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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
1.1. Background  
 
In August 2006, the USAID/Iraq Mission requested International Business & Technical 
Consultants, Inc. (IBTCI) to conduct a Data Quality Assessment (DQA) of 38 indicators, 30 of 
which will be reported in the FY 2007 Annual Report. A DQA had not been performed to date, 
therefore one was mandatory, consistent with guidance contained in ADS 203.3.5. 
 
IBTCI initially planned to support a three-person team to conduct the DQA in Baghdad, under its 
USAID-financed Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Program, Phase II (MEPP II). The 
location of the DQA shifted from the field to IBTCI’s home office in Vienna, Virginia due to two 
primary factors: a delay in the approval process; and USAID reversing its decision on pushing 
back the DQA following the unexpected withdrawal of one of the team members. Given this 
reversal in the timing of the DQA, IBTCI was instructed to meet the original deadline “at all 
costs”.  Therefore, in order to meet the requirements of the USAID/Iraq portfolio review and 
Annual Report preparation scheduled for November, IBTCI added a fourth person to the team. 
 
1.2. Approach and Methodology 
 
USAID’s five standard quality criteria, namely, Validity, Reliability, Integrity, Precision and 
Timeliness, (VRIPT) are documented in USAID’s PMP Toolkit. The IBTCI DQA team’s goal was 
to apply the five criteria across all eight program Strategic Objectives (SOs) and 38 indicators 
selected by the Mission, but for reasons explained below could not cover all of them. The IBTCI 
team used a combined retrospective and prospective approach: (1) retrospective for SO1-4 
which have closed or will soon close and (2) prospective for SO7-10 approved in January 2006 
and for which a Performance Measurement Plan (PMP) was completed in June 2006.  
 
The IBTCI team based its assessment approach on a sampling of evidence that was required to 
be valid and meet USAID’s quality criteria. Under the best of circumstances under DQAs, it is 
not possible to confirm with 100% accuracy whether all the criteria, in every situation, were met, 
hence the assessment included herein has some limitations. Although working remotely, the 
DQA assessment team used multiple techniques to gather and verify information including 
phone interviews, e-mail correspondence, document review and data review. Moreover the 
Independent Institute for Administration and Civil Society Studies (IIACSS), IBTCI’s 
subcontractor, conducted field visits to validate information against a select number of specific 
indicators. The IBTCI Baghdad MEPP II team provided resource support with interviews and 
guidance to the IIACSS team. 
 
In addition to completing Worksheet 7 (USAID’s analytical tool for DQAs), the IBTCI DQA team 
evaluated the relative data risk of indicators using a scoring system developed by Khulisa 
Management Services Global (KMS Global) whereby two scores - the probability of an error 
occurring and the overall effect on data quality – are multiplied to provide a total risk score 
(TRS). Where data was limited, no VRIPT score was given though Implementing Partner (IP) 
supporting documents were reviewed.    
 
Of the 38 indicators selected by the Mission, 40 Work Sheets were prepared. This differential 
was due to one indicator being disaggregated into three separate components. Of the 40 
assessments, 13 assessments were documented with a VRIPT analysis, however 27 Work 
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Sheets could not be given a VRIPT risk score (see Annexes under each SO for detailed 
analysis). 
 
 Table 1: Breakdown of DQ Assessments 

SO NO. OF INDICATORS DQA REPORT VRIPT SCORED WORKSHEET ASSESSMENT  

SO1 4 1 4 
SO2 7 1 7 
SO3 4 2 4 
SO4 4 3 4 

 19 7 19 
SO7 5 2 5 
SO8 5 3 7* 
SO9 4 1 4 

SO10 5 0 5 
 19 6 21 

TOTAL 38 13 40* 
*IR 8.3 Indicator 1 was split into three reports: Micro-finance Institutions, Private Banking and Capital Markets. 
 
1.3. Challenges 
 
Annual Report FY 2006 
As a starting point of the data quality analysis, the IBTCI DQA team found a consistent pattern 
of no references to sources of data in the reporting of performance data for SOs1-4. This made 
it difficult to identify and track how the data was derived. Moreover, there was neither a results 
framework nor a cohesive strategic plan documenting the process of program development and 
progress reporting. Faced with this situation, the Mission had limited tools for developing 
credible data for which it was reporting.  
 
Institutional Memory 
The difficulties that the USAID/Iraq Mission faced were also encountered by the IBTCI DQA 
team when they assessed the AR FY 2006 data. Since programs had closed or were closing, 
there was little programmatic and institutional knowledge available for the DQA team.  
 
Working remotely 
There are pros and cons to working remotely. By working near Washington, the team had real 
time access to USAID/Washington staff or Washington based IPs who could provide 
background knowledge of the USAID/Iraq program. However, working off-site precluded face to 
face interaction with USAID/Iraq staff and IPs and limited the potential to drill down to field level 
data sources. Advanced communications technology did, however, foster excellent 
communications with USAID/Iraq staff and IPs at a distance. Additionally, in working with 
IBTCI’s sub-contractor, IIACSS, field verification of selected indicators was possible.    
 
1.4. Future Approach 
 
Annual Report FY 2007-2008 
USAID/Iraq now has a strategy, PMP, and framework in place, as of June 2006, to mitigate the 
reporting difficulties of the past.  
 
The introduction to the Mission’s PMP states that “early development of a strategic results 
framework contributes to strong monitoring, transparency, and understanding of the larger 
picture of policy implementation”. The approved strategy (January 2006) and the PMP for SO7-
10 are tangible evidence of mainstreaming the Iraq program. They also provide a historical 
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context for future program planning and reporting, perhaps serving as a knowledge base to 
retain institutional memory. 
 
Some indicators under SO3 and SO4 have evolved into SO7-10 for which data will be or is 
being generated. For SO3, the indicators that pertained to the Iraq government’s budget 
covered by the FMIS have now shifted to SO10; whereas indicators related to employment and 
wheat production have moved to SO8. Several indicators under SO4 related to trained local 
government officials, more efficient local government, or strengthened civil society organizations 
have shifted to SOs 7, 9, and 10. (See Annex O which that provides details of these changes.)  
 
The team’s observations are that the systems being established for SO7-10 (monitoring and 
evaluation plans that include baseline data, and data collection methods and tools) are critical to 
ensuring that IP reporting is in concert with the PMP indicators and provides a means for 
understanding how data was developed.   
 
1.5. General Recommendations 
 
Apply USAID Performance Management Tools 
Use the Performance Management Plan 2006-2008 and apply the Performance Management 
Toolkit Worksheet 7 for data quality analysis for SOs and their indicators.  
 
Sustain Effective Contractual Practices 
The team recommends that monitoring and evaluation (M&E) planning requirements are 
incorporated into contractor/partner contracts/agreements, using as a guide for core content, the 
framework contained in USAID’s PMP’s Performance Indicator Reference Sheets (PIRS). 
 
Develop Good Implementing Partner Reporting Practices 
To address data quality challenges, IPs should not only report on performance data but also on 
the reporting process: data collection, data collation and data analysis.  For multiple partners 
and multiple reporting sources (to be avoided) USAID should create a blended indicator and 
document reasons. A blended indicator provides a single measure that maximizes a common 
understanding and approach of what is to be measured and minimizes misunderstanding and 
misinterpretation.   
  
Focus USAID Portfolio Reviews on Data Quality 
When there are portfolio reviews, USAID/Iraq should flag data quality issues and invite 
participation from IPs. 
 
Create a Document Trail  
For the upcoming Annual Report FY 2007, create a reference document on the shared drive or 
other central location that lists the sources of performance data and summarizes how the 
reporting data was developed. This begins the process of providing a context and a link to the 
past and a knowledge base for succeeding USAID staff. 
 
1.6. Lessons Learned for Annual Report FY 2007 and Beyond 
 
The IBTCI DQA analysis lays the foundation for future annual reporting by the Mission. Lessons 
learned include the following: 
 

• Cite data references for AR FY 2007. 
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• Use WHO, UNICEF and other international organizational data for education, health and 
social services reporting. 

• Use a best fit approach where USAID’s indicator does not match with IP reporting. 
• For training data, avoid double counting of attendees by using supervision of registration 

process collection tools such as logbooks, project tracking sheets or databases. 
• For survey data, improve baseline methodology and analysis for reporting. 
• Apply the process for DQA with IPs. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
This IBTCI Data Quality Assessment for the USAID/Iraq Mission has the following main 
objectives: 
 

• To ensure that USAID/Iraq SO teams are aware of the strengths and weaknesses of 
data used for reporting in the Annual Report FY 2007; 

• To provide recommendations to improve data quality and address key assessment 
vulnerabilities, where necessary. 

 
The starting point was the USAID Annual Report FY 2006 and the Mission’s chosen 38 
indicators which the DQA team was required to assess. There were 19 indicators for SO1-4 and 
19 indicators for SO7-10.  
 
To conduct the DQA, the IBTCI team used the USAID Worksheet 7 from The Performance 
Management Toolkit (April 2003). The team modified the Worksheet to include a scoring 
mechanism by which to score the Validity, Reliability, Integrity, Precision, and Timeliness 
(VRIPT) of the data (formulated by KMS Global).  
 
Each indicator assessed has an associated Worksheet; however in one instance, the indicator 
assessment split the indicator into components and provided a Worksheet for each component. 
Due to this approach, there are actually 40 Worksheets. The Worksheets are provided as 
Annexes.  
 
The Worksheet was a useful tool when interviewing IPs and assessing the data provided. 
Where data is provided, it has been scored against the five VRIPT criteria and hence there is 
also an associated graph. Where no data was available, often due to relatively new programs 
(such as for some indicators within SO7-10), no VRIPT could be given and therefore no graph is 
provided. The Worksheets do include an assessment of supporting documentation associated 
with the IPs’ data management system (DMS). The Worksheets, therefore, provide the 
USAID/Iraq Mission with the micro-level assessment of each indicator. 
 
At the macro-level, the IBTCI DQA team has provided an analysis of each SO with its indicators 
in Section 3 and Section 4 of this report. Section 3 contains the analysis for SO1-4 for which the 
programs commenced in the early reconstruction stages of the Iraq program. Section 4 provides 
the analysis of SO7-10, for which some programs are getting underway. Some SO7-10 
indicators evolved from SO1-4 as described in Section 4 and in Annex O.  
 
Within each of the eight SOs in Section 3 and 4, the IBTCI DQA team has documented the 
overall summary of key data quality issues (supported by annexed Worksheets), including the 
status of the SO, issues and subsequent recommendations in the form of actions.  
 
In Section 5 of this DQA report, recommendations have summarized the key data quality 
concerns, and also address next steps and actions for the Mission. Within the SO analysis and 
the recommendations, the DQA team has used the USAID Annual Report FY 2006 to assess 
the reported data and to prepare the Mission for their Annual Report FY 2007. 
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Therefore this report is aimed at three different organizational levels: 
 

1. Executive Management 
2. SO Team Leaders 
3. SO Team members 

 

2. APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 
   
2.1 Data Quality Assessment Methodology 
 
Data, in the context of this report, is used in its broadest sense: numerical or textual information. 
Consistent with ADS 203.3.5.2, the purpose of a DQA is to ensure that USAID’s Operating Units 
and SO Teams are aware of the strengths and vulnerabilities of data by applying the five quality 
standards indicated in 203.3.5.1. The results of a DQA facilitate identifying, managing and 
acknowledging risks associated with reported data that may be used for determining strategic 
decisions.   
 
Data quality is generally dependent upon a DMS and its associated processes. A DMS 
generally consists of data sources, collection, collation, reporting and usage. Ideally a DQA tries 
to evaluate data at each stage in a rigorous way and is therefore an excellent tool for 
prospective risk identification and management. Reported data is assessed for its VRIPT, where 
possible, in relation to the means by which data is generated. In contrast, testing of the quality 
of reported data against information trails, results in the understanding of risks or the success of 
risk reduction measures. This type of assessment tends to be reactive and retrospective in 
nature. The best assessment system is that which involves both the prospective and 
retrospective evaluations. 
 
The focus of the Iraq DQA was on 38 indicators that the Mission selected. The IBTCI team’s 
approach combined a retrospective and prospective approach: (1) retrospective for SO1-4 
which have closed or will close and (2) prospective for SO7-10 approved in January 2006 and 
for which a PMP was completed in June 2006.  
 
The team conducted the DQA in IBTCI’s Vienna, Virginia office from mid October to mid 
November 2006. Although working remotely, the DQA assessment team used multiple 
techniques to gather and verify information including phone interviews, e-mail correspondence, 
document review and data review. In working with the IBTCI sub-contractor, IIACSS, field 
verification of selected indicators was possible.    
 
The DQA findings are the results of an evaluation of collected evidence against the assessment 
VRIPT criteria. Any significant areas of strengths or vulnerabilities in the management of data 
are highlighted.  Strengths are identified with the purpose of providing positive feedback and 
confirmation of best practices in monitoring and evaluation. Vulnerabilities are an indication of 
risk and provide information on areas that require attention in order to improve the quality of the 
reported data.  
 
The IBTCI DQA team evaluated the indicators selected by the Mission and their data 
management processes for relative risk against a matrix adapted to Worksheet 7 in USAID’s 
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PMP Toolkit by IBTCI’s partner Khulisa Management Services Global (KMS Global)1. This 
innovation is helpful in obtaining a quick picture of the strengths and risks for the indicators that 
have been assessed. The use of a risk matrix will enable USAID to identify those elements 
within an information and data trail that pose the greatest data quality risk so that the 
appropriate controls can be put in place to minimize a negative impact. Each data quality 
criterion is scored for the probability of an error occurring and the quality of the data – the 
multiplication of these two scores produces a risk score per indicator. These two scores are: (1) 
the probability of an error occurring; and (2) the overall effect on data quality (see Table 2 
below). 
 
 Table 2: Data Quality Risk Matrix 

 
PROBABILITY OF ERROR OCCURRING 

 
OVERALL 

EFFECT ON 
DATA QUALITY Constantly  

(4) 
Frequently 

(3) 
Occasionally 

(2) 
Unlikely 

(1) 
RISK 

Catastrophic (4) 16 12 8 4 16 ABSOLUTE
Critical (3) 12 9 6 3 12 HIGH
Marginal (2) 8 6 4 2 6-9 MEDIUM

Negligible (1) 4 3 2 1 1-4 LOW
© KMS Global 2006 (For further information refer to Annex M: Introduction to the Management of Data Quality) 
 
Using the KMS Global risk matrix, the assessment of data can be categorized as a potential 
risk, ranging from low to absolute. A low risk requires no immediate action, whereas an absolute 
risk means that the DQA team advises that the data should not be reported under any 
circumstances, as the data currently appears.  
 
Where possible, for each indicator under each SO, a TRS is given. Where there is no or limited 
data, such as when a program has just begun implementation but data has not yet been 
generated against a specific indicator, or where insufficient data has been available to assess, 
the IBTCI DQA team has ‘Not Determined’ the risk. The numerical scoring to determine the risk 
level is based upon an informed judgment of the evidence of a potential risk. 
 
The IBTCI DQA team’s approach to the assessment of indicators fell under two main 
categories: (1) a DQA report (Worksheet 7 in Annexes) that documents the assessment against 
the five standard criteria with a total risk score (a comparison of VRIPT total risk scores is 
provided in Annex D); and (2) where data was limited, no VRIPT score was given although a 
Worksheet was still prepared. In the latter category, the IBTCI DQA team assessed whether IPs 
had an adequate DMS that incorporated comprehensive monitoring and evaluation plans. 
 
A breakdown of data quality assessments (Table 3 below) shows that of the 38 indicators 
selected by the Mission, 40 work sheets were prepared. This was due to one indicator being 
broken into three separate components. Of the 40 “indicators” to be examined, 13 assessments 
were documented with a VRIPT analysis, however 27 assessments could not be given a VRIPT 
risk score (see Annexes under each SO for detailed analysis).  
  

                                                 
1 The KMS Global scoring system has been used extensively in the PEPFAR project for USAID/South Africa and the 
US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention/South Africa (CDC/SA). 
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Table 3: Breakdown of DQ Assessments 
SO NO. OF INDICATORS DQA REPORT VRIPT SCORED WORKSHEET ASSESSMENT  

SO1 4 1 4 
SO2 7 1 7 
SO3 4 2 4 
SO4 4 3 4 

 19 7 19 
SO7 5 2 5 
SO8 5 3 7* 
SO9 4 1 4 

SO10 5 0 5 
 19 6 21 

TOTAL 38 13 40* 
*IR 8.3 Indicator 1 was split into three reports: MFIs, Private Banking and Capital Markets. 
 
2.2 Main Challenges 
 
SO1-4: These SOs laid the framework for demonstrating rapid results on the ground, and the 
team believed, based on anecdotes from USAID staff, that the underlying pressures precluded 
any conventional USAID planning. Despite considerable follow up with former USAID/Iraq staff, 
it was difficult to trace the origin of these SOs and any foundational elements of a DMS as a 
starting point. The 19 chosen indicators (by the Mission Director consistent with ADS guidance) 
were subjected to a review of performance data in the Annual Report FY 2006. Except for six 
indicators, the DQA team found it difficult to link performance data with their sources. The IBTCI 
DQA team therefore recommends that for future Annual Reports, the Mission explain in the 
report how the data was derived. 

 
One partner reported that it was not required to develop an M&E Plan at the start of the project, 
nor were they required to submit annual reports. The team eventually learned anecdotally that a 
Results Framework that would have provided the background for SO1-4 was not approved (May 
1, 2003 - April 30, 2004). Other planning documents were classified and inaccessible. 
 
SO7-10: In contrast to SO1-4, the new SOs are just starting, except for a few social indicators 
carried over from SO3 and SO4. The team focused on the 19 indicators for SO7-10 by 
examining the elements of a DMS: data sources, monitoring and evaluation plans, and data 
collection tools. 
  
Institutional Memory 
The usual USAID strategic planning and performance measurement planning did not exist for 
SO1-4. These SOs defined the USAID/Iraq reconstruction program in its early implementation 
stages when political imperatives dictated a rapid restoration of normalcy to the exclusion of 
conventional USAID program planning.  The heightened importance of short-term results was 
paramount to USG foreign policy. Therefore, identifying the origins of SO1-4 and the framework 
behind them — Intermediate Results and Indicators — presented a challenge to track down the 
documents that provided the foundation for these SOs and their indicators.   
 
Frequent USAID staff turnover contributed to knowledge gaps, making it even more of a 
challenge to develop a data trail for the indicators in SO1-4. Institutional service providers, who 
might have provided historical context, had already left Iraq or were on their way out, as these 
SOs come to a close.  
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2.3. Other Challenges 
 
Security 
It is difficult to generalize whether a remote approach is workable in an environment such as 
Iraq’s where the conditions are unstable and insecure, but the IBTCI DQA team’s experience 
may provide lessons learned for USAID in conducting off-site DQAs in areas of conflict. 
 
Working Remotely 
Working remotely has its pros and cons. By working in the Washington area, the team had real 
time access to USAID/Washington staff and IPs who were able to provide background 
information on program history and development. This was offset to some extent by not having 
face to face contact with USAID/Iraq staff and IPs and the ability to drill down to field level data 
sources. In overcoming these constraints, the IBTCI DQA team relied heavily on e-mail and 
phone contact with USAID SO Team Leaders, IPs, and the resource support of IBTCI’s team on 
the ground. In limited instances, USAID and IBTCI tried video conferencing for key meetings 
with USAID staff, but with mixed success. The use of Voice Over Internet Protocol (VOIP) 
facilitated communications, making dialogue easier with IPs and USAID contacts. The IBTCI 
team in Iraq held face-to-face meetings with selected partners and tasked IIACSS, its sub-
contractor, to conduct verification visits for three SOs and four indicators. 
 

3. DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT: SO1-4 
Each SO is presented in this section with information on the status of the SO in general; issues 
associated with each assessed indicator; recommended actions to improve data quality; and a 
graph, where possible, showing the TRS per indicator. 
 
The TRS (frequency of an error occurring multiplied by the overall effect on quality) is one DQA 
component that provides a guide to potential action. Where a TRS is 1-4, the data quality risk is 
low. If a TRS is 6-9, a medium risk is likely and actions may include verifying data before an 
annual report is submitted. With a high TRS (12), verifying data on a regular basis is 
recommended. For an absolute risk (16), it is strongly advised not to report the data. 
 
Graph 1 below represents the average TRS for indicators SO1-4.  
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Note: The graph does not give a complete picture of each SO because not all indicators within the SO could be scored against 
VRIPT. It provides the Mission with a general assessment of the four SOs. 

Graph 1: Average Total Risk Scores for SO1-4 
 
Some indicators within SO4 present an absolute risk, whereby data cannot be reported with 
confidence. These include Indicator 2 “number of local government officials trained” Indicator 
and 3 “number of Iraqis directly benefiting from constitutional outreach”. Most data for SO1-4 
indicators assessed in this IBTCI DQA present a low to medium risk. 

 
For SOs 1-4, implemented at the commencement of the USAID/Iraq Mission, no Results 
Framework was documented. Therefore, indicators for each SO were not issued a number, and 
hence are referred to in this report as Indicator 1, Indicator 2, etc. and the graph is labeled 
according to the key unit of measure. For example, the indicator, “number of Megawatts 
restored/added” is referred to as SO1 Indicator 4 in the text and #MW in the graph. 

SO1: RESTORE ECONOMICALLY CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE  
 

INDICATORS 

SO1 Indicator 1: Number of people served by added sewage treatment capacity (people) 
SO1 Indicator 2: Number of people served by added water treatment capacity (people) 
SO1 Indicator 3: Number of GOI personnel trained in O&M 
SO1 Indicator 4: Number of megawatts restored /added 
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This is a broad SO encompassing infrastructure construction of sanitation systems and potable 
water; training in operations and maintenance (O&M) for Iraqi power plant managers; and 
construction or repair of power plants —thermal, hydro, diesel—throughout Iraq. The data 
received to examine infrastructure activities did not track with the performance data stated in 
USAID’s FY 2006 Annual Report, though the team made efforts to find a link.  However, this 
does not imply that there are issues of data quality with respect to power plants. 
 
Background information contained in an excerpt from the February 10, 2006 Watsan report 
suggests that data collection for the water and sanitation treatment projects now follow a system 
of well-defined metrics that respond to the 2005 Government Accounting Office (GAO) report.  
The report found it “difficult to determine the overall progress and impacts of the U.S. efforts 
because of inadequate performance data and measures” and recommended that the 
Department of State “establish indicators and measures to assess how the U.S. efforts are 
improving the quality and quantity of water and sanitation services in Iraq” (GAO, 2005). The 
Watsan report also states the difficulties in estimating number of persons per household across 
Iraq in accurately measuring people receiving water. Actual impacts are difficult to count owing 
to the lack of meters and water quality testing. When stating impacts in human terms, in reality 
this is a calculated figure that depends on new or improved capacity rather than actual 
recipients of potable water or sewage treatment. 
 
The data received for O&M in power covered the following: training location, type of training, 
dates, duration and estimated training hours. The quality of the data may be inferred, in as 
much as a reputable US IP was responsible for data collection. The IP maintains a log that 
USAID reviews periodically to minimize double counting which is unavoidable in instances 
where Iraqi engineers/facility managers are enrolled in different training courses.   
 
With respect to power production capacity, the precise hourly and daily measurements of power 
plants provide reliable and timely data to plant managers and decision makers in Baghdad. 
Inferences on the rated capacity of the power plants can be made in the absence of verification 
at the plant site. While there are occasional errors in the reporting process from plant site to the 
Ministry of Electricity, and subsequently on to the Iraq Reconstruction and Management Office 
(IRMO), they are easily detected and rectified. Once the computer based system (known as 
SCADA) is rolled out and functioning, such occasional errors will be further minimized. 
 
Table 4: SO1 Indicator Summary 

INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

SO1 Indicator 1 
Number of people served by added 
sewage treatment capacity (people) 
 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
IRMO and USAID using common 
metrics. 

Document in AR FY07 the current 
metric methodology and rationale.   

SO1 Indicator 2 
Number of people served by added  
water treatment capacity (people) 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
IRMO and USAID using common 
metrics. 

Document in AR FY07 the current 
metric methodology and rationale.   

SO1 Indicator 3 
Number of GOI personnel trained in 
O&M 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Detailed information was not 
available to specify data issues. 

If further reporting required, USAID 
infrastructure team should work with 
Ministry of Electricity to understand its 
DMS.   

SO1 Indicator 4 
Number of megawatts restored 
/added 

RISK: LOW 
Data (1,181 MW) reported in FY06 
Annual Report contains no source 
reference. 

Reference sources of data derived for 
FY07 report. 
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Note: Graphs are constructed only for indicators that were scored against VRIPT (see Annexed Worksheets for each SO). 

Graph 2: SO1: Total Risk Scores for Indicators 

Graph 2 above shows little risk in the data reported on the only indicator scored for SO 1 related 
to mega watts added/restored.   

Please see Annex E for the applicable worksheets to this SO. 

SO2: SUPPORT ESSENTIAL EDUCATION, HEALTH AND OTHER SOCIAL SERVICES  
 

INDICATORS 

SO2 Indicator 1: Number of secondary school students enrolled in USAID supported schools or non-school based 
settings 

SO2 Indicator 2: Number of primary school students enrolled in USAID supported schools or non-school based 
settings 

SO2 Indicator 3: Percentage routine immunization coverage 
SO2 Indicator 4: Number of children 12 – 60 months immunized against measles 
SO2 Indicator 5: Ministry of Health trainers trained in primary health care technical areas  
SO2 Indicator 6: Number of schools renovated  
SO2 Indicator 7: Number of teachers trained 

 
This is a broad SO that provided basic social services in education and health for the children of 
Iraq. Among the first group of SOs, this one is phasing out, and presented challenges to 
contacting relevant data sources and personnel to validate performance data presented in the 
USAID Annual Report FY 2006. 
 
The DQA’s main challenge for assessing education data was in locating data sources and 
knowledgeable informants of the sector to find a link to data presented in the FY 2006 Annual 
Report.  Creative Associates International, Inc. (CAII) and UNICEF, were contracted to 
implement education components in Iraq.  
 
For SO2 Indicator 1 “number of secondary school students enrolled in USAID supported 
schools or non-school based settings”, CAII was the IP and therefore was the sole provider of 
data to USAID. USAID reported in AR FY 2006 on the distribution of school-kits to students 
against this indicator in addition to the number of secondary school students. There was a slight 
discrepancy in the AR narrative and table figures, however the number reported in the narrative 
coincided with CAII reports and is therefore traceable and verifiable.  
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SO2 Indicator 2 was the same indicator for primary students. Both CAII and UNICEF 
contributed to the aggregated data which was further delineated as the attendance of primary 
students from renovated schools. The aggregated figure used in USAID’s AR FY 2006 could not 
be verified as the collation tools were not available and, in one IP’s monthly reports, student 
numbers were not documented.   
 
There are two immunization indicators for which there are different data sources: the Ministry of 
Health (MOH) is the source for the indicator “% of routine immunization coverage”, whereas 
WHO collects data for “number of children 12-60 months immunized against measles”. MOH 
reports could not be tracked. On the other hand, WHO is an internationally recognized UN 
organization and considered a reliable source of data. A DQA was not required for the WHO 
data. 
 
Although the IBTCI DQA team conducted the assessment on MOH trainers trained in primary 
health care, the numbers trained by one IP were used rather than a combined figure that 
included UNICEF’s. From a DQA perspective, this may require follow-up to ascertain the 
rationale and address potential validity issues.  The assessment revealed that the IP data 
tracked with figures reported in the FY 2006 Annual Report.  
 
Aggregated data from both IPs were used to report on SO2 Indicator 6 “number of schools 
renovated”; however the figures came predominantly from UNICEF and is traceable and 
verifiable with the AR FY 2006 narrative figure. 
 
For SO2 Indicator 7 “number of teachers trained” the aggregated figure from IPs reported in AR 
FY 2006 could not be verified. 
 
Table 5: SO2 Indicator Summary 

INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

SO2 Indicator 1 
Number of secondary school 
students enrolled in USAID 
supported schools or non-school 
based settings 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Based on IP reports received, the 
AR FY06 is traceable and 
verifiable.  
 

No actions required. 

SO2 Indicator 2 
Number of primary school students 
enrolled in USAID supported 
schools or non-school based 
settings 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
These numbers are linked to the 
number of schools renovated.  The 
reported data could not be verified 
as IP does not report student 
numbers in their monthly reports. 

Recommend that indicators are 
reported on, rather than activities. 

SO2 Indicator 3 
Percentage routine immunization 
coverage 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
MOH sources of data not verified.  

Verify data sources which  team 
understands MICS supervised by  
UNICEF and USAID DHS studies  

SO2 Indicator 4 
Number of children 12 – 60 months 
immunized against measles 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Based on the WHO reports 
received, the AR FY06 is over-
reported by 2.5%. 
The reason for different wording is 
not clear: WHO reports 12 – 59 
months, USAID 12 – 60 months.   

Recommend Iraq mission use WHO 
data for future AR reporting. 
For reliability and validity reasons 
recommend the use of the same 
nomenclature. 

SO2 Indicator 5 
Ministry of Health trainers trained in 
primary health care technical areas  

RISK: MEDIUM 
Course attendees are reported as 
opposed to number of individuals. 
UNICEF TOT training for diarrhea 

Indicators require well-defined 
definitions. 
Recommend that actual individuals 
are recorded against training rather 
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INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

and IYCF excluded from USAID 
reports (although they are PHC 
training); reason unclear. 
There are no documented 
procedures which could affect 
reliability. 

than aggregated attendance. 
  

SO2 Indicator 6 
Number of schools renovated  

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Based on IP reports received, the 
aggregated data in AR FY06 
narrative is traceable and 
verifiable. 

Disaggregated data requires quality 
checks before being aggregated. 

SO2 Indicator 7 
Number of teachers trained 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Aggregated data is not verifiable. 

Disaggregated data requires quality 
checks before being aggregated. 
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Note: Graphs are constructed only for indicators that were scored against VRIPT (see Annexed Worksheets for each SO). 

Graph 3: SO2: Total Risk Scores for Indicators 
 

Graph 3 above shows a medium level of risk for data validity and precision for the only indicator 
that was scored related to number of teachers trained for education. 

Please see Annex F for the applicable worksheets to this SO. 
 

SO3: EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
 

INDICATORS 

SO3 Indicator 1: % increase in wheat production 
SO3 Indicator 2: Number of families covered by social safety net 
SO3 Indicator 3: Number of Iraqis employed 
SO3 Indicator 4: % of budget covered by FMIS 

 
This is an SO that covers four indicators: wheat production; number of families covered by a 
social safety net; employment of Iraqis; and Ministry of Finance (MOF) budget execution. 
Performance data in last year’s USAID Annual Report (FY 2006) tracked with IP data on the 
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Financial Management Information System (FMIS) and the number of families covered by the 
social safety net. The other performance data received did not have any references to or any 
explanation of how the data was derived. The IBTCI DQA team suggests the revision to the 
wording of one indicator and the dropping of two others (see below).   
 
Analysis of winter wheat crop price and yield data was prepared with input from the former IP for 
the Agriculture Reconstruction and Development-Iraq (ARDI) project who filled out Worksheet 7 
(i.e. self-assessment). Although there are vulnerabilities with respect to integrity and reliability of 
agricultural data, they may be controllable. The Mission is advised that Central Office of 
Statistics and Information Technology (COSIT) collects crop production statistics on behalf of 
the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA). IBTCI’s field monitors were able to determine that COSIT has 
field offices in every governorate that apparently includes a specialist in agriculture. COSIT uses 
a crop estimation methodology that incorporates randomized crop cutting to measure crop 
production for most crops in the summer and winter seasons. Total crop area planted is 
estimated by the MoA in each of the governorates to establish a sample frame. The 
methodology uses a 5 x 8 meter frame to randomly select crop areas for cutting. The sample cut 
areas are weighted to make larger area estimates of crop production. This information is 
provided to the MoA. A program is underway to transfer the estimation methodology from 
COSIT to the MoA. The ability of COSIT and MoA to make the crop production estimates has 
been hindered by a lack of resources such as vehicles. The COSIT and MoA have a long 
standing request (since 1989) to move to satellite imagery to improve the estimation of crop 
areas.  
 
The IP for the social safety net was well versed in the program details and sensitive to the 
significance of obtaining and reporting credible data. The IP project official designed the 
program, data collection tools, and the training and thus was totally vested in the accurate 
reporting of social services data. IIACSS confirms the registration of families in its verification of 
data sources. 
 
In contrast, performance data for Indicator 3 “number of Iraqis employed” in the Annual Report 
could not be traced to a data source. The DQA team suggests that the USAID Mission note the 
breadth of this indicator may not be within its manageable interest. 
 
Although the IBTCI DQA team could not conduct an analysis of the indicator dealing with the % 
of the budget covered by a FMIS, the FY 2006 Annual Report data tracked with the IP fourth 
quarter 2005 reporting. 
 
Table 6: SO3 Indicator Summary 

INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

SO3 Indicator 1 
% increase in wheat production 
 

RISK: MEDIUM 
Survey data on cereal yields at a 
provincial level may have 
variances. 

Suggest removing indicator & 
substitute with 8.2.2 in PMP dealing 
with cereal production. Suggest 
activities confined to relatively secure 
areas & indicator specified as such.   

SO3 Indicator 2 
Number of families covered by 
social safety net 
 

RISK: LOW 
Undercounting of eligible families 
can occur when local councils fail 
to report as scheduled. Security 
conditions are a contributing factor. 

Prompt follow up by MOLSA officials 
ensure timely reporting. 

SO3 Indicator 3 
Number of Iraqis employed 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Impacting on Iraqi employment 
may be beyond the manageable 

Consider removing this indicator. 
Indicator 8.2.5 has an employment 
oriented indicator that may be more 
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INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

scope of USAID. achievable. Mission has other 
employment indicators in SO8. 

SO3 Indicator 4 
% of budget covered by FMIS 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Progress data in AR not referenced 
though data tracks with IP 4th QTR 
2005 Report.  
SO 10.1 definition counts 
government units; % of budget not 
defined. 

Progress reporting for FY07 should 
be referenced. 
Suggest defining this indicator to 
clarify data to be collected and 
maximize accurate reporting.  
Define measure so that there is 
accurate reporting for SO3 & SO10. 
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Note: Graphs are constructed only for indicators that were scored against VRIPT (see Annexed Worksheets for each SO). 

Graph 4: SO3: Total Risk Scores for Indicators 
 
Graph 4 above shows a low level of risk across all VRIPT criteria for the indicator related to 
social safety net.  The picture for wheat production presents a greater level of risk particularly 
for the integrity of survey data collected.  

Please see Annex G for the applicable worksheets to this SO. 

SO4: IMPROVE EFFICIENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY OF GOVERNMENT  
 

INDICATOR 

SO4 Indicator 1: Number of Government Units formulating and implementing development plans with citizens’ input 
SO4 Indicator 2: Number of local government officials trained  
SO4 Indicator 3: Number of Iraqis directly benefiting from constitutional outreach 
SO4 Indicator 4: Number of trained election monitors  
 
SO4 corresponds to USAID’s intervention in Iraq at the local level in two stages: (1) to identify 
local leaders to establish advisory groups and work with sectoral administrative units to restore, 
arrange and maintain local services; and (2) to create a credible role for community based 
decision making. This two stage approach works to create an interaction between the 
community and local authorities, creating a more accountable and efficient government.  
 
The indicators above reported in USAID’s Annual Report FY 2006 did not correspond to IP’s 
program goals and objectives. All IPs had data collection systems or the rudiments of one in 
place. However, the documentation of the approach and methodology was weak or none 
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existed. It was not coordinated and consistent across IPs. As the reporting indicators used by 
IPs did not relate to USAID’s reporting requirements, it was difficult to establish a clear paper 
trail between the numbers reported in the FY 2006 Annual Report and the data sources. 
Furthermore there were underlining security concerns which made the reliability and precision of 
data difficult to validate.  It is within this context that the IBTCI DQA team attempted to track IP 
collection tools, and methods of analysis and collation used to report data in the FY 2006 
Annual Report. Faced with an information gap, the DQA team developed a ‘best fit’ scenario 
between the indicators reported in the FY 2006 Annual Report and related activities carried out 
by IPs. This approach works best when multiple partners are reporting on the same/similar 
indicator. 
 
Table 7: SO4 Best Fit Scenario of Reported Data  

Indicator IP Related Activities 

No. of local 
government 
officials trained 

RTI   Local Governance Program EDG-C-00-03-0010-00: More Transparent and Participatory 
Local governance. RTI worked on strengthening capacity of local civil authorities to provide public 
services. 

No. of Iraqis 
directly 
benefiting from 
constitutional 
outreach 

RTI   Local Governance Program Contract EDG-C-00-03-0010-00. Iraqi People that are informed 
about and participating in national and local election (Local Civic Dialogue Program & related 
Democracy Dialogue Activities). 
 
ADF   Iraq Civil Society Program GEW -C-00-04-0001-00.  Support for Civil Society Capacity 
Building/ Targeted Training & Technical Assistance to CSOs.   Increase capacity of CSOs to 
design & conduct training workshops & educational campaigns that promote democratic values in 
Iraq (measuring Constitutional workshops & national conferences delivered by CSOs). 
 
IRI   Consortium for Election and Political Process Strengthening (CEPPS/Iraq) Election Voter 
Education Program, A-00-04-00014-00 (AFP). Iraqi citizens are familiar with new electoral 
processes & vote in a series of election events. Indicator: Iraqi CSOs demonstrate competency in 
conducting education & awareness raising activities and issue-based advocacy campaigns 
related to the constitution drafting process (Civic Coalition for Free Elections (CCFE) 
Constitutional workshops). 

No. of trained 
election 
monitors 

NDI   CEPPS/Iraq Election Voter Education Program CA A-00-04-00014-00 Objective 1: Promote 
legitimacy & transparency of electoral process by developing capacity of civil society 
organizations (CSOs) & political entities to domestically observe & analyze a series of electoral 
events & widely disseminate analysis of the execution  of the processes to Iraq citizens & the 
international community (number of election monitors trained by CINEM & 150 NGOs). 
 
IRI   CEPPS/Iraq Election Voter Education Program, IRI training of political party agents. 

 
The major issue related to SO4 was the validity of data reported by USAID and IPs. For 
example, the USAID AR FY06 stated that it “has supported the training and mentoring of more 
than 2,000 local council members, 15 governors, 42 deputy governors, and 420 department 
heads”. The number in the narrative sums to 2,477, however the number reported was 2,859. 
Secondly, RTI (LGP Final Report, 2005:71-72) reports 650 “new provisional council members 
trained in one or more of the council training topics” and the number of participants that 
attended training modules per province as 3,058. The difference between the numbers reported 
in the Annual Report and those reported to USAID by RTI is not explained. 
 
USAID reported 25,000 monitors trained, approximately 10,000 election monitors and 15,000 
political party election officials (AR FY06).  National Democratic Institute’s (NDI) CEPPS 
Quarterly Report April-June 2005 reported 9,890 monitors and 15,000 party political agents. In 
January 2005, NDI reported 64,787 as domestic observers for the election (CEPPS Final 
Evaluation, 2005:49).  
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Table 8: SO4 Indicator Summary 

INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

SO4 Indicator 1 
Number of Government Units 
formulating and implementing 
development plans with citizens’ 
input 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
DQA team not able to establish a 
link between activities undertaken 
by IPs and numbers reported in 
USAID Annual Report FY06.   

For FY07 Annual report performance 
data gathered from partners be 
referenced. If there are differences, 
they should be explained.  
 

SO4 Indicator 2 
Number of local government 
officials trained  

RISK: ABSOLUTE 
Reporting on number of 
government officials trained does 
not correlate to RTI & PMP directly. 

Use the “best fit” scenario table as a 
base for tracking future figures 
against this indicator. 

SO4 Indicator 3 
Number of Iraqis directly benefiting 
from constitutional outreach 

RISK: ABSOLUTE 
IRI’s use of photos to check 
location reports by NGOs, number 
of attendees etc was a good 
internal quality control system for 
validating field data.  
The IP figures do not link with the 
number in USAID AR FY06. 
The indicator is hard to measure as 
it requires linking activities back to 
specific individuals.  
Ability of IP DMS to evidence 
number of individuals rather than 
events is limited. Double counting 
of individuals occurs. 
Attribution between data & 
indicator is weak (attendance & 
delivery of workshops).  

Referencing in Annual Report FY07 
to create a system in which figures 
reported can be tracked. 

SO4 Indicator 4 
Number of trained election monitors  

RISK: HIGH 
NDI was able to cross reference 
information provided by NGOs 
delivering the training against the 
number of badges issued by IFES 
& the number of observation 
reports produced by monitors after 
training to ensure reliability of data 
reported to USAID. 
IP data operationally precise but 
absence of a comprehensive and 
coherent definition of indicator 
resulted in reporting being open to 
interpretation and consequently 
errors.  USAID used both partisan 
and non partisan monitors when 
reporting but IP Contract defined 
election monitors as ‘non partisan’. 

Report only on non partisan election 
monitors consistent with Contract 
terms. 
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Note: Graphs are constructed only for indicators that were scored against VRIPT (see Annexed Worksheets for each SO). 
Graph 5: SO4: Total Risk Scores for Indicators 

 
Two Indicators assessed in SO4, Indicator 2 “number of local government officials trained” and 
Indicator 3 “number of Iraqis directly benefiting from constitutional outreach” were categorized 
as Absolute data risks. This means that the IBTCI DQA team recommends that the data is not 
reported in the Annual Report FY 2007 unless the data can be tracked and verified. The 
assessment has detected a high frequency of errors occurring that have an impact on the 
quality of the data. The Integrity score for Indicator 3 was not included due to insufficient 
information to rate this factor with confidence.  
 
Indicator 4 is rated a High risk factor and action is required to monitor the data collection and 
reporting regularly, if the data is to be reported in future. The IBTCI team recommends that the 
terms and conditions documented in the reporting IP’s contract are noted to ascertain the exact 
wording and interpretation of the indicator before data is reported. Where an interpretation is 
needed, it should be documented. 

Please see Annex H for the applicable worksheets to this SO. 
 
