Checchi and Company
Consulting/Louis Berger
Joint Venture

1899 L Street, NW

Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

DATA QUALITY
ASSESSMENT OF
PERFORMANCE
MONITORING PLAN
INDICATORS

Prepared for:
USAID/Macedonia

Prepared by

Hap Carr, Team Leader
Nikolina Kenig

llija Todoroski

Anica Dragovic

Contract No. AEP-1-824-00-00022-00
July 2004



I INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose of the Data Quality Assessment

The purpose of this assessment was “to determine whether USAID Macedonia’s
principal performance indicators are satisfactory in terms of meeting the criteria for
guality as outlined in the USAID Automated Directives System (ADS) and the TIPS
guidance provided by the Center for Development Information and Evaluation
(CDIE).” (See Attachment A for the Scope of Work.)

The Contractor was specifically given three tasks:

Task (1) Review the selection of indicators in terms of whether they meet the
following criteria (as defined in the ADS) —

Objectivity;

Practicality; and

Adequacy.

Task (2) Review the criteria (as defined in the ADS) for collecting quality
performance data —

Validity;

Measurement error;

Representativeness;

Reliability and

Timeliness.

Task (3) Review the documents that record the data and whether there is a
detailed specification for each indicator on the following dimensions:
A comprehensive operational definition and precise unit of measurement;
A detailed description of the data source, methods for data collection and the
frequency of collection.

The Scope of Work also required the contractor to recruit and employ two
Macedonian research specialists to form part of the DQA Team. The following task
was included in the Scope of Work’s section on deliverables which specified:

“The contract will be carried out in such a manner that the US Team Leader will
impart systematically and fully an approach and methodology for assessing data
guality so that the Macedonian team members will be able in the future to carry out
such assessments.”

Upon arrival a fifth task was added. The Team Leader was requested to provide
advice to the Mission and each SO team concerning which indicators should be
included in the Mission’s Annual Report for 2004.

B. Format of the Data Quality Assessment

Section |, the introduction, sets out the purposes to be achieved and tasks to be
carried out in the DQA and presents the universe of indicators to be assessed along
with the results they are intended to measure.

Section Il contains the Summary Performance Indicator Quality Assessments. Here,
the methodology for the DQA is described followed by summary findings and
recommendations regarding the quality of each indicator. The summary assessment



is given for each indicator against the seven selected DQA criteria listed above. An
eighth category of “criteria” is also presented regarding the adequacy of indicator
definition in response to Task (3) in the Scope of Work. The recommendations are
specifically presented as remedial steps that should be taken in order to improve the
quality of indicators where weaknesses may have been found. When practical
remedial steps do not appear to the DQA Team then the weakness is presented so
that the SO Team can be aware of the problem when interpreting performance
monitoring reports in the future.

Section Il presents the indicators which are recommended for inclusion in the
Mission’s upcoming Annual Report.

Section IV addresses the training of Macedonian DQA specialists. It contains a brief
description of the training activities, both workshop and on-the-job, which were
carried out. An assessment of the process and “how it worked” is given, including
the quality of learning obtained by the Macedonian DQA team members, any
additional training they might require and how they can be of use to the Mission in
the future.

Attachments include the following:
Attachment A is the formal Scope of Work which defined the assignment.
Attachment B contains a listing of the persons interviewed, both in the
Mission and among the Implementing Partners (IP).
Attachment C contains perhaps the most important part of the assessment —
Data Quality Assessment Checklists for each indicator with detailed
observations about the seven DQA criteria focused on in this assessment.
Attachment D contains the Resumes of the Macedonian Research
Specialists trained in the DQA methods.

C. Performance Indicators Covered in the Data Quality Assessment

The indicators which were selected by the Mission for assessment were all those
which appear in the Performance Management Plans (PMP) for each of the three
Strategic Objectives for USAID Macedonia. They are shown below with the results
they are intended to measure. The indicators shown are expressed as they appear
in the PMPs. The PMPs are in a matrix format showing the following categories of
information for each:

Definition and unit of measurement;
Data source and collection method;
Baselines; and

Targets.



Result

Indicator

SO 1.3: Accelerated Development and
Growth of the Private Sector

(a) Total full time employment in private sector firms

(b) Private sector employment as a percentage of
total employment

IR 1.3.1: Bank and non-bank financial
institutions strengthened

(a) Bank lending relative to bank capacity to lend

(b) Securities markets and non- bank financial
institutions

(c) Market turnover

IR 1.3.2: Private sector firms more competitive

(a) Total exports

(b) Foreign direct investment

(c) Total exports of sectors assisted by USAID

IR 1.3.3: Enabling environment for investment
improved

(a) Speed of business registration

(b) Shareholder awareness of their rights

(c) Additional taxpayers

(d) Compliance to WTO requirements

SO 2.0: More Legitimate Democratic
Institutions

(a) Public perception of respect for democratic
values

(b) Public perception of effectiveness of key
government institutions

IR 2.0 1: Increased citizen participation in
political and social decision making

(a) Public participation in political activities

(b) Continuing initiatives at the local level

(c) Women's participation in community level
decision making

(d) NGO Sustainability Index

IR 2.0 1.1: Citizen attitudes towards democratic
processes and practices improved

(a) Public trust in NGOs

IR 2.0.1.2: Improved opportunities for citizen
participation

(a) Public participation in civil society organizations

IR 2.0.1.3: Improved citizen access to objective,
unbiased information

No Indicator to assess

IR 2.0.2: Adherence to rule of law

(a) Public perception of the effectiveness of courts,
both nationally and in the pilot court areas

(b) Freedom House "Rule of Law" rating

SO 2.0: More Legitimate Democratic
Institutions (cont.)

IR 2.0.2.1: More effective judiciary

(a) Civil case backlog reduction in pilot courts

(b) User satisfaction with courts, in pilot courts

(c) Changes in the performance of the justice
system

IR 2.0.2.2: More effective legal personnel

(a) User satisfaction with judges, prosecutors and
attorneys in pilot courts

(b) Changes in the performance and ethics of non-
judicial professions

IR 2.0 2.3: Laws, regulations and policies that
support market-based economy adopted

(a) Key laws and implementing regulations adopted

IR 2.0.3: More effective, responsive and
accountable local government

(a) Public trust in local government

IR 2.0.3.1: Local governments have increased
responsibility and financial resources

No Indicator to assess

IR 2.0.3.2: Effective relationship between
citizens and local government exits

(a) Public participation in local government decision
making




Result Indicator

IR 2.0.3.3: Municipal associations satisfactorily | No Indicator to assess
serve the interests of their members

IR 2.0.3.4: Local governments improve the No Indicator to assess
management of municipal services

IR 2.0.4: Increased confidence in government (a) Trust in Parliament
institutions and political processes

IR 2.0.4.1: Parliament functions in a more No indicator to assess
effective and visibly representative manner

IR 2.0.4.2: Degree to which elections are free (a) Free and fair elections held
and fair improved

IR 2.0.4.3: Political party transformed to a No Indicator to assess
platform and performance basis

IR 2.0.4.4: Communication between elements | No Indicator to assess
of government and citizens improved

SO 3.4: Mitigate Adverse Social Impact of | Indicators being developed and not assessed
the Transition to Market-Based Democracies

IR 3.4.1: Improved quality and relevance of (a) Increased number of teachers using improved

instruction at primary and secondary schools | methodology

(b) Increased number of career centers

IR 3.4.2: Support a training system for (a) Increased number of school directors complete
professionalization of school directors certification training
IR 3.4.3: Increased access to education (a) Number of students enrolled in Southeastern

Europe University

SO 3.4: Mitigate Adverse Social Impact of
the Transition to Market-Based Democracies
(cont.)

IR 3.4.4: Local economic development (a) Sustained business growth at local level:
Assisted members in sheep, fruits and
vegetables and

assisted artisan members

(b) Internet users per 10,000 people

(c) SMEs use of ICT to improve their
competitiveness

I SUMMARY PERFORMANCE INDICATOR QUALITY ASSESSMENT
A. Introduction

1. Methodology of the Data Quality Assessment

USAID Macedonia contracted one Performance Monitoring Specialist, Harry Carr as
Team Leader, from the Checchi and Co. Consulting/Louis Berger Joint Venture, to
carry out a Data Quality Assessment (DQA) covering its three Strategic Objectives
(SO). The Scope of Work stipulated that two Macedonian socio-economic research
specialists be contracted as well to be trained in DQA methods. In the end three
such Macedonian research specialists — Nikolina Kenig, llija Todorovski and Anica
Dragovic — were contracted. The DQA Team Leader spent a total of three weeks in
Macedonia between June 14 and July 6 and was joined by the Macedonian team
members between June 18 and July 5.

A total of one and half days were spent in the beginning of the assessment in
training the Macedonian research specialists in DQA methods. The role of the
Macedonian team members was to “learn on the job” by accompanying the Team
Leader on field trips and interviews. During the assessment each Macedonian team
member chose several indicators to focus on.




The overall purpose of the DQA has been described above in Section I. The Team
interviewed USAID officials at all levels related to each SO as well as the staffs of all
Implementing Partners (IP) in Skopje. (See Attachment B for a listing of persons
interviewed.) This interviewing continued until June 29. The Team Leader spent a
total of two days in the field observing SO activities and facilities, interviewing IP field
staff, reviewing field documentation and interviewing activity beneficiaries. The DQA
Team then spent five days synthesizing its findings and recommendations, writing
them up, and presenting them to USAID Macedonia officials.

The DQA Team focused on a total of thirty performance indicators that were in the
three SO Performance Management Plan (PM). (See Sub-Section C of the
Introductory Section | above for a listing.)

Detailed observations, findings and recommendation about the quality of each
performance indicator over six data quality assessment criteria were recorded in
Data Quality Assessment Checklists, attached in Attachment C. These criteria for
judging an indicator’s quality, prescribed in ADS 203.3.3 and included in the Scope
of Work are: validity, reliability, timeliness, objectivity, practicality, and adequacy.
Included in the validity checklists are sub-components of measurement error and
representativeness called for in the DQA Scope of work. Several of these criteria or
sub-criteria refer to indicators that are measured quantitatively through integral
scaled data and/or indicators that use sampling methods to gather data. Where
criteria or sub-criteria did not apply, it is left blank with a “not applicable” note.

Summary findings and recommendations are given below.
B. SO 1.3: Accelerated Development and Growth of the Private Sector
1. SO Level Indicators
(@) Total full time employment in private sector firms

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» Defined as “number of persons employed, in thousands, disaggregated by gender and ethnicity”,
this is a valid and direct measure of the Strategic Objective. The process is quite rigorous and
consistently applied each year. The Government Statistics Office publishes two calculations for
this variable: One as reported by the Government Pensions Office which is generally regarded as
under-reporting employment and this as taken through an annual labor force survey.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. As important an indicator as this is for SO 1.3, the SO team should continue to monitor and
understand the procedures used in the Labor Force Survey possibly by directly observing data
gathering, transmission and calculation.




Comment of the DQA analyst:

The instruments are applied and data obtained by the State Statistical Office and analyzed. All
information dealing with data gathering, field work, quality of control for this DQA were obtained
through interviews with the official persons in charge for the Labor Force Survey employed at the State
Statistical Office. In the introduction of the Survey it is said that the Labor Force Survey is conducted in
accordance to the methodological recommendation of the International Labor Organization (ILO)
ratified on the 13 International Conference of Labor Statistician and the recommendation of the
European Statistical Bureau (Eurostat). We would like to convey the statement of the interviewees that
the Survey is designed and implemented according to the highest international standards.

Findings:

» Until the year 2003 the data were collected once a year throughout the whole territory of the
country and included approximately 1.5% of the total number of households. The results were
published a month and a half after the data gathering. Since the beginning of the year 2004 there
is an attempt to gather data more frequently through four surveys taken during the year, on
quarterly basis. The coverage of each survey is 5,000 households, that means all together in a
course of a year 20,000 households will be surveyed. The first and third surveys cover the
identical population as do the second and the fourth surveys. Beginning in 2005 the results will be
published once a year, a month and a half after the fourth survey.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. It would be more convenient for policy makers and other stakeholders if the Labor Force Survey
were published on semi-annual basis where the results covering the first and second survey will
be preliminary ones and those of the fourth and final survey the definite ones.

(b) Private sector employment as a percentage of total employment

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. As important an indicator as this is for SO 1.3, the SO team should continue to monitor and
understand the procedures used in the Labor Force Survey possibly by directly observing data
gathering, transmission and calculation.

Findings:

» Until the year 2003 the data were collected once a year throughout the whole territory of the
country and included approximately 1.5% of the total number of households. The results were
published a month and a half after the data gathering. Since the beginning of the year 2004 there
is an attempt to gather data more frequently through four surveys taken during the year, on
quarterly basis. The coverage of each survey is 5,000 households, that means all together in a
course of a year 20,000 households will be surveyed. The first and third surveys cover the
identical population as do the second and the fourth surveys. Beginning in 2005 the results will be
published once a year, a month and a half after the fourth survey.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. It would be more convenient for policy makers and other stakeholders if the Labor Force Survey
were published on semi-annual basis where the results covering the first and second survey will
be preliminary ones and those of the fourth and final survey the definite ones.




2. IR 1.3.1: Bank and non-bank financial institutions strengthened

a. Bank lending relative to bank capacity to lend

The DQA found nothing of significance to report on or about which to make
recommendations for improvement regarding this indicator.

b. Securities markets and non- bank financial institutions

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» This indicator is taken from the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD)
annual report. The DQA Team attempted to study the definitions, data collection methods and
calculations used by the EBRD only to learn that all data used were themselves gathered from
secondary sources, complied and included in the report from London. Thus, no DQA, through
interviews, analysis of definitions and data gathering methods, or direct observation, was done on
this indicator.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO Team should find a way to learn more about how these data are collected and calculated
as well as the precise definitions that are used in order to better interpret the data.

c. Market turnover

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:
» As this indicator is currently presented in the PMP there are two complicating elements:

a. The Baseline is shown in US dollars. Targets and actuals for 2001 and 2002 are shown
in US dollars. Targets for 2003, 2004 and 2005 are shown in Denars.

b. There are five categories of transactions which are tracked by the project and are
itemized for 2003 along with the aggregate value of transactions. It is not clear if they
were also tracked in earlier years and the itemized values do not add up to the aggregate
value.

Recommendations:

1. Denars should be converted, through some generally acceptable calculation and timeliness, to US
dollars for the sake of consistency and comparability with the baseline.

2. There is no compelling need, at this sub-IR level, to itemize the categories of transactions. If the
SO team wants to show them at all they should be shown for each year, including their itemized
targets. Also they should add up correctly.




Findings:

» Although the indicator is a valid measure of the result, it is an input indicator and it is not a very
direct measure of the result —increased capacity of the Macedonian Stock Exchange. Moreover,
although it measures the volume of transactions handled it does not measure the quality with
which those transactions are handled or the efficiency, perhaps a more valid measure. The
indicator measures the volume of transactions which is more validly a measure of the health of the
economy and financial markets. The fact that it has gone up in the last three or for years does not

necessarily mean that the capacity of the Macedonia Stock Exchange has commensurately
increased.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO team should strongly consider measuring the efficiency of the Macedonian Stock

Exchange, thus incorporating the costs that it requires to process transactions; a much more direct
measure of the intended result.

