inancia1 data (abligatf ~ns, 
com~ltitmentsf, accrued e w n d b b r e s )  ; host country conkributbons; planned and 



actual inputs and outputs for the l i fe  of  the  project and for the reporting 
period: a review of overall project status and performance; problems and 
delays; and major actions and corrective steps planned for the next 
regsfiing perid (three, six OP 12 months). 

Agency training courses are another major source of implementation and 
monitoring guidance. Foremost among these is the two-week Project 
Implementation Course offered at overseas posts and in AID/W a t o t a l  of 
five times par year tor approxi~ately 160 U.S., Foreign Service National, 
am3 selected contractor staff (see attachment Par syllabus), This basic 
biplementstion caunre is supplemented by shorter-term training in much 
axeas as contracting, grocure'zpexat, and financial management. Bowever, 
there 5s g r o w i n g  cunaem that declining operating expense funds have 
restricted the Agency's abilitpt to meet its project implementation training 
needs .. 
Because of the increase in bureau-specific programs and procedures, one 

also finds instances of bureau-specific training. The Africa Bureau, for 
instance, sponsored two three-day pmject impleaentation courses in 
Pfovemhr 1991 fa N a i r o b i  and Abidjan for an estimated 70 f i e ld  staff, 

*******tff** 

Several other sources of guidance on implementation and monitoring bear 
mention. These wau3d include the Controller's Handbook; formal position 
descriptions for project officers and o+hers: performanca evaluation work 
plans to the extent that they describe implementation and monitoring 
responsibilities and set performance targets; and verbal instructions or 
expectations provided at various points along the supervisory chain. 



ATTACHMENT 0 

gVAEW&TION OF PZELb ACTIVITY BWPBORT BY8TEl48 

1. ntation Review Svstea: 

A.I.D. requires "periodic management revievs, including the use of 
Project Implementation Status Reports, or their equivalents,,..at the 
Mission or A.I,D./W office level in accordance w i t h  Bureau portfolio 
supsrvis%an systems. A. I. D. also requires that each A. I. P./W bureau 
gandertake Bureau level portfolio supervision reviews at least once each 
year and prepare sumaary reports thereon...l* (A.P,B. Handbook 3) 

l'he puxpose of the PIR is to provide information an: 
o project purpose 

o key dates (authori~ation, obligation, ternination, prior and. 
pHannee3 evaluations and audits) 

o prfncipal implementing agencies, key contractors, and A.f.D, and 
host country project managers 

o status of conditions precedent and c~venants 
o financial data (obligations, conuaitments, accxusd 

expenditures: host country contributions 
o plamed and actual inputs and outputs for the l i fe  of project and 

reporting period 
o overall project status and accomplishments 
o bmplexnentation probZems and delayi 
o major actions and corrective steps planned for the next 

reporting perlid, including asaf stance needed from A. P, b./W 

FIRS may also include a stuPmary rating section which can be used by the 
bureaus fag comparative assessment of fmplementation progreslr. They also 
address topics of specific interest to A.f.D,/w, e.q., sustainability, 
development impact, use of private sector approaches, gender digaggregated 
dab,  p~Piey iss~es. 

tas: The~te is currently no uniform project implementation reporting 
s y z e  nor portfolio review system in use in A.I.D.. Among A.f.D.@s eight  
operating I ~ u T ~ ~ u Q ,  -ere f s wide vaxi  ation in: PIR format, content, and 
f requenczy of prepr&t%on; the kind of portfolio review cambed out, if any; 
and the use of i noformation on field activities provided i n  PXRs. 

 arka at ions range from one bureau where it is unclear even ta bureau staff 
ff the field is still explicitly required to prepare and submit PI-, to  a 
bureau *hat prepares f o m l  issues papers and provides written comments on 
portfolio prfomance to each f ie ld  post. Only three of eight bureaus hold 
formal, full-scale go*%alio revlev meetings, chaired by aenior bureau 
xcanagers. Several bureaus are experhentang vith different approacbea t o  
~b~&fe l%~ supervision in response to oteclfning staff reswms, the 
mrt%carlar interests or mnag-eart styles of bureau leadership, obnd 
A, 1. D./W*s increasing focus an program results  and impact, See Attachment 
F for add$tional fxp%omtisn,  



