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UBJECTIVES OF THE CONFERENCE

This one day interbureau conference has two objectives:

1. Identify the Evaluation Task Force recommendations
that require further clarification or definition
and make these recommendations "actionable"

2. For each "actionable" recommendation, identify the
management level and unit(s) that will be respon-
sible for implementing specific recommendations.

To facilitate the work group discussions, the following
types of papers are included in this briefing book:

@ Brief ISSUES AND DECISIONS shz2ets for each
recommendation. (These are presented in a
"logical" sequence, rather than in the order
shown in the Task Force report.)

e Background materials -- copies of key docu-
ments you may wish to review.

Per the "draft implementation work plan", discussed on 1/27,
the interbureau work group will function for only the length
of time required to accomplish the two objectives listed above.
Thus, if we complete our work on items (1) and (2) on 2/17, we
will czase to exist as a work group at 5:00 that evening. If
we do not, we will schedule such additional sessions as are
necessary to complete these tasks.

Once the work group has accomplished its objectives, a second
stage of implementation will begin. Its elements include:

1. Informing management levels and unit(s) of the
implementation actions for which they are to be
responsible;

2. Preparation of action plans by these Tevels/units,
and implementation work against those plans, and

3. Monitoring and assessment of implementation, and
preparation of progress reports and a final report,

by PPC.



AGENDA

0 Review Conference Objectives
o Agenda Comments, Questions, Modifications

0 Address Issues and Make Decisions

(The work group will proceed to examine each of the
ISSUE AND DECISION sheets twice during the confere-
nce. The first time through we will attempt to an-
swer the substantive questions. When the substan-
tive questions are answered, we will start over to
address the action assignment questions.)

The order in which recommendations will be addressed
is proposed as:

o INFORMATION NEEDS AND EVALUATIONS THAT MEET THESE
NEEDS:

-- Recormendation 3
-- Recommendation 2
-- Recommendation 9

o EVALUATION PLANNING

-- Recommendation 6
-- Recommendation 5
-- Recommendation 8

o THE DISSEMINATION AND UTILIZATION OF EVALUATION
FINDINGS:

-- Recommendation 7
~-- Recommendation 4

o EVALUATION TRAINING

-- Recommendation 10

o ENSURING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF EVALUATION CHANGES

-~ Recommendation 11
-~ Recommendation 1
-- Recommendation 12



SUPPLEMENTARY CONFERENCE NOTES

We will break for lunch at 1:00 p.m.
We will reconvene at 2:30 p.m. in Room 3886 N.S.

The BACKGROUND MATERIALS included for your
convenience are:

-- Evaluation Task Force Report

-- Unsigned Version of the "Monday Group" Meeting Minutes

-- Summary of Mission Responses to the Evaluation Task
Force Report

-- Resp?nses to Individual Mission Cables (Completed to
Date

-- First Implementation Progress Report (with Draft
Implementation Work Plan attached)

PPC/E/PES wishes to acknowledge the assistance it re-
ceived from NE/DP/PAE in preparing this briefing book.
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ISSUES AND DECISIONS



RECOMMENDATION 3 : The Task Force recommends thkat "all evalu-
ation work should be responsive to clearly
stated objectives," to meet specific inform-
ation needs at the Mission, Bureau and Agency
levels. To accomplish this evaluation users
should be involved in evaluation design and
evaluation scopes should define the evalua-
tion's purpose and questions.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters

o What is an appropriate process for identifying the "specific information
needs" in Missions, Bureaus and at an overall Agency level?*

Note: The Task Force used an interview procedure which turned up a series
of needs, but they were not highly specific. The necds they found
were:

-- Identification and design information (universally needed)

Policy information (AID/W needed; Missions can use)

‘Sector and Country Program information (universally needed)

Evaluation performance and utilization of evaluation

findings information (A/AID needed)

Project redesign/management information (Missjons needed)

0 How would an "appropriate process" be institutionalized?

0 Do we intend that the final "users" of evaluation "actively participate"
in evaluation design, or simply specify their needs occasionally?

o Is there a difference between specifying information needs and formulating
evaluation questions? Do we, a3 an Agency, know how to do each of these
tasks, or is some sort of quidance on/training in formulating evaluation
questions needed? By whom:

0 What do we mean "scopes should state the purpose of an evaluation" -- that
the evaluation should answer the questions posed, or what we intend to do
with evaluation findings once we have them?

*

This question is not an evaluation planning question, evaluation plans are the
vehicle for conveying what we know about our information needs. The question
asks about the process for figuring out what those needs are.
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. Action Assignments

o Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)
as being rasponsible for carrying out this recommendation?

o What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

o Will the "action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?

o What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-
ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the

"action" level or unit(s)?
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RECOMMENDATION 2 : The Task Force recommends that the Agency
place greater emphasis on assessing impact,
extracting lessons learned from its experi-
ences, and on addressing issues of "policy
making, program formulation, and project
identification and design".

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters:

0 Are there any "standard issues" that repeatedly come up in "policy making,
program formulation, and project identification and design" that can be
identified and systematically incorporated into evaluations? If not, is
there an appropriate process for identifying them annually, in project
evaluation plans, in specific evaluation designs, etc.?

0 What kinds of "issues" come up or should be considered the province of
different management levels -- missions, bureaus, etc.?

0 Is it reasonable to expect the management ievels where "issues" come up
to manage the evaluations that address these issues, or do different manage-
ment levels need to support each other to ensure that all "issues" are
addressed through evaluations?

0 Does this recommendation suggest that we need "policy evaluations" and/or
"program evaluations" to supplement our "project evaluations"?

0 What do we mean by "lessons learned"? When is an evaluation finding a lesson
and when isn't it? When we say "lessons learned" -- who (what levels) should
learn these lessons? Are "lessons" simply statements, or do we intend that
actions follow the designation of an evaluation finding as a "lesson"?

B. Action Assignments

o Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

o What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

o Will the "action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?

o What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-
ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the
"action" level or unit(s)?



RECOMMENDATION 9 : The Task Force recommends continuation of
the Administrator's impact evaluations.
They should be used as appropriate to meet
specific information needs, and integrated
into the Agency evaluation system through
the planning processes.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters

o What kinds of information needs are best addressed by impact evaluations?
0 Are we being well served by our current ideas about what an "impact" eval-
uation is and the way we do them? 1[5 the emphasis we now place on these
(and the level of effort) appropriate for meeting the information needs

these evaluations best serve?

0 Are we using the best approaches for identifying impact evaluation topics
and projects?

o Is the timing of our identification of topics and projects appropriate?

B. Action Assignments

o Is it_necessary Fo designate a management level or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

0o What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

o Will the "action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?

o What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-

ment_]eve] or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the
"action" level or unit(s)?



RECOMMENDATION 6 : The Task Force recommends an expanded eval-
uation planning process in which key policy
and program issu=s which must be addressed
over a three to five year period are identi-
fied and encorporated into an evaluation olan
that looks two years into the future, and is
subject to annual review and revision.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters

o What is the basic process we should use to develop such plans? A "bottom-
up" -- project to mission to bureau to Agency -- approach or something else?

o What elements should these plans include?

o To what degree and in what way are costs to be taken into account in these
evaluation plans?

o Should uniform plan formats be developed and used?

o What level of effort/cost should go into these plans -- the first year,
in subsequent (update) years?

o What management levels should be involved in the review and approval of
evaluation plans?

0 What would need to be considered in an “"annual review and revision" process,
and how might that process be carried out?

0 When should plans be developed? Should we set an annual date for production

of an Agency plan, and work a schedule backward from that-date -- or do some-
thing different?

B. Action Assignments

o Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

0 What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

o Will the "action" management level or unit{(s) need assistance?
o What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-

ment level or unit{s) should provide this assistance to the
"action" level or unit(s)?



RECOMMENDATION 5 : The Task Force recommends abolishing rigid
requirements for project evaluations at
regular intervals or fixed times. Instead,
it proposes that evaluations be carried out
only on certain projects where the inform-
ation to be derived seems particularly im-
portant and valuable. These evaluations
should be comparable to what A.I.D. calls
“special" and impact evaluations. Project
and Mission managers should use evaluation
techniques as needed tc insure that project
designs are sound and project events are
occuring as planned, even though formal eval-
uations may not be scheduled/required as
frequently.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters

0 By what process will we decide which are the "certain projects" are that
require evaluation?

0 Just what do we mean by "special" evaluation in practice. If evaluations
are to be comparable to these, and impact evaluations, we need to define
fairly clearly what is to be covered and the quality (precision/validity/
reliability) of the answers we expect.

0 Are we sending project and mission managers adrift when in comes to non-
formal evaluations? Will we help them? How, or by what process will we
know whether they need help, when they need it, and what help is approp-
riate?

0 What specific actions are needed to abolish the requirements we want to
drop?

B. Action Assignments

o Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

o What management Tevels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

o Will the "action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?

o What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-
ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the
"action" level or unit(s)?
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RECOMMENDATION 8 : The Task Force recommends that the practice
of including evaiu=ztion sections in Project
Papers be continued. Evaluation timing and
budgets should be included in these sections.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters

o Evaluation sections in PPs are highly varied. What do we want these
evaluation sections to contain?

o How exact should evaluation schedules and budgets be in these sections?

o Do we envision a process that says ves/no to the question: Is this a
"good" PP evaluation section? What would that process be?

B. Action Assignments

o Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

o What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

o Will the "action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?

o What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-
ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the
"action" level or unit(s)?



RECOMMENDATION 7 : The Task Force recommends that efforts be

made to ensure that evaluation information
is effectively integrated into various plan-
nig, design, and approval processes. As
needed, Agency guidance should be revised.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters

0

0

What does the term "integrated into" mean to us?

Do we intend evaluation information to be "integrated into" policies and
programs as well as projects?

What process do we envision for this "integration":

-- 1in projects? -- at an identification stage?
-- in programs? -- during formal design?
-- in policies? -- With regard to approval?

What "carrots and sticks" will be needed to make this "integration"
occur? Are they plausible/realistic, or just pipe dreams?

Without incentives, what are our realistic expectations? If they are
Tow, what should we do?

What guidance needs to be considered -- only Handbook 3? bureau guidance?
mission guidance?

. Action Assignments

o Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)

as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

Will the "action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?
What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-

ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the
"action" level or unit(s)?

gt



RECOMMENDATION 4 : The Task Force recommends improved synthesis
and dissemination of evaluation findings. The
Task Force further recommends that some form
of evaluation summary report be retained, but
modified to encourage substantive reporting,
and DS/DIU should collect and process this
information, issuing an annual abstract of
completed evaluations.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

0 There is a difference between summarization and synthesis. When we
boil down evaluations which do we do today? If we are summarizing
rather than synthesizing, do we know how to do the latter? If not,
where do we begin? Or are summaries good enough?

0 Do our evaluations produce the raw material needed to develop either
good summaries or ¢ synthesis? If not, will they in the future? What
processes or system of evaluation checks and balances will ensure this?

0 When we speak of synthesis is our referent individual evaluations or are
we expecting that A.I.D. will synthes’ze the findings of groups of evalu-
ations? If so, by what process would we define the "groups" we wanted
examined _ogether?

0 What would a new "evaluation summary form" cover? Would all Agency
evaluations use the same form? Impact evaluations too?

0 Does "substantive reporting" suggest that evaluation data be included
or just findings, conclusions and recommendations?

o Will DS/DIU do door-to-door collecting, or will we send evaluations
to them? On paper we now do the latter. In practice we don't do it
well.

0 Would DS/DIU keypunch information from the "evaluation summary report"
as is, or abstract it? (There are some reasons to believe that better
abstracts are produced by authors than by third parties.)

0 Some bureaus are now preparing evaluation abstracts or summaries, would
these be included in DS/DIU's annual compilation? Instead of or in add-
ition to DS/DIU abstracts?



. Action Assignments

o Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

o What management levels or unit(s) should be responcible for
implementing this recommendation?

o Will the “"action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?

o What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-
ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the
naction" level or unit(s)?

N



RECOMMENDATION 10 : The Task Force recommends a greater emphasis

on evaluation's importance in A.I.D.'s train-
ing programs, specificaily IDI courses and
the Program Design and Evaluation course. A
review of these courses should be undertaken
that examines the degree to which the curri-
culum ensures that officers understand the
role of evaluation in Agency processes, thair
role in the evaluation process, and basic
evaluation .echniques.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

. Substantive Matters

0]

0]

What should be the "role" of Agency officers in the evaluation process?

what are the min’sum set of "basic evaluation techniques” every A.I.D.
officer should now about? Should they not only know of these techniques
but also know how to apply them?

Should we 1limit our training resources to A.I.D. personnel? What would be
the implications of such a decision?.,

Should we really change the IDI course, or just send all IDI's to an im-
proved version of the PDE course instead?

What about other A.I.D. training courses -- orientation, etc. --- should
these "teach" tne Agency's views on evaluation, the role of Agency officers
in evaluations, etc.?

If a better PDE took longer would staff attend? What length is tolerable?
Do we teach PDE often enough? Here? Overseas?

If training course attendees were given "tests" of some sori, we'd have

a better idea of what they knew about evaluation -- and wouldn't have

to wait till they had problems in the field to provide more help? Are
grades or some form of ranking class performance an acceptable idea?



. Action Assignments

Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

Will the "action"” management level or unit(s) need assistance?

What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-
ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the

Waction" level or unit(s)?



RECOMMENDATION 11 : The Task Force recommends that the Agency
take steps to eliminate constraints to
the implementation of a more effective
evaluation system (e.g., the implications
of evaluation of project design may be
more front-end work, offices such as DS/
DIU may not be able to carry out the re-
commendations that involve them due to
budget constraints, etc.) and review the
implications of changes in the evaluation
system for project monitoring.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters

o The Task Force identified illustrative constraints. How do we develop
a full 1ist?

o What implications do budget, staff and contractor cut backs under the
new administration have for the effort tc implement the Evaluation
Task Force recommendations?

o What are our priorities? If we have to put some things on "hold", what
goes first, second, etc.? (A rank ordering of the priority of the 12
recommendations is what is required here.)

o What are the bureau level implications of the Task Force recommendations?
Right now bureaus differ quite a bit in temms of the scale of their bureau
evaluation effort (staff and what that staff can accomplish). Are some
bureaus going to be able to act and others not? If so, what should we
do for the constrained bureaus?

o Just exactly what do we now see as the distinction between evaluation and
monitoring? We need definitions of both and we need a way of thinking,
and acting, in terms of what some of us are starting to call " the evalu-
ative elements of monitoring that won't be part of our evaluation plans/
system if we proceed on'the Task Force recommendations".

o Given our defintions and expectations, what support do we owe to the "new
style" monitoring we envision?



. Action Assignments

o Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

o What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

o Will the "action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?

o What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manacge-
ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance tc the

"action" level or unit(s)?



RECOMMENDATION 1 : The Task Force recommends that the Adminis-
trator continue his personal involvement in
evaluation, thereby reinforcing among senior
managers a concern for the generation and
use of evaluation material,

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters

0o With a new Administrator, can we expect this recommendation to be taken
up automatically, or are there things we need to do to help make it happen?
What specifically do we want?

-- Do we want the Administrator to continue to hear oral reports of
the impact evaluation findings?

~- Do we want the same treatment for selected bureau evaluations?
(If yes, how would we nominate candidate evaluations for the
Adminstrator to orally review?)

-- Do we want to recommend that the Administrator require evaluation
support for project approval decisions he makes?

-- What else falls in this category?

0 Are there othcr things that should be done to reinforce a concern for
the generation and use of evaluation material:

-- by AAs

-- by review/approval committees

-- by office directors and division chiefs
-- by Mission Directors

If yes, what?



B. Action Assignments

o Is it necessary to designate a management level or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out this recommendation?

o What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

o Will the "action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?
o What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-

ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the
"action" level or unit(s)?

rz(..



RECOMMENDATION 12 : The Task Force recommends that Handbook 3
and other Agency guidance be made consistent
with such changes as result from actions taken
on Recommendations 1 - 11.

ISSUES AND DECISIONS:

A. Substantive Matters

o Is Handbook 3 the only target, or at least the main target?

o Handbook 3 will become "final" sometime next year, can we make their
schedule?

B. Action Assignments

Is it necessary to designate a management Tevel or unit(s)
as being responsible for carrying out thiz recommendation?

o What management levels or unit(s) should be responsible for
implementing this recommendation?

Will the "action" management level or unit(s) need assistance?

What is the appropriate source of such assistance? What manage-
ment level or unit(s) should provide this assistance to the

"action" level or unit(s)?
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EVALUATION TASK FORCE REPORT




19 NOV 1980

MEMORANDUM

TO: AA/AFR, Ms. Goler Butcher
AA/LAC, Mr. Edward Coy (Acting)
AA/DS, Mr. Sander Levin
AA/PDC, Mr. Calvin Raullerson
AA/ASIA, Mr. John H. Sullivan
AA/NE, Mr. Alfred White (Actj

‘FROM:  AA/PPC, Alexander Shakoy
SUBJECT: Report of the Administrator's Evaluation Task Force

Enclosed is a copy of the report of the Evaluation Task Force appointed
by Mr. Bennet in June. Mr. Bennet has approved in principle the report's
conclusions and recommendations.

The substance of the report will be among thea items tc be discussed at
the Monday meeting on December 15. I am advised that further information
on the agenda for the meeting will be sent to you.

At the request of ES, we are making arrangements with the Regional Bureaus
to cable to the Missions the major findings of the report in summary form,
so that Mission comments wil] be received and made available to you in time
for the meeting.

Enclosure: A/S
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ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR THE ADMINISTRATOR

THRU: £S5 JOC
FROM: Evaluation Task Force Members: :
Ms. Nena Vreeland, PPC/E/PES, Chair ||}/

Ms. Judith Gilmore, PDC/pMS (@

Mr. George Hill, LAC/ 0’6

Mr. Irwin Levy, LAC/D

Mr. David Mandel, NE/P 7

Mr. Robert Mitchell, NE7TECH 20
Ms. Barbara Pillsbury, ASIA/DP-gI" ™
Mr. Frederick Simmons, AA/PDC7

Mr. Fermino Spencer, AFR/CYWA C}-O

SUBJECT: AGENCY EVALUATION SYSTEM

A.I1.D.'s evaluation system should be modified to meet
information needs fur project design and for sector,
program and policy development. Users of evaluative
information in AID/W and the field should be closely
involved in defining issues and questions to guide
evaluation work, and all evaluation work should be
designed to meet clearly specified needs of management
and decision-makers. These needs should be coordinated
annually in a two to three vear VA i
plan. EVvaITaTTon Fmdings Thorit o pode-evaluation

disseminated on at least an annual basis.

"ROBLEM: At a time when new demands have been placed on the AID evaluation
system, that system is not meeting the Agency's needs. It is, therefore,
necessary to revise AID's evaluation system.

DISCUSSION: On June 9, 1980, you appointed a task force to examine the
Agency's evaluation system and the utilization of evaluation information,
and asked it to address several specific questions in the course of its
work (see attached memorandum). Task force members were chosen to ensure
that all of the Agency's bureaus were represented. Among the officers
assigned to the task force, a broad range of skills and experience in both

L iGRAS
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field and Washington were included. In addition, John Sommer of your
staff and Robert Berg, Associate Assistant Administrator for Evaluation,
served in an ex officio capacity. Although there were some initial changes
among the specific individuals assigned to the task force and the Develop-
ment Support Bureau was represented only during the early stages, we believe
the task force report reflects the views and concerns of project, program,
evaluation and technical offices from both field and AID/W perspectives.
However, given the importance of the subject, the changes recommended. and
the absence of the Development Support Bureau member in the critical latter
stages of report preparation, we recommend that the report be reviewed and
conmented on by the senior staff before you take final action.