3. IR 1.3.2: Private sector firms more competitive

a. Total exports

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

> Thge extent to which changes in this indicator can be attributed to USAID and its interventions is
very limited. Relevant USAID activities involve only five “clusters”. cheese and sheep dairy
products; lamb; ICT; tourism and fruits and vegetables. Of these there is no program intention to
increase the export of fruits and vegetables. The tourism sector is not included in “total exports”.
The SO team has not yet figured precisely which of the hundreds of categories of ICT goods which
might be exported are considered as its program’s targets. Finally, the figures on lamb exports
are unreliable. Interventions in the wine cluster have not yet started. Only the export of cheese
and sheep dairy products on a national level accurately reflect exports over which
USAID/Macedonia can claim attribution.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. Anindicator closer to the interventions that SO 1.3 carries out should be identified and should be
added to the array of indicators for IR 1.3.2.

2. The SO Team should consider dropping this indicator.

Findings:
» All figures in the Bulletin are presented in US$. Since the dollar fluctuates relative to the Euro, it is
very difficult to perceive the real trends in exports.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The figures should be presented in US$ adjusted to the Euro.

b. Foreign direct investment

The indicator foreign direct investment in Macedonia would seem to be a better
measure of the SO 1.3 Team’s performance against IR 1.3.3 — “Enabling



environment for investment improved” than against IR 1.3.2 — “Private sector firms
more competitive”. Although it is not for the DQA Team to make such a
recommendation, the SO 1.3 Team should consider moving this indicator to IR 1.3.3.
Otherwise, only the following data quality assessment criterion that applies to this
indicator.

Findings:
»  Allfigures in the Bulletin are presented in US$. Since the dollar fluctuates relative to the Euro, it is
very difficult to perceive the real trends in investment.

Recommendations for improvement:
2. The figures should be presented in US$ adjusted to the Euro.

c. Total exports of sectors assisted by USAID

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» The indicator is in fact several indicators. The exports of each cluster is measured and reported
separately. Therefore there is no unique measure of the indicator. There is no global measure or
“total” reported. Moreover, the tourism cluster is not measured in terms of exports at all.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. Find a measure for the tourism sector that is comparable, even if reported separately, with the
exports measure adopted for the other cluster.

2. If there is a way to aggregate the remaining cluster sector exports that should be done. If this
doesn’t make economic sense, then they should be simply reported separately. However,
because of the attribution problem noted above, if they are reported separately there must also be
some indication of the extent to which the cluster entities cover the reported sector exports.

Findings:

» The validly of this indicator is diminished, in some cases significantly because of the attribution
problem: USAID activities work only with selected entities in the “assisted sectors” referred to in
the indicator while in most cases USAID’s activities do not cover the overall sectors assisted. In
the cheese sector there is identify between the sector and the USAID assisted entities in it. But
this is less true for lamb exports, much less true for IT exports and less still when it comes to fruits
and vegetables.

» The fruits and vegetables IP does even try to measure the sector for this indicator, rather it reports
exports of assisted entities.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. Regarding the coverage issue — The SO team should make a judgment about whether to report
overall exports of USAID assisted sectors or exports of USAID assisted entities.




Findings:
» The data reported do not correct for inflation or, most significantly for exports, currency fluctuations
(US dollar to the Euro) that significantly affected the reported exports.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO team, together with the IP should figure a way to adjust export values reported in US
dollars for currency fluctuations.

Findings:
» The data reported do not correct for inflation or, most significantly for exports, currency fluctuations
(US dollar to the Euro) that significantly affected the reported exports.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO team, together with the IP should figure a way to adjust export values reported in US
dollars for currency fluctuations.

Findings:

» The intended result, i.e. movement in the exports of selected sectors through MCA cluster
interventions, is a long term result. The indicator is similarly at too high a level to reflect short-term
“on-trackedness”.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO team should add indicators more at the level of process milestones and intermediate
outputs.

4. IR 1.3.3: Enabling environment for investment improved
d. Speed of business registration

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:
» There is a slight potential for transcription error since the original data are recorded by hand in
ledgers.

» The indicator is based on the assumption that if the amount of time is reduced for registering a
business then that should reflect the fact that administrative procedures have improved. However,
elapsed time can greatly improve due to other causes, including “under-the-table” payment. The
IP noted that changes in processing time due to administrative improvement will be small,
requiring precise measurement. Putting it another way, if there were not an opportunity, in
business registration, for “rent seeking behavior” the time for processing registration would be
reduced to a greater extent than improved administration.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. Although the potential for error is not particularly significant, the project CG & CL Project could
explore the possibility of doing periodic checks from either the Commercial Registry of Businesses
or the Public Revenues Office.

2. The IP carries the time reported to two decimal places in an attempt to capture changes with the
necessary precision.
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e. Shareholder awareness of their rights

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Finding:

» The current baseline (2003) is from a random sample survey of the general population, taking from
it those respondents who are shareholders. For the second year the IP plans to draw a sample of
shareholders directly from a listing in the Commercial Register. There are several implications in
this methodology change which could cast doubt on the comparability of future measurement of
“shareholder awareness” vis a vis the baseline measure.

» There is an assumption that the 139 shareholders drawn from the general population
(baseline) survey are representative of the approximate 220,000 registered shareholders,
specifically that they have a relatively low “awareness” level (29%, see reliability below).

= Next year the real shareholder population will be asked the same question. What
conclusions can reasonably be drawn from the number measuring “awareness” that is
generated from that survey?

» Because of the method for distinguishing verbal responses from very general open-ended
guestion to any of eight specific categories of shareholder rights (see above for more detail),
whether a respondent ended up being categorized as knowledgeable about any of the 8 “rights”
looked for would have a lot of “float and bounce” to it.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO Team should be very sure that it understands all the implications of the change in survey
methods from baseline to Year One iteration and is comfortable with the baseline drawn in 2003.
2. If there is uncertainty, the SO Team should decide to use the Year One measure, generated from
the universe of real shareholders, as the new baseline.
3. In order to reduce the problem of the second finding above, the IP must:
a. Train enumerators well
b. Have as few enumerators as possible
c. Be able to control circumstances of questioning to ensure careful attention of both the
enumerator and the respondent.
4. A more ideal way to generate this information would be in writing, with respondents being in a
controlled environment and given consistent instructions.

Findings:

» Itis unclear how the baseline reported (29%) for 2003 was calculated. The project COP was
unaware and has requested clarification from the HQ research specialist who made the
calculation. Although the COP does intend to use the same question for the shareholders
surveyed in 2004 it is absolutely necessary that he make the calculation in the same way that the
baseline was made.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The method for calculating “shareholder awareness” from the survey responses must be
documented and put in the form of a manual in order to ensure consistent calculation.
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Findings:

» The DQA Team Leader asked the IP for the costs of running the survey, both direct and from
project overhead such as time of project staff, and he was not able to answer. There are certainly
design saving, as he mentioned, that will be recognized in future years. Moreover, the survey
provides the IP with considerable more data than just this one indicator.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO team should ask the IP to provide an estimate of the costs so that at least it would have
an idea of about the practicability of this indicator.

f. Additional taxpayers

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» The indicator is a proxy. It is measuring taxpaying entities (not individuals). The logic is that as
more of these are added to the government registry as taxpayers they represent a conscious
choice to join the formal economic sector of Macedonia. They would do this, presumably but
reasonably, only if the business environment were more attractive and conducive than the informal
sector. Although this does not exactly reflect an investment decision, as the result seeks, it
reflects probable anticipated investments.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO team should be conscious that this is a proxy and watch for any breakdown of its valid
proxy properties. In its reporting, the SO team should note it as a proxy.




Finding:

>

>

The wording of the indicator is too vague to show what it really is measuring, i.e. taxpaying
entities, not individuals.

The variety of “taxpaying entities” is staggering and ranged from government agencies to casinos
and includes such things associations, political parties and municipalities. At the same time it
does not include sole proprietors or partnerships. There doesn’'t seem to be a significant problem
with the breadth of the indicator as it is operationally defined. But the range should be explicit to
the SO team and in the records.

Recommendations for improvement:

1.

Change the wording so that it is clear that this is measuring new tax paying entities, most of which
are businesses and all of which pay some form of business related tax, i.e. employee withholding,
VAT, excise, profit.

Change the measurement to the “cumulative number of new taxpayers as a percentage of those
in the baseline year”. (See below.)

The SO team should consider all the things that are captured (and not captured) in the indicator
and decide if this is the operational definition desired.

Total no. of Percent increase No. of additional Cumulative no. of New
No. of taxpayers from previous year taxpayers Taxpayers as a % of baseline
100,000 0
150,000 50.00% 50,000 50.00%
175,000 16.67% 25,000 75.00%
200,000 14.29% 25,000 100.00%
Data that is Data that can be presented
collected Data that are presented Data that should be presented

g. Compliance to WTO requirements

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

>

The indicator is in fact four indicators that, even though it is referred to in the PMP as an index,
cannot be aggregated to yield one measure.

Recommendations for improvement:

1.

See Validity below
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Findings:
» The indicator is not an index, as shown in the PMP, but rather four separate indicators that cannot
be aggregated to yield one measure. Four things are tracked:
=  WTO laws enacted
* Notifications submitted
= Governmental coordinating mechanism meeting held and
= Topic analysis reports published as a measure of institutional capacity for trade analysis

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The SO Team, together with the IP, should develop or find an exiting milestone measure of
compliance. Possibly looking at the experience of other countries or in WTO methods for
performance measurement some form of standardized or generally accepted milestone measure
could be found.

2. The IP, Activity Manager and other SO Team members had earlier designed an indicator for this
result that was a composite indicator in which the four dimensions of the results described above
were indeed combined. They were advised that the composite indicator as developed by them
was too complicated. The present DQA Specialist has reviewed the composite and recommends
that the SO Team re-consider it as an acceptable measure of the result with a good deal higher
quality than the current four-part indicator that cannot be aggregated. The composite indicator is
indeed more complicated but reasonably so.

C. SO 2.0: More Legitimate Democratic Institutions
1. SO Level Indicators
a. Public perception of respect for democratic values
Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each. A considerable amount of detail is given

below for alternative ways of measuring “public perception of rights” since it is such
an important indicator.

Findings:
» Each year a separate and new contract is awarded for the survey. The basic instruments and
methods are carried over with slight modifications

Recommendations for improvement:
1. Reliability might be better assured if one contractor gathers the data in a long run. The SO team
should consider allowing a multi-year contract for the survey.
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Findings:

>

The timing of the survey, based on the annual reporting schedule, could present problems. The
measurement takes place annually in September or October. Although that is a perfect time for
field work (weather, most people available at their homes), this period also coincides with elections
(Parliamentary in 2002 and local Government in 2004). These events are considered by the DQA
team to be a potential source of distortion of perceptions, especially in regards to trust in
Parliament. The PMP’s reported perception levels give the best insight into this influence: The
actuals increased from 27.7% at 2001 to 47.6 % at 2002 (the election year) and then decreased
on 37.2% one year later. It is hard to attribute this fluctuation to USAID’s activities while it is likely
that the higher reported levels could be a function of higher expectations do to upcoming elections
and campaign promises.

Moreover, unexpected events can also influence personal trust, a real example being a
government scandal that was revealed at the time of the survey’s administration.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. If the Fall is the only suitable time period for data collection, then potentially distorting social and
political events (like elections) have to be taken into account when the data are interpreted. In the
same way, other uncontrollable events have to be taken into account.

Findings:

» The measurement represents an average percent of respondents who answered “fully respected”
or “somewhat respected” to the question “To what extend are these rights and freedoms
respected in our country?” The two negative responses (“violated often” and “sometimes violated”)
are not taken into account.

> In grouping positive responses the way it is currently practiced, the indicator loses its precision for
distinguishing between varying levels of positive perceptions and will yield, for example, the same
result for these two different response scenarios:

a) 2% -5, 30%-4, 5%-2, 63%-1; and
b) 30% - 5, 2%-4, 50%-2, 18%-1
» The measurement is reduced in its precision. Because of the grouping of responses from a

potential interval scale, the variable is reduced to a hominal scaling.

Recommendations for improvement:

1.

The SO Team should consider what is lost by not showing the extent to which people feel their
rights are being violated, that is the negative side of the picture, and whether that side should be
reflected in the indicator.

More precise measurement should take into account and distinguish those respondents whose
perceptions differ in strength. (See Exhibit A on the following page for a more detailed
description.)

The SO Team is spending a good deal of money to collect valid and precise measurements of
perceptions. The SO Team should consider ways to preserve that precision rather than lose it.
(See Exhibit B on page 17 for a possible Index of a Rights Perceptions Index.)
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EXHIBIT A
Comparison of Actual and lllus

trative Responses

Showing How Different Responses can Yield the Same Measure

Scenario One (actual 2003 survey data)

Scenario Tw o (illustrative data)

Rights Two Positive Valid Aggregate Two Positive Valid Aggregate
Responses Percent Valid Percent Responses Percent Valid Percent
of Positive of Positive
Responses Responses
Press Fully Respected 10.8 22.3 Fully Respected 5.3 22.3
Somewhat Respected 11.5 Somewhat Respected 17.0
A N I
Vote Fully Respected 20.7 35.3 Fully Respected 3.5 35.3
Somewhat Respected 14.6 Somewhat Respected 31.8
Speech Fully Respected 28.6 42.5 Fully Respected 7.7 42.5
Somewhat Respected 13.9 Somewhat Respected 34.8
O
Personal Safety Fully Respected 10.8 20.0 Fully Respected 2.1 20.0
Somewhat Respected 9.2 Somewhat Respected 17.9

Equality

Health Care

Religion, etc.

Healthy Environ.

