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SUBJECT: Audit of the Quality of Results Reported in USAID/Senegal’s
Results Review and Resource Request (R4) Report Prepared in
1997, Report No. 7-685-99-001-P

This memorandum is our report on the subject audit. We have considered your
- comments on the draft report and have included them as Appendix II.

The report contains two recommendations. We are unable to consider that a
management decision has been reached with respect to Recommendation Nos. 1.1
and 1.2. Please respond to the report within 30 days indicating any actions

planned or taken to make management decisions to address Recommendation
Nos. 1.1 and 1.2.

Based upon your comments on the draft report, USAID/Senegal has made a
management decision to address Recommendation No. 2. In accordance with

USAID guidance, M/MPI/MIC will be responsible for determining When Final
Action has occurred for Recommendation No. 2.

I appreciate the courtesies and cooperation extended to my staff by
USAID/Senegal staff during the audit.

Background

Passage of the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (Results Act),
among other things, was intended to improve the effectiveness of federal programs
and public accountability by promoting a new focus on results. The General
Accounting Office (GAO) noted that key steps in building a successful results-
oriented organization include collecting and using performance information in the
decision makmd process. Congress also recognized, in the Results Act, agency
managers need perforrmnce mfonna’uon to facilitate decision making leading to
programs that meet intended goals. GAO also noted that successful
implementation of the Results Act is dependent on good information for decision
making niirmneec In thie reagard xwe adanted five characteristirs of what we



believe is good management information: objectively verifiable, supported,
accurate, complete, and validated.

Since USAID was established in 1961, it has initiated numerous systems to report
on program results. However, none of these systems have been fully successful.
Over the past several years, the Office of Inspector General (OIG) has
intermittently reported on weaknesses in USAID’s ability to measure and report

reliable program performance information. Examples of these audit reports
include: ! :

. A June 1995 report identified that USAID needed better direction
and control procedures to ensure that (1) objectively verifiable and
measurable indicators are established to measure program
performance and (2) reliable and useful performance data are
reported and documented.

. A March 1998 report on USAID's fiscal year 1996 financial
statements identified that 29 of the 38 (76 percent) of the quantified
results reported in the program performance section of the overview
section were either incorrect, vaguely set forth, or unsupported.

. Another audit report issued in March 1998 identified that 10 of 11
overseas missions reviewed had not developed or had not finalized a
formalized, ongoing system of data collection and verification to
report good performnance data.

In light of the problems reported, OIG was concerned these conditions may be
pervasive throughout USAID and decided to perform this USAID-wide audit to (1)
establish a baseline for future OIG audit work, (2) identify problems with current-
data reporting, and (3) develop recommendations for improving data reporting.
This audit was not intended to assess the quality of the performance indicators
(subject of a future audit), but rather to determine if the performance results
reported in the R4s by operating units were objectively verifiable, supported,
accurate, complete, and validated. This audit of USAID/Senegal is one of 18
- audits being done on a USAID-wide basis.

USAID/Senegal's R4 for fiscal year 1996, prepared in March 1997 contained 29
indicators and reported performance results for 23 of them. As of September 30,
1997, USAID/Senegal had obligated and expended in support of its active
programs a total of $156.7 million and $110.7 million, respectively.

' The three audit reports referred to in this Iﬁaragraph are Audit Report No. 1-000-95-006

(dated June 30, 1995), Audit Report No. 0-000-98-001-F (dated March 2, 1998), and Audit Report
No. 9-000-98-001-P (dated March 26, 1998).



Audit Objective

The Regional Inspector General/Dakar, as part of an USAID-wide audit,
performed the audit to answer the following question:

Did USAID/Senegal report results data in its Results Review and
Resource Request prepared in 1997 which were objectively
verifiable, supported, accurate, complete and validated?

Appendix I describes the audit’'s scope and methodology.

Audit Findings

Did USAID/Senegal Report Resul‘ts.Data in its Results Review and Resource

Request Prepared in 1997 Which Were Objectively Verifiable, Supported,
Accurate, Complete and Vali’dated?

USAID/Senegal did not report results data which were objectively verifiable, -
supported, accurate and validated.

Federal laws and regulations require federal agencies to develop and implement
internal management control systems that: (1) compare actual program results
against those anticipated; (2) provide for complete, reliable, and consistent
information; and (3) ensure that performance information is clearly documented
and that the documentation is readily available for examination. For example,
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Bulletin 93-06 requires agencies to have
internal control systems to provide -reasonable assurance that support for
reported performance results is properly recorded and accounted for to permit .
preparation of reliable and complete performance information. (See Appendix IV

for further discussion of relevant laws and regulations as well as related USAID
policies and procedures.)

For the purpose of this audit, our definitions are as follows:

. Objectively Verifiable—The indicator is objective and the results have to be
objectively verifiable. This means the indicator has no ambiguity about
what is being measured. That is, there is general agreement over
interpretation of the results. The indicator is both unidimensional and
operationally precise. To be unidimensional means that it measures only
one phenomenon at a time. Operational precisiont means no ambiguity over
what kind of data would be collected for an indicator.



Supported—This means that there was adequate documentation that
supports the reported result. The support should be relevant, competent,
and sufficient (as noted in the General Accounting Office's Government
Auditing Standards). For example, a memo of a telephone conversation, or
"best guesses” would not be considered adequate documentation.

Accurate—This includes (1) being within plus or minus one percent (1.0
percent) of the actual documented result; and (2) being consistent with
what was to be measured under the indicator, e.g., if the indicator was to
vaccinate children under 5 years of age then the result would not be
consistent if the supporting documents show that the result was for
children under 3 years of age. The result would also not be considered
accurate if supporting documents show that the result was achieved prior
to January 1, 1996. (Note: Since we only reviewed results in the
"performance data tables" for "1996," the result would not be considered
accurate if supporting documents showed the result was achieved in 1992.)
Complete—This means ‘the result includes all data against what was
anticipated to be measured for the indicator and is for a full year. For
example, if 20 regions were to be measured but only 18 regions were
measured, the result would not be complete. Also, if the results were only

for a partial year (e.g., a six-month period, then the result would not be
complete).

Validated—This refers to the source of the data and the reliability of that
source. We considered the source reliable if it came from an independent
source such as the World Bank, United Nations (U.N.), independent
evaluators, or an independent Demographic and Health Survey. If the data
came from a contractor involved with the program or the host couniry
government, the data would only be considered from a reliable source if
USAID or an independent entity had performed an assessment of the data
and/or system for generating the data and found the data or system to be
reliable. For the purposes of this audit, we are not reviewing USAID's
determination of validity of these independent sources. We plan to test

USAID's validation process for external information, like the U.N., at a later
time in another audit.



