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PART I. OVERVIEW AND FACTORS AFFECTING PROGRAM PERFORMANCE 

I. A. Introduction 

No concern facing the poorest members of developing countries is more fundamental and important 
than attaining food security. The Bureau for Humanitarian Resources (BHR) Food for Peace office (FFP) 
is committed to reducing food insecurity in the world through the provision of Public Law 480 (P.L. 480) 
Title I1 focd zid for err?ergency ar,d clevelcpmezt :tcaivi:izs. For i:s eaergency program, FFF 2;s 
developed Strategic Objective I (Sol), and for i ts development programs, Strategic Objective 2 (S02). 
Each Strategic Objective is represented by a corresponding SO Team, with its own Strategic Plan. This . 
repui-t addresses h e  resuits ~ e p u r h g  dud lesuurce requirements Tor FFP's SO2 Team. Tint: SG2 Team 
consists of team members in BHR who make up the "core" SO2 team, as well as members horn Regional 
and other Central Bureaus who are part of the "expanded" SO2 Team. The SO2 Team's "partners" are 
those PVOs and Missions which are implementing Title I1 development activities. The SO2 Team's 
"ultimate customers" (who are sewed indirectly through PVOs and Missions) are the food insecure 
participants and beneficiaries of Title I1 development activities. 

The Food Aid and Food Security Policy Paper was developed in 1995 to guide program priorities 
and resource allocations for USAID-administered food aid activities. Based on the policy paper and other 
policy guidance inputs, FFP's SO2 Team has initiated major changes to improve the way it supports Title I1 
development activities. These changes were initiated in FY 96, and led to development of a revised 
Strategic Plan for SO2 in FY 97. A key change of the revised Strategic Objective 2 is that FFP's 
performance indicators are defined not in terms of specific people-level impact targets, but rather in terms 
of the degree to which its Mission and PVO partners are able to achieve the people-level targets that they 
set. This change in approach reflects both the SO2 Team's efforts to re-engineer towards a 
managing-for-results system for administering Title I1 activities, and the fact that FFP's role is not to 
implement the activities, but rather to facilitate and strengthen its partners' capabilities to manage, 
implement and demonstrate the results of Title I1 activities. 

The revised SO2 strategic plan has allowed the SO2 Team to make great strides in bringing Title I1 
development activities in line with the reengineering and managing-for-results principles established by 
USAID. However, because the strategic plan is new, this Results Report and Resources Request (R4) 

cannot yet report on the achievement of planned targets. Rather, the R4 will report on baselines and targets 
that have been established for the Strategic Plan indicators, as well as selected case examples which 

demonstrate the progress achieved to date with respect to these indicators. A summary of the SO2 Strategic 
Plan and indicators is provided in Table 1. 



Table 1: FFP SO2 Strategic Plan Resuits Framework Summary 
Goal: lmproved household nutrition and agricultural productivity among targeted vulnerable groups. 

Strategic Objective 2 6 0 2 ) :  Increased effectiveness of FFP's partners in carrying out Title II 
development activities with measurable results related to  food security wi th a primary focus on 
household nutrition and agricultural productivity 

SO2 Indicators: 
1. Percentage of new approved DAPs that identify objectively measurable, program-linked 
performance indicators, as defined in FFP guidance. 

2. Percentage of partners' activities that report complete baseline data and set targets for 
objectively measurable indicators within first year of implementation. 

3. Percentage of partners' annual targets demonstrated t o  be achieved, based on objectively 
measured indicators. 

lntermediate 

L 

Result 
Strengthened capabilities o f  PVOs, USAID 
Missions and FFP t o  design, manage, monitor 
and support programs. 

IR1.l: lndicators of PVO capabilities 
a. Percentage of DAPs assessed to satisfy 75% of 
DAP review criteria to a great extent or better. 
b. Percentage of PAAs for which Missions assess 
that PVOs have adequate technical capacity for 
implementing and monitoring programs. 

IR1.2: lndicators of USAID Mission capabilities 
a. Percentage of Missions satisfying 75% of 
guidelines in annual FAMP submissions. 
b. Number of Missions developing Memoranda of 
Understanding with FFP outlining specific plans 
for redelegating Title I1 program authority. 

IR1.3: lndicators of FFP capabilities 
a. Percentage of scores 3 or above by PVOs on 
surveys of DAP guidance quality. 
b. Percentage of scores of "good" or "excellent" 
by PVOs/Missions on surveys of quality of FFP 
program support. 

Intermediate 

I 

Result 
lmproved integration of activities w i th  other 
in-country activities, w i th  Mission objectives, 
and wi th other donor strategies. 

IR2.1: lndicators of integration of activities 
a. Percentage of PAAs in which Missions assess 
that PVO has coordinated its activities with 
other PVO, host country, private sector and 10 
activities to great extent or better. 
b. Number of countries in which 2 or more PVOs 
have joint or coordinated M&E activities. 

IR2.2: lndicators of integration with Missions 
a. Percentage of DAPs/PAAs in which Missions 
assess that PVO activities contribute to Mission 
objectives to a great extent or better. 
b. Percentage of DAPdPAAs in which Missions 
assess M&E activities/indicators meet Mission 
results reporting needs to great extent or better. 

IR2.3: Indicator of integration with other donors 
a. Number of countries in which joint US-EU food 
security strategies are developed. 
b. Number of countries in which PVOs and WFP 
develop joint food security strategies. 



I.B. Overview of Activities 

As an overview, FFP currently supports 53 PVO-implemented Title I1 development activities, 
operating in 24 countries in 3 regions (Africa, Asia and LAC). The greatest number of these activities (3 1) 
are located in Africa, though the largest share of resources (about 40%) is allocated to activities in Asia, 
due to the large size of the India and Bangladesh programs. Title 11 development activities support many 
types of components related to food security and disaster preventiodmitigation, and most activities are 
multi-dh-ensienal integrating a few of the fdlowing types of components: (1) health and nutrition; (2) 
water and sanitation; (3) agricultural productivity; (4) natural resource management; (5) education; (6) 
humanitarian assistance; (7) roads and infrastructure; and (8) microenterprise development. Nonetheless, 
hcaPt'nuiiiticin aad agricultural piod~itivity a n  the WO prhiaiy fo~a l  deas of Lhe T i k  II program, with 
approximately 80% of activities including a health and nutrition component, and 70% including an 
agricultural productivity component. In the last two years most of the portfolio has been turned over, as 
almost 90% of current activities were approved in either FY 96 or FY 97, with 5-year lifespans extending 
through FY 00 or FY 01. Table 2 provides a summary of FY 97-approved Title I1 development activities, 
including the countries where they operate, the implementing PVOs, approximate resource levels, and the 
types of interventions. 

In addition to these development food aid resources managed by FFP, USAID expects to provide 
approximately $46.3 million in Title II development resources in FY 97 to the World Food Program, as 
well as $38.5 million in Title I11 resources directly to governments. Because these resources are not within 
the SO2 Team's manageable interest, however, results related to these resources are not included in the 
SO2 Team's Strategic Plan, and therefore, not in this R4. 

I.C. Factors Affecting Program Performance 

Factors that will affect FFP's ability to meet its SO2 performance targets include: (1) the 
critical need for increased Workforce, Operating Expense (OE) and Development Assistance (DA) 
resources available for managing Title I1 development activities; (2) the transition of countries from 
emergency to development programs; and (3) the need for close collaboration between FFP and its 
PVO and Mission partners, including further consensus on which indicators need to be reported and 
targeted. Each of these factors is discussed below: 

(1) The SO2 Team's ability to achieve its Strategic Plan results, and to provide effective Title I1 
program management, is contingent upon the office's ability to secure increased direct-hire 
staff, as well as OE and DA funds. These additional resources are essential for more effective 
country backstopping; for strengthening our PVO, Mission and WFP partners; and for 
improving monitoring and evaluation systems to measure the impact of Title 11-supported 
activities on increasing food security. Currently, the SO2 Team has four Country Backstop 
Officers supporting 53 activities in 24 different countries, and administering over $300 million 
in Title 11 resources (an average of about 13 activities, 6 countries and $75 million per officer). 
Without increases to requested resource levels, FFP may be forced to reduce the number and 
scope of approved activities, and/or amend or abandon the SO2 Strategic Plan in its current 
form. These consequences are described in more detail in the Resources Requirements section 
of this R4. 
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LAC 

LAC 

LAC SUBTO: 

FblivialADRA 
Boliviafcaritas 
BolivialFHI 
BolivialPCI 
Guatemalaf CARE 
GuatemaldCRS 
GuatemalalFTC 
GuatemaldSHARE 
Haiti1 ADRA 
HaitiICARE 
HaitiICRS 
HonduraslCARE 
NicanpdADRA 
NicaragualPCI 
NicaraguaISCF 
Peru/ADRA 
Peru/CARE 
Peru/Caritas 
Peru/PRISMA 

rf 

TOTAL APPROVED: 

HN= healthlnutri.; WS= watedsanit.; AG= agriculture; NR= nat. resources; ED= education; HA= human. assistance; RI= roadslinfra.; ME= 
microenterprise 



(2) Both the SO1 and SO2 Teams are being increasingly challenged to help countries transition from 
relief to development. To do this, the SO1 Team is encouraging effective "relief exit" strategies 
for its activities, and the SO2 Team is providing support to Title I1 PVOs and Missions for 
designing new development activities in countries that are ready to make the 
relief-todevelopment transition. A recent example of such efforts is the successful transition of 
Mozambique from emergency to development activities (see Case Example below). Other 
transition countries are expected to follow in the near future, such as Angola and Rwanda. 
While the transition to development is positive, adding new transition countries to the SO2 
portfolio increases the need for strengthening our partners' capacity, and increases the SO2 
Team's workload, presenting additional challenges for the Team. 

Case Example: Transition from Relief to Development in hlozambique 
The Title I1 program in Mozambique is an excellent example of effective teamwork between FFP's SO1 
and SO2 Teams resulting in a successful transition from emergency to development food aid activities. 
FFP and USAID/Mozambique began administering a massive emergency food aid relief program in 1992, 
implemented by several PVOs. During 1995 and 1996, the program changed its focus toward transitional 
and development activities with resources being used for foodlcash-for-work projects that rebuilt critical 
infrastructure such as health clinics, agricultural posts, irrigation systems, roads and schools that had been 
destroyed by war. During 1996, substantial support from the SO2 Team and USAIDlMozambique 
contributed to the successful design and approval of six PVO DAPs for Title I1 development activities to 
be initiated in FY 97. Not only has the Title I1 program in Mozambique been an example of successful 
transition from relief to development, but also the close coordination among the Title I1 PVOs in the 
design of their activities and the development of a joint monitoring and evaluation system has made the 
program a model of PVO integration. 

(3) SO2 Team performance is also critically dependent on the performance and collaboration of its 
PVO and Mission partners. While FFP administers a wide variety of Title I1 development 
activities, it does not directly implement the activities, but rather works through its partners to 
achieve and measure impacts. Nevertheless, there is a need to consolidate and report on the 
overall effect of food aid in addressing food security. Therefore, one area where cooperation is 
critical is PVO acceptance and use of a core set of indicators so that data on similar types of 
results can be consolidated and assessed. While a set of generic Title I1 development 
performance indicators has been developed collaboratively by USAID and Title I1 PVOs (see 
Annex 2). and the PVOs are being encouraged to use them, further consensus is still needed on 
their application, as some PVOs still prefer to develop their own indicators and are reluctant to 
change indicators for long-standing projects. 



PART 11. PROGRESS TOWARD OBJECTIVES 

1I.A. SO2 Indicators 

Three indicators have been identified as measures of achievement of S02. These indicators follow 
a progression from (1) PVOs identifying indicators and targets for PVO programs, to (2) their 
measuring program impacts with respect to these indicators and targets, to (3) their demonstrating 
xhievernent of the tarsets. Specifca!ly, *e S92 indicators and rarzets are: 

S 0 2 .  I .  Percentage of new approved DAPs that identifi objectively measurable, program-linked 
pe~~orimncer hiiiatoi.s, US 9eJtied in FFP guilklnce;. 

S02 .2 .  Percentage of partners' activities that report complete baseline data and set targets for 
objectively measurable indicators within first year of implementation; 

S02 .3 .  Percentage of partners' annual targets demonstrated to be achieved, based on objectively 
measured indicators. 

Indicator S02.1: Percentage of new approved DAPs that identify objectively measurable, 
program-linked performance indicators, as defied in FFP guidance 

How effectively FFP's partners' programs can demonstrate measurable impacts depends foremost 
on whether appropriate measurable indicators are identified in the activity design. To encourage the use 
of better indicators as well as minimize subjectivity in assessing their adequacy, explicit criteria for 
adequate indicators were included in this year's guidance for FY 1998-2001 Development Activity 
Proposals (DAPs), and will also be included in future DAP guidance. These criteria, which are 
provided in Annex 1, will also be used by DAP reviewers in assessing the adequacy of indicators 
identified in DAPs. Scores given by reviewers on the adequacy of indicators as part of the DAP review 
scoring system will be the means of verification for S02.1 (see Annex 3, question # 3). Those DAPs 
that are assessed to have inadequate indicators will be required to re-identify and submit new indicators 
either prior to or shortly after activity approval. 