~lthough P f R s  (quarter1 y t  semi-annual, or annual) are in fairly 
widespread use as a p f s s m  management tool, their 
usebu2ness far A.I.D./W portfolio supervision purposes appears unclear 
today. Witbout standardized implementation reporting o f  somi kind, however, 
A.H.D.  risks hosing the capacity to aggregate various kinds af 
Bnfarmatfon - at the bureau level and across the Agency. What impact this 
has on effective management of a decentraPfzed organization like A.I.D. 
m e r i t s  further study, 

2. 

me Agency8s financial system8 fall. into three types aa defined by OMB 
ciralar A-127: primary, program, and administrative. In general, b, X. B), 's 
f fnancial systems are not integrated, involve sfgnificaat ~ & O M ~ M C ~  and 
data re-entry, and do not m e e t  m y  of the Joint Financial. Managent 
xmprovestent Program (JFKEP) case f f nand a1 systems requf remeats such aa 
cast accumulation capability. This has resulted from systems being 
developed faa relative isolation from one another over many years fn 
df fierent programming Pangrmages with no data standlards or design standards. 
Data sharing is minimal among systas.  

A,X .b. 9s primary accounting system, BACS, has beem ident i f i ed  a8 a high 
risk area. FA- has 410 functioning general ledger t o  serve a8 a cant-1 
over subsidiary accsusts and as a Basis for reporting. Further, FACS is 
expensive and B i f f f a l t  to maintain because of i t s  complexity and 
umttt~ctured code, FACS serves primarily as a funds cantrel and payments 
syst-. According to a recent analysis, FACS does a reasonably g u d  job of 
pxwief%ng A. 1. D./W atanagers w i t h  infomation en the status of headqyartsrs 
managed oblggation activity *en horn limitations are taken into aecount, 

Several other separate general ledger systems, vhich rewire manual re- 
entxy of data from FACS as well as data from the field and other sourees, 
provide the basks for Wg8ncgr reporking. Data requires continuous 
reconeiliation which creates substantial worleloads and reduces data 
%ntegrity and reliability mung systems, 

Mission transaction data is reported through ma Hissfon Accounting and 
contml ~yslear. (MACS). EUCS &ta has heretofore been re-keyed hto a 
system known as the 0-101 system which feeds the general ledgar* 
~lectlronfc interfacing of MCS data to me 8-101 system is under beta 
testing between Guatearala and Washingtan. Pour XG audit reports over the 
past several years have indicated that mCS is iunctioninql effectively in 
the f &@Id for controP1ing project funds, 

One of the centinufng reporting problems itmong field lacations and 
Washington 1s w i t h  Advfces of Charge (A.Q.C.). AOC1s result when an 
accounting station .ntakes payment OR behalf of another station, leaving 
itesls fn clearing aecauntsa for prolonged periods, which reduces data 
htq27ity 

15. z ID. *s pragr- financial systems are largely non integrated w i t h  the 
prb~ry acwuntAng ~ystem. me Project Accounting Xnfomtion System 



(PAIS) inclucles only project activity and does not produce timely reports 
Ser project aonitorfng. Further, PAIS does not inciude program and sther 
activities. The R&D Bureau uses a system known as FKIS, w h i c h  the Europe 
Bureau has also adopted. E f f o r t s  are underway to 1Pnk  t h i s  system w i t h  
?A=. 