As shown in Appendix III, our audit found problems ? with 22 of 23 results
reported for performance indicators for which results were reported in the R4 for

fiscal year 1996 (which was prepared in 1997). A breakdown and examples of
these problems are as follows:

. Results for seven indicators (items 12 to 18 in Appendix III) were not
objectively verifiable. These indicators are not objective because each of the
seven indicators is not operationally precise and calls for a subjective
decision which would vary depending on the individual reading of the
indicator. Each of the seven indicators measure the "use" of a particular
technology; however, what constitutes "use" has not been defined. Without
a clear and precise definition of "use", a subjective decision which may vary
from individual to individual or year to year may be made. Does "use"

mean used in a small amount, large amount or used continuously? More
precision is needed. : -

. Results for one indicator, "Proportion of child diarrhea cases treated with
ORS in target regions" (item 9 in Appendix IlI), was not supported.
Although the Mission had reported a result of 34%, documentation to
support that number could not be located. The reported number came
from a Mission employee's notes; however, subsequent documentation was
not available. Without documentation it was not possible to determine the
validity or accuracy of the reported result.

. Results for seven indicators (items 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 in Appendix III)
were not accurate. Six of these indicators (items 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, and 8) came
from the Demographic Health Survey which was performed by the
contractor MACRO, Inc. At the conclusion of their field work, the
contractor and Mission held an exit meeting at which time a Mission
employee took notes of the data. These notes were the source of results
reported by the Mission in the R4. However, the results in the final report
were different from the results reported in the R4. For example, indicator
number two is "Modern contraceptive prevalence rate (in Senegal)". The
result reported in the R4 is nine percent; however, the result in the final
Demographic Health Survey was seven percent. This two percent difference

”

To avoid duplicating the problems related to the reported results (e.g. a reported result
could be both not supported and not accurate), we classified indicator results as having only one
problem according to the following hierarchy: not objectively verifiable, not supported, not
accurate, and not complete. We did, however, classify results as not validated (if applicable) in
addition to another problem because we believe that the requirement for operating units to assess
the quality of data sources was a distinct function and potentially related to each of the types of
problems included in the hierarchy.



represents a 28.6 percent variance.

The other indicator which was inaccurate was number 6, "Couple Years of
Protection (CYP)," which is calculated using contraceptive distribution rates
and factors predetermined by USAID/Washington. In its calculation of
CYP, USAID/Senegal did not use USAID/Washington's predetermined
factors. For example, in calculating condoms disbursed, USAID/Senegal
used a factor of 120, rather than the factor of 150, as prescribed by
USAID/Washington. In addition to not using the prescribed factors,
USAID/Senegal made a mathematical error inrecording intrauterine device
(IUD) usage which is used in calculating CYP; 56,000 was reported, while
the correct number was 50,582. As a result of these errors, the

performance data for CYP Is overstated by 18,434 or 11.6 percent and thus
is unreliable.

Results for fifteen indicators were not validated. The source of data results
for seven indicators (1tems 12 to 18 in Appendix III) was a knowledge
aptitude practice (KAP) survey conducted by the Senegalese contractor
SENEGROSAL. The' Mission did not perform an assessment of
SENEGROSAL's reporting system.

The results for indicator number 6, "Couple Years of Protection CYP)," was
obtained from the Government of Senegal Ministry of Social Action. The
results for indicator number 10, "Proportion of service delivery points
(SDPs) offering a complete array of contraception methods, according to the
facility type," and the results for indicator number 11, "Proportion of family
planning clients who receive adequate counseling on contraceptive choices,"
was a report by the Population Council. The results for indicator number
19, "Number of loans processed in [Kaolack Agricultural Enterprise
Development] KAED participating villages," was a report prepared by the
National Agricultural Bank of Senegal. Indicator number 20, "Reduced
Marketing Margins," was obtained from information provided by the market
information system of the Government of Senegal. Indicator number 21,
“Increased Private Sector's Share of Marketed Products," was provided by
a Government of Senegal organization named SONAGRAINES. Indicator
number 22, "Major Wholesaler Cereal Traders in Dakar" and number 23,
"Major Wholesaler Cereal Traders Outside Dakar," was obtained from a
Government of Senegal merchant registration registry. Although the
Mission did conduct limited testing during field visits for indicators 22 and
23 and had funded technical assistance to some of the entities that
provided data, it did not perform an assessment of the reporting system for
the other six entities discussed above.



The above problems existed because USAID/Senegal did not always follow or was
not successful in following prescribed USAID policies and procedures (Automated
Directives System [ADS] 200 Series) for measuring and reporting on program’
performance. For example, USAID/Senegal:

. Did not ensure all of its indicators were objectively verifiable as prescribed
by ADS section E203.5.5.

. Did not maintain documentation to support reported results as prescribed
by ADS section E203.5.5.3

. Did not, in seven cases, ensure that the results reported in the R4 were
accurate as prescribed by ADS section E203.5.5.

. Did not assess data quality as part of the process of establishing
performance indicators and-choosing data collection sources and methods
as prescribed by ADS section E203.5.5.

USAID/Senegal did not comply with USAID guidance relevant to reporting the
progress it had achieved because there was uncertainty of the data collection and
reporting requirements. A Mission staffer stated that there was some confusion
about what an assessment required. There was a feeling that verifying the data
of a contractor would be doing the work that had been assigned to the contractor.
Officials also stated that more attention would be given to ensure that supporting
documentation is obtained and maintained for results reported in future R4s.*

Without reliable performance data, decision makers have little assurance whether
an operating unit met, exceeded or fell short in achieving its program objectives
and related targets. In our opinion, the problems with performance indicators
and reporting on performance also impair USAID/Senegal's and USAID
management’'s ability to measure progress in achieving USAID’s program
objectives for Senegal and to use performance information in budget allocation

3 The guidance requires the operating unit to establish a performance monitoring system to collect and analyze data which
will enable it to assess its progress in achieving results. This system should: (1) provide a detailed definition of the performance

indicators to be tracked; (2) specify the data source and its method and schedule of collection: and (3} assign responsibility for data
collection to an office team or individual. -

4 We recognize that USAID/Washington bureaus are responsible for providing support to operating units to develop
effective performance monitoring systems to report on program results and for reviewing the R4 process. For example, USAID's
policies and procedures {ADS Sections 201.5.11a and 203.3) stipulate that the Bureau for Policy and Program Coordination should
(1) ensure the adequacy of operating units’ strategic plans for measuring performance and documenting impact and (2) provide
technical leadership In developing USA!D and operating unit performance monitoring and evaluation systems, These policies and
procedures also stipulate that each regional hureau {e.g., the Afiica Bureau) should (1) provide oversight and support to its
operating units in developing their strategic plans for measuring program performance: (2] support its operating units in achieving
approved ohjectives, and reviewing and reporting annually those units’ performance in achleving their objectives; and (3) manage
the R4 submissions for operating units under its authority. The fssue of USAID/Washington support and oversight will be
arldressed in another audit report which will be {ssued on completion of this USAID-wide audit.
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decisions. The problems also impair the USAID's ability to comply with laws and
regulations.