A baseline of the percentage of DAPs that have defined indicators which meet the above criteria 
was determined by reviewing a random sample of FY 97 DAPs which were submitted in FY 96. This 
review indicated that 20% of FY 97 DAPs had indicators assessed to be adequate in each of these 
criteria. This number should dramatically increase, however, due to: (1) more explicit guidance on 
correctly defining indicators in the FY 98 DAP guidance; (2) feedback provided on indicator issues to 
PVOs by SO2 Team project officers; and (3) technical assistance that is being provided to Title I1 PVOs 
and Missions by the Global Bureau's IMPACT Project. The target is to have adequate indicators (as 
determined by scores given by DAP reviewers) identified in more than 50% of new approved DAPs 
submitted in FY 97 (i.e. FY 1998-2001 DAPs), more than 70 % in FY 98, more than 80 % in FY 99, 
more than 90% in FY 00, and 100% in FY 01. 



Case Example: Improved Performance Indicators for Cape Verde/ACDI 
FFP's transition to a managing-for-results system begau in FY 96, with the colIaborative development of 
generic Title II development performance indicators, and a more rigorous review of indicators and 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plans in FY 1997-2001 DAPs. The more rigorous review of M&E 
plans has led many Title I1 PVOs, often with FFP assistance, to redevelop their performance indicators 
and measurement plans, resulting in more objective and verifiable indicators, and an improved ability to 
measure the results of their programs. One such example is the Agricultural Cooperative Department 
International (ACDI) activity in Cape Verde. While the proposed interventions, training sctivitizs, and 
overall quality of the Cape VerdeJACDI DAP was assessed favorably by reviewers, the monitoring and 
evaluation system was assessed to be weak. In particular, reviewers noted that most of the performance 
i ~ d i c a t ~ r s  had m t  been well identified, often lacking precise ilefiirition, objective nleasule~~ierll u i ~ e ~ i d ,  UI 

clear means of verification. Subseq~ent to the DAP, however, ACDI made a major effort to redesign the 
M&E plan and indicators for its Cape Verde activity, including utilizing FFP assistance through its 
IMPACT Project. The result has been a greatly strengthened M&E plan, with more precisely defined, 
measurable indicators, including Title I1 generic performance indicators. 

Indicator S02.2: Percent of partner activities that report complete baseline data and set 
targets for objectively measurable indicators within first year of implementation 

Identifying the anticipated results of activities, and measuring progress towards achieving them, is 
central to the SO2 Team's ability to manage for results, and depends first on establishing baseline data 
for the selected performance indicators. This baseline data, in addition to providing a standard against 
which to measure impact, allows for more reasonable identification of performance targets. Since Title 
I1 PVOs typically do not have the resources necessary for conducting full baseline studies prior to their 
receiving funding after approval of their proposals, they will be expected to complete baseline data 
collection and set performance targets based on this baseline information during the initial year of 
implementation. 

A review of this year's PVO Results Reports and PAAs for FY 1996-2000 activities indicated that 
39% of the activities had completed collection of their baseline data and established targets consistent 
with this data in the first year of their implementation. This low percentage can be attributed to the 
newness of the transition of Title I1 activities to a managing-for-results system, the limited technical and 
financial capacity of many Title II PVOs, and the limited FFP staff capacity to support the monitoring 
and evaluation efforts of these PVOs. The SO2 Team and its PVO and Mission partners are making a 
concerted effort in FY 97 to improve baseline data collection efforts through developing monitoring and 
evaluation guides and providing technical and financial assistance to its partners. In future years, the 
targets established are that 60% of new activities in FY 97 will complete baseline data and establish 
targets within first year, 70% in FY 98, 80% for FY 99 and 90% for FY 00 and 01. 



Case Example: Baseline Study and Target Setting by Honduras/CARE 
The multisectoral Title I1 activity being implemented by the Cooperative for Assistance and Relief 
Everywhere (CARE) in Honduras, which was initiated in FY 96, provides an example of the type of high 
quality baseline study which FFP seeks to promote in all its Title I1 activities. CARE'S study utilized an 
integrated team of professionals having expertise in many areas including health, nutrition, economics, 
agroforestry, and social work. This team reviewed the activity's logical framework and determined the 
types and sources of information needed for each activity area and the methodology to be implemented. 
The baseline included data on targeted households, as wel! as a control group of ncr, targeted househc!ds, 
and measured both impact indicators and annual monitoring indicators. Because of its high quality 
baseline study, its clear identification of performance targets, and its detailed description of its data 
cdlcction ncrhodology, CARE will be able to clearly demoritrate the uverall impact u l  its duiviry by 
comparing baseline data with data from evaluations at the midterm and end of the activity. 

Indicator S02.3: Percentage of partners' annual targets demonstrated to be achieved, based 
on objectively measured indicators 

Ultimately, the degree to which targets are met, and impacts achieved, is the most important 
indicator of the effectiveness of FFP's partners in carrying out their development activities. Initially, 
the achievement of annual monitoring targets, which reflect intermediate program results, should be 
demonstrated. Subsequently, Results Reports emanating from midterm and final evaluations should 
demonstrate achievement of ultimate impact targets. 

Indicator S02.3 links FFP's "partner strengthening" activities with ultimate people-level impacts in 
the field. However, rather than defining specific targets for increases in household nutrition, 
agricultural productivity, etc., FFP performance will be assessed in terms of how effectively its partners 
achieve the specific targets they set. This approach for measuring FFP's performance recognizes the 
fact, as noted previously, that FFP does not directly implement programs, but rather works through its 
partners to achieve program impacts. 

In addition to indicating whether actual results reached anticipated target levels, Results Reports 
should demonstrate, and evaluators and reviewers should verify, that the results were obtained based on 
objectively measured indicators. It is too early to create a comprehensive baseline for the FY 96 Results 
Reports which are the basis for this R4, as the transition to FFP's managing-for-results system is still in 
its initial phases. Nevertheless, some of FFP's PVO partners have already been developing objectively 
verifiable indicators, carrying out baseline surveys, and demonstrating results. A few case examples are 
presented below. A comprehensive baseline of the percentage of PVO targets being achieved will be 
established for the M 97 Results Reports which will be submitted in FY 98, and targets for subsequent 
years determined after the baseline is established. A system for consolidating the results data from the 
Results Reports into a database will be developed during CY 97. A key to the success of this data 
consolidation effort, however, will be the degree to which Title 11 PVOs agree and adhere to the use of 
generic Title I1 performance indicators for development activities. 



Case Example: Achievement of Targets by PerulPRISMA 
PRISMA is currently implementing a Title I1 activity in Peru which includes interventions related to health and 
nutrition, microenterprise development, and agricultural productivity. This activity was initiated in FY 96 and 
continues through FY 00. In its FY 96 Results Report, PRISMA carefully measured and documented its 
achievements with respect to the targets (both input-oriented and results-oriented) it had set the previous year. 
Of its results targets, PRISMA demonstrated that it fully achieved 55 % of them. In addition. 73 % of its targets 
were at least 90% achieved, and 82% were at least 80% achieved. Examples of results for which PRISMA fully 
achieved or exceeded its targets in the first year of its activity include: 
(1) more than 55% of families in MCH program within six months meet graduation criteria of (a) no child 
suffering from acute malnutrition during previous three months, (b) all children having complete vaccination 
schedules, jc) pregnant women receiving regular ante-natal care, and (d) all mothers receiving family planning 
counseling; 
(2) 95% repayment rate for microenterprise development loans; and 
(3) more than 1000 metric tons of agricultural production. 

I Case Example: Results of Zn$iastruchrre Projects Demonstrated by Bangludesh/CARE 
The CARE activity in Bangladesh, which was initiated in FY 94 and continues through FY 99, has also 
measured and documented the degree to which it has met its targets. Although this activity was approved prior 
to the transition of Title I1 activities to a managing-for-results system, CARE initiated and has successfully 
established a monitoring and evaluation system for measuring and reporting on performance. In the rural 
infrastructure component of its activity, CARE reported that in FY 96 it exceeded its targets for infrastructure 
development for businesses and irrigation, and achieved over 90% of its target levels for road passability. 
Furthermore, CARE reported that the increased road passability resulting from their road improvement activities 
had led to an increase in vehicular traffic of 22% over baseline levels. 

- 

Case Example: Results Demonstrated by Multiple Title ZZ PVOs in Ethiopia 
A number of Title I1 PVOs have been implementing and demonstrating results of Title I1 development activities 
in Ethiopia. In particular FY 96 Results Reports submitted by CARE, CRS and WVRD indicated the degree of 
achievement of both output-oriented and impact targets. CARE, for instance, reported that the introduction of 
improved agronomic packages resulted in yields 2 to 3 times higher for participating farmers. As another 
example, CRS was able to report an increase of 10 to 20 percent in income as a direct result of their credit and 
savings project. WVRD also provided a table in its Results Report which clearly linked its targets, 
accomplishments and the degree to which it reached its targets. 



Case Example: Achievement of Results Targets by PerulCARE 
Another good example of a Title I1 activity demonstrating achievement of targeted results is CARE'S ac~ivity in 
Peru. Examples of targets fully achieved or exceeded in FY 96 included: 
(1) 75 % of targeted children rehabilitated from acute malnutrition; 
(2) 80% of targeted children immunized by 12 months of age; and 
(3) over 7,000 hectares under improved natural resource management practices. 

1I.B. IR1 Indicators 

The first intermediate result (IR1) is strengthened capabilities of ?VOs, USAID  mission^ and FFP 
to design, manage, monitor and suppon programs. FFP has supported numerous institutional strengthening 
and training activities, including an annual Food Aid Managers Course for all Washington-based and 
overseas USAID staff managing food aid activities; on-going FFP officers training; and on-going 
workshops and meetings with our partners on food security issues and strategic planning. The SO2 Team 
also supports partners by participating as virtual members on Mission SO Teams, by providing TA support 
as needed, by working with Title I1 PVOs in the field and at their headquarters, and by interacting with the 
Food Aid Consultative Group (FACG) and Food Aid Management (FAM) on issues of PVO strengthening 
and support. 

Additionally, grants are provided to Title I1 PVOs for their capacity strengthening, including Title 
11-funded 202(e) grants to support operations and institutional strengthening of individual country 
activities (see Table 2); and DA-funded Institutional Support Grants (ISGs) to strengthen the technical 
and managerial capacity of PVO headquarters and regional offices, which provide essential support to 
country offices. These support services include carrying out assessments and feasibility studies, helping 
design activities and associated monitoring and evaluation plans, and hiring, orienting and training field 
staff. A breakdown of ISG funding levels for Title I1 PVOs for FY 97 activities is provided below. As 
discussed in the Resource Requirement section, the level of ISG funding for development activities 
needs to increase to $7.0 million given the requirements for PVOs to strengthen their monitoring and 
evaluation systems, refocus and demonstrate the impact of their activities on food security, meet the new 
BHR requirements for environmental reviews, and increase PVO staff participation in Missions' and 
FFP's strategic planning efforts. 

FY 96 A ~ ~ r o v e d  1% Funding: 
ACDI: $ 110,463 ADRA: $ 700,000 
Africare: $ 400,000 CARE: $l,ZO,OOO 
CRS: $1,000,000 FAMICARE: $ 163,722 
OICI;. ,:. $ 59,750 PCI: $ 87,400 
SAVE: $ 49 1,245 WVRD: $ 4 19,403 TOTAL: $4,681,983 

Indicators of strengthened capabilities for Title I1 PVOs, Missions and FFP are listed below 

IR1.l: Indicators of PVO capabilities 
a. Percentage of DAPs assessed to satisfjr 75 % of DAP review criteria to a great extent or better. 
b. Percentage of PAAs in which Missions assess that PVOs have adequate technical capacity for 

implementing and monitoring activities. 

IR1.2: Indicators of USAID Mission ca~abilities 
a. Percentage of Missions satisfiing 75% o f  euidelines in annual FAMP submissions. 
6 .  Ngmber of Missions developing Memoranda 2,f Lrnderstanding with FFP outlining spec@c p!cni ,for 



redelegating Title 11 program authority. 

IR1.3: Indicators of FFP cauabilities 
a. Percentage of scores of 3 ("good '7 or above given by PVOs on surveys of DAP/PAA guidance 

quality. 
b. Percentage of scores of "good" or "excellent" given by PVOs and Missions on surveys of quality of 

FFP program support. 

Capability has a very intangible nature, making its measurement in an objective, quantitative sense, 
quite difficult. To minimize subjectivity in the assessment of PVO capabilities, the FFP indicators will 
measure these capabilities in two ways -- first by having DAP reviewers assess how well Title I1 PVOs 
design programs, and second by having Missions assess how well PVOs demonstrate technical capacity 
for implementing and monitoring their programs. The first indicator will involve the application of the 
previously mentioned DAP review scoring system which is provided in Annex 3. The second indicator 
will use a single scored question asked of USAID Missions commenting on PAA submissions. 