Strike

Pol. Association

Organize

Free Enterprise

Education

Private Property

Work

Social Security

Fully Respected 8.2 14.4
Somewhat Respected 6.2

T
Fully Respected 16.3 30.0
Somewhat Respected 13.7

Fully Respected 33.2 49.8
Somewhat Respected 16.6

T
Fully Respected 12.5 24.8
Somewhat Respected 12.3

T
Fully Respected 22.7 38.3
Somewhat Respected 15.6

T
Fully Respected 35.6 52.2
Somewhat Respected 16.6

Fully Respected 34.5 51.4
Somewhat Respected 16.9

T
Fully Respected 22.3 38.2
Somewhat Respected 15.9

T
Fully Respected 33.6 48.1
Somewhat Respected 14.5

T
Fully Respected 32.9 49.5
Somewhat Respected 16.6

T
Fully Respected 13.3 19.9
Somewhat Respected 6.6

SO 2.0 (a) Indicator:
"Public percept

4.6
9.8

Fully Respected 14.4

Somewhat Respected

3.9
26.1

Fully Respected 30.0

Somewhat Respected

5.8
44.0

Fully Respected 49.8

Somewhat Respected

8.3
16.5

Fully Respected 24.8

Somewhat Respected

4.2
34.1

Fully Respected 38.3

Somewhat Respected

5.7
46.5

Fully Respected 52.2

Somewhat Respected

3.4
48.0

Fully Respected 51.4

Somewhat Respected

6.1
32.1

Fully Respected 38.2

Somewhat Respected

7.3
40.8

Fully Respected 48.1

Somewhat Respected

8.3
41.2

Fully Respected 49.5

Somewhat Respected

1.4
18.5

Fully Respected 19.9

Somewhat Respected

e —
Fully Respected 13.4 22.7 Fully Respected 6.2 22.7
Somewhat Respected 9.3 Somewhat Respected 16.5

34.96 34.96

ion of respect for rights"
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EXHIBIT B

Alternative Methods for Calculating

“Public Perceptions of Respect for Democratic Values”

Including an Index

Rights Positive and Score Valid Aggregate Aggregate Weighted Rights
Negative Percent Valid Percent Valid Percent Average Perception
Responses (from of Positive of Negative Score Index
actual '03) Responses Responses
To Free Press Fully Respected 5 10.8 22.3 171.6 42.9
Somewhat Respected 4 11.5
Violated Often 2 25.6 46.0
Sometimes Violated 1 20.4
L I
To Vote Fully Respected 5 20.7 35.3 217.9 54.5
Somewhat Respected 4 14.6
Violated Often 2 19.4 36.6
Sometimes Violated 1 17.2
L Iy
To Speech Fully Respected 5 28.6 42.5 252.1 63.0
Somewhat Respected 4 13.9
Violated Often 2 19.3 34.2
Sometimes Violated 1 14.9
L I
To Personal Safety Fully Respected 5 10.8 20.0 179.2 44.8
Somewhat Respected 4 9.2
Violated Often 2 34.6 53.8
Sometimes Violated 1 19.2
[ T
To Equality Fully Respected 5 8.2 14.4 172.4 43.1
Somewhat Respected 4 6.2
Violated Often 2 42.7 63.9
Sometimes Violated 1 21.2
I T
To Health Care Fully Respected 5 16.3 30.0 207.5 51.9
Somewhat Respected 4 13.7
Violated Often 2 25.9 45.3
Sometimes Violated 1 19.4
[ T
To Religion, etc. Fully Respected 5 33.2 49.8 267.7 66.9
Somewhat Respected 4 16.6
Violated Often 2 12.3 23.0
Sometimes Violated 1 10.7
I T
To Healthy Environ. Fully Respected 5 12.5 24.8 183.6 45.9
Somewhat Respected 4 12.3
Violated Often 2 26.9 45.0
Sometimes Violated 1 18.1
[ T
To Strike Fully Respected 5 22.7 38.3 221.6 55.4
Somewhat Respected 4 15.6
Violated Often 2 16.2 29.5
Sometimes Violated 1 13.3
_—
To Pol. Association Fully Respected 5 35.6 52.2 276.8 69.2
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Rights Positive and Score Valid Aggregate Aggregate Weighted Rights
Negative Percent Valid Percent Valid Percent Average Perception
Responses (from of Positive of Negative Score Index
actual '03) Responses Responses
Somewhat Respected 4 16.6
Violated Often 11.7 20.7
Sometimes Violated 1 9.0
T I
To Organize Fully Respected 5 34.5 51.4 269.0 67.3
Somewhat Respected 4 16.9
Violated Often 2 10.4 18.5
Sometimes Violated 1 8.1
e L
To Free Enterprise Fully Respected 5 22.3 38.2 206.7 51.7
Somewhat Respected 4 15.9
Violated Often 2 11.2 20.4
Sometimes Violated 1 9.2
T I
To Education Fully Respected 5 33.6 48.1 282.5 70.6
Somewhat Respected 4 14.5
Violated Often 2 21.9 34.6
Sometimes Violated 1 12.7
ey L
To Private Property Fully Respected 5 32.9 49.5 273.9 68.5
Somewhat Respected 4 16.6
Violated Often 2 16.1 26.9
Sometimes Violated 1 10.8
T I
To Work Fully Respected 5 13.3 19.9 209.4 52.4
Somewhat Respected 4 6.6
Violated Often 2 50.1 66.4
Sometimes Violated 1 16.3
To Social Security Fully Respected 5 13.4 22.7 196.0 49.0
Somewhat Respected 4 9.3
Violated Often 2 36.6 55.2
Sometimes Violated 1 18.6
SO 2.0 (a) Indicator: "Public perception of respect..." 35.0
Alternative indicator: "Public perception of violation of rights" 37.7
Index (un-weighted average) 56.1

Index calculation:

(1) Assume all five response categories are equally probable at 20%

(2) Eliminate the neutral response category

(3) Take the weighted average score over response categories 1 and 2 and 4 and 5

(4) Assume a maximum score of 400 for any given category

(5) Subtract the weighted average score from the maximum possible score of 400 and divide by 4 to bring it to a 100 point index

(6) Subtract that score from 100 to adjust for the direction the index takes to reflect direction of score points
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b. Public perception of effectiveness of key government institutions
Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

The data are taken from three different questions in the questionnaire:

» For perception of the Parliament, government and local government - Respondents are asked
“How effective, do you think are these institutions in solving problems?” They can assess the
efficacy by choosing one of four alternatives: a) very effective, b) effective to some extent, c)
ineffective to some extent and d) not effective at all. Six institutions are listed but only 3 are taken
into account for this indicator (parliament, government, local government).

» For perception of the judiciary. Respondents are asked “Do you think the courts in our country are
effective?” They can assess the efficacy by choosing one of four alternatives: a) very effective, b)
effective to some extent, c) ineffective to some extent and d) not effective at all. It is not very clear
why the question for the courts is pulled out as a separate one.

» The question regarding the NGOs is about usefulness as opposed to efficacy and is structured in
an entirely different way from the other questions. It says “To what extent do you consider NGOs
... useful?” and asks the respondent to make separate judgments for 11 different NGO sectors.
The alternative responses vary from “very useful” (5) to “not useful” (1) where intermediate
perceptions are simply scored “4”, “3", and “2”. The final NGO “usefulness” measure is
aggregated as an overall average of those responding “very useful” and those marking “4”".

Recommendations for improvement:
1. Adjust the questions so that they ask respondents the same thing in the same way (for the 5
different institutions) and provide the same scale for the answers.

See “reliability” under C.1.a above

See “timing” under C.1.a above

Findings:

> Thg measurement is an average of people who assigned grade 5 or 4 for the efficacy of the
Parliament, the Government, the local government and the courts.

» The result for the question for usefulness of the NGOs (Q31) is calculated by adding the
percentages of persons who consider them being “very useful” or “useful” (presumably the
category called “4”) one by one and then dividing the sum by 22 (number of categories). This
approach is somewhat different then the previous one.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. Question 31 (NGOs) can be asked in a general form first (not for usefulness but for efficacy), and
then, if the information about separate categories and usefulness is needed it can remain as such.

2. IR 2.0.1: Increased citizen participation in political and social decision
making

a. Public participation in political activities
Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings

and recommendations are given for each.
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See “reliability” under C.1.a above

See “timing” under C.1.a above

Findings:

>

The definition of this indicator is “average percent of citizens responding that they have
participated in several types of political action”. There are 13 possible choices listed (e.g. run for
an office, vote in local elections, join strikes etc.) with no open-ended option added. The average
is counted by adding up the percentages of respondents who answered positively at each of these
options, then divided by the number of alternatives. Thus all forms of participation are counted
equally, i.e. as having the same importance.

Recommendations for improvement:

1.

Taking into account that the alternatives can be seen not only as bearing a positive vs. bearing a
negative connotation, but also as very different in the quality and quantity of personal engagement
needed to accomplish them, it would be very useful to assign different weight to different options
prior to aggregating them in one average number. For the sake of comparability that should be
done for the previous years as well.

The DQA Team is recommending that this indicator be included in the Annual Report if the SO
Team, together with its implementing partners, can agree on weighting for each form of
participation.

b. Continuing initiatives at the local level

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each. Since this indicator is essentially two
indicators, with different definitions and data gathering methods, and since the DQA
is recommending they be reported separately, two DQA Checklists have been
prepared (see Attachment C) and their findings and recommendations are presented
separately below.
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Findings:

>

The indicator is defined as the “percent of citizens groups that have already organized and
implemented activities through CSHI or ISC (two projects with different IPs) and are continuing
with the participatory planning and implementation process. Groups are counted if they (a) are
seeking assistance from other donors or (b) have organized local self-help contributions for
another (follow-on) community activity”. One IP reports two numbers against (a) and (b) while the
other reports one number aggregated number against both categories (a) and (b). Those three
numbers are added together, with each component having equal weight, to yield one aggregated
measure.

Both programs are extremely different in purpose, approach, mechanisms, inputs and types of
clients served. The aggregated reported measure tends to overstate progress as practiced by one
IP and to understate progress as seen by the other. The single aggregated measure does not
effectively measure the USAID program promoting “citizen participation”. It simply is not
meaningful.

Recommendations for improvement:

1.

The progress of each IP should be reported separately. The D/G program itself, particularly as it
addresses civil society is currently in transition. The SO team should take this opportunity to
consider the two approaches and make a choice between them reflecting the sorts of results it
wants to achieve.

For IR 2.0.1 (b) as collected by ISC:

Findings:

>

The “data” reported are qualitative and subjectively arrived at, reasonably so given the nature of

the result that is being captured. There are several ways, however, in which the IP (ISC) and SO

team are attempting to ensure validity.

a. Both parties have experimented with different methods for measuring the result and have
found themselves in agreement in their dissatisfaction.

b. The IP has developed a new data gathering method and approach (reported on here) that is
an improvement in terms of objectivity and verifiability.

c. The new monitoring method and approach is more costly than that used before but more
certain in its analytical results.

Recommendations for improvement:

1.

2.

3.

The SO team and IP should continue using the new approach (Performance Stories) and
experiment, as it is, with improving it regarding its measurement of this result;

The IP should continue reporting its results against this indicator in three categories as it does now
and has been in the past, for the sake of continuity;

The IP should document as much as possible all of its reported findings in these categories;
The SO team should make a choice between the three categories (definitions of “continuity of
initiatives”) which is the most appropriate given how the SO team sees the essence of the result
and report on that particular category.
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Findings:

» The data gathering methods are changing now in that an independent assessment is now being
contracted to give validation and depth to the results reported. The costs are not ascertained as
of yet.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. Additional costs to some magnitude are easily justified in giving the indicator more objectivity and
validity.

For IR 2.0.1 (b) as collected by CSHI:

Findings:

» The “data” reported are qualitative and subjectively arrived at, reasonably so given the nature of
the result that is being captured. There are several ways, however, in which the IP (CSHI) is
attempting to ensure validity. In order to be classified as a “continuing initiative” the following
things have to happen:

a. The group which received the CSHI grant should be reflected formally in the “group” which is
applying for or otherwise obtaining funding for a second initiative, i.e. it doesn't need to be
exactly the same persons but it should be largely so;

b. The new initiative has gone through a project preparation process similar to that in which the
original CSHI group was trained,;

c. There must be a concrete project idea which has been developed by the group; and

d. The conceptualization has to take some concrete and demonstrable form or documentation.

» This process very much depends on the close oversight of and commitment by project staff in both
the M&E project department and the regional representative through on-going visits and reports.
As observed in field visits this process appears to be rigorously and objectively carried out.
However only two sub-projects out of some 300 were visited.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The SO team must keep very close contact with the IP and its M&E department, review the field
visit reports for projects characterized as having continued initiative, and make site visits to these
projects and reach agreement of the projects so classified.

c. Women's participation in community level decision making

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:
» This indicator is reported on by two implementing partners, as above, and the inputs from each are
aggregated.

a. As of the end of the DQA it was not determined how ISC defines and measures “women
participating in community-level decision-making. (There is no DQA Checklist, therefore,
prepared for it.)

b. CSHI defines and measures the indicator people who are in the official (and formalized)
role of leader, as specified in the Memorandum of Agreement who are women.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO team should determine how ISC defines and measures women in leadership roles and
decide if that definition and form of measurement is consistent with the CSHI method.




Findings:

» It was not observed nor questioned during the DQA whether and to what extent the CSHI project
actually places an emphasis on choosing women to be in leadership positions and has particular
interventions or techniques designed to make this happen, i.e. is not clear if this is a conscious
objective of the project. It is not included or alluded to in the Project’'s Mission Statement nor is
among five project Program Obijectives as is, for example, “promoting ethnic harmony by
encouraging collaboration and cooperation among diverse ethnic groups in the planning and
implementation of project activities.”

Recommendations for improvement:

1. This question should be answered by the SO team. If, indeed, there is no explicit objective for
promoting leadership among women then the indicator should be dropped.

d. NGO Sustainability Index

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» There are currently 4,000 NGOs registered in Macedonia. USAID/Macedonia deals with less than
10% of that number. Of the two activities designed to develop NGO sustainability only one works
in-depth over time with its constituents but they approximate ten organizations. The other, which
works with the majority of USAID assisted NGOs, works with them only during grant-funded
project implementation, i.e. the focus is on completing projects, most often of small scale
infrastructure nature.

» The broader-gauged interventions, involving capacity building, financial viability, advocacy and
service provision, are carried out by the activity referred to above which focuses on only ten NGOs
(varies over the reporting period) and these have been chosen because of particular geographic,
gender or ethnic criteria.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The SO Team should focus its measure of sustainability on those institutions with which it works
and it should develop a more narrowly focused measure of sustainability than the NGO
Sustainability Index.

3. IR 2.0 1.1: Citizen attitudes towards democratic processes and practices
improved

a. Public trustin NGOs

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.
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Findings:

» The degree of trust is measured by asking respondents “Do you trust the following institutions.”
The question is accompanied with 10 different types of institutions and the respondent has to rate
his/her degree of trust on a four- point scale (definitely yes, rather yes, rather no and definitely no).
The alternative institutions are read in the same order to all participants in the survey, with the
NGO'’s appearing 8" on the list, after labor unions, parliament, Government of RM etc. There is a
theoretical possibility that respondents’ sense of trust in NGOs might be influenced by the types of
institutions immediately preceding that alternative and that a different ordering of the alternatives
could create a different psychological frame of reference for estimating the trust.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The alternatives should be rotated from one to another interview in all possible combinations, so
that the “effect of ordering” is annulled.

See “reliability” under C.1.a above

See “timing” under C.1.a above

4. IR 2.0.1.2: Improved opportunities for citizen participation
a. Public participation in civil society organizations

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

See “reliability” under C.1.a above

See “timing” under C.1.a above

Findings:

» The measurement is based on self-report, which might or might not correspond to the reality.
Moreover, it is unknown what sort of “group or organization” the respondent may have joined and
whether this is one that the SO Team would want to count. A more objective measure might be
counting the number of active members of a representative sample of different interest groups of
the sort the SO Team considers important.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. A more objective measure might be counting the number of active members of a representative
sample of different interest groups of the sort the SO Team considers important.

5. IR 2.0.1.3: Improved citizen access to objective, unbiased information
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a. No indicator to assess
6. IR 2.0.2: Adherenceto the Rule of Law Enhanced

a. Public perception of the effectiveness of courts both nationally
and in the pilot court areas

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

> Thg measure is the percentage of respondents that find the courts to be “very effective” or
“effective to some extent” nationwide when asked a specific question in the USAID Survey of
Citizen Attitudes. The indicator does not, however, measure respondents’ perceptions of pilot
court effectiveness.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The indicator should be modified so that it does not include pilot court areas.