Recommendation No. 1: We recommend that USAID/Senegal:

1.1 ensureits performance indicatorsin the R4 preparedin 1999 are
objective and clearly defined regarding what specific results are
to be measured; and

1.2 ensurethat the performance data identified in its R4 prepared in
1999 are supported, accurate, and validated; or fully disclose in
the R4 data limitations and their implications for assessing the
measurement and achievement of performance targets for each

performance indicator, and a time frame for resolvmd the
problems.

Other Related Matters

OMB Circular No. A-123, which provides standards for implementing the Federal
Managder's Financial Integrity Act (FMFIA), requires agencies to annually submit
to the President and the Congress (1) a statement on whether there is reasonable
assurance that the agency's controls are achieving their intended objectives, and
(2) a report on material weaknesses in the agency's controls.

According to the Circuiar, a deficiency should be reported if it is or should be of
interest to the next level of management. Moreover, agency managers and staff
should be encouraged to identify and report deficiencies, as this reflects positively

on the agency's commltment to recognizing and addressing management
problems.

USAID's implementing guidance to operating units performing the fiscal year
1997 FMFIA review stated that existing sources of information should be used to
supplement management's judgement in assessing the adequacy of management
controls, this includes program evaluations, audits and other reviews of mission
operations. Also included in the guidance was a "Management Control Checklist”
to be used as a guide in self-assessing the adequacy of controls. In this checklist,
under the heading "Program Assistance" several questions pertained to

information, documentation, performance monitoring systems and the validity of
data.



USAID’s implementing guidance (issued in July 1997) to USAID missions included
a "Management Control Checklist" which included questions regarding internal

controls for measuring program performance. Two of the questions on the
checklist are: '

A performance monitoring system has been established and is
maintained to regularly collect data to insure that activities are

proceeding as expected and are contributing to relevant intermediate
results and strategic objectives.

The validity of data reported on performance indicators is reasonably
verified, including that furnished by other organizations. .

USAID/Senegal used this questionnaire to develop a Management Control Plan
which was used in its self assessment of internal controls for Fiscal Years 1996
and 1997. The Management Control Plan did not adequately address the areas
of the validation of results data and assessment of the reporting systems used
to obtain data for the R4; therefore, USAID/Senegal did not effectively perform
its self-assessment on internal controls related to program performance. As a
result, it did not identify the area of program performance as a material
weakness when it submitted its FMFIA report to USAID/Washington in October
1997. USAID/Senegal officials said that it was not clear to them what type of

assessment was necessary. They believed that the quality of data was the
responsibility of the providers.

Although USAID/Senegal has developed a monitoring and evaluation plan in its
Country Strategic Plan for 1999 - 2006, this plan does not mention anything
about the validation of data and the assessment of the reporting systems.

It is the responsibility of the Mission to assure the quality of data, which
requires an annual validation of the results data and an independent
assessment of the reporting system at least every three years. Without a
validation of the data and independent assessments, the Mission can not assure
the quality of the data it reports in its R4. The Mission's current monitoring
and evaluation plan is deficient in that it does not include provisions for
independent assessments of the reporting systems and quality of data. To
ensure that the validation of data and the assessment of data collection systems
are adequately addressed, these areas should be included in the Mission's
annual internal control assessment.

Since results data is used to make future funding decisions and define future

development activities, the importance of data quality can not be
overemphasized.



Recommendation No. 2: We recommend that USAID/Senegal, in
preparing the fiscal year 1998 report under the Federal Managers’
Financial Integrity Act, perform an assessment of internal controls

related to program performance weaknesses identified in thisreport and
report material weaknesses as applicable.

Management Comments and Our Evaluation

In its written comments to the draft report (presented as Appendix II to this
report), USAID/Senegal took strong exception to our audit criteria, methodology
and conclusions. We considered all USAID/Senegal's comments; however, none
of the comments warranted any changes to the draft report.

Regarding our audit criteria, USAID/Senegal challenged the appropriateness of
TIPS #6. The Mission believes that TIPS #6 has not been issued in final and is
not relevant to indicators in the' FY 1996 R4. However, TIPS #6 was issued by
the USAID Center for Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE) in 1996.

In response to our email request, CDIE has confirmed that TIPS #6 was issued
in final in 1996.

The CDIE Tips series provide advice and suggestions to USAID managers on how
to plan and conduct performance monitoring and evaluation. They are
supplemental references to the reengineering automated directive system (ADS}),
chapter 203. Therefore, TIPS #6 is supplementary guidance to ADS chapter 203
which was issued in 1995. Furthermore, the same TIPS #6 was used as criteria
in an earlier audit at USAID/Senegal °. This audit primarily covered the period
from October 1, 1994 to November 8, 1996. Two of the audit findings referred
to TIPS #6 as relevant criteria. In its response to the draft report the Mission
did not challenge the use of TIPS #6; in fact, TIPS #6 was not even mentioned
in managements comments.

To our knowledge TIPS #6 has not been superseded and only delineates the
requirements of ADS; therefore, we conclude that the TIPS #6 used in
performing our analysis of the indicators contained in the 1996 R4 was a final
release, it was relevant and it was reasonable.

USAID/Senegal also disagreed with our use of the Automated Data System
(ADS) requirements. The Mission stated that when the Mission's performance
monitoring system was modified in 1995/6 to transform old "project" activities
into re-engineered activities, the ADS series was still in its early developmental

5 Audit of USAID/Senegul's linplementation of the Governinent and Performance Act for Environment-Natural Resources Management and Blodiversity
Activittes {Audit Report No. 7-685-97-003-P, dated February 21, 1997).
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stage. We talke exception with this position because the ADS became effective
in October 1995 and used as criteria in a previous audit®.