The DAP review scoring system is designed to more rigorously assess the quality of DAPs that are 
submitted, and thus the capacity of Title I1 PVOs for designing effective Title I1 development activities. 
More specifically, the scoring system includes assessments of: (1) project rationale; (2) activity 
objectives; (3) performance indicators and targets; (4) proposed interventions; (5) ration sizes and 
composition; (6) sustainability; (7) integration with other activities; (8) logistics; (9) monitoring and 
evaluation plans; (10) disincentive analyses; and (1 1) overall clarity. A baseline score for FY 96 has 
been developed by a group of reviewers reviewing a random sample of FY 1997-2001 DAPs (hereafter 
called FY 97 DAPs), which were submitted in FY 96, based on this scoring system. For each DAP, the 
percentage of scores given by reviewers that were 3 or above was calculated. (This is based on a 
4-point scale in which 3 indicates that the criteria was met "to a great extent"). The baseline revealed 
that none of the sampled DAPs submitted in FY 96 scored a 3 or higher on 75 % of the review scores 
(i.e. baseline = 0%). Specifically, the average percentage of scores 3 or above for all the sampled 
DAPs was 50%, with the range of scores for the individual DAPs between 40% and 59%. 

While the baseline for this indicator is 0%. due to a number of efforts made by the SO2 Team this 
past year, there are good reasons to believe that DAP review scores will increase dramatically in FY 97 
and subsequent years. One reason is that the SO2 Team, working collaboratively with its PVO and 
Mission partners, put much effort into rewriting and improving its DAP guidance for FY 98 DAPs, 
including defining explicit criteria for what is expected in DAPs and more detailed guidance on 
identifying measurable indicators and targets. The SO2 Team also used a formal survey of Title I1 
PVOs (see discussion of Indicator IR1.3a) to get their feedback on the quality of the previous year's 
DAP guidance and ways to improve it. A planned increase in ISG grant support to PVOs is also 
expected to result in an increase in the quality of new submitted DAPs. Another reason why DAP 
quality scores are expected to increase is that last year the SO2 Team, including expanded Team 
members from Global and Regional Bureau offices, conducted very rigorous reviews of the FY 97 
DAPs. The feedback to PVOs from these reviews is expected to aid them in developing higher quality 
DAPs this year. Future years should continue to improve as the SO2 Team continues to improve its 
DAP guidance based on PVO input. Also the DAP review scoring system is expected to increase the 
rigor and quality of feedback of DAP reviews. 

Although establishing performance targets for subsequent years for this indicator is quite 
speculative, the SO2 Team expects, based on the reasoning above, that during FY 97 50% of the Fk 



1998-2001 DAPs will be scored as satisfying 75 % of the criteria and that these numbers will increase to 
60% in FY 98.70% in FY 99, 75% in FY 00 and 80% in FY 01. 

The second indicator of PVO capacity strengthening goes beyond project design by having 
Missions assess the demonstrated technical capacity of Title 11 PVOs to implement, monitor and evaluate 
their programs. This will be done through two scored questions included in the section of the annual 
DAPIPAA guidance regarding Mission comments on PAA submissions. A baseline will be created 
based on scores provided by Missions on FY 98 PAAs, and targets determined subsequently. 
Specifically, the questions asked of Missions are: 

T ~ P  Coop~r~ltigg Sponsor hns clemnnrtmted adequate !echicnl ccpciry for irnplmmti?zg its 
development activities. 

I = Not True; 2= True to some extent; 3= True to great extent; 4= True without exception 

The Cooperating Sponsor has demonstrated adequate technical capacity for clearly measuring and 
reporting the results of its activities. 

I = Not True; 2= True to some extent; 3 = True to great extent; 4= True without exception 

Case Example: Strengthening Capabilities of the Doulos Community in Mauritania 
The Doulos Community, which is implementing a Title I1 activity in Mauritania, is an example of a PVO 
which, through effective capacity strengthening efforts, has been able to operate successfully in a 
"non-presence" country. Doulos has been able to face the challenge of implementing its activity without 
USAID Mission support due to its highly experienced and skilled staff, whose salaries and development 
have been supported through 202(e) grants, and technical support provided by FFP. FFP also has 
provided technical expertise to assist Doulos in the design of its current Title I1 activity, largely through 
detailed comments on its proposal. This activity, which began in 1996, represents a well-integrated 
supplemental feeding, health and nutrition program, with thorough targeting, supervision, client 
responsiveness and partnerships with the community. With FFP support, Doulos has also implemented a 
coherent monitoring and evaluation system which is expected to yield useful information over the life of 
the activity. The activity will be reviewed at a midterm evaluation being planned for 1998 with USAID 

I participation. 



Case Example: Institutional Support Grants: The Key to PVO Strengthening 
Institutional Support Grants (ISGs) are a key tool used by FFP to strengthen the capacities of its PVO 
partners. These grants have led to great improvements in the design and execution of their programs, and 
the documenting of results, including improvements in: 
(1) the logistics of food delivery, and accountability for commodities; 
(2) needs assessments for identifying vulnerable groups and appropriate interventions; 
(3) the technical soundness of activity designs; 
(4) transferring ski!ls and expertise to c o u n q  progrxn staff; 
(5) defining impact indicators and setting up impact monitoring and evaluation systems; 
(6)  the development of computer-based information systems; 
(7) the t.ffificiewy a id  cu~~isteucy of prugramming among PVO organizations; 
(8) participation in strategic planning efforts with FFP, Missions and other donors; and 
(9) development of conceptual models for guiding food aid activities, such as CARE'S food and 
livelihood security model, which has become the central strategy for all CARE programming. 

IR1.2: Indicators of Mission Capabilities 

Consistent with the decentralization element of USAID's reengineering strategy, FFP is embarking 
on a process of redelegating decision making and resource allocation responsibilities for Title I1 
development activities to selected USAID Missions that demonstrate the capacity to effectively administer 
Title I1 resources to address food security. In doing so, the SO2 Team must ensure Missions develop the 
necessary capabilities. Two indicators will be used to assess Mission capability -- the percentage of 
Missions satisfying 75 % of guidelines in annual FAMP submissions, and the number of Missions selected 
for developing Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with FFP outlining specific plans for redelegating 
Title I1 program authority. 

FAMPs (Food Aid Management Plans for USAID Missions) are a tool which FFP, with Regional 
Bureau assistance, has used to assess the program management capabilities of USAID Missions. Per 
USAID Handbook 9, Missions are required to submit FAMPs prior to approval of Title I1 activities, and 
a request for Missions to submit FAMPs has been included in the FY 98 DAPIPAA guidance. To use 
these FAMPs as an indicator to track Mission capabilities over time, scoring criteria need to be 
developed, and the FAMPs need to be reviewed by FFP staff. However, FFP is currently assessing 
whether its current FAMP document is the most appropriate measure of a Mission's food aid 
management capability, and if so, the form which the document should take. Based on the conclusion of 
this assessment, the associated FAMP indicator may need to be amended. A review of the FAMPs 
submitted this year could serve as a baseline of Mission capabilities, after which targets would be set for 
subsequent years. In addition to tracking Mission capabilities, the FAMPs would serve as an input for 
determining which USAID Missions qualify for redelegation of Title I1 program management authority. 

MOUs (Memoranda of Understanding) will be developed between FFP and USAID Missions which 
have been selected for redelegation of authority. These MOUs, which will be developed in 
collaboration with the Title I1 PVOs operating in-country, will describe the management responsibilities 
to be assumed by the Mission and will verify the Mission's capability to carry out these responsibilities. 
Initially, the MOUs will only delegate PAA spproval authority to these Missions (subject to overall 
country allocation levels). Eventually, DAP approval authority is expected to be extended as well. For 
the purposes of the FFPtS02 Results Framework, :he number of Missions which sign such MOUs will 



be used as an additional indicator of strengthened Mission capabilities. MOUs for three Missions -- 
Peru, Ethiopia and Bangladesh -- are being developed in FY 97 (see Case Example below). The number 
of Missions signing MOUs and assuming redelegation of authority is expected to increase each year. 
Specifically, cumulative targets for subsequent years are a total of 5 Missions by FY 98, 7 by FY 99, 9 
by FY 00, and 10 by FY 01. Although redelegation of authority will result in increased Mission 
responsibility for Title I1 activities, FFP will remain virtual members of each Mission Team managing 
the Title I1 activities and will retain commodity procurement responsibilities. 

Case Example: Redelegation of Authority Underway in Bangladesh, Ethiopia and Peru 
MOUs are currently being developed between FFP and Missions in Bangladesh, Ethiopia and Peru, for 
tile redelegation of management autharity for Title ii develupu~eut aclivities. These countries weIe 
selected because they had Title I1 development programs that were well-integrated with Mission 
objectives, had demonstrated sound management of Title 11 programs, and have qualified food aid 
management staff available to support the activities. Initially, the MOUs will only delegate PAA approval 
authority to these Missions (subject to overall country allocation levels). Eventually, DAP approval 
authority is expected to be extended as well. The MOUs will establish standards for Mission capabilities 
and the degree of Title I1 integration with Mission Strategic Plans, and will require the Missions to ensure 
the provision of adequate staff and resources for effective oversight of food aid activities. 



IR1.3: Indicators of FFP Capabilities 

This indicator focuses on FFP capabilities to support the effectiveness of its partners' programs. 
FFP capability will be measured via assessments by Title I1 PVOs and Missions on the quality of 
guidance and support FFP provides. This entails two brief surveys per year. The first, sent to PVOs 
only, assesses the clarity, timeliness, criteria and overall quality provided by FFP to its partners in its 
a ~ i d  3AP/PAA guidance. The sccotd, sent w Titlc I1 FVGs and Missions, assesseb Lilt- qudiitj uf 
FFP's support for the design and imple~llentation of activities, food aid management and logistics, 
monitoring and evaluation, and the efficiency and timeliness of program actions. 

The first survey was distributed to PVOs in December, 1996, requesting their assessment: of the 
usefulness and clarity of the past year's FY 97 DAP guidance. The responses to this survey provide a 
baseline with respect to the quality of the FY 97 DAP guidance, which was distributed in FY 96. 
Repeating this survey at the end of every proposal cycle will provide a means of tracking improvements 
in the guidance. A copy of the survey questions and scoring system are provided in Annex 4, and a 
summary of the survey results are provided below. 

Baseline Results of PVO Assessment of FFP FY 97 DAP Guidance Distributed in FY 96 
Question #1: CLEAR AND DETAILED INSTRUCTIONS 

(1 = No; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Generally yes (yes with exceptions); 4 = Yes) 
Percent of Responses > or = 3: 71% 

Question #2: REVIEW CRITERIA EXPLAINED 
(1 = No; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Generally yes (yes with exceptions); 4 = Yes) 

Percent of Responses > or = 3: 14% 
Question #3: TIMELY DISTRIBUTION 

(1 = No; 2 = Somewhat; 3 = Generally yes (yes with exceptions); 4 = Yes) 
Percent of Responses > or = 3: 0% 

Question #4: OVERALL QUALITY 
(1 = Poor; 2 = Mediocre; 3 = Good; 4 = Excellent) 

Percent of Responses > or = 3: 71% 

The targets set for this indicator for FY 97 (i.e. FY 98 DAP guidance) are for 75% percent of 
scores to be 3 or higher for each category above. This percentage should increase to 80% in FY 98, 
85 % in FY 99, and 90% in FY 00 and FY 01. As can be seen from the results of the survey, two areas 
where FFP performance was far from these targets are the explanation of the review criteria and the 
timeliness of distributing the guidance. In this year's guidance for FY 98 DAPs, much improvement 
was made in providing more explicit review criteria, and it is expected that survey results will improve 
considerably in this area. 

Guidance on activity design is only one area in which FFP provides support to its partners. A 
second survey has been sent to PVOs and Missions which will be used as an indicator of the quality of 
support provided by FFP in other important areas including: (1) activity design and implementation; (2) 
program and logistics management; (3) monitoring and evaluation system development; and (4) 
efficiency and timeliness of program actions. This survey is included in Annex 5. The survey was 
distributed to PVOs and Missions in April, 1997, requesting their assessment of FFP's performance in 
these areas. The responses to this survey provide a baseline with respect to the quality of overall FFP 
support to its partners. Repeating this survey annually will provide a means of tracking improvements 
in FFP support. FFP expects to share the results of this survey with its partners as a basis for further 
discussion on how FFP can better support its partners. The baseline survey results are provided below. 



Baseline Results of PVO and Mission Assessment of Oualitv of FFP Su~oort  

Each question below is rated according to the following scale: 
1 = FFP support has been very inadequate; 2 = FFP support has been inadequate in some areas; 
3 = FFP support has been generally adequate; 4 = FFP support has been excellent 

Question #1: SUPPORT FOR ACTIVITY DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION 
Percent of Responses > or = 3: 

Question #2: SUPPORT FOR PROGRAM AND LOGISTICS MANAGEMENT 
Percent of Responses > or = 3: 

Question #3: SUPPORT FOR MONITORING & EVALUATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT 
Percent of Responses > or = 3: 63% 

Question #4: EFFICIENCY AND TIMELINESS OF PROGRAM ACTIONS 
Percent of Responses > or = 3: 60% 

As can be seen from these baseline results, FFP support is relatively weak in the areas of 
supporting monitoring and evaluation system development and supporting efficiency and timeliness. 
The survey thus suggests that FFP needs to make a concerted effort to improve its performance in these 
areas. As discussed in the Resource Requirements section of this R4, improvements in these areas will 
only be possible with significant increases in the level of Workforce and OE resources allocated to the 
SO2 Team. With such additional resources, the targets established are for 80% of scores to be 3 or 
greater in all categories for FY 97, 85% for FY 98, and 90% for FY 99 through FY 01. 