Transition from SO1-4 to SO7-10 
Section 3 detailed the key issues for SO1-4. These SOs had no corresponding Results 
Framework and subsequently the IPs may not have been required to prepare a Monitoring and 
Evaluation Plan. However, for SO7-10, USAID conducted a workshop to prepare for the 
Performance Management Plan 2006-2008 in June 2006. Therefore the indicators under each 
SO have a documented PIRS which details a description of the indicator; a plan for data 
acquisition by USAID; data quality issues; a plan for data analysis, review and reporting; and 
performance indicator values. 
 
The PIRS provided the IBTCI DQA team with the starting point for assessing SO7-10.  
 

4. DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT: SO7-10 
Each SO is presented in this section with information on the status of the SO in general; issues 
associated with each assessed indicator; recommended actions to improve data quality; and a 
graph, where possible, showing the TRS per indicator. 
 
The TRS (frequency of an error occurring multiplied by the overall effect on quality) is one DQA 
component that provides a guide to potential action. Where a TRS is 1-4, the data quality risk is 
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low. If a TRS is 6-9, a medium risk is likely and actions may include verifying data before an 
annual report is submitted. With a high TRS (12), verifying data on a regular basis is 
recommended. For an absolute risk (16), it is strongly advised not to report the data. 
 
Graph 6 below represents the average TRS indicators SO7-10.  
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Note: The graph does not give a complete picture of each SO because not all indicators within the SO could be scored against 
VRIPT.  In the case of SO10, no indicator had a VRIPT score therefore no TRS was derived. It provides the Mission with a general 
assessment of the four SOs. 

Graph 6: Average Total Risk Scores for SO7-10 
 
The data currently collected and reported in DQA assessed indicators within SO7 (Focused 
Stabilization) present a current medium level risk and actions may be required to prepare the 
data for inclusion into USAID’s Annual Report FY 2007. One or more SO8 indicators could not 
be given a score against precision because there was not enough data to conclude whether the 
frequency of errors or the effect of the errors would present a risk in this category.  
 
As the IBTCI DQA team used the PMP guide in assessing SO7-10, each indicator assessed 
has an indicator number and a comprehensive guide to the way it will be reported in the Annual 
Report FY 2007.  
 
The PIRS in the PMP details a description of the indicator; a plan for data acquisition by USAID; 
data quality issues; a plan for data analysis, review and reporting; and performance indicator 
values. In cases where a VRIPT score is given by the assessors, a graph will represent these 
scores. In cases where there is no data against the specific indicator a VRIPT score could not 
be given. In the latter case, the DQA team reviewed supporting documentation provided by the 
IP and addressed findings and recommendations in the Worksheets. These may have included 
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the contract/cooperative agreement; monitoring and evaluation plans; implementation plans; 
weekly, monthly or quarterly reports; and project tracking sheets.  
 
In cases where indicator evolved from SO1-4 into SO7-10, they are commented upon by the 
IBTCI DQA team. 

SO7: FOCUSED STABILIZATION: REDUCED INCENTIVES FOR PARTICIPATION IN 
VIOLENT CONFLICT 

 

INDICATORS 

SO7 Indicator 1: Perception of citizens on the effectiveness of local government to provide services 
Indicator 7.1.1.1: Number of person months of employment generated for short term employment 
Indicator 7.1.2.2: % of vocational education and apprenticeship graduates gaining employment after completing 
program 
Indicator 7.1.3.3: Number of businesses established 
Indicator 7.3.1: Number of PWPs completed 

 
International Relief and Development (IRD) is the IP for the DQA indicators under SO7. A 
Cooperative Agreement (CA) between USAID and IRD, No 267-A-00-06-00503-00 Community 
Stabilization Program (CSP), was effective from 29 May 2006. Hence the CSP had only been 
implemented for four months at the time of the DQA. IRD awarded sub-grants to the Iraqi 
American Chamber of Commerce and Industry (IACCI) and the Iraqi Economic Development 
Center (IEDC) to implement activities under the CSP. 
 
The CSP will provide employment through public works projects (PWP), particularly for young 
men. It will also provide opportunities to engage youth in vocational training, business training, 
apprenticeships, and programs that lead to short and long term employment. With increased 
income, business skills, training and work opportunities, the objectives are: (1) enhance 
essential local government services through public works programs; and (2) provide incentives 
to reduce violent conflict in the short term.   
 
IRD’s first Quarterly Report to USAID was submitted for the period June 1 to September 30, 
2006. Data for two indicators assessed under the DQA has been reported (SO7 Indicator 1: 
“perception of citizens on the effectiveness of local government to provide services”; and 
Indicator 7.1.1.1: “number of person months of employment generated for short term 
employment”). Three indicators assessed under the DQA are yet to report data (7.1.2.2: “% of 
vocational education and apprenticeship graduates gaining employment after completing 
program”; 7.1.3.3: “# of businesses established”; and 7.3.1: “# of Public Works Programs 
completed’). 

 
Contractually, the IRD Work Plan must outline a comprehensive Project M&E Plan that “must 
include indicators, targets, data sources and collection methods, baseline information, 
benchmarks and schedule for periodic evaluations” (CSP CA:2006:9). The current M&E Plan (7 
August 2006), is not comprehensive, as it does not document baselines, most targets, or 
indicators against the specific definitions in USAID’s PMP. Only one target is precise, within the 
PMP definition, and consistent across documents (Indicator 7.1.1.1 with a target of 14,800 
person months of employment generated for short term employment). The DQA Worksheets in 
the Annex of the report detail the vulnerabilities.  
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As a priority for IRD and USAID, once the M&E Specialist arrives in Iraq, the M&E Plan should 
be updated to include baseline figures and targets against indicators in the PMP. The targets 
should be clearly presented in weekly and quarterly reports to USAID in (1) a separate table; 
and (2) under each indicator reported (with current and/or cumulative figures).  The USAID 
cognizant technical officer should collaborate with the M&E Specialist to strengthen the M&E 
plan.  
 
During the four months of implementation, two baseline surveys have been reported against 
Indicator SO7 Indicator 1. These were conducted in August 2006 by Iraqi American Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry (IACCI) in Rusafa and Al Adhimiya, The CSP has since commenced in 
three additional districts (Mansour, Doura and Khadamiya) but baseline survey results have yet 
to be submitted to USAID. Annual surveys will be conducted in each district of the CSP in 2007. 
At present, the survey methodology and data have a high risk of being imprecise, unreliable and 
poorly presented to provide a clear understanding of indicator results (see Annex: SO7 
Worksheet for a detailed analysis). This issue is being addressed by the IP. 
 
Indicator 7.1.2.2 (% of vocational education and apprenticeship graduates gaining employment 
after completing program) requires further clarification to consider terminology, definitions, units 
of measure, intent and desired output. 
 
Across indicators for SO7, the team recommends that data collection methods be transparent; 
data entry and project tracking sheets are accurate with a data trail; data quality checks are 
conducted regularly; and data reported to USAID is unambiguously stated and presented with 
clear headings, labels, definitions of terms, and using the PMP as a guide. For example, if an 
indicator is designed to capture percentage, the IP should clearly write this indicator and present 
the baseline, target and progress data as a percent. When reporting on Indicator 7.1.3.3, ”the 
number of businesses established”, it would also be useful for the IP to provide a list of 
businesses established with an analysis of the types of businesses. 
 
Table 9: SO7 Indicator Summary 

INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

SO7 Indicator 1 
Perception of citizens on the 
effectiveness of local government 
to provide services 

RISK: HIGH 
Three baseline surveys not yet 
submitted to USAID. 
Reporting of baseline surveys 
contain inaccurate data and are 
poorly presented.  
Data entry lacks quality checks; 
database has double entries & 
inaccurate totals.  
 

Increase sample size of surveys, if 
practical. 
Document methodology, data 
collection and margins of error.  
Improve data quality, especially 
validity and precision. 
Reporting of surveys requires 
substantial improvement. 
See Annex: SO7 Worksheet for 
detailed analysis 

Indicator 7.1.1.1 
Number of person months of 
employment generated for short 
term employment 

RISK: MEDIUM 
Data credible due to use of time 
sheets and weekly tracking sheets 
but data collection methodology 
unclear. 
 

Ensure reports clearly delineate short 
term and long term employment data. 
Establish baseline. 
Document data collection 
methodology. 

Indicator 7.1.2.2 
% of vocational education and 
apprenticeship graduates gaining 
employment after completing 
program 

RISK: MEDIUM 
No graduates employed yet. 
Baseline figure not provided. 
Target provided but not clear 
Documentation in reports is 
currently in terms of number and 
not percentage. 

Review indicator for clarity of intent. 
Establish baseline and target. 
Data must be recorded as a percent 
to reflect indicator and PMP 
Performance Reference Sheet. 
See Annex: SO7 Worksheet for 
detailed analysis of indicator 
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INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

Indicator 7.1.3.3 
Number of businesses established 

RISK: LOW 
No businesses established yet.  
No baseline. 
Target figure not consistent across 
documents. 

Establish baseline and a clear target. 
Document types of businesses 
created and provide a list of 
businesses. 

Indicator 7.3.1 
Number of PWPs completed 

RISK: LOW 
No PWPs completed yet. 
 

Establish baseline and target. 
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Note: Graphs are constructed only for indicators that were scored against VRIPT (see Annexed Worksheets for each SO). 

Graph 7: SO7: Total Risk Scores for Indicators 
 
SO7 Indicator 1 “perception of citizens on the effectiveness of local government to provide 
services” is currently rated a High data quality risk. Actions to mitigate the risk include regular 
data check at the data source level and the IP level before it is reported to USAID. Data requires 
a quality check before it is included in the Annual Report FY 2007. Methodology should also be 
put in place to ensure that annual surveys are conducted, analyzed and reported to the highest 
standards so that data can be included with confidence in AR FY 2008. 
 
Indicator 7.1.1.1 “number of person months of employment generated for short term 
employment” is currently a medium risk. Data requires a review before it is included in the 
Annual Report FY 2007. 

Please see Annex I for the applicable worksheets to this SO. 

SO8: PRIVATE SECTOR ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES IMPROVED 
 

INDICATORS 

IR 8.2 Indicator 1: Number of people in private sector with enhanced business skills 
IR 8.2 Indicator 4: Number of associations that advocate with public sector 
IR 8.2 Indicator 5: Growth in employment in USAID assisted business 
IR 8.3 Indicator 1: Number/$ of loans and other finance through MFIs, private banks and capital markets 
IR 8.3 Indicator 2: % of private banks that meet international and/or national standards 

 
Economic growth, security and governance are the three key components to sustainable 
growth.  SO 8 largely focuses on the economic growth of Iraq through the private sector with 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report 20 

specific focus on promoting increased access to financial services, private sector growth, and 
development and strengthening of businesses. 
 
The Iraq Private Sector Growth and Employment Generation Project, known as ‘Izdihar’ 
(‘prosperity’ in Arabic), is implemented by Louis Berger/The Services Group, and is the primary 
source of performance data.  Izdihar provides grant funds for on-lending for microfinance to 
three international NGO institutions under sub-contract: CHF, ACDI/VOCA, and Relief 
International (RI) and to three indigenous microfinance institutions also under contract, Al Aman, 
Al Bashir and Al Inma. The DQA analysis revealed a variety of concerns such as the potential 
for double counting of trainees because training data records training “slots” and not individuals. 
Furthermore, there is a history of Coalition Provincial Authority (CPA) role in funding micro-
finance institutions (MFIs), prompting concern for attribution to USAID and possible double 
counting unless separate accounts have been established. Hence reporting to new USG 
authorities in IRMO should be coordinated with reporting to USAID. These issues are starting to 
be addressed by the Iraq National Micro-Finance summit in November 2006 and through an 
inter-agency capital markets working group which is developing a unified USG microfinance 
strategy.  
 
There are other points of interest for USAID, and these pertain to two indicators: (1) IR 8.2 
Indicator 4 “number of associations that advocate with the public sector”; and (2) 8.2.5 “growth 
in employment in USAID-assisted businesses”. Since there is no current activity being 
implemented that would generate data and information on indicator IR 8.2 Indicator 4, the IBTCI 
DQA team suggests that USAID remove this indicator because there is no organization to 
collect the data.   
 
For IR 8.2 Indicator 5 dealing with employment, the IBTCI DQA team suggest a re-wording of 
the indicator such that the data measures what may be in USAID’s manageable interest. 
Through the SME and MFI loan financing program (that USAID funds), it is possible to capture 
employment creation from the borrowers’ businesses through data collection at loan application 
and again at loan maturity, but employment growth may be difficult given the size of the loans. 
Care should be taken to note employment data being reported as jobs resulting from loans. 
Hence the IBTCI DQA team suggests that USAID/Iraq consider a rewording of the indicator as 
noted in the Table 10 below.  
 
Table 10: SO8 Indicator Summary 

INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

IR 8.2 Indicator 1 
Number of people in private sector 
with enhanced business skills 

RISK: HIGH 
Training slots reported not 
individuals; same individuals may 
attend different training, hence 
double counting. 
TA to private business associations 
not captured in count of people. 
Impact of training not tested, 
followed up. 

Cross-check slots with registries of 
enrollees. 
Recommend use of Training Event 
Request Form (TERF). 
If practical, recommend pre- and 
post-test evaluation questionnaires 
designed to monitor capacity building. 
If feasible conduct an impact 
evaluation. 

IR 8.2 Indicator 4 
Number of associations that 
advocate with public sector 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Activity suspended since June 
2006. Partner is not collecting data. 

Recommend USAID drop this 
indicator. 

IR 8.2 Indicator 5 
Growth in employment in USAID 
assisted business 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Creation of employment can be 
captured though formulae for SME 
and micro loans although will need 
to be verified.  

Recommend USAID revise indicator 
wording to eliminate the phrase 
“growth in employment” and 
substitute “# employed”.   
Recommend that Iraq Corporation for 
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INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

“Growth” is not being captured and 
may not be practical given loan 
size of USAID supported 
businesses. 
This is a new indicator so USAID 
has opportunity to align indicator 
with IP activity and reporting.  

Bank Guarantee (ICBG) and MFI 
financing institutions report on 
employment to IP. 

IR 8.3 Indicator 1 
Number/$ of loans and other 
finance through MFIs, private 
banks and capital markets 

RISK: LOW 
MFIs:  There may be an issue with 
attribution as initial funding dates 
back to CPA.  
IRMO and USAID require reporting 
and there are variances. 

Coordinate reporting with IRMO or 
explain differences. 
 

IR 8.3 Indicator 2 
% of private banks that meet 
international and/or national 
standards 

RISK: LOW 
Measuring loans to private banks is 
by attribution; loans provided by 
ICBG and guaranteed by USAID.  
Reporting from the Iraq Central 
Bank that includes ICBG loans may 
encounter double counting. 

Work with another IP (Bearing Point) 
providing TA to Iraq Central Bank to 
flag double counting potential. 
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Note: graphs are constructed only for indicators that were scored against VRIPT (see annexed worksheets for each SO). 

Graph 8: SO8: Total Risk Scores for Indicators 
 

Of the three indicators scored, from Graph 8 above, there is concern with the validity of data for 
the indicator related to “number of people in [the] private sector with enhanced business skills,” 
stemming from the double counting. For the other indicator (divided into two components) from 
the VRIPT score, the overall assessment of data quality is positive.   

Please see Annex J for the applicable worksheets to this SO. 
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SO9: RESPONSIVE AND EFFECTIVE LOCAL GOVERNMENT STRENGTHENED 
 

INDICATORS 

SO9 Indicator 2: % of citizens that profess that selected local services have increased/improved 
IR 9.2 Indicator 1: Number of provisional governments with over 50% of their personnel trained & certified in core 
competencies 
IR 9.3 Indicator 3: Number of local activities carried out by community groups  
IR 9.3 Indicator 4: Number of short and long term jobs created through local community groups 
 
Some of the indicators in which IPs reported under the Iraq Community Action Program (ICAP) 
under SO4 have been transferred directly to SO9 (See Annex O).  
 
However, the IBTCI DQA team assessed data under the first ICAP project and note that 
aggregation of data from multiple IPs in ICAP presented a major data quality issue.  This issue 
ought to be minimized in as much as ICAP II has a lead IP, Cooperative Housing Foundation 
(CHF) that will take overall responsibility for the M&E requirements and minimize past mistakes. 
Presently, CHF is developing the M&E framework, and with this in mind, the recommendations 
from the ICAP Final Evaluation regarding a DMS should inform the development of the M&E 
framework for ICAP II.  
 
During implementation of the Local Government Program (LGP), four nationwide Quality of Life 
(QOL) Surveys (QOL 1 – October to November 2003; QOL 2 – March to April 2004; QOL 3 – 
September 2004; QOL 4 – January 2005) were conducted on citizens’ perception of access to 
services. Respondents were asked to rank the quality and quantity of specific service delivery 
such as water and electricity. This was followed with questions about the average number of 
hours per day the service was available during the last month. This information was tracked 
over the four QOL surveys. Little change in the delivery of services was noted. The DQA team 
recommends that the impact of efforts to improve service delivery be measured using the 
existing COSIT surveys (because the DQA team believes COSIT’s methodology and data 
collection tools are reliable), supplemented by provincial surveys, such as those conducted 
under the CSP for SO7. Based on the DQA’s assessment the QOL methodology and data 
collection tool used is reliable and transparent. Female interviewers were used in QOL4 for first 
time enabling greater access to women.  Survey results can be used to measure SO9 Indicator 
2. 
 
IR 9.2 Indicator 1 “number of governments with a critical mass (50%) of personnel trained and 
certified in core competencies” is a new indicator related to the ICAP II program.  No data had 
been collected nor reported on this indicator at the time of the DQA.  This indicator will report 
the likely impact that trained personnel can have on local government. Though the indicator is a 
strong measure of the progress toward IR9.2 in improving the capacity of sub national 
governments to perform their core functions, assessment tools to evidence the “certification in 
core competencies” must be linked with data collection tools used under SO10.4 programs to 
establish national training centers that provide ‘certified’ training to national level government 
staff in core functions.  
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Table 11: SO9 Indicator Summary 

INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

SO9 Indicator 2 
% of citizens that profess that 
selected local services have 
increased/improved 
 

RISK: LOW 
Continued use of national QOL 
survey to measure changes in 
perception has limited attribution. 
QOL does not cover rural areas. 
Methodology & data collection tool 
used in QOL is reliable, robust & 
transparent; female interviewers 
used in QOL4 for first time enabling 
greater access to women.  
See Annex: SO9 Worksheet for 
detailed analysis.   

Recommend using the existing 
COSIT QOL surveys, supplemented 
by provincial level surveys so that 
there is a better chance for attribution 
to projects being implemented. 

IR 9.2 Indicator 1 
Number of provisional governments 
with over 50% of their personnel 
trained and certified in core 
competencies 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Measurement of common 
indicators across SO9 and SO10. 
The indicator is a strong measure 
of the progress toward IR9.2. 

A common assessment tool should 
be developed to measure two 
indicators: certification in core 
competencies at a sub national level 
(in 9.2.1), and the national training 
centers that provide certified training 
to national level government staff in 
core functions (in SO10.4). 

IR 9.3 Indicator 3 
Number of local activities carried 
out by community groups  
 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Not reported under ICAP. 
Alterations to existing reporting 
may match up with the indicator. 

Existing indicators the IP reports on 
would provide USAID with a reliable 
measure without increasing IP 
reporting requirements.  
Establish a common understanding of 
“activity”/”sub activity” for ICAP II IPs. 
Ensure that project reporting can 
report numerous activities under one 
entity. 

IR 9.3 Indicator 4 
Number of short and long term jobs 
created through local community 
groups 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Carried over from ICAP. 
Weekly tracking sheet used by IP 
sent to USAID, then inputted into 
project reporting system can create 
potential entry problems.  
Data quality assessed in ICAP 
Final Evaluation.  
See SO9: Worksheet for data 
reporting requirements. 

Different approach to data collection, 
paper trail & reporting needed for 
short term and long term employment 
created (refer Chapter 4 of ICAP 
Final Evaluation); address issues 
within CHF DMS; reference all 
reported figures. 
Short term employment data credible 
& can be reported by USAID with 
confidence. 
Ensure existence of a data quality 
assurance system within each ICAPII 
IP& develop a follow-up mechanism 
to ensure assumptions used were 
realistic and correct. 
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Note: Graphs are constructed only for indicators that were scored against VRIPT (see Annexed Worksheets for each SO). 

Graph 9: SO9: Total Risk Scores for Indicators 
 
Only one indicator has been scored against the VRIPT standard criteria and has been assessed 
as a low risk. The data collected can be included in the Annual Report FY 2007. 

Please see Annex K for the applicable worksheets to this SO. 
 

SO10: CAPACITY OF NATIONAL GOVERNMENT INSTITUTIONS IMPROVED  
 

INDICATOR 

SO10 Indicator 1: Number of National Government Institutions effectively implementing core functions  
SO10 Indicator 2: Number of informed CSOs effectively contributing to more responsive government 
SO10 Indicator 4: Number of civil servants certified through the National Training Center  
SO10 Indicator 7: National banking meets international standards for loans and reserves 
SO10 Indicator 9: % of policy changes influenced by CSOs 
 
SO10 focuses on the Capacity Development of the National Government. The Intermediate 
Results that support the SO relate to: (1) the improvement of the core functions of national level 
institutions; (2) improved policy, legal and regulatory environments; and (3) the improved 
capacity of CSOs to advocate for citizens’ interests. For the five indicators assessed by the 
IBTCI DQA, there are three different IPs: America’s Development Foundation (ADF); 
BearingPoint; and Management Systems International (MSI).  
 
ADF is the IP for SO10 Indicator 2 and SO10 Indicator 9 under its Iraq Civil Society Program 
(ICSP). Though the Contract GEW-C-00-04-00001-00 was effective from 16 August 2006, the 
IBTCI DQA team was told that these civil society indicators will be re-positioned to SO 9. At the 
time of the DQA, no data had been collected or reported. 
 
Contract Modification 9, effective from 27 September 2006, outlines policy change as a 
performance indicator, “CSO training and advocacy efforts result in changes in public policy, 
regulations or practices within government agencies” and documents a target of “160 changes 
or corrective actions taken”. The PMP reflects a less ambitious target at 116 policy changes 
which ought not to present a data quality issue provided there are documented reasons for the 
difference.  
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ADF’s PMP is clear and concise, documenting each indicator with the relevant information 
corresponding to indicator headings. However, ADF has not documented its data collection 
methodology specifically against SO10 Indicator 2. This IP is currently revising its own PMP and 
tools in line with the USAID’s PMP for the indicators associated with strengthening CSOs.  
 
SO10 Indicator 2 (“# of informed CSOs effectively contributing to more responsive government”) 
is defined precisely as the ‘number of CSOs that have launched campaigns’ in the PMP. The 
Unit of Measure appears to be a closer fit with the expected data collection and would also 
facilitate disaggregation, by location a targeted area (i.e. civic education, women’s advocacy 
and anti-corruption, consistent with the Contract). The team recommends USAID/Iraq review the 
indicator and consider revised wording, “Number of CSOs campaigns launched by CSOs for 
national government policy and legislative reforms”.  
 
For SO10 Indicator 4, a Contract Agreement for Building Recovery and Reform through 
Democratic Governance (BRDG) for the National Capacity Development (NCD) program 
became effective July 27, 2006; MSI is the IP. Hence staff of the NCD had only been in-country 
for seven weeks at the time of the DQA and hence little performance data to assess. The IP’s 
M&E Specialist arrived in-country in early November and, at the time of the DQA, was in the 
process of formulating a comprehensive M&E Plan to monitor, record and report on this 
indicator.  
 
SO10 Indicator 1 “number of national government institutions effectively implementing core 
functions” and 10.7 “national banking meets international standards for loans and reserves” fall 
under the Economic Governance II Project, which is being implemented by BearingPoint. The 
second phase continues the provision of expertise to ministries on core capacity building to 
enable improvement within National Government Institutions to international standards. 
  
USAID’s PMP defines SO10 Indicator 1 in detail. The Unit of Measure is the number of national 
government spending units operational in the Iraqi FMIS. The 2006 baseline is given at 180 
sites on line and 137 sites fully trained, with a note that the actual number of national 
government spending units to be tallied. The 2007 target is documented in the PMP as a 10% 
increase on 2006 actual figures. In contrast to SO 3 Indicator 4, the SO10 Indicator 7 was well 
defined by the completion of the PMP. The team notes that the number of government spending 
units using the IFMIS differs from the SO3 indicator that measures the % of the budget covered 
by the IFMIS and suggests a definition of the SO3 indicator to avoid reporting errors.  
 
Table 12: SO10 Indicator Summary 

INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

SO10 Indicator 1 
Number of National Government 
Institutions effectively implementing 
core functions  

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
IP yet to report on this indicator in 
relation to PMP Performance 
Reference Sheet (June 2006). 
Baseline for 2006 to be tallied.   

There was not enough information 
provided to recommend key actions. 

SO10 Indicator 2 
Number of informed CSOs 
effectively contributing to more 
responsive government 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
No baseline or target yet defined. 
Revised M&E Plan in progress.  
Indicator ambiguous. 

Review indicator for clarity of intent. 
Establish baseline and target. 
Ensure revised M&E Plan reflects 
indicator and PMP Performance 
Reference Sheet. 
See Annex: SO10.2 Worksheet for 
analysis of indicator 

SO10 Indicator 4 RISK: NOT DETERMINED To adequately reflect IR, it may be 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report 26 

INDICATOR ISSUES ACTIONS 

Number of civil servants certified 
through the National Training 
Center  

Activities have not yet commenced. 
Target has been established. 
M&E Plan is in progress. 
Contractual deliverables clearly 
defined. 
Indicator doesn’t adequately reflect 
Intermediate Result (‘Core 
functions of National level 
Institutions Improved’). 

useful to establish additional 
indicators that measure the 
improvement of core functions of 
National level Institutions. 
Use the illustrative indicators in the 
Contract as a guide to additional 
indicators/revised indicator. 

SO10 Indicator 7 
National banking meets 
international standards for loans 
and reserves 

RISK: LOW RISK 
IP yet to report on this indicator in 
relation to PMP Performance 
Reference Sheet (June 2006). 
Baseline and target have been 
established. 

There was not enough information 
provided to recommend key actions. 
However, standard banking 
information is collected according to 
international standards.  

SO10 Indicator 9 
% of policy changes influenced by 
CSOs 

RISK: NOT DETERMINED 
Baseline and target have been 
established. 
Revised M&E Plan is in progress. 
IIACSS field visit suggests this 
indicator will be difficult to measure 
as not precise to yield reliable 
results. 

Ensure IPs revised M&E Plan reflects 
indicator and PMP Performance 
Reference Sheet. 

 
 
SO10: Total Risk Scores for Indicators 
No TRS’s were provided for SO10 indicators because limited or no data was available at the 
time of the assessment. 

Please see Annex L for the applicable worksheets to this SO. 
 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
5.1 Creating a Document Trail  
 
In last year’s Annual Report, there was little by way of a documentation trail that linked 
performance data to it source(s) which in many instances related to IPs and their respective 
data sources. The IBTCI DQA team recommends the Iraq Mission create a document that 
identifies data references that provide a context from which the data was derived. As a quality 
control measure, suggest that USAID invite IP partner input for the document.  
 
In looking forward, documentation is important to reflect Mission decisions in dealing with 
indicators from SO1-4 that have evolved into related indicators in SO7-10. For example, 
“number of local government officials trained” (SO4) to  “number of provincial  governments with 
over 50% of staff trained in core competencies” (SO9) or SO3 “number of Iraqis employed” to 
“growth in employment in USAID assistance business” (SO8). 
 
To the extent applicable, indicators selected from the current PMP to report on for SO7, SO8, 
SO9, and SO10 be documented, showing their evolution from SOs 3 and 4. Documentation may 
be kept on the shared drive or other appropriate central location. 
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5.2. Data Quality System 
 
Effective Contractual Practice 
Effective contractual practice suggests that partner monitoring plans and work plans contain the 
USAID indicators for which they have been asked to report. The team recommends that the 
existing practice of including M&E plans in partner agreements be sustained for all new 
contracts. Where there are potential data quality issues resulting from weak M&E plans, the 
team recommends USAID amend the IP agreements to strengthen those plans. As a guide, the 
team suggests USAID (if not already doing so) use the framework contained in a standard PMP 
PIRS. 
 
USAID and Implementing Partner Practice 
Where there are multiple IPs reporting data on a single indicator, USAID should document how 
it blends multiple reporting sources for a single indicator and state its methods.  
 
To address data quality challenges, IPs should report on performance data as well as the 
process: data collection, data collation and data analysis. In so doing, the process should 
highlight the challenges faced, thereby establishing knowledge base which will promote an 
institutional memory for successive IP personnel and Iraq Mission staff. 
 
USAID should consider including a provision in IP agreements the adoption of the principles of 
credible data quality as outlined by ADS 203.3.5 and, more specifically, as relevant in 
Worksheet 7 in the PMP Toolkit. To meet USAID’s expectation of best practice, USAID should 
specify these practices in partner agreements. 
 
5.3. USAID Portfolio Reviews 
 
To the extent that there are regular portfolio reviews, the IBTCI DQA team recommends that the 
USAID Mission flag data quality issues in these reviews, particularly if the reviews are 
scheduled to coincide with the Annual Report deadline. This would be a timely opportunity for 
SO Teams and Mission management to examine data source and data quality issues and 
address them prior to report writing.  
 
For the portfolio review, the IBTCI DQA team recommends the following: 
 

1. Ensure the Annual Report indicator corresponds to IP reports; 
 

2. Identify and document data sources (that may include IP, international organizations, 
and host country ministry sources); and 

 
3. Where there are multiple partners reporting against the same indicator, use a blended 

indicator (and document reasons) or harmonize definitions.  
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ANNEX A – FINAL WORKPLAN 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq 
 

Work Plan and Methodology 
 

Iraq Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Program (MEPP), Phase II 
 

19 October 2006 
       
 
Objectives 
The objectives of the data quality assessment are: 
 

• To ensure that SO teams are aware of the strengths and weaknesses of PMP data that are 
used for reporting (per ADS 203.3.5). 

• To provide recommendations to improve data quality and address key audit vulnerabilities, 
where necessary.   

• To meet the mandatory requirement that all data reported to USAID/Washington for the 
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) reporting purposes or for reporting 
externally on Agency performance must undergo a data quality assessment.   

 
Approach and Methodology 
The consultant(s) will: 
 

• Apply the five data quality standards as outlined in ADS 203.3.5.1 (validity, integrity, 
precision, reliability, and timeliness) to each indicator. 

• Review data collection, maintenance, and processing procedures to ensure that procedures 
are both adequate and consistently applied.  

• Provide specific recommendations to address any weaknesses. 
 
Since the Data Quality Assessment is being conducted in the United States, the DQA team is required to 
adopt a virtual approach in obtaining information from USAID Strategic Objectives teams and 
Implementing Partners (IPs). This will predominantly involve electronic communications and 
telephone/conference calls. Face-to-face meetings will be held with Implementing Partners in the United 
States and Iraq where possible. In Iraq, the face-to-face meetings may be conducted by IIACSS, a sub-
contractor to IBTCI, or by IBTCI’s Baghdad based team. 
 
Triangulation of data will be used as a method for cross-checking and cross-referencing, where possible 
(e.g. World Bank). 
 
Challenges 
The remote work-site approach presents challenges in being able to drill-down to field level data sources. 
 

• Intrinsic to the DQA team’s approach will be open communications with colleagues within IBTCI 
Baghdad, USAID and IPs 

• Utilization of in-field sub-contractors 
 
The quality of data underlying Strategic Objectives 1-4 presents a challenge as no Performance 
Monitoring Plan exits. 

 
• In addition to reviewing Implementing Partners’ Monitoring and Evaluation Plans or Performance 

Monitoring Plans, where they exist, the DQA team will review a wider scope of source data (e.g. 
reviewing monthly, quarterly and annual reports, as well as evaluation reports).  
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Work Plan Tasks / Activities 
 

16-20 October 2006 Document Collation and Work Plan  
• Team introductions and meetings to review DQA requirements and define work tasks/activities, 

schedule and roles 
• Identify documents required and obtain them 
• Initial review of IP reports 
• Conduct meetings with Iraq staff 
• Prepare Draft Work Plan 

 
19 October 2006 Submission of Draft Work Plan 

 
19 October 2006 In-brief video conference with USAID/Baghdad 
 
20-26 October 2006 Document Review and Preliminary Analysis  

• Continue collation, reading, and assessment 
• Data and report assessment 
• Develop findings and conclusions 
• Conduct interviews as needed 

 
23 October 2006 Submission of Final Work Plan 
   
27 October - 8 November 2006 Intensive Analysis  

• Data and report assessment 
• Develop findings and conclusions 
• Conduct follow-up interviews as needed 

 
8-13 November 2006 Write-Up 

• Strategic Objectives DQA assessment by team members 
• Consolidate team member reports 
• Executive summary and prepare main report 

 
14 November 2006 Presentation of Out Brief 

• Present DQA findings, lessons learned, and the way forward 
 
15 November 2006 Submission of Draft Final Report 

 
 
Deliverables  
         

• Draft Work Plan to USAID/Iraq  October 19, 2006 
• In-brief video conference USAID/IBTCI October 19, 2006   
• Final Work Plan to USAID/Iraq  October 23, 2006 
• Mid term brief to USAID/Iraq November 2, 2006 
• Exit brief video conference, USAID/IBTCI November 14, 2006 
• Draft final report USAID/Iraq November 15, 2006  
• USAID/Iraq reviews and comments on Draft Final Report November 15 - 20, 2006 
• Final Data Quality Assessment November 29, 2006  The final report will include the following 

components: 
(1) An overall summary of key data quality issues 
(2) Data quality assessment worksheets  
(3) Next steps and actions for teams to address any outstanding issues.   
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Annex B – List of Contacts 
 

CONTACTS AT USAID 
Bill McKinney Program Office, USAID/Iraq 

Catherine Trebes Supervisory Program Officer, USAID/Iraq 

Christopher W. Serjak Infrastructure Advisor, USAID/Iraq 

Claudia Pastor Program Analyst/CTO Focus Stabilization Program Office 

David Himelfarb USAID/Iraq/PRT  Coordinator for the North 

David Wall Program Office, USAID/Iraq 

Ephantus Wahome CTO, USAID/Iraq 

Greg Howell SO 8 Acting Team Leader – Private Sector 

J.R. “Dick” Dumford USAID Senior Energy Advisor, Infrastructure Reconstruction Program, 
USAID/Iraq 

James Weatherill USAID 

Jeanne Marie Pryor Deputy Director, USAID/ANE/IR 

John Tincoff Program Officer, USAID/ANE/IR 

Kent Larson USAID PRT Representative, Baghdad 

Leslie Perry USAID/Washington 

Mercedes Fitchett SO 8 Private Sector Development Advisor, USAID/Iraq 

Minnie Wright Director, Governance and Provincial Reconstruction Team Office 

Nadia Dawood SO 8 Advisor – Economic Policy, USAID/Iraq 

Nicole Tresch Senior Civil Society and Political Processes Advisor / CTO Governance/PRT, 
USAID/Iraq 

Randy Kolstad SO 10 Director CBO, USAID/Iraq 

Renee Howell USAID Afghanistan Desk / Program Manager- Economic Growth Sector 

Sean Osner SO 8 Deputy Director Economic Growth Office, USAID/Iraq 

Shirley Hoffman Program Development Office Director - USAID/Santo Domingo, Dominican 
Republic 

Stefan Medina USAID Contractor Program Officer, USAID/ANE/IR 

Yaghdan Jrew Program Specialist / Program Office – CTO MEPP II, USAID/Iraq 

Yvette M. Feurtado Contract / Agreement Officer – Acquisition and Assistance,  USAID/Iraq 

Zahraa S. Humood Acquisition and Assistance Specialist, USAID/Iraq 
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CONTACTS AT IMPLEMENTING PARTNERS 

Amb. Joseph Ghougassian MSI, COP, National Capacity Development Program 

Anne Stienhauer NDI 

Anthony Atkinson Bechtel Water Area Manager, Amman, Jordan 

Awni Qandour IRD, COP, Community Stabilization Program 

Baljit Vohra Izdihar DCOP 

Betsy Marcotte Vice President, Agriculture & Natural Resources, DAI 

Bruce Hutchins Bearing Point, Fiscal, Tax and Customs Lead, EG II Program 

Catherine Elkins RTI, Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 

Chris Hoham NDI 

Christopher Duve Bearing Point, Program Management Advisor, EG II Program 

David Sands IRI 

Dimitrije Todorovic ICAP 

Don Seufert RTI COP, LGP II 

Donal Cotter Izdihar, Director SME Development / Bank Lending 

Duraid Tariq UNICEF ISCA 

Edgar Ariza-Nino Agricultural and Natural Resources, DAI 

Gareth Davies Bearing Point, COP, Economic Governance II Program 

Hoppy Mazier CHF COP, ICAP 

Ian McIntyre IRI 

Jenny Wade NDI 

Julya Belej IRI 

Kat Woolford Bearing Point, EG II Program 

Kimberly Tilock CHF / ASCI 

Laila Kuznezov Izdihar, Project Monitoring and Information Management Director 

Lina Jalouqa UNICEF ISCA Assistant Communication Officer, Donor Relations 

Maman Sidikou UNICEF ISCA Senior Project Officer - Education 

Marika Klappe UNICEF ISCA Project Officer - Education 

Nancy Parks IRD, DCOP, Community Stabilization Program 

Raja Sherriff RTI, M&E Director (SO 9) 

Richard Huntington MSI, M&E Advisor, National Capacity Development Program 

Richard Mason ADF, Director Performance Management & Reporting, Iraq Civil Society 
Program 

Robert Murphy Senior Advisor, Creative Associates International 

Simona Marinescu Sector Lead, Social Safety Net and Pension Reform, Bearing Point 

Vladimir Halama Izdihar, Privatization Policy Specialist 

Yvonne Sidhom RTI, Iraq TMPP Project Manager 
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OTHER CONTACTS 
Bob Van Heest IBTCI, MEPP II Coordinator 

Cynthia Scarlett IBTCI, Chief of Party MEPP II 

Harvey Herr IBTCI, Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 

  

STATE DEPARTMENT 
Al Herman  State Dept. Senior Consultant-Electricity Sector, Iraq Reconstruction 

Management Office 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 9 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ANNEX C 
 

DQA INDICATOR LIST  
 
 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 10 

ANNEX C – DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT INDICATOR LIST 
 

SO STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE IR INTERMEDIATE RESULT PI PERFORMANCE INDICATOR *

Number of people served by added sewage treatment capacity (# PEOPLE 
SEWAGE)Number of people served by added water treatment capacity (# PEOPLE 
WATER)Number of GOI personnel trained in O&M  (# GOI TRAINED)
Number of Megawatts restored / added (# MW ADDED)

Number of secondary schools students enrolled in USAID supported schools 
or non-school based settings (# SEC SCHOLARS) 
Number of primary school students enrolled in USAID supported school or non-
school based settings (# PRI SCHOLARS) 
Percentage routine immunization coverage (% ROUTINE)
Children 12 - 60 months immunized against measles (# MEASLES) 
Ministry of Health trainers trained in primary health care technical areas (# 
TOT) 
Number of schools renovated (# RENOVATED)
Number of teachers trained (# TEACHERS)

Percentage increase in Iraq wheat production (% WHEAT) 
Number of families covered by social safety net (# FAMILIES SSN) 
Number of Iraqis employed (# JOBS)
Percentage budget covered by FMIS (% BUDGET)

Number of government units formulating and implementing development plans 
with citizens input (# GOV UNITS)
Number of local government officials trained (# GOI TRAINED)

Number of Iraqis directly benefiting from constitutional outreach (# IRAQIS) 

Number of trained election monitors (# MONITORS)

SO Strategic Objective IR Intermediate Result PI Performance Indicator
Source 1:  Mission Director Memo dated 03 April 2006 regarding Indicators for AR FY 2007
Source 2:  Annual Report FY 2006
* Abbreviations for the indicators of SO 1 - 4 are in parentheses

4
IMPROVE EFFICIENCY 

AND ACCOUNTABILITY OF 
GOVERNMENT

ANNEX C - DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT INDICATOR LIST

SUPPORT ESSENTIAL 
EDUCATION, HEALTH AND 
OTHER SOCIAL SERVICES

2

RESTORE 
ECONOMICALLY CRITICAL 

INFRASTRUCTURE
1

NOTE:
There was no

Strategic Results Framework for SO 1 - 4.

EXPAND ECONOMIC 
OPPORTUNITY3
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SO Strategic Objective Indicator 1 Perceptions of citizens on the effectiveness of local government to provide 
services

7.1.1.1 Number of person months of employment generated for short-term 
employment

7.1.2.2 Percentage of vocational and educational and apprenticeship graduates 
gaining employment after completing program

7.1.3.3 Number of businesses established

7.3
Community Infrastructure Revitalized and 
Essential Services Provided by 
Government

7.3.1 Number of public works completed

1 Number of people in private sector with enhanced business skills
4 Number of associations that advocate with public sector
5 Growth in employment in USAID-assisted businesses

1 Number and Value of loans and other finance through MFI, private banks and 
capital markets

2 Percentage private banks that meet key international and/or national 
standards

SO Strategic Objective Indicator 2 Percentage citizens that professes that selected local services have increased 
/ improved

9.2 Capacity of Sub-National Government to 
Perform its Core Functions is Improved 1 Number of provisional governments with a critical mass (50%) of personnel 

trained and certified in core competencies

3 Number of new local activities carried out by community groups

4 Number of short-term and long-term jobs created through local community 
group's projects

SO Strategic Objective Indicator 1 Number of national governments institutions effectively implementing core 
functions

SO Strategic Objective Indicator 2 Number of informed CSO effectively contributing to more responsive 
government

10.1 Core Functions of National Level 
Institutions Improved 4 Number of civil servants certified through the national training center

10.2 Policy, Legal and Regulatory Environment 
Improved 7 National banking meets international standards for loans and reserves

10.3 Capacity of Civil Society to Advocate 
Citizen Interests Improved 9 Number of policy changes influenced by CSO

Source:  USAID/Iraq Performance Management Plan 2006 - 2008 dated June 2006
** Note that SO 10 does not follow the usual numbering system for indicators (as used by USAID) in the PMP.