Regarding the methodology used in the audit, USAID/Senegal felt that our
approach was too narrow in that it only reviewed quantitative data and did not
include a review of the narrative section. The Mission commented that decision
making is based on a number of factors and the data in the R4 can not be
considered independently; the narrative is extremely important and can not be
ignored. We agree that decision making is based upon a number of factors, but
as discussed in Appendix I of the draft report, the audit was limited to
determining the quality of 1996 results data reported for performance indicators
identified in the "performance data tables." Furthermore, TIPS #6 states:

"Performance indicators are at the heart of a performance monitoring system,
they define the data to be collected to measure progress and enable actual
results achieved over time to be compared with planned results. Thus, they
are an indispensable management tool for making performance-based
decisions about program strategies and activities."

The Mission also felt that changes to the indicators would negatively affect their
ability to report cumulative changes over time and would be prohibitively cost
ineffective with perhaps no gains in productivity. The Mission continued that
the indicators were modified. However, these changes did not improve the
quality of the indicators. We believe that indicators should be periodically
reviewed to ensure that they adequately measure the intended result and when
the indicators are not adequately measuring those results they should be
changed. We believe that our findings inform management of those indicators
that are not adequately measuring intended results.

The Mission felt that we used unilateral, after-the-fact standards which
guaranteed failure. Our view is that for performance information to be reliable,
it must encompass each of five key elements; that is, objectively verifiable,
supported, accurate, complete and validated. No "scoring system" as such was
used; however, we did limit our tolerance for accuracy to 1 percent. We believe
that the Mission should be able to accurately report quantitative data results
provided by its partners within a range of 1 percent. Furthermore, of the seven
results reported as not accurate, only two were even within five percent and the
remaining five were not accurate between 7.6 percent and 45.1 percent.

From the context of the Mission's comments, we concluded that the Mission felt
that we did not give them credit for what was correct and would have preferred
to see an analysis in which 3 of 5 or 4 of 5 of these elements were present.
However, we must ask ourselves if we would feel comfortable relying on data
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which was partially inaccurate, unsupported, mcomplete subjective or not
validated? We do not believe this is the case.

USAID/Senegal also challenged our definitions of the elements used in analyzing
the R4 indicators and results data. We will address their concerns individually.

Supported: The Mission is of the opinion that the use of data from notes at a
presentation is adequate support for data contained in the R4. One indicator
result was classified as not supported because the USAID team member
monitoring that program aspect had recorded the data in notes taken during a
-technical meeting with the primary contractor for that activity. In our opinion,
notes taken by a team member based on a meeting with the primary contractor
(without any other support) is not sufficient documentation to support a’
reported result. Notes from a meeting do not constitute acceptable criteria for

the support element since the data is not available for examination and
verification. g

Accurate and Validated: In this audit we accepted data from the United
Nations (UN), the World Bank and the Demographic and Health Survey (DHS)
as not needing validation. The Mission reminds us that the World Bank and the
United Nations frequently use the same Government of Senegal sources for data
that are used by USAID/Senegal and its partners. We do not dispute this and
have addressed this point in page 4 of the draft report which is repeated here:

"(We fully recognize that under the Government Performance and Results Act
USAID must validate its outside sources including the World Bank, U.N.,
etc., but for the purposes of this audit, we are not reviewing USAID's
determination of validity of these independent sources. We plan to test
USAID's validation process for external information, like the U.N., at a later
time in another audit.)"

We reiterate our position that "all" data should be validated, meaning
independently verified or assessed.

Complete: We are not sure why the Mission has commented on the element of
completeness since the audit did not find any of the results data to be
incomplete. The Mission did comment on the issue of reporting data for a fiscal
vear basis and how difficult it is to obtain such data in the intermational
operating environment. As indicated in the final report the element of timeliness
has been removed. This issue is being addressed by legal counsel.

The Mission comments did raise an important issue with which we fully agree.

The Mission noted the absence of formal training in the areas of activity design,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation. Familiarization and, where
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appropriate, training in these areas is essential if USAID/Senegal expects to
have a correct, complete and consistent R4 reporting process.

This lack of training and acknowledged deficiencies in the required reporting
guidance (including TIPS #6 and the ADS) suggests problems with the Mission's
compliance with the Standards for Internal Controls in the Federal Government
as developed by the Comptroller General of the United States. These standards
are required by the Federal Manager's Financial and Integdrity Act of 1982 and
cover both program management as well as financial management. One of the
five general standards is competent personnel.

The competent personnel standard requires managers and their staffs to
maintain and demonstrate: "...3) an understanding of internal controls sufficient
to effectively discharge their responsibilities." The standard further states that
"...individual[s] should be given the necessary formal and on-the-job training."
We believe that the ADS and TIPS #6 form part of USAID's internal controls.

Managers who+possess a good understanding of internal controls are vital to
' efrechve control systems. Accordingly, we encourage the Mission to express thlS
concern about tralnlnd to USAID/Washington and the Africa Bureau.

Movmg to the recommendations, USAID /Senegal indicated that it would enact
allrecommendations. However, the necessary actions for Recommendation Nos.
1.1 and 1.2 would be enacted in the R4 report prepared in 2000, not 1999. The
Mission believed that this would allow it to synchronize the R4 process with its
new Country Plan for the period 1998-2006.

In the case of Recommendation No. 1.1, no management decision has been
reached. The Mission should pursue one of several courses of action: 1) Review
collected data for FY 1998 to determine if it contains sufficient detail for a more
objective and clearly defined indicator, 2) Determine whether, using sampling
techniques, the Mission is able to report more relevant data, or 3) If the
previous alternatives are documented to be not possible or cost-prohibitive, the

Mission could disclose the limitations of the indicators in the R4 prepared in
1999. :

Regarding Recommendation No. 1.2, nomanagement decisionhasbeenreached.
Since FY 1998 is the last year of the current country plan, USAID/Senegal
should conduct a validation of the results data reported in the FY 1998 R4
prepared in 1999. This would probably require that the testing be performed in
late 1998 to allow time for the R4 preparation. Essentially this would require

that there is an independent verification of the results data reported by the
Implementing partners.
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USAID/Senegal stated that it will establish an Analysis, Monitoring and
Evaluation (AME) team which will be responsible for reliable, accurate, and
objectively verifiable data as defined in USAID Center for Development
Information and Evaluation (CDIE) TIPS. The Mission is in the process of
completing a Mission Order which delineates the responsibilities of the AME,
This will most likely affect the R4 prepared in the year 2000. We must point out
here that the Mission's proposed actions address some, but not all of the points
in Recommendation No. 1.2. The recommendation specifically mentions the
elements of support, accuracy and validation. However, the proposed actions
by the Mission only address the elements of support and accuracy. For
example, the Mission, through the AME, will establish data collection systems
and maintain documentation supporting reported results data. These proposed

actions address the elements of support and accuracy but not the element of
validation.