See “reliability” under C.1.a above

See “timing” under C.1.a above

b. Macedonia’s Rule of Law rating in the Freedom House Report

The DQA Team did not assess this indicator. Data for it are collected, analyzed and
reported in Washington.

7. IR 2.0.2.1: More effective judiciary
a. Civil case backlog reduction in pilot courts

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» There are two parts of the indicator. The program aims to reduce the backlog of cases open for
more than one year and for more than three years from baseline levels measured by a survey of
cases in 2003 to set target levels. These measures are standard measures used by the EU and
the American Bar Association.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The SO team should note in the PMP and its reports if there is a higher level of priority given to
either of these timeframes in order to assist interpretation of the two measures.
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b. User satisfaction with courts, in pilot courts

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» The PMP for SO 1.3 (November 10, 2003 version) defines this indicator as a three-part measure
of satisfaction as gathered in the Survey of Citizens and Court Users: Overall satisfaction;
satisfaction with the competency of the prosecutor; and satisfaction with the competency of the
representing attorney. In fact, however, only the first type of satisfaction — overall - is used to
measure of IR 2.0 2.1.

Recommendation for improvement:
1. The SO team should correct the PMP.

Findings:

» On the surface the indicator is a valid measure of one dimension of effectiveness: court user
perception of satisfaction. However, there are two serious problems with how the indicator is
measured:

o ltis entirely based on people’s response to one question asking the respondent to
characterize his or her level of agreement with the statement, “Overall, | think the court
performed effectively.”

0 It does not distinguish users (citizens) from court officials or other workers who may have
been in the court the days the survey was taken. All responses are aggregated. Yet the
indicator explicitly aims at “user satisfaction.”

» Itis not certain that the day selected for surveying in each pilot court was representative.
Obviously troublesome days such as Fridays are not selected for sampling. But outside of the
obvious problem days or periods there was no systematic way of ensuring representativeness, if
indeed there is any way.

» The circumstances in which the survey was administered were not conducive to thoughtful
responses. People are quickly stopped as they leave court and asked to fill out the short
guestionnaire. Writing space is provided. Although the process was not observed, it must have
been the case that at least at certain times circumstances were chaotic.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. If this is the way user satisfaction is to be measured the IP should develop a bit more of a battery
of questions geared towards measuring it then they should be aggregated.

2. There should be some separation-out of respondents who had no particular interest in the
effectiveness of the court that day, if not to focus exclusively on specific types of respondents as
having more salient opinions than others.

3. The IP should be asked to be as rigorous as possible in the selection of “survey day” to ensure the
representativeness of the sample of court users. The IP should also document what sorts of
criteria are being used to make the selection.

4. The IP should ensure an environment for people to thoughtfully answer the questions.

Findings:
» The IP must make certain that the procedures and circumstances of data collection of each of the
seven pilot courts are the same.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. (See validity above)
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c. Changes in the performance of the justice system

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» The indicator is a sub-set of the factors measured in the Judicial Reform Index, taking five of them
and reporting on them separately. As such, makes it difficult for the SO team to interpret the
results, i.e. how to weigh positive performance on any one as compared to negative performance
on others and to arrive at some IR level comprehensive judgment.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO team should work closely with the IP to help give the kind of comprehensive
interpretation needed for its management concerns.

Findings:

» The indicator is at such a high level that changes could not very reasonably be attributed to
USAID’s efforts.

» The level of precision of each of the components of the indicator is measured in only three
gradations. Because each component is at such a high level, changes from one year to the next
will be so small that they are not likely to be picked up by the indicator components. They will not
likely tell whether the program is “on track”. They do not serve as a management tool so much as
a measure impact.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The SO team should be aware of this when making claims for the program based on these
indicators.

2. The SO team should realize that measurable results under these indicator components will be a
long time in appearing and that changes may not be picked up at all.

Practicality

Findings:

» Given the high level measured by these indicator components, the low level of attribution that
USAID can reasonably claim for positive changes and the grossness of precision with which the
measurement is made (see other criteria statements in the DQA), it could quite reasonably be
argued that the costs are inappropriate for what the information yielded the SO team. The
indicator is much more valuable at the regional level, to make comparisons between USAID
countries.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO Team should understand the costs involved and consider developing lower level, more
precise indicators.

8. IR 2.0.2.2: More effective legal personnel

a. User satisfaction with judges, prosecutors and attorneys in pilot
courts

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.
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Findings:
» The PMP for SO 1.3 (November 10, 2003 version) defines this indicator as a three-part measure of

Recommendation for improvement:

satisfaction as gathered in the Survey of Citizens and Court Users: Overall satisfaction;
satisfaction with the competency of the prosecutor; and satisfaction with the competency of the
representing attorney. In fact, however, it is the combination of the second two types of
satisfaction, with the competence of prosecutors and attorneys, that is used to measure of IR 2.0
2.2.

1. The SO team should correct the PMP.
2. The IP and SO team should together consider aggregating these two survey question responses
by, for example, reporting the percent of all respondents who answer “strongly agree” and “agree”
to either of these questions or, as a stricter view of competency, those who answered .
Combined
No. of answerin
respondents positively|
answering: to eithe
Total no. of strongly "agree" Percent of (asg
respondents and "agree" respondents
The public prosecutor competently 400 87 21.8%
represented the interests of
the state against the accused 32.5%
The private attorney competently rep-
resented the interests of his/her client 400 43 10.8%

Findings:
» The indicator does not distinguish users — citizens - from court officials or other workers who may

Recommendations for improvement:
1

have been in the court the days the survey was taken. All responses are aggregated. Yet the
indicator explicitly aims at “user satisfaction”.

It is not certain that the day selected for surveying in each pilot court was representative.
Obviously troublesome days such as Fridays are not selected for sampling. But outside of the
obvious problem days or periods there was no systematic way of ensuring representativeness, if
indeed there is any way.

The circumstances in which the survey was administered were not conducive to thoughtful
responses. People are quickly stopped as they leave court and asked to fill out the short
guestionnaire. Writing space is provided. Although the process was not observed, it must have
been the case that at least at certain times circumstances were chaotic.

There should be some separation out of respondents who had no particular interest in the
effectiveness of the court that day, if not to focus exclusively on specific types of respondents as
having more salient opinions than others.

The IP should be asked to be as rigorous as possible in the selection of “survey day” to ensure the
representativeness of the sample of court users and the IP should document what sorts of criteria
are being used to make the selection.

The IP should ensure an environment for people to thoughtfully answer the questions.
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Findings:
» The IP must make certain that the procedures and circumstances of data collection each of the
seven pilot courts are the same.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. (See validity above)

b. Changes in the performance and ethics of non-judicial
professions

The following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. The same
findings and recommendations as were formulated for IR 2.0.2.1 above — “Changes
in the performance of the justice system”— are given here since the exact same
approach and data gathering methods are used for the Legal Profession Reform
Index as for the Judicial Reform Index.

Findings:

» The indicator, like the Judicial Reform Index discussed above, is a sub-set of the factors measured
in the Legal Profession Reform Index, taking them and reporting on them separately. As such, itis
difficult for the SO team to interpret the results, i.e. how to weigh positive performance on any one
as compared to negative performance on others and to arrive at some IR level comprehensive
judgment.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO team should work closely with the IP to help give the kind of comprehensive
interpretation needed for its management concerns.

Findings:

» The indicator is at such a high level that changes could not very reasonably be attributed to
USAID’s efforts.

» The level of precision of each of the components of the indicator is measured in only three
gradations. Because each component is at such a high level, changes from one year to the next
will be so small that they are not likely to be picked up by the indicator components. They will not
likely tell whether the program is “on track”. They do not serve as a management tool so much as
a measure impact.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The SO team should be aware of this when making claims for the program based on these
indicators.

2. The SO team should realize that measurable results under these indicator components will be a
long time in appearing and that changes may not be picked up at all.
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Findings:

» Given the high level measured by these indicator components, the low level of attribution that
USAID can reasonably claim for positive changes and the grossness of precision with which the
measurement is made (see other criteria statements in the DQA), it could quite reasonably be
argued that the costs are inappropriate for what the information yielded the SO team. The
indicator is much more valuable at the regional level, to make comparisons between USAID
countries.

Recommendations for improvement:
2. The SO Team should understand the costs involved and consider developing lower level, more
precise indicators.

9. IR 2.0.2.3: Laws, regulations and policies that support market-based
economy adopted

a. Key laws and implementing regulations adopted

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:
» The Mission, through two SO teams, is working for the adoption of these laws and regulations.
However, the level of attribution to USAID interventions varies from one to another. And in most

cases the argument that the laws and regulations would not have been adopted but for USAID
action is at least arguable.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The Mission, through its two SO teams should be prepared to document and demonstrate the
extent of which adoption of each law and regulation can be attributed to USAID.

Findings:
» Given the length of time to achieve adoption of these laws and regulations and then the months to
get that published in the Official Gazette make it a very imprecise measure for “on-trackedness”.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. There is not much to recommend. It takes as long as it takes.

10. IR 2.0.3: More Effective, Responsive and Accountable Local
Government

a. Public trustin local government in target municipalities

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.




See “reliability” under C.1.a above

See “timing” under C.1.a above

11. IR 2.0.3.1: Local governments have increased responsibility and
financial resources

a. No indicator to assess

12. IR 2.0.3.2: Effective relationship between citizens and local
government exits

a. Public participation in local government decision making

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:
» Respondents in the nationwide USAID Survey of Citizen Attitudes are asked “Have you attempted

to make the self-government solve a community problem”. This indicator is being measured by
the percentage of respondents who answered “yes” to the question. However, the result that the
indicator is supposed to measure is an increase in public participation in local government
decision making. This question does not identify what sort of community problem local
government was asked to address nor does it show how that request was made or how powerfully
it might have been conveyed.

The SO Team is considering, with this indicator taken from a nationwide survey, that a change in
the indicator could be attributed to actions taken USAID. Yet USAID is working in 17 selected
municipalities.

Recommendations for improvement:

1.

The SO Team should either have several sub-questions added to the nationwide survey trying to
get at determining whether the type of intervention a respondent says he/she “attempted to make”
qualifies for the type of citizen involvement in decision making that the Team is aiming at
increasing or the SO Team should formulate a new indicator.

If the question remains the source of this indicator, qualified as recommended above, then it
should envelope only the 17 USAID assisted municipalities.

See “reliability” under C.1.a above

See “timing” under C.1.a above
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13. IR 2.0.3.3: Municipal associations satisfactorily serve the
interests of their members

a. No indicator to assess

14. IR 2.0.3.4: Local governments improve the management of
municipal services

a. No indicator to assess

15. IR 2.0.4: Increased confidence in government institutions and
political processes

a. Trustin Parliament

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

See “reliability” under C.1.a above

See “timing” under C.1.a above

16. IR 2.0.4.1: Parliament functions in a more effective and visibly
representative manner

a. No indicator to assess
17. IR 2.0.4.2: Degree to which elections are free and fair improved
a. Free and fair elections held
There was not time during the Data Quality Assessment to verify data gathering
methods or analyze the validity and adequacy of the indicator. Since data gathering
involves using the OSCE observers report and judgment, there really are no issues
as regards data gathering. The major issue to be analyzed is the issue of attribution:
to what extent can the USAID Mission and the SO 2.0 team claim success for free

and fair elections during the next round of voting.

18. IR 2.0.4.3: Political party transformed to a platform and
performance basis

a. No indicator to assess

19. IR 2.0.4.4: Communication between elements of government and
citizens improved
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a. No indicator to assess

D. SO 3.4: Mitigate Social Impact of the Transition to Market-Based
Democracies

1. SO Level Indicators

There currently are no SO level indicators for SO 3.4. The former indicator
“Increased number of youth better prepared for employment through education
programs” is being revised by the Implementing Partner for the Secondary
Education Activity and baseline data have been taken through two surveys, one in
March/April and one during the DQA in June, 2004. The DQA team interviewed the
Research Scientist of the IP on two occasions and observed one part of the data
entry procedure. The IP is in the process of developing five indices which, together,
will more precisely measure the employability of youth as a result of teacher training
in new methods. The five indices are:

Instructional practice;
Career preparation;
Computer skills;
Computer access; and
Problem solving skills.

The SO Team Leader decided that it was too early to assess the quality of these
indices as they are not yet operational.

2. IR 3.4.1: Improved quality and relevance of instruction at primary and
secondary schools

a. Increased number of teachers using improved methodology

This indicator was originally formulated for one activity, “Creative Teaching and
Learning” (FOSIM being the implementer). More recently two activities have come
on-stream and the SO 3.4 Team thought of including those results under this
indicator. However, the SO Team has decided that in the future the Secondary
Education Activity will not be reporting under it. Finally, the third and newest activity,
which is implemented by EDC and will focus on setting up ICT labs in schools, will
also train teachers to teach ICT. As of the assessment the EDC activity remained
part of this indicator. The FOSIM and EDC activities are sufficiently different as to
warrant a separate assessment of each as it contributes to this indicator.

i. Increased number of teachers using improved methodology as
per the FOSIM activity



Findings:

» The indicator is measured as an average percent of teachers who answered (in a self-reporting
guestionnaire) that they either a) often or b) every day use the creative techniques. There is a
potential threat that the answers to that question represent teachers’ unconscious tendency to
present themselves in a way that is expected by the questioner. The validity of the indicator is
controlled, in a way, by comparing the percent of teachers reporting that they use the creative
techniques with the proportion of students choosing the alternatives a) several times a week and
b) once a week offered with the question “Are most of the teachers using new teaching
techniques?’ (It should be noted however, that there is a discrepancy in the estimation of these
two groups of respondents; approx. 40% of students think that teachers rarely use new
techniques, vs. only one fourth of the teachers who says that the creative methods are used
rarely.)

» The indicator is defined as “trained teachers in selected schools demonstrated improved teaching
methodology and skills”, but no measures have been developed to assess their actual
employment of these techniques. It is only the self-report that is taken into account.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The validity of the indicator could be improved by using, along with surveys administered to the
teachers, more objective approaches in estimating the use of new teaching approaches, such as
direct observation of randomly chosen classes made by an independent trained supervisor.

2. Direct observation of teachers’ lecturing can provide insight both into the quality and quantity of
their employment of new techniques. Another approach for assessing quality might be
administering a questionnaire to students, asking them to rank teachers according to their
teaching skills. If those teachers who never attended the training are consistently ranked lower
that the trained, the result might indicate different quality of lecturing.

Findings:
» The measurement has been made only once. The report is focused on findings, but only few
words are written on details about the sampling, procedure, rate of refusal and data cleaning.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. More detailed description of the research procedure in the report might ensure more stable and
comparable replications of data collection over time.

Findings:

» The school year starts in September and the survey was administered one month later. Neither
students have enough time to make judgments, nor teachers are given a chance to implement the
methods sufficiently.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. Surveys should be done in November.

Findings:
» This indicator, as it is measured now, is most of all practical as data can be obtained frequently
and for reasonable cost. Its practicality though is at the cost of its directness (see validity above).

ii. Increased number of teachers using improved methodology as
per the EDC activity




Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» The definition is vague. The PMP does not say how many lessons per particular period have to be
delivered by using the new methodology so that a teacher will belong to the group who use it. The
interviewed implementer was not sure either.

» If the measurement unit is “number of lecture plans prepared during a certain period of time”, there
is no ambiguity over what kind of data should be collected.