Unemployment Decreased with a Focus on 
Young Men7.1

FOCUSED STABILIZATION: 
REDUCED INCENTIVES 
FOR PARTICIPATION IN 

VIOLENT CONFLICT

7

Increased Capacity of the Private Sector8.2

Infrastructure for Modern Economy 
Strengthened 8.3

10
**

CAPACITY OF NATIONAL 
GOVERNMENT 

INSTITUTIONS IMPROVED

9.3

PRIVATE SECTOR 
ECONOMIC 

OPPORTUNITIES 
EXPANDED

8

Outreach Mechanism for Citizen 
Participation in Local Decision Making 
Development are Institutionalized

RESPONSIVE AND 
EFFECTIVE LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT 
STRENGTHENED

9
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ANNEX D 
 

COMPARISON OF TOTAL RISK SCORES: 
VALIDITY, RELIABILITY, INTEGRITY, 

TIMELINESS 
VRIPT 
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ANNEX D – COMPARISON OF VRIPT TOTAL RISK SCORES 
 

FREQ QUAL TOTAL FREQ QUAL TOTAL FREQ QUAL TOTAL FREQ QUAL TOTAL FREQ QUAL TOTAL

# PEOPLE SEWAGE
# PEOPLE WATER

# GOI TRAINED
# MW ADDED 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1

# SEC SCHOLARS
# PRI SCHOLARS

% ROUTINE
# MEASLES

# TOT 4 2 8 2 1 2 1 1 1 4 2 8 1 1 1
# RENOVATED
# TEACHERS

% WHEAT 2 3 6 2 3 6 3 3 9 2 1 2 2 2 4
# FAMILIES SSN 2 1 2 2 2 4 1 1 1 2 2 4 1 1 1

# JOBS
% BUDGET

AVERAGE SO 3 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 2.0 0.5 0.5 0.5

# GOV UNITS
# LGO TRAINED 4 4 16 3 3 9 2 3 6 2 2 4 1 1 1

# IRAQIS 4 4 16 3 2 6 - - - 3 3 9 1 1 1
# MONITORS 3 4 12 2 2 4 3 4 12 2 2 4 1 1 1

AVERAGE SO 4 2.3 2.7 9.3 1.7 1.3 3.3 1.5 2.0 6.0 1.7 1.7 4.3 0.7 0.7 0.7

No scores against VRIPT.

VALIDITY RELIABILITY INTEGRITY PRECISION TIMELINESS

SO 1

SO 3

INDICATOR

SO 2

No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.
SO 4

No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.
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FREQ QUAL TOTAL FREQ QUAL TOTAL FREQ QUAL TOTAL FREQ QUAL TOTAL FREQ QUAL TOTAL

SO 7 Indicator 1 4 3 12 2 2 4 2 2 4 4 3 12 1 1 1
7.1.1.1 3 2 6 2 3 6 1 1 1 2 3 6 1 1 1
7.1.2.2
7.1.3.3
7.3.1

AVERAGE SO 7 3.5 2.5 9.0 2.0 2.5 5.0 1.5 1.5 2.5 3.0 3.0 9.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

IR 8.2 Indicator 1 4 3 12 2 1 2 1 4 4 - - - 1 1 1
IR 8.2 Indicator 4
IR 8.2 Indicator 5

IR 8.3 Indicator 1 MFI 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 - - - 2 1 2
IR 8.3 Indicator 1 

BANKS 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - - - 1 1 1
IR 8.3 Indicator 

CAPTIAL
IR 8.3 Indicator 2
AVERAGE SO 8 2.0 1.7 4.7 1.7 1.0 1.7 1.0 2.0 2.0 - - - 1.3 1.0 1.3

SO 9 Indicator 2 2 2 4 2 2 4 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1
IR 9.2 Indicator 1
IR 9.2 Indicator 3
IR 9.2 Indicator 4

SO 10 Indicator 1
SO 10 Indicator 2
SO 10 Indicator 4
SO 10 Indicator 7
SO 10 Indicator 9

RELIABILITY INTEGRITY PRECISION TIMELINESS

SO 9

No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.

SO 10

SO 8

SO 7

No scores against VRIPT.
No scores against VRIPT.

No scores against VRIPT.

INDICATOR VALIDITY
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DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 1 
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ANNEX E – DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 1 
 

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 1 

Number of People Served by Added Sewage Treatment Capacity (people) 
 

Strategic Objective Economically Critical Infrastructure restored. 

Intermediate Result None 

Performance Indicator Number of people served by added sewage treatment capacity (people) 

Data Source(s) USAID-provided Spread Sheet 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data Neither a partner nor contractor provided very limited information and data 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported Cumulative from 2003 to present. 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Baghdad, Iraq 

Assessment Team Members Jeff Malick 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 
 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. Owing to travel schedule constraints of key informant in USAID, the team was not able to conduct a DQA on the sewage 

indicator.  
 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY  
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  
The number of people who benefit is a calculated figure based on the 

capacity of the sewage system. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  
Security conditions in Iraq likely inhibit surveys of population 

benefiting from sewage treatment. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable  

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable  

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable  

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 

site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

  Not assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
   

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not assessable 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
increased value of the information? 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. As with other indicators under SOs 1-4, progress data reported in the Annual Report was not referenced. Only in February 

2006, a consistent methodology for calculating sanitation was developed but was not reflected in the Annual Report.  Prior 

to this date USG agencies utilized their own methods causing inconsistencies. Prior metric issues with the sewage indicator 

have been addressed.  For FY 07 AR explain changes in metrics used. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 2 

Number of People Served by Added Water Treatment Capacity (people) 
 

Strategic Objective Economically Critical Infrastructure restored. 

Intermediate Result None 

Performance Indicator Number of people served by added water treatment capacity (people) 

Data Source(s) USAID-provided Spread Sheet 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data Neither a partner nor contractor provided information and data. 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported Cumulative from 2003 to present. 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Baghdad, Iraq 

Assessment Team Members Jeff Malick 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 
 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. Owing to travel schedule constraints of key informant in USAID, the team was not able to conduct a DQA on the water indicator. 

Information and data from partner/ contractor sources were unavailable. 
 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY  
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  
The number of people who benefit is a calculated figure based on the 

capacity of the water system. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  
Security conditions in Iraq likely inhibit surveys of population 

benefiting from water treatment. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable  

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable  

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable  

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. As with other indicators under SOs 1-4, progress data reported in the Annual Report was not referenced. Only in February 

2006, a consistent methodology for calculating water treatment was developed and was not reflected in the Annual Report.  

Prior to this date USG agencies utilized their own methods causing inconsistencies. Prior metric issues with the potable 

water indicator have been addressed.  For FY 07 AR explain changes in metrics used. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 3 

Number of GOI personnel trained in O&M 
 

Strategic Objective Economically Critical Infrastructure restored. 

Intermediate Result None 

Performance Indicator Number of GOI personnel trained in O&M 

Data Source(s) USAID-provided Spread Sheet 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data Neither a partner nor contractor provided information and data 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported Cumulative from February 2004 to December 2005. 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Baghdad, Iraq 

Assessment Team Members Jeff Malick with USAID’s Supervisory Engineer, Chris Serjak 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 
 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LM1 Owing to travel schedule constraints, knowledgeable USAID personnel were not available for an in-depth discussion of the data 
management system for this indicator.  The Implementing Partner is a reputable US firm that maintains a log of Iraqis to be trained and 
provides a detailed collation of data on trainees. There may be some double counting, as facility engineers may attend different 
trainings by Bechtel with their names appearing in different logs. USAID and the IP have reviewed training logs to minimize double 
counting where possible.  

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY  
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

   

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  None that were evident 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   N/A 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  N/A 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  N/A 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  N/A 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  N/A 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  N/A 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  N/A 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  N/A 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  N/A 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  Not assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
credibility of the data? 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
identified in the report? 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1 The Implementing Partner is a reputable US firm that maintains a log of Iraqis to be trained and provides a detailed collation of 
data on trainees. There may be some double counting, as facility engineers may attend different trainings by Bechtel with their names 
appearing in different logs. USAID and the IP have reviewed training logs to minimize double counting where possible.   

 
 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 4 

Number of MW Restored / Added 
 

Strategic Objective Economically critical infrastructure restored 

Intermediate Result NA 

Performance Indicator Number of megawatts restored/added 

Data Source(s) Annual report and Implementing partner spread sheet report dated January 15,  2006 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data Bechtel to IBTCI to DQA team; Dick Dumford, USAID/Iraq 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported Dec. 2003-August 2005 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Iraq 

Assessment Team Members Jeff Malick 
 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. None evident 
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TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 
between the activity / program and 
what is actually being measured? 

  Mega watts is a standard measure of electricity production. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 
that prevent the activity from being 
measured? 

  Electricity production capacity measured at power plant site with the 
use of manufactured installed meters. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   V3-V7 N/A No sampling neither used nor needed. 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 
direct, easy to understand?    

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 
adequate instructions provided?     

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 
large?    

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 
up?    

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 
designed?   Ministry of Electricity 

V9. Were there incentives for 
respondents to give incomplete or 
untruthful information? 

  There are punitive incentives to give correct data.  

V10. Are definitions for data to be 
collected operationally precise?   Collection of data per hour is understood by workers in the electricity 

sector. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 
were they trained? Were they 
insiders or outsiders?) 

  
Enumerators are Iraqi Ministry of Electricity employees trained to 
read and report instruments of production data. According to Al 
Herman of the Iraq Reconstruction Management Office (IRMO), he 
has seen mistakes only twice since 2/06. 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 
selection process of the 
enumerators? 

  Enumerators must be able to read. 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 
potential for personal bias by 
enumerators? 

  The hourly reporting of production data makes it virtually impossible 
to introduce personal bias. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. Is there a data transcription process?   
MW data at power plant site is logged, then phoned or radioed in to 
the Ministry of Electricity where the data is entered into an Excel 
Spread Sheet. 

V15. Is there potential for error?   Errors occur but rarely. See v11 above. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 
transcription error? (e.g. double 
keying of data for large surveys, 
electronic edit checking program to 
clean data, random checks of partner 
data entered by supervisors) 

  Checks of data in spread sheet performed daily by Al Herman of 
IRMO. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 
their original source and mistakes 
corrected? 

  
When data input error occurs as result of typo, IRMO electricity 
advisor calls Ministry of Electricity staff responsible for the daily 
report. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 
manipulated to produce the data 
required for the indicator? 

   

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 
and / or tertiary data?   Hourly data reported to IRMO and by US military. Cross-checking 

reveals little variances according to Al Herman. 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 
data types into a single figure for 
reporting purposes? 

   

V21. Are there risks associated with 
manipulating data identified and 
managed? 

  
Human error is possible in entering MW production data in a spread 
sheet, but precise hourly reporting daily and daily review permit easy 
identification of errors.  

V22. Are the correct formulae being 
applied?   Spread sheet formulas checked by Al Herman and Dick Dumford. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 
consistently from year to year, site to 
site, data source to data source (if 
data from multiple sources need to 
be aggregated)? 

   

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 
missing data been correctly applied?   Don’t know 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  
(e.g. does a number reported as a 
“total” actually add up?) 

   

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 
are drawn representative of the 
population served by the activity? 

  N/A v26-v30 

V27. Did all units of the population have 
an equal chance of being selected for 
the sample? 

  N/A v26-v30 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 
units in the target population) up to 
date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 
exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  N/A v26-v30 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    N/A v26-v30 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 
data points been recorded?)   N/A v26-v30 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Data on electricity production capacity is reported frequently. Data is captured on an hourly basis and reported daily to 
Ministry of Electricity staff who report to IRMO advisor and USAID advisor.  

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Potential exists for data input error in Excel Spread Sheet. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score  

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 
 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 
process used from year to year, 
location to location, data source to 
data source (if data come from 
different sources)? 

  Megawatt hours is the standard industry practice worldwide. 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 
collect data from year to year, 
location to location? 

   

R3. If data come from different sources 
are the instruments similar enough 
that the reliability of the data are not 
compromised? 

  Data come from two sources: Ministry of Electricity‘s Load Dispatch 
Center and the US military. Methodology and data are consistent. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 
from year to year, location to 
location, data source to data source? 

  N/A 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 
data are free of significant error and 
that bias is not introduced? 

  Data reported on hourly basis each day. Errors can easily be 
identified if they vary significantly from the norm. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 
periodic review of data collection, 
maintenance and processing? 

  Dick Dumford states that there are no periodic reviews. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 
periodic sampling and quality 
assessment of data? 

  See R6 above. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 
analysis, reporting and quality 
assessment procedures documented 
in writing? 

  Not seen any, but they may exist. 

R9. Are data problems at each level 
reported to the next level?   N/A 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 
described in final reports?   Did not identify data quality issues. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability  

RSTR1. Given the precise nature of reporting on MW capacity production, the strength is in the methodology of data 
collection. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability There are vulnerabilities, but they are minimal 

RVUL1. None evident. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score  

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 
 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 
the possibility that data are 
manipulated for political or personal 
reasons? 

  Punitive measures exist. 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 
in key data collection, management, 
and assessment procedures? 

   

I3. Has there been independent review?   Review by IRMO advisor and USAID advisor. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 
tertiary source, is USAID 
management confident in the 
credibility of the data? 

   

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Negative incentives exist to prevent compromise of integrity combined with a cross-checking of two different data sources. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Very little evident. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 
expected change being measured?   Based on an educated guess by Dick Dumford. 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 
given the likely management 
decisions to be affected?  (consider 
the consequences of the program or 
policy decisions based on the data) 

   

P3. Have targets been set for the 
acceptable margin of error?   Margin of error not factored in. 

P4. Has the margin of error been 
reported along with the data?   N/A 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 
accuracy be more costly than the 
increased value of the information? 

  
The additional costs of hiring more Iraqis to ensure the accuracy of 
data would not be justified in light of the collection and reporting 
methodology.  

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. The daily reporting of MW production that is captured hourly contributes to precision on a daily basis. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Very little evident. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score   

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 
 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 
enough basis to inform program 
management decisions? 

  Data available daily. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 
collection in place to meet program 
management needs? 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
timeframe the most current 
practically available? 

   

T4. Are data from within the policy period 
of interest? (i.e., are data from a 
point in time after intervention has 
begun?) 

   

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 
possible after collection?    

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 
identified in the report?    

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Daily reporting allows for timely management decisions by USAID.  

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score    

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
RFI1. Underway is the USG and UNDP-financed SCADA a computer based data collection and reporting system that captures 

and reports data from power generating units. This will improve upon an already good system though occasional errors 
occur.  With respect to reporting in the Annual Report for FY 2006, there was no reference that explained how the 
accomplishment data was developed or derived.  

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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ANNEX F 
 

DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 2 
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ANNEX F – DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 2 
 

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 1 

Number of Secondary School Students Enrolled in USAID Supported Schools or 
Non-School Based Settings 

 

Strategic Objective Support Essential Education, Health and Other Social Services. 

Intermediate Result - 

Performance Indicator 
Number of secondary school students enrolled in USAID supported schools or non-school 

based settings. 

Data Source(s) Distribution of school kit records (not seen). 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Creative Associates International, Inc. (CAII) 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

FY 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) Ms. Jacqueline van Graan, TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________ 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________ 

Copies to:
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments: 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. The AR FY 2006 gives no indication how the value reported against this indicator (504,461 secondary school students) was 

determined, i.e. there is no mention of which implementing partner(s) data were used for the calculations. 

LIM2. It was difficult to get a hold of the individuals who were involved with the collation of the AR FY 2006 to complete a DQA.  It is 

believed that a full DQA could have been completed on this indicator if information could have been obtained earlier. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

NOTE: 

Mr James Weatherill (West Bank Gaza Coordinator Humanitarian Monitoring Unit) confirmed on 09 November 2006 via e-mail that 

“This figure is the number of secondary school students who received a school kit and was exclusively CAII.”  The CAII program 

focused on secondary schools and the UNICEF program focused on primary schools.  Once this critical information was obtained, Mr. 

Robert Murphy (CAII Senior Advisor) was very forthcoming and a file of all the monthly reports was couriered to the IBTCI offices. 

Only CAII Monthly Reports were available.  Verification was not possible to the next level ‘down’ (e.g. collation tools) and therefore not 

the original data source.  A complete DQA was not possible due to the time constraints. 

V31. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  

It must be noted however that the distribution of school kits to school 

students was used to report against this indicator for the AR FY 2006 

– strictly speaking this is ‘USAID supported students’ as opposed to a 

‘USAID-supported school’.  Items in the school kits were for the 

benefit of the students to get them to go to school. 

V32. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  Not Assessable. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V33. Were samples representative?   

V34. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

V35. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V36. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  

V37. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

N/A 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all school kits that were distributed were counted. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Non-sampling Error 

V38. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  

Although strictly Not Assessable because the tools were not seen, it 

was clear from the monthly reports that a data collection process was 

used that worked well. 

V39. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  Not Assessable. 

V40. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

The indicator is self explanatory although it may be recommended to 

explain each term comprehensively for the purposes of Validity and 

consistency – Reliability. 

It must be noted however that the distribution of school kits to school 

students was used to report against this indicator for the AR FY 2006 

– strictly speaking this is ‘USAID supported students’ as opposed to a 

‘USAID-supported school’.  Items in the school kits were for the 

benefit of the students to get them to go to school. 

V41. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not Assessable. 

V42. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

V43. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V44. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not Assessable. 

V45. What is the potential for error?   Not Assessable. 

V46. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not Assessable. 

V47. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
mistakes corrected? 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V48. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation is required. 

V49. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not Assessable. 

V50. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not Assessable. 

V51. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not Assessable. 

V52. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V53. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 

site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

  Not Assessable. 

V54. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not Assessable. 

V55. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  

Only CAII Monthly Reports were available.  Verification was not 

possible to the next level ‘down’ (e.g. collation tools) and therefore 

not the original data source. 

504,458 secondary school students are mentioned in the AR FY 

2006 narrative (page 18) but the number in the reporting table is 

504,461 – a difference of three (3) students, i.e. there is an error / 

discrepancy within the AR FY 2006 itself. 

The May 2005 Monthly Report and the “Summary of 

Accomplishments” dated 11 December 2005 of CAII both report that 

504,458 school kits were distributed.  This is an exact match for the 
number reported in the narrative of the AR FY 2006 but three (3) 

less students than reported in the table of the AR FY 2006. 

The CAII Monthly Reports are activity-based but are generally well 

written and to the point. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V56. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V57. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  

V58. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

  

V59. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V60. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

N/A 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all school kits that were distributed were counted. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information.  However it can be stated that the Validity of using the distribution of school kits 

for this indicator needs to be investigated further (see V10). 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R11. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  
Although strictly Not Assessable because the tools were not seen, it 

was clear from the monthly reports that a data collection process was 

used that worked well. 

R12. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not Assessable. 

R13. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not Assessable. 

R14. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 
  

N/A 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all school kits that were distributed were counted. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R15. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not Assessable. 

R16. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R17. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R18. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R19. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not Assessable. 

R20. Are data quality problems clearly   Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
described in final reports? 

None were observed in the Monthly Reports seen. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I5. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not Assessable. 

I6. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not Assessable. 

I7. Has there been independent review?   Not Assessable. 

I8. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

ISTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P6. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not Assessable. 

P7. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not Assessable. 

P8. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not Assessable. 

P9. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not Assessable. 

P10. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

PVUL2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T7. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not Assessable. 

T8. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  
Not Assessable.  However it is clear from the CAII Monthly Reports 

that a schedule for distribution of the school kits was drawn up. 

CURRENCY 

T9. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  

T10. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  

T11. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  

T12. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  

Not Assessable. 

However it is clear from the CAII Monthly Reports that distributed 

school kits were reported in the month following their distribution.  

Dates of distribution are provided. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TSTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. The Validity of using the distribution of school kits for this indicator needs to be investigated. 

RFI2. USAID should provide specific guidelines for the limits of measuring this indicator. 

RFI3. The CAII contracts should be amended so that they report against indicators and not against activities. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 2 

Number of Primary School Students Enrolled in USAID Supported Schools or 
Non-School Based Settings 

 
Strategic Objective Support Essential Education, Health and Other Social Services. 

Intermediate Result - 

Performance Indicator 
Number of secondary school students enrolled in USAID supported schools or non school 

based settings. 

Data Source(s)  

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Creative Associates International Inc. (CAII) –completely new buildings and renovations. 

United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF) – water and sanitation. 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

FY 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) Ms. Jacqueline van Graan, TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________ 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________ 

Copies to:
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments: 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. The AR FY 2006 gives no indication how the value reported against these indicators (205,245 primary school students) was 

determined, i.e. there is no mention of which implementing partner(s) data were used for the calculations. 

LIM2. It was difficult to get a hold of the individuals who were involved with the collation of the AR FY 2006 to be able to complete a 

full DQA. 

LIM3. CAII does not report number of school students enrolled in the accessed Monthly Reports. 

LIM4. Relevant reports for UNICEF were not available so the accuracy of the final reported data could not be determined. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

NOTE: 

Mr. James Weatherill (West Bank Gaza Coordinator Humanitarian Monitoring Unit) confirmed on 09 November 2006 via e-mail that 

“This figure is the actual number of students at each school that was renovated by UNICEF and CAII.”  The CAII program focused on 

secondary schools and the UNICEF program focused on primary schools. 

Once this critical information was obtained, Mr. Robert Murphy (CAII Senior Advisor) was very forthcoming and a file of all the monthly 

reports was couriered to the IBTCI offices.  UNICEF, in Iraq, was also forthcoming and willing to help but it was the start of the Iraq 

weekend.  One (1) report was obtained on the morning of 13 November 2006 but unfortunately it was the Final Report dated 

September 2006 for the entire program since 2003 and was not very helpful for the terms of reference of this particular project. 

Only CAII Monthly Reports were available.  Not one (1) of the CAII reports refers to school students counted / traced from schools that 

were renovated.  Not even the Monthly Reports of 2006 have this information.  The 2006 Monthly Reports have a “Model Schools 

Grant Tracking Sheet” but only financials are reported on this sheet. 

The UNICEF Monthly Reports also do not refer to the number of students enrolled in the schools renovated.  No relevant UNICEF 

reports were available to verify the data. 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  
School students attending schools that were renovated by either CAII 

or UNICEF were aggregated for this indicator. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not Assessable. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

purposes – all school students attending renovated schools were 

counted. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not Assessable. 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not Assessable. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

The indicator is self explanatory although it may be recommended to 

explain each term comprehensively for the purposes of Validity and 

consistency – Reliability. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not Assessable. 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not Assessable. 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not Assessable. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not Assessable. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
corrected? 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation is required. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not Assessable. 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not Assessable. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not Assessable. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  Not Assessable. 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  

Not Assessable. 

Only 10,449 primary school students are mentioned in the narrative 

of the AR FY 2006 (page 17). 

Both UNICEF and CAII Monthly Reports do not refer to the number of 

students enrolled in the schools renovated or what source was used 

to obtain the school student numbers.  Two (2) files that were 

received are the possible source for this data for UNICEF – “WES 

Rehab Update”.  This MS EXCEL workbook depicts much information 

pertaining to the renovations from the index number of the school 

through the completion date through the number of students and 

teachers at each school.  Unfortunately the two (2) files are a year 

apart – 16 January 2005 and 15 January 2006. 

To obtain an idea of the accuracy of the data reported in the AR FY 

2006, the data of the 15 January 2006 file was first sorted for school 

‘type’ and all schools except primary deleted (including ‘blank’ cells – 

a total of 60 schools); then sorted for ‘actual completion date’; then 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
totaled for students made to October 2005 and again to November 

2005 and December 2005. 

Number of students to 06 October 2005 179,603 

 (difference to reported number = 25,642) 

Number of students to 15 November 2005 190,231 

 (difference to reported number = 15,014) 

Number of students to 08 December 2005 197,418 

 (difference to reported number = 7,827) 

CAII renovated 37 primary schools and taking the average in the 

school of 504 students (obtained from the sorted file), 18,648 

students are estimated to be in these 37 schools.  This estimated 

number equates to the differences in brackets above to the reported 

number of 205,245 meaning that these numbers are quite possible. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all school students attending renovated schools were 

counted. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not Assessable. 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not Assessable. 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not Assessable. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source?   

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all school students attending renovated schools were 

counted. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not Assessable. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not Assessable. 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not Assessable. 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not Assessable. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not Assessable. 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not Assessable. 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not Assessable. 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not Assessable. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not Assessable. 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not Assessable. 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not Assessable. 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. The CAII and UNICEF contracts should be amended so that these IP report against indicators and not against activities. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 
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On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 3 

Percentage Routine Immunization Coverage 
 

Strategic Objective Support Essential Education, Health and Other Social Services. 

Intermediate Result - 

Performance Indicator Percentage routine immunization coverage. 

Data Source(s) 
Ms. Leslie Perry (USAID/Washington) stated that this data was obtained through the Health 

Attaché who at the time was collating these figures. 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

MoH 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

N/A 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) 
Ms Leslie Perry 30 October 2006 – telephone 

Ms Leslie Perry 05 November 2006 – telephone 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) Ms. Jacqueline van Graan, TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to:
 __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments: 
 __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. The AR FY 2006 gives no indication how the value reported against this indicators was determined, i.e. there is no mention of 
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which implementing partner(s) data was used for the calculation. 

LIM2. It was difficult to get a hold of the individuals who were involved with the collation of the AR FY 2006. 

LIM3. The DQA Team were not able to locate the MoH reports that were used for the AR FY 2006 to verify the number reported. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

NOTE: 

The MoH report(s) used for the purposes of the AR FY 2006 could not be sourced so the number reported could not be verified nor 

could an analysis be made of the indicator. 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  Not Assessable. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not Assessable. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

Not Assessable. 

However it would be a logical conclusion that the entire population 

that was immunized would be used for this indicator. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not Assessable. 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not Assessable. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

However it can be stated that it should be very clear which 

immunization types are included in the aggregation; and the formula 

used for the percentage should also be provided – the denominator 

(universe) being very important. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not Assessable. 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not Assessable. 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not Assessable. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not Assessable. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not Assessable. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation and a percentage calculation are required. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not Assessable. 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not Assessable. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
managed? 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  Not Assessable. 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  

Not Assessable. 

The narrative in the AR FY 2006 (page 18) and the percentage 

reported in the table are the same – 74%. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

Not Assessable. 

However it would be a logical conclusion that the entire population 

that was immunized would be used for this indicator. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not Assessable. 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not Assessable. 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not Assessable. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 
  

Not Assessable. 

However it would be a logical conclusion that the entire population 

that was immunized would be used for this indicator. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not Assessable. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not Assessable. 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not Assessable. 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not Assessable. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 
  

Not Assessable. 

However the data obtained from the MoH is considered reliable albeit 

not as reliable as, for example, WHO data.  All WHO programs are 

verified using independent verifications that run alongside each 

program. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not Assessable. 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not Assessable. 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not Assessable. 

P4. Has the margin of error been   Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
reported along with the data? 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not Assessable. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not Assessable. 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not Assessable. 

T4. Are data from within the policy period   Not Assessable. 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 80 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not Assessable. 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. The narrative section of the AR should at least state which partners were used for the collation of the data reported. 

RFI2. Since the AR format does not allow any other narrative, etc., the SO Teams should have references to explanations of the 

collation process for all indicators for document trail purposes.  The SO Teams should correctly archive all documentation 

and explanations relating to the AR (or any report) so that these are easily accessible in future. 
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TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 4 

Number of Children 12 – 60 months Immunized Against Measles 
 

Strategic Objective Support Essential Education, Health and Other Social Services. 

Intermediate Result - 

Performance Indicator Number of children 12 – 60 months immunized against measles. 

Data Source(s) 
Ms Leslie Perry (USAID/Washington) stated that the data for this indicator was sourced from 

WHO reports. 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

- 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

N/A 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) 
Ms Leslie Perry 30 October 2006 – telephone 

Ms Leslie Perry 05 November 2006 – telephone 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) Ms. Jacqueline van Graan, TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to:
 __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments: 
 __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. The AR FY 2006 gives no indication how the value reported against this indicator was determined, i.e. there is no mention of 
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which implementing partner(s) data was used for the calculation. 

LIM2. It was difficult to get a hold of the individuals who were involved with the collation of the AR FY 2006. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

NOTE: 

Relevant people were not available to interview to complete a DQA on this indicator. 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  Not Assessable. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not Assessable. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

Not Assessable. 

However it would be a logical conclusion that the entire population 

that was immunized would be used for this indicator. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not Assessable. 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not Assessable. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

Not Assessable. 

The AR FY 2006 is not consistent with wording within the indicator.  

In the narrative “children 1 – 5 years” is used but the wording in the 

reporting table is “children 12 – 60 months”.  The 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
“Final_MMR_report.doc” refers to children 12 – 59 months.  This may 

be confusing and one (1) format should be chosen and used.  Also 

one (1) month may make a vast difference on the final number 

reported. 

It can be stated that it is not very clear which immunization types are 

included in the aggregation.  For example, there is no mention that 

the actual immunization used was actually the measles, mumps and 

rubella (MMR) combined injection (as stated by Ms Leslie Perry) – a 

search for purely measles immunizations was futile.  The indicator 

should be updated to include MMR, as three (3) indicators with the 

same number would be inconsequential, i.e. the indicator could read 

“Number of children 12 – 60 months immunized against MMR”. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not Assessable. 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not Assessable. 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not Assessable. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not Assessable. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not Assessable. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation is required. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not Assessable. 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not Assessable. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not Assessable. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  Not Assessable. 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  

Not Assessable. 

The narrative in the AR FY 2006 (page 16) only mentions the 

percentage coverage for MMR (98%) whereas the reporting table has 

an actual number of children. 

Various WHO reports were obtained through the USAID/Iraq office.  

These reports were basically all the same documents but with 

different reporting dates. The document called 

“Final_MMR_report.doc” reports a target group of 3 605 485 children 

12 – 59 months; 3 529 485 total vaccinations; and 98% coverage.  

The number reported in the AR FY 2006 is 3 620 000 children 12 – 

60 months.  Based on this information, the 98% may be accurate in 

the narrative however the number of children may be over-reported 

by 2.5%.  This accuracy / inaccuracy (respectively) cannot be verified 

because one (1) month (59 months versus 60 months) may make a 

vast difference on the final number reported. 

The Phase 2-MMR Summary and Progress Reports, report 135 754 

children in Suleimanyia were vaccinated; however in most of the 

other documents including “Final_MMR_report.doc”, 140 388 children 

are reported.  The exact reason for the difference could not be 

determined.  It is stated in the reports that Suleimanyia was the only 

governorate where the children were reached from fixed posts – all 

the other governorate were house-to-house visits.  This may have 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
something to do with the discrepancy but this could not be verified. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

Not Assessable. 

However it would be a logical conclusion that the entire population 

that was immunized would be used for this indicator. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information.  However the discrepancies around the wording need to be sorted out to avoid 

Validity and Reliability issues in future (see V10). 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not Assessable. 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not Assessable. 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not Assessable. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 
  

Not Assessable. 

However it would be a logical conclusion that the entire population 

that was immunized would be used for this indicator. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not Assessable. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not Assessable. 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not Assessable. 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not Assessable. 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not Assessable. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 
  

Not Assessable. 

However WHO reports are accepted internationally as reliable.  All 

MMR immunizations completed for the UNICEF grant were verified 

by an independent ‘monitor’ – Iraq Red Crescent Society (IRCS).  

Focus was on high risk areas and marginalized sectors of the 

population.  IRCS confirmed that more than 85% children in the most 

risky areas were reached and vaccinated.  WHO reached 98% in 

total. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not Assessable. 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not Assessable. 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not Assessable. 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not Assessable. 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

PSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not Assessable. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not Assessable. 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not Assessable. 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not Assessable. 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not Assessable. 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. The narrative section of the AR should at least state which partners were used for the collation of the data reported. 

RFI2. Since the AR format does not allow any other narrative, etc., the SO Teams should have references to explanations of the 

collation process for all indicators for document trail purposes.  The SO Teams should correctly archive all documentation 

and explanations relating to the AR (or any report) so that these are easily accessible in future. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 5 

Ministry of Health Trainers Trained in Primary Health Care Technical Areas 
 

Strategic Objective Support Essential Education, Health and Other Social Services. 

Intermediate Result - 

Performance Indicator Ministry of Health trainers trained in primary health care technical areas. 

Data Source(s) 
Attendance Registers at courses 

TMPP database 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Research Triangle International (RTI) 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

May 2005 to July 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes, it was reported in the Annual Report FY 2006 dated 27 December 2006 against the 

indicator – “MoH trainers trained in primary health care technical areas”. 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) 

Ms. Catherine Elkins 30 October and 10 November 2006 – telephone 

Ms. Leslie Perry 30 October and 06 November 2006 – telephone 

Ms. Yvonne Sidhom 03 and 05 November 2006 – telephone and e-mail 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) Ms. Jacqueline van Graan (JvG), TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to:
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments: 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. The AR FY 2006 mentions RTI as an IP for this indicator (page 16) however there are references to other TOT courses (page 

18) through UNICEF that appear not to have been included in the calculation.  This was confirmed by Ms. Leslie Perry. 

LIM2. Since everyone had left Iraq, it was very difficult getting in touch with the people that were involved in collating the AR FY 2006. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  
RTI activities involve the development and finalization of curricula for 

primary health care workers as well as the implementation of these 

curricula in training sessions – therefore a solid, logical relationship. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  

RTI is faced with security curfews, security breaches, etc. in Iraq.  

This forced RTI to postpone training sessions but all planned training 

sessions were eventually completed. 

Attendees tend to intentionally give incorrect names and do not 

provide contact details for security reasons.  Some even refuse to be 

included in the group photographs for the training sessions.  RTI has 

no control over this situation and do not force individuals to provide 

this information. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Are samples representative?   

V4. Are the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

V5. If the tool is self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Are response rates sufficiently large?   

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

N/A 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

It must be noted that the universe consisted of individuals that were 

chosen using selection criteria drawn up in corroboration with MoH.  

This is an acceptable practice in a training program.  All individuals 

trained were reported – the universe. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  

The attendees fill in a ‘Participant Registration Form’ with: full name 

in Arabic and English; current position; location / place and contact 

information, except for the first course of 03 – 08 July 2005 where a 

simple attendance list with column headings for: name; position and 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
contact information was used.  These forms are entered electronically 

into a table and printed so that each attendee can sign for each day 

of the course.  100% attendance is a pre-requisite to being 

considered as ‘trained’ and this tool accommodates this rule. 

V9. Are there incentives for respondents 

to give incomplete or untruthful 

information? 

  

Attendees may provide different names with each course attended for 

security reasons.  They also do not provide contact details especially 

personal e-mail addresses and home phone numbers for this same 

reason.  It was for this reason that the decision was made to count 

‘capacity building’ as opposed to the number of individuals.  The 

attendees were chosen as the best people for the TOT (see V12).  

Ms. Yvonne Sidhom stated that all the chosen attendees genuinely 

want to be trained. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

RTI is aggregating all trainees attending courses instead of keeping 

track of individuals, i.e. they are measuring “capacity building” as 

opposed to “number of individuals”.  There is no source to verify what 

‘was the intended measure’ but the norm in USAID training programs 

is to count individuals no matter how many training sessions they 

attend. 

The narrative states (page 16) and the number reported is 89 

physicians and nurses in Integrated Management of Childhood 

Illnesses.  However on page 18, MOH TOT sessions are again 

mentioned but these were for IYCF and diarrhea through UNICEF.  

Ms. Leslie Perry stated that these trainers were not included in the 

aggregation because they were ‘leveraged activities’ and were 

considered not to be technical but specialized training sessions.  The 

question must be raised here that this may place Validity at risk as 

the indicator refers to PHC TOT and those mentioned of UNICEF fit 

both categories – this would mean an under-report of unknown 

magnitude because the UNCIEF reports were not available. 

TMPP have defined ‘trained’ in detail with strict rules.  100% 

attendance is required.  The trainings are competency / performance 

based and the attendee must be able to perform ≥ 70% of the criteria 

on the skills checklists with minimal supervision.  Participation in 

course activities is also monitored by the facilitators. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  
The ‘Participant Registration Form’ is self explanatory and all trainees 

are also educated people to begin with. 

V12. Is there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  
The attendees were chosen using selection criteria developed in 

collaboration with the MOH to identify eligible participants for the 

TOT.  The selection criteria used is readily available from RTI. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V13. Are there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  
N/A  

Attendees were selected to attend TOT sessions. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  

MoH provides RTI with a list giving name, gender, assigned PHC, 

position and unit for each trainee.  This information is captured in the 

TMPP MS EXCEL workbook.  Each attendee has to fill in a 

‘Participant Registration Form”.  This is compared to the list given by 

MoH on the first day of the course as well as during and after the 

course is completed.  During the course, the attendee names and 

details are entered electronically to produce a printout for signing on 

a daily basis.  All these records are sent through to RTI offices where 

everything is captured into the TMPP database (MS Access 2003).  

Double capture of attendees within the same courses is minimized by 

cross-referencing the names of the individuals. 

A search query is made on the TMPP database to obtain the 

numbers reported to USAID / Iraq on a monthly basis – this number 

is directly transcribed into the electronic report. 

V15. Is there potential for error?   

Any transcription process has potential for an error occurring.  RTI 

captures the expected numbers for each training session based on 

the lists obtained from MoH – there is a risk that the captured 

information is not updated each course. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  

Checks for accuracy and completeness are made of individual course 

registration forms against the course enrolment register on the first 

day of training.  Daily attendance is checked against the enrollment 

register.  Corrected course enrolment and completion data are 

captured into the database during and immediately following training. 

Double capturing of attendees within one course type is impossible – 

the database only allows one (1) entry per individual per course. 

Following data capture, the Database Specialist generates a raw 

query and printout which is verified with all relevant paper records. 

Database reports are also examined for accuracy by the TMPP 

Training Management Specialist and Training Team Leader. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  

Ms. Yvonne Sidhom stated that all errors found in Appendix C: Table 

C-1 in the ‘Final Report’ of July 2006 have been corrected in the 

current version of the Final Report.  The report of July 2006 was 

never verified or submitted because RTI obtained an extension on 

the contract. 

Errors found, for example, while compiling the monthly report are 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
corrected in the database. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation is required. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  

No secondary or tertiary data is involved. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  There are various QC steps – see V16. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  

All formulae seen in both the MS EXCEL and MS WORD versions 

are correct. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  
The TMPP MS EXCEL workbook and TMPP database have been 

used since the inception of the TMPP project. 

V24. Are procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  

Attendees that have not signed for every day of a training session are 

not counted as ‘trained’. 

Attendees tend to intentionally give incorrect names and do not 

provide contact details for security reasons.  Some even refuse to be 

included in the group photographs for the training sessions.  RTI 

have no control over this situation and do not force individuals to 

provide this information. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  

The number 89 is, as reported by RTI, one less than USAID reports.  

(see detail below for Course held 24 – 29 July 2005). 

See V10.  The question must be raised here that this may place 

Validity at risk as the indicator refers to PHC TOT and those 

mentioned of UNICEF, fit both categories – this would mean an 

under-report of unknown magnitude because the UNICEF reports 

were not available.  Since there is no record of the reasoning behind 

excluding UNICEF data, the same principle was utilized here to 

answer the DQA tool question as for all the other DQA – based on 

responses from people. 

Course held 03 – 08 July 2005:  All documentation checked is correct 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
at 25 trainees right back to original data source. 

Course held 24 – 29 July 2005:  May 2005 and Final Report reports 

21 trainees but one (1) person did not attend 29 July 2006 – no 

signature on this day.  The number for attendees for this course 

should be 20 according to the definition RTI has written.  Various 

entries were checked from the original data source – ‘Participation 

Registration Form’ – to entries printed from the database (all sent as 

electronic files for assessment.  21 is consistent throughout but still 

remains an error unless there is some logical explanation why this 

person was still included in the aggregation – there is no document 

trail in this regard. Errors were in the Final Report but it must be 

stated that this report was never finalized and submitted because of 

the extension of the contract.  Ms. Yvonne Sidhom stated that all 

errors that were pointed out in Appendix C of this July 2006 report 

had already been corrected for the actual Final Report that RTI are 

presently finalizing due to the close out of 30 November 2006. 

Minor errors were also found in the monthly reports, however in 

general these reports were good.  It is clear that the DMS has QC 

steps in the right places. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. The TMPP definition for ‘trained’ is very specific and detailed making it difficult to include an individual in the aggregation 

that does not meet the strict specifications. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. RTI is reporting attendees to courses as opposed to number of individuals – this will result in over-reporting due to 

individuals attending more than one (1) course. 

VVUL2. There may also be the possibility that there is an under-report of unknown magnitude at USAID level as there is no record 

or explanation regarding the exclusion of the UNICEF TOT trainings for diarrhoea and IYCF which are both PHC trainings. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 8 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  

R2. Is the same tool used to collect data 

from year to year, location to 

location? 

  

The same data collection process, including data collection tools, has 

been used since the inception of the TMPP Project in July 2005.  The 

collection tool had a minor update after the first course that was 

presented in July 2005. 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the tools similar enough that the 

reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  
N/A  

The same source is involved. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  See V16. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  

The RTI Head Office sent two (2) persons on six (6) visits altogether 

over the fifteen (15) month period to the Iraq office to verify use of the 

database.  There was also a local person until August 2006 that 

checked issues with data entry, etc. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are all data management procedures 

(data sources, collection, cleaning, 

collation, analysis, reporting, quality 

control) documented in writing? 

  

Although the procedures are clear and well followed, there is no 

documentation of these procedures. 

There is a Performance Management Plan dated 06 October 2005 

proving information about definitions, data collection methods, 

calculation methods and significance.  The “Indicator Reference 

Sheets” (dated 05 October 2005) are the PMP in a little more detail – 

there is a sheet for each activity as opposed to indicators.  Although 

these documents are a start to ‘best practice’ they do not relate to 

what is reported in the monthly reports – not one (1) of these 

documented indicators that have been reported on. 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  

There are no specific data problems mentioned in the monthly reports 

to USAID / Iraq.  However there is a section “Constraints / 

Resolutions” that mentions problems with respect to getting the 

courses running and the instability of staff at MOH. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. The TMPP MS EXCEL workbook is a collation and reporting tool in the form of an Annex to the monthly report.  This 

reduces transcription errors and strengthens Reliability. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Documented data management procedures play an important for Reliability as well as Integrity in the form of succession 

planning – any person should be able to compile a report from the written procedure. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 100 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data is 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  See V16. 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data management 

procedures? 