Praliminary Considerations: Early in our discussions, we identified
several underlying concerns which, in various ways, influenced our subsaquent
work. Most notably, these concerns encouragsa us to interpret our mandate
quite broadly. At the same time, we felt a strong pressure to complete our
report as quickly as possible. This has resulted in a report which makes
several major recommendations, with the details Teft to be worked out later.

The first concern which struck us was that, until the appointment of
the task force, no official, internal Agency-wide review of the AID evalua-
tion system had been undertaken since it was installed ten years ago. Many
changes in AID policy, including the Congressional mandate for "new directions"
programs, have occurred since then.

At the same time, the Agency is being asked by Congress to justify its
programs on the basis of their demonstrated development impact. Congress
is demanding that we not only evaltuate our activities and disseminate the
results, but also demonstrate through policy, program, and budget decisions
that we are applying the results of evaluative studies. AID is not alone
in this respect: other Federal agencies and departments have also been
affected by the concern for evaluation in Congressional committees and the
General Accounting Office. As a consequence, the Administrator is being
asked for assurance and evidence that evaluation findings are being con-
sidered in decisions about policies and programs as well as in the design
of new projects.

This is a tall order for a decentralized system that focuses on project
management and, to some extent, project design informaticn needs of field
missions in keeping with a decentralized style of operation. AID's well-
established evaluation system is dealing mostly with implementation concerns.
Broader and more comprehensive information of use to policy makers and pro-
grammers in the field and especially in Washington has taken second place
in the existing evaluation system. Only recently has evaluation work been
required to 1ift its sights to meet the Agency's need for evaluative informa-
tion at the program and policy level. The new serics of "impact" evaluations
was begun in part to meet this need, and their reception demonstrates a
demand for information not being generated by the existing system.

?.I b
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A narrow -focus on implementation questions hinders -efforts to provide
meaningful information to project designers and decision-makers. Useful
information for program-level needs includes generalized lessons from
Cross-country comparisons and reviews of issues that cut across countries
and functional areas. An ability to obtain this information depends
largely on the scope of work of the evaluation--on what questions are
addressed in the evaluation. Most avaluation reports under the present
system, being conccined with questions about implementation, are essentially
project status or project monitoring reports. Little advantage is taken
of the opportunity to examine questions about the actual or probable effects
of the prnject on beneficiaries, the .use by beneficiaries of the goods,
services, infrastructure, and institutional arrangements delivered through
the project, and the ultimte consequences of this use. Evaluation reports
emanating from the established system rarely Took beyond the project to
question its continued validity as part of a program effort or a development
strategy. To use the terminology of the Logical Framework, evaluation
reports tend to be more concerned with questions about “inputs" and "outputs”
than with those about "purposes” and "goals". It is precisely the latter
questions, however, that are of greatest interest to the developmen® oT the
Agency's programs.

Another concern, and one which has been the subject of recent action,
is the very large quantity of evaluations (on the order of 700) tha* have
been scheduled yearly. OoOf these, barely half are reported as heing done;
despite Bureau monitoring, not all these are submjtted to AID/W, and of those
submitted, not all get entered into the Agency's automated information system
maintained by DS/DIU for Agency-wide access. One reason for this "over=-
scheduling" appears to be a lingering perception of a discontinued  require-
ment for an annual evaluation of all projects. In the guidance issued for
Preparation of the FY 80 and FY 81 evaluation schedules, Missions were dis-
couraged from automatically scheduling annual evaluations and encouraged to
time them in accordance with Mission management needs. There was some
reduction in scheduled evaluations between FY 79 and FY 80. While all the
FY 1981 schedules have not yet been received and collated, preliminary results
suggest- that guidance has had only a modest impact on the number of evaluations
scheduled. At the same time, we also know that much relevant research not
categorized as “evaluation" escapes systematic collection.

There was, finally, one major coneern which emerged during our first
meeting and which was discussed in one way or another in subsequent meetings.
In some cases, major decisions about projects and programs have been made
with Tittle or no reference to evaluation findings, because of such factors
as pressures to obligate funds, lack of knowledge about or experience in
some areas, and the unavailability of information. It was clear to us at the
outset that the production of high-quality evaluation information and the use
of evaluation findings are in large part matters of incentive and conviction,
and will not automatically result from a more effective system of collecting
and disseminating information about our experience. A well-designed system
should encourage both a stronger demand for evaluative information as well
as improvements in its supply. In this regard, your own interest and ]eader-
ship have been and will continve to be very important in placing evaluation
work higher on the agenda of Agency managers.
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Although you did not specify a deadline .for the completion of our
task, beyond the <implications of any recommendations for shaping FY 81
evaluation schedules, two related considerations lent some urgency to
our effort to prepare a report on what we believe to be the major issues
requiring decisicn and action. The first is +he revision of Handbook 3,
and the second is the preparation of the AID Evaluation Hanubook. These
parallel efforts are already undergoing final revision. Both represent
major efforts, which will influence procedures for several years. Handbook
3--the Agency's "bible" regarding project planning and impiementation--
contains basic guidance on monitoring and evaluation. For further detailed
guidance, Handbook 3 make. reference to the AID Evaluation Handbook, to be
igsued separately. :

Operations of the Task Force: The Task Force held its first meeting
on June 26, 1980, and met once a week thereatter, except for the month -
of August. After acquainting ourselves with the details of the present
system and a sample of its products, as well as with alternative systems
used in other US Federal agencies and international donor institutions,
we decided that the most fruitful approach to the problem was to define
more specifically what the Agency's needs are for evaluative information,
and then to addiess the question of how these needs might best be met given
limited resources. Accordingly, a program of interviews was developed,
and a list of questions drawn up as a general guide for the interviews.
The interviews were conducted in late July and August, and thas results
reported to the group in September. Altogether, Just over 70 people
representing a wide range of functions, disciplines, and responsibilities
were interviewed by members of the task force. In addition to yourselrt,
your deputy adiministrator and executive secretary, those interviewed
included four assistant administrators and two deputy assistant administrators,
thirteen office directors and six deputy directors, nine division chiefs,
eight project officers, five desk officers, and a range of program and techni-
cal officers. In addition to interviews with a mission director and AID
affairs officer, comments were received from ten field missions. The task
force also had access to the preliminary results of structured interviews
of 30 staff members undertaken for the PPC/E S*udies Division--part of a
sample for a study of the effects of the new series of impact evalvations--
in which a number of questions were asked relevant to our work.

P work plan was developed that served to focus our attention on three
areas: assessment of the current need for information and use of the evalua-
tion system; analysis of the current evaluation system; and institutional
constraints to evaluation. Based on the results of our interviews, back-
ground information and working papers provided through PPC/E statf support,
and principally our own experience, our discussions during September and
early October yradually centered on a set of problems that represented in
our view the major constraints to a more effective evaluation system. These
are reflected in our conclusions and recommendations. A11 documents, including
interview reports and working papers, are on file in PPC/E/PES.
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Given the nature of the probiem, it was inevitable that we would
uncover a wide range of issues, aspecially in the relationship between
evaluation and other Agency procnises, as well as a number of suggestions.
Not all of these could be fully incorporated into this report. Some
warrant nore careful study, incTuding the question of reporting the
results of project monitoring; staffing requirements that might prove

‘cessary to synthesize and improve the dissemination of information to
users in the Agency; and various approaches to upgrading evaluation
training. Some related efforts -have recently been initiated in one or
another bureau; among these are the steps taken in one hureau to require
inclusion of short summaries, findings and Tessons learned in all special
and contrdacted evaluatian reports; the establishment in another bureau of
a formal evaluavion review and feedback procedure; and the creation in a
third bureau of a working group to specify issues and priorities for bureau
evaluation work. We have selected those issues and suggestions that we
see as having the greatest practical relevance in consolidating the gains
we have made and in moving the Agency forward in the area of evaluation.

CONCLUSIONS:

1. The potential benefits to be gained’ from an improvement in our
ability to evaJuate our activities and apply -the results are substantial
enough to warrant a concerted effort to make avaluation more central to
the Agency's work. Such an efrfort, moreover, wiil tend to reinforce
incentives throughout the Agency to perform high-quality and usefu] reviews
of our activities. The effort required. to make evaluation more cantral to
our work, however, should not be underestimated. There are no easy trade-
offs or shortcuts. We are fortunate in being able to build on very sub-
stantial earlier efforts that have provided the Agency with an established
system and a fairly widespread understanding that evaluation is important
in managing our endeavors. In this regard, the effort to make evaluation
more central to our work involves more than meeting new needs for evaluative
Intormalion. It also requires reaffirmation and continuation of these
earlier efforts to provide an underlying basis for an evaluative perspective
on our activities. In particular, the Logical Framework should receive
continued emphasis as a design tool that alsc serves a) to establish the.
evaluability of a project or program and the initial criteria for evaluation;
b) to provide signposts for implementation znd monitoring; and ¢) to facilitate
consideration of alternatives and the application of lessons learned from
experience.

2. The needs of the Agency for specific kinds of evaluative information
are too diverse to be met by a single type of evaluation focus. The Agency
atormation to contribute to:

needs evaluation 1

formulating policy;

developing sector and country programs ;

identifying, designing, and redesigning projects; and
demonstrating that the Agency is responsibiy managing its
portfolio.

a0 oo
() L] L] [}
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To the extent that the Agency continues to design and conduct its activities
in the framework of discrete projects, our evaluation work should continue

to recognize. this project orientation. However, greater attention to
analyzing project results within and among countries is necassary to increase
the use of evaluation findings in program and policy development.

3. The existing AID institutional setting does not encourage the use
of evaluation informatior in the process of ecision-making. ere are
time constraints and the pressures to obTigate funds within specific
periods of time. The required information is often inadequate or inaccessible.
But most critically, Agency procedures for policy formulation, pregram develop-
ment, project identification, design, redesign and approval, and other review
and decision-making processes do not require the use of evaluative information
in either the documents prepared for decision makers or the resolution of
issues that arise during the review process. No improvements in the existing
evaluation system and no changes which diminish pressures and constraints
will ensure that evaluative information is usad, no matter how good and
available, unless it is expected by those who make decisions and required
in the Agency's formally prescribed procedures.

4. The established evaluation system fails to meet most evaluation
information needs, particularly those at the program and policy Tevel.
The existing system was primarily designed to meet project management needs.
Thus, most of the regular project evaluations focus on aspects of project
implementation; the resulting reports have been used predominantly as
monitoring instruments. In this setting, regular scheduling of project
evaluations is necessary. While the current system provides substantially
more information than is used in decision making, it is largely project
specific. There are few resources to analyze or re-analyze the resulting
data from a broader perspective in order to focus it on current problems
and needs. In addition, much of the information needed for policy and
program decisions is not generated by the current system because of its
project specific and decentralized nature. Questions relevant to policy
making, program formulation, and project design are not asked at all or are
not asked in a manner which makes generalization possible. The so-called
"special” evaluations and the recent impact evaluations have better succeeded
in gznerating information on how AID has done and is doing.

5. Rigid evaluation schediling reauirements have frequently resulted

in_the production of information irrelevant o the s ecific information
needs of project managers and decision-makars. Requirements for conducting
an evaluation that are not tied to a specitied need lead to evaluations no
one wants and eventually to evaluations that are treated in a pro_forma

manner.

6. There is a need for the Agencx to redefine what is meant b
"evaluation” and "monitoring", to distinguish more carefully between these
two_functions, and to identify thei: overlapbping requirements. In general,

the Agency's evaluations nesd to emphasize much more strongly those purpose

“» ,"
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and goal-level questions that will elicit information about the broader
program implications of an activity such as its relationship to changing
programs, development strategies, and other donor efforts, as well as its
impact on targeted groups.

7. Rather than trying to create .a uniform.mold for all evaluations
that would satisfy all potential'usersZOfﬂevaluation‘infaﬁmation; information
priorities need to be determined and c1ar1fied'annua11y;'through a realistic
planning process. An annual evaluation planning process would establish
criteria for Mission and Bureay plans, enable each level to determine its
needs for information, lead to an annual Agency-wide plan that looks anead
two to three years, and provide for formal review and approval of plans, as
well as for review and followup on reports submitted in accordance with the
plan. Such a plan should also serve to intagrate evaluation work more
closely into other planning and pregramming/budgeting exercises.

8. A_stronger effort is needed at al] Tevels to plan evaluation work
to meet the needs of managers and decision-makers.at.critical times; Missions
and Bureaus need further encoura ement to identify project. and issues
requiring particular attention in the context of proarams anc entire portfoljos.

€ use of evaluative intormation wou'gd be expanded 17 evaluacion reports

addressed clearly specitied current needs and longer-range program planning
requirements. Among suggested criteria for planning evaluations, including
in-progress and ex-post evaluations, we identified the following: importance
of an activity in terms of a country program and strategy; whether an
activity is intended to be a pilot or experimental effort; whether a follow-
on project is anticipated; the role of a project in the host country's
development plan; the number of similar projects either in a given country
or region or in the Agency's worldwide portfolio (whether it is one of
several projects in a category .to be studied to provide useful, generaljzable
information); whether an activity is of special interest because it may be
replicated; whether it is a candidate for study of one or more cross-cutting
issues; and whether monitoring indicates the desirability of mid-course
corrections.

9. Not all projects in the Agency's portfolio necessarily require an
evaluation during or after their "1ife". We agreed on this conclusion only
after much soul-searching and the most heated debate during the course of
our work. Dropping a requirement for evaluating every project at Jeast
once assumes that the Agency can rely on its project management and monitor-
ing systems to ensure that we are systematically examining all our projects
on a regular basis, thereby assuring management that projects ara on track
in terms of delivering inputs and generating outputs. It also assumes that
project monitors are doing a good enough job to be able to have a feel for
their project's chances of success in achieving 1its purpose. On balance,
the task force concluded that it is better to distinguish evaluation more
clearly from monitoring and improve both functions, We concluded this
partly because even now projects escape critical review and mistakes go
unrecorded. The evaluation system we propose will minimize the 1ike]ihood
that a troubled project will éscape attention because, during the process
Teading to an annual Agency plan, every project should be considerad and the
risk of not evaluating it explicitly weighed. We believe this risk is at
Teast balanced by the more effective use of resources in the evaluation
process. Currently assigned responsibilities ensure the provision of
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guidance, procedures and oversight regarding both the monitoring’ and the
evaluation functions. Steps are already being taken to improve project
management, implementation, and monitoring, including revision of Handbook 3,
development of a project manager implementation course, and issuance of
project manager guidebooks.

10. _The new series of impact evaluations indicates that an ex-post
or_in-process assessment of a broad sample of projects, addressing pre-
determined issues and questions, can vield well-focused and highTy useful
information. ihe series represents a special activity that is not yet

fully integrated into the regular evaluation system. The extent to which

they can meet various information needs of the Agency, within their methodologi

cal and time limitations, will become clearer as the results are examined (an
jnitia] examination is underway in PPC). In general, a sampling approach, if

11. The task fcrece cannot be sure what effect the recommended changes
in the evaluation system will have on evaluation costs, personnel, ‘triining,
and other resources. Time and experience wil] be necessary to see how things
work out. Tt does appear that an evaluation planning process and the over-
seeing- of evaluation plan implementation wil] require the assignment of new
tasks at the central, regional bureau, and Mission ievels. It also appears
that modifications in the evaluation system to make it more responsive to
our information needs could result in a more efficient overal] use of resources.

12. Training opportunities offered by the A
central role evaluation plays in the decision making process. A1l officers
need to receive basic training 1n evaluation which wi permit them to carry
out their roles in the evaluation Process. Such training also needs to be
incornorated into the IDI program and new employee orientation training,

ency need to emphasize the

13. Several constraints will handicap implementation of a more effective
evaluation system. We identified the following constraints:

a. There is a risk that the effort to apply more fully both
evaluation findings and issues to the project development
process would add further burdens in terms of information
gathering and analysis, thereby lengthening the time between
project conception and project approval. However, this
burden would be substantially reduced by better planning to
meet these information needs--many of which are foreseeable—
and by more systematic efforts to disseminate this information
to project designers and reviewers.

b. AID is being accused by OMB and Congress of excessive
spending for "studies" via direct contracts, OQur
recommendations, in calling for greater attention to
such issues as measuring beneficiary impact as well as
Congressional urging that evaluations be of high quality

2l
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and empirically sound, may result in continued use of
contractors, but in a manner planned to relate their
work more closely to Agency decision-making. AID will
have to decide explicitly to defend our use of such
contracts.

c. Some offices may not have the necessary resources to
assume tasks called for in our recommendations, notably
training and information management, For example, DS/DIU
currently operates under an operating expense budget
constraint that may limit its capabilities to use the
automated system to meet information dissemination needs
for internal management purposes.

d. We were unable to examine Agency experience regarding the
willingness of host countries to agree to expenditures
of project funds for evaluation. This is a possible, but
not probable, constraint.

RECOMMENDATTONS :

Leadership Interest

1. We recommend that you continue your personal involvement in
the Agency evaluation process, thereby reinforcing among your senior managers
a heightened concern for the generation and use of evaluation material. Your
expectation that projects which you authorize will be solidTy grounded in
the Agency's evaluated experience will help set the tone for every officer
with review and approval responsibilities. To continue your initiative,
we reccmmend that this report be the subject of an early senior staff
meeting and that implementation of its recommendations be reviewed during
subsequent meetings.

New Information Needs

2. Agency evaluation efforts should give more attention to
extracting lessons from what AID has done and is doing. Critical issues
relevant to policy making, program formulation, and project identification
and design should be addressed. Finally, through evaluative studies, the
Agency should demonstrate the extent to which its activities are having
an impact on the development process and the poor.

Purposes of Evaluation

3. A1l evaluation work should be responsive to clearly stated
objectives. Evaluations should be undertaken on a Mission, Bureau, and
Agency-wide basis to meet specific needs for the information they will
generate. As a corollary, those who require and will make use of the
information should be involved in the design of the evaluation. Scopes
of work for evaluation should clearly define the purpose of and need for
the evaluation; they should specify questions relating to the achievement
of the purpose of the activity, and, as appropriate, impact on beneficiaries.

1,/
/I
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Information Management

4. Evaluation findings should be synthesized and disseminated
in more useful ways, especially for use in the design and review process.
PPC, in collaboration with regional and other centra] bureaus, should
develop procedures to broaden the utilization of evaluative information.
A1l evaluation results should be reported through an established procadure
that ensures Agency-wide distribution. Some form of evaluation summary
report is useful as a record-keeping device and should be retained, .but
modified to encourage reporting of substantive findings. At a minimum,
all reports should include a two-page summary, major findings, recommenda-
tions, and lessons learned appropriate to the activity, similar to the one
currently in use in impact evaluations. DS/DIU should modify its informa-
tion management capabilities to collect and process this information, and
should issue an annual abstract of completed evaluations.

Evaluation Planning

5. Any remaining rigid requirements for evaluating projects at

n time or within fixed time periods should be eliminated.