» As far as the reports from the Change Groups are concerned, the methodology of data collection
is not yet developed.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The precise definition of the indicator should be improved so that operationally it is clear at what
point a teacher can be counted as using the new methodology.

b. Increased number of career centers

There are no significant findings or recommendations regarding this indicator.

3. IR 3.4.2: Support a training system for professionalization of school
directors

a. Increased number of school directors complete certification
training

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» Thetarget is defined as 100% of directors. Its completion can be threatened by two things: (a) that
some directors are not motivated to accomplish the training (e.g. those close to the end of their
mandate or pension) and (b) that another teacher certification training may become available from
another training organization.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The SO Team should modify this definition by changing the indicator’s targets to allow for these
possible factors.

2. The DQA Tam is recommending this indicator be included in the Annual Report, modified as
described above.

4. IR 3.4.3: Increased access to education
a. Number of students enrolled in Southeastern Europe University

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.




Findings:

» The indicator is only measuring access to higher education.

» There are no SO 3.4 activities addressing higher education or designed to increase student
enroliment in SEEU.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The SO Team should consider re-wording the IR to limit it to access to higher education.

2. The SO Team should either design and introduce activities directed at higher education and
intended to increase enroliment in SEEU or it should drop this indicator and IR.

5. IR 3.4.4: Local economic development
a. Sustained business growth at local level

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each. As is noted under “definition” the indicator
is, in fact, two distinct indicators. Recommendations are made regarding how to
deal with the multi-dimensionality of the indicator as is currently framed. The DQA
Team did, however, do an assessment of one of these two parts. The findings and
recommendations that follow “definition” are in relation to what is shown in the PMP
for SO 3.4 as IR 3.4.4.a (a) which is focused on “value of increased sales of project
assisted association members in the sheep and fruits and vegetables sector (sic).”

Findings:

» This indicator is really two indicators with two different IPs, Activity Managers, objects of focus,
definitions and targets. There is no attempt to aggregate them.

» Regarding “value of sales...in the sheep and fruits/vegetable sectors” the method used by
the IP for calculating sales, which is quite clear and precise in reality, is not given in its
Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, even though it does note as a “data limitation” that
“private companies in Macedonia tend to be secretive regarding their financial performance”.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. Break the indicator into two distinct indicators.

2. Regarding “value of sales...in the sheep and fruits/vegetable sectors” the IP should provide
a clear description. How has this noted limitation been dealt with?

Findings:

> Dif?erent members of the SO team were unclear about how to interpret the sales reported here as
compared with the “sales” reported by another IP for such clusters as cheese, IT and wine. (And it
was unclear during the DQA if they also include export sales.) This is not so much a findings
about the objectivity (clarity) of the indicator as about the SO team members’ varied interpretation
of it.

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO Team Leader should make clear to SO team members which sales data are domestic and
which are export.

b. Internet users per 10,000 people
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No data quality assessment was done on this indicator.
c. SMEs use of ICT to improve their competitiveness

Only the following data quality assessment criteria apply to this indicator. Findings
and recommendations are given for each.

Findings:

» Theindicator is framed as a result. The PMP does specify in its definition that it is to be measured
as “Number of E-Biz Centers opened and operational.”

» The project has fairly clear and concise definition of what it means to be “operational” but it is not
included in the PMP.

Recommendations for improvement:

1. Change the working of the indicator to be as it actually is: “Number of E-Biz Centers opened and
operational.”

2. Include the definition of “operational” in the PMP.

Findings:
» The indicator is a better measure of activity level results than of the intermediate result it is
intended to measure. Although it is direct, it is very distant from “local economic development”

Recommendations for improvement:

1. The SO team should consider another indicator for this one. In conversations with the IP, it was
learned that a higher level expectation for the activity is something on the order of “increased
number of jobs created due to the E-Biz Centers” or even more to the point of the activity “number
of jobs saved” although certainly more difficult to measure. But something like either of these
would be a better measure at the IR level.

Findings:
» Itis not an effective measure of “on-trackedness” for the result for the reason that the result is at a
higher level than it is measuring.
» Taken as a group the indicators currently tell a story about:
0 Increased sales in selected, somewhat small and definitely rural, sectors;
0 Number of people who use the Internet per 10,000; and
0 Increase in the number of E-Biz Centers.
(See each of the Indicator Checklists.)
Together these are not a very comprehensive measure of “local economic development.”

Recommendations for improvement:
1. The SO Team should consider defining a more comprehensive measure of employment created
by E-Biz Centers to raise the adequacy of these indicators as a package.

I RECOMMENDAIONS FOR ANNUAL REPORT INDICATORS
A. Introduction

The SO 1.3 Team has pretty much selected the indicators they want to include in the
Annual Report. The SO 2.0 Team has identified certain indicators that they think

would be better than others. The SO 3.4 Team has not selected or identified
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preferred indicators to be included in the Annual Report although there probably is
consensus around at least one in the education area. Since the DQA Team has
considered all of the indicators, it makes sense (and indeed the team was tasked) to
make recommendations for those indicators most appropriate for including in the
Annual Report. Criteria used by the DQA Team Leader included:

The preferences of the SO teams;

The quality of the indicators;

The comprehensiveness of the indicator and
The level of measurement of the indicators.

In making the final selection, the Mission — overall — needs to reach agreement on
the location of the set of indicators currently under the Intermediate Result labeled
“local economic growth”. This IR is sometimes seen as within SO 1.3 and
sometimes seen as belonging to SO 3.4. As far as the Annual Report is concerned,
the issue is: if there is an indicator that reflects “local economic growth” to be
included in the AR, then under which SO should it be reported?

B. SO 1.3: Accelerated Development and Growth of the Private Sector

Result Indicator Reason

SO 1.3: Accelerated (a) Total full time employment in Selected by SO Team

Development and Growth of private sector firms

the Private Sector (b) Private sector employment as a || Recommended by DQA
percentage of total employment Team

IR 1.3.1: Bank and non-bank (a) Bank lending relative to bank

financial institutions strengthened | capacity to lend
(b) Securities markets and non- Selected by SO Team

bank financial institutions

(c) Market turnover

IR 1.3.2: Private sector firms (a) Total exports
more competitive (b) Foreign direct investment
(c) Total exports of sectors Selected by SO Team

assisted by USAID

IR 1.3.3: Enabling environment (a) Speed of business registration

for investment improved (b) Shareholder awareness of their
rights

(c) Additional taxpayers Recommended by DQA
Team

(d) Compliance to WTO
requirements




C. SO 2.0: More Legitimate Democratic Institutions

Result
SO 2.0: More Legitimate
Democratic Institutions

IR 2.0 1: Increased citizen
participation in political and social
decision making

IR 2.0 1.1: Citizen attitudes
towards democratic processes
and practices improved

IR 2.0.1.2: Improved
opportunities for citizen
participation

IR 2.0.1.3: Improved citizen
access to objective, unbiased
information

IR 2.0.2.1: More effective
judiciary

IR 2.0.2.1: More effective
judiciary

IR 2.0.2.2: More effective legal
personnel

IR 2.0 2.3: Laws, regulations and
policies that support market-
based economy adopted

IR 2.0.3: More effective,
responsive and accountable local
government

IR 2.0.3.1: Local governments
have increased responsibility and
financial resources

IR 2.0.3.2: Effective relationship
between citizens and local
government exits

Indicator
(a) Public perception of respect for
democratic values
(b) Public perception of effectiveness
of key government institutions
(a) Public participation in political
activities
(b) Continuing initiatives at the local
level
(c) Women's patrticipation in community
level decision making
(d) NGO Sustainability Index
(a) Public trust in NGOs

(a) Public participation in civil society
organizations

No Indicator

(a) Public perception of the
effectiveness of courts, both nationally
an in the pilot court areas

(b) Freedom House "Rule of Law"
rating

(a) Civil case backlog reduction in pilot
courts

(b) User satisfaction with courts, in pilot
courts

(c) Changes in the performance of the
justice system

(a) User satisfaction with judges,
prosecutors and attorneys in pilot
courts

(b) Changes in the performance and
ethics of non-judicial professions

(a) Public trust in local government
(a) Key laws and implementing
regulations adopted

No Indicator

(a) Public participation in local
government decision making

Reason
Preferred by SO Team

Preferred by SO Team
Recommended by DQA

Team
Preferred by SO Team

Preferred by SO Team

Preferred by SO Team
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Result
IR 2.0.3.3: Municipal associations
satisfactorily serve the interests
of their members
IR 2.0.3.4: Local governments
improve the management of
municipal services
IR 2.0.4: Increased confidence in
government institutions and
political processes
IR 2.0.4.1: Parliament functions
in a more effective and visibly
representative manner
IR 2.0.4.2: Degree to which
elections are free and fair
improved
IR 2.0.4.3: Political party
transformed to a platform and
performance basis
IR 2.0.4.4: Communication
between elements of government
and citizens improved

Indicator
No Indicator

No Indicator

(a) Trust in Parliament

No indicator

(a) Free and fair elections held

No Indicator

No Indicator

Reason

D. SO 3.4: Mitigate Social Impact of the Transition to Market-Based

Democracies

Result

Indicator

Reason

SO 3.4: Mitigate Adverse Social
Impact of the Transition to
Market-Based Democracies

Indicators for “Youth better prepared
for employment through education
programs” being developed:
Instructional practice;
Career preparation;
Computer skills;
Computer access; and
Problem solving skills.

Recommended by DQA

Team

IR 3.4.1: Improved quality and
relevance of instruction at primary
and secondary schools

(a) Increased number of teachers
using improved methodology

(b) Increased number of career
centers

IR 3.4.2: Support a training
system for professionalization of
school directors

(a) Increased number of school
directors complete certification training

Recommended by DQA

Team

IR 3.4.3: Increased access to
education

(a) Number of students enrolled in
Southeastern Europe University

IR 3.4.4: Local economic
development

(a) Sustained business growth at local
level:
Assisted members in sheep,
fruits and vegetables and
assisted artisan members

(b) Internet users per 10,000 people

(c) SMEs use of ICT to improve their
competitiveness




IV TRAINING OF MACEDONIAN DQA SPECIALISTS
A. Introduction

The Mission requested that two Macedonia research specialist be trained in DQA
methods by the Team Leader. The thought was that university professors or
research association professionals skilled in socio-economic research methods
would be good candidates for the DQA. Once trained, they would be a resource for
the Mission.

As it happened, the timing of the DQA did not fit well with the availability of these
types of people. Final university exams fall in June and all the candidates were
giving and grading exams. However, while none of the candidates were available
during the full 18 days of the DQA three candidates were available for most of that
period. The Mission decided to use three Macedonian research specialists -
Nikolina Kenig, llija Todorovski and Anica Dragovic - on a part-time basis. (See
Attachment D for their resumes.)

The Team Leader took one and a half days early in the DQA to train the Macedonian
DQA Team members, mostly in a workshop environment, in the following topics:

(1) USAID performance monitoring methods including
Results frameworks,
Performance Management Plans (PMP),
Strategic objectives and intermediate results and
Performance indicators;
(2) Data quality criteria for performance indicators including
- Validity,
Reliability,
Timeliness,
Practicality and
- Adequacy and
(3) USAID reporting schedules and requirements.

The Macedonian DQA Team members then chose from amongst the thirty eight
subject indicators of the DQA those that most fit their interests and technical
background. They studied the PMPs and relevant background documents for their
indicators and participated in some of the USAID and implementing partner staff
interviews with the Team Leader. Finally, they completed DQA checklists for the
indicators they were covering. The Team Leader was able to include much of their
findings in the final checklists included in Attachment C.

On Macedonian Team member was unable to finish the DQA due to an emergency
in her family.
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B. Strengths of the Macedonia DQA Team Members

1.

The level of skills in behavioral research and socio-economic issues such as
democracy building in a transitional situation and education and economic
growth that the Macedonian DQA Team members brought with them was
very high. These basic research skills include

Survey research methods,

Statistical analysis methods,

Data collection methods, and

Sampling
The level of their understanding of and familiarity with secondary sources of
data available in Macedonia was very sharp and current. They knew most
secondary data sources used in the three PMPs and understood their
strengths and weaknesses.
They have worked enough with other donors to be quite familiar with the
general performance monitoring methodologies that their adaptation to and
understanding of USAID’s measurement of results through indicators was
very quick.
They were professionally familiar with the principal research contractors that
USAID uses for its Citizen Attitude Surveys and other research efforts which
made their access to those firms quick and easy.
The Macedonian DQA Team members brought a neutral perspective to the
indicators they focused on. They could look at the indicators with a greater
freshness than the SO Team members. As they work with the Mission in the
future this neutrality and freshness will complement SO team perspectives
which may be more limited by the history of the indicators.

C. Weaknesses in the Training

1.

There is a lot about USAID’s overall management system that gives the DQA
a context within which the DQA “makes sense”. The Macedonian Team
members lacked this organizational management context. The principal
management features peculiar to USAID and which the team lacked included
such things as

Measuring the achievement of organizational results through indicators,
The hierarchy of results in USAID’s system,

Strategic objective teams and their role,

The strategic planning process in which results are determined,

The reporting relationship between missions and USAID/Washington and
who answers to whom and

The relationship of mission staff with implementing partner staff and the
roles each play in achieving results.

It was not possible during the training to give the Macedonian DQA Team
members a clear enough understanding of this organizational analytical
context.

If there is a chance to send the members to training workshops in PMP,
strategic planning, evaluation or activity management it would be helpful.
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Also, the more they participate in performance monitoring activities for the
Mission the greater understanding they will acquire.

This one training exercise will not be enough to enable the Macedonian DQA
Team members to retain the knowledge they have gained. The Mission
should use them as soon as possible for related performance monitoring
efforts. An opportunity may present itself in the Fall when a new municipal
government activity will begin. The Macedonian team could help the SO 2.0
Team develop new IR 2.0.3 indicators.



ATTACHMENT A

Scope of Work



ATTACHMENT B

Persons Interviewed



PERSONSINTERVIEWED

USAID Officials

Thomas Mehen, Program Development Advisor
Ivica Vasev, Program Development Specidist

Democracy and Local Governance Office

Michael Eddy, Generd Development Officer
Afrodita Sdja, Project Management Specialist
Mdlita Cokrevska, Project Management Specidist
Antoaneta Skartova, Project Management Specialist

Private Sector Office

Geoffrey Minott, Private Sector Officer

Jovan Madjovski, Project Management Specidist
Zdravko Sami, Project Management Specidist
Meri Cuculovska, Project Management Specidist

Socid Trangdtion Office

Cecilia Sun, Educetion Officer

Elizabeth Markovic, Workforce Project Speciaist
Lela J Jakovleska, Education Specidist

Natasha Murdzeva, Education Program Assstant




| mplementing Partners

SO 1.3: Accelerated Development and Growth of the Private Sector

Lester H. Swesting, ESQ Fiscal Reform Project, Chief of Party
Macedonia Corporate Governance/Company Law Proj.,
Dr. Gregory F. Maassen Chief of Party
Snezana ?77777? Research Manager
Thomas Carson, Ph.D. Research Director
Macedonia Competitiveness Activity
Suzi Kanya Hagan Chief of Party
Kevin Newman Compstitiveness Advisor
Anthony ?7?777? Sheep and Cheese Cluster Advisor
Dane Smith Research Director
Macedonia Agribusiness Marketing Activity,
David Blood Chief of Party
Krigtina Deriban Monitoring and Evauation Manager
WTO Compliance Activity
Zoran Jolevsi, Ph.D. Nationa WTO Coordinator
Gordana Toseva Senior Legd Advisor

SO 2.0: More Legitimate Democr atic I nstitutions

Parliamentary Development

Chris Henshaw Chief of Party
Blvis 727?72 Condtituency Reations Chief
Rule of Law Project
Marilyn Zdin Country Director
Keti llievska Legd Advisor
Amanda Ashford Legd Professond Index Assessor

Macedonia Court Modernization Project,
Douglas E. Myers Chief of Party
Gordana Stojanova Pilot Court Manager

Macedonian Stock Exchange Project,
Ivan Steriev Director, Trading Department
MargicaMiova Legd Advisor, Macedonian Financial Sector Project



SO 2.0: More L egitimate Demacr atic | nstitutions (cont.)