  
Although it is not documented as such the DMS appear to be 

objective based on telephone conversations and e-mails received. 

I3. Has there been an independent 

review? 
  No external review has been completed. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  
N/A  

No secondary or tertiary data is involved. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Data management procedures are not documented. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  

Not Assessable 

Margins of error have not been calculated.  USAID has not provided 

any acceptable margins of error. 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

data accuracy be more costly than 

the increased value of the 

information? 

  
Although errors were found, RTI has many QC steps.  Also RTI is 

closing out on 30 November 2006 so increasing accuracy is now 

irrelevant. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

VVUL1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. RTI is reporting attendees to courses as opposed to number of individuals – this will result in over-reporting due to 

individuals attending more than one (1) course. 

PVUL2. There may also be the possibility that there is an under-report of unknown magnitude at USAID level as there is no record 

or explanation regarding the exclusion of the UNICEF TOT trainings for diarrhoea and IYCF which are both PHC trainings. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 8 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Is data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  RTI has to contractually report to USAID / Iraq on a monthly basis. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  
Training sessions are planned well ahead of time and scheduled.  

Attendance registers are sent to RTI directly after each training 

session is completed. 

CURRENCY 

T3. Is the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  

T4. Is data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  

T5. Is the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  

RTI has to contractually report to USAID / Iraq on a monthly basis.  

Monthly reports report on the training sessions completed in the 

previous month.  Each training session is captured into the TMPP 

database directly after its completion. 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  

All training session dates – start date and end date – are clearly 

recorded in the monthly reports. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. None were observed. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
There are no specific recommendations for RTI with this indicator, as the contract has closed out and RTI is leaving Iraq on 30 

November 2006.  However for the purposes of similar future projects, the following recommendations follow: 

RFI1. USAID should ensure that there are well defined definitions for reported indicators. 

RFI2. USAID should ensure that the IP is reporting actual individuals as opposed to an aggregated attendance list of all courses 

(where training programs are concerned). 

RFI3. Contracts should be written to emphasize that IP should report against specific indicators as opposed to activities. 

RFI4. All procedures should be documented to strengthen Integrity and to ensure Reliability is maintained from individual to 

individual.  These procedures and daily processes should include succession planning within the IP to ensure there is 

always more than one (1) person that has the knowledge to complete a report.  This would strengthen Reliability and if 

quality control steps are included amongst these individuals then Integrity is also strengthened. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A  

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A  
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 6 

Number of Schools Renovated 
 

Strategic Objective Support Essential Education, Health and Other Social Services. 

Intermediate Result N/A 

Performance Indicator Number of schools renovated. 

Data Source(s)  

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Creative Associates International Inc. (CAII) – completely new buildings and renovations. 

United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF) – just water and 

sanitation. 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

FY 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) Ms. Jacqueline van Graan, TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________ 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________ 

Copies to:
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments: 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. The AR FY 2006 gives no indication how the value reported against this indicator (405 renovated schools) was determined, i.e. 

there is no mention of which implementing partner(s) data was used for the calculation. 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 105 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM2. It was difficult to get a hold of the individuals who were involved with the collation of the AR FY 2006 to complete a DQA. 

LIM3. Relevant reports for UNICEF were only received on 14 November 2006.  Though the CAII Monthly Reports were available 

many referred to appendices that were not attached.  Verification was not possible to the next level ‘down’ (e.g. collation tools) 

and therefore not the original data source. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  
All schools that were renovated by either CAII or UNICEF using 

USAID funds were aggregated for this indicator. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not Assessable. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all renovated schools were counted. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not Assessable. 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not Assessable. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

There appears to be no minimum definition for the word ‘restored’.  It 

can be concluded from the AR FY 2006 narrative and the total 

reported, that any form of renovation to a school, no matter how 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
small, is considered as ‘restored’ and is therefore included in the 

count.  The indicator could perhaps be disaggregated into various 

‘degrees of renovation’, e.g. water and sanitation only to completely 

new buildings. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not Assessable. 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not Assessable. 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not Assessable. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not Assessable. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not Assessable. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation is required. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not Assessable. 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not Assessable. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
managed? 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  Not Assessable. 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  

The narratives in the AR FY 2006 (pages 17 and 18) mention 32 

schools rebuilt, five (5) schools completely rehabilitated and 368 

schools with rehabilitated water and sanitation – this totals 405, the 

number reported in the table. 

In the “Summary of Accomplishments” dated 11 December 2005, 

CAII reports 32 primary schools built to replace mud schools and five 

(5) primary schools renovated.  This is an exact match with what is 

reported in the AR FY 2006 even though the AR does not state which 

partner did the renovation.  The prior reference to actual numbers in 

this regard is in the October 2005 report when 23 mud schools had 

been rebuilt. 

368 schools are reported in the October 2005 UNICEF Monthly 

Report to have been renovated for water and sanitation. 

This, therefore, verifies that the 405 schools reported in the AR FY 

2006 is an accurate number in so far as the numbers could only be 

verified to the monthly reports and not to the original data sources. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all renovated schools were counted. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL2. Not Assessable – not enough information.  However there appears to be no minimum definition for the word ‘renovated’. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R11. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not Assessable. 

R12. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not Assessable. 

R13. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not Assessable. 

R14. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 
  N/A  
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
location, data source to data source? 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all renovated schools were counted. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R15. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not Assessable. 

R16. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R17. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R18. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R19. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not Assessable. 

R20. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I5. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not Assessable. 

I6. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not Assessable. 

I7. Has there been independent review?   Not Assessable. 

I8. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P6. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not Assessable. 

P7. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not Assessable. 

P8. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not Assessable. 

P9. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not Assessable. 

P10. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T7. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not Assessable. 

T8. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not Assessable. 

CURRENCY 

T9. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not Assessable. 

T10. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not Assessable. 

T11. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not Assessable. 

T12. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL2. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. Many errors were found in the CAII Monthly Reports – transcriptions and flow of data were haphazard.  It is recommended 

that CAII include more QC steps when reporting – the reports must be verified against each other as well as against the 

source data.  Each report should follow through from the previous report – a clear flow of data should be ‘seen’. 

RFI2. The CAII and UNICEF contracts should be amended or new ones drawn up to include the requirement to report against 

indicators and not against activities. 

RFI3. The definition should be made clear and unambiguous. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A  

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A  

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A  
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 7 

Number of Teachers Trained 
 

Strategic Objective Support Essential Education, Health and Other Social Services. 

Intermediate Result N/A 

Performance Indicator Number of teachers trained. 

Data Source(s) Attendance Registers at courses; TMPP data base 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Creative Associates International Inc. (CAII) 

United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF) 

Year or Period for which the data 
are being reported 

FY 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) Ms. Jacqueline van Graan, TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to:
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments: 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. The AR FY 2006 gives no indication how the value reported against this indicator (21,648 teachers trained) was determined, i.e. 

there is no mention of which implementing partner(s) data was used for the calculation. 

LIM2. It was difficult to get a hold of the individuals who were involved with the collation of the AR FY 2006 to conduct a DQA. 
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LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM3. Relevant reports for UNICEF were not available so the accuracy of the final reported data could not be determined. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  
UNICEF and CAII are presenting training courses for teachers and 

these are aggregated for this indicator. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not Assessable. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all teachers trained were counted. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not Assessable. 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not Assessable. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

The indicator can be ambiguous because it is not certain whether 

Master Trainers should be included in the aggregation or not.  

Although it is probably logical to include the Master Trainers, the 

Health Sector has indicators specifically for the training of trainers 

(TOT). 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How   Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not Assessable. 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not Assessable. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not Assessable. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not Assessable. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation is required. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not Assessable. 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not Assessable. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not Assessable. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not Assessable. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  

The paragraph in the narrative of the AR FY 2006 referring to the 

teachers trained (page 17) correctly aggregates 7,191 (secondary 

school pedagogical); 7,643 (secondary basic computer literacy); and 

5,166 (primary pedagogical) to total 20,000.  The master trainers are 

reported as ‘more than’ 580 instead of a specific number.  The total 

as mentioned in the narrative is only ‘more than’ 20,580 but the 

number reported is 21,648.  It is not stated anywhere where the 

difference of 1,068 teachers comes from.  Also only the 20,000 is 

reported in the “Cover Memo” (page 5). 

179 Master Trainers can be tracked to the end of November 2005 

and 250 Master Trainers to the end of December 2005, through the 

monthly reports for the said time period.  9,909 teachers to the end of 

November 2005 and 12,346 teachers to the end of December 2005 

can also be tracked.  If UNICEF had not really started cascade 

training, then it is unsure where the remaining 11,560 (to the end of 

November 2005) or 9,052 teachers (to the end of December 2005) 

came from. 

Quite a few errors were found in the CAII reports especially incorrect 

transcriptions from one month to the next.  As only one (1) example 

to explain this: the August 2005 report states 2,677 teachers trained 

for ESL (English); but in September 2005, 2,699 is reported for 

August 2005 in the table and in the October 2005 report, 3,373 is 

reported for August 2005 – the 3,373 is consistent after that.  These 

numbers are significantly different.  However, it must be stated that 

this is a training program in difficult situations, so information may be 

delayed and may explain the increase over the two (2) months. 

An important error that needs mentioning is in the December 2005 

report, where a total of 12,346 ICT teachers trained are reported. 

However in the “Summary of Accomplishments” dated 11 December 

2005, only 10,748 ICT teachers are reported.  The number reported 

is back to 12,346 teachers for the same period in the January 2006 

report. 

This said all aggregations checked were correct.  The CAII reports 

are activity-based but are generally well written and to the point. 

The October 2005 UNICEF Monthly Report, reports 5,166 teachers 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
“are being trained” (planned and actual) and the November 2005 

UNICEF Monthly Report reports 9,548 teachers “have been trained” 

even though the provided table still states planned and actual.  The 

December 2005 monthly report, reports 17,876 teachers trained by 

the end of December 2005. 

The aggregation of the CAII and UNICEF November data results in a 

total of 19,636 teachers (179 + 9,909 + 9,548).  The reported number 

of teachers trained is 21,648.  The difference of 2,012 could not be 

verified. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all teachers trained were counted. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information.  However the ambiguity of the indicator should be resolved. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not Assessable. 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not Assessable. 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not Assessable. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source?   

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes – all teachers trained were counted. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not Assessable. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not Assessable. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not Assessable. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 
  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not Assessable. 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not Assessable. 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not Assessable. 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not Assessable. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

  Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
credibility of the data? 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not Assessable. 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not Assessable. 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not Assessable. 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not Assessable. 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not Assessable. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not Assessable. 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not Assessable. 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not Assessable. 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not Assessable. 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly   Not Assessable. 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
identified in the report? 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. It is strongly recommended that CAII include more QC steps when reporting – the reports must be verified against each 

other as well as against the source data.  Each report should follow through from the previous report – a clear flow of data 

should be ‘seen’. 

RFI2. The CAII and UNICEF contracts should be amended to include (if new ones are issued) the requirement that these IPs 

report against indicators and not against activities. 

RFI3. The definition should be made clear and unambiguous. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A  

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A  

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A  
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ANNEX G – DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 3 
 

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 1 

Percentage Increase in Iraq Wheat Production 
 

Strategic Objective SO3: Expand Economic Opportunity 

Intermediate Result None 

Performance Indicator % increase in wheat production  

Data Source(s) Agricultural surveys in each governorate, and price monitoring of wholesale markets. 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

DAI 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

Seasonal data for winter crops and summer crops.   

Daily prices for fruits and vegetables; weekly prices for dry goods and animal products. 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes  

Date(s) of Assessment October to November 2006   

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Iraq  

Assessment Team Members Jeff Malick and Edgar Ariza-Nino of DAI 
 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
None particularly serious once the partner/contractor informant became known and available, having returned to  the U.S. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 
between the activity / program and 
what is actually being measured? 

  
Farmers’ income is primarily determined by area planted to the 
various crops, yield obtained in the season, and market prices 
prevalent at harvest time. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 
that prevent the activity from being 
measured? 

  
Security concerns limited the mobility of survey teams to go to 
sample in rural areas.  Most governorates were off limits to survey 
teams.  Lack of a sampling frame also was main impediment in most 
governorates in southern and central Iraq.  

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Villages selected in the survey samples were assigned randomly, 
with probability of selection proportional to arable area.  

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 
direct, easy to understand?   

Farmers in sample villages reported area planted to wheat, barley, 
chickpeas, winter vegetables, other winter crops, and area left fallow 
or reserved for summer crops. 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 
adequate instructions provided?    

A two-person survey team visited each sample village and each 
farmer in the village was polled.  If a farmer was absent, data was 
obtained from relatives or neighbors. 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 
large?   Good response by farmers present in villages visited; some absent 

farmers might have been overlooked, however.  

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 
up?   Only one visit per sample village.  

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 
designed?   The questionnaire is a fairly standard crop area tabulation accounting 

for the distribution of farmland at a given time.   

V9. Were there incentives for 
respondents to give incomplete or 
untruthful information? 

  
Data for each farmer was obtained in a public setting, at an open 
meeting at the chief’s house or other public venue.  Subsidized 
fertilizer sometimes given to farmers for wheat production. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 
collected operationally precise?   Concepts of fallow land, pasture land, and arable area, are not 

precisely defined, and subject to some ambiguity.  

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 
were they trained? Were they 
insiders or outsiders?) 

  Enumerators are senior extension officers, knowledgeable of the area 
and the farmers in the sample villages.  

V12. Was there any quality control in the 
selection process of the 
enumerators? 

  
A supervisor was assigned to every three survey teams; each team 
consisted of two persons.  A coordinator was selected for each 
governorate. 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 
potential for personal bias by 
enumerators? 

  Each questionnaire is reviewed and signed by supervisor before 
submitting it for data entry.  

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 
process?   

An Access database entry form was designed for the questionnaire 
and loaded into computer dedicated for the survey.  Data entry in 
each governorate was done by Statistics Unit at MOA or by data 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
entry person hired by ARDI. 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Occasional data entry errors found as outlier figures.  

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 
transcription error? (e.g. double 
keying of data for large surveys, 
electronic edit checking program to 
clean data, random checks of partner 
data entered by supervisors) 

  
Subtotals are calculated by enumerators at the bottom of every page. 
Questionnaires are reviewed for consistency and clarity by 
supervisors before data entry.  

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 
their original source and mistakes 
corrected? 

  
Yes, some enumerators interviewed replacement nearby villages 
when sample villages were not found or were not easily accessible.  
Those replacements were not included in analysis.  

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 
manipulated to produce the data 
required for the indicator? 

  

Yes.  Farmer data must be aggregated for each village; each village 
total must be weighed by its corresponding probability of selection 
into the sample; district estimates are computed from the weighted 
village totals.  (A separate sample is selected for each district in a 
governorate.) 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 
and / or tertiary data?   

District estimates are the main outputs from the survey.  These 
district estimates are aggregated into governorate data.  Governorate 
estimated total crop areas are aggregated into regional estimates. 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 
data types into a single figure for 
reporting purposes? 

  
Village estimates are aggregated into district totals; district totals are 
aggregated into governorate estimates; governorates are aggregated 
into regional total (Kurdistan region for example). 

V21. How are the risks associated with 
manipulating data identified and 
managed? 

  

Each district area estimate is computed separately; a separate 
random sample of villages is selected for each district.  Standard 
errors for each district’s estimates are computed.  Aggregate total 
estimates and their respective standard errors are computed using 
standard statistic principles.  

V22. Are the correct formulae being 
applied?   

Formulas used are derived from the sampling procedures selected, in 
this case the selection of sample villages with probability proportional 
to size. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 
consistently from year to year, site to 
site, data source to data source (if 
data from multiple sources need to 
be aggregated)? 

  Yes, the same aggregation procedures were used for the two crop 
seasons, 2004-2005 and 2005-2006. 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 
missing data been correctly applied?   

In the first year enumerators visited alternate villages to interview if 
the sample village were not accessible.  In the second year, no 
alternate villages were given.   

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  
(e.g. does a number reported as a 
“total” actually add up?) 

  The area estimates are estimated based on the weighted total from 
sample villages; they are not accounting totals.  

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 
are drawn representative of the 
population served by the activity? 

  
Samples villages were selected out of a complete list of villages 
collected for each district in northern Iraq, put together by the Food 
and Agriculture Organization (FAO) in an agricultural census back in 
1999-2000.  

V27. Did all units of the population have 
an equal chance of being selected for 
the sample? 

  No.  The sample selection procedure was random but proportional to 
the size of each village in terms of arable land in the village.  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 
units in the target population) up to 
date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 
exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  
The sampling frame was based on the FAO agricultural census of 
1999-2000. The list of villages is fairly complete, though many 
villages were abandoned (evacuated) because of security problems.  
Geographical limits of the villages were not determined, and might 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
lead to gaps and overlaps.    

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    
We sampled about 15 percent of all villages in a district. This number 
of sample villages is larger than it needs to be for the target level of 
accuracy in the final aggregate estimates for the governorate, set at 
ten percent coefficient of variation.    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 
data points been recorded?)   For the 2005-2006 season, a complete database of all recorded data 

for each farmer in the sample villages was accumulated.   

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. The wheat production measure is very specific, whereas the Implementing Partner examined broader yield measures. Its 
methodology is sound and is likely to develop credible statistical data for USAID and the GOI.    

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. None apparent. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score  

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 6 
 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 
process used from year to year, 
location to location, data source to 
data source (if data come from 
different sources)? 

  

The same sampling frame was used in the two winter crops seasons 
covered (2004-2005 and 2005-2006). Same logistical procedures 
were used to conduct the survey; many enumerators were the same 
but many others were different; data entry in 2005-2006 was 
contracted to a private sector person for faster turnaround.  

R2. Is the same instrument used to 
collect data from year to year, 
location to location? 

  The same questionnaire was used in the 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 
winter crop seasons. 

R3. If data come from different sources 
are the instruments similar enough 
that the reliability of the data are not 
compromised?   

Winter crops area and yield data collected by ARDI was mainly for 
the three Kurdistan region governorates.  Data for Dyala and Babel 
governorates was collected separately by the Statistics Unit of the 
MOA in Baghdad.  Sample selection procedures in the latter were 
different than those used by ARDI, and selected individual farmers, 
rather than villages or collectivities.  

R4. Is the same sampling method used 
from year to year, location to 
location, data source to data source?   

The sampling methods used by ARDI in the Kurdistan region are 
closely compatible with procedures used by FAO to collect 
agricultural data in previous years (1996 to 2002).  Sampling 
procedures used in Babel and Dyala governorates were different 
because the sampling frame was very different.   

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 
data are free of significant error and 
that bias is not introduced? 

  
Yield data for wheat and barley are affected by subtle subjective 
biases in selecting the plot for crop-cutting.  A random number of 
steps is used to select starting point.  

R6. Are there procedures in place for 
periodic review of data collection, 
maintenance and processing? 

  
Alternative crop-cutting procedures used for estimating yields were 
tried to determine the accuracy of estimates from crop-cuttings of a 
20 square meter plot as compared with 1 square meter plot.   

R7. Do these procedures provide for 
periodic sampling and quality 
assessment of data? 

  Evaluation of accuracy of alternative crop cutting procedures over 
several years is needed before a decision is made. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 
analysis, reporting and quality 
assessment procedures documented 
in writing? 

  

The original field survey questionnaires are carefully stored for 
subsequent reference, if needed.  Modifications are made in red ink 
to make clear what was changed (erasing and rewriting was done 
before and in the first survey year).  

A separate field form is completed for each crop cutting exercise; the 
form includes data on inputs used.  Corrections and changes are 
recorded.  Changes in the database are shaded yellow for easy 
identification.    

R9. Are data problems at each level 
reported to the next level?   

Many data problems are not detected until the analysis stage; by that 
time it is normally too late for data entry and data collection to take 
corrective action.   

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 
described in final reports?   

The analysis report points out whenever there are serious 
shortcomings in the survey and data processing procedures that 
affect the crop area estimates.  

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability  

RSTR1. Changes to survey tool documented for easy tracking the following year and highlighted also in data base.  Where there 
are data problems detected, they are documented.  

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Data problems are not detected until it is too late at the analytical stage. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score  

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 6 
 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 
the possibility that data are 
manipulated for political or personal 
reasons? 

  

Final results from the data analysis are computed, tabulated, and 
reported by the Statistics and Economics Unit of the ARDI project.  
The Ministry of Agriculture also releases the report under its own 
letterhead.  Results sometimes conflict with previous data gathered 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
from administrative channels, but so far MOA had accepted the 
estimates of the crop area surveys assisted by ARDI.  Area planted 
to wheat and barley show a slight decrease in 2005-2006 from the 
previous season, but yields per donum increased dramatically (over 
30 percent) in the three Kurdistan region governorates.  

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 
in key data collection, management, 
and assessment procedures? 

  
Survey sampling, field data collection, data entry and analysis have 
been coordinated by ARDI’s Statistics Unit.  The Ministry of 
Agriculture provides staff to work as enumerators for the survey.   

I3. Has there been independent review? 

  

A consultant who worked formerly with USDA and overseas in 
agricultural statistics has reviewed the procedures currently in used 
by ARDI in Iraq.  He provided technical assistance to ARDI and the 
MOA to implement an area frame sampling program to collect crop 
area estimates combining remote sensing images to identify 
agricultural areas and direct ground observations to identify crops on 
the ground.  

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 
tertiary source, is USAID 
management confident in the 
credibility of the data? 

  

Official agricultural statistics for the years prior to 2003 are not 
considered reliable by most analysts.  FAO figures report those 
official statistics.  Several alternative series also exists (USDA, for 
example) with conflicting data, but even USDA is skeptical about the 
validity of these data. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Independent review conducted to ensure the objectivity of surveys. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Agricultural statistics from ARDI statistic unit can be trusted. Official statistics from Ministry of Agriculture sources are 
suspect. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score  

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 9 
 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 
expected change being measured? 

  

Yes.  The margins or error as measured by the coefficients of 
variation for wheat and barley planted area in 2005-2006 in the three 
governorates in the Kurdistan region were 3.7 % for barley and 2.9 % 
for wheat.  CV’s for yields for the three governorates ranged between 
2 and 2.5 % for both wheat and barely.   

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 
given the likely management 
decisions to be affected?  (consider 
the consequences of the program or 
policy decisions based on the data) 

  

Present margins of error on crop area estimates for wheat and barley 
are lower than initial targets and adequate for the purpose of 
ascertaining their overall magnitude and whether planted areas are 
increasing or decreasing.  Margins or error in yields are also 
adequate to detect whether yields increase or decrease from one 
year to another.   
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P3. Have targets been set for the 
acceptable margin of error? 

  

The target set at the outset was to have a coefficient of variation of 
10 percent or lower for the main winter crops – wheat and barley – of 
the area planted at the governorate level.  In 2005-2006 winter crop 
season that target was achieved in all three governorates in the 
Kurdistan region of Iraq.  

P4. Has the margin of error been 
reported along with the data?   

Yes.  Standard errors and coefficients of variation are reported for 
each and all crop area estimates at the district level, as derived from 
primary data.  Standard errors are also reported for aggregated 
estimates for the governorate, and the region.  

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 
accuracy be more costly than the 
increased value of the information?   

The level of accuracy of estimates of crop areas and yields per 
donum for wheat and barley in the 2005-2006 winter season are 
already adequate for most purposes.   Reductions in the number of 
sample villages and sample plots in the area and yield surveys are 
possible without compromising unduly the accuracy of the data.  

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Survey methodology sets margin of error targets and achieves them. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. None 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score  

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 
 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 
enough basis to inform program 
management decisions?   

The complete report on winter crop areas for the 2005-2006 winter 
season in the three governorates in the Kurdistan region was 
released by ARDI and MOA in September 2006.  Yield reports for 
barley and wheat were released in August 2006.  

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 
collection in place to meet program 
management needs? 

  

ARDI’s daily and weekly market price reports for agricultural products 
and inputs in the 18 governorates of Iraq are widely viewed as a 
unique source of reliable price information.  

The calendar of data collection and processing for winter crops areas 
is already fairly well established, but could be advanced by two 
months at least.  Yield survey results could also be advanced a few 
weeks.   

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
timeframe the most current   Winter crops reports are released during summer following the 

harvest, and before farmers begin planning for the next season’s 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 132 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
practically available? planting in October and November.  

T4. Are data from within the policy period 
of interest? (i.e., are data from a 
point in time after intervention has 
begun?)   

Policy makers have several months before the release of the survey 
data on crop areas and yields and the beginning of the next 
agricultural season in October or November.  Nevertheless, better 
organized more streamline data collection procedures and 
processing of data could advance the release of data by several 
weeks. 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 
possible after collection?   

Winter crop areas are collected in April and May and released in 
September.  This gap can be shortened after staff becomes more 
experience in data processing procedures.  

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 
identified in the report? 

  

Yes.  Data collection periods and location are clearly mentioned in 
the tables and reports on winter crop areas.  

Market price reports clearly identify the product, market, unit, origin, 
and date when prices were collected.   

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. In general, winter crop data are available for policy decisions for the following crop year. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. More streamlined data collection could accelerate release of winter crop data 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score  

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
Detect data problems early and take remedial action before data analysis stage when too late. 

Streamline data collection to accelerate release of winter crop data. 
 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 
Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? N/A 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 

MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 
 

Indicator 2 
Number of Families Covered by the Safety Social Net 

 
Strategic Objective Expand Economic Opportunity 

Intermediate Result None 

Performance Indicator Number of families covered by social safety net 

Data Source(s) Quarterly reports from Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs (stated by informant) 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

Bearing Point, Simona Marinescu 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

December 2005 – September 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Iraq 

Assessment Team Members Harvey Herr/Jeff Malick 
 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
None particularly serious. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 
between the activity / program and 
what is actually being measured? 

  
The number of families registered in the social safety net is the 
indicator and also the data that are collected from the Ministry of 
Labor and Social Affairs (MOLSA). 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 
that prevent the activity from being 
measured? 

  
Security affects all things in Iraq. Reporting of registrations of families 
at outlying registration centers can be delayed.  This suggests a 
possible undercount as missing numbers are not estimated for 
inclusion with country totals. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   

V3-V7 N/A. No sampling used nor needed, but the target set for the 
number of families that should be registered is based on a poverty 
assessment that used the Rapid Household Survey and the Living 
Conditions Survey that estimated the number of families earning less 
than $1 PPP per person per day (this is a Millennium Development 
Goal from the UN).  Both surveys are of a high standard. The 
estimate is that there are 1 million families below the poverty line. 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 
direct, easy to understand?   N/A 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 
adequate instructions provided?    N/A 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 
large?   N/A 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 
up?   N/A 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 
designed?   

The collection tool collects required data on families for a means-test 
social services program. The Implementing Partner designed the 
social services program and the collection tool. 

V9. Were there incentives for 
respondents to give incomplete or 
untruthful information? 

  

Unlikely, as forms filled are subject to audit. Requires 3 IDs plus 
verification from the local council to confirm residence and from the 
local tax office to confirm that eligible individuals are not wage 
earners. They are then registered as job seekers with MOLSA and 
are enrolled in Vocational education. Also cross checked with 
pensions and business registry. If discovered falsifying applications 
they are ineligible for assistance. Child allowances are conditioned on 
proven school attendance. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 
collected operationally precise?   

The definition of a qualifying family is rigorous. There can be more 
than one qualifying family in a single household. IDPs qualify for a 
period of 6-months. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 
were they trained? Were they 
insiders or outsiders?) 

  

Social Welfare Officers register qualifying families.  Training is 
received on social safety net registration procedures. Because of the 
security issues, training follow up outside Baghdad cannot be closely 
monitored.  However, review of data provides some indication of 
application of training. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 
selection process of the 
enumerators? 

  Enumerators selected from current pool of workers in Social Welfare 
office. Those who the IP trains are certified.  

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 
potential for personal bias by 
enumerators? 

  Criteria by which enumerators are selected, trained and certified.  

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. Is there a data transcription process?   
The data is transcribed and automated with a limited # of computers 
in Baghdad and the governorates. A totally computerized system is in 
progress. Once procurement is complete, software will be rolled out.  

V15. Is there potential for error?   

The Cabinet determined that there should be ASAP coverage of the 1 
million families in poverty. MOLSA did try to reach this number 
quickly, but in doing so tracking of families was lax. Now families 
have been screened. Families are paid quarterly. There is a fund 
committee at the local level (governorate) that is part of the screening 
process. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 
transcription error? (e.g. double 
keying of data for large surveys, 
electronic edit checking program to 
clean data, random checks of partner 
data entered by supervisors) 

   Yes, see cross checks of eligibility noted above in V9. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 
their original source and mistakes 
corrected? 

  
Payments are done through the Post Office and are subject to audit, 
but this may not be relevant for indicating an accurate number of 
families.  There is considerable cross checking of families who have 
qualified. Duplication of families is solidly checked. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 
manipulated to produce the data 
required for the indicator? 

  Bearing Point now has software ready for testing. One of the 
functions is to detect duplication.  

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 
and / or tertiary data?   In estimating poverty levels, and other data that are used to 

determine family eligibility.  

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 
data types into a single figure for 
reporting purposes? 

  Aggregation of beneficiaries varies from quarter to quarter but cross-
checked by spending by Ministry of Finance.  

V21. Are there risks associated with 
manipulating data identified and 
managed? 

  Some duplication may be possible (see V18) but there are controls. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 
applied?   

Benefits are calculated manually; there may be human errors in a 
simple math equation. New software ensures correct formulae 
applied for beneficiaries and benefits. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 
consistently from year to year, site to 
site, data source to data source (if 
data from multiple sources need to 
be aggregated)? 

  Yes, but see above. Program is less than a year old. 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 
missing data been correctly applied?   

There is a possibility of data being received late from some offices; 
these are excluded from the quarterly report. No adjustment is made 
for missing data. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  
(e.g. does a number reported as a 
“total” actually add up?) 

  Benefit calculations are checked three times. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V26. Is the sample from which the data 
are drawn representative of the 
population served by the activity? 

  N/A 

V27. Did all units of the population have 
an equal chance of being selected for 
the sample? 

  N/A 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 
units in the target population) up to 
date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 
exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  N/A 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    N/A 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 
data points been recorded?)   N/A 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Indicator is an accurate measure of important provision of social services to Iraq’s poor. It was designed in conjunction with 
the design of the social services program by the IP in concert with Iraqi Ministry of Social Affairs officials. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. None readily apparent. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score   

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 
 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 
process used from year to year, 
location to location, data source to 
data source (if data come from 
different sources)? 

  

The total number of families covered under the social safety net is 
subject to increases and decreases.  Increases are from new 
qualifying families. Decreases occur when the head of a family finds 
work (after a grace period) and when IDPs are time barred.  It isn’t 
clear how these are subtracted from the total. There are e-mail report 
templates sent monthly from the offices. These are summarized 
quarterly by MOLSA. 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 
collect data from year to year, 
location to location? 

  Yes, but a new software system which will result in default 
standardized collection.  

R3. If data come from different sources 
are the instruments similar enough 
that the reliability of the data are not 
compromised? 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 
from year to year, location to 
location, data source to data source? 

  N/A 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 
data are free of significant error and 
that bias is not introduced? 

  Data calculations are checked three different times before final 
decisions about beneficiaries are made. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 
periodic review of data collection, 
maintenance and processing? 

  
Weekly reports on registrations are provided and detailed analysis 
conducted by IP on issues of eligibility. Quarterly reviews are also 
conducted to correspond with payment.   

R7. Do these procedures provide for 
periodic sampling and quality 
assessment of data? 

  N/A 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 
analysis, reporting and quality 
assessment procedures documented 
in writing?   

The Inspector General has the responsibility to check transparency. 
They check three governorates each month.  A ‘secret’ committee 
goes to test the registration system. The Minister makes 
unannounced visits to local offices.  In Kurdistan, confirmatory visits 
are made to households registered under the social safety net (not 
yet in the rest of Iraq).  Eligibility is certified every 6-months and 
renewed annually.  There is a MOLSA hotline to report abuses.  

R9. Are data problems at each level 
reported to the next level?   

Data quality is a daily issue. Importance of reporting at each level is 
now recognized although awareness of the importance of the data is 
developing, 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 
described in final reports?   Documented in the Inspector General’s report requiring re-screening 

of families.  

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability  

RSTR1. Data quality is a constant issue because of the political sensitivity of program and the imperative to provide benefits to 
families selected on a needs test basis.  

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability There are vulnerabilities, but they are minimal 

RVUL1. There are vulnerabilities in reporting owing to the manual collection of data, but  there are built in checks. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score   

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 
the possibility that data are   Had a problem at the beginning of the program in 12/05, but the 

Ministry of Social Affairs asked for re-screening of eligible families. 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
manipulated for political or personal 
reasons? 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 
in key data collection, management, 
and assessment procedures? 

  Don’t know, although survey will be conducted by an independent 
survey. 

I3. Has there been independent review?   One is scheduled. Software goes live this December 1. By March 
2007 review is expected. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 
tertiary source, is USAID 
management confident in the 
credibility of the data? 

   

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Apparently strong transparency measures suggest that there is a high level of integrity in these data.  

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Where money transfers are involved, there will always be ways to subvert the system. Defined criteria for eligibility and 
regular audit checks are measures that minimize manipulation of the system. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 
expected change being measured?   N/A Program is quite new and program had to move fast. 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 
given the likely management 
decisions to be affected?  (consider 
the consequences of the program or 
policy decisions based on the data) 

  N/A 

P3. Have targets been set for the 
acceptable margin of error?    

P4. Has the margin of error been 
reported along with the data?    

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 
accuracy be more costly than the 
increased value of the information? 

  N/A New software system will increase accuracy. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Relatively strong precautions against including ineligible families augur for high precision. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Lack of clear understanding about how families leave the reporting system suggests vulnerability. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score  

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 
enough basis to inform program 
management decisions? 

  Weekly, monthly, and quarterly reports/reviews. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 
collection in place to meet program 
management needs? 

  See above 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
timeframe the most current 
practically available? 

   But being computerized and provided there are no power cuts. 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 
of interest? (i.e., are data from a 
point in time after intervention has 
begun?) 

  See comments in T2 above. 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 
possible after collection?   Yes, daily, monthly, and then summarized quarterly. 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 
identified in the report?   Yes, quarterly by governorate. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Very timely data although significance for management decisions at a local (local council level) is an awareness still 
developing. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. None evident. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score    

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
RFI1. The IP and the Ministry of Social Affairs are taking action to roll out a software program that will reduce the potential for 

errors in data collection and reporting. This will accelerate the current process of reviewing the number of eligible families 
which is now done manually three times to insure accuracy.  

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 
Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 3 

Number of Iraqis Employed 
 

Strategic Objective SO3: Expand Economic Opportunity 

Intermediate Result None 

Performance Indicator Number of Iraqis employed 

Data Source(s) FY 2006 Annual Report 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

None 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported Calendar Year 2005 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Baghdad, Iraq 

Assessment Team Members Jeff Malick 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. The indicator wording suggests that USAID will be responsible for generating employment in Iraq which is outside the Agency’s 

manageable interest. The indicator is too broad for USAID to have any significant impact. Suggest USAID/Iraq consider 
dropping it and use IR 8.2.5 under SO 8. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VNC1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable  

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable  

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable  

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not assessable 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 147 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. The Iraq mission reported on employment generated by USAID-assisted projects in the FY 06 Annual Report and has an 
indicator under SO 8 titled “growth in employment in USAID assisted business”.  We suggest that USAID keep this indicator 
and establish good data management systems to measure employment linked to USAID supported projects. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 4  

% of Budget Covered by FMIS 
 

Strategic Objective SO3: Expand Economic Opportunity 

Intermediate Result None 

Performance Indicator % of budget covered by FMIS 

Data Source(s) Implementing Partner Memoranda and reporting data in October 12, 2006 spread sheet 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

Bearing Point 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported Cumulatively from August 15, 2005 to October 12, 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Baghdad, Iraq 

Assessment Team Members Jeff Malick 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. Members of the assessment team did not have access to Implementing Partner informants who had direct knowledge of the 

details that may have resulted in a DQA and completed Work Sheet. 
 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   N/A 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  N/A 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  N/A 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  N/A 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  N/A 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  N/A 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  N/A 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  N/A 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  N/A 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    N/A 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  N/A 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VNC1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  N/A 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  N/A 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  N/A 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  N/A 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  N/A 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. Analytical issues will arise as the indicator is not defined to clarify what is meant by percentage coverage. Recommend 

definition of the indicator and cross-check with that of indicator 10.1. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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ANNEX H – DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 4 
 

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 1 

Number of Government Units Formulating and Implementing Development Plans 
with Citizen Input 

 
Strategic Objective 4 Improve Efficiency and Accountability of Government 

Intermediate Result None 

Performance Indicator Number of Government Units formulating and implementing development plans with citizens 
input 

Data Source(s) Not known 

Partner or contractors who provided 
the data (if applicable)  N/A 

Year or Period for which the data 
are being reported September 2004 - October 2005 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Baghdad, Iraq 

Assessment Team Member(s) Catherine Lowery 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. The assessment team was not able to establish an auditable link between any activities under taken by IP’s assessed and 

numbers reported in the USAID Iraq Annual FY06.  Until this situation changes the numbers used in FY06 report can not be 
asserted with any confidence. 
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TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  Not Assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not Assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not Assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not Assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not Assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not Assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not Assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not Assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not Assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not Assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not Assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not Assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the   Not Assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not Assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not Assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not Assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not Assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not Assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not Assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not Assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not Assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not Assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  Not Assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not Assessable 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 163 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  Not Assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not Assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  Not Assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not Assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not Assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not Assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE THREE:  EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not Assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not Assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not Assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not Assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not Assessable1. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not Assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not Assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not Assessable 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not Assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly   Not Assessable 

                                                           
1 reference email Harvey Herr Sat 11th November 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
described in final reports? 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not assessable. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not assessable. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not Assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not Assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not Assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not Assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

ISTR1. Not assessable. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not assessable. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not Assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not Assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not Assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not Assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not Assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not assessable. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

PVUL1. Not assessable. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not Assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program  
  Not Assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not Assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not Assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not Assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not Assessable 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TSTR1. Not assessable. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not assessable. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. Need to create a document a clear link between the numbers reported annually and the data source. Create footnotes next 

to figure in reports referencing the source of data (IP’s). If there has been any consolidation and or manipulation of data this 

also must be recorded and referenced in the annual report. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator?   

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible?  

N/A 

On what date will data be reported?  

N/A 
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 DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 2 

Number of Local Government Officials Trained 
 

Strategic Objective Improve Efficiency and Accountability of Government 

Intermediate Result Support Democratic Local Government and Decentralization (FY06 pg 29) 

Performance Indicator Number of Iraqi government officials trained  

Data Source(s) 

RTI: Local Governance Program Contract EDG-C-00-03-0010-00 
RTI Performance Measurement Plan September 2004 
Local Governance Program Final Report June 2005 
USAID FY06 Annual Report 
USAID Strategic Results Framework May1st 2003- April 30 2004 
RTI January 2005 Monthly Report 
RTI Feburary2005 Monthly Report 
RTI December 2004 Monthly Report 
USAID/RTI/Iraq Local Institutional Support and Development Program 
(Local Governance Project) 
Quarterly Report Second Quarter 2004. 
IFES Iraq EVER Program Retrospective and Upcoming Activities  
IRI July 9th 2004 Co-operative Agreement 
IFES EVER Program Monthly and weekly  Report 
Reporting period: July1st- August  5th 2005; Reporting Period August 28th- Spetember 10th 
Reporting Period 11-24th September 2005; Reporting period 25th September – 01 October 05 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data RTI - LGP program 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported Reporting period prior to FY06 Annual Report 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes, FY06 Annual 2,859 reported   

Date(s) of Assessment October - November 2006   

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Virginia VA 

Assessment Team Members Catherine Lowery 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
No auditable trail was available to track which IP Indicator/activities were used to report against the indicator reported in the FY06 annual 
report.  The DQA team developed a best fit scenario form activities of the IP’s which would logically contribute to this.  The numbers 
taken from the ‘best fit’ activities from the IP did not link up with the number reported by mission. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 
between the activity / program and 
what is actually being measured? 

  

No auditable trail was available to track which IP Indicator/ activities 
were used to report against the indicator reported in the FY06 annual 
report.  

The narrative text within the FY06 AR mentions RTI activities in 
relation to training government officials. This was used as a guideline 
to track down data sources to RTI-Local Governance Program 
Contract EDG-C-00-03-0010-00: SO 4.1 Iraqi Citizens benefit from 
improved local governance IRE 4.13. More effective and efficient 
local services delivery, resources and staff management. With the 
expected end result that those local governments have trained staff 
to perform their technical and managerial role, the staff understands 
and accepts their accountability to citizens.   

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 
that prevent the activity from being 
measured? 

  Security   

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   N/A Sampling techniques not required for this indicator. 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 
direct, easy to understand?   N/A Sampling techniques not required for this indicator. 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 
adequate instructions provided?    N/A Sampling techniques not required for this indicator. 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 
large?   N/A Sampling techniques not required for this indicator. 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 
up?   N/A Sampling techniques not required for this indicator. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 
designed?   N/A 

V9. Were there incentives for 
respondents to give incomplete or 
untruthful information? 

  N/A Sampling techniques not required for this indicator. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 
collected operationally precise?   

Reporting on the number of government officials trained does not 
correlate to RTI performance Management plan directly as no clear 
guidance was given to IP on which USAID mission indicator its 
activities would report against. The best fit from USAID indicator to 
RTI is SO 4.1 Iraqi Citizens benefit from improved local governance 
IRE 4.13. More effective and efficient local services delivery, 
resources and staff management. With the expected end result that 
those local governments have trained staff to perform their technical 
and managerial role, the staff understands and accepts their 
accountability to citizens.   
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 
were they trained? Were they 
insiders or outsiders?) 