In the selection of activities for evaluation through a planning process,
ar’'evaluation need not he required for all projects. Moreover, the studies
that are undertaken shoi'ld, in effect, be comparable to the types of
evaluation currently knuwn as "special" and impact evaluations. The
dropping of fixed, Agency-wide time requirements should not he interpreted
as restricting the ability of a project manager or Mission to incorporate
various evaluatjon techniques into project management and implementation,
nor the Agency's ability to assure itself generally through an appropriately
designed review that project events are occurring as planned.

This process should begin with the early identification of key policy and
program issues which the Mission, individual Bureaus, and the Agency wish
to have addressed over a three to five year period. The process should
culminate in an annual Agency evaluation plan that addresses information
needs of Missions, Bureaus, and the Agency as a whole. The plan, at a
minimum, should Took two additional years into the future, subject to
annual review and revision, Procedures for plan review should incorporate
provisions for formal comment and approvai to Bureaus and Missions; without
this feedback, the process will become pro_forma.

7. Parallel with modifications in the Agency's evaluation system,
an effort should be initiated to review each decision-making process and
its associated instructions (e.g., project approval process in Handbook 3,
guidance for ABSs and CDSSs) to determine:

a. the type of evaluation information the specific process
needs;
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b. the present availability and fuiure source of such
information; and

¢. the changes in procedures/requirements needed to ehsure’
that such information is effectively integrated into
various planning, design, and approval procasses.

8. As part of planning requirements, the practice of including
evaluation sections in Project Papers shouid be continued. . If the project
designer and/or approver decide that the project should be evaluated during
or after its life, the purpose of the evaluation should be described in
detail and related to critical benchmarks in the 1ife of the project,
linkages to other projects, the sector, or other development activities, and
project assumptions and linkages. Host country involvement should also
be clearly described. The means of financing the evaluation should be
set forth. The evaluation plans in the project papers for experimental,
Pilet or phased projects are especially important and should be scheduled
early enough to ensure that the results are available for decisions regarding
a subsequent investment.

impact Evaluations

9. Impact evaluations should be continued. They should be used
as appropriate to meet specific information needs, and integrated into the
Agency evaluation system through the planning process.

Training

10. PPC should review training programs for IDIs and new hires
as well as the existing Program Design and Evaluation course and recommend
changes in curriculum to ensure that officers understand the role of evalua-
tion in Agency pProcesses, their role in the evaluation process, and basic

evaluation techniques.

Constraints

11. The Agency should take steps to address the constraints in
paragraph 13, Conclusions (p. 8 above). The implications for project
monitoring must be reviewed in the context of on-going efforts to improve
project implementation.

12. Handbook 3 and other guidance on evaluation should be made
consistent with the above recommendations.

Action Recommendation

That the above conclusions and recommendations be approved in
principal, and that PPC be directed to undertake the following tasks:
1) to work out (by January 1981), with the collaboration of regional and
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central bureaus, a work plan to implement the recomendations of this
report; and 2) to monitor the actions taken under this work plan and
provide the Administrator with periodic reports on problems and achieve-
ments. Within one year of approval of this recommendation, PPC should

%
APPROVED : @
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HEMORANDUM FOR THE EXECTTIVE STAFF AND MISSION DIRICTORS

As part of the fcllew-up to the Decamber 15, 1920, zssistant
Administrators' meesing cn evaluaticn, I want to reccrd Joe vheelar's
and ay understanding of the next Steps to be taken in imsroving
A.I.D.'s avaluation svstem and in setting evaluation sricrities

fer the ccuming year.

1. The czntral focus of A.I.D. evaluation 3/3ten imprcvexent
e on the quality of evaluations and on the L&

systematically determine the impact of its Projects and use th
inZormation to improve Agency policies, Frecgraas and projects.
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2. ZIvalupative assesszments of Progress mada by Missions during

the life of a project (heretofcre called "Regular Zvaluaticns”)

are essentially Mission-level management tools, paxrt of the over-
all ‘scheme at the lMission-lavel for menitoring our rrojects ané
making improvements, as raguirad, ko ensure that project objectivas
are met. Zecause this type of evaluative assessment of Progress is
dest planned, executed, analyzed and used at the “ission level, we
are removing the central requirements to (a) include nlans for such
evaluative assessments in annual Missicn evaluation olans and (b)
submit Project Evaluation Su=saries for tnese assaessments to PPC/Z
or DS/DIU. We are nct, however, suspending the existing regquirement
to identify whether such evaluative azsessrents of a sroject will
be undertaken in Project Paper Evaluation Plans.

3. Each Project Paver should carefully ldentify the %types of
evaluation necessary for a particular activity, as well as noka
acw the lessons of orevious relevant evaluations are arplicable
tS> the proposed new project.

i. PPC will develop, by January 34, 1381, a draft version of an
Agency-wide plan and budgat estimate for evaluaticns in PY '81,
to assure that agreed upon rtriority needs arse being met. This
plan will be circulated for bureau ccmments and issued in final
icrm by FPC by February 15, 19%1.
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3. Zach regicnal bureau should nrepare for the februarv 1321
Congressional hearings a 3tatexent, as requested by +ha Hcuse
Appropriations Committee, on how evaluations are Being used to
improve its projects and policies. This will Le needed socn by
PPC/Z for an Administrator's staterment requestad by the =AC as
part of opening testimony.

6. To lxprove staff members' incentives ko taka evaluation
seriously, employee performance on svaluation work should be
included in PERs.

7. Reccrmendations are invited (to PFC) for further improvement
ia evaluation feedback into policy arnd in raising personnel
incentives with respect to evaluation.

3. During the next vear, khe following topics are to be given
impact evaluation Iriority:

a. Agricultural Creadit

b. 5Small-Scale Znterprise

¢. Housing .

d. Agricultural Planning-=2ducation
e, Area Development

£. P, L. 480 mitle I

5. Suggestions are invitad (by February 15, 1281, tc PPC) of
priority cross-cutting {ssves that should Se analyzed over th
next year (e.g., spread effects, recurrent cost, impacts.cn warian) .

10. ¥hile individral bureaus are enccuraged to conduct their cwn
evaluations of project impact, we have determined that when PPC
identifies bureau-initiated evaluations of Troject impact as naving

broader Acency implications, PPC nay reguire its sign-off on the
evaluation scope, budget and taam Dersonnel.

Douglas J. 3ennet, Jr.

Attachment: Conclusions of the Honday Group lieating

A/AID :JSommer-AAA/PPC/E:RBerg-PPC/E/PES :MHagebceck:cl:1/14/81
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CONCLUSIONS OF THE MONDAY GROUP MEZTING
December 15, 1980

I. - Impact Evaluations

A, Agency-wide Topics

- It was agreed the following would be priorities for additional
topics to be conducted and coordinated by PPCAE, similarly to the
last round of topics:

= Agricultural Craedit
TrSmall-Scale Enterprise Projects

. — Housing Sector (to involve comparable projects, such as
sites and services or structures, and stressing community development
and how people, especially children, are affected by new housing).

‘Agticultnral'Planning-Education (2 combination of topics
J and X as presented in Attachment A of the meeting agenda, stressing
the relationships of pProducticn changes to institutional and techno-
logical interventions)

T Atea Development Programs (being careful to try to match
projects with gimilar development strategies o minimize the applas/
oranges problem).

- Titlae I (recognizing that this will be done only if the
above topics can also be done and that the strass would be on develop-
ment~oriented Title I activities lcoking at both the macro and the

and negative effects).

-Among the topics on which it was decided not to have Agency-wide
evaluation work the following was noted: The question of "Slow~Movers
and Non-Starters” ghould be locked at through pipeline and management
analysis to see if some Sectors are particularly Slow; Dry-land

and PVOs will be locked at as part of other topies. (Mr. Bennet
Suggested that this approach to PVOs be utilized for the next few

Years and that then a management assessment be done of DVO Programs,)
(Due to a shortage of time there was noc discussion of the cross~cutting
isgues contained in II of Attachment A of thae meeting agenda—Alex
Shakow's December 4 memo to the Executive Staff on Lvaluation Systen
and Plans. Written suggestions by the Executive Staff to PPC/E on
Cross-cutting issues of greatest interest would be welcome. )
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2. Qther Immack Zvaluarions

L. %Title II. Tt was rageonized that this is a zoric ofF
agency-wids concern, as well, huk *hiat Lha stuly will ke cazzied
' - Y - 3 4 y - = ' - ~ ey L
cut by PIC and, at tae diraction ¢ w2 Administracor, will :2

ccordinatad by PIC/E.

2. There was a ganeral discussion on cther impact svulua-
nes

tionz, i.e., evaluations al*ed at assaessing lanmact whica are nek
asscciated with cngoing Tojects cr follow-cn zlannine. (Z2C/z will
provids a more detailad ”c:lnl;lcn T what 15 @meant bv ALILL. inTace
evaluations for general guidance.) ¢ was concluded that bureaus
Wwould prasent a clear listing ¢f such prososad imrpact evaluaticns in
their oudgesed eval"atlor aganda (see Lelow). IDPC/% wonld taaen
identify so eci:; ~pact evaluatiors pased on their size or imnlica-
ticns :ezon th2 casz te Le studied. Tor zuch smecific gases TTO/E
3ign-0if of =he SCoze, Ludgat and toans for thasa aflforss wWOUld Lo
raguizzd,
II. Chanuas o =ho Xzency Zvaluaticn Zvsten

A. Doutine Cvalua*ions

It was agreed that two avaluation svystex re.quirexents snouid
be suspendec: (a) the requirement to identiZy "recular evaluations®
of nrojects in annual lissisn evaluation plans and (b) the raquiro-
;ent to submit copiles of Project Evaluation Suzmarias (TLEs) on
"ragular cvaluvaticns® to 222/r anc oS/DIt.

The Zvaluation Task Pcrce recommend c2d, and the parizicirants
in tae owgay Group meetinc agreed, that "resular evaluaticnsn’
undertaken during che lifs of a project to assess 1ts zrograss ars
basically a Mission hanagerment tcol. 7Tc ths dagres that such
evaluativa assesspents of progress ara aprrosriate Sor sgecific
projects, it is oxpected that ‘ilssions will eoncinue o laencirfy
them in Project Paper (IP) Evaluation ”ldnS, cencuct tham, and use
their results to imoreve Projects. derncefor:sn, thais tyre o 2valua-
lee ags SsZent, wiaen elacted by 'issicns, will La consider2d to e
an elemsnt of the cverall scieome <or menitoring a croject, ratiher
an as a formal evaluation of the overall carforraasce, affactivenass

and izpact of an Acency sroiect.

. I3 .

Euraauds were urged to review their S0N1Loring nracticas and
tie senitoring systams of dissions in liznt of the akove.

"

B. In-Dewvth Zvaluations

It was noted that there will te an sgency-wide arficre to
increase the cuality of in-dapth evaluoticns.
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C. Plannina for o

valua+tions

It was agreed whas

ccnsiderations of tha tyre(3) of evaluation necessary

cular activity. It was

uncertainty om a project
consider in preparinc ev
indicatas that there are
with a specific nroject,
aceuuats information for

ude carazfc
Cr 2 Harti-
further agraed tiat the devree of risk or
saould be one of the 2ajor factors “issions
aluation plans. ‘ihere igency euperience
important risks/uncerta nties associatad

an evaluation plan waicn will crovide

making mid-course corrections in sha pProjact

each Project Paper should incl

design and for a thorough assassnent of the zroject's performancea,

2ffectiveness 2nd impact
indicates that a rrojeck

A.l.D.'s ability to inpleomant the activiey

objectivas, minimal eval
Of certain kev factors,

Tt was agraed that
for evaluations (recrnoni
215 purgcsa o collecs
going prodects financed
hat thers is an apcropr
and priorities for evaluy

will De consicder=ad a

will be apprcpriate., ‘ihere Agency experience

can be undertaken with great conficdence in
and achieve its statod

uative activitiasg, o

tlere will be an 2caaney-wide plan ane tudcet
zing, of course, that thers is no need for
sudeaot informaticn for avaluations of on-
uncder their project agreements) to assure
iate ralatioaship between availaktle resources
aticn. FPC will worl out *he datails of this
over tie coming weeks, sounding cut buresus, to arrive at a system

izr futura Agency evalua

tion plans consistent with the agprovacd

Zvaluation Task Ferce report. This is chviously a new area o<
activicy and will be aprroached carefully,
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Country Praqraqi

It was noted that
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the methodclogical Lesso

IIX. Gther Tovics
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in orccess under r2gicnal burean spcnsorsaiz.,
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L3 Learned from these exercises.

Due to 2 shortage of tire, two topics ware not discussced at
iangth: the feadback of fvaluaticn into policy end tha guastion
of Reichtaning incentives for evalvation.

Regarding the issue of faedback into policy, it was noter nak
2ach regional bureau should ke prervared in tize Sor feabruarv asarincs
Lo state how it is utilizing evaluatiocns co irprove its projects ané
molicies. 7This is at the speciiic reguos: of tie Houze ApDrocriations
Committse and will e used as Part cf a written statement to pe sus-
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SUMMARY OF MISSION RESPONSES TO THE EVALUATION TASK FORCE REPORT
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MISSION RESPONSE TO THE EVALUATION TASK FORCE REPORT

Nena Vreeland
PPC/E/PES
January 1981



I. INTRODUCTION

PPC/E received responses from 45 AID field Fosts commenting on the
conclusions and recommendations of the report of the intra-Agency
Evaluation Task Force. Nineteen responses were received from Africa,
seven from Asia, twelve frcm Latin America/Caribbean, and six from
Near East. In additiom, comments were received from USDEL/Paris.

The comments were basad predominantly on a summary of the Task
Force Report that had been cabled to the Missions in late November, 1980.
Missions were subsequently querled as to any additional comments they
might have, based on their reading of the full report which was pouched
to the field within a few days of the summary cable; these final comments
were to be sent to AID/W no later than January 15, 1981. One Missicn
submitted additional thoughts on tne subject of evaluation; two
indicated that they had not received a copy of the Report (since forwarded).

The following summary and interpretation of Mission comments
regarding key aspects of the Task Force Report, as well as the conclusions
reached by PPC/E on the implications for future implementzi:ion of the
Task Force recommendations as approved by the Administr:icor on
November 6, are tased on the responses receilved as ¢f January 16.

II. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

A review of all the Mission corments supports the following
general observations:

. With very few exceptilons, Missions were unaware of the work of
the Task Force, and were asked to respond to a summary cable which
attempted to encapsulate in two pages a twelve-page report which was
itself a pithy consensus regarding future directions of the Agency's
evaluation work. The Task Force addressed the question of "where
should we be going" rather than the specific details of "how do
we get there". In spite of the short notice and the general nature
of the Report, Miggion responses indicated an I!mmediate awareness of
some of the igsues raised in the Task Force Report; they reflected
censiderable thowght and practical insight regarding the role of
evaluation in the Agency; and they offered, directly or indirectly,

a number of useful suggestions. If the comments can be relied upon
as an indicator of the extent to which an "evaluative perspective”
has been instilled into staff work, we find substantial Justification
for the very high status AID enjoys among all Federal agencies in its
evaluation efforts. As one Mission stated: "Despite this lack of
guldance (delay in issuance cf revised handbook on evaluation) and
the resulting confusion about evaluation policies and procedures in
ATD, the Agency is regarded by many other donors as being one of the
foremost practitioners of this management skill".

Jle
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® An overwhelming majority of Missions concurred with the conclusions
and recommendations of the Task Force Report. TYet, as might be expected
given Mission familiarity with an evaluation system that has heretofore
focused on reviewing implementation progress of specific projects, a
number of Missions expressed both doubt and confusion as to the feasibility,
relevance and practical approaches of broadening the scope of evaluation
to address issues related to policy, program development and, particularly,
the transfierability of lessons learned from one country context to another.
Essentially, the Missioms are asking not only for better guidance (as
described below), but an Agency statement as to what we as an Agency see
(in a very eplstemological sense) as being the potential scope and
limitations of the information we can gain from ~-. evaluation system.

® Mlssion comments reflected a coacern that important changes
in the Agency's evaluation system might be made without attention to and
feedback from Mission requirements. It 1s obvious that PPC/E must
clarify the point that, although the Administrator approved the
recommendations in the Task Force Report, the implementation of these
recommendations through subsequent actions and changes 1is a process
that will take place over the coming year -- at least -- and one that
will seek reaction from Missions before final decisions are set "in
concrete'.

® As far as the field is concerned, AID/W has bean remiss in not
providing the Missions with both general and specific guidance as to the
practical conduct of evaluations -~ as distinct from much clearer
guidance as to overall requirements for and annual scheduling of evaluation
work. Missions find themselves with insufficient guidance and support
in applylng existing (much less future) evaluation requirements to the
very wide range of development activities that are represented in most
Mission portfolios. The r+:ommendations of the Task Force have served
to bring this fairly long-standing problem to a head.

III. OVERALL MISSION RESPONSE TO TASK FORCE REPORT

Missior responmses were categorized as to their overall reaction
to the Task Force Report, expressed in one of three ways: strong
endorsement, general agreement, and negative response. The results
were as follows:

Strong endorsement: 6
General agreement: 30
Negative response: 8

ol
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A. Strong Endorsement: Si1x responses (a seventh was rhe response
from USDEL/Paris) were placed in this category by virtue of their
unequivocal support for the Task Force Report. The Missdons took
the opportunity to relate their experience to several points made in the
Report. Among the corments made were the following:

== evaluations which address questions about the
Mission's overall Program are comsidered useful
in that they support Mission programming decisions
and strategy development;

— the exercise involved in a "formal" schedulirg
and reporting of "regular" evaluations had very
marginal value — Mission and host country were
alriady aware of the kinds of problems seported
in regular evaluations;

-~ regular evaluation reports were usually simply
descriptions of events that had occurred at the
input-output levels of the project.

B. General Acreesment: This category, representing a strong tendency
of support for the Task Force Rerurt, included two groups of responses.
The first expressed oversll and sometimes strong concurrence, but were
placed in this category because the Missions volced concern as to how
the recommendations would be implemented or, more specifically, some
doubt as to whether a revised evaluation system could be made to operate
without adding new bureaucratic burdens and rigidities on the Missions,
Also included in this first group were a few responses which implied
general agreement because the Missions claimed they were already following
the Task Force recommendations, as well as one response confined to scme
neutral observations on Mission experience.

The second group of responses similarly expressed cverall concurrence,
but with the same qualification -- namely, the continued importance of
evaluation in project implementation/management and related monitoring.

Ten Missions felt that "evaluation" should continue to be used as a najor
tool in the everyday implementation of Projects, which was seen ag a

major task of Mission staff. Two Missions noted that the use of evaluation
as a monitoring tool need not require a formal "evaluation report” to
AID/W. Among the points made in this group of responses were:

= the use of "regular" evaluations to sustain
internal Mission management discipline;
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—— the value of regular evaluation in periodic
and constructive consulations with host
country officials and intermediary implementing
agents (e.g., PV0s, PASAs, contractors);

== the use of regular evaluation exercises to
contribute to an upgrading of host country
management skills.