With regard to Recommendatlon No. 2, USAID/Senegal stated that it concurs.
with the recommendation and enumerated steps already taken to comply with
the FMFIA process. Consequently, the Mission has made a manadement
decision relative to Recommendation No. 2.

The full text of manadement s comments on our report are attached as Appendix
IL.
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APPENDIX I
Page 1 of 2

SCOPE AND
METHODOLOGY

Scope

- We audited USAID/Senegal's' internal management controls for ensuring that

it reported objectively verifiable, supported, accurate, complete, and validated
performance results data in’its Results Review and Resource Request (R4)
report. (See pages 3 and 4 of this report for definitions). We audited only the
results (including baseline data) reported for 1996 in the R4 prepared in 1997.
The audit was performed in accordance with generally accepted government

auditing standards and was conducted at USAID/Senegal from March 2 through
June 10, 1998.

We limited our work on the validity and reliability of data to the results for only
(1) the performance indicators identified in the "performance data tables" in the
R4 (prepared in 1997), and (2) the actual results for which such data was shown
for 1996. Therefore, if no actual results for an indicator were shown for 1996,
we did not assess the validity and reliability for the results for that indicator. .
We did not review results reported in the narrative portion of the R4,

We also did not attempt to determine if the baseline data for a prior year and the
results reported for 1996 were consistent and based on comparable data.

Methodology

This audit is part of an USAID-wide audit.. The Office of Inspector General's
Performance Audits Division in Washington, D.C. is the lead office. Operating
units were selected using a random sample based on assistance from
statisticians from the Department of Defense's Office of Inspector General.



APPENDIX I
Page 2 of 2

To accomplish the audit objective, we interviewed officials from USAID /Senegal
and reviewed the documents which supported the reported results. Where
problems were found, we verified to the extent practical, the causes of the
problems including additional interviews with Mission personnel.

To avoid duplicating the problems related to the reported results {e.g. a reported
result could be both not supported and not accurate), we classified indicator
results as having only one problem according to the following hierarchy: not
objectively verifiable, not supported, not accurate, and not complete. We did,
however, classify results as not validated (if applicable) in addition to another
problem because we believe that the requirement for operating units to assess
the quality of data sources was:a distinct function and potentially related to
each of the types of problems included in the hierarchy. We did not assess
whether a result was valida)t'éd if the result was not objectively verifiable.

If the results reported for the indicators were found to be objectively verifiable,
supported, accurate, complete and validated: (a) 95 percent or more of the time,
(b) 80 to 94 percent of the time, or (c) less than 80 percent of the time, we would
provide a positive, qualified, or negative answer to the audit question,
respectively.
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DATE: September 15, 1998
.
REPLY TO And jitliams, Director, USAID/Senegal
ATTN OF: : K
SUBJECT: Audit Report No 7-685-98-XXX-P: Audit of the
Quality of Results Reported in USAID/Ssnegal's
Results Review and Resource Request (R4) Report
Prepared in 1937.
TO: Henry L. Barrett, RIG/Dakar Director

I. Summarv. of Mission Comments. We appreciate the opportunity to
work with the OIG team on the R4 audit and the OIG role in
raviewing our achievements and progress in light of the
requirements of GPRA. It has been a worthwhile exercise for
USAID/Senegal and its partners.

We also share OIG's views with respect to the significance of the
Results Act, the importance of quality results data, and the value.
of results-based management. We also agree that our performance
indicators and data should be objectively verifiable, supported,
accurate, complete, and validated, as per the Performance
Monitoring and Evaluation TIPS that is being finalized by
USAID/CDIE. Where we disagree is on how the OIG has measured our
rerformance against these criteria. We are particularly concerned
because the OIG audit seems to be applying 1998 criteria to
decisions made in late 1995 and early 1996 undexr a different
context. If a car is built for certain emissions standards, and
then the standards are tightened, of course the car will not be in
compliance. :

II. Context of the ‘96 R4: We would like to offer ths following
context to help to understand the difficulties encountered in
reporting on the ’96 program performance of the Mission:

- The 1996 R4 was finalized in February 1997, and it reports on
results achieved during the period October 1, 1935 - September 30,
1996. It reports on results of projects (and their performance
indicators) designed using Handbook 3, not the ADS. The Senegal
Mission was at the forefront of the Agency’s re-enginesring efforts
as an Experimental Lab, applying both the principles and language
of re-enginecering. Some indicators and data collection systems

UNITED STATES A.I.D. MISSION TO DAKAR
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were modified, based upon the results of internal controls, as well
as upon AID/W general guidance and periodic R4 review. But all
indicators and data collection m2thods were not modified, and for
very good reasons. First, the monitoring systems followed the best
practices known at the time. Second, if the indicators and data
systems were subsequently changed, then it would negatively affect
cur ability to report on cumulative changes over time (we wanted to
avcid the problem of comparing apples in one time period, with
orarges in another). Third, the indicators and data collection
systems used in this report had been designed, negctiated, and

. accepted by the Mission's contractors, grantees, and Senegalese
partners. Particularly with grantees, to change indicators in mid
szrzam would have been prohibitively cecst ineffective with perhaps
no gains in productivity.

- Bs noted in the draft TIPS, the R4 process is designed for
decision-making. Programmatic decisions are based not only on
dzta, but on a number of other factors. Thus the R4 narrative,
which explains the data, :is extremely important and cannot be
ignored.

- VWnen the Mission's performance monitoring system was modified
in 1995/6 to transform old “project" into re-engineered activities,
the ADS series was still in the early developmental stage. And as
of September 1998, the CDIE TIPS document has yet to ba finalized,
and was only made available to the Mission in draft in June 1998;

- For years now, the Agency has not offered formal training in.ths
activity design, implementation, monitoring or evaluation. The old
Project Design and Implementation Course was stopped. This course
is essential if the Agency is to make sure that people know how to
implement the new ADS and related guidance.

iI.Comments on RIG's Overall Methodoloavy in this Audit

k. Unilateral Creation of an Unsuitable Scoring System

1. The audit attempts to test the Mission's performance against
standards for what constitutes "objectively verifiable, supported,
accurate, complete and validated" data. In general, these
standards, while partially discussed in the ADS and elsewhere, ware
not clearly defined or accepted at the time indicators and data
collection systems were being designed for the 1996 R4. Moreover,
their definitions as defined by the auditors have most certainly
rnot even been accepted today. This unilateral, after-the-fact
establishment of such standards is guaranteaed for failure upon
application.