Diannna Wuagneux Ph.D
Nebojsa Mojsoski
Natasa Stankovic

Irena Stevcevska

Gjorgji Kimov

Macedonia Community Sdf-Hep Initiative,
Chief of Party

Monitoring and Evauation Coordinator
Regiond Representative

Democracy Network
Community Coordinator

BRIMA (Gdlup) Internationd
Rescarch Director

SO 3.4: Mitigating the Adver se Social Impacts of the Transition to the M ar ket-

Based Demaocr acy

Spomenka Lazarevska

Mark Shapiro, Ph.D.
Zoran Stojanov

Luis Rodriguez

Janice Brodman
George Peterson

Cregtive Teaching and Learning, Project Director

Secondary Education Activity,
Research Scientist
Research, Monitoring and Evaluation Coordinator

E-Schools In Macedonia Activity,
Chief of Party

Macedonian ICT and Loca Economic Activity
Development,

EDC, Center for Innovative Technologies,
Director

Chief of Party



Activity Fidd Staff and Clients

Meriton Abazi, Casaificio Cezarina2 — Fgzi (Cheese production and export)

Sheep farm for cheese production

Government Statistical Office, regarding the
Annua Labor Force Survey

Municipality of Staro Nagorichane/Niculjane,
Mayor Vlasta Dimkovic

Public Communa Enterprise for Municipdity of Staro Nagorichane/Niculjane,



ATTACHMENT C

Data Quality Assessment Checklists:
SO 1.3;
SO 2.0 and
SO 3.4



QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Inermediate Resul t: NA

Ferformance i ndi cator: Tatd ful time enployment inprivate sectar firms
Datasource(s): Labor Force Survey and Gvernment Saisticd Office
Partner or contractor who providedthe data (if goplicade):

Isthisind cator reportedinthe Annual Report?

Date(s) of assessnment: June, 2004

Locati on(s) of assessment: Skopj e, Macedoni a
Assessrent team menber s:

USAID:

Gtractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting Inc. —Harry Grr and 11 j a Todor ovski

1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

No | Comments
Face VAl idity
> X Defined as “nunber of persons employed, in
bet vween theactivity or program and t housands, di saggregat ed by gender and et hni city”,
what i s bei ngmeasur ed? thisisavalidanddirect neasure of the Srategic
Objective. Theprocessis quiterigorousand
consi stently appl i ed each year .
» Other
Measurement Eror
(onl'y appl i es vhen t he Source: Labor Force Srvey, SateSatistica Officg
dat a sourcei s asurvey) Skopj e
> Weresamplesreresentative? X The samp| e compri sed 7200 househol ds uptothe
year 2003
> Werethequestionsinthe X
survey/ questi onnai recl ear, drect,
easy t o under st and?
> If theimstrurentvas sel f-reporting Not applicabl e
ver e adequat e i nstruct i ons provi ded?
> Wereresponserates sufficiently X
| arge?
> Has non-responser at e been fol | oned X
up?
Non SanplingE&ror

DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004




VALI D TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance?

>

»

>

1.
TranscriptionEBror

1.
Represent ati veness of Data

Isthedatacdlectioninstrurent well
desi gned?

Werethereincentives for respondents
togiveincompleteor utruthfu
information?

Aedefintionsfor datatobe

col | ected operati onal |y preci se?
Areenuneratorswel | trai ned? How
verethey trai ned? Were they i nsiders
o outsiders?Was thereany quality
control inthe sel ection process?
Werethereeffortstoreducethe
potentia for personal bias by
enuner at or s?

Ot her

What isthe datatranscription
process? Istherepatentid for error?
Aestepsbeingtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e.g., dod e
keyi ng of datafor | arge surveys,
electronicedit checkingprogramto
deandat a, randomchecks of partner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sors)

Have dataerrorsbeentrackedtothei r
original source and mistakes

cor rect ed?

If rawdat a need t o be nani pul ated t o
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:
Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

Aethesame famul ae appl i ed

cosi stertlyfromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommu ltipge sour ces need t o be
agyr egat ed) ?

Have procedures for dealingwth
mi ssi ng dat a been correct |y appl i ed?
Aefina nuners reported accur at €?
(E g, doesanunber reported as a
“total ” actual | y add up?)

Ot her

Isthesamplefranwhichthe dataare
drawn representati ve of the

popul ati on served by the acti vity?
Didall units of the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ng sel ectedfor
the samp | €?

Isthesamplingframe (i.e, thelis d
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Conpr ehensi ve? Mu tud |y

Yes

No

Comments

Not observed

Not observed

Accordingtointervi ewrespondents but not
obser ved

Accordingtointervi ewrespondents but not
obser ved

They are not i ncl uded i nthe cal cul ations

USAID/Nacedoni a
DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004




1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments

excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)
> Isthesampl e of adequat e si ze? X

> Aethedatacomplee?(i.e, haedl X
dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

H ndi ngs:

» Definedas “number of persons enployed, inthousands, di saggregated by gender and ethnicity”, thisis
avalidanddirect neasure of the Srategic Objective. The processis quite rigorous and consi stently
appl i ed each year. The Government Satistics Office publishes twocal culationsfor thisvariable: One
as reported by t he Gvernment Rensi ons Officewhichis general |y regarded as under-reporting
enmployment and thi s as taken t hrough an annual | abor force survey.

Recormendat i ons f or i npr ovenent:

1. Asinportant anindcator asthisisfor 0 1.3, the SO team shoul d conti nue to nonitor and
under st and t he procedur es used i n t he Labor Force Survey possi bl y by direct!y observi ng dat a
gat hering, transmi ssionand cal cul ation.

USAID/Macedoni a 3
DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004



2. RALIAB LI TY—Are dat a col | ecti on processes st abl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Comments
@onsi st ency
> Isaconsistent datacollectionprocess X Al though not observ ed, the procedures are
used fromyear toyear, | ocationto rigorously fd | oned each year .

| ocation, data sourceto data source
(if datacome frandifferent sources)?
» Isthesame irstrurent usedtocd | ect X
datafromyear toyear, locationto
location?|f datacome frandiffeat
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthet thereiadlity of thedata
are not compromi sed?
> Isthesare sanplingmet hod used X
framyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourceto datasource?

2. Other
Internal quality control
» Arethereprocedurestoensurethat X

dataarefreeof signficat error and
thet asisnat introduced?

> Arethereproceduresinplacefor X
periodi c revi ewof datacol | ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?

> Do these procedures provi de for X
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessment of data?

3. Other
Tr anspar ency
> Aedatacolection, cleaning, X Al though not direct!y observed

andysis, reporting, andqua ity
assessrent procedur es docunented

inwiting?

> Aredataprobl emsat eachl evel X Respondent s report a ri gorous process of checki ng
reportedtothenext | evel ? and control between | evels.

> Aedataqualityprodemsdealy X Infootnotes

describedinfind reports?

Comment of the and yst:

Theinstruments are applied and data obtai ned by the Sate Satistica Officeandana yzed. Al information
dealingwthdatagathering, fieldwork, quaityof cotrd for this DQA were obtai ned through i ntervi ews
withthe officia personsincharge for the Labor Force Survey enployedat the Sate Satistica Office Inthe
introductionof the Surveyit issaidthat the Labor Force Survey i s conducted i n accordance to the

met hodol ogi cal recoormendationof the International Labor Organi zation (1LO) ratified onthe 13
Internati onal Qnference of Labor Satisticianandtherecommendation of the European Satistical Bureau
(Brosta). Wewouldliketoconvey the statement of theintervienees that the Survey i s desi gned and
implemented accordingtothe highest internati onal standards.

USAID/Macedoni a 4
DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004




3 MMELINESS—Are data col | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Conmments
Fr equency
> Aedataavailad eonafrequent X Until the year 2003 t he dat a wer e col | ect ed once
enough basi s toi nformprogram ayear throughout the whol e territory of the
nmanagenent deci si ons? count ry and i ncl uded approxi mately 1.5% of the
tota nurber of househol ds. The resultswere
publ i shedarmonthand ahal f after the data
gat hering. 9 nce the begi nni ng of the year 2004
thereisanattempt togather datamore frequently
through four surveys taken during the year, on
quarterly basis. The coverage of each survey is
5, 000 househal ds, that neans al | together ina
course of ayear 20, 000 househol ds wi I | be
surveyed. The first and third surveys cover the
identical popul ation as dothe second and t he
fourth surveys. Beginningin2005the results will
be publ i shed once ayear, anonthandahal f after
the fourth survey.
> Isaregularized schedul e of data X
cdlectioninpl acetoneet program
managemnent needs?
2. Aedaacdlecteda atime inthe X Not applicad e
year appropriatetothe desired
neaningd theindcaa, e g
agricultureproduce pricingvisavis
har vest ?
3. Other
Qurrency
> Aethedatareportedinagiven X The data are publ i shed amonthand aha f after
timeframe thenost curent their gathering.
precticaly avail adl €?
» Aedatafromwithinthe pdicy X
peiad ineest?(i.e, aedtafrom
apan intine after interventionhas
begun?)
> Arethedatareportedas soon as X
possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?
> Isthedated cdlectioncearly X
idetifiedinthereport?
USAID/Macedoni a 5

DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004




3 MMELINESS—Are data col | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments

H ndi ngs:

» Until theyear 2003 t he dat a wer e col | ect ed once a year throughout the whol eterritory of the country
and i ncl uded approxi mately 1.5% of thetota number of househol ds. Theresults were published a
monthandahal f after the data gathering. S nce the begi nning of the year 2004 thereis anattempt to
gather datamore frequently through four surveys taken duringthe year, onquarterly basis. The
coverage of each survey i s 5,000 househol ds, that neans al | together i nacourse of ayear 20,000
househol ds w | | be surveyed. Thefirst and third surveys cover theidentical popul ation as do t he second
andthe fourth surveys. Beginningin2005theresults will be publ i shed once ayear, anonthandahal f
after thefourth survey.

Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :

1. It woul d be more conveni ent for palicy nakers andother stakehol dersif the Labor Force Qurvey were
publ i shed on semi-annual basi s wherethe results coveringthe first and second survey wll be
prdiminary ones and those of the fourth and final surveythe definite ones.

4. OBJECTIMTY— CGanit beindependent|y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasur e of t he
desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Isit unambiguous about what is X
bei ng neasur ed?
> Istheregeneral agreenent over the X
inerpretaiond theresuts?
> Isituidnensiond (i.e, doesit X
nmeasur e onl y one phenorrenon at a
time)?
> Isitoedaicdlypedse(i.e, is X
therenoambigui ty over vhat ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?
» Other

Recormendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

5. PRACTI CALI TY—Can dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?

Yes No Comments
> Aetimelyddaaalde(i.e, isdaa X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?
> Qinthedatabecollectedfrequently X See Timeliness above
USAID/Macedoni a 6
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5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?

enoughtoi nformmanagenent
deci si ons?
> Aethecostsof datacdlection
reasonabl €?
> Aedatagat heredfrom secondary,
€. g. government, sources?
> |Ifso aedaardidle
particd arlyintheway t hey
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?
> Ifso aedaavdid eg ae
theyred |y neasuri ng what
they purport toneasur e?
> Other

Reconmendat i ons for i nprovenent :

Yes

No

Conmments

Hease, seeVdidity.

USAID/Nacedoni a
DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004




6. ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> [pesit nerelyindi cate progress X
rather thanattempt tofuly describe
everythinganactivity accomp | i shes?
> Takenasagroup, aretheind cator X Thi s indicator shoul d be seentoget her with SO
andits conpanionind cators the 13(b) and not separately. Inorder to best
minnumnecessary toensurethat interpret what i s goi ngonw themployment in
progresstovardtheintendedresut is the private sector both the absol ute and rel ative
sufficiently captured? neasures of it are necessary. For the S0 1.3
team itwouldal sobeinteresting (if not
necessary) toview theseal ongwthtotal
unenpl oynent .
> Isthaeapaticdaly X
inportant dinensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cator or group of
ind cators?
> Isthereanasped d timing X
atimeliness inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?
»  Other aspect of X
“suffi ci ency?
> [pestheindicator refl ect anoutcome X
of theprogram, as opposedtothe
conpletiondf anactivityor process?
> Inpact of services X
>  Quality of services
> Qustomer (end-user)
satisfaction
»  Physical product
> Mgo milestone
> Other
Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :
USAID/Macedoni a 8
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DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Srategic Objective: Accel erat ed Devel opment and Gow h of Private Sector

Inermediate Resul t: NA

Ferformance i ndi cator: Rrivate sector empl oyment as apercentage of total empl oyment

Datasource(s): Labor Force Survey and Gvernment Saisticd Office

Partner or contractor who providedthe data (if goplicade):

Isthisindicator reportedinthe Annual Report? RECOMMENDED

Date(s) of assessnment:
Locati on(s) of assessment:
Assessnent teamnenber s:

USAID:

June, 2004

Skopj e, Macedoni a

Gtractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting Inc. —Harry Grr and 11 j a Todor ovski

1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Face VAl idity

> Isthereasdid logcd rdaion
betweentheactivity or program and
what isbei ngneasur ed?

» Other

Measurement Bror

SamplingEror(only appl i es wien t he
dat asourcei s asurvey)

> Weresamplesrepresentative?

> Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questionraired ear, drect,
easy t o under st and?

> If theirstrumentvas sel f-reporting
ver e adequat e i nstruct i ons provi ded?

> Wereresponserates sufficiently
| arge?

> Has non-response rat e been fol | oved
up?

Non SanplingE&ror

» Isthedatacdlectioninstrumentwell
desi gned?

> Werethereincentives for respondents

Yes

No

Comments

Source: Labor Force Qurvey, Sate Satistical Officg
Skopj e

The samp| e compri sed 7200 househol ds up to the
year 2003

Not applicab e

USAID/Nacedoni a
DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004



VALI D TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance?

1

»

>

2

>

>
>

togiveincompleteor utruchfu
infamation?

Aedefinitionsfor datatobe

col | ected operati onal | y preci se?
Areenuneratorswel | trai ned? How
veretheytrai ned? Were they i nsiders
or outsiders?Was thereany qual ity
control inthe sel ection process?
Werethereeffortstoreducethe
potentia for persona hias by
enuner at or s?