Both surveys of SO2 Team performance have indicated timeliness to be a problem. To some 
extent, this may continue to be a problem due to the huge and increasing workload of FFP staff, the 
large number of clearances required in USAIDIWashington, and debates that have occurred among 
USAIDIWashington bureaus on issues such as the approval of Title I1 development activities in 
non-presence countries, or countries where Title I1 activities do not contribute to a Mission's Strategic 
Objective(s). (Note that for non-presence countries, the Agency has mandated a multi-bureau approval 
process that requires inordinate amounts of FFP staff time and up to a year for each activity approval.) 

1I.C. IR2 Indicators 

The second intermediate result towards achieving SO2 is improved integration of activities with 
other in-country activities, with Mission objectives, and with other donor strategies. There is substantial 
evidence that food aid, programmed by itself, does not achieve the maximum impact possible. Rather, 
food aid is more effective when used in conjunction with other resources in promoting increased 
agricultural productivity and improved household nutrition. This includes complementary dollar-funded 
technical assistance, training, and other resources that food aid alone cannot provide. Food aid activities 
should also be coordinated with host country policy reforms to maximize their impact on food security. 
The Food Aid and Food Security Policy Paper has also emphasized that food aid "should be integrated tc 
a greater extent with other USAID assistance resources." 

To achieve greater integration of Title I1 with other resources, the SO2 Team has been encouraging 
Agency regional and central bureaus and Missions to better integrate food aid activities into Agency 
operating unit strategic plans and results reports, and encouraging Missions to complement Title I1 
activities with DA resources. FFP has also been m e  of the main supporters of Title I11 food aid 
programs which are a key mechanism to support policy reforms to enhance food security, as Titie II 



food cannot be used for such purposes. 

In addition, FFP has encouraged and supported greater coordination in country food security 
assessments, in program design, and in program monitoring and evaluation among USAID Missions and 
Title I1 PVOs, including development of joint strategies and memoranda of understanding among 
USAID, PVOs and donors, such as the European Union (EU) and the World Food Program (WFP). 
Title I1 PVOs are also encouraged to work with and strengthen host country institutions, including 
government and iion-government orgaiiizations, as well as private sector participants. Such linkdgzs are 
supported by a combination of food and non-food resources with dollar or local currency resources, 
which are provided by USAID Missions, PVOs (from non-AID sources), monetized food aid, and 
202ie) and ISG grants. However, me ievel of these integration efforts has been constrained by a lack ot  
dollar resources. 

Indicators of improved integration of Title I1 development activities with other in-country activities, 
with Mission objectives, and with other donor strategies, are listed below. 

IR2.1: Indicators of integration with other host country activities 
a. Percentage of PAAs in which Missions assess that PVO has coordinated its activities and other host 

country, private sector and I 0  activities to great extent or better. 
b. Number of countries in which 2 or more PVOs have joint or coordinated M&E activities. 

IR2.2: Indicators of integration with Missions 
a. Percentage of DAPs/PAAs in which Missions assess that PVO activities contribute to Mission 

objectives to a great extent or better. 
b. Percentage of DAPs/PAAs in which Missions assess that M&E activities/indicators meet Mission 

results reporting needs to great extent or better. 

IR2.3: Indicator of integration with other donors 
a. Number of countries in which joint US-EU food security strategies are developed. 
b. Number of countries in which PVOs and WFP develop joint food security strategies. 

IR2.1: Indicators of Integration With Other Host Countrv Activities 

Because FFP recognizes the importance of integrating Title I1 activities with each other and with 
other host country activities, FFP will track two indicators of how well activities and monitoring efforts 
are coordinated among cooperating sponsors, host countries, WFP, private sector participants, and other 
donors. The first indicator is Mission assessments of how well activities are integrated with other 
activities. This will be measured by including a scored question in the section of the annual DAPIPAA 
guidance regarding Mission comments on PAA submissions. Specifically, the question is: 
The Cooperating Sponsor has worked with and coordinated its activities with other PVO, host country, 
private sector and intemrnanonal organization development activities in country. 
- 1 = Not True; 2 = True to some extent; 3 = True to great extent; 4 = True without exception 

FY 97 will be the baseline year for this indicator. A baseline will be generated from Mission scores on 
this question in the FY 98 PAA reviews, and targets determined based on the baseline. 

The development of joint M&E activities among Title I1 PVOs engaged in similar activities in the 
same country is an area where better coordination among PVOs could be of great benefit, particularly 
considering the great expense of M&E activities and the limited technical capacity Title I1 PVOs 
currently have in this area. Not only can joint bi&E activities (e.g., joint baseline data collectic,n, joint 



midterm evaluations) increase M&E efficiency, but by increasing communication among Title I1 PVOs, 
they can encourage better coordination of overall programming. Therefore, another indicator of 
integration among Title II activities which will be tracked is the number of country programs in which 2 
or more PVOs have joint or coordinated M&E programs. The target for FY 97 is three countries, with 
Title I1 PVOs working in Mozambique, Peru and Haiti having already committed to initiating joint M&E 
activities for their programs beginning in FY 97. The targets are to increase the cumulative total of 
countries to 5 by FY 98.7 by FY 99.9 by FY 00, and a total of 10 by FY 01. Special emphasis will be 
placed on eficouragifig joint MStE plans in countries where 2 or more PVOs are sublnitti~lg I I ~ W  DAPS 
(e.g., Ethiopia in FY 98). 

I Case Example: Joint M&E System Development Among PVOs in Mozambique 
J 

i 
FFP has approved activities i b ~ o z a m b i ~ u e  for six different Title I1 PVOs. These activities began in FY 
97 and will continue through FY 01. To increase efficiency and coordination, the PVOs in Mozambique 
have begun implementing a coordinated monitoring and evaluation system, including joint baseline data 
collection and the use of standardized M&E indicators and methods. This process has been supported by 
critical technical expertise provided by FFP through the IMPACT Project. 



IR2.2: Indicators of Integration with Mission Obiectives 

Under current food aid legislation, PVO Title I1 programs are permitted to operate in countries 
without a USAID Mission, or in countries whose USAID Missions do not have food security objectives. In 
cases where Title I1 PVOs do operate in countries with USAID Missions, it is encouraged that Title I1 
activities be integrated with Mission objectives, and that PVO results monitoring and reporting activities 
confarm as much as possible with Mission results reporting needs. 

Because Missions are in the best position to assess how well activities support their objectives and 
reporting needs, the two indicators or" integration with Mission objectives are based on Mission assessments 
on scored questions included in the Mission comments section of the DAPIPAA guidance. The means of 
verification for both indicators would thus be through annual reviews of DAPs and PAAs, with targets set 
after a baseline is established in the FY 98 DAPIPAA reviews. Specifically, these indicators would be 
measured by Missions responding to the following two questions in their comments accompanying DAP and 
PAA submissions: 

For Missions which have a food security-related strategic objective or IR, the PVO Title II activities 
contribute to achievement of the Mission objectives and results framework. 
- I = Not True; 2 = True to some extent; 3 = True to great extent; 4- True without exception 

For Missions which have a food security-related strategic objective or IR, the PVO's monitoring and 
evaluation plan and indicators address the Mission's results reporting needs. 
- I = Not True; 2 = True to some extent; 3 = True to great extent; 4= True without exception 

Case Example: Integration of Title 11 with Mission Strategic Planning in Peru 
The Title I1 program in Peru is an example of the type of PVO-Mission integration that FFP wants to 
encourage. The Title I1 activities being implemented by ADRA, CARE, Caritas and PRISMA play an 
integral and integrated role in contributing to USAIDJPeru's Strategic Objective of Increasing Incomes of 
the Poor, and to its Intermediate Result of Improved Capacity of the Extremely Poor. In support of these 
objectives, Title I1 activities have been designed to effectively reach and improve the capacity of the very 
poor and food insecure populations in Peru, with a focus on activities related to: investments in basic 
infrastructure; appropriate technological improvements; growth of small-scale income generation 
activities; skills enhancement; training for mothers, other community members and Ministry of Health 
personnel on health and nutrition practices; and nutritional rehabilitation of acutely malnourished children. 

IR2.3: Indicators of Intemation With Other Donors 

USAID and the European Commission, the world's two largest food aid donors, agreed in 
September 1995 to implement joint food security strategies in five pilot countries -- Ethiopia, Eritrea. 
Malawi, Angola and Bolivia. An indicator of improved integration among food aid donors. therefore, will 
be the successful development and implementation of these and other joint strategies. The strategies for 
these five countries are expected to be in place by FY 98, and joint strategies for additional countries are 
anticipated in subsequent years. The targets for subsequent years are a cumulative total of 7 countries by 
FY 99, 9 by FY 00, and 10 by FY 01. 



The WFP is another large food donor with programs in many of the same countries as i'itle I1 
PVOs. USAID also allocates a large proportion of its Title I1 development resources ($46.3 million in FY 
97) to WFP. WFP is also eligible for up to $10 million of 202(e) funds annually. While there has been 
relatively good integration between WFP and Title I1 PVOs in some countries, including Bangladesh and 
India (see Case Example), greater integration is being encouraged throughout the portfolio, such as through 
more coordinated host country institutional strengthening and training efforts, and through better sharing of 
lessom !earned. 

An indicator of such integration will be the number of countries in which FFP's partners develop 
For~nai joint food securiry strategies with WFP. it  should be noted here that in response to FACJI'WHCJ 
initiatives resulting from the International Conference on Nutrition (1992), the WFP is in the process of 
working with governments in over 100 countries worldwide to develop national plans of action for health 
and nutrition. FFP's partners will be strongly encouraged to meld, wherever feasible, their efforts into 
these plans. Targets for PVO-WFP integration are: joinf food security strategies in 3 countries by FY 98; 
a total of 5 countries by FY 99; 7 by FY W; and 9 by FY 01. 

Case Example: CARE and WFP Coordin&'on in India 
In India, CARE and WFP have worked closely in coordinating their food aid development activities. 
These two organizations, the major partners with the Government of India in the implementation of the 
Integrated Child Development Services Scheme, ICDS (the world's largest child survival program), have 
recognized a "convergence of interest" and have begun to work together on standardization and 
improvement of generic ICDS training materials, and refinement of the scheme's monitoring and 
evaluation system. 

) Case Example: EC-USAID Coordination on the Greater Horn of Africa Initiative 
Another example of progress made towards better integration among donors is the Global Food Aid Code 
of Conduct drafted by the EC, in consultation with USAID, which will be considered for adoption by the 
International Food Aid Donors Forum this year. USAID is complementing this effort with a specific 
"food aid in the context of food security" code targeted at the Greater Horn of Africa (GHAI) countries. 
A working draft of this document is being sent to the Intergovernmental Authority on Development 
(IGAD) for their formal consideration. These "codes" seek ratification by donors and recipient 
governments on a set of coordinated and mutually supportive food aid strategies for using food assistance. 

1I.D. Performance Data Tables 



IRFORMANCE DATA TABLE 1 

11 Strategic Objective 2: Increased effectiveness of BHWFFP's Partners in carrying out Title I1 develo~ment activities with 11 
measurable results related to food security with primary focus on household nutrition and agricultural 'productivity. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHWOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

ZRFORMANCE DATA TABLE 2 
11 Strategic Objective 2: Increased effectiveness of BHIUFFP's Partners in carrying out Title 11 development activities with 11 

I 

measurable results related to food security with primary focus on household nutrition and agricultural broductivity. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHWOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

Performance Indicator 1: Percentage of new approved DAPs that identify objectively-measurable, program-linked 
performance indicators, as defined in FFP guidance. 

PERFORMANCE DATA TABLE 3 
Strategic Objective 2: Increased effectiveness of BHRlFFP's Partners in carrying out Title I1 development activities with 
measurable results related to food security with primary focus on household nutrition and agricultural productivity. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHRIOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

Performance Indicator 3: 5% of partners' targets demonstrated to be achieved, based on objectively measured indicators 

Unit of Measurement: Percentage of new DAPs 

Data Source: 
DAP review scoring sheets 

Indicator Definition: 
(as stated above) 

Comments: Baseline is based on random sample of FY 97 
DAPs submitted in FY 96. 

I 2001 

Performance Indicator 2: Percentage of partners' activities that report complete baseline data and set targets for 
objectively-measurable indicators within first year of implementation. 

11 Unit of Measurement: Percentage of annual targets I Year I Planned I Actual 11 

100% 

Unit of Measurement: % of 1-year old activities 

Data Source: 
PVO Results Reports. 

Indicator Definition: 
(as stated above) 

Comments: Baseline established by review of FY 96 
Results Reports and FY 98 PAAs for FY 96-00 activities. 

Actual 

20 R 

Year 

19% 

:997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

Year 

19% 

1 w  

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

Data Source: 
PVO Results Reports 

Indicator Definition: 

Planned 

(baseline year) 

50 R 

70 % 

80 % 

90 % 

Planned 

(baseline year) 

60% 

70 % 

80 % 

90% 

90% 

19% 

1997 

1998 

Actual 

39 % 

(as stated above) I I 

(baseline year) 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 



Comments: Baseline for IT 96 to be determined at later 
date. Targets for subsequent years will be established after 
baseline is determined. 