2. The audit focuses on the quantitative indicators to the
exclusion of consideration of the narrative. The entire Ré¢
exercise cannot and should not be reduced to quantitative
indicators. This has been pointed out in a number of agency-wide
communications with and from PPC and the Administrator ever since
the R4 was created. The TIPS is part of this flow of discussion.
The context of USAID’s development work is a third world where
improvements to overall standards of living have certainly not been
lirear. Natural and man-made disasters continus to affect
achievemant of Mission results. Without strengthened human
rzscurce capacity and strengthenad government and non-government
irstitutions, USAID cannot achieve its goal of hslping countries

UNITED STATES A.1.D. MISSION TO DAKAR



Appendix II
Page 3 of 6

3

achieve sustainable development. Establishing indicators for these
two concepts, much less measuring them on an annual basis, is a
Gordian knot.. The qualitative narrative that accompanies
quantitative indicators is the only way the Agency can be
accountable. The 0OIG perhaps needs to redouble its efforts to find
a way to take both into consideration.

B. Specific Comments on the Application of the Five GPRA Criteria

Supported: The Mission disagrees with RIG’s operational definition
of what constitutes acceptable documentation for data. The OIG
arcued that an indicator for SO#1 was unsupported, because the team
member monitoring that program aspect had recorded the data in
nctes of a technical meeting .with the primary coantractor for that
activity. This issue is tied to the question of completeness, in
that several figures were made available to USAID as preliminary
findings from ongoing (partially completed) data gathering
cperations. For example, the Mission used preliminary figures from
the then ongoing DHS survey. Since the DHS was not ccmplete, the
Mission’s only other choice was to state in the R4 that no data was
available. Such a statement would not have helved programmatic
decisions that the Mission was contemplating. (See TIPS).

Accurate and Validated: In reference to the same DHS data, the
audit declared these data presented in the R4 as being inaccurate
because the preliminary figures did not match the numbers in thes
final DHS report, published nearly a year later. The Mission
suggests that RIG assess the significance of the differences
between the preliminary and the final numbers, rather than apply an
arbitrary statistical measure. In fact, the final DHS data did not
significantly differ from the preliminary data presented by the
Mission in the R4, and did not change Mission programming. The
Mission also notes that there is no process for amending the R4
after review in Washington, except in the following year’s R4. (See
TIPS).

2 separate aspect of this test requires the data to reilect

actions completed within the target fiscal year. This presents
virtually the same prchlems with indicator definitions as noted for
Completenass, below. Even if data are collected during the target
fiscal year, the results measured may have been achieved over a
pariod much longer, or the data may actually represent results
achieved prior to that period. (See TIPS).

The RIG contends that data are reliable only after having been
published by multi-lateral agencies such as the World Bank or UW
organizations. The fact is that both the World Bank and the U.N.
organizations base their analysis largely on the Government of
Senegal's raw data or studies by other donors such as USAID. 0On
what grounds does the OIG accept IBRD and UN analyses, but not that
of its own organization? .

These IBRD and UN publications are characterized by lcng delays
frem the date that the source data hiave been available to USAID and
other partners, and the date of IBRD or UN documents. Why should
USAID be restricted to using outdated data when new data is
available?

UNITED STATES A.1.D. MISSION TO DARAR
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Occasionally these IBRD and UN documents use data that comes from
USAID itself, or some research activity funded by USAID. USAID
has, for example, recently completed a Demography and Eealth Survey
(D4S) for Senegal, which has not yet been incorporated into any
multi-lateral publication. After long discussions betwesen the
Mission and RIG, RIG agreed to recognize the DHS as an acceptable
international standard, though USAID has cited other reports with
similar international acceptance which the RIG has failed to
accept. On what grounds does OIG reject USAID data as invalid until
these same figures are copied and published by another agency? Are
"the UN and the IBRD validating USAID analyses? Wno then is
validating IBRD and UN data?

Complete: This test rsguires the data to reflect accumulated
impact for the indicator over the 12 month period of the fiscal
year. The need to link impact with USG resources expended is clear,
but the Mission would like to point out again the difficulties in
so doing, particularly Wwith indicators and data that have been
validated (according to ‘the narrow definition of that word
mentioned above). The problem is that many widsly accepted
indicators and data usually measure knowledge, behavior, or -
physical quantities at a specific point in time. But the
"cocmplete" definition is looking for change within a U.s. fiscal
year, something that cannot be measured with a static point-in-time
mz2asure. As an example, the contraceptive prevalence rate as of a
given date, is the standard indicator for family planning
activities. This figure is calculated at great expense. It is
rarely disaggregated by index year, and certainly does not reflect
the limits of the fiscal year for the R4 report.

III. Comments of RIG’s Svecific Recommendations

Recommendation No 1.1:

“We recommend that USAID/Senegal. ensure its performance .
indicators in the R4 prepared in 1999 are objective and
clearly defined regarding what specific results are to be
measured”

To ensure that all the identified shortcomings and imperfections in
reporting under the old strategy are addressed, the Mission is
creating a permanent U.S. Direct Hire led. Analysxs, Monitoring and
Evaluation {AME) team. It will be a centerpiece of the Mission’s
new -structure charged with all the facets necessary for reliable,
accurate, objectively verifiable data as defined in the CDIE TIPS,

The Mission is finalizing a Mission Order (MO) to be approved by
December 30, 1998 which will specifically dslineate the duties and
responsibilities of the Analysis, Monitoring and Evaluation (AME)
and the Strategic Objective Teams (SOTs). The SO0Ts shall develop,
in concert with our partners and customers, performance indicators
that will meet the criteria for assessing performance as
recoemmended in TIPS. The SOTs will also be responsible for
preparing and/or cbtaining the documentation used in the

" cevelopment of the performance indicators, including baseline data
and targets.

UNITED STATES A.1.D. MISSION TO DAKAR
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in an early Implementation Letter under the newly signed Strategic
Cbjective Agreements with the Government, the Mission will include
the following in the Joint Roles and Responsibilities Section: The
SOTs and implementing partners shall conduct periodic meetings to
ensure that all parties have a clear understanding of what data is
to bz collected and reported on, and shall emphasizes ths importance
of data integrity.