  N/A 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 
selection process of the 
enumerators? 

  N/A 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 
potential for personal bias by 
enumerators? 

  N/A 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 
process?   Not assessable  

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 
transcription error? (e.g. double 
keying of data for large surveys, 
electronic edit checking program to 
clean data, random checks of partner 
data entered by supervisors) 

  Not assessable  

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 
their original source and mistakes 
corrected? 

  No documentation has been presented to the DQA team on data 
errors and actions taken to correct them. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 
manipulated to produce the data 
required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 
and / or tertiary data?    

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 
data types into a single figure for 
reporting purposes? 

   

V21. How are the risks associated with 
manipulating data identified and 
managed? 

  
No risk associated with the use of data was documented, or 
presented to DQA team. RTI performance management plan made 
no reference to risk or challenges within the implementation table. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 
applied?    N/A Not applicable to this indicator. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 
consistently from year to year, site to 
site, data source to data source (if 
data from multiple sources need to 
be aggregated)? 

  N/A Not applicable to this indicator. 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 
missing data been correctly applied?    

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  
(e.g. does a number reported as a 
“total” actually add up?) 

  

1. “USAID has supported the training and mentoring of more than 
2,000 local council member, 15 governors, 42 deputy governors, 
and 420 department heads” ( FY06 pg 29) - this number adds to 
2,477 number reported in FYO6 was 2,859. 

2. Numbers reported by RTI in their final report annex is 650 new 
provision council members trained in one or more of the council 
training topics (3,058 workshops2). 

3. As there is such a large discrepancy in the numbers reported by 
                                                           
2 Tracked from Final report Annex one LGP program extension page  71 and 72, adding together the number  of workshops per 
province 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
USAID and RTI, it is possible that the number of workshops were 
counted as individuals. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 
are drawn representative of the 
population served by the activity? 

   N/A Not relevant for the measurement of this indicator. 

V27. Did all units of the population have 
an equal chance of being selected for 
the sample? 

  N/A Not relevant for the measurement of this indicator. 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 
units in the target population) up to 
date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 
exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  N/A Not relevant for the measurement of this indicator. 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    N/A Not relevant for this measurement of this indicator. 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 
data points been recorded?)    

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. None apparent 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 
VVUL1. Large discrepancy in the numbers reported by USAID and RTI. 
VVUL2. Reporting on the number of government officials trained does not correlate to RTI performance Management plan. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 16 
 
TABLE THREE:  EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 
process used from year to year, 
location to location, data source to 
data source (if data come from 
different sources)? 

  
 Data reported against these numbers came from different sources 
with different data collection methods. This in itself I may not affect 
the consistency of the data, however access to a sufficient range and 
depth of data was not available and therefore it is difficult to assert. 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 
collect data from year to year, 
location to location?   

RTI used Daily reports which were based on queries to each of the 
LGP governorate teams. The dailies reported on all activities under 
the LGP including the CDP/DDA and training of local government 
officials. The monthly reports were summaries of the dailies, but with 
the LGP offices in the governorates asked to verify and update the 
figures to be reported. 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R3. If data come from different sources 
are the instruments similar enough 
that the reliability of the data are not 
compromised? 

  
Registration of training workshops is generally a sign in sheet and 
other related financial receipts. Issues normally arise in relation to 
double counting. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 
from year to year, location to 
location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable  

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 
data are free of significant error and 
that bias is not introduced?   

RTI- There was ample reason for field workers to overstate the 
numbers and this probably occurred. Some effort was made to detect 
this, but it is doubtful that it was systematic. This is why they 
developed the reporting system3.  

R6. Are there procedures in place for 
periodic review of data collection, 
maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable  

R7. Do these procedures provide for 
periodic sampling and quality 
assessment of data? 

  Not assessable  

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 
analysis, reporting and quality 
assessment procedures documented 
in writing? 

  

A performance management plan was developed which outlined 
some data collection methods. Cleaning, analysis and quality 
assessment criteria were not set out within this document. 

 

R9. Are data problems at each level 
reported to the next level?   There was recognition within RTI of data manipulation, which resulted 

in the data base being developed.  

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 
described in final reports?   No data quality issues were outlined in the final report. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. There was recognition within RTI of data manipulation, which resulted in the data base being developed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. RTI – There was ample reason for field workers to overstate the numbers and this probably occurred. Some effort was 
made to detect this, but it is doubtful that it was systematic. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 9 
 

                                                           
3 reference email Harvey Herr Sat 11th November 
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TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 
the possibility that data are 
manipulated for political or personal 
reasons? 

  Not assessable  

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 
in key data collection, management, 
and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable  

I3. Has there been independent review?    

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 
tertiary source, is USAID 
management confident in the 
credibility of the data? 

  N/A Not relevant as data on indicator is not secondary. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Insufficient information to assess 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Insufficient information to assess 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 6 
 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 
expected change being measured?   N/A 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 
given the likely management 
decisions to be affected?  (consider 
the consequences of the program or 
policy decisions based on the data) 

  N/A 

P3. Have targets been set for the 
acceptable margin of error?   N/A 

P4. Has the margin of error been 
reported along with the data?   N/A 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 
accuracy be more costly than the 
increased value of the information? 

  N/A 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR2. Insufficient information to assess 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL2. Insufficient information to assess 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 
enough basis to inform program 
management decisions? 

   

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 
collection in place to meet program 
management needs? 

   

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
timeframe the most current 
practically available? 

   

T4. Are data from within the policy period 
of interest? (i.e., are data from a 
point in time after intervention has 
begun?) 

   

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 
possible after collection?   Daily reports were available. 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 
identified in the report?    

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly reports available. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
RFI1. Establish an auditable trail to track which IP Indicator/activities were used to report against the indicator reported in the 

FY06 annual report.   
 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator?   

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible?  

N/A 

On what date will data be reported?  

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 3 

Number of Iraqis Directly Benefiting from Constitutional Outreach 
 

Strategic Objective Improve Efficiency and Accountability of Government 

Intermediate Result None   

Performance Indicator No of Iraqis directly benefiting from constitutional outreach (142,601 reported in the FYO6 
USAID annual report) 

Data Source(s) 

Civil Dialogue Program Performance Assessment November 2004, RTI (DDA event themes 
vary, but “What is Democracy,” “Gender,” and the “Constitution/TAL,” were amongst the top 
themes)  
IRI Quarterly Report July 21st - October 05 Quarterly report 
Local Governance Program Final Report June 2005 
Local Governance program Monthly reports, December 04, January 05, February 05 
Telephone interview with David Sands from IRI 6th November 2006 
Email correspondence from Past RTI employee Harvey Herr (dated Saturday 4th Nov: IICAS 
and SO4)  
ICSP Component Building Capacity Civic Education: April 2006 
ICSP Deliverable 
ICSP Program Accomplishments through to March 2006 
ICSP Performance Monitoring Report April 23rd 2005 
ICSP Revised Implementation plan (july1st – September 30th 2005) 
ICSP Monthly Report September 2005, January 2006-11-09 ICSP Weekly Report January 
21-26 2006. 
RTI LGP February Monthly report 
RTI Local Governance Program Final Report June 2005 
RTI Civic Dialogue Program Performance Assessment November 2004 
RTI Performance measurement Plan, September 2003. 
RTI Local Governance program 
RT Monthly report December 2004, January 2005 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

ADF / contract GEW-C-00-04-00001-00 
IRI CEPPS/Iraq Election Voter Education Program Co-operative Agreement AFP A 00-04-
00014- 
 RTI contract EDG-C-00-03-00010-1-00 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported Year preceding the FY 06 annual report 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October/ November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Virginia VA 

Assessment Team Members 
Catherine Lowery 
 

 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 178 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
No auditable trail was available to track which IP Indicator/activities were used to report against the indicator reported in the FY06 annual 
report.  The DQA team developed a best fit scenario from activities of the IP’s which would logically contribute to this.  The IP data 
collection system to evidence the number of activities is strong, double counting of individuals is likely and probably frequent. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 
between the activity / program and 
what is actually being measured? 

  

The IP activities which logically seem to fit against the indicators have 
not been included in the numbers reported in the annual report.  

For example:  

IRI CEPPS/Iraq Election Voter Education Program Co-operative 
agreement AFP A 00-04-00014-00 IR:  Iraqi citizens are familiar with 
new electoral processes and vote in a series of election events. 
Indicator: Iraqi CSO's demonstrate competency in conducting 
education and awareness raising activities and issue-based advocacy 
campaigns related to the constitution-drafting process (Civic Coalition 
for Free Elections (CCFE)  Activities constitutional  workshops) 
reported 1472 workshops reaching 57,574 people.4 

RTI Local Governance Program Contract EDG-C-00-03-0010-00:  I.R 
4.1.4 (Year Two) Iraqi People that are informed about and 
participating in National and local election.  (Local Civic Dialogue 
Program and the related Democracy Dialogue Activities) reported 
773,423.5 

ADF’s (ICSP) Civil Society Program contract  GEW -C-00-04-0001-00 
I:R  1.2 Support for Civil Society Capacity Building/ Targeted Training 
and Technical Assistance to CSOs   Deliverable: Increase capacity of 
CSO's to design and conduct training workshops and educational 
campaigns that promote democratic values in Iraq (measuring the 
constitutional Workshops, forums and national conferences  delivered  
by CSO's) reported XX. 

                                                           
4 CEPPS/ IRI Quarterly report July 1st- September 31 2005. 
5 Number of adult population reached under the civic dialogue program as reported in RTI's CDP status Report 31 
October 2004. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

The number reported was 142,601 in the FYO6 annual report. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 
that prevent the activity from being 
measured? 

  

IRI- some partners, although not often, –could not reconcile on a 
contract for security reason. In these cases IRI could not get in touch 
with the partner.  

In general, the Security situation makes it difficult e.g. one institution 
grant provided to a partner in a Sunni area was threatened. As a result 
they had to close down their operation; as a consequence it was 
difficult to reconcile information. IRI checked that the threat was 
legitimate from alternative sources. 

RTI- Security became difficult from April 2004 just when these 
activities were at their peak, especially in the South with the Sadr 
uprising. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   N/A Sample size was not applicable to this indicator. 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 
direct, easy to understand?   N/A 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 
adequate instructions provided?    N/A 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 
large?   N/A Not relevant for data collection under this indicator. 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 
up?   N/A Non response rate is not applicable to the data collection methods 

used by this indicator. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 
designed?   N/A 

V9. Were there incentives for 
respondents to give incomplete or 
untruthful information? 

  N/A 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 
collected operationally precise?   

The indicator itself is hard to measure.  Linking the type of activities, 
such as workshops, information dissemination back to specific 
individuals is virtually impossible in the context of Iraq and the program 
themselves.  

The attribution between the data available and the indicator is weak. 

The data that exists show the attendance at and the delivery of   
constitutional workshops, does not evidence, as set out in the indicator 
‘benefiting from’ constitutional outreach. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 
were they trained? Were they 
insiders or outsiders?) 

  N/A 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 
selection process of the 
enumerators? 

  N/A 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 
potential for personal bias by 
enumerators? 

  N/A 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 
process?   

RTI used two data collection instruments for the DDA events. The 
facilitator was responsible for recording data about the event itself. 
The second formed was a participant comment form. These were then 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
entered into a data base using a common numbering system to 
ensure consistency across the governorate.   The data provided by 
RTI on these events must be viewed as estimates and not verifiable.  

The participant evaluation forms used did provide a sample of the 
outcome of the training, which would be able to verify whether the 
activities consisted them’ benefiting form constitutional outreach ‘ as 
stated in the indicator. 

This data collection system would not allow RTI to evidence, to any 
degree of accuracy, the actually numbers who attended the event and 
then if those individuals attended a number of DAA events. 

V15. What is the potential for error?   

IRI-The transcription process involved taking sign in sheets from the 
partners workshops and entering it into an excel sheet. The excel 
sheet included the date of workshops; number of people attending etc. 
The excel sheets were then cross referenced against the specific 
partners contract.  These sheets were then checked through by 
expatriate staff and entered into a database.  

RTI -There was ample reason for field workers to overstate the 
numbers and this probably occurred. Some effort was made to detect 
this, but it is doubtful that it was systematic. ( Reference email 
Saturday 4th Harvey Herr.) 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 
transcription error? (e.g. double 
keying of data for large surveys, 
electronic edit checking program to 
clean data, random checks of partner 
data entered by supervisors) 

  

Efforts were made by the IP to address transcription or other potential 
errors in the reporting mechanism, as outlined below. These can not 
be viewed as completely successful due to the operational 
environment.  

IRI- A number of systems and checks were put in place which enabled 
any significant errors to be flagged up. For example, visits from HQ 
staff who looked through documentation that looked through 
documentation. Project staff involved in the data from IRI generally felt 
that the number reports were accurate, as no inaccuracy jumped out 
when they were reviewing the data. 

RTI- developed a reporting system to limit the error in reporting 
coming back form field staff. However, not all the forms collected 
reached the HQ or field offices for data entry.  

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 
their original source and mistakes 
corrected? 

   

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 
manipulated to produce the data 
required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 
and / or tertiary data?   No secondary data was used. 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 
data types into a single figure for 
reporting purposes? 

  

From the data available, it is likely that the mission collated figures 
from different IPs, as a number of them (IRI, ADF and RTI) were 
involved in activities deemed as constitutional outreach. A clear audit 
trail is not evident on how the FY06 numbers were collated, no further 
comment can be made at this time. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 
manipulating data identified and 
managed? 

  No risks were identified.  

V22. Are the correct formulae being 
applied?   No information is available to comment on this at this time. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 
consistently from year to year, site to 
site, data source to data source (if 

  N/A 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
data from multiple sources need to 
be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 
missing data been correctly applied?    

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  
(e.g. does a number reported as a 
“total” actually add up?) 

  

It is not clear how the final numbers were derived; therefore it is not 
possible to comment in any certainty. In the best case scenario, taking 
the best fit scenario created for this DQA assessment the number 
reported in the FY06 have under estimated the constitutional outreach 
that took place.  

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 
are drawn representative of the 
population served by the activity? 

  N/A Not relevant for this data collection system under this indicator. 

V27. Did all units of the population have 
an equal chance of being selected for 
the sample? 

  N/A Not relevant for data collection systems used for this indicator. 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 
units in the target population) up to 
date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 
exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  N/A Not relevant for data collection systems used for this indicator. 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    N/A Not relevant for data collection systems used for this indicator. 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 
data points been recorded?)   N/A Not relevant for data collection systems used for this indicator. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. None noted. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. The indicator itself is hard to measure.  Linking the type of activities, such as workshops, information dissemination back to 
specific individuals is virtually impossible in the context of Iraq and the program themselves.  The attribution between the 
data available and the indicator is weak. 

VVUL2. It is not clear how the final numbers were derived; therefore it is not possible to comment in any certainty. In the best case 
scenario, taking the best fit scenario created for this DQA assessment the number reported in the FY06 have under 
estimated the constitutional outreach that took place. 

VVUL3. It is likely that there was a high level of double counting in the numbers reported by the IP. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 16 
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TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 
process used from year to year, 
location to location, data source to 
data source (if data come from 
different sources)? 

  

Different reporting requirements were used by different IP to report 
on ‘constitutional dialogue’.  

Within IRI – a standard approach was adopted using photos, sign in 
sheet and financial receipts.  

R2. Is the same instrument used to 
collect data from year to year, 
location to location? 

  IRI- the same tool was used during the project. 

R3. If data come from different sources 
are the instruments similar enough 
that the reliability of the data are not 
compromised? 

  A sign in sheet was a common reporting mechanism used by IP to 
evidence the number of attendees at work shops. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 
from year to year, location to 
location, data source to data source? 

  
As a number of different IP have contributed to   the reporting against 
this indicator the data collections methods will have been used. Note: 
sampling method is not relevant for this indicator. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 
data are free of significant error and 
that bias is not introduced? 

  

 Where possible the IP interviewed attempted to put systems in place 
that ensured bias was not introduced. However it is not possible to 
state whether this resulted in the data being free from significant 
error; due to the operational context the IP’s had limited control over 
certain issues.  

R6. Are there procedures in place for 
periodic review of data collection, 
maintenance and processing? 

  
Of the IP’s interviewed attempts were made to periodically review the 
data, this occurred as the data went through different levels of the 
organisation and was read by international staff and senior 
management.    

R7. Do these procedures provide for 
periodic sampling and quality 
assessment of data? 

   

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 
analysis, reporting and quality 
assessment procedures documented 
in writing? 

   

R9. Are data problems at each level 
reported to the next level?    

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 
described in final reports?    

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. None apparent   

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Different data collection methods used by different IPs 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 6 
 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANNIPULTION ? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I5. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I6. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I7. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I8. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR2. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

 

IVUL2. An integrity score was not given for Integrity as it was difficult to assert, with confidence, the 

frequency and overall effect that it would have on the data quality. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score -  

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 
expected change being measured?   N/A 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 
given the likely management 
decisions to be affected?  (consider 
the consequences of the program or 
policy decisions based on the data) 

  N/A 

P3. Have targets been set for the 
acceptable margin of error?   No margin of error was set for this indicator. 

P4. Has the margin of error been 
reported along with the data?   

RTI did note in the CDP performance assessment, the issues they 
faced with data collection. Additionally, the excel sheet outlined the 
discrepancies between the number of events held and the number of 
records entered.  

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 
accuracy be more costly than the 
increased value of the information? 

   

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. IP documented problems with precision 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Practically, the indicator is difficult to measure. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 9 
 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 
enough basis to inform program 
management decisions? 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 
collection in place to meet program 
management needs? 

   

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
timeframe the most current 
practically available? 

   

T4. Are data from within the policy period 
of interest? (i.e., are data from a 
point in time after intervention has 
begun?) 

   

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 
possible after collection?    

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 
identified in the report?   Not clear which were the final quarterly IP reports used to report data 

in the FY06 annual report.  

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Data available on a frequent basis to enable decision making 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. None apparent 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
Establish a document trail to track which IP Indicator/activities were used to report against the indicator reported in the FY06 annual 
report.  The IP data collection system to evidence the number of activities is strong, double counting of individuals is likely and probably 
frequent. 
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TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator?   

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible?  

N/A 

On what date will data be reported?  

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 

MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 
 

Indicator 4 
Number of Trained Election Monitors 

 
Strategic Objective Improve Efficiency and Accountability of Government 

Intermediate Result None 

Performance Indicator No of trained election monitors as outline din the USAID 2006 Annual Report 

Data Source(s) 

CEPPS Final Report for Political Assistance Dec 13th   2005, IBTCI 
CEPPS/ NDI Quarterly reports July to September 2005 
CEPPS/ NDI Quarterly Report: October 1st to December 30th 2005 
CEPPS Consolidated Quarterly Reports Oct 1 to December 30 2004 
CEPPS Consolidated Quarterly Report April1st to June 30th 2005. 
CEPPS Consolidated Quarterly Report January 1 to March 31st March 2005 
CEPPS Co-operative Agreement NO AFP–A-OO-04-00014-00/ Program Description / 
section two Approach to Implementation / Section three Management Plan and Proposed 
personnel/ Annex timeline of activities/Annex B Initial Results Framework. 
CEPPS/ NDI Draft Final Report: Iraq; Domestic Oversight and Voter Education Activities for 
the Iraq Electoral Process. Project Dates July 21, 2004 to June 30th 2006-11-08. 
NDI Check/ Cash Disbursement Authorization Forms. 
NDI Authorization Letter form for trainers and NGO co-ordinators 
NDI Log sheet of Expenses and Receipts. 
NDI sample of receipts form training expense log sheet 
Samples of employment contract sheets for data entry of monitoring report forms  
NDI conference call with Jenny Wade, Chris Hoham, Anne Stienhaur 
Email correspondence: Chris Hoham, Anne Stienhaur from (Oct 23- Nov 9th) 
IRI:  email correspondence and telephone communication Julya Belej, David Sands, Ian 
Mcintyre 
CEPPS/IRI Quarterly Report July 1- September 31, 2005. 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

National Democratic Institute for International Affairs- for election monitors trained 
IRI- for political party agents trained  

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

Annual report FY2006 December 2005 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October/ November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Virginia VA 

Assessment Team Members Catherine Lowery 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
None readily apparent. 
 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DOES THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 
between the activity / program and 
what is actually being measured? 

  

Different tiers of training took place to enable NDI monitors to have 
the skills needed in the elections. Logical relationship to the program 
depends on the whether you take the program description on the 
contract agreement 00014-00 or the results framework from USAID 
Iraq May 2001 2003-2004 or the indicators in the FY06 annual report. 

The USAID framework fails to capture the after monitoring activities 
and reporting or discrepancies at any elections monitored.  

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 
that prevent the activity from being 
measured? 

  None 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   N/A 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 
direct, easy to understand?   N/A 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 
adequate instructions provided?    N/A 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 
large?   

N/A  
 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 
up?   N/A 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 
designed?   N/A 

V9. Were there incentives for 
respondents to give incomplete or 
untruthful information? 

  
NDI reported that they saw no benefit for the NGOs to inflate the 
figures for training as it was a fixed price contract. They would have 
earned no more if they trained less or more volunteers. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 
collected operationally precise?   

No guidance was given to the IPs on definition around the indicator; 
although there it is self explanatory. In the case of the IP, the data is 
operationally precise.  However in the case of USAID/Iraq, the lack of 
a coherent definition around the indicator has left the reporting 
mechanism open to interpretation and consequently to errors.  
The contractual agreement to the IPs defined election monitors as 
‘non partisan’, however when it came to reporting on the numbers of 
election monitors USAID used both partisan and non partisan 
monitors.   

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 
were they trained? Were they 
insiders or outsiders?) 

  N/A 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 
selection process of the 
enumerators? 

  N/A 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 
potential for personal bias by 
enumerators? 

  N/A 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 
process?   

NDI carried out training for each of the elections.  In the January 
2005 election, around 9,000 monitors were trained. In the October 
2005 election, 10,000 were trained. In December 2005, 14,000 
election monitors were trained.  
NDI email correspondence on data transcription - “We received all 
the data sheets back from the NGOs before reconciling the payment. 
We originally gave each NGO $300 as an advance (evidenced by the 
signed advance receipt (see data source above). Once they had 
completed the trainings they came back to NDI and reconciled this 
advance by providing a log of expense and supporting receipts, 
including a signed trainer fee receipt indicating that the trainer had 
received the fee; a signed trainer contract indicating a fixed fee of 
$100 to undertake 2 sessions of training to train 50 volunteers and 
the sign in sheets from the 2 training sessions (names were 
translated into English from the Arabic original). These documents 
were presented to the NDI coordinator who verified that the NGO had 
hired the trainer and that he had received all these documents. At this 
point the $300 was removed from outstanding advances and 
expensed. We reconciled all the outstanding advances and therefore 
we had received all the sign in sheets.” 

V15. What is the potential for error?   
On the sample provide by NDI, there was transcription error in the 
transfer of information across from the Arabic sign in sheet to the 
English sign in sheet. In the Arabic sign in sheet there were 24 
names while on the English translated Sign in sheet there were 25. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 
transcription error? (e.g. double 
keying of data for large surveys, 
electronic edit checking program to 
clean data, random checks of partner 
data entered by supervisors) 

  

No system existed to register any double counting, in regard of the 
number of actual monitors who received training. Different training 
sessions were run for each of the elections. It is likely that the same 
monitors covered all of the elections. The minimum number of 
monitors that would have been trained was 14,000, assuming that 
some of these monitors were also used in the other elections. The 
maximum possible number of monitors trained number was 34,000. 
NDI, in the quarterly reports, referred to individual monitors, although 
no data collection tool was put in place to measure individuals. 
However the training sheets from NDI can be cross referenced with 
the number of badges issued by IFES for the Elections. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 
their original source and mistakes 
corrected? 

  

Notes from email correspondence with Anne Steinhaurer:  
Q How were the sign in sheets collated?  Were they put into a 
database?  Were there any mistakes on the sign in sheets (folks 
signing in twice)? 
A: The sign in sheets were collected by the NGO and then submitted 
to the NDI coordinator for verification. The NGO would have kept a 
record of how many volunteers they trained and I am sure that this 
would have been entered into a simple database with EIN regional 
offices. As the whole staff at EIN has changed and their whole 
structure has altered, there would be no way of receiving this 
database. There would be no point in volunteers signing in twice as 
there would be no benefit to the NGO by inflating the numbers 
recorded on the sign in sheets. 
Q: With the mistakes, was NDI able to track down how the mistakes 
were made and did NDI come up with a solution to fix them? 
A: Any mistakes that would have been made were queried by the NDI 
coordinator at the time of submission of the reports for reconciliation 
and they would have been corrected immediately. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 
manipulated to produce the data 
required for the indicator? 

  No, the data collation tool across the relevant IP is compatible.  
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 
and / or tertiary data?    

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 
data types into a single figure for 
reporting purposes? 

   

V21. How are the risks associated with 
manipulating data identified and 
managed? 

  N/A 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 
applied?   N/A 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 
consistently from year to year, site to 
site, data source to data source (if 
data from multiple sources need to 
be aggregated)? 

  N/A 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 
missing data been correctly applied?   N/A 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  
(e.g. does a number reported as a 
“total” actually add up?) 

  

USAID has reported 25,000 monitors trained: approximately 10,000 
election monitors and 15,000 political part election officials.  NDI’s 
Quarterly report April- June 20056 reported 9,890 monitors, which 
relates to the “approximately 10,000”. The 15,000 party political 
agents must have come from IRI work.  In January 2005 they 
reported 64, 7877 as domestic observers   

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 
are drawn representative of the 
population served by the activity? 

  N/A 

V27. Did all units of the population have 
an equal chance of being selected for 
the sample? 

  N/A 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 
units in the target population) up to 
date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 
exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  N/A 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    N/A 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 
data points been recorded?)   Not assessable  

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. There is a direct attribution between NDI activities and the US Indicator. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 
VVUL1. The numbers reported are not tractable to a data source. 
VVUL2. USAID has reported 25,000 monitors trained, approximately 10,000 election monitors and 15,000 political party election 

officials.  NDI Quarterly report April- June 20058 reported 9,890 monitors, which relates toe approximately 10,000. The 
15,000 party political agents must have come from IRI activities.  In January 2005 they reported 64, 7879 as domestic 
observers.    

                                                           
6 CEPPS  Quarterly Report April -June 2005   Page 37 
7 CEPPS Final Evaluation  annex page 49 
8 CEPPS  Quarterly Report April -June 2005   Page 37 
9 CEPPS Final Evaluation  annex page 49 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
VVUL3. No guidance was given to the IP’s on definition around the indicator; although it is self explanatory. In the case of the IP, 

the data is operationally precise. However in the case of USAID Iraq, the lack of a coherent definition around the indicator 
has left the reporting mechanism open to interpretation and consequently errors. The contractual agreement to the IP’s 
defined election monitors as ‘non partisan’ however, when it came to report on the numbers of election monitors USAID 
used both partisan and non partisan monitors. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 12 
 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 
process used from year to year, 
location to location, data source to 
data source (if data come from 
different sources)? 

  

NDI: The data process system was improved from the 1st election to 
the next by the addition of internet access. During the first election all 
data was entered in each area and then hard copies were sent to the 
regions for collating and then finally to Baghdad for a single database 
entry. This caused a delay in the production of figures. With addition 
of internet, data was entered centrally from all areas simultaneously 
from multiple e-mails. This gave a far more accurate assessment of 
what was happening. We also employed more data capturers to 
ensure that the figures were delayed by as little time as possible. 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 
collect data from year to year, 
location to location? 

  The same method was used, with improvements inserted over the 
different elections 

R3. If data come from different sources 
are the instruments similar enough 
that the reliability of the data are not 
compromised? 

  See R1 above. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 
from year to year, location to 
location, data source to data source? 

  N/A 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 
data are free of significant error and 
that bias is not introduced? 

   

R6. Are there procedures in place for 
periodic review of data collection, 
maintenance and processing? 

  
NDI was able to cross reference the information provided by the 
NGOs delivering the training against the number of badges requested 
issued by IFES and the number of observation reports produced by 
the monitors after the training. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 
periodic sampling and quality 
assessment of data? 

     

TRANSPARENCY 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 
analysis, reporting and quality 
assessment procedures documented 
in writing? 

  This was communicated verbally and over email correspondence.  
Was not seen in any of the official reports. 

R9. Are data problems at each level 
reported to the next level?    

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 
described in final reports?    

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. NDI was able to cross referenced the information provided by the NGO’s delivering the training on election monitors 
against the number of badges requested issued by IFES and the number of observation reports produced by the monitors 
after the training. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Lack of documentation of data quality issues 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPUTLATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 
the possibility that data are 
manipulated for political or personal 
reasons? 

  

NDI:  As all the data was entered by EIN and NDI there would be no 
method for the NGOs increasing their lists of data monitors. All 
payments were made from NDI on production of the employment 
contract for the data capturer and production of his ID.  

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 
in key data collection, management, 
and assessment procedures? 

   

I3. Has there been independent review?   CEPPS final evaluation of the program. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 
tertiary source, is USAID 
management confident in the 
credibility of the data? 

  N/A 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. The relevant IP had attempted to put systems in place to address possible manipulation of the information reported to them 
from the field. 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. It is not clear in the FY06 annual report where the number comes from. It does not match up with the data reported on by 
the IP. The 25,000 in the annual report was referenced in the narrative as a 10,000 and 15,000 together. The 10,000 
comes from the NDI (9,890). IRI, who works on political party agents, reported 64,787 party agents for the January 2005 
Election. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 12 
 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 
expected change being measured?   N/ A Margin of error is not required to report against this indicator.  

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 
given the likely management 
decisions to be affected?  (consider 
the consequences of the program or 
policy decisions based on the data) 

  N/A See above P1. 

P3. Have targets been set for the 
acceptable margin of error?   N/A as margin of error has not been calculated. 

P4. Has the margin of error been 
reported along with the data?   No information was given within the quarterly reports on data 

collection methods. 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 
accuracy be more costly than the 
increased value of the information? 

  N/A 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. In sufficient information to make an informed judgment 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. In sufficient information to make an informed judgment 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 
enough basis to inform program 
management decisions? 

  Reported on a quarterly basis. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 
collection in place to meet program 
management needs? 

  Reported on a quarterly basis. 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
timeframe the most current 
practically available? 

  
Reported on a quarterly basis.  

 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 
of interest? (i.e., are data from a 
point in time after intervention has 
begun?) 

  
Possible that the data used in the FY06 was only the September 
quarterly reports from the partners and not the December version. 
Needs to be verified. 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 
possible after collection?    

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 
identified in the report?    

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Reports were available from the IP’s on a monthly and quarterly basis. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. It’s not clear in the FY06 annual report which were the last quarterly/monthly reports used by the partners to report on. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
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TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
RFI1.  None. 

 
 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator?   

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible?  

N/A 

On what date will data be reported?  

N/A 
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ANNEX I – DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 7 
 

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
SO 7 Indicator 1 

Perception of Citizens on the Effectiveness of Local Government to Provide 
Services 

 
Strategic Objective Reduced Incentives for Participation in Violent Conflict 

Intermediate Result N/A 

Performance Indicator Perception of citizens on the effectiveness of local government to provide services 

Data Source(s) 

IRD Cooperative Agreement; Work Plan; IRD Weekly Reports;  

“Baseline Survey Results in the District of Rusafa” (no date); “Communication Stabilization 
Survey” (August 2006), (no attribution); IRD Community Stabilization Program, Baghdad, 
Iraq; “Key Findings” (Al Adhamiya Baseline Survey Results) (no date) (no attribution); 
Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, Technical Annex (no date) (no attribution); 
Raw data worksheet from Rusafa Baseline Survey (raw data worksheet for the Al Adhamiya 
Survey was not provided)]; IRD Quarterly Report (June 1 – September 30) 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data IRD/IACCI 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported Baseline Survey conducted August-Sept 2006 

Date(s) of Assessment October-November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Phone/Email from Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Members 
Martina Nicolls 

 
 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. N/A Is there a solid, logical 
relationship between the activity / 
program and what is actually being 
measured? 

  

Public perception of citizens on the effectiveness of Local 
Government to provide services is measured using a 1-5 rating scale 
where 1 represents a negative perception and 5 represents a positive 
perception in each of the following areas: waste collection and 
removal, water availability, electricity availability, road conditions, 
adequacy of sewerage/drainage, access to education and health 
services, and the provision of security. 

The baseline and annual surveys are conducted only in the districts 
in Rusafa that are the focus of the Community Stabilization Program 
(CSP). The total population of Rusafa was estimated at 194,500 and 
the total population covered by the CSP in Rusafa was estimated at 
50,000. Baseline data is collected from various sources such as the 
municipality, the Baghdad Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT/B), 
and from the Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs (MOLSA), that 
includes ethnic and religious composition, age, and employment 
status. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 
that prevent the activity from being 
measured? 

  This is not stated. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   

Rusafa – 64% male, 36% female 

Adhamiya – 76% male, 24% female 

But understand the difficulty in finding available women to survey. 
Were there any female surveyors/interviewers?  

Rusafa – 10 surveyors (how many women?) 

Adhamiya – how many surveyors? 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 
direct, easy to understand?    

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 
adequate instructions provided?     

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 
large?   

Response rates were sufficiently large (almost 100%) for the 
“satisfaction/dissatisfaction” questions. Question 5b “If unemployed, 
is anyone in your household currently employed?” had a 40.9% “no 
answer” rate. 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 
up?   “No responses” have been recorded. There is no requirement to 

follow-up. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 
designed?   

 

Reasonably. Some “upfront” questions regarding the characteristics 
of respondents were not well designed, such as Q5b. 

The perception questions did not have definitions written above each 
scale (1=unsatisfied; 2, 3, 4; 5=satisfied); in the document of survey 
results for Rusafa, 2=somewhat unsatisfied, 3=neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied, 4=somewhat satisfied. 

V9. Were there incentives for 
respondents to give incomplete or 
untruthful information? 

   

V10. Are definitions for data to be    
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
collected operationally precise? 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 
were they trained? Were they 
insiders or outsiders?) 

  

Difficult to validate. Document “Baseline Survey Results in the District 
of Rusafa” (nd, na, np) in section on Survey Methodology states that 
“the surveyors went through a one-day training on the survey 
questions, how to conduct the survey, instructed to always look for 
the head of the household, making sure that they are at ease with the 
surveyor and soliciting their cooperation.” 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 
selection process of the 
enumerators? 

  This is not stated. 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 
potential for personal bias by 
enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 
process?   Data transcription process not specified. 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 
transcription error? (e.g. double 
keying of data for large surveys, 
electronic edit checking program to 
clean data, random checks of partner 
data entered by supervisors) 

  

In the Rusafa raw data excel worksheet (where sample size is 600 
and where only one answer is requested and “no response” is 
recorded) there are errors in data entry which have resulted in the 
following number of responses, i.e.: 

Q4 – 605 

Q5a – 606 

Q7 – 605 

Q8 – 624 

Q9a – 545 

Q9b – 106 (an explanation for this has been provided in the raw data 
worksheet as a comment) 

Q12 – 591 

Q14 – 556 

Errors in data have been caused by double keying of data, such as in 
Q4 (highest level of schooling), where “completed primary” and “no 
answer” have been keyed in simultaneously. 

All data has been reported in terms of percentage of responses but 
some have a discrepancy (i.e. 285 out of 624 responses = 45.7% - 
documented as 45%). 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 
their original source and mistakes 
corrected? 

  

E.g.  Document “Baseline Survey Results in the District of Rusafa” 
(nd, na, np) on the “Demographic Breakdown of Sample Size” page, 
it is stated that 60% [of respondents] had completed at least their 
secondary education, 40% had completed education higher than 
secondary, …” From the pie chart underneath the statement, 20% 
completed secondary education and 41% completed education 
higher than secondary. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 
manipulated to produce the data 
required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 
and / or tertiary data?   Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
data types into a single figure for 
reporting purposes? 

V21. How are the risks associated with 
manipulating data identified and 
managed? 

  Not stated. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 
applied?   Yes, but they could review how they aggregate ages. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 
consistently from year to year, site to 
site, data source to data source (if 
data from multiple sources need to 
be aggregated)? 

  Yes 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 
missing data been correctly applied?   No 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  
(e.g. does a number reported as a 
“total” actually add up?) 

  

E.g.  Document “Baseline Survey Results in the District of Rusafa” 
(nd, na, np) on the “Demographic Breakdown of Sample Size” page, 
it is stated that 60% [of respondents] had completed at least their 
secondary education, 40% had completed education higher than 
secondary, …” From the pie chart underneath the statement, 20% 
completed secondary education and 41% completed education 
higher than secondary. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data are 
drawn representative of the 
population served by the activity? 

  Yes 

V27. Did all units of the population have an 
equal chance of being selected for 
the sample? 

   Females were not well represented 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 
units in the target population) up to 
date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 
exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not stated. 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?     

The baseline and annual surveys are conducted only in the districts 
in Rusafa that are the focus of the Community Stabilization Program 
(CSP). The total population of Rusafa was estimated at 194,500 and 
the total population covered by the CSP in Rusafa was estimated at 
50,000.  

Not sure 

 

 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 
data points been recorded?)   Yes 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

• logical relation between the activity or program and what is being measured  

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

• data collection instrument requires improvement/review in questions (particularly 5b, 6, 9b, and 10)  

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 201 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 12 
 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 
process used from year to year, 
location to location, data source to 
data source (if data come from 
different sources)? 

  Location to location: yes 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 
collect data from year to year, 
location to location? 

  
“Communication Stabilization Survey” (August 2006), (no attribution) 

 

R3. If data come from different sources 
are the instruments similar enough 
that the reliability of the data are not 
compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 
from year to year, location to 
location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 
data are free of significant error and 
that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 
periodic review of data collection, 
maintenance and processing? 

  

“Baseline Survey Results in the District of Rusafa” (nd, na, np) in 
section on Survey Methodology states that “3 supervisors w[h]ere 
also used to oversee the results, supervise the work, manage 
problems if they ever occurred’ and “everyday all results w[h]ere 
checked by project manager with complete knowledge of project, to 
determine validity of results and refuse any survey that looked 
questionable”. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 
periodic sampling and quality 
assessment of data? 

   

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 
analysis, reporting and quality 
assessment procedures documented 
in writing? 

  No/not adequately 

R9. Are data problems at each level 
reported to the next level?   

Data problems at data entry level were reported by IACCI – i.e. 
“Answers for Q9b were only taken if a “no” was answered for Q9a 
(see column BA highlighted in light blue). Results here are accurate 
as far as content & quantity, but may be assigned to an incorrect 
location within the survey group. This will be amended in the SPSS 
entry.” However, data problems are not documented in the Survey 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
Results or in separate documentation. 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 
described in final reports?    

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

• Same survey questionnaire used from location to location. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

• Data entry into a database requires greater accuracy to mitigate double or inaccurate keying. 

• Transparency of data requires improvement – this can be improved by documenting, in detail, the methodology, data 
collection procedures (at all levels).  

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF INTENTIONAL ERROR? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to 
reduce the possibility that data 
are manipulated for political or 
personal reasons? 

  See above 

I2. Is there objectivity and 
independence in key data 
collection, management, and 
assessment procedures? 

  Hard to gauge – likely to be some level of subjectivity. 

I3. Has there been independent 
review?    

I4. If data is from a secondary and / 
or tertiary source, is USAID 
management confident in the 
credibility of the data? 

  

Phone call with Claudia Pastor, Program Analyst/CTO (USAID), SO7: 
Monday 30 October 2006. 

Points to check with Implementing Partner:- 

a. 2 Baseline Surveys received (Rusafa and Al Adhamiya) – should 
be 5 done (as IRD has commenced the CSP in 5 locations). 

b. IRD was supposed to hire a M&E Specialist but have not yet 
recruited a suitable one. 

c. “# of businesses created” indicator reported in Quarterly Report 
– check adequacy and accuracy 

         - need list of businesses and type of business also to be 
reported on 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

(4)  “% of vocational education & apprenticeship graduates gaining 
employment after completing program” indicator 

       – only vocational programs have commenced; no     
apprenticeship programs have commenced yet 

a. “# of PWPs completed” indicator  

   – need list of PWP programs/type etc. to be reported on. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

• None noted 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

• Improved efforts are required to ensure responses of interviewees cannot be manipulated.  

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 
expected change being measured?   Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 
given the likely management 
decisions to be affected?  (consider 
the consequences of the program or 
policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 
acceptable margin of error?    

P4. Has the margin of error been 
reported along with the data?    

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 
accuracy be more costly than the 
increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

• None noted 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

• precision of reporting should be improved (as noted in worksheet)  

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 12 
 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 
enough basis to inform program 
management decisions? 

  Frequency is annual. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 
collection in place to meet program 
management needs? 

   

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
timeframe the most current 
practically available? 

  
Surveys in the focus neighborhoods were delayed due to staffing 
difficulties and delays in occupying CSP offices – documented in IRD 
CSP Work Plan (2006:10). 

T4. Are data from within the policy 
period of interest? (i.e., are data 
from a point in time after 
intervention has begun?) 

   

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 
possible after collection?   Survey conducted in August, completed in September and reported 

in September (but no date on documentation of survey results). 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 
identified in the report?   

Rusafa Survey Result Document – Yes 

Adhamiya Survey Result Document - No 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

• None noted. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

• None noted. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
TABLE SIX: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 
Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

Limited implementation of the Community Stabilization Program at the time of the DQA. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

Implementation of baseline surveys. 

On what date will data be reported? 

Annually, 2007 and 2008 
 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

 
NB: This is a DQA of the Baseline Survey conducted by IACCI (sub-contractor to IRD) because IRD’s contract was signed on 29 May 
2006 – hence the Community Stabilization Program awarded to IRD has only been implemented for 4 months. 
 
Summary of Total Risk Scores 
Validity = 12 = HIGH 
Integrity = 4  
Precision = 12 = HIGH 
Reliability = 4 
Timeliness = 1 
 
Baseline Data 
Indicator 7.1 is measured by IRD through the use of surveys administered by the sub-contractor, Iraqi American Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry (IACCI). These surveys include: (1) a baseline survey completed in September 2006; and (2) annual surveys in 2007 and 
2008, evaluating the progress of the Local Government’s ability to provide services at household level. Public perception of citizens on 
the effectiveness of Local Government to provide services is measured using a 1-5 rating scale where 1 represents a negative 
perception and 5 represents a positive perception in each of the following areas: waste collection and removal, water availability, 
electricity availability, road conditions, adequacy of sewerage/drainage, access to education and health services, and the provision of 
security. 
 