1999 

2000 

2001 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 



PERFORMANCE DATA TABLE 4 
Intermediate Result 1: Strengthened capabilities of PVOs, USAID Missions and FFP to design, manage, monitor and 
support activities. 

11 Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHFUOffice of Food For Peace - Development II 
Performance Indicator la: Percentage of DAPs assessed to satisfy 75% of DAP review criteria to a great extent or better. 

FORMANCE DATA TABLE 5 
Intermediate Result 1: Strengthened capabilities of PVOs, USAID Missions and FFP to design, manage, monitor and 
support activities. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHRtOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

C 

I I 
1999 I TBD I 

Unit of Measurement: 
Percentage of IIGW DAPs 

Data Source: 
DAP review scoring sheets 

Indicator Definition: 
"Great extent or better" defined as scoring 3 or above on 
DAP review scoring criteria 

Comments: Baseline established based on re-review of 
random sample of FY 97 DAPs submitted in FY 96. 

I 

Performance Indicator lb: Percentage of PAAs for which Missions assess that PVOs have adequate technical capacity for 
implementing and monitoring programs. 

PERFORMANCE DATA TABLE 6 

11 Intermediate Result 1: Strengthened capabilities of PVOs. USAID Missions and FFP to design, manage, monitor and 11 

Year 

19% 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

Unit of Measurement: 
Percentage of PAAs 

Data Source: 
Mission comments on PAAs 

Indicator Definition: "Adequate" defined as score of 3 or 
above (on 4 point scale) given by Missions 

Comments: Mission comments submitted in FY 97 will 
form baselint and targets established subsequently. 

support activities. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHRJQffice of Food For Peace - Development 

Performance Indicator 2a: Percenta.ge of Missions witfying 75% of guidelines in annual FAMP submissions. 
-..-.- ----- - ----.- 

Planned 

NIA 

(baseline year) 

TBD 

Year 

19% 

1997 

1998 

Planned 

(baseline year) 

50 % 

60% 

70 % 

7.5 96 

80 % 

Actual 

NIA 

2000 

2001 

.--.-.".. -.-.-- - " 

0 % Actuad~ 

TBD 

TBD 



Unit of Measurement: % of Missions with Title I1 
development activities 

Data Source: 
Mission FAMPs 

Indicator Definition: 
(to be further defined) 

LFORMANCE DATA TABLE 7 
Intermediate Result 1: Strengthened capabilities of PVOs, USAID Missions and FFP to design, manage, monitor and 11 

Year 

Comments: This indicator is being reviewed and may be 
modified. 

1996 

1997 

1998 

Planned 

1999 

2000 

200 1 

support activities. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHWOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

Performance Indicator 2b: Number of Missions developing Memoranda of Understanding with FFP outlining specific 
plans for redelegating Title I1 program authority. 

I I I 
Comments: 1 2000 9 II 

Actual 

NIA 

(baseline year) 

TBD 

Unit of Measurement: 
Number of Missions 

Data Source: 

Indicator Definition: 

LFORMANCE TABLE 8 

Intermediate Result 1: Strengthened capabilities of PVOs, USAID Missions and FFP to design, manage, monitor and 

N/ A 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

I 
I 
I 

Year 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

I I 

Data Source: 1 19% I (baseline year) i 71. 14.0.71 11 

3 

5 

7 

support activities. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHWOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

Performance Indicator 3a: Percentage of scores 3 or above by PVOs on surveys of DAP guidance quality. 

Survey of PVOs on DAP guidance quality 

Planned 

0 

I I 
1997 1 75% each . I 11 

Actual 

0 

Unit of Measurement: Planned Year Actual 

Indicator Definition: 

Comments: 

1998 

1999 

2000 

80 96 each 

85 % each 

90% each 



PERFORMANCE DATA TABLE 9 
11 Intermediate Result 1: Strengthened capabilities of PVOs. USAID Minions and FFP to design, manage, monitor and 11 

200 1 

support activities. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHWOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

90 % each I 

I I I 

Data Source: I 1996 I (baseline year) 

Performance Indicator 3b: Percentage of scores of "good" or "excellent" hy PVOsIMissiom on surveys of quality of FFP 
program support. 

Unii u l  Measurae~d:  
I 

I I I 

Indicator Definition: 1998 85 5% each II 
I Survey of PVOs/Missions on quality of FFP support 

I I 

1999 I 90% each I 11 

Year Planned I 

I Actual 

1997 80% each 

Comments: 2000 

2001 

90% each 

90% each 



CRFORMANCE DATA TABLE 10 

11 Intermediate Result 2.2: Improved integration of activities with other in-country activities. with Miss~on obiecuvcs & w~lh 1 
other donor strategies. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHWOffice of Food For Peace - Development 
4 

Performance Indicator la: Percentage of PAAs in which Missions assess PVO has coordinated its activities and other 
PVO, host country, private sector and I 0  activities to great extent or better. 

II 4 point scale) given by Missions 

Unit of Measurement: .:* -, 
Percentage of PAAs 

Data Source: 
11 Mission comments on PAAs 

Indicator Uefinition: 
"Great exten: or better" defined as score of 3 or above (on 

11 Comments: Mission comments submitted in FY 97 will i 2000 
I I 

I TBD I 11 

Year 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

SRFORMANCE DATA TABLE 11 
I Intermediate Result 2.2: Improved integration of activities with other in-country activities, with Mission objectives & with ( 

Planned 

NIA 

--...,---... 
(baseline year) 

TBD 

II form baseline and targets established subsequently. 

11 other donor strategies. 11 

Actual 

NIA 
*. - --..-- *,"" -- 

I 
I I 

2001 I TBD 

(1 Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHRIOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

TBD I 

11 Performance Indicator lb: Number of countries in which 2 or more PVOs have joint or coordinated M&E activities. 

Unit of Measurement: 
Number of countries 

Data Source: 

Indicator Definition: 

PERFORMANCE DATA TABLE 12 
1 

Year 

19% 

Comments: 

Intermediate Result 2.2: Improved integration of activities with other in-country activities, with Mission objectives & w ~ t h  
other donor strategies. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHRIOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

1997 

1998 

1999 

Planned 

(baseline year) 

3 

5 

7 

2000 

200 1 

Data Source: 
Mission comments on DAPs and PAAs 

Actual 

0 

9 

10 

Performance Indicator 2a: Percentage of DAPs/PAAs in which Missions assess that PVO activities contribute to Mission 
objectives to a great extent or better. 

Actual Unit of Measurement: 
Percentage of DAPs and PAAs 

Year Planned 



1 1997 I (baseline year) 11 
I I I 

Indicator Definition: 1 1998 I TBD I 11 
"Great extent or better" defined as score of 3 or above (on I I I 11 
4 point scale) given by Missions 

1999 

Comments: Mission comments submitted in FY 97 will 
form baseline and targets established subsequently. 

TBD I 
2000 

-- 
2001 

TBD 

TBD 
I 



SRFORMANCE DATA TABLE 13 

Intermediate Result 2.2: Improved integration of activities with other in-country activities, with Mission objectives & with 
other donor strategies. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHWOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

Performance Indicator 2b: Percentage of DAPslPAAs in which Missions assess that M&E activitieslindicators meet 
Mission results reporting needs to great extent or better. 

Unit of Measurement: 

I Percentage of DAPs a d  P u s  

Data Source: 
Missicn corniicm cn DAPs and PAAs 

Indicator Definition: 
"Great extent or better" defined as score of 3 or above (on 
4 point scale) given by Missions - 

Year 

- 

Comments: Mission comments submitted in FY 97 will 
form baseline and targets established subsequently. 

SRFORMANCE DATA TABLE 14 

II 
I1 

Planned Actual 

I I 
1~ I (baseline year) I II 

I 

1999 TBD 

2000 TBD 

NIA 

- - 

I Intermediate Result 2.2: Improved integration of activities with other in-country activities, with Mission objectives & with I 

NIA 

other donor strategies. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHWOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

II 

11 Performance Indicator 3a: Number of countries in which joint USEU food security strategies are developed. II 
Planned I Actual 

Unit of Measurement: 
Number of countries 

Data Source: 

Year 

19% (baseline year) 

I I I 

Comments: 1 2000 1 9  I 

0 

Indicator Definition: 

PERFORMANCE DATA TABLE 15 
I Intermediate Result 2.2: Improved integration of activities with other in-country activities. with Mission objectives & with 

other donor strategies. 

Approved: Approval Pending Organization: BHRJOffice of Food For Peace - Development 

1998 

11 Performance Indicator 3b: Number of countries in which PVOs and WFP develop joint food security strategies. 

5 

L 

Unit of Measurement: 
Number of countries 

Data Source: 

Year 

1996 

Planned 

(baseline year) 

Actual 

0 



Indicator Deffition: 

Comments: 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

200 1 

0 

3 

5 

7 

9 



PART 111. STATUS OF MANAGEMENT CONTRACT 

As noted earlier, BHRIFFP has developed a new Strategic Plan, and thus a new 
management contract, for both of its Strategic Objectives, for the period 1997 - 2001. This 
Strategic Plan replaces the Plan developed the previous year. Although the SO2 Team is 
committed to its new strategy, as stated previously, if additional resources are not provided 
for FY 98 and beyond. the SO2 Team will need to make stark choices that could include 
reducing greatly the number of activities it supports. as well as the scope of its Strategic 
Plan. 



PART IV. RESOURCE REQUEST 

Food aid, and Title I1 resources in particular, represent USAID's most widely 
recognized international resource, and the one foreign assistance program with the greatest 
public recognition and support within the United States. Yet, while food aid accounts for 
approximately 45 % of the Agency's program resources (about $800 million out of $1.8 
billion), for years the direct hire staff, OE and DA resources available to managc foisd aid 
have been negligible. As a resclt USAID has been extremely vulnerable to criticism on the 
issue of P.L.480 management and the seriousness of these problems was highlighted in two 
GAO reports in 1993 and 1995 which criticized USAID's failure to ensure accountability 
for food aid resources and inability to demonstrate the impact of food aid on food security. 

In the past two years, FFP's SO2 Team has strived to address these GAO concerns, by 
collaborating with its partners to develop guidelines and indicators for managing and 
demonstrating the results of its activities, as well as developing its own SO2 Strategic Plan 
and Results Framework. But these efforts will fail without the additional workforce, OE 
and DA resources necessary to see them through. The SO2 Team, with present resource 
levels, cannot simultaneously increase accountability, better demonstrate results, and 
continue to manage the current size and scope of its portfolio. Unless increased resources 
are provided, the SO2 Team will be faced with: (1) greatly reducing the size and scope of 
its activities (thereby addressing the food security needs of far fewer people) (2) being 
unable to fully operationalize its Strategic Plan; and/or (3) jeopardizing its ability to provide 
adequate oversight to activities to ensure accountability of resource use. Furthermore, if 
the requested monitoring and evaluation support is not provided, FFP will not have the 
resources to work with individual country activities and PVOs to activity- or 
country-specific indicators, but will be forced to mandate the use of generic indicators for 
all programs. 

The sections below describe in more detail the Workforce, OE and DA resources that 
are needed to achieve Strategic Objective 2 and the associated Intermediate Results, and to 
avoid having to choose among the three unacceptable but increasingly likely alternatives 
listed above. A summary of P.L. 480 food aid and 202(e) resources needed by Title I1 
PVOs and Missions to achieve their results is also provided, and a consolidated FFP budget 
is provided in Annex 6 .  

1V.A. Workforce Requirements 

Currently, the SO2 Team has only four Country Backstop Officers supporting 53 
activities in 24 countries, and administering over $300 million in Title I1 resources (an 
average of about 13 activities, 6 countries and $75 million per officer). And because P.L. 
480 legislation now allows Title I1 PVOs to work in non-USAID presence countries, the 
level of SO2 Team management support, oversight and travel has intensified in order to 
assist REDSOs in supporting these activities and support PVOs working in these countries 
since there are no Missions to turn to for guidance. With the SO2 Team staff spread so 
thin, it is clearly impossible to provide the level of oversight, quality backstop support and 



training to Title I1 PVOs and Missions required for high quality project design, 
implementation and monitoring, and to fully achieve the results of its Strategic Plan. This 
problem will be exacerbated as several countries transition from emergency to development 
programs in the near future (e.g., Angola, Rwanda), and as the Greater Horn of Africa 
(GHAI) Initiative becomes operationalized. 

To adequately administer its Title 11 resources, and achieve the results in its Strategic 
Plan, as well as to effectively participate as virtual team members on Mission SO Teams 
and Agency task forces, the SO2 Team clearly needs an increase in resources is in its direct 
hire workforce. Given the high level of resources for which FFP is responsible, and the 
recent cuts in Bureau FTEs, such an increase has been long overdue. Therefore, (as 
summarized in Budget Table 1) FFP is requesting four new project officers who would 
work full time (80%) on S02, and one other direct hire who would split hislher time 
between the SO1 Team and SO2 Team (40% each). As currently envisioned, the four new 
full-time project officers needed are: 

(1) a Country Backstop Officer with technical expertise in agricultural productivity issues 
to assume responsibility for programs in approximately four countries, including the 
GHAI; 

(2) a Country Backstop Officer with technical expertise in health and nutrition issues to 
assume responsibility for programs in approximately four countries; and 

(3) a Country Backstop Officer (generalist) to assume responsibility for activities in new 
transition countries and non-presence countries (including Burkina Faso, Cape 
Verde, Chad and Mauritania) where higher levels of support are needed given the 
absence of a USAID Mission; 

(4) a Program Officer responsible for designing and managing the results monitoring and 
reporting system for the SO2 Strategic Plan activities, as well as handling special 
project- and policy-related issues. This person, who would have expertise in 
monitoring and evaluation is essential for continuing dialogue with the SO2 Team's 
partners on development of Title generic indicators and their measurement. 