Ot her

TranscriptionEBror

What isthedatatranscription
process? Istherepatentid for error?
Aestepsbeingtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e.g., dod e
keyi ng of datafor | arge surveys,
electronicedit checkingprogramto
cl eandat a, randomchecks of part ner
dat a ent er ed by supervi sors)
Hwvedataerrors beentrackedtotheir
original source and mi stakes

correct ed?

If ravdataneedtobemanipuated to
producethedatarequiredfor the
indcaar:
Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

Arethesame famul ae appl i ed

cosi stertlyfromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agy eget ed) ?

Have procedures for deal ingwth
mi ssi ng dat a been correct |y appl i ed?
Arefina nuners reported accur at €?
(Eg., doesanunber reported as a
“tota " actual | y add up?)

Ot her

Represent ati veness of Data

Isthesamplefromwhichthedataare
drawn representati ve of the

popul at i on served by the acti vity?
Didall units of the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ng sel ectedfor
the samp | €?

Isthesamplirgframe (i.e, thelig o
unitsinthetarget popul ai on) up to
dat e? Gonpr ehensi ve? Mu tud ly
excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)
Isthesamp| e of adequet e si ze?
Aethedatacomplee?(i.e, haedl

Yes

No

Comments

Not observed

Not observed

Accordingtointervi ewrespondents but not
obser ved

Accordingtointervi ewrespondents but not
obser ved

They are not incl udedin the cal cul ati ons

USAID/Nacedoni a
DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

Yes

No

Comments

Recormendat i ons for i npr ovenent:

1. Asinportant anindicator asthisisfor SO1.3, the SO team shoul d conti nue to nonitor and
under st and t he procedures used i n t he Labor Force Survey possi bly by direct!y observi ng dat a
gat hering, transmissionand cal cul ati on.

2. RALIAB LI TY—Are datacol | ecti on processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

@nsi st ency

» lsaconsistent datacd | ection process
usedfromyear toyear, locationto
| ocation, data sourceto data source
(if datacome frandifferent sources)?

» Isthesame imstrurent usedtocd | ect
datafromyear toyear, locationto
location? | f datacome fromdifferat
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthet thereliadlity of thedata
are not comp romi sed?

» Isthesamre sanplingmethod used
fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourceto datasource?

3. Other

Internal quality control

> Aethereprocedurestoensurethat
dataarefreed signficat error and
that biasisnat i ntroduced?

» Aethereproceduresinplacefor
periodi crevi ewof dataca | ection,
mai nt enance, and pr ocessi ng?

» Do these procedures provi defor
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessent of data?

4. Other

Tr anspar ency

> Aedaacdlection, cleaning,
adysis, rgorting, andqual ity
assessment procedur es documented
inwiting?

> Aedataprobl emsat eachlevel
reportedtothenext | evel ?

> Aedaaquaityproblemsdealy
describedinfina reports?

Yes

No

Comments

Al t hough not observed, the procedures are
rigorously fa | oned each year .

Al though not directly observed

Respondent s report ari gorous process of checki ng
and control between | evel s.
I'nfootnotes

USAID/Nacedoni a
DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004
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2. RALIAB LITY—Ae datacol | ection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Comments

Comment of theana yst:

Theinstruments are applied and data obtai ned by the Sate Satistica Officeandana yzed. Al information
dealingwthdatagathering, fieldwork, qualityof cotrd fo this DQA were obtai ned through i ntervi ews
withthe officia personsinchargefor the Labor Force Survey enployedat the Sate Satistical Office Inthe
introductionof the Qurvey it is saidthat the Labor Force Qurvey i s conducted i naccordancetothe

met hodol ogi cal recommendationof thelnternational Labor Organi zation (1LO) ratified onthe 13
Internati onal Gonference of Labor Satisticianandtherecommendation of the Biropean Satistical Bureau
(BErostat). Wewoul dliketoconvey the statenment o theinterviewees that the Survey i s desi gned and
implemented accordingtothe highest internati onal standards.

USAID/Macedoni a 12
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3 TMMELINESS—Are datacol | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments
Fr equency
> Aredataavail abl eonafrequent X Until the year 2003 t he dat a were col | ect ed once
enoughbesi stoinformprogram ayear throughout the whol eterritory of the
management deci si ons? count ry and i ncl uded appr oxi mately 1.5% of the
total nurmber of househol ds. Theresults were
publ i shed amonthand ahal f after the data
gat hering. S nce the begi nni ng of the year 2004
thereisanattempt togather datamore frequently
through four surveys taken during the year, on
quarterly basis. The coverage of each surveyis
5, 000 househol ds, that neans al | together ina
course of ayear 20, 000 househol ds wil | be
surveyed. The first and third surveys cover the
i dentical popul ation as dothe second and t he
fourth surveys. Beginningin2005the resul ts will
be publ i shed once ayear, anonthandaha f after
the fourth survey.
> Isareguarized schedul e of data X
cdlectioninp acetoneet program
nmanagemnent needs?
> Aedatacdlectedat atime inthe X Not applicad e
year appropriatetothe desired
meaningd theindcaa, eg
agricul ture produce pricingvisavis
har vest?
5. Other
Qurrency
> Aethedatareportedinagiven X The dat a are publ i shed amonthand ahal f after
timeframe thenost curent their gathering.
practical |y avail abl €?
> Aedatafromwithinthepdicy X
priadd ineest?(i.e, aredatafrom
apant intime after interventionhes
begun?)
> Arethedatareported as soon as X
possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?
> Isthedated cdlectionclearly X
idetifiedinthereport?
USAID/Macedoni a 13

DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004




3 MMELINESS—Are data col | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments

H ndi ngs:

» Until the year 2003 t he dat a were col | ect ed once a year throughout the whol e territory of the country
and i ncl uded approxi mately 1.5% of thetota number of househol ds. Theresults were published a
monthand ahal f after the data gathering. S ncethe beginningof theyear 2004 thereis anattempt to
gat her datamore frequent!ly through four surveys taken duringthe year, onquarterly basis. The
coverage of each survey i s 5,000 househol ds, that neans al | together i nacourse of ayear 20,000
househol ds w I | be surveyed. The first and third surveys cover theidentical popul ation as do the second
andthe fourth surveys. Beginningin2005theresults will be publ i shed once ayear, anonthandahal f
after thefourth survey.

Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :

1. It woul d be nore conveni ent for policy nakers and ot her st akehol ders i f the Labor Force Survey were
publ i shed on semi-annual basi s wherethe results coveringthe first and second survey wll be
preiminary ones and those of thefourthandfinal survey the definite ones.

4. OBJECTIMTY— Canit beindependent!y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasur e of t he
desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Isit unambiguous about what is X
bei ng neasur ed?
> Istheregeneral agreenent over the X
inerpretaiond theresuts?
> Isituidnesiod (i.e, doesit X
nmeasur e onl y one phenorrenon at a
time)?
> Isitoedaicdlypedse(i.e, is X
therenoambigui ty over vhat ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?
> Other
Recormendat i ons f or i nprovenent :
USAID/Macedoni a 14
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5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?
Yes No Comments
> Aetinelyddaaalde(i.e, isdaa X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?
> Gnthedatabecollectedfrequently X See Timel eness
enoughtoinformmanagenent
deci si ons?
> Aethecostsof data cdlection X
reasonabl e?
> Aredatagat heredfrom secondary, X
e.g. government, sources?
> |If so aedaardiade X
perticd arlyintheway t hey
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?
> |If so, aedaavdid eg ae X Hease, see\didty
theyred |y neasuri ng what
they purport to neasur e?
> Other

Recormendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

6 ADEQUACY—How conpletely does theindicator, together withits conpanionindicatorsif nore than
one, neasure the desiredresult?

Yes No Comments
> Dpesit nerelyind cate progress X
rather thanattempt tofuly describe
everythinganactivity accomplishes?
> Takenasagroup, aretheind cator X Thi s i ndi cat or shoul d be seen toget her with SO
andits conpanionind cators the 13 (a) and not separately. Inorder to best
minnumnecessary toensurethat interpret what is goi ng onw th employment in
progress tovardtheintendedresult is the private sector both the absol ute and rel ative
suficiently captured? neasures of it are necessary. For theS0 1.3
team it woul d al sobeinteresting (if not
necessary) toview theseal ongwthtotal
unenpl oynent .
> Istheeapaticdaly X
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cat or or group of
ind cators?
> Isthereanaspect of timing X
atimeliness, inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?
> Other aspect of X
“suffi ci ency?
USAID/Macedoni a 15
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6 ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheindicator, together withits conpanionindicatorsif nore than
one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Conmments

» Doestheindi cator reflect anoutcome
of the program, as opposedtothe
conpletionaf anactivity or process?

> Inpact of services X
> Quality of services
> Qustomer (end-user)
satisfaction
» Physical product
> Mgo milestone
> Other

H ndi ngs:
» Althoughnot relevant tothequality of thisindicator, the SO 1.3 teamhas not sel ectedthisindicator for
inclusioninthe Annual Report whileits counterpoint indicator SO1.3(a) was sel ect ed.

Recormendat i ons for i nprovenent :

1. Thisindicator shoul dbe seentogether wthS0 1.3 (a) andnot separately. Inorder tobest interpret
what is goingonwthemployment intheprivate sector boththe absol ute andrel ati ve neasuresd it
are necessary. For theSO1.3team itwoudasobeinteresting(if not inmportant) toviewbot h t hese
indicators aongwithtota unemploynent. He DQA Teamisrecommendingthat thisindicator be
i ncl uded i nthe Annual Report and present ed t oget her with SO 1.3 ().
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DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST I

Srategic Objective: Accel erat ed Devel opment and G ow h of Private Sector
Intermediate Result: Bank and non-bank financi a institutions strengt hened

Ferformance i ndi cat or: Bank | endi ng rel ati ve t o bank capacity tol end

Datasource(s): Bal ance Sheet from National Bank of the Republic of Macedoni a (NBRM)
Partner or contractor who providedthe data (if goplicade):

Isthisind cator reportedinthe Annual Report?

Date(s) of assesment: June, 2004

Locati on(s) of assessment: Skopj e, Macedoni a

Assessirent teammnenber s:

USAID dfficias participatingor consulted: Jovan Madj ovski and Zdr avko Sami

Gntractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting Inc. —Harry Grr and I1ija Todor ovski

1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments

Face Vel i dity

> Isthereasdid logcd rdaion X
betweentheactivity or program and
what isbei ngneasur ed?

Di rect ness
> [pesitcloselyneasuretheredtitis X

i nt ended t o neasur e?
> Isit groundedintheory and practi ce? X Thisis ageneral |y accept ed neasur e of

st rengt hened capaci ty of the banki ng sector.

> [Dpesit represent an accept abl e X

neasur e t 0 bot h proponent s and

skepti cs?
Measurement Eror Not applicabl e

SanplingEror(only appl i es when t he

dat a sourcei s a survey)

> Weresamplesreresetative?

» Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questi onnai recl ear, drect,
easy t o under st and?

» If theirstrument vas sel f-reporting
wer e adequat e i nstructi ons provi ded?

» Wereresponserates sufficiently
| arge?

> Has non-response rat e been fol | oved

USAID/Macedoni a 17
DataQual i ty Assessnent
June, 2004



1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

»

>

>

>

»

>

>

>

up?

Non SanplingE&ror

Isthedatacdlectioninstrurent well
desi gned?

Werethereincentives for respondents
togi veincompleeor utruhfu
infamation?

Aedefinitionsfor datatobe

col | ected operati onal | y preci se?
Areenuneratorswel | trai ned? How
verethey trai ned? Were they i nsiders
o outsiders?Was thereany quality
contra inthe sel ecti on process?
Werethere effortstoreduce the
potentia for personal bias by
enuner at or s?

Ot her

TranscriptionEBror

What isthe datatranscription
process? Istherepatentid for error?
Aestepsbeingtakentolimit
trascriptionerra?(e g, doubl e

keyi ng of datafor | arge surveys,

el ectronicedit checkingprogramto
cl eandata, randomchecks of partner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sors)

Have dataerrorsbeentrackedtothei r
original source and mistakes

correct ed?

If ravdataneedtobenmanipuaed to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:
Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

Aethesame famul ae appl i ed

cosi stertlyfromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agy e ed)?

Have procedures for dealingwth
mi ssi ng dat a been correctly appl i ed?
Aefina nuners reported accur at €?
(Eg., doesanunber reported as a
“total ” actual | y add up?)

Ot her

Represent ati veness of Data

Isthesanplefronwhichthe dataare
drawn representati ve of the

popul at i on served by the acti vity?
Didall units of the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ng sel ectedfor
the samp | €?

Isthesamplingfrare (i.e, thelis d

Yes

No

Comments

Not applicabl e

Not applicabl e
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

unitsinthetarget popul ation)up to
dat e? Conpr ehensi ve? Mutud |y
excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)

> Isthesampl e of adequet e size?

> Aethedatacompleae?(i.e, haedl
dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

Yes

No

Comments

Recommendat i ons for i npr ovenent:

2. RELIAB LI TY—Are data col | ecti on processes st abl e and consi stent over ti me?

Yes No Conmments

@onsi st ency

> lsaconsistent datacollectionprocess The definition of depodts and | oans and,
used fromyear toyear, | ocationto precisely, what are included i n each changed i n
I'ocati on, data source to data source 2001 but the basel i ne from1999 and t he act ual s
(if dtacare frandifferent sarces)? fram2000 wer e adj usted i n t he PMP.

> Isthesame imstrument usedtocal l ect X NBRM Bal ance Sheet
datafromyear toyear, locationto
| ocation? | f datacome from differat
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthet thereliadlityof thedata
are not comp romi sed?

> Isthesame sanplingmet hod used Not applicad e
fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourceto datasource?

» Other

Internal quality control Not applicad e

> Aethereprocedurestoensurethat
dataarefreeof signficat error and
that biasisnot introduced?

> Aethereproceduresinplacefor
periodi c revi ewof dataca | ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?

» Do these procedures provi defor
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessent of data?

» Other

Tr anspar ency Not applicad e

> Aedaacdlection, cleaning,
and ysis, reporting, andqual ity
assessment procedur es documented
inwiting?

> Aedataproblemsat eachlevel
reportedtothenext | evel ?

> Aedataqualityproblems dearly
describedinfina reports?

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovernent :
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3 MMELINESS—Are datacol | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments

Fr equency

> Ae dataavail abl e onafrequent X
enough basi stoinformprogram
managenent deci si ons?

> Isaregul arized schedul e of data Not applicabl e
cdlectioninp acetoneet program
management needs?

» Aedatacdlectedat atimeinthe X
year appropriatetothe desired
nmeaningd theindcaa, e g
agri cul ture produce pricingvisavis

har vest ?
» Other
Qurrency X

> Aethedatareportedinagiven
timeframe thenost currert
practicalyavail ad e?

» Aedatafromwithinthepdicy X
priadd ineest?(i.e., aeddafran
apan intine after interventi on has

begun?)

> Arethedatareportedas soon as Not applicad e
possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?