A t  the f ie ld  level, mCS produces project level information on a timely 
basfw. While some project officers would like contract line-it- detail. 
and format changes, MCS provides mest of the f fnancial data required for 
mission managenent and overaigltmt~ 

The  om ~ccounting fnbormation System (=IS) is over twenty yeam old 
and is fragile and inf lexible-  It does net meet the requirements of the 
Credit Refom A&, and is not integrated with FA-, 

of thr Agenoyts ahinistrativa financial systems, except payroll, 
integrate or interface with FA=- The Agency has numerous property rysters 
t r e m  which data is manually derived L Q ~  general ledger repoxrting. The 
~gency  currently does not have cr travel system which interfaces with the 
financial system. H o n e  of the Agency's budget systems, discarssd b e l o w ,  
Interface w i t h  the primary systems. P i ~ P l y ,  the Contract Informatian 
K a n a g e m e n t  Systen (@IBIS) is not fntegrated with FA- or MACS. Contract 
@a- is entered ssparateay into ClXS and FACS or #ACS. 

m: The Agency has two aa jox  efforts underway to address the 
defiekencies of the f inancf a1 systems r the Strategic Xnf ormation Systems 
fxan ( P S ~ )  and the A.X.D. Washington Accounting and Catmtro%a System (AWACS) 
p~f8j&t~k. ~ 0 t h  of these coordinated efforts ape using an infornation 
engineering methodolugy which is highly structured, amprehensrbvs, and 
rigorous, The emphasis is on data integration and elimination of' redundant 
S y s t e ~  6 

The Agency has over ten systems used for field activity budgeting 
purposes, meae systems support: 

o mdget farmalation - producing the Congressional Presentation and 
m u a l  budget Submission; 

Q ~ ~ d g e t  Execution - managing operational year budgets, status of 
obhbgatfons, wmparison of plan vs actual obligations, and tracking 
me ~ongressional nstf  f icatisn process; andl 

o ~rcagram Activity Tracking - some systems also maintain prqraa 
actevfty data, such as evaluation data and audit data. 

matua: Eosl of these systems are approaching ten years of age. mch 
designed te stppprk 4 spCif&c process- Consequently, the budget 

f o ~ u I a t f a n  systems are not integrated w i t h  the budget executiam syst-. 



fn addition, the budget aystew are not  integrated with the systems that 
maintain financial accounting data, 

A,I .o.  XG and GAO audit reports have disclosed that internal controls are 
net ba place to ensure that financial audits of grants and contracts are 
=dm when required. The reports recommended that A,L,D, establish a 
relfable data base of grants, contracts and cooperative agreements. A.1.b. 
has a new contract Xnfomatkon Management System (CIHS) whish could be used 
to provide baseiine data on e n t i t i e s  requiring audit csverage, Iiovever, 
A.X.Q. %s stiSl in the pr063ees of  hprovfny and developing the CXH§ syeten. 
Accosbfng to A.X.D. personnel, it may be some tima mtfl the C131S ry.tem i s  
coazpletely reliable and it would be desirable to develop a separatm 
inventory and fohlow- ug system to provide A . I . D .  a means of ensurfng that 
audi.tLs are made- 

~ a l y i a g  on CIllS for tha data base is a reasonable approach in the long 
run. However, in the interim, a separate inventory and follow up system 
nee& to be developed. The inventory being developed wilP have to be 
supplemented w i t h  data from other sources. W i t h  C I S  and this other data, 
a new relaable system can be developed to schedule and track audits of 0,s. 
celitzae~ops andl pantees- 

A.I.D. overseas missions stir1 do not have a reliable and compketa data 
&me of c~ntracts/gsarsts w i t h  foreign governments, contractors and 
qranteee. This data base will be addressed in the A.1.D.S Audit Hitnggdment 
and Resolu.t;ican Guide which is in draft. 

For further detail on audit systllr-lms see the report of SWAT Team #3. 

5 ,  pro+ ect Evaluation Svstelsls: 

me vast majority of A.X.De evaluations are focused on single projects 
are conducted by field Hissions using independent ~contractors, These 

evalxmtions serve a s e ~ ~  purp~ses For missfen and project-level managersB 
m a  for firproving project impfementati~n and mkbg mid-couxsr 
~ ~ e e t i o n e .  Most of these evaluations are mid-term, ra-er than f- or 
expate* evalwtiom. The typical foem is on monitoring 1e-m of issues 
<i ,el, inputs, out putt!^, Smbplmantatian problems) rather oa highrr 
level achievemen- of p-se and d,ntpac%s or en cost-effective/ef.fieimcy 
fss~~es, The narrow %OCL~S of A.I .D.  evalluatiuns has led to criticism of 
AmXaD- * 

m r  further detail on project evaluation systems, see the report of SWAT 
Team 45. 