The new "half-time" officer (who would split time with S o l )  needed is an 
Information/Public Liaison Officer responsible for maintaining and disseminating all 
program information related to Titles I1 and I11 programming, including handling public 
inquiries, distributing food aid reports and guidances, liaising with FAM and the FACG, 
and working closely with BHWOFDA and the Office of Legislative and Public Affairs. 

If these workforce requirements cannot be met through increased direct-hire FTEs, it is 
strongly requested that additional personnel be made available through alternative means 
such as interns (e.g., IDIs, PMIs, AAAS Fellows), PSCs (and PSC hiring authority for 
development programs), or an expansion of FFP's current Institutional Support Contract, 
and adequate DA funds to support this. 



Budget Table 1: Workforce Requirements 

FFPI I Position Description 11 5% of Time for SO2 Team 
Division I 

FFPID ] Director 11 40% 1 40% I 40% 

FFPID 

FFPID 

t I, I 

FFPIPOD I Chief 11 15% 1 15% 15% 

Deputy Director 1 Niz 1 1 40% 

Special Assistant 30% 

FFPID 

FFPID 

FFPID 

FFPIDP 

FFPIDP 

FFPJDP 

FFPIDP 

FFPIDP 

FFPIPOD 1 PA (Dev Coord) 11 80% 1 8030 FFPIPOD Budget Analyst 45 % 45% 

Grants Officer 45 % 45 % 45% --- 
Secretary 40 % 40 % 40% 

Secretary 40 % 40 % 40% 

Chief 80 % 80 % 80% 

FFP Officers (4) 80 % 80 % 80% 

FFP Officer 70 % 70 % 70% 

FFP Officers (4) 80 % 80 % 80% 

Secretary 80 % 80 % 80% 

FFPIPOD I PA (Info Officer) 11 --- 1 4 5 %  1 4 5 %  
I 

FFPIPOD I Prog Ops Specialist 

I I t  I 

FFPIPOD I Secretary 11 50% 1 50% 1 50% 

I 11 I I 

FFPIER 1 FFP Officer 11 20% 1 20% 1 20% 

FFPIPOD 

f I1 I I 

FFPIER Chief 5% 5% 5% 

Prog Ops Assistant 80 % 80 % 80% 

I I 1  I I 

FFPIER FFP Officers (3) 5% 5% 5% 

FFP Officers (3) FFPIER 1 11 5% 1 2y% I 5% BHRJPPE Prog Analyst 25 % 25% 

Position is: 



1V.B. Operating Expense (Non-Personnel) Requirements 

In addition to these workforce requirements, an increase is needed in the level of OE 
funds for travel and support services. Currently, the resources available for training, site 
visits, participation in international conferences and seminars, and consultations with 
implementing partners, international organizations and other donors are insufficient for 
achieving the SO2 Strategic Plan's objective and results. FFP has estimated that a total af 
$548,700 is required for travel and support services in FY 99. This is only a 2% increase 
over previously requested funds for FY 97 and FY 98. It is important to note, however, that 
even with the increase, this total OE request represents less than 0.2% of the total 
appropriatedfunds for Title I1 development activities in FY 1997 for which the SO2 Team has 
management responsibility. A breakdown of the required travel and support services funding 
requirements is summarized in Budget Table 2 below: 

Budget Table 2: Operating Expense Requirements 
I (Thousands of Dollars) 

Operating Expense 

I 

2. Site Visits 1 152.0 

Travel 

1. Training Travel 

I 

3. SO2 Team Retreats 1 50.0 

25.0 

I 

4. Assessment Travel 

Travel Subtotal: 

Services 

Services Subtotal: 

TOTAL 
NON-PE 
RSONN 
EL 
OPERA 
TING 
EXPENS 
E 
BUDGE 
T : 

10.0 

237.0 

-. 
5. Management & Professional Services 

6. Other Miscellaneous Services 

200.0 

100.0 



Specifically, the line items in Budget Table 2 would be used for: 

(1) staff training, including four local joint reengineering workshops/retreats for FFP ar?d 
institutional support contractors; 

(2) travel for site visits to provide technical assistance to Mission and PVO partners, 
inciuciing reviews of activity proposals and travel to "non-presence" countries to 
support REDSOs; 

(3) travel to international conferences and workshops for purpses of (1) increasing 
integration with other donors such as WFP and EU, and (2) partner strengthening 
through two food aid manager training conferences, one in Latin America and one in 
Africa; 

(4) field visits for carrying out assessments and evaluations of Title I1 development 
activities, which is critical for monitoring progress and quality in achieving and 
measuring the performance of Title I1 activities; 

(5) contractor support for carrying out conferences; and 
(6)  support and maintenance services for computer hardware and software -- this is critical 

for maintaining FFP' s information system for tracking P. L.480 commodities, since 
it is separate from the Agency's computer system and support, and not part of the 
New Management System (NMS). 

As noted before, these OE funds must be used to backstop 53 separate activities in 24 
different countries, as well as provide the training that is essential for making the transition 
to a managing-for-results system for Title I1 activities. Without an increase in OE funds, 
the SO2 Team will have to consider several of the following actions: (1) reducing 
participation of SO2 Team as virtual members in Mission SO Teams, which is a key part of 
the SO2 strategy of strengthening Missions and empowering them through redelegation of 
responsibilities; (2) reducing participation in Agency task forces, working groups and 
special initiatives; (3) reducing travel for providing field oversight and technical assistance 
to Title I1 development activities; (4) terminating its involvement in supporting preparations 
for U.S. delegation participation in WFP and EU food aid-related consultations; (5) 
terminating its micro-nutrient funds programming; (6) terminating training for our partners 
and FFP staff in managing for results in food aid programming; (7) terminating planned 
training for our partners in addressing environmental compliance requirements; and (8) 
eliminating involvement in GHAI and transition countries. Note that all of these choices 
would result in either reducing the number and scope of Title I1 activities, diminishing the 
ability to achieve the results in the SO2 Strategic Plan, and/or jeopardizing the ability to 
ensure accountability for Title I1 resources. 

1V.C. Development Assistance (DA) Resource Requirements 

DA funding increases are also critics! for the SO2 Tern  to carry out the institutional 



strengthening and integration activities outlined in its Strategic Plan. DA requirements 
include funding for: (1) technical support to the SO2 Team; (2) institutional support grants 
for strengthening PVO technical and managerial capacities; (3) performance monitoring and 
evaluation, including refinement and analytical review of performance indicators; (4) food 
security analysis and planning, particularly on issues related to Bellmon  mendm me it, 
storage and producer disincentives, design and implementation of the GHAI, strategy 
developrne~t with the EU md WFP, a d  linking relief with development; and (5) 
environniental impact compliance (possibly through a buy-in to the Global Bureau, a 
transfer to PVOs, or both), including guidance and training for FFP, Missions and PVOs. 
A summary of funding requirements for each of these categories is provided in Budget 
Table 3, and the rationale for each of these line items, and the consequences of not 
receiving funding for each item, are provided below. In addition to the overall level of DA 
resources, the breakdown of the resources in spending categories is also important. In 
particular, it is critical that the percentage of Child Survival funds for FY 1998 not exceed 
42 % , which was the percentage established in FY 1997. 

Budget Table 3: Development Assistance Requirements 

Development Assistance Type 

1. FFP Institutional Support Contract 

2. Institutional Support Grants 

I I I 

4. Food Security Analysis & Planning 1 750.00 1 875.00 1 875.00 

I I I 

I I I 

5. Environmental Impact Compliance (Buy-in) 1 250.00 1 250.00 1 250.00 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

627.95 

5700.00 

3. Monitoring Performance & Evaluation 

Request 
FY 1 W  

FFP Institutional S u ~ m r t  Contract 

649.15 

7000.00 

600.00 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

Rationale: Technical support to the SO2 Team, which is currently provided through a 
contract with Mendez England & Associates, is critically needed for assistance in a 
number of administrative and information services, including commodity and logistics 
tracking, information system management, assistance in administering grant programs, 
and organization of conferences and training workshops such as the Food Aid Managers 
Course offered annually for Washington and field sraff. 

Request 
FY 1998 

728.41 

7000.00 

Consequences of not receiving funding: If the level of resources requested is not 
provided, many of these critical activities supported by Mendez England & Associates 
would have to be cut which wollld seriously impede the SO2 Team's ability to n?air,tain 
its automated information systems, program commodities, organize proposal review?, 

Request 
F'Y 1999 

500.00 

7927.95 

500.00 

9274.15 9353.41 



and train food aid managers and Title I1 PVO personnel. 

(2) Institutional Support Grants 

Rationale: Institutional Support Grants (ISGs) are a key resource for providing our 
implementing partners with the necessary dollar resources to: (1) better design, target 
2nd mafiage food aid activities; (2) refine country strztegies for achieving food security 
through better identification of project purpose, key constraints and host country 
capabilities; (3) continue forward momentum on common, generic food aid performance 
indicators and mutually acceptable methodologies that cooperating sponsors and USAID 
can use in measuring the impact of food aid; (4) establish sound monitoring and 
evaluation systems; (5) meet new BHR requirements for environmental reviews; and (6) 
increase PVO participation in Mission and FFP strategic Planning and re-engineering 
efforts. In these ways, the ISGs greatly strengthen the abilities of our Title I1 PVOs to 
achieve sustained improvements in household nutrition and agricultural productivity for 
vulnerable groups. 

It is clear that adequate DA resources for ISG grants are absolutely critical for enabling 
the SO2 Team to achieve its strategic objective. Based on both past and anticipated 
demand for ISG resources and the SO2 Team's desire to continue to support the 
impressive progress made by Title I1 PVOs in strenthening and improving their 
programs with these resources, the SO2 Team emphasizes the importance of allocating 
no less than than $7 million annually in DA-funded ISG grants for development food aid 
activity purposes. 

Consequences of not receiving funding: If DA resources are insufficient, PVOs would 
not have the needed resources for development of country strategies and high-quality 
activity designs; development of M&E systems (including baseline data); incorporation 
of environmental planning in activity design; and maintenance of strong headquarters 
operations (which are critical for effective backstopping of field programs, training of 
field staff, and cross-fertilization of ideas across countries). This would greatly impair 
the ability of Title I1 activities to achieve and demonstrate impact, and prevent the SO2 
Team from achieving the results in its Strategic Plan. 

(3) monitor in^ Performance & Evaluation 

Rationale: In addition to increased staffing requirements, technical expertise is also 
needed to support FFP, Missions and Title I1 PVOs in continuing efforts to develop and 
operationalize monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems as part of their results 
reporting requirements, including development and review of the relevance and 
application of indicators, reporting systems and guidelines for the evaluation of 
activities. The SO2 Team has been accessing technical expertise on M&E issues 
through a buy-in to the Global Bureau IMPACT Project. It is critical that the Team 
continue to be able to access this expertise r'nrough Global's planned follow-on project. 



Consequences of not receiving funding: If these funds are not provided, the SO2 
Team's ability to strengthen field M&E activities, and to consolidate results of Title 
food aid activities for external reporting purposes would be greatly limited, and may 
necessarily result in a shift back from reporting food aid impacts on food security, to 
merely reporting outputs. 

(4) Food Security Analvsis & Planning 

Rationale: The transition to a more development-oriented and integrated approach to 
Title 11 programming has been hampered by a lack of resources for food security 
analysis and planning, both for FFP and its partners. In particular, funds are needed for 
addressing critical food security issues. This includes support for: (I) analyses 
regarding food supplyldemand conditions, the effects of monetization and other Bellmon 
Amendment concerns; (2) improving linkages between relief and development; (3) the 
development of long-term strategies (internally and with other donors) for food security 
and the role of food aid in critical regions, such as the Greater Horn of Africa and the 
Sahel; and (4) conducting analyses of agricultural cycles, trading patterns, production 
trends, and donor and host country policies and programs. Food security strengthening 
can also be addressed through buy-ins to Global Bureau projects to provide staff and 
partners with critical training in food security analyses, food aid activity design, and 
development of Bellmon and monetization plans. Issues (1) and (2) above would be of 
first priority, and issues (3) and (4) would be addressed only if full funding is provided. 

Consequences of not receiving funding: Without this funding, FFP, and thus USAID, 
will not be able to focus on long-range food security analysis and planning, and Title I1 
development activities will continue to be designed, approved and implemented with 
limited long-term strategic thinking. Efforts to improve coordination with other donors 
would also be constrained. 

(5) Environmental Impact Compliance 
-.- 

Rationale: Environmental impact analyses are a new requirement for Title I1 food aid 
activities, as a result of a recent determination by the Agency Environmental Officer 
that FFP activities were not in compliance with Regulation 216. DA resources are 
therefore needed for supporting PVOs' efforts to comply with this requirement. Funds 
would support training and technical assistance for PVOs in carrying out Initial 
Environmental Examination (IEEs), which are required for all activities funded in FY 
98, and incorporating environmentally sound interventions in activity designs. 