C. Negative Response: While none of the Missions in this category
disagreed with all the Task Forne recommendations, they shared a view
that the present evaluation system does not require much if any alteration,
and/or that the suggested improvements would be of very marginal value to
the Mission and the Agency as a whole. The following views were expressed:

—— Development problems/procusses tend to he
80 localized, disparate and culture-specific
that, first, few evaluation findings are
capable of being synthesized for wider
transfer except at a very high level (hence
useless or cost-wasteful) of abstraction or
generalization; and, second, few findings
of evaluations conducted in other countries
(except perhaps within the same geographical
region) are likely to be applicable to the
particular local circumstances faced by a
Mission.

= The prinecipal, if not the only, focus of
evaluation should, therefore, be on project
implementation and should involve participation
of host country staffs assigned to the project.

= Evaluations should and would continue to be
undertaken by the Mission within some type of
time schedule (e.g., annually, every 18-24 months).

Iv. SPECIFIC ISSUES

Several comments and suggestions were put forward in the Mission
responses, either independently or in answer to a set of questions
posed in the cabled summary of the Task Force Report. These are
grouped below.
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A. Effect on Mission Resources: The cable summarizing the Task
Force Report asked Missions to consider the possible impact on staff and
resources of doing fewer but more "in-depth" evaluationms. Twenty-eight
Missions commented om this issue, although in varying degrees of detail.
With the exception of a few very small Missions which already rely
heavily on regional or AID/W TDY support for all evaluation work, most
responses indicated that a shift to "in-depth" evaluations would generate
little or no net burden on staff, and could result in a more effective
use of both Mission and host country personnel in higher-quality
evaluation work. Three Missions indicated the probability of an added
burden while, comversely, two saw the possibility of freeing some staff
time to apply to implementation work. Of somewhat greater concerm to
several Missions were the budget implications of a shift to "in-depth"
evaluations for which funding might not have been set aside in a project.
It was apparent from a pumber of responses that Missions were assuming
that funds and external support would be available from sources ocutside
the Mission, as necessary.

B. Evaluation Planning: One of the key recommendations of the
Evaluation Task Force was the establishment of a plznning process that
would look ahead to determine needs for evaluative information and
undertake evaluation studies to meet those needs. Thirty-one Missionms
referred to this question. Nineteen supported the concept of such a
planning process. Six gave qualified support while expressing their
concern that the planning process be kept simple — i.e., it should not
impose too complex or burdensome centralized requirements on Mission
staffs. One Mission was generally negative, anticipating that such
burdens would be inevitable. Four Missions were opposed, either because
it was felt that such a planning process would be no more realistic than
the present annual schedules, or hecause the Mission believed that the
Plan would merely reflect centrally-conceived rather that Mission~relevant
needs. Finally, one Mission, while noting some possible benefits, was
unable to determine the utility of such a plan to the Mission.

Possible approaches to a planning process were described. Nine
Missions suggested linking evaluation Planning more closely to the
cycles already in place in AID, particularly the preparation/revision
of the CDSS. Examples of chis linkage were: (1) the use of the CDSS
to identify program issiues requiring evaluation; (2) the use of
evaluation results to influence or Justify changes in developument
strategy and programs; and (3) a framework for determining priorities
in Mission evaluation work. Evaluation planning was also seen as having
the potential for identifying future evaluation funding requirements,
either through specific project budgets or through non-project (PD&S)
funds, both being reflected in Annual Budget Submissions. One Mission
called attention to host country development planning "cycles" as being
important inputs to an overall evaluation plan.



-6 -

C. Multi~Project (Sector/Pro ram) Evaluation: Nineteen Missions
responded to the possibility of evaluating groups of projects or applying
common substantive queries across Projects. With three exceptions, the
responses were either positive or expressed initial interest in such an
approach. The exceptions noted that the approach was unlikely to be
feasible or productive given: (1) the disparate nature of the Mission's
program; (2) the difficulty in organizing all relevant host-country
participants; and (3) cultural characteristics which handicapped or
discouraged mutual discussions of a critical nature between host country
participants involved in different projects.

D. Use and Availability of Evaluative Information: Missions were
agked to ceasider the Task Force conclusion that the Agency's procedures
have not required the use of evaluative information at various decision
stages, and the recommendatiom that such procedures be established.
Those Missions commenting on this issue stated that they did attempt to
utilize available information. Most suggested that the problem was
mainly one of the unavailability of such informatior to the Mission,
and urged that the imposition of new utilization requirements follow
rather than precede concerted ATD/W efforts to synthesize and disseminate
information. Such improvements as periodic (e.g., annual) publication
of abstracts and the use of one or two-page summaries of evaluation
reports were welcomed,

E. Host Country Role in Evaluation: Seven Missions independently
called attention to the fact that the Task Force Report did not
adequately discuss the matter of host country participation in evaluation,
and saw this as a serious omission. Host country participation was seen
as important and, therefore, a factor in the design of AID's evaluation
system.

F. "Impact" Evaluations: FPifteen Missions made some reference to
the new series of impact evaluations. All but three (which tended ton
discount their relevance to Mission needs in terms of either substance
or timing) saw the impact evaluations as generally useful ar as valuable
additions to the evaluation work of the Agency. Pour Misgsions expressed
concern that the scheduling of the centrally managed series be handled
in a way that took account of possible burdens on Missién and host
country staffs, previous Mission evaluation work, and the stage of the
project being evaluated for impact. One Mission suggested the
possibility that increasingly "in-depth" Mission evaluationms might
eventually obviate the need for the centrally-managed series. Two
Missions felt that all evaluations of an ex-post nature or those
focusing on impact or "lessons learned" should be an AID/W
responsibility, while two Missions believed that various levels in the
Agency should plan, schedule, and finance the types of evaluations
deemed necessary to meet their respective informatioa needs.
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G. Objectivity in Evaluvation Work: Tnsolicited views were expressed
in six Mission responses that bear on the question of objectivity in
Agency evaluation work, although this issue vas not featured in the Task
Force Report as such. The following points were made:

== evaluation teams or tesm leaders shovld he
insulated from daily Mission concerns or crom
a personal or organizational interest in the
project being evaluated (this view, of course,
contrasts sharply with the view that the most
useful type of evaluation Process was one which
deeply involved Mission and host country personmel).

== Non-AID (e.g., contracted) evaluators are more
"objective”,

—— Contracted evaluators ars not necessarily useful
in that they tend to focus on the "aagy"
input-output questionms.

== The impact evaluations indicate that it is
possible to transcend the usual desire to
report success and disquise failure.

— An independent AID/W evaluation function is
necessary,

V. CONCLUSIONS: IMPLICATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

A. "Evaluation" and "™Monitoring":

In all, almost half (18) of the Missions responding to the Task
Force Report believed that evaluation must continue to play a role in the
monitoring of project implementation, and in the implementation process
itself. (Two Missions used the specific term "formative evaluation";
one referred to "micro-evaluation'). Further clarification of the
following issues should, therefore, be made early in the agenda for
implementing the recommendations of the Task Force:

. Distinction and overlap between evaluation
and monitoring (and, perhaps, audit); and

- The use of various formative evaluation techniques
in the design of monitoring and implementation
systems (some Mission responses described
monitoring systems that might be considered as
possible models).
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This clarification will be necessary to:

» Establish a common understanding between and
within AID/W, Missions and host count¥ies as
to the focus and amalytical characteristics
of evaluation; and

¢ Establish ground rules for what should be
included in an "evaluation plan".

It might be recalled that, in recommending that evaluation address a broader
range of questions than those customarily considered in almost all the
evaluation work undertaken heretofore, the Task Force did not recommend
"taking the evaluation out of monitoring"”. The Task Force concluded that
both functions require improvement. Ia this regard, it is worth noting that
the Agency has not taken full advantage of (nor trained project managers in)
the range of "formative" evaluation techniques available to managers.
Further development of these techniques could yield two advantages: it
would continue to support periodic consultations with host country

personnel and implementing agents, of a more or less formal kind; and

it might help ease the adversary role currently played by an
"evaluator/monitor". It might also assist in identifying data requirements
of a Mission management information System to support both monitoring

and eventual evaluation.

The above implies that:

e In addition to implementing recommendations
related solely to evaluation, a parallel
effort should be made to address the role
of evaluation in monitoring.

e Missions should be informed that we
appreciate their concern that periodic
structured reviews of project progress
should continue to be made and to serve
as a framework for consultations with host
country and implementing agency personnel;
that formative evaluation techniques lend
themselves to such reviews and are
encouraged; that we appreciate the
impossibility of ever neatly separating the
monitoring and evaluation functioms, but
that we are seeking a shift in emphasis in
evaluation to meet information needs through
both Mission and AID/W evaluation work.
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B. Evaluation Planning: The clear message from the Missions is to
keep the planning process simple and straightforward. Linking the evaluation
plan to existing and familiar planning exercises (e.g., CDSS, ABS) should
be explored as one model. Those Missions concerned with :he possibility
that evaluation planning would reflect only central AID/W concerns should
be reminded that the planning process envisioned by the Task Force would
incorporate Mission information needs, although Missions would be
encouraged to focus theilr evaluation questions on issues related to
Mission program development. Implementation of the Task Force recommendations
should consider designing examples of planning models which could be used
by Missions.

C. Information Availability and Utilization: ATD/W, Congress and
good program planning itself all require the utilization of evaluation
results in future program development. The current revision of Handbook 3
has incorporated new requirements for utilizing evaluation findings in
the development of PIDs and PPs. A similar requirement fcr the
preparation of the CDSS/SPSS is not fully developed. Given Mission
concern over the unavallability of evaluative information, the establishment
of any new requirements for utilization should also consider the types
of information that these requirements may involve, gaps in exlsting
information, and improvements in disseminating information to Missioms
in a usable form.

D. Evaluation Research Designs/Methodologies: With all its
faults, the present evaluation system, including training in the use of
the logical framework, has provided a standard approach to both
summative evaluation and progress benchmarks for monitoring, Mission
responses indicated that what has been missing 1s guidance that enables
a Mission to select research designs of varying rigor (and cost)
that will generate reasonably reliable information on which to base
certain decisions. As Missions expand the scope of thelr evaluations
to obtain better information related to program~level decisions, this
lack will probably be more acutely felt. Implementation of the Task
Force reccmmendations should consider hew this deficiency might best
be handled.

E. Evaluation Fundinz: While there is no necessary relationship
between a shift to more "in-depth" evaluation and increased costs of
evaluation, it is clear that increased demands by certain types of
evaluation may be placed on PD&S funds. Implementation should cousider
options available for funding various kinds of evaluation from project
budgets and PD&S sources.




RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL MISSION CABLES




UNCLASSTFTEY COMIG
ACTIOH Co INCORIN
COPY Department of State TEiLEGR;lrL:l

PAGE 01 BUJuUMB 0333¢ 1514042 839482 AID330S§
ACTIQON AID-35

ACTICN CFFICE pPSCg-0}
INFO AAAF-01 AFDP-02 AFCA=03 CHB-01 PPEM-01 PDPR-01 PPPB=-03
GC-01 GCAF-01 PRPEA-01 GCFL=-01 STA-10 [DCA-@] FM=02
AADS-a1  CMGT-02 CTR-02 [CSEY-0! CH8-81 RELO-0| MAST-01

AFDA-Q! /340 Ad 7

INFO 0OCT-01 7Q36 w

R 1512062 DEC B8O
FM AMEMSASSY BUJUMBURA
TO SECSTATE wWASHOC 872 A
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AIDAC i

E. O, 1298s5: N/A
SUBJECT: EVALUATION TASK FCRCE FINDINGS

REF: STATE 312123

l. AAO RECOGNIZES THE NEED FOR QUALITY IN EVALUATICN
DESIGN AND AGREES WITH RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN TASK FORCE
REPCRT. IN PARTICULAR, WE BELIEVE THAT RIGID EVALUATION
REQUIREMENTS AT FIXED POINTS IN TIME SHOULD SE ELIMINATED
AND THAT FREQUENCY OF EVALUATION SHOULD BE CETERMINED BY
MANAGEMENT NEEZD.

2. AID PROGRAM IN 3URUNDTI IS RELATIVELY NEW. FIRST

THREE BILATERAL PROJECTS WERE SIGNED IN 13988 AND TWwO
ADDITIONAL PRQJECTS ARE SCHEDULED FOR 1981. IN EACH
PRQJECT, PLANS FOR EVALUATION WERE MADE AT PROJECT
ODESIGN STAGE, RATIONALE SPELLED QUT AND FUNDING BUDGETED.

3. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE ENERGY: PESAT I (AIP)

WAS TIMED EARLY SO TC ENSURE RESULTS WERE MADE

AVAILABLE FOR DECIDING ON WHETHER TO CONTIMUE WITH

SEZOND PHASE, RECOMMENQATIONS/ADJUSTMENT RESULTING FROM
PRQJECT EVALUATION PROVIDED A YARDSTICK AGAINST wWHICH
FUTURE OBJECTIVES WERE MEASURED AND WERE FULLY INCORPORATED
INTO PEAT II. VALUABLE LESSONS WERS LEARNED FROM THIS

PILOT ACTIVITY WHICH WERE INCORPORATED INTO DESIGN CF .

PEAT II PROJECT.

4. AAQ FAVCRS CONDUCTING OVERALL FEWER EVALUATIONS,

BUT THOSE TO BE UNDERTAKEN SHOULO BE MORE INDEPTH. FOR
REASONS CITED PARA 2, AAQ DOES NOT HAVE SUFFICIENT STAFF
NOR INFORMATION AVAILASLE ON EVALUATED EXPERIENCE TO
SUPPORT PRCGRAMMING AND OESIGN ~NEEDS. AAG WILL RESLY ON
AID/W, REDSO/EA AND/OR CONTRACT PERSONNEL TO SUP LY THIS
SERVICE. COOK
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THRU: PPC/E/PES, Molly Hageboeck

susiEcT: Evaluatlion Tzsk Forez Finailr
15 December 1980)

ef. Bujuwwbura 3330,

To: USAID/Burundi, Terry Lambacher
AID Affairs Offdicer

We appreciate the Mission's comments on the report of the intra-Agency
Evaluation Task Force. A paper summarizing field Tesponses to the
Task Force Report is emclosed for your informationm. You will note
that there was substantial Mission support for the reccmmendarions

of the Task Force, along with some gignificant qualificatioms.

Tte recommendations of the Task Fcrce were aporoved by the
Administrator, and we are aow beginning the task of implementing
these recommendations. A working group representing the bureaus
has been forued, and intends to move fairly quickly to reach
actionable decisions. We will keep you informed as to our progress;
and you can expect to have your views solicited on gpecific acticns.

Alrhough it would be premature to anticipate detailed modifications
that may be made in the present evaluation systea, we think it is
fair to say that these will not be sweeping changes, Neither the
Task Force nor most Missions expressed basic dissatisfaction with
the present system. Clearly, whatever modifications are made
would have to take account of the needs of small or new Misgions,
and their rellance on external resources to support program
development needs.

If you have any further thoughts on the report or the enclosed
paper, we hope you will let us know.
Attachment: a/s

cc: AFR/DP, Henry Miles
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UNCLAS SECTION 02 OF 02 MASERU 03320 2D
AIDAC St
AP
AID/W FOR AFR/PD/E AND PPC/E s
PP
FIELD EXPERIENCE. IN THIS MISSION, THE EVALUAT]ON Ve Cxia
FINDINGS OF THE DONOR AND AID-SUPPORTED THABA BOS|U &<
PROJECT WERE USED EXTENSIVELY IN DEVELOPING AID'S LAND G0
CONSERVATION AND RANGE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT WHICH BEGAN Fcril
LAST FISCAL YEAR AND WHICH COMPRISES ONE OF THE MOST /B e
SIGNIFICANT AREAS OF A.1.0. ASSISTANGE IN LESOTHO, %P, 3
IN DESIGNING AGRICULTURAL PLANNING PROJECT, ONE OF KEY £
INPUTS WAS EVALUATION OF THE LESGTHO AGRICULTURAL 29925
SECTOR ANALYSIS PROJECT AND SOME STUDIES PRODUCED 8Y 30
THAT PROJECT.  SIMPLY PUT, WE AGREE THAT ONCE WASHINGTON
HAS EFFECTIVE SYSTEM TO REVIEW AND OISSEMINATE EVALUATION ST

REPORTS THAT IS TRULY INTEGRATED WITH OTHER MAJOR ELEMENTS
OF AID'S PROGRAMMING PROCESS SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER USE
CAN BE MADE OF EVALUATION INFORMATION.

3. HOPE AID/W FINDS ABOVE COMMENTS USEFUL. IN ADDITION
TO TASK FORCE REPORT, USAID/MASERU WOULD APPRECIATE
RECEIVING MPRE INFORMATION ON FUTURE WORK OF TASK FORCE
SPECIFICAL" « AS IT RELATES TO NEXT STEPS FOLLOWING
DECEMRERP .5 MEETING OF ADMINISTRATOR WITH AA'S.CLINGERMAN
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UNCLAS SECTION 31 OF §2 MASERU 93328

Al0AC

" ALD/N FOR AFR/PDJE AND PPC/E

£.0. 12865 NA

EVALUATION TASK FORCE FINOINGS
REF: STATE 312123

1. MISSION PLEASED TO PROVIOE COMMENTS ONM SUNMARY OF
EVALUATION TASK FORCE FiNOINGS. HOWEVER, GIVEN 0BVIOUS
IRPORTAMCE OF ROLE OF EVALUATION [N THE QEVELOPHENT
PROCESS ANO HEED FOR AID TO IMPROVE ITS PERFORMANCE IN
THIS REGARD, MISSION |S PERPLEXED BY URGENCY ATTACHED

TO DECEMBER 1S HEETING OF AOMINISTRATOR WiTH AA’S.  SINGE
THIS EFFORT HAS 3EEN UNOERWAY 1M A10/Y SINCE JUNE t,

UNLESS DECEMBER 1S HAS 3OME YERY SPECIAL SIGNIFICANCE

THAT IS NOT HENTIONED I REFTEL, 1T SEENS THIS EFFORT
WOULD BENEFIT SUBSTAHTIALLY FROM COHSIDERED FIELD COMMENTS
BASED 04 ACTUAL TASK FORCE REPORT AND NGT A SUNMARY aF
FINDINGS CONYAINED REFTEL. SURELY THE PROCESS WOULD NOT
BE ENDANGERED BUT COULD PROFIT BY WAITING SHURT TIME
LONGER TO INSURE FIELD INPUTS FOR & BALANCED PRESENTA-

1 10N,

1. VITH ABOVE IN NIND, USAIO/MASERU QFFERS FOLLOVING
COMMENTS:

A, AGENCY EVLLUATION PLANNING PROCESS - WITHOUT BENEFIT
Of FULL REPORT OF TASK FORCE, NMISIICN 0OES NOT CLEARLY
UKDERSTAND EXACTLY WHAT IS BEIMG PAOPOSED. |F TASK FORCE
IS SUGGESTING THAT AGEMCY EVALUATION PLANNING WILL BE
CENTRALLY COORDIMATED AND AGENCY-WIDE 3YSTEM ESTABL ISHED
FOR STAFFING EVALUATION TEAMS, REVIEWING EVALUATION
REPORTS, O1SSEMINATING EVALUATION FINDINGS AKO LESSONS
LEARNED, AND MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS ON HOW EVALUATION
RESULTS CAN BEST BE INCORPORATED (NTO PROGRAN DEVELOPHMENT
PROCESS, THEN NISSION FULLY SUPPORTS THiS CONCEPT,

FROM OUR PERSPECTIVE THIS IS MAJCOR PROGLENM WITH CURRENT
EVALUATIGN PROCESS. THERE APPEARS 10 8E NO AGENGY
NECNANISH FOR SVSTEHATICALLY RESPONOING TO EVALUATION
REPORTS., T IS QUR VIEW THAT FOR CENTRAL EVALUATION
FLANRING PROCESS TO MANE A USEFUL CONTRIBUTION, STRONG
REGIONAL BUREAU EVALUATION SYSTEM MUST EXIST FROM WHICH
CINTRAL EFFORTS, WHICH OFTEN ARE FAR REMOVED FROM FIELD
CONCERNS, CAN BEKEFIT. IF THIS PROSLEM 15 NOT PROPERLY
ADDRESSED, A CENTRAL EVALUATION PLAENING SYSTEM WILL HAVE
LINITED SUCCESS AT BEST.