The baseline and annual surveys are conducted only in the districts in Rusafa that are the focus of the Community Stabilization 
Program (CSP). The total population of Rusafa was estimated at 194,500 and the total population covered by the CSP in Rusafa was 
estimated at 50,000 (IACCI 2006:np).  

 
DQA Assessment Against 5 QA Standards 
Due to the limited implementation of the Community Stabilization Program, the DQA for Indicator 7.1 focuses on the baseline studies for 
Rusafa and Al Adhimiya conducted in August 2006 and concluded in September. IRD has since commenced in three additional districts 
(Mansour, Doura and Khadamiya) but baseline survey results have yet to be submitted to USAID. 
 
Strengths 

• There is a logical relation between the baseline surveys and the Indicator SO7.1 which strengthens the validity of the data; 
• The same survey questionnaire has been used from location to location which enables greater reliability of data; 
• The Rusafa Survey Results document contains a section on “Survey Area” which analyses key factors in the district (i.e. 

average family size; average monthly income; problems in the neighborhood etc.). This is well presented (easy to read and 
comprehend) and appears to be useful information. 

• The Rusafa Survey Results provided more useful information and was better presented than the survey results of the flash 
poll within the district Al Adhamiya.  
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Vulnerabilities 
• The data collection instrument (survey questionnaire) requires a review of questions in relation to usefulness, wording and 

clarity (particularly Q5b, Q6, Q9b, and Q10) to improve validity of data; 
• The methodology section of the Rusafa Baseline Survey Report lacks detail on data collection procedures, margins of error 

etc. The report of the Al Adhamiya district does not document methodology, date of survey, and data collection and 
transcription methods. Documented methodology would improve transparency and validity of data; 

• The sample size of the Rusafa Baseline Survey, of 600 respondents, appears inadequate given the estimated size of the 
district covered by the CSP (50,000) – a sample size of 1.2%. The sample size of Al Adhamiya was 384 but the estimated 
size was not mentioned; 

• Due to the baseline surveys focusing on the perception of citizens, improved efforts are required to ensure that interviewee 
responses cannot be manipulated by the interviewers. This would strengthen the integrity of the data; 

• Data entry into the database (excel worksheet of raw data) requires greater accuracy to mitigate double or inaccurate keying. 
This was evidenced by the number of times that the responses to questions (where one answer was expected) exceeded the 
sample size of 600 respondents (Rusafa: e.g. Q4-605; Q5a-606; Q7-605; Q8-624) or did not meet the sample size even 
though “no responses” were recorded (e.g. Q12 -591; Q14-556);  

• Answers to questions were reported in terms of percentage of respondents in both the Rusafa and the Al Adhamiya surveys, 
however, the discrepancy was noted in Q8 of the Rusafa Survey Results document (i.e. 285 out of 624 responses = 45.7% 
but it is documented as 45%). Q4 on education levels reported 60% of respondents “had completed at least their secondary 
education”, instead of 20%.  

 
Recommendations for Improvement 
1. All documents should be titled, dated, and attributed. 
2. Increase sample size of surveys. 
3. Increase sampling representation of women (if possible). This could be done by increasing the number of women 

interviewers. 
4. Re-assess the inclusion of Question 5b. 
5. Document surveyor/interviewer training – dates, content of sessions etc. 
6. Data entry requires checking for accuracy and to avoid double keying when inputting data. All totals should be checked. 
7. Data quality problems or issues should be documented. 
8. Documentation of survey results need to be substantially improved in terms of presentation, accuracy and use of graphics. 
9. Survey results should contain the following: 

 Sample size (and known district size/population) 
 Date(s) survey was conducted and completed 
 Detailed methodology (including data collection, analysis and reporting methods) 
 Data challenges or issues 
 Selected charts/tables/graphs presented in readable form showing consistency of styling and labeling 
 Text should be added to all scales for perception questions (i.e. 1=dissatisfied; 2=somewhat dissatisfied; 3=neither 

satisfied nor dissatisfied; 4=somewhat satisfied; 5=satisfied); some graphs in the report did not show the full scale 
 There should be consistent reporting of age ranges 
 Consistency is required in reporting percentages across tables/charts/figures and in the text (percentages to one 

decimal point should not appear in graphs, i.e. 68.4% should be documented as 68% for legibility and ease of reading). 
 
The Implementing Partner should also be familiar with the COSIT surveys and the Quality of Life reports by RTI if they continue, such 
as the latest report, Iraq Quality of Life 4 Survey Report (Feb 2005), which has a section entitled Effectiveness and Efficiency of Local 
Service Delivery. The QOL4 may be used to provide comparisons for a more comprehensive report to USAID. The sample size of 
QOL4 was 3,500: the greater the sample size, the less margin of error there is in the survey data. Examples of comparisons are shown 
below: 
 
(1) Gender Surveyed 

Survey N % Females % Males 
RTI QOL4 (Feb 05) 3,500 34% 66% 
IRD Rusafa (Aug 06) 600 36% 64% 
IRD Al Adhamiya (Aug 06) 384 24% 76% 

 
(2) Dissatisfaction with Service Delivery 

Survey Quality of 
Education 
Facilities 

Quality of  
Health Care 

Quality of  
Water Supply 

Quality of 
Sewerage 

Quality of  
Electricity  

Supply 
RTI QOL4 (Feb 05) 41% 44% 52% 81% 95% 
IRD Rusafa (Aug 06) 44% 42% 52% 35% 83% 
IRD Al Adhamiya (Aug 06) 20% 23% 15% 39% 97% 

 
However, the QOL4 sample size is low for a national survey. The COSIT national survey of April/May 2004 sampled almost 22,000 
households. Hence, USAID could complement the COSIT surveys with the district levels surveys conducted under the current CSP 
program. 
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TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

Base-line survey conducted in August 2006 but only two of five districts—Rusafa and Al Adhimiya. Surveys for Mansour, Doura, and 

Khadamiya are underway with results yet be submitted to USAID at the time of the DQA.   

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

Base-line surveys to be completed.   

On what date will data be reported? 

Not sure but perhaps by the Annual report for FY 2008 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 7.1.1.1 

Number of Person-Months of Employment Generated for Short-Term Employment 
 

Strategic Objective Reduced Incentives for Participation in Violent Conflict 

Intermediate Result Sub Intermediate Result 7.1.1: Jobs Created 

Performance Indicator # of person-months of employment generated for short-term employment 

Data Source(s) 
IRD Cooperative Agreement; CSP Work Plan; Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, 
Technical Annex (no date) (no attribution); IRD Quarterly Report June 1-September 30, 
2006; IRD Weekly Reports 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data IRD/IACCI/IEDC 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported June 1 to September 30, 2006 

Date(s) of Assessment October-November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Phone/Email from Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Members Catherine Lowery 
 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
TABLE ONE: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 
between the activity / program and 
what is actually being measured? 

 

 
 

Some confusion between what is tracked and what is reported; not 
always clear in their reporting – headings are needed for clarity (i.e. 
to ensure that they are reporting short-term employment (not long-
term employment). Or the indicator should be the heading. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 
that prevent the activity from being 
measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 
direct, easy to understand?   Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 
adequate instructions provided?    Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 
large?   Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 
up?   Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 
designed?   Tracking sheets and timesheets are useful tools in recording data 

weekly. 

V9. Were there incentives for 
respondents to give incomplete or 
untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 
collected operationally precise?   Definition of “short-term” employment is operationally precise (i.e. 

less than 3 months). 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 
were they trained? Were they 
insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 
selection process of the 
enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 
potential for personal bias by 
enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 
process?   Timesheets that indicate days worked and person-hours worked. 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Limited chance of error. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 
transcription error? (e.g. double 
keying of data for large surveys, 
electronic edit checking program to 
clean data, random checks of partner 
data entered by supervisors) 

  IRD checks information from sub-contractors. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 
their original source and mistakes 
corrected? 

  Yes 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 
manipulated to produce the data 
required for the indicator? 

  

No – figures are added from each location – each location is 
responsible for a weekly report (standardized). But the weekly sheets 
from the subcontractor for each location does not have a section with 
“number of person-months of employment generated for short-term 
employment” – this section is in IRD’s weekly report to USAID 
however, and in IRD’s Quarterly Report to USAID. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 
and / or tertiary data?   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 
data types into a single figure for 
reporting purposes? 

  No 

V21. How are the risks associated with 
manipulating data identified and 
managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 
applied?   Yes 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 
consistently from year to year, site to 
site, data source to data source (if 
data from multiple sources need to 
be aggregated)? 

  Yes 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 
missing data been correctly applied?   Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  
(e.g. does a number reported as a 
“total” actually add up?) 

  Yes 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 
are drawn representative of the 
population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 
an equal chance of being selected for 
the sample? 

   Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 
units in the target population) up to 
date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 
exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?     Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 
data points been recorded?)   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

• None noted 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

• Data should be tracked clearly from location through to IRD and then USAID (the process of tracking from location to 
IRD is not clear). 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 6 
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TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 
process used from year to year, 
location to location, data source to 
data source (if data come from 
different sources)? 

  Yes, weekly 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 
collect data from year to year, 
location to location? 

  Yes 

R3. If data come from different sources 
are the instruments similar enough 
that the reliability of the data are not 
compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 
from year to year, location to 
location, data source to data source? 

  Yes 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 
data are free of significant error and 
that bias is not introduced? 

  Not stated 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 
periodic review of data collection, 
maintenance and processing? 

  Yes, checked by IRD as it comes in from each location. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 
periodic sampling and quality 
assessment of data? 

  Yes 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 
analysis, reporting and quality 
assessment procedures documented 
in writing? 

  No 

R9. Are data problems at each level 
reported to the next level?   

No. IRD indicate that they will appoint a dedicated M&E Specialist 
responsible for overall program monitoring and evaluation but a 
person has not yet been appointed. 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 
described in final reports?   No 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

• None noted. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

• No internal data quality checks (M&E Specialist not yet appointed) – data collected from timesheets (but are not 
inserted into location weekly reports). 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 6 
 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF INTENTIONAL ERROR? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 
the possibility that data are 
manipulated for political or personal 
reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 
in key data collection, management, 
and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 
tertiary source, is USAID 
management confident in the 
credibility of the data? 

  

Phone call with Claudia Pastor, Program Analyst/CTO, SO7 
(USAOID): Monday 30 October 2006 

Points to check with Implementing Partner:- 

d. 2 Baseline Surveys received (Rusafa and Al Adhamiya) – should 
be 5 done (as IRD has commenced the CSP in 5 locations) 

e. IRD was supposed to hire a M&E Specialist but have not yet 
found a suitable one 

f. “# of businesses created” indicator reported in Quarterly Report 
– check adequacy and accuracy 

         - need list of businesses and type of business also to be 
reported on 

(4)  “% of vocational education & apprenticeship graduates gaining 
employment after completing program” indicator 

       – only vocational programs have commenced; no     
apprenticeship programs have commenced yet 

b. “# of PWPs completed” indicator  

   – need list of PWP programs/type etc. to be reported on. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

• none noted 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

• none noted 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 
expected change being measured?   Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 
given the likely management 
decisions to be affected?  (consider 
the consequences of the program or 
policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 
acceptable margin of error?   Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 
reported along with the data?   Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 
accuracy be more costly than the 
increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

• None noted. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

• Timesheets are not checked against number of person-months at every level of reporting. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 6 
 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent   Yes 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
enough basis to inform program 
management decisions? 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 
collection in place to meet program 
management needs? 

  Yes 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
timeframe the most current 
practically available? 

  Yes 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 
of interest? (i.e., are data from a 
point in time after intervention has 
begun?) 

  Yes 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 
possible after collection?   Yes 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 
identified in the report?   Yes, but could be clearly headed (i.e. title of charts, clearly 

distinguish between short and long term employment etc). 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

• Weekly reporting very useful for tracking data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

• None noted. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
NB: IRD’s contract with USAID was signed on 29 May 2006 – hence the Community Stabilization Program awarded to IRD has only 
been implemented for 4 months. 

Summary of Total Risk Scores 

Validity = 6 = MEDIUM 

Integrity = 1  

Precision = 6 = MEDIUM 

Reliability = 6 = MEDIUM 

Timeliness = 1 
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Baseline Data 

No baseline data has been reported against this indicator. 

DQA Assessment Against 5 QA Standards 

Short term employment is generated in the Community Stabilization Program primarily through the quick impact clean up campaigns in 
the focus communities at present, because the CSP has only been implemented for four months. The indicator is captured by signed 
time sheets, and project tracking sheets, in terms of the number of jobs and the number of work days. It is counted both by the number 
of people employed in short term employment (up to three months) and the number of person months generated. The DQA is therefore 
only interested in the monitoring and reporting of the number of person months generated. 

A target has been set at 14,800 person months of employment generated for short term employment (ICSP Work Plan: Aug 2006:1-2 
and ICSP Quarterly Report: Oct 2006:8). 

Strengths 

RFI1. Keeping standardized employment time sheets and weekly tracking sheets enables regular monitoring and recording of 
data in a consistent format across locations. This method of data collection strengthens the validity of the data. 

Vulnerabilities 

RFI2. The location weekly reports from the communities omitted a section directly recording this indicator. This was rectified in the 
October location weekly reports which included a section recording person months. It is not clear how this indicator is 
collected as it appears as a total. 

Recommendations for Improvement 

a. Location weekly reports should include data that clearly shows how person months for short term employment are 
collected and are consistently reported on the sheets (in addition to existing information that records the number of 
workers, equipment, loads, and quantity of trash). This would enable data under this indicator to be tracked clearly 
at the source level. 

b. Data quality checks should be conducted at every level and recording sheets signed off. 

c. The Short-term Employment Data table in IRD weekly reports to USAID should include the target person months of 
short term employment (in addition to person months generated this reporting period, and cumulative person 
months generated). It may also aid clarity of reporting to include the indicator above the reporting information. 

d. The table in weekly and quarterly reports to USAID should be numbered and titled (e.g. the chart under Section III 
in the Quarterly Report (2006:8) should be numbered and titled PWP and Short Term Employment Status). 

e. Weekly and quarterly reports should clearly specify “short term” employment when stating figures. Later, when long 
term employment is reported, the two components should be clearly delineated. 

f. In charts where the column is labeled Average Number Employed, the time period should be stated (i.e. weekly, 
monthly or quarterly). 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 7.1.2.2 

% of Vocational Education and Apprenticeship Graduates Gaining Employment 
After Completing Program 

 
Strategic Objective Reduced Incentives for Participation in Violent Conflict 

Intermediate Result Employable Skills Improved (sub-Intermediate Result) 

Performance Indicator %of vocational education and apprenticeship graduates gaining employment after 

completing program 

Data Source(s) IRD Cooperative Agreement; CSP Work Plan; Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, 

Technical Annex (no date) (no attribution); IRD Quarterly Report June 1-September 30, 

2006; IRD Weekly Reports 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

IRD/IACCI/IEDC 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported June 1 to September 30, 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October-November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Phone/Email from Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Members Catherine Lowery/Martina Nicolls 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. IRD’s contract with USAID was signed on 29 May 2006 – hence the Community Stabilization Program awarded to IRD has only 

been implemented for 4 months. 

LIM2. No baseline data has been reported against this indicator. 
 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 

site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

  Not assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Little or no information to comment. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Little or no information to comment. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not assessable 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Little or no information to comment. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Little or no information to comment. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Little or no information to comment. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Little or no information to comment. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
increased value of the information? 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Little or no information to comment 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Little or no information to comment 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current practically 

available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a point 

in time after intervention has begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
possible after collection? 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Little or no information to comment. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Little or no information to comment. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

The Community Stabilization Program has been implemented for four months, and is therefore in its initial stages. The vocational 
education program has commenced its education Component. The first group of 75 students (50 males and 25 females) graduated in 
September 2006. At the time of the DQA, IRD was in the process of finding employment for these students. The apprenticeship 
programs have not yet commenced. 

The table in the Work Plan (Aug 2006:4), Intermediate Results and Impact Targets, indicates that the “long term jobs from vocational 
graduates” will be 500 (out of 2,000 participants). This will then provide a target of 25% (although this is not explicit in the table). The 
table also indicates that the “long term jobs created from apprenticeships” will be 1,000 (out of 1,000 vocational graduates taking 
apprenticeships). This equals 100%. What is the target % of vocational education and apprenticeship graduates gaining employment? 

Strengths 

No data has been reported against this indicator. 

Vulnerabilities 

No data has been reported against this indicator. 

• The target for this indicator is not clear 

• Documentation reporting this indicator expresses it in terms of numbers instead of percent. 

Recommendations for Improvement 

1. Review Indicator for clarity of intent (see comments on Indicator below). 

2. Establish baseline and target. 

3. The data should be recorded as a percent (and not as a number) to reflect the indicator as written in the PMP Reference 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 225 

Sheet. 

4. When documenting the implementation of skills training, it is advisable to ensure that it is clearly stated that this is vocational 
education. 

Indicator Assessment  

% of vocational education and apprenticeship graduates gaining employment after completing program 

The indicator is confusing. 

The Precise Definition in the PMP Reference Sheet states: “vocational education and apprenticeship employment refers to the 
percentage of graduates who gain employment upon completing the training program”. What program: either or both? It is not clear 
whether a person must complete a vocational education program to be eligible to enter an apprenticeship program. The Units of 
Measure are “# of persons employed, # of persons moving onto apprenticeship program, # receiving grants through business 
development program.” Does receiving a grant then constitute gaining employment? A grant is given to establish a business which then 
employs others. Are these employees counted as part of the indicator? 

The confusion lies with three elements:  

(1) the word “and”: this implies that the graduates of vocational programs AND the graduates of apprenticeships are added together and 
a percent is derived (the programs are separate and disconnected); or the % is derived from vocational graduates who move into an 
apprenticeship and then graduate;  

(2) the term “apprenticeship”: whether an apprenticeship is a training program or whether it is counted as employment because a wage 
is paid – is a graduate a person who gains entry into an apprenticeship program or one that finishes the apprenticeship and then gains 
employment?; and 

(3) the phrase “the program”: which program – the vocational program and the apprenticeship program, and/or the business 
development program?  

Is the intent of the indicator as follows? 

• % of vocational education graduates gaining employment and % of apprenticeship graduates gaining employment after the 
program; or 

• % of vocational education graduates who move onto an apprenticeship program; or 

• % of vocational education graduates who move onto an apprenticeship program or receive a grant through the business 
development program; or 

• % of vocational education graduates who gain employment, move onto an apprenticeship program or receive a business 
development grant? 

The indicator therefore requires a review of intent. The definition should be clearly expressed and the PMP Reference Sheet should be 
up-dated to provide greater clarity of the purpose of the data collection. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

Only the vocational programs have commenced. No apprenticeship programs have commenced. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

As graduates find employment (they will be tracked and monitored), IRD will record the information in weekly reports to USAID. The 

next Quarterly Report will be for the period October 1 to December 30, 2006. 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 7.1.3.3 

Number of Businesses Established 
 

Strategic Objective  Reduced Incentives for Participation in Violent Conflict 

Intermediate Result Businesses Created and Expanded (Sub-Intermediate Result) 

Performance Indicator # of businesses established 

Data Source(s) IRD Cooperative Agreement; CSP Work Plan; Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, 

Technical Annex (no date) (no attribution); IRD Quarterly Report June 1-September 30, 

2006; IRD Weekly Reports 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

IRD/IACCI/IEDC 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported June 1 to September 30, 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October-November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Phone/Email from Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Members Catherine Lowery/Martina Nicolls 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. IRD’s contract with USAID was signed on 29 May 2006 – hence the Community Stabilization Program awarded to IRD has only 

been implemented for 4 months. 
 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
insiders or outsiders?) 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Little or no information to comment. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Little or no information to comment. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Little or no information to comment. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Little or no information to comment. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

  Not assessable 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 232 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
credibility of the data? 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Little or no information to comment. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Little or no information to comment. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Little or no information to comment. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Little or no information to comment. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current practically 

available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a point 

in time after intervention has begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Little or no information to comment. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Little or no information to comment. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

The Community Stabilization Program has been implemented for four months, and is therefore in its initial stages. The vocational 
education program has commenced its education Component. The first group of 75 students (50 males and 25 females) graduated in 
September 2006. At the time of the DQA, IRD was in the process of finding employment for these students. The apprenticeship 
programs have not yet commenced. 

The table in the Work Plan (Aug 2006:4), Intermediate Results and Impact Targets, indicates that the “long term jobs from vocational 
graduates” will be 500 (out of 2,000 participants). This will then provide a target of 25% (although this is not explicit in the table). The 
table also indicates that the “long term jobs created from apprenticeships” will be 1,000 (out of 1,000 vocational graduates taking 
apprenticeships). This equals 100%. What is the target % of vocational education and apprenticeship graduates gaining employment? 

Strengths 

No data has been reported against this indicator. 

Vulnerabilities 

No data has been reported against this indicator. 

• The target for this indicator is not clear 

• Documentation reporting this indicator expresses it in terms of numbers instead of percent. 

Recommendations for Improvement 

5. Review Indicator for clarity of intent (see comments on Indicator below). 

6. Establish baseline and target. 

7. The data should be recorded as a percent (and not as a number) to reflect the indicator as written in the PMP Reference 
Sheet. 

8. When documenting the implementation of skills training, it is advisable to ensure that it is clearly stated that this is vocational 
education. 

Indicator Assessment  
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Indicator SO7.1.3.3 # of businesses established 

Baseline Data 

No baseline data has been reported against this indicator. 

DQA  

The Community Stabilization Program has been implemented for four months, and is therefore in its initial stages. At the time of the 
DQA, the CSP approved 35 grant applications for micro-small-medium-enterprises (MSME). These grants will create new private sector 
businesses and will be awarded in October (Quarterly Report: 2006:13). Hence, to date, there is no data recorded against this indicator 
and no clear target has been set. 

The table in the Work Plan (Aug 2006:4), Intermediate Results and Impact Targets, indicates that the “long term jobs from vocational 
graduates” will be 500 (out of 2,000 participants). This will then provide a target of 25% (although this is not explicit in the table). The 
table also indicates that the “long term jobs created from apprenticeships” will be 1,000 (out of 1,000 vocational graduates taking 
apprenticeships). This equals 100%. What is the target % of vocational education and apprenticeship graduates gaining employment? 

Strengths 

No data has been reported against this indicator. 

Vulnerabilities 

No data has been reported against this indicator. 

• The target for this indicator is not clear. 

Recommendations for Improvement 

1. Establish baseline and target. 

2. A target should be clearly referenced in the reporting text and tables against this indicator. 

When reporting this indicator, the number of businesses established, it would also be useful for the Implementing Partner to comment 
on the types of businesses created and provide a list of businesses for improved data validity and integrity.  

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

The Community Stabilization Program has been implemented for four months at the time of the DQA, and is therefore in its initial 

stages. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

Base line data collection. 

On what date will data be reported? 

Expected for the Annual Report 2007. 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 7.3.1 

Number of PWPs Completed 
 

Strategic Objective Reduced Incentives for Participation in Violent Conflict 

Intermediate Result Community Infrastructure Revitalized and Essential Services Provided by Government 

Performance Indicator # of businesses established 

Data Source(s) IRD Cooperative Agreement; CSP Work Plan; Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, 

Technical Annex (no date) (no attribution); IRD Quarterly Report June 1-September 30, 

2006; IRD Weekly Reports 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

IRD/IACCI/IEDC 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported June 1 to September 30, 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October-November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Phone/Email from Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Members Catherine Lowery/Martina Nicolls 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. IRD’s contract with USAID was signed on 29 May 2006 – hence the Community Stabilization Program awarded to IRD has only 

been implemented for 4 months. 
 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
insiders or outsiders?) 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Little or no information to comment 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Little or no information to comment 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Little or no information to comment 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Little or no information to comment 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
credibility of the data? 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Little or no information to comment 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Little or no information to comment 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Little or no information to comment 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Little or no information to comment 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current practically 

available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a point 

in time after intervention has begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Little or no information to comment 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Little or no information to comment 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

Indicator SO7.3.1 # of PWPs completed 

Baseline Data 

No baseline data has been reported against this indicator. 

DQA  

The Community Stabilization Program has been implemented for four months, and is therefore in its initial stages. The Public Works 
Program was the first activity commenced. At the time of the DQA, the CSP had 25 ongoing PWPs with none completed. Hence, to 
date, there is no data recorded against this indicator and no target has yet been set. 

Strengths 

No data has been reported against this indicator. 

Vulnerabilities 

No data has been reported against this indicator. 

Recommendations for Improvement 

1. Establish baseline and target. 

2. A target should be established and clearly referenced in the reporting text and tables against this indicator.  
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TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

The Community Stabilization Program has been implemented for four months at the time of the DQA, and is therefore in its initial 

stages. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

Base line data collection. 

On what date will data be reported? 

Expected for the Annual Report 2007. 
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ANNEX J 
 

DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 8 
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ANNEX J – DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 8 
 

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
IR 8.2 Indicator 1 

Number of People in Private Sector with Enhanced Business Skills 
 

Strategic Objective Private Sector Economic Opportunities Expanded. 

Intermediate Result 8.2 – Increased Capacity of the Private Sector. 

Performance Indicator 8.2.1 – Number of people in private sector with enhanced business skills. 

Data Source(s) 

Training Event Request Form (TERF) 

List of people invited to training sessions 

Izdihar Training Tracker (ITT) 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Izdihar 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

January 2005 to October 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Based on USAID list of indicators to assess, “Yes” 

However the PMP states “No” 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) 
Ms. Laila Kuznezov/Mr. Vladimir Halama 06 November 2006 – on-site 

Ms. Laila Kuznezov 06 November 2006 – electronic 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Izdihar Compound, Al Mansour, Baghdad 

Assessment Team Member(s) 

Ms. Cynthia Scarlett (CS), IBTCI Chief of Party MEPP II 

Mr. Harvey Herr (HH), IBTCI Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 

Ms. Jacqueline van Graan (JvG), TQM Consultant 
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FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. Training tracker reports on training slots rather than people  trained 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  
Izdihar provides training directly to the public sector, among others.  

However, the actual impact of the trainings is not studied. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  
However the security issues in Iraq may cause training sessions to 

be postponed which is beyond the control of Izdihar. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Are samples representative?   

V4. Are the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

V5. If the tool is self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Are response rates sufficiently large?   

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

N/A 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

Izdihar is thinking of tracking a sample of the individuals trained for 

impact study purposes. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  

A physical headcount is made by the facilitator at each training 

session.  The facilitator has a list of the people invited to the training 

session – these names are checked and the count made.  This 

number is then entered into the collation tool which is the Izdihar 

Training Tracker (ITT) with column headings such as: training activity; 

dates; hours; budget; number of attendees; number of female 

attendees, etc.  This collation tool is versatile and provides much 

information for the training sessions. 

V9. Are there incentives for respondents 

to give incomplete or untruthful 

information? 

  
The number of attendees is a physical headcount made by the 

facilitator – attendees do not provide any information. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

Izdihar reports ‘capacity building’ or ‘training slots’, not the ‘number of 

individuals.  Many of the same individuals attend a series of courses 

and are therefore counted more than once”.   

There are no pre-post training tests.  Certificates are not issued 

except for the accounting courses where mid-term and final 

examinations are relevant. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  
All facilitators are well trained, professional individuals and there are 

back up facilitators from component employees.  Evaluations are 

completed at the end of every training session. 

V12. Is there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Standard recruitment processes are followed. 

V13. Are there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  
The facilitator does a physical headcount.  It was not verified whether 

a second person checks the number obtained. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  

The M&E Officer transcribes the physical headcount value directly 

into the Initial Training Tracker (ITT). 

V15. Is there potential for error?   
The possibility exists that the projected number entry is not replaced 

with the actual number of attendees after the training session. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  
It was stated that numbers are reconciled before reporting to USAID. 

Cross checks are completed before reporting to USAID. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  
Found errors have been corrected.  It is difficult to track back the 

error in the original training session; only to the facilitator. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation is required. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  

No secondary or tertiary data is involved. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  
It was stated that numbers are reconciled before reporting to USAID. 

Cross checks are completed before reporting to USAID. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  All formulae in the collation tool – ITT – are correct. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  
The ITT has been attached to the monthly reports to USAID since at 

least August 2005.  The ITT has experienced minor improvement 

updates. 

V24. Are procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  

If there is missing data, the hard copies of the record sheets of who 

attended the training sessions are investigated. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  

Izdihar stated that they estimate their data to be within 90% accuracy.

Informal trainings may occur w/ technical assistance to business 

associations who give training. A count is not included in the ITT but 

in the narrative only.   

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of   

N/A 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Specific numbers of attendees from small group trainings are being aggregated with an estimated number of attendees 

from large group trainings.  There appears to be no consistent recorded method. 

VVUL2. Because Izdihar does not include the technical assistance they provide business associations who provide training, they 

may under-report in future when the SBDC become fully active. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 12 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  

R2. Is the same tool used to collect data 

from year to year, location to 
  

Although this was not triangulated, the data collection process has 

been the same since at least August 2005. 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
location? 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the tools similar enough that the 

reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  
Again this was not triangulated as there is the uncertainty about the 

collection tool.  However the list of invited people will most probably 

be a standard format. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  

N/A 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  

 

Cross checks are completed before reporting to USAID. 

The ITT is circulated weekly and cross checks are completed with the 

Monthly submitted reports when questions arise on the ITT. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  The ITT has had updates since its inception, the beginning of 2005. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  
Although more QC steps can be incorporated into the data 

management system, there is periodic sampling through the cross 

checks that are made. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are all data management procedures 

(data sources, collection, cleaning, 

collation, analysis, reporting, quality 

control) documented in writing? 

  
Procedures are standardized and there are written guidelines.  The 

Training Event Request Form (TERF) is used by an individual to 

request a certain training session(s). 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
   

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
   

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Specific numbers of attendees from small group trainings are being aggregated with an estimated number of attendees 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 253 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
from large group trainings.   

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to 

reduce the possibility that data is 

manipulated for political or 

personal reasons? 

  

It was stated that numbers are reconciled before reporting to USAID. 

Cross checks are completed before reporting to USAID. 

The ITT is circulated weekly and cross checks are completed with the 

training reports when questions arise on the ITT. 

Facilitators may be tempted to over-report at large training sessions 

due to the difficulty of monitoring the attendees during these large 

sessions. 

I2. Is there objectivity and 

independence in key data 

management procedures? 

  The data management system is objective. 

I3. Has there been an independent 

review? 
  There has not been an external review. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / 

or tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  
N/A 

There is no secondary or tertiary data involved with this indicator. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. The number of attendees at large group training sessions is estimated and may lead to errors. 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  

Not assessable 

Margins of error have not been calculated.  USAID has not provided 

acceptable margins of error. 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

data accuracy be more costly than 

the increased value of the 

information? 

  

The answer to this question is probably ‘NO’ if an easy means of 

keeping track of attendees during a training session could be devised 

– an attendance register with signatures require on a daily basis 

would not cost much but would improve the accuracy of the data 

collected. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1.      Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score  

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Is data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  
Izdihar reports monthly to USAID/Iraq and the updated ITT is always 

attached. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 
  

It is clear on the ITT that planning for future training sessions are 

made.  The ITT has a separate spreadsheet for ‘Active’ and ‘Pending 

/ Planned’ training sessions.  Training sessions are updated in the 

ITT as they are completed. 

CURRENCY 

T3. Is the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current practically 

available? 

  

T4. Is data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a point 

in time after intervention has begun?) 

  

T5. Is the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  

Izdihar reports to USAID/Iraq on a monthly basis and the ITT is 

always attached.  Each training session is captured into the ITT 

directly after its completion. 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report?   
There is a separate column specifically for the start and end dates of 

training sessions.  The ITT is usually sorted according to the start 

date of the training sessions. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. None were observed. 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. None were observed. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. Although it may be difficult in the Iraq environment, a means should be found to track individuals.  An attendance register 

would provide names that could be cross checked and would provide a tracking system of the training sessions of each 

individual.  It would also provide ‘true’ number of attendees for all training sessions. 

RFI2. Pre- and post-test evaluation questionnaires can be designed to monitor capacity building. 

RFI3. Izdihar have completed enough trainings to consider an impact analysis of the training. 

RFI4. The TERF are a data source for the training session audience so this information should also be captured into the ITT.  The 

private sector training sessions could be captured in a separate spreadsheet in the collation tool workbook. 

RFI5. Technical assistance provided to business associations is not reported.  This may be a definitional issue that will have to be 

discussed with USAID. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
IR 8.2 Indicator 4 

Number of Associations that Advocate with the Public Sector 
 

Strategic Objective Private Sector Economic Opportunities Expanded. 

Intermediate Result 8.2 – Increased Capacity of the Private Sector. 

Performance Indicator 8.2.4 – Number of associations that advocate with the public sector. 

Data Source(s) N/A – see Table Eight. 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Izdihar 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

This indicator is no longer in the monthly reports. 

The PMP states that this indicator is not to be reported in the AR. 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Izdihar Compound, Al Mansour, Baghdad 

Assessment Team Member(s) 

Ms. Cynthia Scarlett (CS), IBTCI Chief of Party MEPP II 

Mr. Harvey Herr (HH), IBTCI Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 

Ms. Jacqueline van Graan (JvG), TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. It is not clear whether the indicator refers to all business associations or whether to only those assisted financially with USAID 

funds.  

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

Not assessable  

However it can be stated that it would be logical to include all 

associations in the aggregation. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

It is not clear whether the indicator refers to ALL (business) 

associations or whether only to those assisted financially with USAID 

funds.  The definition is not precise enough and should be expanded 

to explain what ‘associations’, ‘public sector’; and ‘business friendly 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
policy and procedural reforms’ are within the USAID framework.  This 

would be very important when considering Validity and Reliability 

issues around the data collected for this indicator – basically any one 

(1) person should be able to collect and collate the data based on 

these precise definitions.  Succession planning would be very 

important in this regard to ensure that more than one (1) person 

understands all the procedures involved. 

If the business associations are the source of data for this indicator 

this would mean that the partner(s) would have to have direct contact 

with each and every business association and their activities – the 

question has to be asked whether this is practical or not.  This refers 

back to the definition.  A list of registered business associations 

available from the Registrar could be considered. 

The IPRS provides no exact methods of collation or calculations 

required for the aggregation of the data sourced from the partners, 

i.e. there is no audit trail.  This would be required for Reliability data 

quality issues to ensure that any one (1) person would be able to 

report data to USAID without making incorrect presumptions. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not assessable 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 260 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation would be required. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 

site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

  Not assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 
  

Not assessable  

However it can be stated that it would be logical to include all 

associations in the aggregation. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information.  However there may be some discrepancies with the definition of the indicator. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 
  

Not assessable  

However it can be stated that it would be logical to include all 

associations in the aggregation. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  

Not assessable  

Data is to be presented quarterly (or perhaps bi-annually) for analysis 

purposes and data acquisition is bi-annually.  For purposes of 

Reliability and possibly Precision it is recommended that data 

acquisition is quarterly so that various data quality issues can be 

dealt with before any analysis of the data. 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not Assessable. 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not Assessable. 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not Assessable. 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not Assessable. 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not Assessable. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current practically 

available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a point 

in time after intervention has begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. This indicator should be removed as an activity for Izdihar – there will be no data to verify for any future DQA. 

RFI2. Unless a specific use exists and / or partners are not contracted for this indicator, then it is suggested that this indicator be 

dropped. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

The indicator was dropped from the Izdihar program. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

Not Applicable – Izdihar has dropped this indicator so has no plans to collect data on this indicator in the future. 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 

Other Relevant Comments / Evidence: 

Mr Roy Badaro was the last person to report on this indicator and he left the program in July 2006.  It was stated during the meeting 

that there were approximately twenty (20) associations at the time.  The associations were specific, e.g. the Association of Petroleum 

Dealers was to advocate with the Oil Ministry.  Women were moved over to SMEs and completed soft skills training with the various 

associations, e.g. planning; English; public speaking; etc. 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
IR 8.2 Indicator 5 

Growth in Employment in USAID Assisted Business 
 

Strategic Objective Private Sector Economic Opportunities Expanded. 

Intermediate Result IR 8.2  Increased Capacity of the Private Sector. 

Performance Indicator IR 8.2.5Growth in employment in USAID assisted business. 

Data Source(s) 

The anticipated data sources for this indicator are (see Table Eight): 

 ICBG Partner Loan Application, Analysis and Approval Forms. 

 MFI loan application forms. 

 Exit interviews and/or exit reports. 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Izdihar 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

N/A 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

However the IPRS in the 2006 – 2008 PMP, states ‘No’ 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) 06 November 2006 – on-site 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Izdihar Compound, Al Mansour, Baghdad 

Assessment Team Member(s) 

Ms. Cynthia Scarlett (CS), IBTCI Chief of Party MEPP II 

Mr. Harvey Herr (HH), IBTCI Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 

Consolidator – Ms. Jacqueline van Graan (JvG), TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

 
LIM1. None serious 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  

Not assessable 

The IPRS rightly notes the data quality issue around ‘seasonal 

employment’.  An important limitation to the indicator is that clients 

have to report their employment status on the loan applications.  

Intentional errors may occur due to the security issues in Iraq. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

The definition is well explained – each term has been defined.  The 

terms ‘skilled’ and ‘unskilled’ should also be defined to minimize 

Validity and Reliability data quality issues.  Clarification is required on 

‘seasonal employment’ – whether this is short- or long-term 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
employment.  Due to the length of most projects, it is recommended 

to rather shorten the duration disaggregation into for example 

quarterly periods as opposed to short- and long-term employment.  

This may solve the issue around ‘seasonal employment’. 

The loan application forms should be a reliable data source for this 

indicator.  Partners have to maintain follow up with clients for 

repayments and should be able to monitor the employment growth 

within each client 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  Not assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

VVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information.  However there may be some discrepancies with the definition of the indicator. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not assessable 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  
Not assessable 

Clarification will be required as to who will be responsible for the 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  

acquisition of this data from the various MFI and ICBG.  Izdihar 

played this role but since they are closing out there will be a ‘gap’ in 

the data trail.  The IPRS provides no exact methods of collation or 

calculations required for the aggregation of the data sourced from the 

partners, i.e. there is no audit trail.  This would be required for 

Reliability data quality issues to ensure that any one (1) person would 

be able to report data to USAID (whether Iraq or Washington) without 

making incorrect presumptions. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. Technical guidance is required to comprehensively define the indicator to avoid Validity issues around data quality. 

RFI2. A standardised template for the Loan Application, the Exit Report and the reporting tool across partners (if at all possible) is 

recommended to improve the Reliability of the collected data. 

RFI3. The indicators 7.1.1.1 and 7.1.1.2 (CSP) and 9.3.4 (CAP program) are also employment indicators.  To maintain the 

uniformity across the ‘new’ indicators for SO 7 through SO 10, it is recommended that the same definitions are used for all 

these indicators to avoid Validity issues across SO. 
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TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

This is a ‘new’ indicator introduced by the 2006 – 2008 Performance Monitoring Plan of June 2006.  No implementing partner had this 

indicator in their contract.  Reporting formats are in the process of development.  Ms. Laila Kuznezov stated that clarification is required  

for  this indicador. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

There are plans to include this indicator in new contracts with implementing partners of SO 8 so that data becomes available in the near 

future.  Ms. Mercedes Fitchett stated that this was one of the indicators that will be used for the new projects planned under the EGA 

profile. 

The forthcoming MFI Workshop will ensure that partners are aware of this ‘new’ indicator and will have a chance to be actively involved 

in the indicator review.  There is collaboration with ICBG as well. 

On what date will data be reported? 

As soon as the new contracts are implemented and obligatory reports are submitted. 

Other Relevant Comments / Evidence: 

It was suggested that growth in employment cannot be measured except through a multiplier based on loan values.  A rule of thumb is 

that one job is created for each $ 3 500 in loan value (essentially for SMEs through the ICBG).  MFIs use a multiplier of $ 1,500 for one 

job in micro-enterprises.  It is uncertain where these multipliers come from or what their veracity is. 

In discussions, it was suggested that the number of employees be recorded on the ICBG and MFI loan application (baseline data), and 

then requested again at an exit interview or report.  Izdihar argued that the baseline employment recorded on the loan application could 

be shown as USAID supported employment because the loan can be seen to sustain that employment.  However this is not ‘growth’ in 

employment but more the ‘sustainability’ of employment and may be a potential ‘new’ indicator.  If the ICBG and MFI partners report on 

employment of their clients, the indicator would fall within USAID’s manageable interest. 

A three (3) page “ICBG Partner Bank Loan Application, Analysis and Approval Form” template (dated 24 October 2006) was seen.  This 

form is comprehensive.  The client has to provide much detail with regards to their personal and company details, as well as their 

financial status, etc.  The sixth line under “1. Applicant Information” is “Number of Employees” providing the baseline for this indicator.  

An exit report of sorts is still required to provide ‘growth’ in employment. 

Also refer to the DQA for the private banks component of PI 8.3.1.  Data for both indicators will be obtained from the same DMS 

through ICBG. 

NOTE: 

An Employment Report (dated 01 December 2005) was received from ARDI on 07 November 2006.  Mr. Sean Osner (Deputy Director 

Economic Growth Office) stated that weekly reports were submitted and reports were available to the end of September 2006.  The 

reports provide a breakdown of ‘Current, Employees’ as well as ‘Permanent and Temporary Jobs Generated’ per “grant issued” or by 

“program” of ARDI.  The DQA Team decided not to asses this data because: 

(a) This specific indicator was only ‘derived’ in June 2006 with the 2006 – 2008 PMP and no partner had collected data specifically 

against this indicator, i.e. the data was not used for the AR FY 2006. 