The Mission can comply with this recommendation for ths R4 rrevared
in 2000, not in 1999. The Mission has decided to focus its time
and energies on putting in place improved monitoring systems for
its new Country Plan 1298-2006, rather than try to improve
indicators under former 1992-1997 strategy. The old stratzgy
formally ends September 30, 1998. Most data for the R4 undsr thz
0ld strategy has already been collected and transmitted. Certain
grants and contracts have bsan closed. As a result, it is the ~
Mission’s' considered opinion that effort spent to "correct" past
data and indicators would be at best a waste of resources, and
probably impossible. Nor would it materially improve/change our
current or future programming. ’

Recommendation 1.2:

v...ensure that the performance data identified in its R4
prepared in 1999 are supported, accurate, and validated;
or fully disclose in the R4 data limitations and their
implications for assessing the measurement and achievement
of performance targets for each performance indicator, and
a time frame for resolving the problems".

See response above. The above mentioned MO will task the AME with
the responsibility for:

- preparing the statement of work for, and monitoring the
performance of, a contractor responsible for data collection,
aralysis and establishment of data systems;

- maintaining the documentation (after the SOTs have prepared
and/or obtained the documentation) that supports the development of
the performance indicators, baseline data and targets;

- assisting the SOTs in developing performance and target
indicators, taking into consideration CDIE TIPS and other Agency
guidance;

- standardizing, where feasible, indicators and data collection,
and analysis techniques;

- preparing the R4 report using the information provide to it by
the SOTs.

The Mission is not in a position to guarantee that it can comply
with thes recommendation that it "fully disclose in the R4..." The
Rgency and the Africa Bureau have given the Mission very spscific
guidance on the information in and the length of the R¢. The
Mission does agrees to implement the spirit of this reccmmendation
by at least referring in ths R4 to a separate memo to the Mission
Director that provides full details apout data limitaticns.

UNITED STATES A.1.D. MISSION TO DAKAR
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The Mission hopes this addresses RIG's concerns. Based on the
Managemant decision above, USAID/Senegal requests that
Recommendations No-1.1 and 1.2. be considered resclved and closed.

Recommendaticn No-2:

"We recommend that USAID/Senegal, in preparing the fiscal
year 1598 report under the Federal Managers’ Financial
Integrity Act, perform an assessment of internal controls
related to program performance weaknesses identified in
this report and report material weaknesses as applicable.®

Mission concurs with Recommendation No-2 and has taken the
following steps in the FY $8 FMFIA Review process:

k4
- The PRM CORE Team has been-assigned the responsibility for the
reviewing the Management Controls Checklist'’s accountability unit
entitled "PROGRAM ASSISTANCE"; .

- The FMFIA 98 instructions issued by MPI/AID/W, contain an
additional checklist specifically designed to address issues
related to the managemsant control assessment of "CHECKLIST ITEMS ON
PERFORMANCE DATA." In August 1998, the Mission Management Control
Review Committee (MCRC) discussed the FY 98 FMFIA and mandated tke
PRM CORE Team to perform this additional review, to specifically
address: (1) quality performance indicators; {2) periormance data
quality standards; and (3) consistency and comparability of
performance data over time. It is anticipated that the use of the
above mentioned checklists, will allow an in-depth analysis of the
performance data reliability and will disclose whatever corrective
actions are required.

Pazed upon the action described above by the Mission, USAID/Senesgal
requests that Recommendation #2 be closed.

Conclusions: .In order to improve and provide a more meaningful and
realistic assessment of USAID monitoring activities and capacity in
a developmental environment, the Mission submits that the 0IG
critically re-evaluate its data reliability tests. Since the OIG
does not have staff trained in the subject matter disciplines
particular to USAID's work, it should work in a collaborative
manner with the assistance of USAID technical experts to modify or
drop those tests which are not pertinent to the sector being
examnined.

The fundamental issues raised by this audit ‘are important tc USAID
as an Agency and need to be discussed at a high policy levei, not
simply within the context of a country specific pregram. Was lock
forward to continuing our efforts together with the OIG to carry
cut more effectively our respective duties.

file: PRMPUB/DOCS:0IG4.98
draft: M. Kane PRM

clear: R. Navin BRM A
A, Reed DDIR Cif o~ “{
i/
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Analysis of USAID/Senegal's 1996 Indicators and Results

. . . 5
(as reflected in its R4 prepared in 1997)
No. Indicator Objectively Supported | Accurate Complete | Validated Explanation
Verifiable ) of
Problem
1 Total fertility rate (1.1} | Yes Yes No Yes Source documentation is
- 5.7% not the reported 5.8%

2 Modern contraceptive Yes Yes No Yes Source documentation is
prevalence rate (1.2) 79% not the reported 9%

3 Mcdem (;ontracept{ve Yes Yes No Yes Source documentatlon is
prevalence rate {1.3} 4.65% not the reported

’ 4.8%

4 Under-five mortality Yes Yes Yes Yes Tes
rate (USMR) (1.4)

5 Infant mortallly rate Yes Yes No Yes Source documentation is
(IMR) (1.5) 70.4 not the reported 65

6 Couple Years of Yes Yes No No Source documentation is
Protection (CYP)} (1.7) 158,566 not the reported

177,000

7 Women of reproductive | Yes Yes No Yes Source documentation is
age who know at least ' 75% not the reported 70%
2 modemn
contraceptive methods
(1.8

8 Proportion of women Yes Yes No Yes Source documentation 1s
notAusmg a 629 not the reported 34%
contraceptive method
desire to avold or delay
future births (1.9)

9 Proportion of child Yes No Yes Mission unable to i
diarrhea cases treated document source of data
with ORS In target )
regions {1.10)

10 Proportion of service Yes Yes Yes Yes No No assessment performed.
delivery points (SDPs) Data not validated
oltering a complete
array ol contraception
methods, according to
the facility type. (1.11)

11 Proportion of family Yes Yes Yes Yes No No assessment performed.

planning cllents who
receive adequate
counseling on
cortraceptive cholces
11.12)

Data not validated
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Analysis of USAID/Senegal's 1996 Indicators and Results
(as reflected in its R4 prepared in 1997) °

- -

No. Indicator Objectively Supported Accurate Complete | Validated Explanation

Verifiable of
Problem

12 Percentage of No No No assessment performed.
households using Data not validated
adapted technology:
live fence (2.1)

13 Percentage of No No No assessment performed.
households using Data not valldated
adapted technology:
compost (2.2)

14 Percentage of No No No assessment performed.
households using Data not validated
adapted technology:
tmproved seed {2.3)

13 Percentage of No No No assessment performed.
households using Data not validated
adapted technology:
windbreaks (2.4)

16 Percentage of No No No assessment performed.
households using Data not valldgted
adapted technology:
fallow land (2.5)

17 Percentage of No No No assessment performed.
households using Data not validated

i~
adapted technology:
manure (2.6}

18 Percentage of No No No assessment performed.
households using Data not validated
adapted technology:
field trees (2.7)

19 Number of loans Yes Yes Yes Yes No No assessment performed.
processed in KAED Data not valldated
pariicipating villages
(2.8)

20 Reduced Marketing Yes Yes Yes Yes No No assessment performed.
Maigins {3.1) Data not validated

21 Increased Private Yes Yes Yes Yes No No assessment performed.
Secror's Share of Data not valldated
Marketed Products

3.2}
22 Mujor Wholesale Yes Yes Yes Yes No No assessment performed.