B. 3COPE OF EVALUATIONS - USAID/MASERU AGREES THAT sone
EVALUATIONS SHOULD HAVE BROADER FOCUS AND EXAMINE IN
GAEATER OETAIL POLICY ISSUES ANO PROGRAM DEVELOPHENT, AND
THIS MISSION‘S EVALUATION EFFORTS HAVE THIS VERY NUCH In
HIND. HOWEVER, IT IS QUR OPINION THAT A KEY FUNCTiON

OF EVALUATION IS ALSO TO SERVE PROJECT SPECIFIC [NFORMA-
TION MEEDS AND THIS NUST NGT BE OVERLOONED. IN ADDITION
T0 GENERATING INFORMATION THAT WILL 8f USEFUL N
PROPOSING POLICY OPTICNS, PROJECT IDENTIFICATION, DESIGN

INCOMING
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OR RE-OESIGH AKD FUTURE PROGRAM DIRECTIONS, PROJECT
EVALUATION REMAINS THE M$SSION°S INDISPENSABLE TOOL IN
HEASURING PROGRESS MO 3UCCESS IN ACHIEVING STATED
PROJECT OBJECTIVES AT THE PURPOSE AKD GOAL LEVELS,

C. MORE IN-DEPTH EVALUATIONS - WE BEL |EVE THAT ADGPTION
OF A POLICY THAY SEENS TO 00 FEWER SUT BETTER EVALUATIONS
WILL SIGMIFICANTLY CORTRIBUTE TO THE OVERALL SUCCESS 0F
AGENCY EVALUATION 3YSTEM. THE INEFFECTIVENESS OF THE
PRESERT OVERALL SYSTEN 1S RELATED IN PART TO THE
INABILITY OF THE AGENCY TO SUBSTANTIVELY PROCES3 THE
LARGE NUMBER OF EVALUATION QQGUMENTS - MANY OF VHICH ARE
OF QUESTIONABLE UTILITY - THAT IT NOW RECEIVES. 1T Has
BEEN THE FIRM POLICY OF THIS MISSION T0 CALL FOR EVaLUA=~
TIOMS TO NEET MANAGEMENT NEEDS aNQ TQ BE IN A STRONG
POSITION TO PLAM THE USE OF EVALUATIVE RESOURCES AVAILABLE
TO 17, INCL DING MISSION PERSONMEL. AS APPROPRIATE,
HISSION WILL HAVE SUFFICIENT FLEXICILITY (N COORD INATING
PROJECT, SUB-SECTOR PROGHAM AND SECTOR PROGRAM EVALUATIONS
IN CONJUNCTION WiTH MISSION LONG=TERM PLANNING EXERCISES,
E.G., COSS PREPARATION, AND LONG TERM PROJECTIONS AND
DESIGH WORK ON A PROJECT CR PROGRAM BASIS.

0. USE OF EVALUATIVE INFORMATION IN PROJECT IDENTIFICATION
AND DESIGN - THIS MISSION, ANO PROBABLY MANY OTHERS,

HAS USED EVALUATION FINDINGS IN PROJECT DESIGN AND IN
OETERRINING FUTURE DIRECTIONS OF MI1S3ION PROGRANS.
SOMETINES ATTEMPTS [Q APPLY LE33ONS LEARNED HAVE RESULTED
IN DESIGN THAT HAS BEEN SUBJECTED TO CRITICISN WITHIN

THE REVIEW PROCE3S, PERHAPS BECAUSE AlD/W ITSELF 13 woT
ALWAYS READY TO ACKNOWLEDGE AMD PAOFIT FROM HARD-GAINED

AN ACCIrCIEN
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

axrs, February 5, 1981 » memorcmdum

REFLY 1O
ATTN OF:

TERO:

SUBJKCT:

TO:

PPC/E/PES, Nena Vreeland |)
PPC/E/PES, Molly Hageboeck \\1'

Evaluation Task Forca Findingé\LRef. Maseru 3320,
4 December 1980)

USAID/Lesotho, Frank Correl
Director

We appreclate the Mission's comments on the summary report of the
Evaluation Task Force. A paper summarizing field responses to the
report is enclosed for your information. The recommendations of

the Task Force were approved by the Adminigtrator, and an intra-Agency
working group has started the task of implementing them. We will
certainly keep you informed as to their progress.

The Task Force report was ome of several evaluation items
discussed at the meeting on December 15; hemce our request for
your reaction to the summary report by that date. Among the other
items was the selection of priority topics for impact evaluation,
reflecting Agency-wide information needs. Informaticm on this
will be sent separately.

The enclosed paper addresses some of the issues you raised,
particularly those in paragraph B regarding project-specific
information needs. It seems likely that input-output level reviews
will essentially becom: part of monitoring and would not require an
"evaluation” report to AID/W (a specific evaluation of implementation
constraints In a Mission or Agemcy-wide would, of course, be a
separate matter)., Measurement of achievement at the purpose level
has been fairly rare to date, and evaluation of a project in terms
of its contribution to a development strategy or the continued
validity of its underlying development assumptions has been even
rarer. The scope of evaluation work will hopefully shift toward
these latter purpose-goal questions.
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If you have any additlonal thoughts on the report or the enclosed
paper, we hope you will let us know.

Attachment: a/s

cc: AFR/DP, Henry Miles
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AlDAC
FOR HENRY MILES, AFR/OP AND PPC/E

E.C. 12865: WA
SUBJECT:  EVALUATION TASK FCRCE FINDINGS - MISSION
COHMENTS

AEF: STATE 312123

USAID/LIBERIA SUPPORTS EVALUATION TASK FORGE EFFCRTS
TQ IMPROVE CAPACITY OF PRESENT EVALUATION SYSTEM. OUR
SPECIFIC COMMENTS PER REFTEL, ITEN 1,4-0, ARE AS
FoLLOwS:

A, EVALUATION CONSISTS OF TWO ILEMENTS: OH-GOING AND
PERIODIC., IDEALLY, THIS PROCESS SHOULD BE LINKED 10
BOTH PERFORHANCE, (N TERMS OF PRCGRESS BEING ACHIEVED
TOVARD OBJECTIVES CN THE 8ASIS OF AN MBO APPROACH
(PROJECT DISCIPLINE}, A5 WELL AS 10 FURTHER FUNDING OF
INCREMENTALLY-FUNDED PRQJECTS (OCNOR LEVERAGE).

THE ASSISTANCE RECIPIENT ORGANIZATION AND THE CONTRACTOR/
PASA SHCULO BE REQUIRED TO 00 PERIODIC REPORTING CM
ARNUSL BASIS. MAJOR CCMPOMENTS OF THE AEPORTING

DOCUNENT SHOULN BE A BAIEF NARRATIVE AEPORT ON SIGNIFI-#
CANT PROJECT RELATED ACTIVITIES AND ACHIEVEMENTS

TOWARD OBJECTIVES; AND A FINAHCIAL SUMMARY 4F THE
EXPENDITURE OF GRANT FUNDS, THE PRIJECT MONITCR SHOULD
HAKE SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS AND MAKE THIS A CCHPREHENS I VE
AEPORT AS PAIT OF A PERMANENT PROJECT RECORD. THIS
ANNUAL REPORTING WILL PRQOVIDE USEFUL INFORMAT!ON FOR

BOTH DONOR AND GRAMTEE.

THE AINUAL REPORTING EXERCISE COULD COINGIDE WITH ANNUAL
REPCRTING ACTIVITIES WITH WHICH MOST PUBLIC AGENCIES AND
ORGANIZATIONS HAVE TO COMPLY 1Y aNY CASE, SO THAT I7
NQULD NOT 22D SIGNIFICANTLY TO THE VORKLOAD.

ASSISTANCE RECIPIENT CRGANITATIONS, AS WELL AS CON-
TRACTORS/PASAS SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED TQ 3E CANDID. A
LACK OF HONEST REPORTING OFTEN RESULTS IN UNSATISFACTORY
PROJECTS WHERE RECIPIENT ORGANIZATIONS AND CONTRACTORS/
PASAS COVER UP FAULTS OR PROBLEMS FOR FEAR OF LOSING THE
ASSISTANCE OR THE CONTRACT.

HISSION CONCURS THAT EVALUATION 4EEOS SHOULOD B¢ AQDRESSED
DURING THE PLANNING PROCESS, AND THAT EVALUATIONS SHOULD
TAKE PLACE AT SIGNIFICANT MILESTONES IN A PROJECT
PRECETCRNINED ANG CCORDIMATED DURING AND THROUGH THE
PLANNING PROCESS RATHER THAN ON A C4LENDAR 8431,

B. IF EVLAUATICN PROVISIONS ARE BUILT INTO GRANTS WITH
FUNDING BUOGETEG OUT OF THE GRANT SHE I1SSUE OF AFFECT-

IHCONING
TELEGRAM

HONROV 10499 01 OF 32 081653
ING MISSICN RESOURCES REMAINS LIMITED TO SFFECTING
MUSSION STAFF AND LOGISTICS, WITH 4N ANNJAL REPORTING/
HCNITORING SYCTEM in PLACE, THE NUMBER OF EVALUATICHS
COULD BE CUT OCWH AND LIMITED TO THOSE PRIJECTS WHICH
HAVE ACHIEVEDSHOULO WAVE ACHIZVED SIGNIF)CANT HILE-
STONES !'M PROGRESS TOWARD OBJECTIVES. 1T .QuLD FURTHER
HELP TO MAVE A PEASCN 8S EVALUATION QUOTE TEan LEADER
UHQUOTE WHQ 2AS N0 PERTCMAL/CRGAIZATIONAL 1MTEIEST 1IN
THE PROJECT (MON-aI0, HON-CONTRACTOR/PASA, NHOM-HOST
COUNTRY).  SOME EVALUATICNS aRE MARRED 8Y QUOTE
ORGAN ZATIONAL PROTECTIONISH UHQUOTE,

034357 Al1033
/y ﬂ?

C. NISSION UMACLE TO COMMENT SN THIS ISSJE AT THIS
TIME. WE VILL BE DISUSSING A FRAMEWOAK FIR EVALUATING
GROUPS OF °R0JECTS/PROGRAMS WITH MINISTRY GF PLANNING
NEXT WEEK 4KD WILL THEN INFORM YOU.

0. THE MISSION IS BEFICIENT IN THE AHOUMT OF EVALLATIVE
INFORMATION ON PAST PROJECTS. THIS IS ES2SCIALLY
REGRETTABLE BECAUSE AlD 4AS BEEN ACTIVE IV LISERIA SINCE
1946,  AS A RESULT OF SOMIMISTRATIVE RECUIREHENTS,
PROJECT FILES ARE PERICOICALLY SEMT TO THEZ U.S. FOR
QUOTE PROPSR DISPOSAL UNSUDYE, THESE FILIS OFTEN
CONTAIN YiTAL PROJECT EYALUATICN HATERIALS, WHICH ARL
THEN LOST 4S PuRT OF THE MISSICNS MEMORY BANK. UE ARE
TRYING TO COMPENSATE FOR THIS 8Y CARRYING OUT [MPACT
STUDIES OF PAST PROJECTS. ALTHOUGH AGENCY PROCEDURES
HAVE NOT REQUIRED OR SUPPCRTED THE USE OF EVALUATION
INFORMATION IN POLICY FCRHULATION,

PROGRAH OEVELOPMENT AHD PROJECT DESIGH, THIS MISSION

IS USING WHATEVER EVALUATIVE OATA THAT ARS AVILABLE
LOCALLY FOR EXACTLY THOSE PURPOSES.

IF ONE MAKES IT YET ANOTHER QUOTE REQUIREENT UNQUOTE

IT BECOMES A FURTHER RED TAPE ITEM. MISSIONS

SHPMLS BE MADE AWARE OF THE [MPORTANCE SF USING
EVALUATION MATERIAL OF PAST EXPERIENCE IN CURRENT/FUTURE

UNCLASSIFIED
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMEN

v Febrasey 3, 1981 | memorandum

REPLY TO  PPC/E/PES, Nena Vreeland )
THRU:PPC/E/PES, Molly Hageboeck

suaiecT: Evaluation Task Forca Fipdings (Ref. Monrovia
10499, 8 December 1980)

To: USAID/Liberia, Raymond Garufi
Director

We appreciate the Mission's comments on the report of the Evaluation
Task Force. A paper summarizing field responses to the report i1s
enclosed for your infermation. The recommendations of the Task
Force were approved by the Administrator, and an intra=-Agency
working group has started on the task of implementing them. We

will keep you ‘nformed as to their progress.

Tour description of the two elements of evaluation is clearly in
general accordance with the conclusions of the Task Force that
some distinction should be made between evaluation and monitoring,
and that both functions be improved. It is possible that a
monitoring system which incorporates elements known as "formative
evaluation" would encourage greater candor on the part of
implementing agenciles and contractors/PASAs, and replace possible
adversary relationships with more comstructive omes. Evaluation
work itself could allow for participation by tesms or team leaders
who have less of a persomal or.organizational interest in the
project or program being evaluated.

We sympathize with the Mission's difficulty in keeping a "memory"

of evaluative and other materials on older projects. Some Missions
have attempted to compemsate for this by periodically preparing
short histories or summaries of their activities, but there does

oot appear to be a standard approach as to what should be included
in thege. In future years, the central Agency memory in DS/DIU will
help overcome this deficilency, but it is doubtful that their
coverage will ever extend pre-1974.

If you have additional thoughts on the report or the enclosed
paper, we hope you will share them with us.

Attachment: a/s

cc: AFR/DP, Henry Miles
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FOR: PPC/E

E. 0. 120885: N/A
SUSJECT: EVALUATION TASK FORCE FINDINGS

REF: STATE 312123

l. MISSION IN AGREEMENT WITH GENERAL CONCLUSICNS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
OF TASK FORCE. we STRCNGLY SUSRCRT EFFORTS TO STRUCTURE EVALUATIONS
TO BETTER ASSURE THAT THEIR RESULTS ARE USEFUL TO HCST COUNTRY AND
AGENCY, UNFCRTUNATELY, SUMMARY CABLE MAKES NO MENTICN OF HOST ZTOUNTRY
HOST CCUNTRY INVOLVEMENT N EVALUATION PROCESS NCR DCES IT RPROVICE
INDICATION OF HCW TASK FORCZ RECOMMENDATICNS ARE 70 SE IMPLEMENTED
MISSION HAS NOT Y=ET RECEIVED TASK FORCE REPCRT JUT wE HOPE T

TREATS IN DETAIL HCW THE RECUMMENDATIONS ARE TO BE IMPLEMENTED.

2. COMMENTS ®™ELQOW ARE KEYED TO REFTEL, PARA 7.

A. IF THE EVALUATION PLANNING RFROCESS BEGINS WITH THE
IDENTIFICATION CF ISSUES., CONCEANS AND QUESTIONS AT MISSION-~-LEVEL
BY MISSION 3TAFF WITH HOST COUNTRY CFFICIALS, THEN THE RESULTING
AGENCY-WICE EVALUATION PLAN WHICH ALSO INCLUDES E8UREAU AND AGENCY
INPUTS SHMOULD SERVICE THE MISSION'S AND HOST COUNTRY EVALUATION
NEEDS,

8. IF FEWER BUT MORE IN-DEPTH EVALUATIONS ARE DESIGNED TO
ADDRESS MISSION/HOST COUNTRY NEEDS, THEN THE EFFECT ON MISSION
RESQURCZS SHCULD BE POSITIVE, £.G., A MORE PROFQUND UNDERSTANDING
OF THCSE Fsw BUT IMPCRTANT AREAS TO gE EVALUATED WILL 3E MORES
USEFUL TO MISSICNS AND HOST COUNTRY THAN THE RESULTS CBTAINED
FROM MANY BUT MORE SUPERFICIAL EVALUATIONS. IN THIS REGARD
WE BELIEVE IT IMPORTANT TO KEEP EVALUATION TEAMS SMALL AND, TO
THE MAXIMUM EXTENT POSSIBLE, COMPOSED OF AGENCY AND HOST
COUNTRY PERSCNNEL RATHER THAN CONTRACTCRS. THIS WILL ASSURE
THE FIRST-HAND EXPERIENCE GAINED FROM CARRYING OUT EVALUATIONS
WILL -ACCRUE TO THE AGENCY AND HGCST COUNTRY.

C. MISSICN FORESEESS MANY OPPORTUNITIES AT PROGRAM SECTOR AND
PROJECT LEVEL FCR JOINT USAID/HOST COUNTRY EVALUATICNS WHICH
FOCUS ON SHARED CONCERNS. WE STRONGLY SUPPCRT INCREASING
HOST CCUNTRY INVOLVEMENT IN OUR EVALUATION ACTIVITIES
AND SERIQUSLY DOUBT THE USEFULNESS OF EVALUAT1ONS THAT DO
NOT HAVE HOST CCUNTRY INVCOLVEMENT FROM THE QUTSET.

D. MISSION ALWAYS HAS NEED FOR ADDITICNAL GOCD EVALUATION
INFORMATION IN ITS PROGRAM AND DESIGN PRCCESS, AIosw EFFORTS
TO MAKE AVAILSALE TO MISSICONS EVALUATION RZSULTS ARE APPRECIATED
THIS EFFCRT SHOULD 8E CONTINUED AND IMPROVED UPON,
HORAN
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DATK:

REPLY TO
ATTN OF:

THRU:

SUBJECT:

UNITED STATES GOVERNMEN"

rebeaney 3, 1551 memorandurn

PPC/E/PES, Nena Vreeland

PPC/E/PES, Molly Hageboe .

Evaluation Task Porce Findings~(Ref. Yaounde 7968,
11 December 1980)

USAID/Camercon, Ronald Levin
Director

We appreciate the Mission's comments on the report of the intra-Agency
Evaluation Task Force. A paper summarizing fleld responses to the
Task Force Report is enclosed for your information. There was
substantial field support, along with some significant qualifications.
The recommendations of the Task Force were approved by the
Administrator, and we are beginning the task of implementing these
Tecommendations. A working group representing the bureaushas been
formed, and we will keep you informed as to its progress.

Although it would be premature to anticipate the detailed decisions
of the working group, we. think it is fair to say that host country
involvement in evaluation at the program level, as well as at the
more customary project level, will he encouraged. Such involvement
would not only support host country, first-hand experiemce — as
you pointed out — bum also further the likelihood that any needed
changes would be agreed to by all parties. We might, however,
distinguish between this kind of evaluation work and those exercises
Tepresented by the current series of "impact" evaluations, a purpeose
of which 1s to obtain information from a cross-country sample for
Agency-wide information nseds.