(b) ARDI closed out on 31 October 2006. 
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(c) The report has some shortcomings as a data source for this indicator.  The grants / programs are not reported with their start 

and end dates; it is not made clear whether these individuals were employed for the entire period of the grant or whether all the 

people that worked within the period of the grant (no matter the time period) were collectively counted. 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
IR 8.3 Indicator 1 – Micro-Finance Institution (MFI) Component 

Number / Value of Loans and Other Forms of Finance Through MFI’s, Private 
Banks and Capital Markets that Received USAID Support 

 
Strategic Objective  Private Sector Economic Opportunities Expanded. 

Intermediate Result 8.3 Infrastructure for Modern Economy Strengthened. 

Performance Indicator 
8.3.1 Number/ $ of loans and other forms of finance through MFI’s, private banks and 

capital markets  

Data Source(s) Loan application forms 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Izdihar 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

However the IPRS in the 2006 – 2008 PMP, states ‘No’ 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) 
October to November 2006  

 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Izdihar Compound, Al Mansour, Baghdad and Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) 

Ms. Cynthia Scarlett (CS), IBTCI Chief of Party MEPP II 

Mr. Harvey Herr (HH), IBTCI Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 

Ms. Jacqueline van Graan (JvG), TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. None noted 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  

Izdihar subcontracts MFIs for the disbursement of loans.  The two (2) 

largest MFI grant holders are CHF/ACSI and ACDI/VOCA (“Access to 

Credit Extension Project” – Al Thiqa) and have operated since 2003.  

Al Thiqa is a registered Iraqi NGO; CHF/ASCI is not.  These two (2) 

MFI conduct regular internal and external audits and use advanced 

software for loan tracking.  A third large grant has just recently been 

given to Relief International (RI).  There are also three (3) ‘stand-

alone’ (indigenous) MFI contributors – Al Aman; Al Inma; and Al 

Bashari.  The stand-alone MFI use their own software for tracking 

purposes but Izdihar is in the process of procuring software for them.  

All these MFIs are disbursing loans – so a logical relationship exists. 

Originally the grants were to support operations rather than loan 

capital.  The grants for ACDI/VOCA and RI over the past few months 

are for loan capital and operations.  Issues with regards to attribution 

will have to be investigated further because the initial capital was 

from CPA. 

Also the Louis Berger Group (LBG) started collecting data on the 

CHF micro-finance program from March 2006 – again issues with 

attribution that need to be investigated further. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  

Mosul is no longer operational after becoming insolvent due to the 

many security threats.  The security issues also cause delays and 

difficulties in getting some of the MFI reports. 

Another issue is the problem with transferring money between banks 

– the ICB apparently does not facilitate electronic transfers.  It 

appears that this ay only be an uncontrollable factor in the ‘short-

term’ as Bearing Point are in the process of providing ICB with 

technical assistance with regards to electronic transfers. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Are samples representative?   

V4. Are the questions in the tool clear,   

N/A 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
direct, easy to understand? 

V5. If the tool is self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Are response rates sufficiently large?   

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  

The collection tool was not seen, but Izdihar stated that a new tool 

was designed with the consultation of a USAID micro-finance 

specialist. 

V9. Are there incentives for respondents 

to give incomplete or untruthful 

information? 

  
Clients may enhance their loan performance and under-report their 

portfolio of risk (PAR) to better their chances of obtaining the loan.  

Izdihar stated that this would be difficult to verify in the MFI arena. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

Izdihar stated that the definitions will be discussed for clarification 

purposes at the MFI Summit in Erbil in a couple of weeks.  Generally 

the standards are based on the same standards as for the industry 

standards for accounting.  MFI do not have a similar report as the 

prudential report for private and state banks. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  
MFI operations employees were trained on the reporting 

requirements. 

V12. Is there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  

Izdihar has no control over who the MFIs employ, but the norm is to 

employ an individual through normal recruitment procedures. 

Correct completion of the application forms is enhanced by the 

training that is required. 

V13. Are there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  
Loans are approved / rejected by the Loan Review Committee who is 

not involved with the data processes. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  

Loans disbursed are entered into a workbook in MS EXCEL.  This 

workbook becomes the collation tool and reporting tool to the next 

level.  This standardized reporting tool will be introduced to the MFI at 

the MFI Summit. 

V15. Is there potential for error?   

There are transcriptions at both MFI and Izdihar levels.  The 

awareness of the potential for error led to the development of the new 

reporting form.  Transcription errors will be minimized by the 

introduction of the standardized reporting tool after the MFI Summit. 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 281 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  

Izdihar does cross checks before reporting. 

Izdihar identified various data quality issues and therefore the 

standardized report / collate report was designed and will be 

implemented at the MFI Summit. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  
Mr, Magdy Hussein Ismail stated that data errors within the Al Thiqa 

data were identified and corrected.  Izdihar stated the same but 

added that this caused delays. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation is required at both the MFI and Izdihar levels. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  

With the introduction of the new reporting tool, there will be no 

secondary or tertiary data involved. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  

There is a dedicated person at Izdihar that cross checks all entries. 

CHF/ACSI: The CHF/ASCI database is able to track client and 

guarantor names, ID numbers, client loan balances, 

interest and commission income, check numbers, 

payments and other related information.  There is a 

team of data entry staff who enter the information.  

There are also auditors who check the information in 

the system against the hard copies.  Client 

information is verified by asking the community.  The 

internal auditors follow up in the field, visiting clients 

to verify ghost loans. 

 Loan applications are entered into the database by 

the basic client information, including name, address, 

branch office as well as other related information 

which comes off the loan application.  The client 

signs the printed application to verify that the 

information is accurate.  Upon approval of the loan, 

that information is captured into the system; this 

includes loan amount, term, approval date, etc.  The 

approval is a signed document from the loan review 

committee. Client payments are also entered into the 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
database.  The information is obtained from the 

payment vouchers which are dated, stamped and 

signed by the bank.  The captured payment 

information is verified against bank statements which 

are received every two (2) weeks.  This is also 

reconciled with the CHF/ASCI financial system. 

 The database includes all clients and loans from the 

inception of the program. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  

ACDI/VOCA: The report seen was “Al-Thiqa Monthly Information 

as of Aug 1 – 31, 2006.xls”.  This report has the 

makings of a well designed collation / reporting tool 

but requires some attention.  Although no calculation 

errors were found (with the possible exception of the 

percentage women borrowers indicator), it must be 

noted that many of the totals are transcribed numbers 

as opposed to formulae within the cell of the 

spreadsheet.  It is not clear what the denominator is 

for “Percentage Women Borrowers (of total 

borrowers)” as there is no formula in this cell – 

various options were tried that did not result in the 

percentage reported.  Also there is no explanation 

how the “Estimated number of jobs created” was 

determined. 

CHF/ACSI: The report seen was 

“Monthly_Report_September_CHF Tilock.doc”.  This 

is a MS WORD document and no formulae are 

shown but all totals are correct.  A collation tool or 

other document was not seen. 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  

Only one (1) report from each large MFI was seen as opposed to 

collation tools.  The CHF/ACSI report was the first of its kind.  

Although not verified, the ACDI/VOCA report was the beginnings of 

the new reporting tool that Izdihar will be introducing at the MFI 

summit. 

Izdihar stated that there has been some variation from year to year 

depending on the ‘indicators’ at the time. 

V24. Are procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  There is a dedicated person at Izdihar that cross checks all entries. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  

Not assessable 

Data was not verified to the data source – there was only one report 

from each of the large MFI partners.  See V22.  CHF/ASCI provided 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 283 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
data for the indicator for the FY 2005 and FY 2006 but there was no 

supporting document to verify these reported numbers.  The following 

points are noted that may affect the accuracy of the data: 

Proprietary software (SQL-ACCESS based) is being implemented at 

CHF/ASCI.  ACDI/VOCA is in the process of changing from the Qwik 

Books software to Delta software.  “Loan performer’ software is being 

introduced to the stand-alone MFI to assist with accuracy and 

tracking of loans – there are some MFI that are still using manual 

systems.  Izdihar stated that there generally is not an issue with the 

reporting of the stand-alone MFI.  The software combined with 

training would of course minimise data errors. 

Izdihar stated that there are possibly a few misunderstandings 

because of the different channels of reporting: IRMO, USM and 

USAID. 

Other reporting issues have also been identified and Izdihar requires 

clarification from USAID/Iraq.  ACDI/VOCA and CHF/ASCI report to 

Ms June Reed at IRMO because of a history going back to CPA.  

Both also report separately to USAID. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

N/A 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 
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VVUL1. There appears to be an issue with regard to attribution since LBG started collecting data on the CHF MF program in March 

2006.  Also ACDI/VOCA and CHF/ASCI report to both IRMO and USAID. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  

R2. Is the same tool used to collect data 

from year to year, location to 

location? 

  

This was not triangulated but Izdihar stated that there has been some 

variation from year to year depending on the ‘indicators’ at the time. 

Izdihar are in the process of implementing a standardized tool across 

the partners. 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the tools similar enough that the 

reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  

During the process of developing the new tool, it was discovered that 

there were slight differences in definitions.  These have been 

standardized and the standardized tool will be introduced to the MFI 

at the MFI Summit. 

Different software is used by the various MFI and some MFI are still 

working manually.  See V25. 

Izdihar are presently developing a MFI monthly report that is to be 

used by all MFI for reporting purposes.  It is recommended that a 

section be included for data quality issues during this development.  

This tool will improve the Reliability of the data across the partners. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  

NOT APPLICABLE. 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
purposes. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  There is a dedicated person at Izdihar that cross checks all entries. 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  
Izdihar plan to have quarterly meetings with the COP of the major 

partners – CHF and ACDI/VOCA.  Periodic reviews will be required 

within the MFI and at Izdihar levels. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  
External audits are planned for IMFI.  IRMO does an audit, but not an 

assessment of data quality management. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are all data management procedures 

(data sources, collection, cleaning, 

collation, analysis, reporting, quality 

control) documented in writing? 

  

This was not verified.  There is the reporting tool but there are no 

guidelines with this tool.  All procedures involved in the collection; 

collation and reporting of data needs to be documented to ensure 

Reliability from one (1) individual to another. 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  

The CHF/ACSI report clearly records issues in the narrative.  Issues 

are not reported on the ACDI/VOCA report. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. A standardized reporting / collation tool across the MFI combined with the training will improve the Reliability of the data 

across the MFI. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Some MFI are still working manually.  This adversely affects the Reliability of the data across the MFI as the other MFI are 

using state of the art software (albeit different types). 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data is 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 
  

There are cross checks and the tracking from week to week for IMFI 

can be seen as an essential quality control step. 

CHF/ACSI: The database is backed-up regularly.  There have 

been annual external audits since the inception of the 

project. 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data management 

procedures? 

  
Although the data management systems are probably objective due 

to the audit processes this could not be verified. 

I3. Has there been an independent 

review? 
  

External audits are planned for IMFI.  IRMO does an audit, but not an 

assessment of data quality management. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  

N/A 

With the introduction of the new reporting tool, there will be no 

secondary or tertiary data involved. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. MFI are financial institutions that have to have at least annual audits. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. None were observed. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
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TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  

Not assessable 

Margins of error have not been calculated.  USAID have not provided 

any acceptable margins of error. 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

data accuracy be more costly than 

the increased value of the 

information? 
  

Not assessable 

Not enough information about the data management systems, at MFI 

and Izdihar levels, is known to answer this question.  However it must 

be ensured that data errors are minimized by implementing a 

comprehensive quality control procedure – this should not be costly. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Is data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  

MFI report to Izdihar on a weekly basis.  Izdihar collates a monthly 

report for USAID from these reports. 

Loan applications are captured as they are approved / rejected. 

CURRENCY 

T3. Is the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  

T4. Is data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  

T5. Is the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  

MFI report to Izdihar on a weekly basis.  Izdihar collates a monthly 

report for USAID from these reports. 

Loan applications are captured as they are approved / rejected. 

Izdihar often have to follow up with the larger MFI partners – 

CHF/ASCI and ACDI/VOCA – for reports. 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report?   

CHF/ACSI: NO - the report of “Aug 1 – 31, 2006” has no dates 

within the report – only the file name. 

CHF/ASCI: YES – there is a field “month ended:” in the report. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. The delayed reports from the MFI may cause timeliness issues in the future if not monitored and a strategy is not devised 

and implemented. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. USAID will have to investigate the apparent issue with regard to attribution to ensure monies and LOE are correctly 

reported and more importantly to avoid double counting data quality issues at USAID level. 

RFI2. Some MFI are still working manually.  This adversely affects the Reliability of the data across the MFI as the other MFI are 

using state of the art software (albeit different types).  The USAID program should aim to have all MFI using electronically 

based DMS for the capture and tracking of loans. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
IR 8.3 Indicator 1 – Private Banks Component 

Number / $ of Loans and Other Forms of Finance Through MFI’s, Private Banks 
and Capital Markets that Received USAID Support 

 
Strategic Objective  Private Sector Economic Opportunity Expanded. 

Intermediate Result 8.3 Infrastructure for Modern Economy Strengthened. 

Performance Indicator 
8.3.1 # /  $ of loans and other forms of finance through MFI’s, private banks and capital 

markets.  

Data Source(s) 
The anticipated data source for this component of the indicator is the ICBG Partner Loan 

Application, Analysis and Approval Forms. 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Izdihar 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

N/A 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

However the IPRS in the 2006 – 2008 PMP, states ‘No’ 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) 06 November 2006 – on-site 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Izdihar Compound, Al Mansour, Baghdad 

Assessment Team Member(s) 

Ms. Cynthia Scarlett (CS), IBTCI Chief of Party MEPP II 

Mr. Harvey Herr (HH), IBTCI Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 

Consolidator – Ms. Jacqueline van Graan (JvG), TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to:
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments: 
 _____________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. None apparent 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  

ICBG has eleven (11) member banks that are all private.  Capital is 

generated from the member banks but the guarantee is a five (5) 

million dollar USAID grant.  The grant is invested and becomes the 

basis for the guarantee program.  ICBG provides loans to the 

member banks providing a guarantee for a certain value.  The value 

guaranteed is always less than the value of the requested loan.  

ICBG is able to provide data for the number and value of guarantees 

issued and the number and value of loans disbursed.  There is 

therefore a solid relationship between the activity and what is actually 

being measured.  The data obtained from ICBG provides USAID with 

a manageable interest for this component of the indicator. 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  
The security situation in Iraq causes a multiple of issues.  It is also 

therefore difficult to find quality individuals at the middle and lower 

levels. 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Are samples representative?   

V4. Are the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  

V5. If the tool is self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  

V6. Are response rates sufficiently large?   

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  

The ICBG Partner Bank Loan Application, Analysis and Approval 

Form is well designed and includes items relevant to other indicators, 

e.g. 8.2.1. 

The tool that ICBG intend using for reporting purposes to Izdihar 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
(Izdihar collection tool) is under development by ICBG.  ICBG is in 

the same compound as Izdihar so development of the tool is 

relatively easy.  The tool will be used within ICBG as well as a key 

indicator to measure the ICBG performance as an institution. 

V9. Are there incentives for respondents 

to give incomplete or untruthful 

information? 

  

There is, in fact, a strong deterrent because the approval of the loan 

is contingent on the correct reporting of the loan application.  The 

clients know that the information may even be subject to an audit - 

International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) compliant 

reporting is required. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

Although ICBG are a ‘work in process’, they only work with private 

banks providing loans.  When data is eventually collected, there may 

be a few data quality issues that would need attention as a data 

management system is a growing system and improves as it is found 

that certain procedures do not provide the intended measure – this 

should of course be monitored especially in the first few months of 

the project. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  
The individuals that work with these loans in the ICBG member banks 

are required to attend training and to use standard policies and 

procedures or ‘lose’ their loan guarantee. 

V12. Is there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  

ICBG have certain standards to which banks must comply in order to 

be members. 

Employees both at ICBG and member banks are recruited through 

standard recruitment procedures. 

V13. Are there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  
There are many checks before the loan application is approved.  The 

loans are reviewed by non-data handlers. 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  

The client / applicant completes the loan application with the Bank 

Loan Officer.  The completed loan application is then sent to ICBG 

who review the application.  The rest of the procedure beyond this is 

still being developed. 

V15. Is there potential for error?   
Any transcription process has a potential for error due to standard 

human typing in errors however there are many cross checks to 

ensure the ‘books’ are correct for auditing purposes. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

  
It is planned that there will be many quality control checks – the 

procedure is being designed around best practices. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
data entered by supervisors) 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  

Not assessable 

ICBG is not operational as yet, but the procedure is being designed 

around best practices. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Simple aggregation is required of the number and value of the loans. 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  

There is no secondary or tertiary data involved. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  
Although ICBG are not operational as yet, it is planned that there will 

be many quality control checks – the procedure is being designed 

around best practices. 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  

Not assessable 

There is no data as yet to verify formulae on collation tools. 

V24. Are procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  

It is a pre-requisite that a loan application is filled out in full or the 

loan is rejected.  It would be the task of the trained Bank Loan Officer 

to ensure all fields are filled in before sending the applications 

through to ICBG for review.  This would be an important quality 

control step that should be included when developing the procedure. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  

Not assessable 

 

There is no data as yet to verify formulae on collation tools. 

See Comments in Table 8 below. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  
Not assessable 

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

Although ICBG member banks go through a stringent selection 

process for membership, this is not relevant to the data that is 

reported against this indicator. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. None were observed. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  
ICBG is not operational as yet and data management systems are 

still being developed.  However procedures are being developed 

around best practice. 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R2. Is the same tool used to collect data 

from year to year, location to 

location? 

  

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the tools similar enough that the 

reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  
N/A 

There is only one data source – the loan application forms. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  

N/A  

No sampling technique is used for this indicator – the basis of the 

data collection is to include the entire population for reporting 

purposes. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  

ICBG is not operational as yet and data management systems are 

still being developed.  However procedures are being developed 

around best practice. 

See V24. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are all data management procedures 

(data sources, collection, cleaning, 

collation, analysis, reporting, quality 

control) documented in writing? 

  

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  

ICBG is not operational as yet and data management systems are 

still being developed.  However procedures are being developed 

around best practice. 

It must be mentioned that documents such as the “Loan Guarantee 

Policy Manual” do already exist and is used to train the employees of 

the member banks. 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Member banks have to comply with the strict standards ICBG have set for membership, e.g. training is compulsory. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. None were observed. 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data is 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data management 

procedures? 

  

I3. Has there been an independent 

review? 
  

ICBG is not operational as yet and data management systems are 

still being developed.  However procedures are being developed 

around best practice.  (See V24). 

It must also be noted that the objectivity of the project may be 

represented by the ICBG board members from various sectors that 

do the loan application reviews – this can only be verified once data 

is being reported. 

Also audits are a pre-requisite to being a financial institution. 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  
N/A  

There is no secondary or tertiary data involved. 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. ICBG is a financial institution so will be required to have at least annual audits. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. None were observed. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

data accuracy be more costly than 

the increased value of the 

information? 

  

Not assessable 

ICBG is not operational as yet and data management systems are 

still being developed.  However procedures are being developed 

around best practice.  (See V24 as an example). 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score  

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Is data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  

There is a planned reporting chain – ICBG member bank reports to 

ICBG who in turn reports to USAID/Iraq – on a monthly basis. 

Although ICBG are not operational as yet, it can be stated that loan 

applications will be handled as they are applied for.  ICBG should 

however ensure that the data management procedures include 

specific timelines with regard to loan review, capturing of the data into 

the collation tool, etc. to avoid Timeliness data quality issues when 

data is eventually collected. 

CURRENCY 

T3. Is the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  

T4. Is data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  

T5. Is the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  

Although this can only really be verified when ICBG are operational, it 

is planned that ICBG will report to Izdihar on a monthly basis.  Also 

each loan application whether approved or rejected will be captured 

into the collation tool directly after each signing off of the application. 

Izdihar report to USAID/Iraq on a monthly basis  

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  

Not assessable  

ICBG is not operational as yet and data management systems are 

still being developed.  However procedures are being developed 

around best practice. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. None were observed. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TVUL1. None were observed. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. Bearing Point provides technical assistance to CBI so can indirectly report on loans from ALL private and state banks.  

USAID will have to investigate this.  It is strongly recommended that the ICBG loans are not aggregated with the data from 

the prudential reports (Bearing Point) because ICBG assistance is a direct indicator and it may introduce double counting 

errors as the prudential reports include loans through ICBG. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this component of this indicator? 

ICBG are not yet operational. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

Two billion Dinars have been capitalized and procedures are being developed in accordance with best practice, e.g. a reporting tool is 

being drawn up. 

On what date will data be reported? 

Data will be reported as soon as ICBG has everything in place.  However it must be mentioned that the internal Izdihar report deadline 

is 15 December 2006 and the first audit is due at the end of January 2007. 

Other Relevant Comments / Evidence: 

It must be noted that Bearing Point is providing technical assistance to the Central Bank Iraq (CBI).  Bearing Point provides assistance 

broadly to the banking industry by helping the CBI reach international standards, including the electronic transfer of funds.  This means 

that Bearing Point indirectly assists with all bank loans.  Bearing Point can therefore report the number and value of all bank loans from 

the monthly CBI prudential reports as indirect numbers.  These monthly CBI prudential reports contain information on all banks – private 

and state; there is no information on MFI or capital markets.  It is not recommended that the monthly CBI prudential reports be reported 

as an aggregation with the ICBG loans against this component of this indicator because: 
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(i) the assistance provided for ICBG loans is direct whereas those for CBI are indirect – a Validity data quality issue. 

(ii) the monthly CBI prudential reports include the ICBG loans so double counting may become a Precision data quality issue.  

These reports were not seen but should the loans be disaggregated in the reports then BCI could report against this component 

of this indicator as indirect numbers. 

ICBG could use this information to their advantage as a performance indicator – “percentage loans through private banks”.  The 

numerator is the number and/or value of the loans generated through ICBG and the denominator is the number and/or value of loans 

generated through all private banks (from prudential reports). 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
IR 8.3 Indicator 1 – Capital Markets Component 

Number / $ of Loans and Other Forms of Finance Through MFI’s, Private Banks 
and Capital Markets that Received USAID Support 

 
Strategic Objective Private Sector Economic Opportunities Expanded. 

Intermediate Result 8.3 Infrastructure for Modern Economy Strengthened. 

Performance Indicator 
8.3.1 # /  $ of loans and other forms of finance through MFI’s, private banks and capital 

markets. 

Data Source(s) Capital markets 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Izdihar 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

N/A 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

The IPRS in the 2006 – 2008 PMP, states ‘No’ 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) 
Ms Kat Woolford 15 October 2006 – on site at Bearing Point 

Ms Laila Kuznezov/Mr Vladimir Halama 06 November 2006 – on-site 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Izdihar Compound, Al Mansour, Baghdad 

Assessment Team Member(s) 

Ms. Cynthia Scarlett (CS), IBTCI Chief of Party MEPP II 

Mr. Harvey Herr (HH), IBTCI Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 

Ms. Jacqueline van Graan (JvG), TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. Capital markets are apparently no longer a part of the USAID program. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

The definition is a repetition of the indicator with no further 

explanation or description.  It should be considered to explain each 

term comprehensively – micro-finance, private banks and capital 

markets. 

The data source for this indicator is not business associations; it is 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
the various loans issued to clients from the MFI and ICBG. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  Not assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information.  However the definition of the indicator requires attention. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
credibility of the data? 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  

T6. Is the date of collection clearly   

Not assessable 

The IPRS states that the SO Team Leader is responsible for the 

collation / consolidation of the data for this indicator.  However Izdihar 

stated there appears to be no mechanism for whom or how the 

indicator will be consolidated so clarification is required as to who will 

be responsible for the collation of this data from the various MFI and 

ICBG.  The IPRS provides no exact methods of collation or 

calculations required for the aggregation of the data sourced from the 

partners, i.e. there is no audit trail.  This would be required for 

Reliability data quality issues to ensure that any one (1) person would 

be able to report data to USAID (whether Iraq or Washington) without 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
identified in the report? making incorrect presumptions. 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. This component of this indicator – capital markets – should be removed as part of the indicator, i.e. the indicator should 

read “Number and value of loans and other forms of finance through MFI’s and private banks that received USAID support”.  

This decision should be made taking the possible source for capital markets as mentioned by Ms. Kat Woolford (Chief of 

Party CHF/ASCI) (see Table Eight) into consideration. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this component of the indicator? 

Capital markets have been dropped from the Izdihar USAID program. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A – capital markets have been dropped from the USAID program. 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 

Other Relevant Comments / Evidence: 

Ms. Kat Woolford, although of Bearing Point and not Izdihar, stated that Bearing Point will be completing a Financial Institution Survey 
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within the near future.  The survey is still in formative stages.  She stated that insurance and brokerage houses use the same chart of 

accounts that banks use, so this information will become available in the near future. 

Capital Markets use the Iraq Stock Exchange indicator.  The only source of finance is through IPO or when companies issue additional 

shares based on company profit.  Banks are the prime listing.  All listed banks are private except for one that is government owned.  

The Iraq Stock Exchange website www.isx-iq.com provides data relating to the value of traded shares; the value of the trading volume; 

and the number of listed and traded companies (amongst much other information).  The website of a private company www.isx-

data.com, an Iraqi brokerage company, has a research center where data and various documents can be sourced. 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
IR 8.3 Indicator 2 

Percentage Private Banks that Meet International and / or National Standards 
 

Strategic Objective  Private Sector Economic Opportunity Expanded. 

Intermediate Result 8.3 – Infrastructure for Modern Economy Strengthened. 

Performance Indicator 8.3.2 – Percentage private banks that meet international and / or national standards. 

Data Source(s) The anticipated data source for this indicator is the monthly prudential reports of the CBI. 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Bearing Point 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

N/A 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

The IPRS in the 2006 – 2008 PMP, states ‘No’ 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) 
Mr. Gareth Davies 07 September 2006 – on site 

Ms. Kat Woolford 15 October 2006 – on-site 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Bearing Point Offices, Baghdad 

Assessment Team Member(s) 

Ms. Cynthia Scarlett (CS), IBTCI Chief of Party MEPP II 

Mr. Harvey Herr (HH), IBTCI Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 

 Ms. Jacqueline van Graan (JvG), TQM Consultant 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. Access to source data or a knowledgeable informant.  

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  

The definition is well explained and provides exact international and 

national standards that are required for a private bank to comply. 

Ms. Kat Woolford stated that the banks are inspected and audited.  

This is verified in the Data Acquisition Section of the IPRS, i.e. the 

CBI monthly prudential reports would be a good, credible data source 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
for this indicator. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

be aggregated)? 

  Not assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)?   

Not assessable 

Should more than one (1) partner be contracted to report against this 

indicator, the IPRS would have to be updated to provide exact 

methods of collation and calculations required for the aggregation of 

the data sourced from the partner(s), i.e. so that there is an audit trail.  

This would be required for Reliability data quality issues to ensure 

that any one (1) person would be able to report data to USAID 

(whether Iraq or Washington) without making incorrect presumptions. 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  

Not assessable 

Clarification will be required as to who will be responsible for the 

acquisition of this data from the various MFI and ICBG.  Izdihar 

played this role but since they are closing out there will be a ‘gap’ in 

the data trail.  The IPRS provides no exact methods of collation or 

calculations required for the aggregation of the data sourced from the 

partners, i.e. there is no audit trail.  This would be required for 

Reliability data quality issues to ensure that any one (1) person would 

be able to report data to USAID (whether Iraq or Washington) without 

making incorrect presumptions. 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
  

Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  

A valid data quality issue against Timeliness is explained in the IPRS.

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not Assessable – not enough information. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1. Bearing Point was not forthcoming with various requests for information.  A DQA component / clause should be added to 

the IP contracts to ensure cooperation when DQA are completed. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

There is apparently data available in the form of the monthly prudential reports from the CBI.  Unfortunately Bearing Point was unable to 
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provide these reports to the DQA Team even after many requests. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

N/A 

Other Relevant Comments / Evidence: 

None. 
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DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 9 
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ANNEX K – DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 9 
 

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
SO9 Indicator 2 

Percent of Citizens that Profess that Selected Local Services have Increased/ 
Improved 

 
Strategic Objective Responsive and Effective Local Government Strengthened 

Intermediate Result N/ A indicator reporting against SO 

Performance Indicator % of citizens that profess that selected local services have increased/improved 

Data Source(s) QLS Survey Report February 2005 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data 

Collection methodology proposed is a household survey independent of the IP’s, linked to 
RTI’s pervious Quality of Life survey reports. 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

FY2007 USAID annual report 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October- November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Virginia VA United States 

Assessment Team Members Catherine Lowery 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________
 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 

LIM1. None. 
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TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 
between the activity / program and 
what is actually being measured? 

  

Using a national survey such as the QLS will be hard to evidence any 
clear link between changes in service delivery and perceptions at a 
programmatic level; particularly if the sample size remains the same 
as in previous QLS.  
The DQA recommendations correlated the USAID M&E contractor 
(IBTCI) recommendations to use the existing COSIT surveys, 
supplemented by provincial level surveys more closely linked to 
programs being implemented there so that there is a better chance 
for attribution to projects being implemented. 
The existing approach and methodology used in previous QSL are 
transferable to governorate or district level perception survey 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 
that prevent the activity from being 
measured? 

  
Gaining access to all geographical areas was difficult due to security 
concerns and distrust of the interviewers. A series of problems  
encountered was listed by location within the reports methodology  

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   

A sample size of 3,500 was used for QOL3 and QOL4.The sample 
size was increased to 3,500 households from 3,000 from QOL 2 in 
order to incorporate secondary cities and towns. 
Sample size aimed to include Iraqis 18 years or older you lived in 
both major and secondary urban areas.  
All 18 governorates were included.   

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 
direct, easy to understand?   

The addition to the QOL4 since QOL 3 was reported by the 
interviewers as difficult to manage as asking information about each 
household person proved tedious and complicated. 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 
adequate instructions provided?    Training was provided to interviewer, as outlined in the methodology.  

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 
large?   

The overall response rate was high (97.1%), despite extensive 
problems faced in the field. Individual responses varied; the degree to 
which was not set out in the report. 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 
up?   This was not documented in the methodology for QOL 3 and 4.  

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 
designed?   

The questionnaire was welled designed.  In the QOL4, household 
questions were reduced but additional questions were asked about 
the household, in order to collect data on education and employment 

V9. Were there incentives for 
respondents to give incomplete or 
untruthful information? 

  

No incentives were evident from reading the report. 
However, clearer instructions could have been outlined at the 
beginning of the questionnaire to ensure that participant did not think 
that their response was linked to the level or type of services they 
presently received. 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 
collected operationally precise?   

The questions under the section Efficiency of Government Services 
would provide adequate information to evidence the required 
indicator. 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 
were they trained? Were they 
insiders or outsiders?) 

  
There were 3 team leaders, 20 supervisors and 90 survey 
enumerators.  All of the field staff received training on the objectives 
of the survey and the questionnaire, the training session also include 
lessons learnt sessions from previous QOL. 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 
selection process of the 
enumerators? 

  All the enumerators were experienced professional, with a masters or 
PhD, some had experience of working on previous surveys. 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 
potential for personal bias by 
enumerators? 

  Efforts were made in QOL to increase the number of female 
enumerators.  

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 
process?   Not outlined in methodology the transcription process from 

questionnaire to numbers reported.  

V15. What is the potential for error?   
No potential for error was highlighted in the methodology section of 
the report’ related to transcription, such as double entry of data for 
example. 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 
transcription error? (e.g. double 
keying of data for large surveys, 
electronic edit checking program to 
clean data, random checks of partner 
data entered by supervisors) 

  No steps were outlined in the reports methodology to limit 
transcription error. 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 
their original source and mistakes 
corrected? 

  
Either the potential for data transcription error or the tracking of these 
has been documented in the report and therefore can not be 
commented on. 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 
manipulated to produce the data 
required for the indicator? 

   

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 
and / or tertiary data?   Only primary data was used. 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 
data types into a single figure for 
reporting purposes? 

  One questionnaire was used in the survey. 

V21. How are the risks associated with 
manipulating data identified and 
managed? 

  N/A 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 
applied?   N/A 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 
consistently from year to year, site to 
site, data source to data source (if 
data from multiple sources need to 
be aggregated)? 

  N/A 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 
missing data been correctly applied?   

Although the methodology cited that the level of non response on 
individual questions varied, neither the degree to which this occurred 
nor the need (if any) to engage procedures to deal with the missing 
data was cited. 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  
(e.g. does a number reported as a 
“total” actually add up?) 

  
The percentages in the table add up to 100%. Note that the level of 
non response did vary across questions, and it seems (although not 
clearly documented in the reports methodology) that the non 
response were not included in the final analysis. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 
are drawn representative of the 
population served by the activity? 

  

The survey sample was drawn from utilizing data drawn from Iraq’s 
1997 population and Housing Census. The number of cases to be 
included for each city was determined by considering each cit 
population, as a percentage of the overall national population and the 
number of cases to make valid regional comparisons. 
Population weights were calculated using the 1997 census and the 
year 2000 Multiple Indicator cluster survey data as points of 
reference.  
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V27. Did all units of the population have 
an equal chance of being selected for 
the sample? 

  Within major and secondary cities, semi rural and rural areas were 
excluded from the survey. 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 
units in the target population) up to 
date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 
exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  

1997 census was used. (Not able to analyze any data quality 
concerns that came up around this census.)  

A multi-stage area probability sample was developed to ensure 
unbiased estimates for the entire country. Furthermore stratification 
of Baghdad and selection of primary sampling units were developed. 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not to measure adequate attribution to perceptions of improved 
service delivery in the program areas. 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 
data points been recorded?)   

Not assessable  

No information was documented on whether all data points been 
recorded. 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Special attention was paid to increasing the number of female interviewers. It was the first time that they were used. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. The degree and level of individual non response rates was not recorded. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 
process used from year to year, 
location to location, data source to 
data source (if data come from 
different sources)? 

  

Same questionnaire and methodology was used across the four QOL 
surveys. 
The sampling size changed from QOL 2 to QOL 3 (7,000 to 3,000) 
and then again from 3,000 to 3,500 from QOL 3 to QOL 4)  

R2. Is the same instrument used to 
collect data from year to year, 
location to location? 

  The main body of the questionnaire remains consistent with some 
additions added in on QOL 4. 

R3. If data come from different sources 
are the instruments similar enough 
that the reliability of the data are not 
compromised? 

   N/A as data sources similar. 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 
from year to year, location to   Sampling methodology changed from 7,000 to 3,000 and then up to 

3,500. An explanation of how the smaller sample size was ‘ more 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
location, data source to data source? efficient’ was not outline in the QOL 3 or 4 report. 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 
data are free of significant error and 
that bias is not introduced? 

  
Not outlined in the methodology. 
Training was provided to the enumerators.  

R6. Are there procedures in place for 
periodic review of data collection, 
maintenance and processing? 

  
In each QOL survey, as part of the training of the enumerators staff 
that were involved in the previous data collection exercise were 
heeding lessons learned to enable a review of the overall 
methodology and approach. 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 
periodic sampling and quality 
assessment of data? 

  This was not highlighted in the methodological section of the report. 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 
analysis, reporting and quality 
assessment procedures documented 
in writing? 

  
Data collection- yes (extensively) 
Data cleaning-no 
Quality assessment procedures 

R9. Are data problems at each level 
reported to the next level?    

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 
described in final reports?    

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 
RSTR1. The data collection methods were clearing documented in the methodology section of the report. 
RSTR2. The questionnaire was included in the report annex. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1.  Data entry procedures and challenges were not documented in the final report. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 4 
 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 
the possibility that data are 
manipulated for political or personal 
reasons? 

  External contractor collected the information, not connected to any 
political party or government district. 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 
in key data collection, management, 
and assessment procedures? 

  The data collection and assessment procedure has been document 
in a transparent fashion. 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I3. Has there been independent review?    

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 
tertiary source, is USAID 
management confident in the 
credibility of the data? 

   

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. The data collection and assessment procedure has been document in a transparent fashion. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. There is no independent review of the data 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 
expected change being measured?   

By summarizing the margin of error for the various sample sizes in 
each of the major cities (Exhibit 4), RTI has optimum transparency of 
data, applying best practice procedures. 
RTI surveys people and finds that 50 percent of the respondents say 
that the government service is "very good." The confidence level is 
cited as 95 percent plus or minus 3 percent. This means that if the 
survey was conducted 100 times, the percentage of people who say 
service is "very good" will range between 47 and 53 percent most (95 
percent) of the time. 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 
given the likely management 
decisions to be affected?  (consider 
the consequences of the program or 
policy decisions based on the data) 

   

P3. Have targets been set for the 
acceptable margin of error?   As outline in the margin of error section in the QOL survey. 

P4. Has the margin of error been 
reported along with the data?    

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 
accuracy be more costly than the 
increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable     Not able to calculate this given the existing data 
review. 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 328 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

PSTR1. RTI has optimum transparency of data, applying best practice procedures. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. None noted 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 2 
 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 
enough basis to inform program 
management decisions? 

   4 QOL surveys have been completed to date. 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 
collection in place to meet program 
management needs? 

   

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 
timeframe the most current practically 
available? 

   

T4. Are data from within the policy period 
of interest? (i.e., are data from a point 
in time after intervention has begun?) 

   

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 
possible after collection?   Not assessable  

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 
identified in the report?    

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1.  Data collected over regular time periods to enable management decisions to be made in timely fashion. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score 1 
 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
RFI1. None. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator?   

N/A 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible?  

N/A 

On what date will data be reported?  

N/A 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
Indicator 9.2.1 

Number of Provisional Governments with a critical mass (50%) of Personnel 
Trained and Certified in Core Competencies 

 
Strategic Objective 9 Responsive and Effective Local Government Strengthened   

Intermediate Result IR9.2: Capacity of sub national governments to perform its core functions is improved 

Performance Indicator 
# of provincial governments with a critical mass (50%) of their personnel trained and certified 
in core competencies (incl. transparency and accountability, public administration and 
strategic oversight). 

 (inc. Data Source(s) Not known 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported September 2006- October 2007 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Baghdad, Iraq 

Assessment Team Member(s) Catherine Lowery 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. The indicator is a strong measure of the progress toward IR9.2: Capacity of sub national governments to perform its core 

functions is improved. It is also direct, in the sense that it is a close measure of the result it is intended to measure; objective in 
that it is operationally precise10; and adequate as it is compatible with its companion indicators under IR9.2 and a useful 
measure for making program management decisions. 

 

                                                           
10 Through following the guidelines sent out in the PMP indicator protocol reference sheet.  
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TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

   Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

   Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?    Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
   Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
   Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
   Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
   Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
   Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

   Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
   Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

   Not assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

   Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
   Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?    Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

   Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

   Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

   Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
   Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

   Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

   Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
   Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 

site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

   Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

   Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

   Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

   Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

   Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?     Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE:  EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

   Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

   Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

   Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

   Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

   Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

   Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

   Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
   Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

   Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

   Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?    Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score -  

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
   Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

   Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
   Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
   Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score -  

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

   Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program  
 Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current practically 

available? 

   Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a point 

in time after intervention has begun?) 

   Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
   Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score -  

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
RFI1. Common assessment tools should be developed to evidence both the ‘certification in core competencies’ at a sub national 

level, as set out in S09 and the ‘national training centers that provides ‘certified’ training to national level government staff in 
core functions’ as outlined under SO10. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 
Why is there no recent relevant data available for this component of the indicator? 

No data is available as this indicator will be reported on under a new contract in the process of being issues by USAID Iraq. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

FY07 annual report 

Other Relevant Comments / Evidence: 

Assessment tools to evidence the ‘certification in core competencies’ at a sub national level, as set out in S09, must be linked with data 
collection tools used under SO10 programs to set up national training centers that provides ‘certified’ training to national level 
government staff in core functions. It is recommended  that a  common definition of ‘core training’/ ‘core competencies’ across the sub 
national training body11  and national level training centers is used. It is recommended that the instrument is then used cross check the 
level and depth of training against the ‘core competencies’. This will ensure a validation component is intrinsic to the DMS. 

 

                                                           
11 Q: Will these training bodies be the four regional public administration institutions? 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
IR 9.3 Indicator 3 

Number of Local Activities Carried Out by Community Groups 
 

Strategic Objective 9 Responsive and Effective Local Government Strengthened   

Intermediate Result Mechanisms and capacity for citizen participation in decision making and local development 
enhanced 

Performance Indicator Number of local activities carried out by community groups (CAGs and others) 

Data Source(s) Not known 

Partner or contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable)  

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported September 2006- October 2007 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) VA, Virginia  

Assessment Team Member(s) Catherine Lowery 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
Strengths:  

Using the existing PRS indicators would provide USAID/Iraq with a reliable measure of the indicator, and at the same time would not 
increase the reporting requirements to the IP as they are already using the PRS. 

Vulnerabilities: 

Potential exist for there to be different understanding, across the IPs, as to what the termed ‘activity’ entails. This could result in 
activities to be classed differently. 
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TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

   Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

   Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?    Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
   Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
   Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
   Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
   Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
   Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

   Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
   Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

   Not assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

   Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
   Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?    Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

   Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

   Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

   Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
   Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

   Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

   Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
   Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 

site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

   Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

   Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

   Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

   Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

   Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?     Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE:  EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

   Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

   Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

   Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

   Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  12. Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

   Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

   Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

   Not assessable 

                                                           
12 reference email Harvey Herr Sat 11th November 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
in writing? 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
   Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

   Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

   Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?    Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
credibility of the data? 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score -  

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
   Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

   Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
   Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
   Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

   Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program  
   Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current practically 

available? 

   Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a point 

in time after intervention has begun?) 

   Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
   Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score -  

 
TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
RFI1. Refer to recommendations set out in the ICAP evaluation of the PRS and incorporate appropriate changes. 

RFI2. Establish a common understanding of what is perceive as activity/ sub activity across the ICAP II IPs. 

RFI3. Ensure that the PRS can report numerous activities under one CAG and the range of codes that exist encompass the range 
of activities taking place under the ICAP II program. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 
Why is there no recent relevant data available for this component of the indicator? 

No data is available as this indicator will be reported on under a new contract ICAP II. CHF will lead on the monitoring and evaluation.  

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

FY 07 annual report 

Other Relevant Comments / Evidence: 
None 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
IR 9.3 Indicator 4 

Number of Short and Long Term Jobs Created Through Local Community Groups 
 

Strategic Objective 9 Responsive and Effective Local Government Strengthened   

Intermediate Result Mechanisms and capacity for citizen  participation in decision-making and local development 
enhanced 

Performance Indicator # of short and long term jobs created through local community groups 

Data Source(s) Not known 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported September 2006- October 2007/ FY07 annual report  

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia and Baghdad, Iraq 

Assessment Team Member(s) Catherine Lowery 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 
SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. Vulnerabilities: Existing system reporting on long term jobs is based on estimates. Potential exists for IPs to “inflate” the number 

by basing them on unrealistic assumptions. 

