
Reporting Requirements for Title II Development Activities

A.  Annual Results Reporting


Cooperating Sponsors will submit Annual Results Reports to the USAID Mission on the achievement of results or progress towards results achievement as measured by established performance indicators, as well as actual pipeline at the end of FY 1997, estimated pipeline at the end of FY 1998 and estimated resource requirements for FYs 1998 - 2000.  Missions must report through their R4 submissions on the results of Title II activities, including Section 202(e) grants, which are integrated with the Mission's programs.  Where activities are not integrated into Mission objectives nor included in the Mission's R4, comments on the CS Results Report must be submitted to BHR/FFP.  To allow BHR/FFP the full detail necessary to prepare their R4, CSs must also submit copies of their Annual Results Report to BHR/FFP.  (See the FY 1998 Results Report Guidelines)


B.  DAP Mid-term Review


A mid-term review must be carried out, for example in year three of a five-year activity.  The mid-term review should normally be held in the field and include participation from the Mission or REDSO (if appropriate), the CS, implementing partners, BHR/FFP and/or other appropriate BHR personnel, and external technical specialists.  Results should be included in the annual CS Results Report.  



The purpose of the mid-term review is to assess progress in achieving planned results and refine program activities and targets accordingly.  Specifically, baseline and mid-term data, and other qualitative and quantitative information, will be used to 1) determine progress towards achieving targets; 2) refine targets if needed; 3) review the appropriateness of the activity with respect to the problem analysis in the DAP and any subsequent amendments; 4) identify constraints and difficulties as well as successes; and 5) make recommendations to improve the program performance, or, as appropriate suggest modifications or discontinuance of activities.  The review team should use rapid assessment techniques for primary data collection that will complement the CS's mid-term data collection efforts (e.g., focus group discussions and key informant interviews with customer beneficiaries and local implementing staff).  As an input for the mid-term review, the CS should have carried out data collection as a follow-up to the original baseline survey.



The mid-term review should determine whether the activity is being implemented in a timely and cost-effective way, and whether it is likely to achieve its targets in terms of its specific objectives and intermediate results.  Project management, sustainability, institutional strengthening, training, environmental management, and monitoring and evaluation components should be examined.  The monitoring and evaluation system should be reviewed to ensure that the indicators are being objectively measured, include specific measurement units, address people-level effects and impacts in addition to monitoring indicators, have clear links program activities, and include FFP Title II Generic Indicators where possible.  The review should indicate likelihood that intended benefits of the activity will be sustainable C this may include both the sustainability of the activity itself, if appropriate (e.g., measures of cost recovery, financial commitment of partners, and capacity of government/NGO partners for continued activity management) and the sustainability of activity impacts (e.g., continued high yields, continued improved nutritional status, maintenance of new water/sanitation facilities).  The review should also examine if the activities are integrated with each other, with food security-related activities of other PVOs/donors/host government, with food security objectives of Missions, and with non-food resources where applicable.  The logistics plan should be reviewed if necessary, and any logistical problem areas identified and steps to address them recommended.  A review of the documented analysis of the impact of commodities on local production to satisfy the Bellmon Amendment is also required.


C.  External Impact Evaluation


The DAP must include planning for an external impact evaluation, normally to be carried out in the final year of the DAP period.  The CS is requested to work closely with implementing partners, the Mission, REDSO or neighboring Mission (if appropriate), BHR/FFP, and technical specialists in the design and implementation of the evaluation.  The evaluation results will be a determining factor in decisions made regarding proposals for similar interventions in new targeted areas in the same country or in other countries.



The impact evaluation process is not a one-time, final activity.  It requires early decision making during the development of the DAP regarding the establishment of impact indicators and the design of the impact measurement process.  The evaluation design should include appropriate sampling and data gathering procedures, including baseline survey and a corresponding final evaluation survey, both of which should be designed to answer specific technical questions about the impact of the activity.


The final evaluation should be scheduled for the first quarter of the final year of the activity.  In the event that the CS anticipates a change of timing, this should be requested in the preceding PAA.  The request for change should detail the existing date, the proposed date, the date of reporting on the evaluation, and the justification for the change.  Explanations for changes in the date may be that the CS wishes to conduct the final year evaluation at the same time of year as the baseline or that delays in implementation have made the scheduling difficult.  For those CSs seeking an extension to the duration of the activity, the scheduling and reporting of the final year evaluation must also be considered.