As to efforts to improve upon AID/W ability to make all evaluation
findings available to Missions, we are hopeful that some fairly
immediate action can be taken. For example, a requirement for the
evaluator (or the evaluation report) to provide a two-page
descriptive and analytical summary would facilitate the procass of
gsynthesizing findings in AID/W, and would emable such services as
DS/DIU to disseminate information in a more useful form. We also
plan an annual, indexed collection of evaluation report abstracts.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroil Savings Plan
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Tour comments have already

-2 -

proved useful in highlighting certain

issues for the working group. We bope you will send us any

additional thoughts you may

Attachment: a/s

ce: AFR/DP, Henry Miles

have on the report or the enclosed paper.
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l. PLEASEYD A

HINI TRATOR WISHES USAIO COMMENMTS BEFORE HEETING

WITH AAS. HOMEVER, SUMMARY CABLE RAISES QUESTIONS TH

TH

H BE

ANSWERED IN TASK FORCE REPORTGM VERY OIFFICULT THEREFORE TO
BE URE CURRENT RESPOMSE IS ADEQUATE FOR ADMINISTRATOR’ S
PURPO E. QUESTION WHETHER REVIEW 1S SO URGNT TH

T Usalos

COULD HOT B8E GIVEN OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON REPORT ITSELF,

2. USAID/BAHAKO AGRS VITH T

SK FORCE THAT EVALUATION FiN-
DINGS ARE MOT BEING ADEQUATELY COMS!

ERED IN PROGRANMMING AND
DESIGN EFNORTS. WE AGREE ALSO IN PRINCIPLE L TH PLANNING
RECONHENDATIONS PRESENTED PARA SA REFTEL, PROV)
DA WE
UNDERSTAND IT THEY ARE AIMD

T IMPROVING THE PRESENT DECEN-~
TRALITED SYSTEM. WE ARE TROUBLD BY INPLIGATIONS OF PARA

3B AND 4;3. |T APPEARS TASK FORCE BELIEV EVALUATIONS WHICH
SERVE ON-GOING PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION (INCLIOING IN-COURSE
REDESIGNS THAT MAY FLOW FROM *REGULAR® AMD * PEC)

L™ EVALUATIONS)

EITHER AR NOT IMPORTANT OR SHOULD BE RE-ONIN

A% PART OF
HONITORING BECAUSE THEY ARE OF LIMITED VALUE TO *PROGR
HHING AND
POLICY NEEDS®. OUR IMPRESSION IS THAT AGENCY IS BEGINNING TO
EHPHASIZE NECESSITY OF GIVING HIGHER PRIORITY TO NPROVING
IMPLMENTATION, RECOGNIZING TH
T A BETTER ANALYSIS OF IMPLEMEN-
T

TION PROBLEMS IS ESSENTIAL TO TH DESIGN AND PROGRAMMING
PROCESS. WE OELIVE HIGHEST PRIOA TY OF AGNCY-WI

EVALUATION

SYSTEN SHOULO 8 TO RV THE INFOR ATIOK NEEDS OF |MPLEMNTA-
TION FIRST, AND THEN PROGRAMMING AND PHOJECT OESIGN PROCESSES,
FURTHER, PRIORITY SHOIL

O PLACED Of NEEDS AT THE MISSION
LVEL. SINCE THIS HEART OF THE

GENCH-VIDE EVALUATION SYSTEM,

WEACNESSES AT THIS LEVEL aRE PROJECTED THROUGHOUT THE SYSTEM,
THE PRESET SYSTEM 00ES NOT A0EAUATELY HET MISSION-LEVEL
NEEDS; WE OLIVE THIS IS WHERE THE PRIMGRY FOC! OF THE

INCOMING
TELEGRAN

BAMAKO 08151 @1 OF 02 1321291
HISSIONS,. THE GEOGRAPHIC OUREAUS 4MD PPC EFFORTS 10 IHPROVE
SHOULD BE. N THIS REGARD, WE KAVE IDENTIFIEQ THREE HAZOR
PROOLEN
REAS REQUIRING ACT!OH.
A, TH FIAST 1S THE 1MADEQUACY OF PROJECTG:
LEVEL HMAMAGEHENT
INFORMATION/RPORTING SYSTEMS. THIS NOT CNLH R
UCES THE
QUALITY QF PROJECT MANAGHENT/IMPLEMENTATICN BUT EVAL|
Tion
AND THEREFORE DESIGN 33 WELL. ;S#-5 3, LACKING ACCESS T
ALt
BLE AND APPROPRIATELY RECIROED HANAGHENT (¥FORMATION,
EVALIATOR
R FORCED TO COLLECT THEIR CWN MANAGHENT INFOR-
HATION, RELYING Ol THE HEMORY AND PERCEPTIGHS OF PROJCT
PERSONNEL. THIS NOT CHLY CAK QE MISLEADING, BUT FCRCES TEAHS TO
SPEHD LIMITED TIME GN INPUT LEVL DETAIL YHICH INHIBITS
REFLECTION ON THE QUTPUT AND PURPOSE LEVEL
CHIVEMENTS.
8. THE SECOND PROBLM INVOLVES THE LACK OF COORDIN
TION OF
EVALUATION PROCEOURES AND FORMAT AT THE HISSION, BUREAU ANO
AGHCY LEVELS. AT PRESENT, CACH &V
LUATION IS TREATED I1/DEPEN-
ENTVLH, EACH IS PLANNED SEPARATELY, EACH HAS TS CWN SCOPE
OF LORK, NORMALLY EACH INVOLVES A OIFFERENT TEAM, EACH IS ASKING
OIFFRENT QUESTIONS OR SIMILAR QUESTIOKS I3 OIFFERENT WAYS, AND
EACH IS RPORTING INFORMATION COLLESTED IN A OIFFERENT STVLE.
THUS, THE BODY ON (HFCRMATION DEVELGPED UNOER EAGH PROJECT
EVALUATION YARIES CON |
3]
OLY. THIS VARIATION MAKES IT
EXTREMELY DIFFICULT TO SYNTHESIZE THIS (NFCRMATION (NTQ AN
EASY-TO-USE FORM. IT 1S THEREFORE DIFFICULT FOR HISsicus,
AND AS A RESULT THE BUREAUS ANO THE AGENCY, TO ADEQUATELY
INCORPORATE THIS INFORMATION INTO THE PROGRAMMING ALD PROJECT
BESIGN DECISIONS. VE RECOGNIZE THAT EVALUATIONS MUST BE
TAILORED TO THE PARTICULAR MEEOS OF EACH PRORECT. AT THE SANE
TIME WE BLIEVE THERE ARE SPECIFIC CATEGORIES OF INFCRMATION
WHICH EACH MISSION, EACH BUREAU AND THE AGENCY RQUIR  THIS
INFORMATION HAS TO 8f
VAILABLE IN A SYNTHESIZED FORM WHICH
PERNITS COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS ACROSS PROJECTS. THIS REQUIRES
™
T EVALUATION PLANNING, PROCEDURES AND FORMAT 2E STANDAR-
DIZED TO THE XTENT PRACTICABLE AT EACH LEVLGH VTHE 7S5 FCRMAT
DOES WOT ACHIEY THIS. WE BELIEVE THAT AS LONG

DECNTRA-

LIZED HATURE OF YSTH |
REFTEL 1S SOUND AND OFFRS
ND OFPORTUNITY T ACHIEVE SOME
STANDARDIZATION. FYI, THIS M1 10N BEGAN EFFORTS TO STANDARD{ ZE
VALIATION PROCEDURES ANO FORMAT SEVRAL MONTHS AGO. §INCE THEN
OUR PRIM
RY FOCUS HAS BEEM ON OEVELOPING A ST
NBAROIZED OVER-
ALL SCOPE OF WORK AND SUPPORTIXG QUESTIONNAIRES WNICH AODRESS
IMPLEMENTATION PROOLEM FACING THE MISSION. WE PLAN T0 y
RESULTS OF THE €OSS EXERCI AN
THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
ASSESSHNT EXERCISE CURRENTLY UNOERWAY IN TH MI SION TO HELP
US BETTER !
ENTINY PROGRAMMING ANO POLICY-HAKING
]
PROJECT
PROJECT OESIGN 1SSUES WHICH NEEO TO BE ADORESSED IN TH EYLUA-
TION PROCESS. VE ALSO PL
N TO HOLD A REVIEV OF THE ESULT ON
THE HISSION'S EVALUATIONS NEXT FALL IN PREPARATION FoOR FUTURE

HAINTAINED, PLANNING PROCES OUTL{(NED
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§ EXERCISES. ALTHOUGH WE HAVE ACHIEVED LIMITED ENCOURAGING
RESULTS GCEGMG., THE PREPARATION OF SCOPS OF WORK IS EASIER)

E WOILD MPHASIZE THAT THIS PROCESS IS BOTH COMPLEX AND TIHE
CONSUNING, ;

93 58 $#3 3;143 043743 9, 974 )3, 85

el
PROGAESS HAS BEEM SLOVW. THUS TO COMPLETE THIS PROCESS WE WILL
LIKELY HEED PERIODIC SHOAT=;$34, :3,1)5-,5.
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C. THIS BRINGS US TO THE THIRD . PROBLEM, THE INSTITUTIONAL
PROBLEM. THE AGENCY CAN TAKE PRIDE IN THE CONSIDERABLE ESFFORTS
IT HAS MADE TO IMPROVE THE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT OF ITS
ACTIVITIES., HOWEVER, FROM QUR FILEZD PERSPECTIVE, THE RESULTS QF
THESE EFFORTS HAVE, TO SAY THE LEAST, BEEN MIXED. THE FATE

OF THE P-BAR AND THE THREE-TIERED DESIGN SYSTEM ARE NMNOTABLE,
THERE IS A COMMON THREAD WHICH RUNS THRGUGH THESE EXPERIENCES,
THE CONSTRAINTS IMPOSED BY INADEQUATE STAFF (IN TERMS OF
EXPERIENCE AND ACTUAL NUMBERS) AND TRAINING RESQURCES.

{IINDEED, PERHAPS THE MOST GLARING EXAMPLE OF THE INADEQUACY
OF OUR EVALUATION SYSTEM IS THE FACT THAT IT HAS NOT PROVIDED
THE AGENCY AND CONGRESS NITH A CLEAR AND COMPLEZTE PICTURE OF
THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF QUR IMPUMENTATION/MANAGEMENT PROBLEM. )
IN THIS CONTEXT, WE FIND A 8IT DISCONCERTING THE STATEMENT IN
PARA 4J, REFTEL, THAT THE RESOIRCE IMPLICATIONS INVOLVED IN
IMPLEMENTING THE TASK FORCE' S RECOMMENDATIONS HAVE NOT B8EEN
DETERMINED. WE BELIVE IT ESSENTIAL THAT A THORGUGH ANALYSIS
BE UNDERTAKEN OF THE RESQURCE IMPLICATIONS [ESPECTIALLY IN
TERMS OF STAFF TIME AND TRAINING REQUIRED) OF THE RECOMMENDA-
TIONS BEFORE THEY ARE ACCEPTED. WE WONDER IF TASK FORCE
STUDIED WHY THER HAVE BEEN SHORTFALLS IN RESQURCES IN PAST.

3. WE AGREE THAT IMPACT EVALUATIONS SHOULD BE CONTINUED AND
INTEGRATED INTO AN EV

LUATION PLAN. WE WOULD ALSO SIGGEST

THAT SPECIAL TREATMENT 8E GIVEN TO THE SAMPLE OF EX-POST
IMPACT EVALUATION. BECAUSE OF THE PARTICULAR IMPORTANCE BEING
PLACED ON THEM BY THE AGENCY AND CONGRESS, WE BELIEVE SPECTAL
CARE MUST BE TAKEN TO INSURE THAT ADEQUATE BASELINE AND .
FOLLOW-ON DATA IS OBTAINED TO ENABLE ACCURATE IOENDIFICATION
OF CAUSE AKRD EFFECT. THUS THE SAMPLE OF PROJECTS WOULD RAVE
TO BE IDENTIFIED AT THE PID STAGE AND ADEQUAT FUN

S PROVIDED

FOR A THOROUGH BASELINE STUDY AS WELL AS FOR IN~PRQGRESS AND
EX-POST IMPACTISTUDIES. :

4. WE DO NOT SEE THE NEED FOR SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE
USE OF EVALUATION INFORMATION IN PROJCT IDENTIFICATION AND

THE LACK OF AVAILABILITY OF EVALUATION INFORMATION IN A
SYNTHESIZED FORM. IF THE INFORMATION IS MADE REACILY AVAILA-
BLE, EVALUATORS CAN B8E EXPECTED TO MAKE APPROPRIATE USE OF
IT. FURTHER, INCREASINGLY MISSICNS ARE ENGAGING IN A REDESI~-
GNING OF FOLLOW-ON ACTIVITY UNDER EXISTING PROJIICTS. IN THESE
CASES, EVALUATIONS PLAY A KEY ROLE IN THE REDESIGN PROCESS.
IN THIS MISSION RESPONSIBILITY FOR CESIGN AND EVALUATION IS
LOCATED IN THE SAME OFFICE THUS PROVIOING FURTHER L INKAGE

OF THE TwoO.
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E.0. 12863: N/A '\,?)

SUBJ: AGENCY EVALUATIQN TASK FORCE FINDINGS
REF: A) STATE 312173

1. PLEASED ROMINISTRATOR WISHES USAID COMMENTS BEFORE HEETING
VITH AAS. HOWEVER, SUHHARY CABLE RAISE QUESTIQNS THAT HAY 8E
ANSWERED !N TASK FOACE REPORT. VERY DIFFICULT THREFORE TO

BE SURE CURRENT RESPONSE IS AOECUATE FOR ACHINISTRATORGRYS
PURPOSE. QUESTION WHETHER REVITW IS 50 URGEHNT THAT ysaios
COULD HOT BE GIVEN CPPCRTUNITY TQ COMMENT Qi REFORT ITSELF,

2. USAID/BAHAKO AGAEES WITH TASh FCRCE THAT EVALUATICN FiN-
DINGS ARE NOT BEING ADEQUATELY CSHSIDERED [N PROGRANMING AND
OESIGN EFFORTS, WE 3GAEE ALSO IN PRINGIPLE WiTH PLANNING
RECOMHENCATIONS PRESENTED PARA A RUTEL, PRCVIDED AS WE
UNDERSTAXO IT THEY ARE AIMED AT IHPROVING THE PRESENT QECEN-
TRALIZED SYSTEM. WE ARE TROUBLED BY THPLICATIONS OM P4RA

3B ANO 4E. IT APPAK TASK FORCE BELIEVES EVALUATIONS WH' K
SERVE ON-GOING PROJECT |MPLEMENTATION (1UCLUDING 1N-COURSE
REDESIGNS THAT MAY-FiOW FROM *RESILAR® ang “SPECIAL™ EVALUATIONS)
EITHER ARE HOT IMPORTANT OR SHOULD BE RE-OEFINED AS PART OF
HONITORING BECAUSE THEY.ARE OF LIMITD VALUE TQ “PROGRAMMING AND
POLICY MEEDS™. OUR IMPRESSION IS THAT AGENCY I§ BEGINKING TO
EMPHASITE NECESSITY OF GIVIHG HIGHE PRIORITY TO IHPROVING
IHPLENENTATION, RECOGMITING THAT A BETTZR ANALYSIS OF IMPLEMEN-
TATION PROBLEMS IS ESSENTIAL TO THE QESIGN AND PROGTAMMING
PROCESS. WE BELIEVE HIGHEST PRIORITY OF AGENCY-WIDE EVALUATION
SYSTEN SHOULD BE TG SERVE THE INFORMATION NEEDS OF IMPLEMENTA-
TIOH FIRST, AND THEN PKOGRAMMING AHOD PRORECT OESIGN PROCESSFS.
FURTHER, PRIORITY SHOULD BZ PLACED ON HEED AT THE MISSION
LEVEL. SINCE THIS HEART OF THE AGENCY-WIDE EVALUATION SYSTEM,
WEAKNESSTS AT THIS LEVEL ARE PROJECTED THROUGHOUT THE SY TEM.
THE PRESENT SYSTEM DOES MOT ADEQUATELY MEET HISSICH-LEYEL
HEEDS; WE BELIEVE THIS IS WHERE THE PRIMARY FOCUS CF 7YE
HISSION GN THE GEOGRAPHIC BUREAUS AND PPC NFORTS TO IMPROVE
SHOULD BE. IN THIS REGARD, WE HAVE IDEHTIFIED THREE MAJOR
PROBLEM AREAS REQUIRIHG ACTION.

A. THE FIRST IS THE INAOEQUACY OF PROJECT-LEVEL MANAGEHENT
INFORHATION/REPCRTING SYSTENS, THIS HOT QuLy REQUCES THE
QUALITY OF PROJECT HAMAGEMENT/IMPLEMENTATION BUT EVALUATION

AND THEREFOR DESIGH AS VELL. THAT 13, LACKING ACCESS 70
RELIAELE aND APPROPRIATELY RECCROED HANAGEMENT INFORMATION,
EVALUATGRS ARE FORZED TO COLLCT THEIR CWli FANAGEHENT INFOR-
HATION, RELYING ON TME MEMORY £KD PERCPTIONS OF PROJECT
FERSOHNEL. THIS 1OT ONLY CAN BE HISLEADING, BUT FORCES TEAMS T0O
SPEND LIMITED TIHE QN 1HPUT LEVEL DETAIL Vi ICH INHIBITS
REFLECTICN ON THE OUTPUT &ND PURPOSE LEVEL ACHIEVEHENTS.