LIM2. Strengths: Attribution to short term employment is high with compatible data collection tools used across ICAP IPs. No changes 
are need to the PRS for this indicator. This number can be reported on confidently by USAID. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship    Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

   Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?    Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
   Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
   Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
   Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
   Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
   Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

   Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
   Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

   Not assessable 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

   Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

   Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
   Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?    Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

   Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

   Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

   Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
   Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

   Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

   Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
   Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 

site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

   Not assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

   Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 
   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
a “total” actually add up?) 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

   Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

   Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

   Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?     Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE THREE:  EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

   Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

   Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

   Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

   Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

   Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

   Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

   Not assessable 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
   Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

   Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

   Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?    Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score -  

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
   Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

   Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
   Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
   Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Not assessable 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Not assessable 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

   Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program  
   Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

   Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

   Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
   Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
   Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Not assessable 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score -  

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
RFI1. Ensure the existence of a data quality assurance system within each ICAP II IP. Within this system, develop a mechanism 

to follow up at some point during the life time of the project on a selected number of long term jobs reported to ensure the 
assumptions used were realistic and correct. 

RFI2. All assumptions on which long term jobs are based should be realistic and documented and referenced when numbers are 
reported. 

RFI3. Ensure that the issues raised under reporting of long term employment raised in the ICAP final evaluation are addressed 
within CHF data management system. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 
Why is there no recent relevant data available for this component of the indicator? 

No data is available as this indicator will be reported on under a new contract ICAP II.  CHF will lead on the monitoring and evaluation.  

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A 

On what date will data be reported? 

FY 07 annual report 

Other Relevant Comments / Evidence: 

None 
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DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 10 
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ANNEX L – DQA REPORTS – STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 10 
 

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
SO 10 Indicator 1 

Number of National Government Institutions Effectively Implementing Core 
Functions 

 
Strategic Objective Capacity of National Government Institutions Improved 

Intermediate Result N/A 

Performance Indicator Number of national government institutions effectively implementing core functions 

Data Source(s) (FMIS Reports; tracking sheets; M&E Plan; Contract; Bearing Point Monthly Reports = all 
requested) 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) Bearing Point 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October to November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Members Martina Nicolls 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. Information requested not provided for DQA (requested Contract, M&E Plan, project tracking sheets, monthly reports etc). 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   N/A 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  N/A 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  N/A 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  N/A 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  N/A 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  N/A 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  N/A 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  N/A 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  N/A 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 

site to site, data source to data 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    N/A 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  N/A 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  N/A 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  N/A 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

  N/A 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
in writing? 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  N/A 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI 1 Bearing Point is the Implementing Partner for Indicator 10.1 under the Economic Governance II (EGII) Project. The EGII Project 
builds upon the Economic Governance Project that commenced in July 2003. The second phase continues the provision of expertise to 
Ministries on core capacity building to enable improvement within National Government Institutions to international standards.  

Activities for Indicator 10.1 are stated in Bearing Point’s Scope of Work (no date) within Annex A: Tax, Fiscal and Custom Reform for 
Iraq and are subsequently reported under this section. USAID’s Annual Report FY 2006 (27 December, 2005) did not report a 
figure/number in relation to this indicator, instead, there were general statements reporting improvement: “the interim and transition 
national and local governments have been able to function, keeping the country somewhat stable despite ongoing insurgency” (p4) and 
“the Mission’s 2005 program supported a number of key ministries, a national monetary policy and national elections commission to 
name only a few accomplishments” (p5). 

USAID’s PMP 2006-2008 was formulated in June 2006, in which this indicator was defined in detail. The Unit of Measure in the PMP is 
the number of national government spending units operational in the Iraqi Financial Management Information System (IFMIS). The 
2006 baseline is given at 180 sites on line and 137 sites fully trained, with a note that the “actual number of national government 
spending units to be tallied”. The 2007 target is documented in the PMP as a 10% increase on 2006 actual figures. 

Hence, Bearing Point has yet to report, in their Annual Report, specifically against this indicator under the precise definitions 

documented in the PMP (June 2006).  The assessor noted that Bearing Point’s December 2005 Monthly Report Digest reported that 

EGII had “completed IFMIS training for 61 of 65 Phase II spending units” with 61 additional Phase II sites being trained in January 2006. 

Subsequent Monthly Reports were not available at the time of the DQA. 
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TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator?  

The DQA team believes there are monthly progress reports against this indicator, but they were unavailable.  The team did receive 

progress reports on SO 3.4 which formed the base line for the new indicator under SO 10. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

N/A, as data being reported, but team didn’t have access to data sources. 

On what date will data be reported? 

Data being reported, but team didn’t have access to data sources.   
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
SO 10 Indicator 2  

Number of Informed CSOs Effectively Contributing to More Responsive 
Government 

 
Strategic Objective Capacity of National Government Institutions Improved 

Intermediate Result N/A 

Performance Indicator Number of informed CSOs effectively contributing to more responsive government 

Data Source(s) ADF/ICSP Performance Measuring Plan and Tools; CSO Activity Tracking Sheets; 

ADF/ICSP Performance Monitoring Reports; ADF/ICSP Monthly Reports 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

ADF 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October/November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Members Martina Nicolls 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. USAID PMP 2006-2008 written in June 2006. ADF’s M&E Plan was written 6 January 2006 – ADF is reviewing the M&E Plan 

now to make it more relevant to the PMP of June 2006. Richard Mason, ADF, says the revised M&E Plan is due at the end of 
October to be submitted to USAID. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   N/A 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  N/A 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  N/A 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  N/A 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  N/A 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  N/A 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  N/A 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  N/A 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 
  N/A 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
insiders or outsiders?) 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
credibility of the data? 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
identified in the report? 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI 1 Indicator SO10.2 # of informed CSOs effectively contributing to more responsive government 

Baseline Data 

No baseline data has been reported against this indicator. The estimated number of national CSOs engaged in national government 
reforms in 2006 will be derived from a review of CSO activities. 

DQA  

America’s Development Foundation (ADF) is the Implementing Partner for Indicator SO10.2 under its Iraq Civil Society Program (ICSP). 
The Contract GEW-C-00-04-00001-00 was effective from 16 August 2004. It was noted as part of the DQA (October 2006) that this 
indicator will be re-positioned to Strategic Objective 9: Responsive and Effective Local Government Strengthened.  

The goal of the ICSP is to “contribute to the development and institutionalization of a broad cadre of indigenous society organizations 
(CSOs) in Iraq” (Contract 2004:9 and Contract Modification 3, 2005:5), particularly through the Civil Society Strengthening Component. 
The primary objective of the component is to “establish an informed, sustainable, and active indigenous Iraqi civil society that effectively 
and responsibly participates within a democratic system of governance” (Contract 2004:10 and Contract Modification 3, 2005:6).  

Indicator SO10.2, specifically, “number of informed CSOs effectively contributing to more responsive government” was devised in the 
PMP 2006-2008 (June 2006) and is therefore not explicitly reflected in the Contract, Contract Modifications, or ADF’s documentation as 
all documents preceded the PMP.  

ADF’s Performance Measurement Plan and their Performance Monitoring Reports (PMR) are clear and concise, documenting each and 
every indicator with the relevant information corresponding to indicator headings. However, ADF has not directly reported against this 
indicator (Performance Measurement Plan and Tools, January 2006 and Performance Monitoring Reports (PMR), April 2005 and March 
2006).  

In the PMP Performance Indicator Reference Sheet (June 2006), the Precise Definition of the indicator is the “number of CSOs that 
have launched campaigns”. The closest indicator that supports this definition in ADF’s Performance Monitoring Reports is Indicator 5.4 
Key CSOs organize advocacy and awareness campaigns on civic education targeting CSOs and the public, specifying actions that 
public can take to be participatory (2005:12 and 2006:7).  
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However, no data was reported. In 2005, ADF stated in the PMR (p12) that “Key CSOs have been selected and are being trained to 
meet the following targets: 18 civic education conferences and public forums conducted by key CSOs, with a benchmark target of 2 
civic education conferences and public forums per month.” In 2006, ADF reported against their Indicator 5.4 as follows: “ICSP ‘core’ or 
‘key’ partner CSOs evolve out of ICSP’s continued inputs and subsequent monitoring of the effect on CSO outputs. Those CSOs most 
prolific, efficient, and effective in carrying out awareness raising and advocacy are considered core partners, some of whom evolve 
further to serve as ICSP satellite centers” (p7). No figures were reported against the targets provided in the 2005 PMR. 

ADF is currently in the process of revising their Performance Measurement Plan and Tools in line with the USAID’s PMP 2006-2008 for 
the revised indicators associated with strengthening civil society organizations.  

Indicator 

The indicator is best placed under Strategic Objective 9: Responsive and Effective Local Government Strengthened. The “number of 
informed CSOs effectively contributing to more responsive government” is defined precisely as the “number of CSOs that have 
launched campaigns” in the PMP. The Unit of Measure in the PMP describes campaigns in more detail as “campaigns for national 
government policy and legislative reform including NGO legislation”. The measure shows the increase in CSO contribution in terms of 
community advocacy for policy and legislative change. Hence the Unit of Measure appears to be a closer fit with the expected data 
collection in relation to unambiguous terminology, usefulness of information gathered, practicality and directness. It also facilitates 
disaggregation, not only by location, but also by specifically targeted attention (as a contractual consideration), i.e. civic education, 
women’s advocacy and anti-corruption. The recommendation is to review the indicator as “Number of CSOs campaigns launched by 
CSOs for national government policy and legislative reforms”.    

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

Indicator SO10.2, specifically, “number of informed CSOs effectively contributing to more responsive government” was devised in the 
PMP 2006-2008 (June 2006) and is therefore not explicitly reflected in the Contract, Contract Modifications, or ADF’s documentation as 
all documents preceded the PMP.  

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

ADF indicates that their indicators 10.2 (and 10.9 will more closely link to the USAID PMP 2006-2008 when they have revised the M&E 
Plan by Fall 2006. 

On what date will data be reported? 

Annual Performance Monitoring Report due March 2007. 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
SO 10 Indicator 4 

Number of Civil Servants Certified Through the National Training Center 
 

Strategic Objective Capacity of National Government Institutions Improved 

Intermediate Result IR 10.1 Core functions of National level Institutions improved 

Performance Indicator Number of civil servants certified through the National Training Center 

Data Source(s) Contract; Training documents 

Partner or contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

Management Systems International (MSI) 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

August to September 2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October-November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) 
Martina Nicolls 

 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. New program. Activities had not commenced at time of DQA. 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program and 

what is actually being measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete or 

untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program to 

clean data, random checks of partner 

data entered by supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and mistakes 

corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, site to 

site, data source to data source (if 

data from multiple sources need to 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly applied? 
  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as a 

“total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data are 

drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have an 

equal chance of being selected for 

the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up to 

date?  Comprehensive?  Mutually 

exclusive (for geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 
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TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable  

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable  

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable  

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not assessable 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

The Contract between USAID and MSI was effective from 27 July 2006, hence staff of the NCD had only been in-country for 7 weeks at 

the time of the DQA.  

Contractual deliverables are clearly outlined in the Contract. The objective of the NCD Program is to assist the GOI improve its 

operations, management, and policy formulation, thereby improving the effectiveness and legitimacy of its national-level institutions in 

approximately 10 key ministries. This is to be achieved by improving national training centers through upgrading their NCD-related 

curricula, creating standard training modules for their core functions, and training instructors. 

A target has been set of at least 58,000 GOI employees or potential employees trained by the end of the three year contract, including 

at least 300 GOI instructors (Contract, July 2006:12).  

MSI’s Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist arrived in-country in early November and, at the time of the DQA, was in the process of 

formulating a comprehensive M&E Plan.  

A conversation, by telephone, with the COP and M&E Specialist on 6 November 2006, confirmed their understanding of the Program 

deliverables and the extent to which MSI would be able to document a comprehensive M&E Plan that reflected the Contract and its 

illustrative performance indicators. A conversation with the USAID Director, Capacity Building Office/National Development Initiative, 

confirmed the confidence in MSI to incorporate a higher level of reporting against specific indicators in addition to SO 10 Indicator 4. 

Indicator 

“The NCD Program will play a major role in Iraq’s transition and supports USAID/Iraq’s Strategic Objective 10: Improve the Capacity of 

the National Government. This activity will focus on Intermediate Result (IR) 1: Develop Core Functions of National-level Institutions” 

(Contract, July 2006:3). 

Contractually, MSI, has been tasked to deliver a Program of substance where “significant improvement is expected in the capacity of 

the Prime Minister to run the GOI with the support of the PMO and COMSEC, and the capacity of the GOI’s public administration 

training centers will be strengthened to provide sustainable human resource development” (Contract, July 2006:4). The current 
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indicator, # of civil servants certified through the National Training Center, the only PMP indicator for the NCD Program, does not 

adequately reflect the major role of the Program, nor does it report on USAID’s expectation of “significant improvement”. To adequately 

support the IR, it would be useful to establish an additional indicator that reports on the improvement of core functions of National level 

Institutions (i.e. an indicator that measures progress). 

The Contract (July 2006:18) stipulates that “accurate data must be developed, maintained, updated, and used to guide transformation 

of the targeted institutions …[and] identify areas within each targeted institution that need improvement. The Contractor may employ 

benchmarking in its approach for improving performance … [and] is expected to examine how other governments achieve their 

performance.” A list of illustrative indicators is provided in the Contract. From these an indicator should be developed that reflects the 

key statements within the Contract that focus on improving the performance and capacity of at least 10 National Government 

Institutions. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

The Contract was effective from 27 July 2006, hence activities have not yet commenced. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

Activities commence in November. The M&E Specialist arrived in-country early November and is currently working on the M&E Plan. 

On what date will data be reported? 

Data will be reported when training commences and participants are certified through the National Training Center. - 2007 
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DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
SO 10 Indicator 7 

National Banking Meets International Standards for Loans and Reserves 
 

Strategic Objective Capacity of National Government Institutions Improved 

Intermediate Result IR10.2 Policy, Legal and Regulatory Environment Improved 

Performance Indicator 10.7 National banking meets international standards for loans and reserves 

Data Source(s) 
Project tracking sheets; Contract Modification 5; Bearing Point Monthly Reports; Central 

Bank of Iraq; Assessment of Iraqi State-Owned Banks Volume I and II 

Partner or contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

Bearing Point 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment(s) October-November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Member(s) 
Martina Nicolls 

 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. Information not provided in time for DQA (requested Contract, M&E Plan, project tracking sheets, information on banking 

statements/records/recording sheets etc). 
 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   Not assessable 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  Not assessable 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  Not assessable 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  Not assessable 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  Not assessable 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  Not assessable 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  Not assessable 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  Not assessable 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
were they trained? Were they 

insiders or outsiders?) 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 

site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

  Not assessable 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 
 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable  

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable  

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable  
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 

assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

  Not assessable 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

credibility of the data? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly 

identified in the report? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information either from data sources or an informant 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

No recommendations for improvement due to limited data/information. 

Bearing Point’s Scope of Work (no date cited) for the Economic Governance II Project, presumably extracted from the Contract, makes 

tenuous reference to this indicator under Annex C: Scope of Work for Financial Sector. As part of their SOW, Bearing Point conducted 

an Assessment of Iraqi State-Owned Banks between July and December 2005, using 2003 and 2004 financial data from six of the 

seven state-owned banks in Iraq. The DQA is concerned with data that supports the USAID Annual Report FY 2006 (27 December 

2005) and hence the focus is on 2005 data. 

The Annual Report FY 2006 does not report on this indicator, but mentions the stabilization of the Iraqi Dinar and banking sector 

reforms in general. The indicator 10.7, therefore, was not fully developed until the PMP 2006-2008 in June 2006. The baseline figures 

cited in the PMP are capital compliance: 59% and loans/assets: less than 1%. The Unit of Measure in the PMP states that capital 

compliance reaching the international standard of 12% of assets held in reserves and increasing the percentage of loans to total assets 

by Iraqi banks. The targets set in the PMP for 2006 are capital compliance: 80% and loans/assets: 5%. These figures may not have 

been reported by Bearing Point, to date, due to the relative recent introduction of the indicator. However, information requested from 
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Bearing Point was not received at the time of the DQA to verify this. 

Bearing Point reports in its December Report “Highlights for the Period 01-14 December” (p2) that “based on the technical assistance of 

the Project advisors, changes to the reserve requirement regulation have been approved for amendment in January 2006. In addition, 

the reserve data reporting and enforcement procedures have been enhanced. Electronic reports have been prepared and distributed to 

all commercial banks to strengthen reporting accuracy and timeliness. Meanwhile, the CBI Board of Directors began imposing fines on 

banks that had not met the reserve requirement. This action has sent a strong signal to the financial community that the CBI is firmly 

committed to reserve requirement maintenance. It is a significant step in the CBI’s assuming its role as a regulator and supervisor”. 

However, Bearing Point reports in its Monthly Report Digest (January 2006:np) that “CBI has not issued amended reserve requirement 

regulation or prudential regulations. Without both regulations in place, conducting enforcement activities against commercial banks will 

be extremely difficult”. The Central Bank of Iraq’ website provided reserve requirement information dated 2004. No current information 

was available. The DQA team requested additional monthly reports and project tracking sheets from Bearing Point. These had not been 

received at the time of the DQA. 

 
TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

See Table 7. 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

Information from Bearing Point was not provided in time for the DQA and hence it was not possible to assess their actions from the 

limited information received. 

On what date will data be reported? 

Not assessable. 

 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 398 

DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
MEPP II PROJECT – IRAQ 

 
SO 10 Indicator 9   

Number of policy changes influenced by CSOs 
 

Strategic Objective Capacity of National Government Institutions Improved 

Intermediate Result Capacity of Civil Society to Advocate for Citizens Interest Improved 

Performance Indicator Number of policy changes influenced by CSOs 

Data Source(s) ADF/ICSP Performance Measuring Plan and Tools; CSO Activity Tracking Sheets; 

ADF/ICSP Performance Monitoring Reports; ADF/ICSP Monthly Reports 

Partner or Contractor who provided 
the data (if applicable) 

ADF 

Year or Period for which the data are 
being reported 

2006 

Is this indicator reported in the 
Annual Report? 

Yes 

Date(s) of Assessment October/November 2006 

Location(s) of Assessment(s) Vienna, Virginia 

Assessment Team Members Martina Nicolls 

 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SO Team Leader approval: 

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Mission Director or Delegate approval:  

Sign: ___________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

 

Copies to: __________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE ONE TABLE ONE: LIMITATIONS TO DQA 

LIMITATIONS IDENTIFIED ON THIS DQA 
LIM1. USAID PMP 2006-2008 written in June 2006. ADF’s M&E Plan was written 6 January 2006 – ADF is reviewing the M&E Plan 

now to make it more relevant to the PMP of June 2006. Richard Mason, ADF, says the revised M&E Plan is due at the end of 
October to be submitted to USAID. (ADF reports on this indicator as well as on SO 10.2). 

 
TABLE TWO: EVALUATION OF VALIDITY 
 DO THE DATA ADEQUATELY REPRESENT PERFORMANCE? 

CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FACE VALIDITY 

V1. Is there a solid, logical relationship 

between the activity / program 

and what is actually being 

measured? 

  Not assessable 

V2. Are there any uncontrollable factors 

that prevent the activity from 

being measured? 

  Not assessable 

MEASUREMENT ERROR 

Sampling Error (ONLY USE WHEN A SAMPLING TECHNIQUE IS USED) 

V3. Were samples representative?   N/A 

V4. Were the questions in the tool clear, 

direct, easy to understand? 
  N/A 

V5. If the tool was self-reporting were 

adequate instructions provided?  
  N/A 

V6. Were response rates sufficiently 

large? 
  N/A 

V7. Has non-response rate been followed 

up? 
  N/A 

Non-sampling Error 

V8. Is the data collection tool well 

designed? 
  N/A 

V9. Were there incentives for 

respondents to give incomplete 

or untruthful information? 

  N/A 

V10. Are definitions for data to be 

collected operationally precise? 
  N/A 

V11. Are enumerators well trained? (How 

were they trained? Were they 
  N/A 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
insiders or outsiders?) 

V12. Was there any quality control in the 

selection process of the 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

V13. Were there efforts to reduce the 

potential for personal bias by 

enumerators? 

  N/A 

TRANSCRIPTION ERROR   

V14. What is the data transcription 

process? 
  Not assessable 

V15. What is the potential for error?   Not assessable 

V16. Are steps being taken to limit 

transcription error? (e.g. double 

keying of data for large surveys, 

electronic edit checking program 

to clean data, random checks of 

partner data entered by 

supervisors) 

  Not assessable 

V17. Have data errors been tracked to 

their original source and 

mistakes corrected? 

  Not assessable 

DATA MANIPULATION 

V18. Do primary data need to be 

manipulated to produce the data 

required for the indicator? 

  Not assessable 

V19. Is there manipulation of secondary 

and / or tertiary data? 
  Not assessable 

V20. Is there any aggregation of different 

data types into a single figure for 

reporting purposes? 

  Not assessable 

V21. How are the risks associated with 

manipulating data identified and 

managed? 

  Not assessable 

V22. Are the correct formulae being 

applied? 
  Not assessable 

V23. Are the same formulae applied 

consistently from year to year, 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
site to site, data source to data 

source (if data from multiple 

sources need to be aggregated)? 

V24. Have procedures for dealing with 

missing data been correctly 

applied? 

  Not assessable 

V25. Are final numbers reported accurate?  

(e.g. does a number reported as 

a “total” actually add up?) 

  Not assessable 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF DATA  

V26. Is the sample from which the data 

are drawn representative of the 

population served by the activity? 

  Not assessable 

V27. Did all units of the population have 

an equal chance of being 

selected for the sample? 

  Not assessable 

V28. Is the sampling frame (i.e., the list of 

units in the target population) up 

to date?  Comprehensive?  

Mutually exclusive (for 

geographic frames). 

  Not assessable 

V29. Is the sample of adequate size?    Not assessable 

V30. Are the data complete? (i.e. have all 

data points been recorded?) 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR VALIDITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Validity 

VSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Validity 

VVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR VALIDITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 
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CRITERION: VALIDITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE THREE: EVALUATION OF RELIABILITY 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES STABLE AND CONSISTENT OVER TIME? 

CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

CONSISTENCY 

R1. Is a consistent data collection 

process used from year to year, 

location to location, data source to 

data source (if data come from 

different sources)? 

  Not assessable 

R2. Is the same instrument used to 

collect data from year to year, 

location to location? 

  Not assessable 

R3. If data come from different sources 

are the instruments similar enough 

that the reliability of the data are not 

compromised? 

  Not assessable 

R4. Is the same sampling method used 

from year to year, location to 

location, data source to data source? 

  Not assessable 

INTERNAL QUALITY CONTROL 

R5. Are there procedures to ensure that 

data are free of significant error and 

that bias is not introduced? 

  Not assessable 

R6. Are there procedures in place for 

periodic review of data collection, 

maintenance and processing? 

  Not assessable 

R7. Do these procedures provide for 

periodic sampling and quality 

assessment of data? 

  Not assessable 

TRANSPARENCY 

R8. Are data collection, cleaning, 

analysis, reporting and quality 
  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: RELIABILITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
assessment procedures documented 

in writing? 

R9. Are data problems at each level 

reported to the next level? 
  Not assessable 

R10. Are data quality problems clearly 

described in final reports? 
  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR RELIABILITY  
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Reliability 

RSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Reliability 

RVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RELIABILITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FOUR: EVALUATION OF INTEGRITY 
 ARE THE DATA FREE OF MANIPULATION? 

CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

I1. Are mechanisms in place to reduce 

the possibility that data are 

manipulated for political or personal 

reasons? 

  Not assessable 

I2. Is there objectivity and independence 

in key data collection, management, 

and assessment procedures? 

  Not assessable 

I3. Has there been independent review?   Not assessable 

I4. If data is from a secondary and / or 

tertiary source, is USAID 

management confident in the 

  Not assessable 
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CRITERION: INTEGRITY YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
credibility of the data? 

FINDINGS FOR INTEGRITY 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Integrity 

ISTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Integrity 

IVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR INTEGRITY 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE FIVE: EVALUATION OF PRECISION 
 DO THE DATA HAVE AN ACCEPTABLE MARGIN OF ERROR? 
 

CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

P1. Is the margin of error less than the 

expected change being measured? 
  Not assessable 

P2. Is the margin of error acceptable 

given the likely management 

decisions to be affected?  (consider 

the consequences of the program or 

policy decisions based on the data) 

  Not assessable 

P3. Have targets been set for the 

acceptable margin of error? 
  Not assessable 

P4. Has the margin of error been 

reported along with the data? 
  Not assessable 

P5. Would an increase in the degree of 

accuracy be more costly than the 

increased value of the information? 

  Not assessable 

FINDINGS FOR PRECISION 
©  KMS Global 2006 
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CRITERION: PRECISION YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

Strengths (STR) for Precision 

PSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Precision 

PVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR PRECISION 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
TABLE SIX: EVALUATION OF TIMELINESS 
 ARE THE DATA COLLECTED FREQUENTLY AND ARE THEY CURRENT? 

CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 

FREQUENCY 

T1. Are data available on a frequent 

enough basis to inform program 

management decisions? 

  Not assessable 

T2. Is a regularized schedule of data 

collection in place to meet program 

management needs? 

  Not assessable 

CURRENCY 

T3. Are the data reported in a given 

timeframe the most current 

practically available? 

  Not assessable 

T4. Are data from within the policy period 

of interest? (i.e., are data from a 

point in time after intervention has 

begun?) 

  Not assessable 

T5. Are the data reported as soon as 

possible after collection? 
  Not assessable 

T6. Is the date of collection clearly   Not assessable 
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CRITERION: TIMELINESS YES NO COMMENTS / EVIDENCE 
identified in the report? 

FINDINGS FOR TIMELINESS 
©  KMS Global 2006 

Strengths (STR) for Timeliness 

TSTR1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

Vulnerabilities (VUL) to Timeliness 

TVUL1. Unable to comment based on little or no information or data. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FOR TIMELINESS 

Frequency Risk Score 

Unlikely (1)  Occasional (2)  Frequent (3)  Constant (4)  

Quality Risk Score 

Negligible (1)  Marginal (2)  Critical (3)  Catastrophic (4)  

Total Risk Score 

TOTAL RISK SCORE  =  Frequency Risk Score  ×  Quality Risk Score - 

 
 

TABLE SEVEN: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

RFI1 Indicator SO10.9 # of policy changes influenced by CSOs 

Baseline Data 

The PMP indicates that the baseline in 2005 was 40 policy changes influenced by CSOs. The baseline was not sourced and a review of 
ADF and USAID documentation could not verify the figure. 

DQA  

SO10 IR 10.3 Indicator 9 was devised in the PMP 2006-2008 (June 2006) and is therefore not reflected in the Contract, Contract 
Modifications 1-8, or ADF’s documentation. Contract Modification 9, effective from 27 September 2006 outlines policy change as a 
performance indicator: “CSO training and advocacy efforts result in changes in public policy, regulations or practices within government 
agencies. Target 160 changes or corrective actions taken” (p8). The PMP, last updated on 18 June 2006 has yet to reflect the target of 
160 (which is a substantial increase from 44 policy changes currently documented). Contract Modification 9 does not indicate how the 
target was derived. However, it should be noted that the three new indicators documented in Modification 9 (2006:7-8) are related to 
combating corruption, with funding from the Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL), US State Department. 

At the time of this DQA, mid – October to mid – November 2006, due to the recent introduction of Contract Modification 9, no data has 
been collected or reported against this indicator. 

ADF is currently in the process of revising their Performance Measurement Plan and Tools in line with the USAID’s PMP 2006-2008 for 

this indicator. 
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TABLE EIGHT: INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

FOR INDICATORS WITH NO RECENT RELEVANT AVAILABLE DATA 

Why is there no recent relevant data available for this indicator? 

At the time of this DQA, mid – October to mid – November 2006, due to the recent introduction of Contract Modification 9, no data has 
been collected or reported against this indicator. 

 

What concrete actions are now being undertaken to collect and report this data as soon as possible? 

ADF indicates that their indicators 10.9 (and 10.2) will more closely link to the USAID PMP 2006-2008 when they have revised the M&E 

Plan by Fall 2006. 

On what date will data be reported? 

Annual Performance Monitoring Report expected perhaps by March 2007. 
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ANNEX M – INTRODUCTION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF 
DATA QUALITY 

 
Dr Penelope Anne Richards PhD 

 

All projects and programs that involve the sourcing, collection, collation, analysis, reporting and usage of 
data must ensure that such data meets minimum criteria for data quality.  These criteria are far more than 
a statistical exercise and involve the design, implementation and management of a Data Management 
System (DMS) documented in the Data Quality Plan (DQP).  By implication this means that persons 
managing the data must know and understand data quality criteria, be able to design a plan to manage 
data quality and ultimately be able to internally audit the quality of the data.  In essence the end-user or 
recipient of data has a right to information that is valid, reliable and accurate.  The data quality manager 
has the obligation to ensure that this is the case in practice.  In this set of introductory notes the reader is 
introduced to the: 

 Minimum data quality criteria; 
 Construction of a Data Quality Plan; and 
 Data Quality Audit (DQA) Process. 

 
As these notes are only a very brief introduction, they cannot and do not contain all the information there 
is to know about data quality.  Nor do they guarantee that having read them, an implementing partner will 
be able to produce data of the highest quality.  Readers are encouraged to interact with their data quality 
auditors and reporting partners in order to improve their data quality practices.  A list of references for 
further information is supplied at the end. 

1. THE CRITERIA FOR DATA QUALITY 
There are five basic criteria for the establishment of data quality.  These criteria have their origin in 
various statistical methods and techniques but have evolved so as to be equally applicable to both 
quantitative and qualitative data.  In essence all data whether at source or at reporting must demonstrate 
acceptable levels of: 

 Validity; 
 Reliability; 
 Timeliness; 
 Precision; and 
 Integrity 

1.1. MEASURE OF VALIDITY 

Validity, in terms of data quality, is the assurance that we have actually measured what we intended to 
measure at the outset.  Thus reliance can be placed on the data being reflective of the true differences 
amongst the respondents from the population been evaluated.  The greatest quality risk to data validity 
exists in the design and construction of the indicators and their associated definitions at program level.  
Often definitions are applied to indicators which are not reflective of the nature of the indicator and 
against which attribution cannot be demonstrated.  At project implementation level risks to validity occur 
when an implementing partner fails to: 

 Contextualize the definition of the indicator to their operations; 
 Recognize the data which must be included and / or excluded from a data set; 
 Recognize whether data is directly valid or a proxy measure; and fails to 
 Establish the inherent biases that exist related to the operational definitions. 
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1.1. MEASURE OF RELIABILITY 

In the broadest statistical sense reliability is associated with the concepts of accuracy, precision and 
consistency.  For the purposes of data quality reliability is usually reviewed as the ability of the 
implementing partner to be able to consistently collect and manage data so that the same level of data 
quality is consistently achieved.  Reliability is a pre-requisite for validity.  The greatest quality risks to 
achieving reliability occur when an implementing partner fails to identify those elements in the: 

 Collection methodology which cannot be consistently applied; 
 Collection instruments which allow for variation with time, place or persona; 
 Sampling frameworks which are affected by time, place or persona; 
 Selection and appointment of data management personnel which allow for the introduction of 

personal interpretations and eclectic data management methods; 
 Collection methodologies which are affected by time, place or persona; 
 Analysis and statistical methodologies which are not specific or cannot be applied consistently; 
 Fails to identify those elements in the arithmetic methodologies which may include rounding up or 

down requirements; and 
 Introduces any form of inconsistency or data ‘torture’. 

1.1. MEASURE OF TIMELINESS 

The whole point of having quality data is to ensure that decisions regarding programs and projects can be 
made in a timely manner.  If there are significant time lags between the sourcing, collecting, collating, 
analyzing and eventual reporting of data then the relevance of the data to the decision-making process 
may be lost.  This is not to say that all data must be reported at the time it is collected and collated.  
Sometimes data is collected retrospectively and only reported years after its initial derivation.  The quality 
test for timeliness is whether the data being reported still carries the desired relevance at the time of 
reporting.  Timeliness as a measure of quality is negatively affected when an implementing partner fails 
to: 
 

 Establish a collection frequency related to the relevance of the actions that will be taken following 
the reporting of the data; and 

 Establish the ratio for acceptable time lags between data sourcing, collection, collation, analysis 
and reporting. 

1.1. MEASURE OF PRECISION 

Although accuracy and precision are statistically usually addressed with reliability, they are of such 
importance to the management of data quality as to be measured and monitored separately.  Like 
reliability, therefore, precision is a pre-requisite for validity.  Due to the contractual nature and funding 
implications, associated with the data reported for many programs and projects, it is essential that there 
be some form of guarantee that the data is as free from bias (accuracy) and error (precision) as possible.  
The typical data management issues that when not addressed result in data quality failure in terms of the 
measure of precision include identifying whether: 
 
There exists any source error or bias;  

 The instruments used for collection, collation, manipulation / analysis and storage produce error 
or bias; 

 The sampling results in bias based on time, place or persona; 
 The sampling results in under or over reporting errors; 
 The transcription methods allow for the introduction of under or over entry errors (in this case it is 

essential to identify the nature of the origin of the error e.g. finger error); 
 Calculations and other forms of data manipulation can be affected by bias and if so what form of 

over or under report they create; and 
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 The failure to evaluate and calculate the total margin of error. 
 
Often, depending on the type of data being managed it is not possible to establish with a high degree of 
mathematical precision the actual numerical value of the error.  In these cases it is essential that the data 
quality manager is able to; at least, give an indication of the risk vector, i.e. the magnitude and direction of 
the error.  The risk magnitude is based on whether or not the expected error will be greater than the 
desired change the program or project is aimed at achieving.  A high-risk magnitude implies that the error 
may well be larger than the change expected and a low risk magnitude implies that the error is smaller 
than the expected change.  In the case of low risk magnitudes the data can still be used for reporting 
purposes.  The direction of the error must be established as being either a potential under-report or a 
potential over-report.  It is no good establishing after the fact, during a DQA, what the margins of error 
are, as this is somewhat like placing an airplane on a commercial flight, full of passengers, before having 
tested the wing tolerances for maximum load.  In essence precision is not something that just happens, it 
is something that is carefully planned, measured and monitored and often acts as an early warning signal 
for deteriorating data quality. 

1.1. MEASURE OF INTEGRITY 

Although we would always like to believe the best of everyone the reality is that even data management 
systems are open to inappropriate manipulation with a subsequent lack of data integrity.  Sometimes the 
loss of data integrity, or truthfulness of the data, occurs from human error or actual human interference.  
On other occasions loss of data integrity occurs when technology fails us.  From a data quality 
perspective it is essential to know what risks exist to the integrity of the data, where in the data 
management process these risks exist and to ensure that we have contingency plans to manage such 
risks.  Classical integrity risks exist when we fail to: 
 

 To establish whether the costs associated with data management lead to temptation to fudge 
data; 

 Whether there is any reason for respondents to give false data for personal or political reasons; 
 Whether the data collectors are influenced to provide false data or manipulate the data collected; 
 Whether the data cleaning, handling and storage systems are tamperproof, regardless of whether 

the systems are electronic or hard copy based; and 
 Include internal and external audit as a means of verifying and validating the DMS. 

2. THE DATA QUALITY PLAN 
In order to ensure data quality and to avoid unnecessary and costly data repairs a Data Quality Plan 
(DQP) is constructed in support of the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (MEP) and in line with the Indicator 
Information Sheets (IIS).  The DQP forms the basis for ensuring that the five critical elements of data 
quality, namely: validity, reliability, timeliness, precision and integrity, are given due regard during the 
planning for monitoring and evaluation and activity rollout.  The DQP is an essential record of how the 
project managed its data quality issues and as such is an excellent source of information for the Auditor 
during a Data Quality Audit (DQA).  The DQP includes explanations of how data quality will be achieved 
as well as the sources of information or evidence that are used to validate and verify data quality.  
Critically a good DQP should also include a data quality risk analysis. 

2.1. ESTABLISHING RISKS TO DATA QUALITY 

Sometimes it is not possible for data to meet all five data quality characteristics to the same degree.  This 
is the reason it is essential that the various aspects of data management be evaluated for relative risk 
against an established and consistent risk matrix.  The use of the matrix enables the data quality 
manager to establish those data management areas, which require greater attention, contingency plans 
and more regular review.  All data has an associated quality risk and sometimes the cost of managing the 



International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.  
Monitoring and Evaluation Performance Project, Phase II (MEPP II) 
 
 

Data Quality Assessment, Iraq – Final Report Annexes 412 

risk outweighs the additional benefit to be gained from improving the data quality.  The use of a risk 
matrix enables the implementing partner to establish those elements within the data management 
system, which pose the greatest data quality risk so that the appropriate controls can be put in place to 
minimize the impact of a risk being realized in practice. 

The classification of risk ascribed to a particular data quality criterion is dependant on the nature of the 
program and thus the matrix must be reviewed for each and every program but be kept consistent for the 
program being reviewed.  A typical matrix with its associated definitions is illustrated in tables 1 and 2. 

Table 1: Data Quality Risk Matrix 

PROBABILITY OF ERROR OCCURRING OVERALL EFFECT ON 
DATA QUALITY Constantly (4) Frequently (3) Occasionally (2) Unlikely (1) 

Catastrophic (4) 16 12 8 4 

Critical (3) 12 9 6 3 

Marginal(2) 8 6 4 2 

Negligible (1) 4 3 2 1 
 
The Probability of Error Occurring is established using the rubric given below: 

(1) Unlikely: The mature nature of the data management system and the associated data quality 
processes / procedures usually precludes error from happening. 

(2) Occasional: The relative maturity of the data management system and the associated data 
quality processes / procedures results in errors only occurring infrequently.  Such 
errors are unpredictable events. 

(3) Frequently: The relative immaturity and / or relatively poor nature of the data management 
system and the associated data quality processes / procedures results in error 
being more likely than not.  Such errors are predictable. 

(4) Constantly: The immature and / or poor nature of the data management system and the 
associated data quality processes / procedures results in errors being the norm. 

 
The Overall Effect on Data Quality is established using the rubric given below: 

(1) Negligible: There is no error or the introduction of an error would not result in any loss of data 
relevance or usefulness. 

(2) Marginal: The majority of data retains its relevance and usefulness. 

(3) Critical: Although elements of the data retain their usefulness and relevance there is an 
absolute need for data cleaning (statistical and / or procedural). 

(4) Catastrophic: The data / information cannot be reported as the data / information has lost all of its 
usefulness and relevance. 

Table 2: Data Quality Risk Analysis Table 

RISK 
SCORE RISK TYPE REMEDIAL ACTION 

16 Absolute Risk Data classified as a category 16 risk may NOT under any 
circumstances be used or reported. 

12 High Risk Establish contingency plan to reduce risk, verify and validate prior to 
each reporting episode, maintain strict audit trail. 
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6 - 9 Medium Risk Establish contingency plan to reduce risk, verify and validate prior to 
annual return, maintain strict audit trail. 

1 - 4 Low Risk No immediate action required; risk could be managed through normal 
internal audit processes. 

2.2. DATA QUALITY AUDITING 

Data Quality Auditing is a critical element within the monitoring and evaluation field.  Unfortunately it is 
often applied in the absence of DQPs thus yielding poor audit results, which invariably result in some form 
of conflict between funders and fund recipients.  Needless to say this has resulted in the concept of the 
DQA being rather unpopular with both program and project implementers.  Data quality auditing is 
however an excellent tool for implementers to establish and verify the quality of both their data 
management practices as well as the data itself.  DQAs usually involve the following elements: 

 A self-evaluation for keeping as internal audit record, or for submission to the external auditor for 
evaluation; 

 An on-site review of data management practices and a sampling-based verification and validation 
audit of actual data; 

 Construction of compliance plans for those elements which do not meet data quality standards 
(both internal and external audits); 

 An audit report to the organization (internal audit) or the reporting authority (external audit). 
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ANNEX O – EVOLUTION OF SO1-4 TO SO7 – 10 
 
Evolution of SO1-4 to SO7 – 10 
 
The table below shows the changes of certain indicators in SOs 3 and 4 that shifted to SOs 7-10 
as a result of USAID/Iraq’s strategy and PMP of June 2006. As mentioned in the main narrative, 
SOs 1-4 were formulated in the early stages of the reconstruction program when there was no 
strategic framework consisting of Intermediate Results and a PMP. 
 
 

SOs 3 and 4  SO7- 10 

SO3 Indicator 1: % increase in Iraq wheat 
production <=> IR 8.2 Indicator 2: % change in cereal 

production 
SO3 Indicator 3: Number of Iraqis 
employed  <=> IR 8.2 Indicator 5: Growth in employment 

of USAID assisted businesses  

SO3 Indicator 4: % of budget covered by 
FMIS <=> 

SO10 Indicator 1: Number of National 
Government Institutions effectively 
implementing core functions 

SO4: Efficiency and Accountability in 
Government Improved <=> 

SO 9 Indicator 2: % of citizens that 
profess that selected local services have 
increased/ improved. 

SO4 Indicator 2: More Transparent, 
Participatory and Representative 
Identification of Local Needs and 
Resource Allocation  

<=> 
IR 9.3 Indicator 3: Number of new local 
activities carried out by community 
groups. 

  
IR 9.3 Indicator 4: Number of short term 
and long term jobs created through local 
community groups projects. 

SO4 Indicator 3: Strengthened Civil 
Society Advocacy Groups to Represent  
Civil Interests 

<=> 
IR10 Indicator 2: Number of informed 
CSOs effectively contributing to more 
responsive government.  

  IR10 Indicator 9: Number of policy 
changes influenced by CSOs. 

SO4 Indicator 4: Increased Income and 
Job Opportunities, Especially for Youth  <=> 

IR 7.1.1.1 Number of person months of 
employment generated for short term 
employment. 

  
IR 7.1.2.2 % of vocational education and 
apprenticeship graduates gaining 
employment after completing program. 

 