6.  tract -ion E€tma-& SvSern I-: 

me purpose of C w  is to safntain inflormation on a l l  contracts wer 
gzs,ooe, for goads and services and a l l  host country contracts. ~ u t u m  
plane 5nclude summazy infomation for purchase orders under $ZS,OOQ. 



cIZIlS is the Agency's official contracting information management systems, 
me system contains the fallowing types of data: 

o me-awardl - purchase order information, dollar amount earmarked, 
f ntemaf tracing of verrk-in-progress, 

o Award - contract nurbes, descriptian of award, place of performance, 
dollar amount: obligated, and 

u vendor - vendor name and address, econsmic sector, type of business 
(profit or nonprofit), 

C- is utilized bn A.f.D./Washington and ithQ database fs currsntly 
imsmPl& iPs a4.ght field mission sites* ~ i s s i a ~  that do not have CZXS are 
r-f red to s n d  data sheets to 3. I. D.JW for entry onto the central systar. 

stat-: C- utilizer WXNG mfnfcomputer hardware and aaftwars, T;hr 
A g b n q  is m o v i n g  from WkEtG minicomputers to -1 Area ~etworks (LAITS), 
merefore, the cmrrent 7:ersian of CIMS can only Be installed in field 
missions w i t h  the o3der technology. A new system vill have to be 
coastmeed to nzn on me M s .  

There are tro objective of PRISM: 1) to reorient A,I.  D. decision-- 
towar& aprbommice managementa, and (2) enhance A. f . D. # s capabf litf em to 
~cb~b~ge for resul.&s. These vfll be accomgl~shed by developing a -on 
Agenq-ridar framework for regularly neasur%ng, reporting and using 
fnfsreraeian on the development performance of A.1.b. programs at a11 
organizational levels. 

This ef tor t  has three components: 

a Sdentify A. I. D 1 s  strategic 016 jectives and gerfomance indicators that 
are common to a relatively vide range of Hission programs, 

a s t r W 8 n  operati om2-level peegram prterraancr infornratf on for 
~ w i e n s ,  bureaus and office8 by Bearalsping: I) standard8 for 
f g s d i ~ ~ ~ t o m ~  and activfty status reports, and 2) procedwas fox: 
infomtfon quality, r,ntmral, review, enB upward  reporting, and 

0 LWc operational-level performance information to program pcuformanc~1 
information. This invalves developing standards and mechanim for 
reporting and transferring operational-f eve1 information for analysis 
and use to all arganizatf an levels. 

ma-: Curxently a prototype PRISM database existe only in 
A, ~ . / W a ~ h i - ~ n .  fk- On mfs pr0t4typ9 il ~ U I ~ P Y  ~ Z l t 8 t d  F~OI  
d-ents received from the I ~ ~ S ~ O M .  BOYWB~, thB PRISM developm are 
p x - 2 ~  for the automated exchanges of data Between Washington md a e  
f ie ld  ~%ss&olsl~s- 



The hardware and software technologies that will be used to construct and 
operate the praductfon version of PRISX have not bean detsrznineb, However, 
the selection of technologies w i l l  conform w i t h  Im8s Strategic Infomattian 
Systems Plan. 

For further detail on PRISM see the report of SWAT group X5. 