8. THE SECOND PROBLEN INVOLYES THE LACK OF CCORDINATION JF
EVALUATION PROCEDURES AMD FORMAT aT Tag Mi3310MGN BUREAU AND
AGENCY LEVELS, AT PRESENT, EACH EVALUATION 13 TREATED INDEPTN-
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DENTLY, EaCY 1S PLANNED SEP4RATELY, EACY HA: iTS OWH
OF WORK, NOAHR(LY FdCH HAVOLVES W GIFFERENT TEAN, EACH I3 Alning .
DIFFERENT QUESTIONS OR SIHILAR CUESTIONS I OIFFERSNT YAYZ, M0
EACK 15 REPORTING 'NFORMATI Ol COLLECTED Y 3 OIFFERERT STYLE.
TAUS, THE BODY OF (MFORMATINM DEVELOPED UKOIA EACH PROJECT
EVALUATION YARIES COMSICERABLY. THIS vARIATION HAKES T
EXTREHELY DIFFICULT TO SYHTHESIZE THIS INFOIMATION 1NTO Al
EASY-TO-USE FORH. IT IS THEREFCRE DIFFICULT FOR HISSICNS,
AKD AS A RESULT THE GUREAUS AMD THE AGENCY, TO AQEQUATZLY
INCORPORATE THIS INFORNATION INTO THE PROGRAMMING AND PROJECT
DESIGN QECISICNS. WE RECOGIIZE THAT SYALUATICHS RUST BZ
TAILORED TG THE PARTICULAR MEZOS COF EACH PRIJECT. AT THE SAHE
TINE WE BELIEVE THERE ARE SPECIFIC CATEGORIZS OF HIFQRMATION
WHICH EACH HISSION, EACH BUREAU ANO THE AGE ICY REQUIRES, THIS
INFORMATION HAS TO BE AVAILABLE IN A SYNTHSIZED 7ORH WHICH
PERMITS COMPOPATIVE ANALYSIS ACROSS PROJECTS. THIS RPUIRES
THAT EVALUATION PLANNING, PROCEOURES AND FO2HAT SE STANOARGA
OIZED TC THE EXTENT PRACTICAOLE AT EAGH LEV:L. THE PES FCAMAT
DOES NOT ACHIEVE THIS. WE BELIEV THAT AS L31G S 0ECEHTRA-
LIZED MATIRE OF SYSTEH IS HAINTAINED, PLANNING PROCESS OUTLINED
AEFTEL 1S SCUNDL ANO OFFERS AND JPPORTUNITY rQ ACHIEVE SOmE
STANDARDIZATICN, FYI, THIS MISSION SEGAN EFTORTS TO STANQARDILE
EVALUATION PROCEDURES AND FORMAT ZEVERAL HO'ITHS AGQ. SIMCT THEXN
OQUR PRINARY FOCUS HAS BEEN Cl DZVELCPING A STANDAROIZED QVER~
ALL SCIPE OF WORK AND SUPPCRTING ZUESTIONNAIRES WHICH 4302ESS
IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS FACING THE AISSION, W€ PLAN T0 u2E
RESULTS OF THE COSS EXERCISE AND THE TECHMNI AL ASSISTANCE
ASSESSMENT EXERCISE CURRNTLY JNOERWAY (N THE 41S310M TQ 4ELP
US BETTER (CENTIFY PRCGRAMMING ANMO POLICY-H3(I4G AND PRAIEL
PRORECT OESIGH I13SUES WHICH NEZD TO BE 400RISSED !X T4 EvALUA-
TION PROCESS, WE ALSO PLAN TO HOLD A AEVIEW aN THE FESULTZ OF
THE HISSION'S EVALUATIONS NEXT FALL 1% PREPARATION £ FUTURE
C03S EXERCISES. ALTHOUGH WE HAVE ACHIEVED LIMITZD EXLQURAGING
RESULTS (E.G., THE PREPARATION OF SCCPES CF UoAK 1S I8SiER),
VE UCULD EMPHAS!ZE THAT THIS R0CSSS |S BOT! QTNPLEY AND TIME
CORSUMING, DUE TO THE SEVERE PR SURS CH OUR LINITED STAFF,
PROGRESS HAS BEEN SLOW. THUS TO COMPLTE THI3 PROCESS WE WILL
LIKELY NEED PERIODIC SHORT-TERM CONSULTANT.
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C. THIS BRIKGS US TO THE THIRD PROBLEM, THE INSTITUTICNAL
PROBLEM. THE AGENCY CAN TAKE PRIDE IN THE CONSIDERABLE EFFORTS
{T HAS HADE TO IMPROVE THE PLAKKING AKD HANAGEMENT. OF ITS
ACTIVITIES, HOWEVER, FAOM QUR FILED PERSPECTIVE, THE RESULTS oOF
THESE EFFORTZ HAVE, TO SAY THE LEAST, BEZN MIXED. THE FATE

OF THE P-3AR AND THE THREE-TIERED DESIGN SYSTEM ARE NOTABLE,
THERE IS A CONMOM THREAO WHICH RUNIS THROUGH THESE EXPERIEMCES,
THE CONSTRAINTS (HPOSED BY INABESUATE STAFF {th TEIMS OF
EXPERIENCE aHD AGTUAL HUIBERS) AND TRAINING RESCURCES,

(INDEED, PERHAPS THE MOST GLARING EXAMPLE OF THE INAOEQUACY
OF QUR EVALUATION SYSTEM IS THE FAGT THAT IT HAS HOT PROVIDED
THE AGENCY AND CONGRESS WITH A CLEAR AMD COMPLETE PICTURE OF
THE NATURE ANO SCOPE OF QUR PEPLEENTATICH/MANAGEHENT PROBLEN. )
IK THIS CONTEXT, YE FIND A 81T 21SCCNCERTING THE STATEMENT N
PARA 4J, REFTEL, THAT THE RESCIRCE IMPLICATICHS IMVOLVED IN
INPLEMENTING THE TASK FORCE’S AECOMMENDAT!ONS HAVE NOT BEEN
OETERMINED. WE-BELIVE IT ESSENTIAL THAT & THORQUGH ARALYSIS
BE UNDERTAXEH CF THE RSSOUACS IMPLICATICNS ESPECIALLY 1IN
TERMS OF STAFF TIME a0 TRAINING REQUIRED) OF THE RECCHMENDA-
TIONS BEFORE THEY ARE ACCEPTED. WE WONDER IF TASK FORCE
STUDIED WHY THER HAVE BEEN SHORTFALLS IN RESQURCES IN PAST.

3. VE AGREE THAT IMPACT EYALUATIONS SHOULD BE CONTINUED AND
INTEGRATED INTO AN £V

LUATION PLAN. VE WOULD ALSO 5IGGEST

THAT SPECIAL TAEATHENT BE GIVEN TO THE SAMPLE OF EX-POST
{MPACT EVALUATION. BECAUSE OF THE PERTICULAR IMPORTANCE BE ING
PLACED O THEM BY THE AGENCY AND CONGRESS, WE BELIEVE SPECIAL
CARE MUST BE TAKEN TO INSURE THAT ADEQUATE BASELINE AND

- FOLLOW~QN DATA IS OBTAINED TO EMABLE ACCURATE |OENDIFICATION
OF CAUSE AND EFFECT. THUS THE SAMPLE OF PROJECTS WOULD HAVE
TO BE IDENTIFIED AT THE P10 STAGE AND ADEQUAT FUN

S PROVIOED

FOR A THOROUGH BASELINE STUDY AS VELL AS FOR IN-PRIGRESS AND
EX-POST IMPACTISTUDIES.

4. WE DO HOT SEE THS HEED FOR SPECIAL AEQUIREHENTS FOR THE
USE OF EVALUATION INFORMATION IN PROJCT IDENTIFICATION ANO
DESIGN, S INDICATED 8BOVE THE PRIMARY PROBLZM AT PRESENT IS
THE LACK OF AVAILABILITY OF EVALUAT!ION INFORHATION IN A
SYNTHESIZED FORM. IF THE INFORMATION IS HADE READILY AVAILA-
BLE, EVALUATORS caN BE EXPECTED TO MPHE APPRUPRIATE USE OF
IT. FURTHER, I1NCREASINGLY MISSIONS ARE ENGAGING N A REDESI-
GNING OF FOLLOW-ON ACTIVITY UNDER EXISTING PROJECTS. IN THESE
CASES, EVALUATIONS PLAY & KEY ROLE [N THE REDESIGH PROCESS.
IH THIS KISSION RESPONSIBILITY FOR DESIGN AHO EVALUATION I§
LOCATED IN THE SAME OFFICE THUS PROVIDING FURTHER LINHAGE

OF THE fvo,

HOLL OvAY
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cebemary 3, 1582 memorandum

PPC/E/PES, Nema Vreeland{l

PPC/E/PES, Molly Hageboeck .

Evaluation Tusk Force Findings (Ref. Bamako 8161,
12 December 1980)

USATD/Mali, David Wilson
Director

We appreciate the Mission's comments on the summary report of the
Evaluation Task Force. A paper summarizing field responses to the
report is emclosed for your information. The recommendations of
the Task Force were approved by the Administrator, and an
intra~Agency working group has started on the task of implementing
them. We will certainly keep you informed as to their progress.

The Task Force Report was one of several evaluation items discussed
during the meeting between the Administrator and AAs on

December 15; hence our request for your reactions to the summary
report by that date. Among the other items on the agenda was the
selection of prilority topics for impact evaluation. Information

on this will be sent separately.

Although it would be premature to anticipate the detailed decisions
of the worldng group, we would like to respond informally to some

of the points made in your cable. First, the Task Force assumed

that the bulk of the evaluation information in the Agency would
contlinue to be generated by the presont decentralized system, and would
contimue to reflect the fact that the Agency undexrtakes its
development activities principally through projects. What the

Tagk Force did conclude, however, was thaf. evaluation.reports were
telling us very lititle about the effectiveness and effects of our
activities, or whether ocur assumptions about a project continued

to be valid. The Task Force felt that we should attempt to define
more clearly wha. sur information needs are and to include in an
evaluation thouse questions that are likely to elicit this information.

This brings us to your emphasis on the evaluatior of implementation
problems, and on the role of evaluation in serving the needs of
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implementation first, and other needs second. Perhaps whzat we have
here is a semantic difficulty. At any rate, the Task Force did not
place a low priority on implementation, nor on moaitoring/irformation
systems designed to assist project managers to track implementationm.
What the Task Force recommended was that evaluations be undertaken

to meet specified needs for evaluatdive informztion, and that the
present evaluation system be modified to achieve ti:'s end. If the
Mission ascertains that its priority information need at amy given
time has to do with implementation problems, then the Mission's
evaluation plan would indicate the type of information it needed

and the kinds of questions it would ask to obtain this information.
Certainly, implementation 1is a worthy tupic ffor evaluation. Just

as the overall design of a project, or its development hypothesis,
can be unrealistic, s¢ cay project implementation plans be
unrealistic. In either case, monitoring would reveal the existemce
of a problem. The manager could call for an evaluatiecn, which

mighi help clarify the problem and suggest solutioms; or altermatively,
the manager could call in 3 management consultant or a "trouble-shooter"
to recommend solutioms. The existence of a problem does not
necessarily require an evaluation. Rather, it is the nature of the
information desired that determines whether an evaluation is
appropriate.

We assume that implementation will not be the sole focus of the
Mission's evaluation work. In this regard, your plans (as described

in paragraph 2B) to use the results of the CDSS and other exercises

to help identify program, policy and project design issues which

need tn be addressed through evaluation are very emncouraging. Such

an approach seems to be a useful way of identifying the Mission's
information needs sufficiently in advance to be reflected in the

project paper evaluation plan as well as current scopes of work;

there will, of course, always be scme ad hoc requirements for evaluation
that camnot be foreseen.

We continue to believe that evaluation (including an evaluation of
implementation/management experience) can be properly distinguished
from monitoring. We recognize that there are overlaps between the
two fumctions. Both are management tools, and the log frame is
useful to both. Certain evaluation techniyues are particularly suited
to monitoring, or can be made part and parcel of the activitiea
through which a project i1s implemented. Perhaps the single most
important overlap is the one regarding management information, which
you have convincingly discussed in this and your earlier cable

(Ref. Bamako 4673, 30 July 1980). We agree that both monitoring and
evaluation are seriously handicapped by the lack of baseline and
follow-on data, and that special efforts are needed to identify the
key variables early in the design stage and to set aside funds in
the project for data collectiom.



Your concern over comstraints imposed by staff and training limitations
is understandable and we agree that it was unfortunate that the Task
Force did not pin down the resource impiicatioms of its recommendations.
The Task Force tended to belleve that the Tigorous, sumative, in-depth
evaluation, well-supplied with dara, implied by our present evaluation
guldance (but rarely done in actusl practice!)was simply not affordable
for every project. Accordingly, the gystem would have to be modified
to permit a more selective approach as well as a wider range of
evaluation research designs. Beyond that, sinece the Task Force did

not detall the specific actions peeded to implement its recommendations,
it was unable to measure precise costs or trade-offs.

We are hopeful that some action can be taken fairly quickly to improve
disseminatiovn of evaluation results (e.g., better summaries, indexed
abstracts). The main problem, as you indicated, is the difficulty of
synthesizing information from very disparate evaluation reports. As
we ildentify ocur information needs, we will be in a better vosition to
specify sets of questions that should be considered for verious
categories of information and to redesign a reporting format. In

the meantime, we would be grateful if you could send us examples of
the standardized evaluation formats and scope of work mentiomed in
youxr cable.

If you have additional thoughts om the report or the enclosed paper,

we hope you will share them with us. Your comments have already been
useful in highlighting certain issues for the working group.

Attachment: a/s

cc: AFR/DP, Henry Miles

N ~
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ACTION AID-35 EXPERIERCE, 1T IS TO BE REALISTIC iN TEAMS OF FUTURE
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AIDAC
WASEDC FOR PPG/E AND AFR/OP
NAIROBI FOR REDSQ/EA

E.P. 12965: N/a
SUBJ: EVALYATION TASK FCRCE FINOINGS

REF: STATE 312123

L. ARAQ COMMENTS ALONG LINES PARA SEVEN REFTEL FOLLON:
A. AGREE A1G10 SCHEDULING SHCULD BE EL IMINATED.
EVALUATICN CF PILOT AND PHASED PROJECT (TRANCHE FUNDED)
BE UNDERTAWEN AS EARLY AS POSSISLE. INM SOME Cx SES, DJIBOUTI
IN PARTICULAR, MIGHT 3E IN CPPOSITE SiTUATIGH WHERE

ORCED INTO PROGRAMMING A0DITIONAL FUNIS PRIOR T0 HAVING
RESULTS FROM/EVALURTION OF INITIAL PHASE.

B. NISSION RESQURZES AS WELL 4§ HOST COUNTRY'S WOULD BE
STRAINED CONSIQERABLY BY IN OEATH AS OPPOSED TO ROUTINE
EVALUATION SINCE LATTER USUALLY 00ES ENTAIL (BASED UPON

HY EXPERIENCE 1M OTHER HMISSICNS) CUR3ZCRY UPDATING AND
OFTEHTIMES NON-CBJECTIVE REVIEW CF A PRCJECT

C. IN TERHS OF GROUPING PTOJZCTS FOR SOMMOY EvaLuaTion RE
ECONOMIC [MPACT, ATTAINNENT CF PROJECT SPECIFIC aND

SECTON SPECIFIC QBJECTIVES, THIS DIFFICULT TASK UNLESS ALL
PROJECTS HAVE BTN COMSOLIDATED IN A COUNTRY PROGRAN LOG FRANE
HATRIX, JOEALLY WITXIN €3S, ALTHCUGH THIS ATTEMFT was MAUE |
RECENT DJIGOUT! COSS, DESPARATE ACTIVITIZS AND THIS HOST
COUNTRY’S TOTAL LACK CF CCNCEPTION FOR SECTOR PLANNING WOULD
IN FINAL ANALYSIS MAKE IT EXTREMELY DISFICULT TO APPLY

COHMON AND SUBSTANTIVE QUESTIONS HERE

0. TQ DATE DJIBOUTI HAS COMOUGTED WO EVALUATIONS SINCE PROGRAM/
PROJECTS ONLY RECENTLY BEGUN. TO EXTENT POSSIBLE AXAQ AND

REDSO/EA WILL INCLUOE EVALUATIVE (HFO IN ANY

SUBSEQUENT ACTIVITIES 4ERE, HOWEVER PER PARA ¢ B REFTEL, INSTITUTICNA
L

SETTING, PARTICULARLY PROGRAMMING/GBL IGATING RECUIREMENTS,

MAY PRECLUDE EVALUATIVE INFO BEGING FULLY {HCORPORATED INTO

PROJECT OESIGH ZFFORTS,

1} IN PAST AS EVALUATION OFFICER IN OTHER HISSIONS, | URGED
GREATER NEED FOR OBJECTIVE EVALUATICNSO THIS OF COURSE
WOULD REQUIRE THAT EVALUATION OFFICE BE GUTSIDE GUREAUS anD
REPORTING TO THE AAQ DIRECTLY

TO FURTHER INSURE INDEPENDENCE, CREDIBILITY OF MAJOR

IN DEPTH EVALUATIONS THEY 3HOULO FREQUENTLY BE CONTRACTED
OUT AS WELL.

2 N ADDITIONURATHER THAN MISSION DIREGTOR CHCOSING THE
TIHE AND PLACE FOR SVALUATIONS (T SHOULD BE OONE 8y

THE IHDEPENDENT EVALUATION UNIT ALONG LINES OF GAO,

31 IN HY OPINION IF THERE 13 ANYTHIHKUTO LEARN FROM PAST EVALUATIONS/
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Evaluation Task Force Findinks (Ref. Djibouri 3114,
25 November 1980) '

USAID/Diibouti, Ellsworth Amundson
ATD Affairs Officer (Acting)

We appreciate the Mission's comments on the report of the intra-Agency
Evaluation Task Force. A paper summarizing field responses to the

Tagk Force Report is enclosed for your information. The recommendations
of the Task Force were approved by the Administrator, and a
representative werking group has begun the task of implementing the
recommendations. We will keep you informed as to their progress.

Although it would be premature to anticipate the detailed decisions
of the working group, we would like to say that we appreciate the
problems you mentioned regarding the difficulty of addressing
program-level igsues (particularly for small or new Missionms with
fairly disparate projects), the burden on the Mission implied by
more In-depth evaluation work, the timing of evaluation prior to
decisions regarding follow~on projects in the face of pressures

to program/cbligate, and the independence (credibility) of
evaluators.

These matters were discussed (some only briefly) during the meetings
of the Task Force. Overall, it is fair to say that the first three
of these problems represent the kind of concerns that would best

be handled during the steps leading to an Agency Evaluatiom Plan.

In this process, a Mission would have the opportunity to identify
its short-range (1-3 year) evaluative information needs and alert
both regional offices and AID/W to the extermal resources that
would be required to meet these needs. It is expected that needs
would differ between, for example, large or long-established
Mlssions and newer ones. The problem of scheduling an evaluation

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan OFTIONAL FORM NO. 10
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early emough so that the findings can be uséd in making decisions about
follow-on or tranche~funded projects was one which the Task Force
highlighted. Follow~ons to phased or pllot projects are characteristic
of most Mission portfolios, and, of course, reflect the very long=-term
efforts required by development. We intemd to put together some
suggestions as to the kind of interim evaluation questions and research
designs that would increase our confidence in making such decisions,
kmowing full well that these decisions will usually be made under
pressure to obligate before the full effects of a previous project

can be measured. This 1s also an ares in which the results from

other Missions might prove to be useful, and we hope that improvements
in our planning of evaluation work will more systematically join the
"supply" of information to the present and forseeable "demand" for
information.

Your point regarding the need for more objective evaluation, and the
independence and credibility of evaluators, is ome that is likely to
remain with us for as long as the Agency imvolves itself in the task
of development. On the one hand, there are tremendous benefits to be
gained from deeply involving all project participants —— AID officers,
host country, intermediary implementing agents, and benmeficiaries — in
project evaluation; on the other band, as you and others have pointed
out, an appraisal of the effectiveness and effects of a project or
program is more honestly obtained from evaluators whe are nat
immediately involved or committed to a course of action, and who can
bring to the appraisal a broader perspective and a fresh sense of
alternative approaches. Again without pre-judging the actions of

the working group, we are hopeful that tche Agency's evaluation system
will establish a place for both approaches.

Heretofore, most of the evaluation work of the Agency has tended to
emphasize the former approach, even though a great deal more could
be done to exploit the value of this particular appronch. The current
gseries of "impact! evaluations is the closest approzimation to the
latter approach yet attempted by the Agency. As a footvute to your
concern regarding objectivity, we add that scme Missicn comments as
well as AID/W reviews of contracted evaluations suggest that the
Tecourse to contractors does mot, by itself, emsure the objectivity,
independence, credibility, and usefulness of the resulting report.
The results are only as good as the questions raised bv the Mission
and the form of the answer as defined by the Mission as relevant

to its needs, 'rith both clearly set out in the scope of work. It is
a rare contractor indeed whose work will go beyond the easy or more
obvious questions, unless the Misgion so requires.