Consequences of not receiving funding: Without resources to train Title I1 PVOs (and 
possibly allow them to hire staff with e&ronmental expertise), many will be unable to 
adequately carry out IEEs, thus calling into question the ability of activities to be in 
compliance with Regulation 216. This is particularly true for those activities related to 
agricultural productivity, water and sxitation, natural resource management and 'oads 
and infrastructure. 



1V.D. Food Aid Commodity Requirements 

Title I1 Food Aid Requirements 

FFP expects in the future that P.L. 480 Title I1 resources will not be included in FFP 
R4s, and instead will be part of the Agency's reinvented programming process. This is 
consistent with USAID reengineering principles, as well the SO2 Strategic Plan's approach 
that the SO2 Team's role is to increase the effectiveness of its PVO and Mission partners in 
achieving people-level impact targets that they set. Based on this approach, P.L. 480 (and 
dollar) resources are used by Missions and PVOs for achieving their field-level results 
targets, and other OE and DA resources are required by the SO2 Team to increase the 
effectiveness of the Missions and PVOs. Presumably the levels of Title I1 resources 
available to PVOs and Missions would be commensurate with levels of support needed for 
meeting the'ir objectives. 

Estimates of required Title I1 development resources are derived annually through a 
formal collaborative process with Missions, and these estimates are included in the 
Congressional Presentation (CP). This process has not yet taken place, however, for FY 
99. Consequently, an estimate of expected P.L. 480 resources required for FY 99 is 
derived here based on an assumption of a 10% increase over the previous year. This 
estimate accounts the mortgage for the continuation of previously approved activities, 
expected new DAPs, food availability trends, and expansion into countries anticipated to 
transition from emergency to development activities. The FY 98 CP allocation of Title I1 
resources for development activities implemented through PVOs (i.e. excluding the WFP 
pledge and emergency allocations) was approximately $410 million. Based on this, the 
expected Title I1 development requirements for PVO-implemented activities for FY 99 in 
dollar terms is $450 million. 

Title I11 Food Aid Reauirements 

Title I11 food aid is an important government-to-government grant program that gives 
USAID Missions a flexible tool for promoting activities that support policy changes to 
improve food security. In this regard, Title I11 has been one of the most effective USAID 
programs for assisting host country governments to focus on economic development 
activities, promotion of policy reforms in the agricultural sector, and the promotion of free 
and open markets. Major accomplishments of the Title I11 program in recipient countries 
have included: adoption of more open and competitive market and trade policies; 
privatization and increased efficiency of agricultural extension services; improved land 
tenure policies and increased investments in land; more efficient and accessible rural 
financial services; and more sustainable forest management and land use policies that 
enhance agricultural productivity and economic growth. Title I11 commodities have also 
been used effectively to promote food security through direct feeding programs or the 
development of emergency food reserves. 



Priority in allocating Title I11 resources is given to countries that demonstrate the 
greatest need for food, the capacity to use the food assistance effectively, a commitment to 
policies which promote food security, and a long-term plan for development. Title I11 is 
also an especially appropriate tool for promoting food security in transition countries. 
Although Title I11 resources have diminshed considerably in recent years, a number of 
Missions appreciate the usefulness and unique focus of this resource, and have expressed 
their desire for contimed Title I11 food zid. T5e SO2 T e ~ m  has also attcmptcd to coiiii;ik 
all Mission Title 111 requests from the Mission R4s, and based on this review, estimates that 
approximately $50 million in Title 111 is needed for FY 99. 

1V.E. Prioritization of Objectives 

The SO2 Team believes that the best chance for achieving great and sustairiable impacts 
from Title I1 activities in eliminating food insecurity lies in the integration of Title I1 with 
development assistance resources. Therefore, in prioritizing resources allocated to its 
partners, integrated approaches will receive priority over "stand alone" activities. 

With respect to the OE and DA resources available to the SO2 Team for increasing the 
effectiveness of its partners, if additional resources are not provided, the Team will face 
stark choices among three alternatives: (1) greatly reducing the size and scope of its 
activities, thereby addressing the food security needs of far fewer people; (2) reducing its 
efforts to achieve the objective and results in its Strategic Plan; and/or (3) jeopardizing its 
ability to provide adequate oversight to activities to ensure the accountability of resource 
use. If food aid activities are cut back, decisions will be based on the technical merits of 
programs, using criteria established in FFP's DAP guidance. Furthermore, if additional 
DA resources are not provided, the SO2 Team's first commitment would be to its 
institutional support contract and ISG grants, necessitating cut backs or elimination of 
monitoring and evaluation, food security analysis and environmental compliance training. 

1V.F. Performance Weights and Measures 

Just as the Agency is seeking to improve the process of DA allocation to better link 
resources to results and priorities, FFP is also seeking to improve the process by which it 
allocates Title I1 resources through more rigorous reviews of DAPs and PAAs. 
Consequently, this year, for the first time, the DAPIPAA guidance included explicit criteria 
by which proposals will be approved and resources allocated. These review criteria act as 
"weights and measures" linking Title I1 allocation with results and USAID priorities. 

As part of the DAPIPAA review process, performance targets are established by PVOs 
and are a basis for continued food aid assistance. This review process functions similarly to 
the Agency weights and measures in that proposals are judged by: (1) the performance of 
activities against planned targets; (2) the extent to which they support the Farm Bill's 
development goal of improved food security; and (3) the links between activities and 
development initiatives of host country ins~irutions, USAID Missions, other PVOs and other 
d~nors .  



The SO2 Team's present system for allocating Title I1 resources thus places strong 
emphasis on weighing the many factors important to food aid and food security results. It is 
different from the DA approach, however, because the underlying legislation is different 
and its partnership with its PVO Cooperating Sponsors is key. The SO2 Team has also 
strived to improve its process of allocating resources by results and priorities as evidenced 
in its new Strategic Plan and D.4P!PAA4 guidance. In particular, the Strategic Plan has 
emphasized promoting links between Title I1 resources and host country and USAID 
priorities. A continuing challenge will be to more strongly integrate the allocation process 
of Mission DA resources and the allocation process for Title I1 PVOs. 

IV. G.  Environmental Compliance 

PVOs implementing Title I1 development activities in FY 98 are required to conduct an 
Initial Environmental Examination (IEE), in accordance with USAID environmental review 
procedures, within the first year of activity implementation. For those activities 
determined, based on the IEE, to have potentially significant impacts on the environment, a 
more detailed Environmental Assessment is required. FFP is monitoring compliance with 
these regulations. USAID'S BHR Environmental Officer has reviewed FY 1997 DAPs to 
determine which ongoing activities need to undergo an environmental review, and PVOs are 
being advised where further action is needed. 

BHRIFFP is in the midst of developing guidance for Title I1 PVOs to use in carrying 
out IEEs (which will ultimately be submitted with DAPs beginning in FY 99); and 
designing training activities to assist our partners in carrying out environmental 
assessments, and ensuring that their projects have no negative environmental consequences. 
In addition to these procedures for avoiding any negative environmental impacts, many Title 
I1 activities have natural resource management components which include positive 
interventions designed to improve the management and sustainability of environmental 
resources, as well as prevent disasters. 

. .,- 



ANNEX 1: Criteria for Adequate DAPJPAA Indicators 
(A summary of this section has been included in FY 98 DAPIPAA guidance). 

To allow for consistent, reliable measurement of the performance and impacts of Title 
I1 field programs, adequate indicators need to be articulated in DAPs/PAAs. To aid in 
determining whether indicators are adequate, the following criteria are provided: 

1. They must be objectively measurable. That is, they should not be dependent on 
subjective judgment. Subjective terms like "improved", "strengthened", "better" and 
"adequate" should be avoided. For instance, one FY 96 DAP had as an indicator, the 
number of women who "improve their knowledge and practice of preventive health.. . " 
As an example, a more objectively measurable alternative would be the number of 
women who pevorm flist o f  desired health practices) on a daily basis.. . . 

Additional examples from FY 96 DAPs of indicators that are NOT objectively 
measurable include (non-objectively measurable terms are in italics): 
-- "Popular pharmacies with suficient medicines" 
-- "Improvement in primary health knowledge" 
-- "70 community members are efSectively managing community resources" 
-- "Better utilization and consumption of food by project beneficiaries than others" 
-- "Changes in knowledge of parents on specific health and nutrition topics" 
-- "Percent success in project implementation" 
-- "Number of families implementing training" 
-- "Number and content of community monitoring assessment bulletins produced" 
-- "Improved soil conditions " 

2. They must include specific measurement units. For instance, unspecific terms such as 
"health practices", "eating habits", and "implementing training" should be avoided. An 
example from an FY 96 DAP of an indicator without a specific measurement unit would 
be: "Increased local market activity ". A more measurable alternative, perhaps, would 
be: "Increased number of vehicles travelling into and out of market centers". 
Additional examples in FY 96 DAPs lacking specific measurement units include: 
-- "Continuing 'development' activities after FY 1997" 
-- "Availability of 'development inputs' on local market" 
-- "Decreased erosion damage and gully formation" 
-- "Malnutrition reduced" 
-- "Technologies applied in agriculture" 
-- "Increased access, availability, and utilization of food" 

-- "Change in traditional system of agriculture" 
-- "Topics covered in bimonthly Mothers' Club training session" 

3. They must be program-linked. Full and direct attribution of changes in people's food 
security status to specific program activities is rarely possible, due to the myriad of 
factors t!!at affect food security outcomes. However, indicators (and the way they are 
measured) need to be linked to program activities as strongly as possible, so that 



changes in values of indicators can be "reasonably" attributed to these activities. For 
instance, changes in national unemployment rates would not (generally) be an 
"attributable" indicator for development programs. Nor can changes in agricultural 
productivity be assumed to be attributable to program activities in cases, for instance, 
where rainfall has varied dramatically between years, unless the change in rainfall is 
somehow accounted for. 

Examples of "non program linked" indicators cannot necessarily be expressed as simple 
phrases, because it is not simply the nature of the indicator that matters, but rather how 
it relates io the particular program. To cite one example, ui FY 97 DAP had as a larger 
that the extension service it was working with would ". . . ultimately transition into a 
service provided by commercial suppliers.. . . " But the DAP gave no indication of how 
the program activities would support such a transition. 

4. They must be effect- or impact-oriented, as opposed to only input- or output-oriented. 
USAIDts results-oriented operations system requires that results be reported in terms of 
ultimate effects or impacts rather than simply the inputs or outputs which may contribute 
to the ultimate effects. Thus, input-oriented indicators such as "amounts of food 
distributed" and "numbers of training workshops held" should be avoided. Likewise, 
output-oriented indicators such as "numbers of persons trained" and "miles of roads 
built". 

The following are examples from FY 96 DAPs of indicators and targets which are NOT 
effect- or impact-oriented: 
-- "Number of persons trained in nutrition education" 
-- "Number of health posts supplied" 
-- "Provide 403,200 calories to each participating child over LOP" 

-- "Numbers of farmers trained.. . in natural resource management techniques.. . . " 
-- "Numbers of wells constructed" 

5 .  Where possible, they are standardized to promote consistency and comparability of 
impacts across countries and programs, and over time. Specifically, as far as possible, 
indicators should be chosen from the generic list of indicators provided in the "List and 
Description of P.L. 480 Title 11 Generic Perfomnce Indicators for Development 
Activities" which has been distributed by FFP and was jointly drafted with Title I1 
PVOs. 



ANNEX 2: Title I1 Generic Performance Indicators for Development Activities 

Having PVOs and Missions measure and report on standardized indicators is critical for 
successfully implementing the SO2 Strategic Plan. Therefore, PVOs using Title I1 food aid 
for development activities will be expected to carefully measure and report impacts, using, 
as far as possible, appropriate indicators from the list of Title I1 Generic Indicators. The 
use of these indicators will allow USAID and its partners to measure the impact of similar 
interventions in a standardized way and to better judge which interventions are more 
effective in improving household food security. Use of these indicators will also enable 
FFP and the cooperating sponsors to co~isoiidate data, and thus more effectively meet 
Agency and Congressional requirements to demonstrate the impacts of Title 11 activities on 
food security objectives. 

The core generic indicators are focused on the major categories of Title I1 activities and 
are divided into two types: (1) impact indicators, which will be carefully measured at the 
midpoint and at the end of activities; and (2) annual monitoring indicators, which will be 
measured using routine records or with brief surveys. All will be measured against data 
collected in baseline surveys that will be carried out at the start of all Title I1 activities. 

(1) Impact Indicators - The measurement of impact indicators will require 
cooperating sponsors to carry out high quality baseline, midterm (where possible), and 
end-of-activity surveys. This will require use of appropriate sampling techniques and, 
where possible, include measurement of control groups in non-intervention areas. Due 
to the relatively high cost of their measurement, FFP will not require that these 
indicators be measured every year. However, FFP will support selected Operations 
Research Cases designed to better answer some generic impact questions. In these 
cases, PVOs may be asked to carry out more extensive measurements at the midpoint of 
a five-year activity. In addition, USAID Missions and relevant offices in the Global 
Bureau will be encouraged to invest resources to demonstrate the impact of 
food-aid-supported interventions. 