PROJECT XYPSEMESTATIOH -HI 

AXD Handbook 3 ,  Chap. 12, P r o j e c t  Monitoring, Sec. lTP, Project Status 
R e p - f n g ,  states: 

w i t h  regard t o  eontaat o f  the fXRt 
"The WID Project Officer assigned to [an] activity is re~ponsible for the 

preparation and submission of periodic Project Intplementation status 
~ e ~ r t s , . . . S u ~  reports should briefly describe: 

--progress sclafeved ragainst glans mr3 targets, 
--pttsbl- w i n g  progress, 
--actions -ken and to be taken concerning the activity. These 
reports should also bradieate: 
--major AID '11~onPtcarfng or support actions remaining or to Be taken 
during succeeding repurting periods and the entity and indivtdual(a) 
responsible for folHow-up. 
--inEurmation regarding the mounts and percentages of 
canmibent and disbursements 02 AID gunds, asr compared vith 
planned commitments and disbursements, 
--a realistis forecast of estimated cost-to-co~aplete versus 
funds available for mjsr project elements. 

The rep- m y  also incPuds: 
--a summary rating section which can be used by the Bureaus 
Lor comparatfve assessments of itPplementat$on prqress. 

Xn addftianz 
--A f a financing shortfall is foreseen, an analysis o f  the 
problem and recommended solution(s) should be summarized; 
--achfeveaent of noteworthy milestones and successes should 
alsa be highlighted. 

reg- to 8mqa ai ~~ RZRs 
'periodic manageamzit revfew, including the rue of Project fmplemntation 

stat= Reports, or their egufvalearts, shall ba conducted at the nfsarion or 
A I D n  office gevel in accordance w i t h  Bureau portfolio supervision syst.ur. 
~ e g i o ~ l  and Central Bureaus shall undertake Bureau level portfolio 
supervision reviews at least ants each year and prepare smmashp reports 
thereon An accordance with guidance furnished by Ppc [ m u  for policy and 
mqrzaza CoordPnation] and the Bureau for Xanagenent (If) . 

AID'S eight operating bureaus ware aurrreyed for this report on ~ o j e c t  
~ l p l - t a t i a n  Reports.* Considerable variation was found in t a m  of 
f~mt and content, the kind of review carried out, and tbe use af the 



information on f i e l d  activities provided in the reports, Survey results 
are reported below. 

Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) continue t o  be required from field 
posts, vith the possible exception of one bureau where it is unclear even 
to bureau staff if the field is stiPP explicitly required to prepare and 
submit PXRS* 

OnXy t w o  bureaus hold formal, full-scale meetings, chaired by a senior 
Panagex, to review the implementation reports. A third buremu is 
expsriaentfnq w i t h  sending the P s a j e  Davslopment Officer vith 
backstopping respnsibf  litiea far a speciff c country to #at country once a 
year to participate in the Xfesfones f a m l  project faplementatio~~ reviev. 
(Hate: APtbough the tern "pr'oje~t" is used, Agency aprojeetm reports and 
reviews also cover aaonproject assistance and should be ao maeratoo& fn 
reading this rep*. ) 

A fourth bureau requires field posts to submit PXRs once a year Copen 
format). They are reviewed by the Project Development Officer and 
eubslaquent]&y at a staff-PeveX meeting. Nu individual country or summary 
bureau h&pTea@x'itatfon report is provicled to senior Bureau management, 

Xn the fifth geographic bureau, it is unclear ta bureau staff if P X R ~  are 
stil3 required, although f i e l d  posts which do prepare PXRs are asked to 
s u b m i t  copies to AID/#. me bureau hel4s no fomal project implementation 
revbews at either the office or M level. 

Please see attachments far sample PI-, sample portfolio overview 
statements, and an example of how one bureau proviaea implementation 
feedback to the field. 

General summary comments are provided in Section C, below; 
these help to explain recent trends in implementation reporting and review. 

B* * 
88r1, as hn -8 geographfc bureaus, there is vide variation in the 

prepamti on and use of isplanentat1 on repgrts. This may be sore 
mderstan&abPe for central bureaus, however, because of the highly 
disparate, heterogeneous nature of meir partfalios, even within a single 
Burea%z. 

*F&ve geoqraph bureaus: Africa, Asia, Europe, Latin America aRd the 
Carfiban, Near East. 

centra2 bureaus: P d  and Humanitarian Assistance, Private 
~nterprbse, R e s e a r c h  and DeveXopment. 