Cereal Traders In
Dagar (3.3}

Data not validated
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Analysis of USAID/Senegal's 1996 Indicators and Results
(as reflected in its R4 prepared in 1997) °

No. Indicator

Objectively Supported | Accurate Complete | Validated Explanation
Verifiable of
Problem
23 Major Wholesale Yes Yes Yes Yes No No assessment performed.
Cereal Traders Outslide Data not validated
DaXkar {3.4)
"No” Answers 7 1 7 0 15

5

To avoid duplicating the problems related to the reported results {e.g. a reported result could be both not supported and not

aceurate], we classitied Indicator results as having only one problem according to the following hierarchy: not objectively veriflable. not
supported. 1151 accurate, and not complete. We did, however, classify results as not valldated (if applicable) in addition to another
prodlem becanse we belleve that the requirement for operating units to assess the quallly of data sources was a distinct function ~zmd
potentfally relaied o each of the types of problems included In the hlerarchy. We did not assess whether a result was validated 1f the

result was not oblectively veriflable.
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Federal Laws and Regulations, and USAID Guidance
Relevant to Measuring Program Performance

There are numerous federal laws and regulations requiring USAID (and other
federal agencies) to develop and implement internal management controls to
measure and report on program performance. Discussed below are examples of
those requirements as well as related USAID policies and procedures.

Laws and Regulations

Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990 requires management internal controls which
provide for (1) complete, reliable, consistent, and timely information which is
prepared on a uniform basis and which is responsive to the financial information

needs of agency management; and (2) the systematic measurement of
performance.

Standards for Internal Controls in the Federal Government issued by the U.S.
General Accounting Office in 1983 requires systems of internal controls that
ensure that all transactions and other significant events are to be clearly
documented, and that the documentation be readily available for examination.

OMB Circular No. A-123 (dated June 21, 1995), which is the executive branch's
implementing policy for compliance with the Federal Managers' Financial Integrity
Act of 1982, requires agencies to have management internal controls to ensure
that (1) programs achieve their intended results; and (2) reliable and timely
information is obtained, maintained, reported and used for decision making.

OMB Bulletin 93-06 (dated January 8, 1993) requires agencies to have internal
control systems to provide reasonable assurance that support for reported
performance results are properly recorded and accounted for to permit
preparation of reliable and complete performance information.

The Foreign Assistance Act (Section 621A), as amended in 1968, requires USAID
to develop and implement a management system that provides for comparing
actual results of programs and projects with those anticipated when they were
undertaken. The system should provide information to USAID and to Congress
that relates USAID resources, expenditures, and budget projections to program
objectives and results in order to assist in the evaluation of program performance.
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USAID Policies and Procedures

The most recent USAID system, known as the Automated Directives System for
Managing for Results (ADS 200 Series), for measuring and reporting on program
performance was initiated in October 1995. This new systemn requires (Section
203.5.1a) that operating units establish performance monitoring systems to
regularly collect and analyze data which will enable them to track performance
and objectively report on the progress in achieving strategic objectives and

intermediate results. The system also requires (SBCUOHS 203 5 5, 203.5.5¢,
E203.5.5 and 203.5.93a) operating units to:

+ establish objective performance indicators (with related basehne data and
targets) to measure progress in achieving program objectives;

+ critically assess the performance data at fegular intervals to ensure that

reported performance data are of reasonable quality and accurately reflect
performance; and

+ prepare an annual Results Review and Resource Request (R4) report which
must include performance information on progress in achieving its program
objectives for the immediate past fiscal year.

TIPS No. 6 "Selecting Performance Indicators," Wh1ch is supplemental guldance
to the ADS, defines objective as:

"An objective indicator has no ambiguity about what is being measured. That
is, there is general agreement over interpretation of the results. It is both
unidimensional and operationally precise. To be unidimensional means that
it measures only one phenomenon at a time. ... Operational precision means
no ambiguity over what kind of data would be collected for an indicator. For
example, while number of successful export firms is ambiguous, something like

number of export firms experiencing an annual increase in revenues of at least
5 percent is operationally precise."

TIPS No. 7 "Preparing a Performance Monitoring Plan," which is also supplemental
guidance to the ADS, stipulates that each performance indicator needs a detailed
definition. The definition should be detailed enough to ensure that different
people at different times, given the task of collecting data for a given indicator,
would collect identical types of data. The definition should be precise about all
technical elements of the indicator statement. For example, the TIPS states:
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"As an illustration, consider the indicator number of small enterprises recetving
loans from the private banking system. How are small enterprises defined — all
enterprises with 20 or fewer employees, or 50 or 100? What types of
institutions are considered part of the private banking sector ~ credit unions,
government-private sector joint-venture financial institutions?"

ADS Section E203.5.5 also requires operating units to (1) assess data quality as
part of the process of establishing performance indicators and choosing data
collection sources and methods; (2) collect results data for each performance
indicator on a regular basis; and (3) reassess data quality as is necessary but at
intervals of no greater than three years. These policies and procedures also state
that if data for a performance indicator prove to be unavailable or too costly to
collect, the indicator may need to be changed.

In addition, ADS Section 203.5.8¢ states that the USAID will conduct a review of
performance on an annual basis which will include analyzing operating units'
performance and "shall focus on the immediate past fiscal year," but may also
review performance for prior years.

USAID guidance issued in January 1997 for preparing the R4s stated that the
goal of the guidance was to generate R4s which ensure that USAID /Washington
managdement has the information they need to make results-based resource

locations among operating units and report on the USAID's achievements. The
guidance also stated that the most effective R4s are those that (1) assess
performance over the life of objectives, with an emphasis on the past year, using
established indicators, baseline data and targets; and (2) state explicitly whether
and how much progress or results surpassed, met or fell short of expectations.
The guidance stated that the results should cover actual performance through
fiscal year 1996.