(2) Annual Monitoring Indicators - In years in which impact data are not collected, 
annual results reporting will consist of monitoring intermediate results and selected 
impact measures that can be routinely collected. In addition, qualitative methods such 
as focus group discussions and key informant interviews may be used to capture process 
and contextual data. This annual data may indicate trends, constraints, and external 
factors influencing activity performance. For example, in the case of agricultural 
activities, annual yield data needs to be collected over the life of the activity to help 
distinguish effects of climatic variability from effects of the food-supported 
interventions. 

The table below provides a summary of the Title I1 generic indicators. As much as 
possible, PVOs will be encouraged to choose indicators from this list which are relevant to 

their programs. 



-- - - I % underweight children (weightlage z-score) 

Summary of Title II Generic Indicators 

I % infants breastfed wlin 8 hours of birth 

Level 

Impact 

Indicator 

% stunted children (heiahtlaae z-score) 

I J inknts fzd ?X:X 1 0 ~ 6  !c: 2 WCIXS aftei  diarrhea 

Annual % eligible children in growth monitoring/promotion ii 

% infants under 6 months breastfed only 

96 mfants 6-10 months fed complementary foods 

% infants continuously fed during diarrhea 

I 
I 
I 

Impact 

% children immunized for measles at 12 months 

% of communities with community health organization 

% children in growth promotion program gaining weight in past 3 months (gender 

% infants with diarrhea in last two weeks 

liters of household water use per person 
-- - 

% population with proper hand washing behavior 

% households with access to adequate sanitation (also annual monitoring) 1 
- 

Annual 

I number of different foodlfood groups eaten I I 

% households with year-round access to safe water 

% waterlsanitation facilities maintained by community 

Impact % households consuming minimum daily food requirements 

number of mealslsnacks eaten per day 11 

value of agricultural production per vulnerable household 

months of household grain provisions 

Impact annual yield of targeted crops 

yield gaps (actual vs, potential) 

yield variability under varying conditions 

Annual 

FSf.plB;~surtn seasons - 
I volume of agr~culturc ;rcducetransported by households to markets 

- 

% of crops lost to pests or environment 

annual vield of taraeted c r o ~ s  

Impact 

Annual 

Impact 

number of hectares in which improved practices adopted 

number of storage facilities built and used 

imputed soil erosion 

imputed soil fertility 

yields or yield variability (also annual monitoring) 

number of hectares in which NRM practices used 

seedlinglsapling survival rate 

agriculture input price margins between areas 

availabilitv of kev aariculture inouts 



I volume ot vehicle traffic bv vehicle t v ~ e  1 
I Annual kilometers of farm to market roads rehabilitated 

I 1 selected annual measurements of the impact indicators 



ANNEX 3: DAP Review Scoring System 

Country/PVO Reviewer 
Date 

For the following statements, provide written comments and rate according to the following scale: 
1 = Not True of this DAP; 
2 = True to some extent; 
3 = True to a great extent with a few exceptions; and 
4 = True without exception or qualification. 

Note: The scores are a tool for tracking and improving the quality of DAP submissions and will NOT 
be used as the basis for accepting or rejecting proposals. Leave blank any statements which you are not 
able to comment on. 

The DAP provided a convincing rationale for the country and the target population chosen, 
including an assessment of their relative food security needs. 

SCORES 
country: 
target group: 

The DAP provided specific objectives and intermediate results consistent with food security. 
SCORES 

specific objectives and IRs: 1 2 3 4 
consistent with food security: 1 2 3 4 

The DAP identified performance indicators and targets that (as defined in attached guidance): 
are objectively measurable, include specific measurement units, address people-level effects and 
impacts in addition to monitoring indicators, have clear links to program activities, and include 
FFP Title I1 Generic Indicators where possible. 

SCORES 
objectively measurable: 1 2 3 4 
specific measurement units: 1 2 3 4 
effect and impact indicators: 1 2 3 4 
monitoring indicators: 1 2 3 4 
linked to program activities: 1 2 3 4 
generic indicators if appropriate: 1 2 3 4 N/ A 

The program interventions are described in sufficient detail to assess technical feasibility, and 
have a clear relationship to the program objectives; and a convincing case is made that these 
interventions, and the level of resources devoted to them, are likely to achieve the proposed 
impact targets. 

SCORES 
sufficient detail: 1 2 3 4 
tied to objectives: 1 2 3 4 
likely to achieve targets: 1 2 3 4 

The DAP provides a convincing rationale for the proposed ration size and composition 
(non-rnocetized programs only) 

SCORES 



ration size: 
ration composition: 

6 .  The DAP demonstrates the likelihood that intended benefits will be sustainable, including - 
measures of cost recovery, financial commitment of partners, and capacity of gov't/NGO 
partners for continued management/maintenance. 

cost recovery: 
financial commitment: 
partner capacity: 

SCORES 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 

7. The DAP described clearly how the proposed activities are integrated with each other, with 
food security-related activities of other PVOs/donors/host government, with food security 
objectives of Missions, and with non-food resources, where applicable. 

SCORES 
with each other: 1 2 3 4 
with other PVOs: 1 2 3 4 N/ A 
with other donors: 1 2 3 4 N/ A 
with host country: 1 2 3 4 N/A 
with Mission: 1 2 3 4 N/A 
with non-food resources: 1 2 3 4 N/ A 

8. The DAP provided a realistic logistics plan with sufficient information on port, storage and 
inland transport facilities, including logistical problem areas and steps to address them. 

SCORES 
port and storage: 
inland transport: 
problems addressed: 

9. The DAP described specific plans for monitoring and evaluation, including the collection of 
baseline data, and including monitoring of Title I1 Generic Indicators, where relevant. 

SCORES 
M&E plans: 1 2 3 4 
baseline data: 1 2 3 4 
Title I1 generic indicators: 1 2 3 4 N/A 

10. The DAP included a complete, documented analysis of the impact of commodities on local 
production to satisfy the Bellmon Amendment. 

SCORE 
Bellmon analysis: 1 2 3 4 

t 

11. Overall, the DAP was sufficiently clear and concise. 
SCORES 

clear: 1 2 3 4 
concise: 1 2 3 4 



ANNEX 4: DAP Guidance Quality Survey 

(Below is a survey to be distributed annually to PVOs to solicit their assessment of the quality of FFP 
DAP/PAA guidance and to track their assessments over time. As a baseline, this survey, in a 
modified form, was sent to PVOs to assess the FY 97 DAP/PAA.) 

To assist PVOs in designing high-quality DAPs and PAAs, which satisfy Title I1 program design 
requirements, and avoid the need for substantial revisions, FFP intends to make its DAPiPAA 
guidance for FY as clear and as helpful to PVOs as possible. To this end, FFP would appreciate 
your providing feedback on the quality of this year's (FY __) guidance, and areas where 
improvements are needed, by answering the following brief survey. 

1. Did the FY 97 DAPJPAA guidance provide sufficient clarity and detail regarding what is 
expected in each section of the DAPIPAA? If not, which sections were inadequate and why? 

1 = No. 
2 = Somewhat. 
3 = Generally yes (yes with exceptions) 
4 = Yes 

2. Were the criteria for accepting or rejecting proposals sufficiently clear? If not, why not? 
1 = No. 
2 = Somewhat. 
3 = Generally yes (yes with exceptions) 
4 = Yes 

3. Was the DAPIPAA guidance issued in a timely manner to allow sufficient time to develop 
DAPsIPAAs? 

1 = No. 
2 = Somewhat. 
3 = Generally yes (yes with exceptions) 
4 = Yes 

4. On a scale of 1 to 4, how would you rate the FY 97 DAP guidance in terms of the level of 
clarity and detail it provides in describing what is expected in DAP submissions and the criteria 
for approval or rejection? (Mark with an X) 

1 = Poor (mostly unclear and lacking detail) 
2 = Mediocre (somewhat unclear and lacking detail) 
3 = Good (mostly clear and well-detailed) 
4 = Excellent (very clear and detailed) 

5 .  What changes in the guidance would you recommend to increase its helpfulness to you in 
designing DAPsfPAAs? 



ANNEX 5: FFP Support Quality Survey 

(Below is a survey to be distributed annually to PVOs and Missions to solicit their assessment of the 
quality of FFP support to them and to track their assessments over time. As a baseline, this survey 
was sent to PVOs in April, 1997.) 

BHWFFP is committed to assisting our PVO and Mission partners to increase the effectiveness of 
Title II food aid development activities, and their ability to demonstrate significant measurable 
results. To this end, we would like feedback on the adequacy of our support to you in various 
areas, and areas where more support is needed. Therefore, we would appreciate if you could ' 

provide us with scored and written responses for the following questions: 

1. How well has FFP supported the design and implementation of Title I1 development activities 
through the provision of guidance and technical expertise in critical technical areas -- (e.g., 
health and nutrition, agricultural productivity, water and sanitation, etc.)? 

4 = FFP support has been excellent. 
3 = FFP support has been generally adequate. 
2 = FFP support has been inadequate in some areas. 
1 = FFP support has been very inadequate. 

Additional comments, if any: 

2.  How well has FFP supported the food aid management and logistics of Title I1 development 
activities through guidance and expertise in critical areas (e.g., Bellmon Amendments, 
monetization, and commodity selection and distribution)? 

4 = FFP support has been excellent. 
3 = FFP support has been generally adequate. 
2 = FFP support has been inadequate in some areas. 
1 = FFP support has been very inadequate. 

Additional comments, if any: 

3. How well has FFP supported the monitoring and evaluation of Title I1 activities through the 
provision of guidance and technical expertise on the development of M&E systems, including 
the integration of PVO M&E activities into USAID results reporting systems? 

4 = FFP support has been excellent. 
3 = FFP support has been generally adequate. 
2 = FFP support has been inadequate in some areas. 
1 = FFP support has been very inadequate. 

Additional comments, if any: 



4. Has FFP supported the efficiency and timeliness of Title I1 activities through streamlined 
procedures and timely responses for key program actions such as proposal reviews and call 
forwards, recognizing the need for FFP to also ensure quality and accountability in these 
act ions? 

4 = FFP support has been excellent. 
3 = FFP support has been generally adequate. 
2 = FFP support has been inadequate in some areas. 
1 = FFP support has been very inadequate. 

Additional comments, if any: 

5 .  Among the areas in which you have assessed FFP support to have been inadequate, please 
identify which areas are most important to you, and thus areas which are of greatest priority for 
FFP to address? 

" .  

6 .  Can you identify areas in which you think FFP should provide additional training to Missions 
and PVOs? 

7. Do you have any other comments on how FFP can better support PVO and Mission needs? 



ANNEX 6: Consolidated FFP Budget Tables 

Consolidated Budget Table 1: FY 1999 FFP Workforce Requirements 

FFP/ I Position Description 11 % Allocation of Time Position is: 
Division 

FFPID 

FFPID 

FFPID 

FFPID 

FFPID 

FFPID 

FFPIDP 

FFPIDP 

FFPIDP 

FFPIDP 

FFPIDP 

Deputy Director 

Special Assistant 

Grants Officer 

FFP Officer (4) 

FFP Officer 

FFP Officer (4) 

FFPIER Chief X 

FFPIER FFP Officer (3) X 

FFP/ER FFP Officer (3) X 

FFPIER FFP Officer X 

FFPIER Secretary X 

FFPIPOD Chief X 

FFPIPOD Budget Analyst X 

FFPIPOD PA (Dev. Coord.) X 

FFPIPOD PA (Emer. Coord.) X 

FFPIPOD PA (Info Officer) X 

FFPIPOD Prog Ops Specialist 10% 80 % 10% X 

FFPIPOD Prog Ops Assistant 10% 80 % 10% X 

FFPIPOD Secretary 10% 50 % 40 % X -- 
BHWPPE Program Analyst 25 % 25 % 50 % X 



Consolidated Budget Table 2: FY 1999 FFP (Non-personnel Operating Expense Budget 

(Thousands of Dollars) 
Operating Expense 

TOTAL ll 
I I I 

Travel I 

2. Site Visits 1 206.0 1 155.0 1 361.0 

I I I 

I I I 

4. Assessment Travel 1 30.0 I 10.2 I 40.2 

1. Training Travel 

I I I 

5. Disaster Travel (in response to specific disasters) I 25.0 I 0.0 1 25.0 
I I I 

Travel Subtotal: I 311.5 1 240.7 / 552.2 

25.5 1 25.5 51.0 

Services Subtotal: 1 204.0 1 308.0 1 512.0 

Services 

6. Management & Professional Services 

7. Other Miscellaneous Services 

TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL 
OPERATING EXPENSE BUDGET: 

Consolidated Budget Table 3: FY 1999 FFP Development Assistance Requirements 

102.0 

102.0 

206.0 

102.0 

Development Assistance Type 

I I I 
5. Environmental Impact Compliance (Buy-in) I 100.00 I 250.00 ( 350.00 

308.0 

204.0 

1. FFP Institutional Support Contract 

2. Institutional Support Grants 

3. Monitoring Performance & Evaluation 

4. Food Security Analysis & Planning 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

SO1 SO2 

1028.00 

2000.00 

500.00 

250.00 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

TOTAL 

728.41 

7OOO.00 

500.00 

875.00 

3878.00 

1756.41 

9000.00 

1000.00 

1125.00 

9353.41 13,231.41 