Of the three central bureaus, only one bureau requires PIRs  and holds 
formal purtfolio reviews - twice a year - chaired by either the bureau's 
Assistant Adainistrator or Deputy Assistant Administrator ( D M ) .  

Xn the second Bureau, there i o no coordinated overall review of portfolio 
perfomianca at the bureau leval, although +he s ix  offices w i t h i n  the baeau 
moy conduet their own portfolio reviews. (Two offices prepare PI- and 
hoPd a formal portfolio review meeting - at the office L e v e l  - twice a 
year; +he third office conducts quarterly portfolio reviews and prepares an 
exceptions report for senior bureau management: the final three offices in 
&Be bureau do no& conduct formal portfolio revievs,) 

fn the mird central bureau, there is no formal system of peri&ic 
implementation reporting involving written reporte. Each of Mi. bureau's 
foam. line offices has its own implementation management system, and ea& af 
the tout  office directors meets weekly with the Assistant Administrator or 
a M A  to review prsgraa performance and issues. There is no stand&-, 
bureau-wide, s y s t ~ t i c  implementatfan reporting and review syster in 
either of these two central bureaus. 

C. 

Severad factors are at work in AID which are influencing the kind of 
implementation reporting and review being carried out by the Agency's eight 
aperating bureaus: 

I. AxDflSr focus is increasingly on results and impact, particularly in 
.eating bureau and Mission strategic cr program objectives - and away fro= 
oversfghe, or aven knowledge, of implementation activity, As a 
consequence, responsibility for implementation monitoring is baing pXaced 
increasfng+y - directly, and s o m e  might even say, entirely - on the field, 

2, partly as a reflection of AID/W@s shift in focus, PIRS are n w  being 
required by several bureaus to address seleeeed 
crosseuttlng issues - e.g., sustainabilityt progress towards purpose-level 
indicators (in addition to imt and output prformance); extent of private 
sector utilization; reliance on market approaches; disaggregation of 
hneficier3.e~ by gender; host wmtq cuntxibutions. 

3. ~ureaus may no Xbngar have the staff to provide detailed oversight of 
project hpBmentaeion. Some bureaus rep* that they found the P H ~  
pxucess - w i t h  lengthy issues papers and fomaX reviews - not particularly 
useful, and that mey sbpliy cannot abs~rb and process a l l  the information 
provided in PIRs - which can sometires total 100 pager of reporting 
GswmaL 

a, increase fn nonproject assjlstance fs changing the nature of 
impPementetion mersight fn soae bureaus - as well as reducing th. a e r  
sf traditional project units to be monitoxed. 

5-  me Begre& t o  which a bureau is ablr to laanage and use PXRa may aPao 
be a function of the number of countries reporting to bureau heaBq[uargers 



DRAFT 
in Washington. This can vary widely, from a bureau with seven field posts 
to one with 37 overseas pasts. In addition, A I D  has programs in another 41 
countries, funded through regional ox central programs; implementation of 
these country prugrams, too, must be monitored. 

6 ,  There is no enforcement of the Agency requirement, as stipulated in 
Handbook 3, for both project implementation reports and an annual bureau- 
level portfolio review, I% the Assistant Administrator does not insist on 
eftber formal reports or periodic portfolio reviews, the requirement may 
wither. alternatively, it may emerge in a significantly different form or 
continue to be used as a management tool only on a selected basis, 

7 .  When this occurs, the Agency also loses the capacity for aggregating 
various kinds of information at the bureau level. This can include summary 
infoanation on policy concerns, on cornon program issues, on devakapmeat 
lessons, on implementation obstacles, and so on. 

8, Despite widely varying treatment of PIRS by the bureaus, there is 
general agreement that they provide useful information - e. g, information 
used to respond to Congressional inquiries, to in-house Agency inquiries, 
as a source of financial data - and that the Mission Director's oversight 
statanent (sct~~etiaes eabfed], i f  one is prepared, can provide a useful tour 
d#har&zon of a country portfolio and the issues, of whatever nature, 
confronting it . 