If you have any further thoughts om the Task Force Report (the Mission



should bave
we hope you

Attachment:

cc: AFR/DP,

received the full 12-page report) or on the enclosed paper,
will share them with us.

a/s

Hengy Miles
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FOR AFR/EVALUATION OFFICER pPPC/E
SUBJ: EVALUATION TASK FORCE FINDINGS
REF: STATE 312123

1. WE ARE A NEW MISSION AND ONLY BEGINNING TO FEEL THZ NEEF FOR
PRQJECT EVALUATION, we CONCUR FULLY WTTH PARA 5 A REFTEL .
PARTICULARLY WITH RESPECT TO THE NEED FOR 8SUILDING IN EVALUATION
PLANS AT THE PROQJECT DESIGN/APPROVAL STAGE WITH SUFFICIENT
FUNDS 8ubDGeT=D TO COVER COSTS. ACTUAL TIMING AND CONTENT OF
PROPQOSED EVALUATIONS SHCULD REMAIN FLEXIBLE AND sus.eEc TO ADJUST~
MENT AS PRoOyecCT IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESSES. RECUIREMENTS SHOULD
CONTINUE TO BE REVIEWED AND UPDATED ANNUALLY AND EVALUATICNS
SCHEDULED B8Y THE MISSION WITH THE HELP OF AID/W AND REDSOQJS

IF APPROPRIATE.

2. AID REP 1S IN FAVCR OF FEWER 8UT MORE IN-DEPTH EVALUATIONS
AS DESCRIBED IN PARA 5 3, wHILE WE RECOGNIZE IMPORTANCE OF
MATTERS OESCRI3ZED PARAS § C AND D, FROM QUR MORE MICRO-

SCOPIC VIZEWPOINT, OVER THE NEXT SEVERAL YEARS QUR MAJOR CONCERN
WILL REMAIN FOCUSED ON EVALUATING THE EXTENT TO wHICH SPECIFIC
PRQJECT CBJECTIVES aND INPUT AND OuTPUT TARGETS ARS BEING
ACHIEVED. we WILL 9E CCNCERNED MORE WITH THE LESSCNS LEZARNED
APPROACH TO ASSIST US IN AVOIDING REPEITITION OF MISTAKES IN
FUTURE PLANNING AND DESIGN AaS WELL AS TOQO GUIDE US IN RESHAPING
THE DESIGN OF EXISTING PROJECTS TO THE EXTENT EVALUATION
FINDINGS 50 INDICATEM TO THE EXTENT THE APPROACH AND
METHODOL OGY CAN BE STANDARDIZED TO PERMIT BROADER ANALYSIS FOR
REPLICATICN ELSEWHERE SO MuCH THE BETTER.

3. RE PARA 7 D REFTEL, AID REP SUSRPECTS THAT SUFFICIENT
INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE ON EVALUATED EXPERIENCE IN ONE FCRM

<« OR ANOTHER IN VIRTUALLY ALL AREAS IN WHICH WE HAVE PRQJUECTS

OR ARE CONTEMPLATING NEwW ACTIVITIES IN THE FUTURE, HOWE VER,
THIS INFORMATION IS NOT AS ACCESSIZLE AS IT MIGHT BE, ous
PARTLY TO OuRr LACK OF STAFF TO CEVOTE 7O INFORMATION STORAGE
AND RETRIEVAL. FOR EXAMPLEN wg ARE PLANNING TO DEVELOP A NEW
PROJECT 1IN PRIMARY HEALTH CARE. WHILE A PLETHORA OF MATERIAL

IS AvarLasLe TO US TO ASSIST IN DEVELOPING A SECTORAL STRATEGY
AND DESIGNING A PROJECT, =. G, VARIQUS wHO STUDIES, REDSO AND
SOPS PAPERS, WE ARE NOT IN POSSESSION CF RELEVANT INFORMATION
ON EVALUATED EXPERIENCE 1IN PRIMARY HEALTH CARE PROJECTS

WHICH, IF AVAILABLE, wouLD ASSIST US GREATLY IN OQuUR

ANALYTICAL AND DESIGN EFFORTS. PIPER

UNCLASSIFIED
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REPLY TO
ATTNQF:

PPC/E/PES, Nena Vreeland(l

THRU:PPC/E/PES, Molly Hageboeck \\ -

SURJKCT:

TO:

Evaluation Task Force Finding® (Ref. Banjul 3086,
14 December 1980)

USAID/Gambia, Themas Moser
AID Representative

We appreciate the Mission's comments on the report of the intra-Agency
Evaluation Task Force. A paper summarizing field responses to the
Task Force Report 1is enclosed for your information. The
recommendations of the Task Force were approved by the Administrator,
and a representdtive working group has started om the task of
implementing the recommendations. We will keep you informed as to
their progress.

Recognizing your position as a cew Mission, we are encouraged by

your interest in considering "standard" approaches and methods
that would enable your evaluation work — as feasible and

‘appropriate =~ to contribute to an information base for broader

analysis and use. Essentially, a more "standard'" approach consists
of an attempt to address certain key questions about a project or
program, and to concentrate evaluation work on these questions, the
questions themselves having been framed to meet anticipated
information needs by varicus '"users" in the Agency. We are hoping
to achieve this kind of relationship between the "supply" of and
"demand" for information by some improvements in our plamning to
meet the demand for evaluative information at all levels in the
Agency. It 1s possible that one or more Missions may be asked to
consider scme special aspect of a project during an svaluation so
as to contribute to ocur Agency-wide knowledge, and to determine
what additional resources would be required to do so within an
appropriate methodological range.

Your comments regarding the inaccessibility of evaluation results
are very well taken. Our initdial review of the information

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan

QPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
(REV. 7-78)

GSA FPYR (41 CFR) 101-11
3010-112



-2 -

management capabilities in ATD indicates that the problems — as
usual! — derive mostly from that critical stage in information
transfer where raw information 1s somehow "translated" into terms
useful to the person wha needs the information. This problem will
have to be addressed from several points — better defiuition of
information requirements, more tailoring to specific audiences by
the evaluator, expanded but better focused capacity in the automated
information systems of DS/DIU. At a minimm, it is probable that
we will require from evaluators (or evaluation reports) both
sumarized informatilon and analyzed answers to specific questions
regarding project results, key project elements, and "lessons learned"
as to such matters as development strategy, institutional
requirements, resource availability, anticipated or actual impace,
host country participation/understanding, and suggestinns for the
design of similar projects. If we are able to organize the
information into these and other categories, a Mission will be
better able to obtain information most relevant to its needs.

If you have any further thoughts regarding the Task Force Report,
or the enclosed paper, we hope you will share them with us.

Attachment: a/s

cc: AFR/DP, Henry Miles
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SUBJECT: EVALUATION TASK FQRCE FINDINGS

REF: STATE 312123

L. REGRET DELAY IN RESPGONSE 8SUT HOPE THE FOLLOWING COM-
MENTS WILL BSE OF SCME USE: WHILE USAID HAS NOT YET RE-
CEIVED TASK FORCE REPORT MENTIONED REFTZL, COMMENTS SELOW
PREPARED ON BASI3 OF REFTEL SUMMARY OF REPORT FINDINGS.

2. TAKING EVALUATIONS OUT OF A REQUIRED SCHEDULING MODE
APPEARS TO 3E SENSISOLE APPROACH AS EVALUATIONS ARE USEFUL
WHEN THEY ARE NEZCED ANDO NCT MERELY & PAPEZR EXERCISE
WHILE REFTEL OISTINQUISHES EVALUATION FROM THE RCLE CF
PROQJECT MONITORING, THEZRE IS STILL A NEED FCR EVALUATION
TO PROVIDE MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE FOR CN-GOING ACTIVITIES
AND WHILE THIS NEZD MAY 18E OISTINGUISHED SRCM THE SROADER
FOCUS OF EVALUATIOM A% ACCRESSED IN REFTEL, IT REPRESENTS
A TOOL THAT NEEDS TC 38 SETTS USEZD THAN IT CURRENTLY IS.
IN THIS RESPECT, MORE SPECIFTC REVIEW CF ZVALUATION CRI-
TERIA AND PLANNING DCNE AT THE SROJECT CESIGN REVI=Zw AND
AUTHORIZATION STAGE CCOULD FCCUS NECESSARY ATTENTICN CON =-
VALUATICN AS A mCRES USEFUL TCCL. PERHAPS THERE SHCULD
ALSQ BE A RECUIRENN NT THAT PROJECT SROPOSALS REVIEW OTHER
RELEVANT EXPERIENCE, FOR MISSION PROJECTS THIS IS FEASI=-
BLE, BUT FOR ANY REVIEW 3 YOND THE MISSICN A FAR 3ETTER
INFORMATION SYSTEM THAN THAT WHICH PRESENTLY EXISTS

WOULD HAVE TO 8E CEVELORED SEFORE THIS wWCULD 8 PRACTICAL.

3. GROURS OF PROJECTS COULD  8E EVALUATED TOGETHER, 3UT
THERE MUST BE SCME LINKAGE TO PROVIDE A BASIS FCR THI&3,
WHETHER IT IS SECTORAL LINKAGES, REGICNAL LINKS, CR OTHER
COMMON CRITERIA,. SCHRAGER -

UNCLASSIFIED
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THRU:

SURJKECT:

TO:

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Pebruasy 5, 1081 memorandum

PPC/E/PES, Nema VreelandﬂT

PPC/E/PES, Molly Hageboeck

Evaluation Task Force Findings (Ref. Nouakchott 5125,
17 December 1980)

USATD/Mauritania, John Hoskins
Director

We apprecilate the Mission's comments on the summary report of the
Evaluation Task Force. A paper sumnarizing field responses to the
Teport 1s enclosed for your information. The recommendations of the
Task Force were approved by the Administrator, and an intra-Agency
worldng group has started on the task of lwplementing them. We will
keep you informed as to their progress.

You will note from the enclosed paper that your support for the
use of evaluation in the ~anagement of on-going -activities was

. shared by others. We would add that the Task Porce did not

discourage the use of evaluatiom techniques (e.g., using the log-
frame as a means of measuring project progress) as a management
tool. What the Task Force did recommend was a shift in our
evaluation work to address certain issues and questious so as to
meet specific information needs, and to organize our evaluation
work so that we can get a better sense of the kind 'of information
we can expect from in-depth evaluations undertaken by Miysions
and ATD/W.

The revision of Handbook 3 requires a review of experience in the
early design stages. The other side of this coin, as you point
out, 1s a requirement that Missions have access to this informaticm.
We will be working to improve the information system of the Agency,
as well as the quality of information it processes.

dgain, thack you for your comments. If you have any additicmal
thoughts on the report or on the enclosed paper, we hope you will
let us know.

Attachment: a/s

cc: AFR/DP, Henry Miles
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vmanagement capabilities iu AID indicates that the problems -- as
usual! ~- derive mostly from that critical stage in information
transfer where raw information is somehow "translated" into terms
useful to the person who needs the information. This problem will
have to ba addressed from several points -— better definition of
information requiremeats, more tailoring to specific audiences by
the evaluator, expanded but better focused capacity in the autcmated
information systems of DS/DIU. At a minimum, it is probable that
we will require from evaluators (or evaluation reports) hoth
sumarized information and analyzed answers to specific questioms
regarding project results, key project elements, and "lessons learned"
a8 to such matters as development strategy, institutional
requirements, resource availability, anticipated or actual impact,
host country participetion/understanding, ard suggestions for the
deeign of similar prijects. If we are able to organize the
information into these and other categories, a Mission will be
better able to obtain information most relevant to its needs.

If you have any further thoughts regarding the Task Force Report,
or the enclosed paper, we hope you will share them with us.
Attachmen:: a/s

cc: AFR/DP, Henry Miles
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Progresas Report # 1
Period Covered: 11/9/80 - 1/30/8

DMPLEMENTATION OF THE EVALUATION TASR FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Implementation Work Dlan

Representatives from the regional and central buraaus met with P®C on
January 27, 1981, to review and modify a draft implementation work plan,
A copy of the draft work plan reviewed in this seseion is attached.

l. The first portica of the meeting was devated to a discussion of the
status of the minutes of the Adninistrator's "Monday Group” meeting of
12/15/80. These minutes, which had not yet been signed, were a matter of
conc2rn to those who attemded. The fast thar the minutas ara not signed
was viewed as an impediment to progress in implemeutring the Evaluation
Task Forca's recomeendations. Ino addition, Missicns are anxious tn ruceive
information concerning the rasules of the 12/15/80 neeting.

2. A concensus wvag reached during the neeting of 1/27/81 conecerning
a work plan Sor implementing the Evaluationm Task Force reccmmendations.
The decisions taken during that neeting wars:

To adopt a two—-stagae approach for implementing the Task FPorree
rgcomnendations.

In Stage I, regional and central bireau representatives will review
each of the Task Force recommendations and take such gteps as ara
deemed necessary to make those recommendations actionable. In Stage
II, the Task Ferce recommendations {xs clarified by Stage I) will

be Implemented.

To shorten the time period alloeated to Stage I in the
draft work plan,

The time period will be shortened by setting aside one day in February
for an intensive session that will address as many Stage I issues

as possible, and identify those recoumendations that can be acted

upon immediataly. PPC/E will arrange a2 date and location for this
seasion. At the close of the session, decisions will be made
concerning the additional work required to complete Stage I. The
remaining work will be scheduled for rapid completion. PPC estimates
that this change will mean that Stage I will econclude during March,
rather than on the HMay date diacussed in the draft work planm.



Page 2
Progress Report # 1

To concentrate the inplementation effort on _evaluation isgues.

The draft work plan reviewed on the 27th suggested that evaluation and
wonltoring implications of the Evaloation Task Force Report be examined
and acted upon simultaneously. It was the sense of the meeting that

if a work plam included monitoring issues, delays would be experienced
in implementing recommendations on evaluation. Thus, whila thera weras
no major objections to having a work group concermed with nonitoring
operate on = parallel time schedule, the participanta decidad that
thelr effort should be Iimited to evaluationm (1.e., 1if a nonizoring
work group ware formed it wiild need to be created independently and
take responsibiiity for its e¥m- schedula and productiwity).

3. Summary of Mission Responses to the Task Force Renort

PPC/E completed this sumnary on 1/29/81. A copy has been forwardad for
your attention. Copies are being distributed to each Bureau and will be
pouched to all the Misgioms.

Attachment: A/S

Clearances:
ASTA/DP:BHalligan Date
AFR/DP:AMiles Date
LAE/DP:BGoldstein Date

NE/DP:RRhoda Date
DS/PO:FCampbell Date
PDC/FFP:ClWeiskirch Date

PPC/E/PES:MHageboeck;sta - 1/30/81:20226

NOTE: The original and the copy initialed by the bureaus was sent to
the Acting Administrator along with a note concerning the fire-
quency of future progress reports -— every cther month.

9
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ROUGH DRAFT OF A WORKPLAN FOR IMPLEMENTING
THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE EVALUATION TASK FORCE

A. SUMMARY

This "rough draft" of a workplan for implementing the
recommendations of the Evaluation Task Force assumes:

l. Implementation will proceed in two stages. During
Stage I each recommendation will be examined to determine whether
it is "actionable, " (i.e., whether the tasks that must be completed
are clearly stated and wkether the locus of responsibility for

2. A "workgroup" comprised of byreau representatives and
individuals with.needed expertise will be set up and charged with
carrying out the Stage I implementation actions.

3. The "workgroup" will operate in two.segments during some
portions of Stage I in order to fully consider the implications
of the Task Force recommendations on (a) evaluation and (b) the
"evaluative"/"feedback" aspects of moritoring.

4. PPC/E/PES will be responsible for organizing and coordin-
ating the two stage effort. PEC/E/PES staff Wwill serve as "staff"
to the "workgroup, " pParticipate in it, Prepare progress reports
for the Administrator, draft the formal report on implementation
of the Task Force Tecommendations, and prepare a final version
of the Implementation Report by December 6, 1981.

B. STAGE I
1. Task:

Review all Task Force conclusions and recommendations.
Determine which are immediately actionable and which require
additional clarification or decisions. Make such clarifi-
cations/decisions ag required and identify the "action
office(s)" that are to carry out each of the specific
implementation tasks.

2. "Workgroup' Composition:

The optimum composition would include (a) the evaluation
officers for each bureau and evaluation officers for specific
programs, e.g., PVC, P.L. 480, HIG, etc., (b) PPC/E/PES and

(4
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at least one representative from PPC/E/S, (c¢) a representative
frem PPC/PDPR/PDI, (d) a representative from PM/TD, a repre-
sentative from DS/DIU/DI, and two to four individuals from
around the Agency who have supplementary experience in the
area of monitoring, €.9., Graham Kerr, David Mandal. The
optimum size for the workgroup--given the idea of parallel
Wworkgroup segments--is Between 12 and 20 people. Assuming
that travel will take some of the participants out of town
during the work period, it seems advisable to over-recruit,
i.e., apprroximately 20 people.

3. "Workgroup" Operation:

The "workgroup" will require (a) an overall Director and
(b) Chairmen who manage the two Segments. Rather than burden

= Director: AAA/PPC/E, Robert J. Berg

= Evaluation Segment Chairman: PPC/E/PES, Molly
Hageboeck

= Monitoring Segment Chairman: PPC/PDPR/PDI,
Frank Kenefick

4. Stage I Schedule

February 27, 1981: Initial session of the "workgroup™
to review objectives, agenda, schedule
and refine the distinction between
monitoring and evaluation,
Early March "Workgroup" segments on evaluation and
monitoring address first series of tasks
on their parallel agendas.

o/a March 15

Joint "workgroup" session examines
progress, overlaps and interrelation-
ships in the work to date.

Late March/ : "Workgroup" segments address remaining
Mid-May agenda items.,
o/a May 15 : Joint "workgroup" sassion examines

pProgress, modifiés products, advises
PPC/E/PES staff concerning form and
focus of a report PPC/E/PES will prepare
on "workgroup" action recommendations
regarding implementation.

(A



-3-

5. Diagram of the Stage I Plan:

Figure 1, attached, displays the way in which the "work-
group" might proceed in joint and split sessions to address
topics in a "logical™ order. The "logical" order suggested

C. STAGE II
l. Task:
. Implement the specific actions required to put into
effect the recommendations of the Evaluation Task Force,
per the detailed guidelines developed during Stage I.

2. Implementing Responsibility:

Bureaus and specific offices, following the Stage I
guidance.

Coordination, monitoring and reporting responsibilities
remain with PPC/E/PES.

3. Stage IT Schedule:

Bureau and office implementation "action plans": by 8/15/81.
Draft report on implementation (PPC/E/PES) : by 10/15/81
Bureau/office review of draft and additions

to the draft of bureau/office accomplish-

ments to date/other implementation steps
under way : by 11/15/8

ready : by 11/31/8

*Since the definitions of and distinctions between such key program
and project terms as lanagement, monitoring, evaluation and audit
must be considered together, before the "workgrcup" begins to

refine definitions in the narrower area of monitorlng-evaluation,

A\