> Isthedated cdlectionclearly X

idetifiedinthereport?
Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

4 OBIECTIMTY— Ganit beindependent!y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasur e of t he
desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Isit unambi guous about what is X
bei ng measur ed?
> |Istheregeneral agreement over the X
inerpretationd theresuts?
> Isituidnensiond (i.e, doesit X
nmeasur e onl y one phenorrenon at a
time)?
> Isit qperaiodlypedse(i.e, is X
therenoambi gui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?
> Other
Recormendat i ons f or i nprovenent :
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5. PRACTI CALI T Y—Can dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?
Yes No Comments
> Aetinelyddaaalde(i.e, isdaa X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?
> QGnthedatabecollectedfrequently X
enoughtoinformmanagenent
deci si ons?
> Aethecosts of datacalection X
reasonabl e?
> Aredatagat heredfrom secondary, X
e.g. government, sources?
> |If so aedaardiade X
perticd arlyintheway t hey
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?
> |If so aedaavdid eg ae X
theyred |y measuri ng what
they purport toneasur e?
> Other

Recormendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

6. ADEQUACY—How completely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Doesit nerelyind cae progress X Insofar asal theactivitiesunder IRL 3. 1are
rather thanattempt tofuly describe aned at strengt heni ng bank and non-bank
everythinganactivity accomp i shes? irstituias, thisisangasure of the ultimate
purpose of theresult.
> Takenasagroup, aretheind cator X Therearethreeindicators neasuringthis IR this
andits conmpanionind cators the i ndi cat or covers the banki ng sector, IR1.3.1(h)
mi i numnecessary t o ensur e t hat addr esses t he non-banki ng sector while IR1.3.1
progress tovard thei ntended resut is (c) looks at themajor financia market irstitution
suficiently captured? in Macedoni a — t he st ock exchange.
> Istheeapaticdaly X
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cator or group of
ind cators?
> Isthereanaspect of timing X
atimeliness inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?
>  Other aspect of
“suffi ci ency?
> Doestheindicatorreflect anoutcome X
of theprogram, as opposed to t he
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than one, neasure t he desiredresul t ?

6. ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore

conpletiondf anactivityor process?
> Impact of services
> Quality of services
> Qustomer (end-user)
satisfaction

»  Physical product
> Mgo milestone

> Other

Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :

Yes

No

Conmments

DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Srategic Objective: Accel er at ed Devel opment and Growth of Rrivate Sector
Inermediate Result: Bank and non-bank fi nanci al institutions strengthened

RPerfornmance i ndi cat or: Securities markets and non-bank financial institutions

Data source(s):

Partner or contractor who providedthe data (if applicablée):

Isthisindicator reportedinthe Anual Report? YES

Datg(s) of assessment:
Locati on(s) of assessnent:

Assessment tesmnenbers:

June, 2004

Kopj e, Macedoni a

USAID dfficia s participatingor consulted Jovan Madj ovski and Zdravko Sami

Qntractors: Checchi and Conpany Gonsul ting Inc. —Harry Garr and I i j a Todor ovski

1. VALID TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent perfornmance?

Yes No | Comments
Face Validity
> Isthereasdid logcd rdaion X Thisindi cator i stakenfrom t he Eur opean Bank f or
betveenthe activity or programand Reconst ruct i on and Devel opment (EBRD annual
what is bei ngneasur ed? report.
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments

» Other

Measurement Eror Not applicab e

SanplingEror(only appl i es when t he

dat a sour cei s a survey)

> Weresamplesrepresentative?

> Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questi omnai recl ear, drect,
easy t o under st and?

> If theirstrumentvas sel f-reporting
ver e adequat e i nstructi ons provi ded?

» Wereresponse rates sufficiently
| arge?

» Has non-response rat e been fol | oved
up?

Non SanplingBEror

> Isthedatacdlectioninstrumentwell
desi gned?

> Werethereincentivesfor respondents
togiveincompleteor untruthfu
infomation?

> Aedefintionsfor datatobe
col | ected operati ond | y precise?

> Areenuneratorswel | trai ned? Hw
verethey trai ned? Were they i nsiders
or outsiders?Was thereany qual ity
contraol inthe sel ection process?

> Werethereeffortstoreducethe
potentia for persona bias by
enuner at or s?

» Other

Transcription Eror Not applicad e

> What isthedatatranscription
process? Istherepotentid for error?

> Aestepshengtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e g, dod e
keyi ngof datafor | arge surveys,
electronicedit checkingprogramto
cl eeandat a, randomchecks of part ner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sor s)

> Huwedataerrorsbeentrackedtotheir
ori gi nal sour ce and mi st akes
correct ed?

> Ifravdataneedtobemanipuated to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:

» Aethecorrect formul ae being
appl i ed?

> Aethesame famulae appl i ed
consi stentlyfromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agy eget ed) ?

> Have procedures for dealingwth
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

mi ssi ng dat abeen correct|y appl i ed?
> Arefind nunbers reported accurat ?
(Eg., doesanunber reported as a

“tota ” actual | y add up?)

» Other

Represent ati veness of Data

> Isthesamplefranwhichthedataare
drawn representati ve of the
popul at i on served by the acti vity?

> Didall unitsof the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ng sel ectedfor
thesamp | e?

> Isthesamplimgfrare (i.e, thelig d
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Gonpr ehensi ve? Mu tud ly
excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)

» Isthesampleof adequate si ze?

» Aethedatacomplae?(i.e, haedl
dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

Yes

No

Comments

Not applicabl e

F ndi ngs:

Recommendat i ons for i npr ovenent:

» Thisindicator istakenfrom the Biuropean Bank for Reconstructi on and Devel opment (EBRD annual
report. The DQA Teamattemptedtostudy the definitions datacal |l ecti on methods and cal cul ati ons
used by the BBRDonly tolearnthat al | data used were t hemsel ves gat hered from secondary sour ces,
conpl i ed and i ncl uded i nthe report fromLondon.
definiti ons and data gat heri ng methods, or direct observation, was doneonthisindicator.

Thus, no DQA, throughinterviews, andysis of

1. The SOTeamshoul d find away to | earn more about howt hese data are col | ect ed and cal cul at ed as
well astheprecisedefinitionsthat areusedinorder tobetter interpret the data

2. FAIABLITY—Aedata call ecti on processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Qonsi st ency

> lsaconsistent datacd | ecti on process
used fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourcetodaa source
(if datacome frandifferent sources)?

» Isthesame instrurent usedtoca | ect
datafromyear toyear, locationto
location? | f datacome frandifferat
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthet thereiadlity of thedata
are not compro mi sed?

> Isthesare sanplingmethod used
fromyear toyear, locationto

Yes

No

Comments

Not observed

Not observed
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2. RALIABLITY—Aedatacoll ection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Conmments
| ocati on, datasourceto datasource?
» Other
Internal quality control
> Arethereprocedurestoensurethat Not observed
dataarefreed signficat error and
that biasisnat i ntroduced?
> Aethereproceduresinplacefor Not observed
periodi c revi ewof datacol | ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?
> Do these procedures provi de for Not observed
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessment of daa?
» Other
Tr anspar ency
> Aedatacdlection, cleaning, Not applicabl e
andysis, reporting, andqua ity
assessrent procedur es docunented
inwiting?
> Aredataprobl emsat eachl evel Not observed
reportedtothenext level ?
> Aedataqualityproblems dearly Not observed
describedinfina reports?
Reconmendat i ons for i nprovenent :
3 TMMELINESS—Are datacol | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?
Yes No Comments
Fr equency
> Aedataavailabl eonafrequent X Anual |y
enough basi stoinformprogram
managemnent deci si ons?
> Isaregularized schedul e of data Not observed
cdlectioninp acetoneet program
managemnent needs?
> Aedatacdlectedat atimeinthe Not observed
year appropriatetothe desired
nmeaningd theindcaa, e g
agricul tureproduce pricingvisavis
her vest ?
» Other
Qurrency
> Aethedatareportedinagiven X
timefrare thenost curent
practica ly avai | ad €?
» Aedatafromwithinthepdicy X
priodd inerest?(i.e, aedaafran
apan intine after inevention has
begun?)
> Arethedatareportedas soon as X
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3 MMELINESS—Are data col | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments

possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?

> Isthedated cdlectionclearly X
idetifiedinthereport?

Recormendat i ons for i nprovenent :

4. OBJECTIMTY— CGanit be i ndependent |y recogni zed, at “faceval ue”, as an accept abl e neasur e of t he
desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Isit unambi guous about what is X
bei ng neasur ed?
> Istheregenera agreement over the X
inerpretaiond theresuts?
> Isituidnensiond (i.e, doesit X
neasur e onl y one phenonenon at a
time)?
> Isit qeraiodlypedse(i.e, is X
therenoambi gui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?
> Other

Recormendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashion?

Yes No Conmments

> Aetinelydaaadldde(i.e, isda X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?

> Qnthedatabecoll ectedfrequently X
enoughtoinformmanagenent
deci si ons?

> Aethecosts of datacdlection X
reasonabl e?

» Aredatagatheredfrom secondary, X
e.g. government, sources?

> |f so aedstardidde Not observed
perticd arlyintheway t hey
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?

> |If so, aedaavdid eg ae Not observed
theyred |y neasuri ng what
they purport toneasur e?
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5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashion?

Yes No Conmments

Reconmendat i ons for i nprovenent :

6. ADEQUACY—How completely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nmore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Commrents

> Doesit nerelyindicate progress X Insofar asal theactivitiesunder IRL 3. 1are
rather thenattempt tofulydescribe ained at strengt heni ng bank and non-bank
everythi nganactivity accomp | i shes? irstitwios, thisisangasure of the ultimate

purpose of theresult.

> Takenasagroup, aretheind cator X Therearethreeindicators neasuringthis IR this
andits conmpanionind cators the i ndi cat or covers t he non-banki ng sector, 1R1.3.1
min mumnecessary t o ensure t hat (a) addresses the banki ng sector whileIR1 3.1(c)
progress toward thei ntended rest is | ooks at the major financid market imstituionin

sufficiently capt ured? Macedoni a — t he st ock exchange.

> Isthereapaticdaly X
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cator or group of
i nd cators?

» Isthereanaspect of timing X
atimdiness, inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?

>  Other aspect of
“suffi ci ency?

> Doestheindicatorreflect anout come X
of the program, as opposed to t he
conpletionaf anactivity or process?

> Inpact of services X

> Quality of services

> Qustomer (end-user)
satisfaction

»  Physical product

»  Mgo milestone

> Other
Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Srategic Objective: Accel erat ed Devel opment and Gow h of Frivate Sector
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IntermediaeResu t: Bank and non-bank financi a institutions strengt hened
Rerformance i ndi cat or: Market turnover

Datasource(s): Sock Exchange Bul l etin

Partner or contractor who providedthe data (if appicade):

Isthisind cator reportedinthe Annual Report?

Date(s) of assessnment: June, 2004

Locati on(s) of assessment: Skopj e, Macedoni a
Assessment teamnenber s:

USAID officials participatingor consulted Jovan Madj ovski

Gtractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting Inc. —Harry Grr and I 1i]j a Todor ovski

1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments
Face VAl idity
> Isthereasdid logcd rdaion X Thisisavaidneasure of theintendedresult:
betweenthe activity or program and “Bank and non-bark financia institutions
what isbel ngneasur ed? strengthened’. Thelogicisthat asthe vol ure of
transacti ons has i ncreased, the Macedoni an S ock
Exchange has been abl e t o process t hose
transacti ons. However, it does not neasure the
qual i ty withwhi ch those transacti ons are handl ed
or the efficiency, perhaps amorevaidneasure. 1t
isaninput neasure of capacity. Theindi cat or
neasur es t he vol ume of transactions whichismore
val idy aneasure of the heal th of the econonmy and
financia markets. Thefact that it has gone upin
thelast three or for years does not necessarily mean
that the capacity of the Macedoni a & ock Exchange
has commensur at el y i ncr eased.
Usef ul ness:
> Gan changes inthe val ue of the X | Thechanges intheindicator fromone year to
i ndi cat or be reasonably attributed anot her have not hingtodow th USAI D
tothe dfatsd USAIDandits i nterventions.
pertners?
> [Dpestheindcator effectivdytel the X Indirectly: That the Macedoni an & ock Exchange
missionif it is“ontrack’ regard ng has not br oken down under the wei ght of greatly
expect ed perfornance to -date in the i ncr eased vol ume of transacti ons.
implarentationof theprogrampl an?
> Dpesit hel pthemissi on knowabout Not observed
theexi stencepossibleproblems in
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VALI D TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments
implementation?
> Doesit helpthemissionlocatethe Not observed
sources of problems in
implarentation?
> Istheind cator easy tounderstand as It'sactud lyabit deceptive: It seems to say
stated? somethingthet it redlyisnt.
> Istheind cator acredi bl e neasur e of X Indirectly, as described above.
theintendedresul t?
Measurement Eror Not applicab e
SanplingEror(only appl i es when t he
dat a sourcei s a survey)
> Weresamplesrepresentative?
> Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questi onnai red ear, dredt,
easy t o under st and?
> If theirstrumentvas sel f-reporting
ver e adequat e i nstruct i ons provi ded?
> Wereresponserates sufficiently
| arge?
» Has non-response rat e been fol | oved
up?
Non SanplingE&ror
» Isthedstacdlectioninstrurentwell
desi gned?
> Werethereincentives for respondents
togiveincompleteor untruthfu
information?
> Aedefintionsfor datatobe
col | ected operati ond |y preci se?
» Areenuneratorswel | trai ned? Hw
verethey trai ned? Werethey i nsi ders
or outsiders?Was thereany qual ity
contro inthe sel ection process?
> Werethereeffortstoreducethe
potentia for persona bias by
enuner at or s?
» Other
TranscriptionEBror Not applicabl e
> What isthedatatranscription
process?Istherepatentia for error?
> Aestepshengtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e.g., dod e
keyi ngof datafor | arge surveys,
electronicedit checkingprogramto
cl eandat a, randomchecks of part ner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sor s)
> Havedataerrors beentrackedtotheir
ori gi nal sour ce and mi st akes
correct ed?
> Ifravdataneedtobemanipuated to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:
> Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?
Yes No | Comments
appl i ed?
> Aethesame famulae appl i ed
consi stently fromyear toyear, site to
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agy eget ed) ?
> Have procedures for dealingwth
mi ssi ng dat abeencorrect!y appl i ed?
> Aefina nunbers reported accurat €?
(Eg., doesanunber reported as a
“tatd” actual | y add up?)
» Other
Represent at i veness of Data Not applicab e

» Isthesamplefranwhichthe dataare
drawn representati ve of the
popul at i on served by the acti vity?

» Didall unitsof the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ngsel ectedfor
the sanpl e?

» Isthesamplingfrare (i.e, trelig o
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Gonpr ehensi ve? Mu tud |y
excl usi ve (for geographi c franes)

» Isthesampl e of adequat e si ze?

> Aethedatacompleae?(i.e, haedl
dat a poi nt s beenr ecor ded?)

H ndi ngs:

» Althoughtheindicator isavalidneasureof theresut, itisaninput indicator andit isnot avery direct

neasure of the result —increased capacity of the Macedoni an S ock Exchange. Moreover, athoughit
neasur es t he vol ume of transactions handl edit does not neasure the qual i ty w th whi ch t hose
transactions are hand ed or the effici ency, perhaps amorevaidneasure. Theindi cator neasures the
vol ume of transactionswhichismorevaidy aneasure of the heal thof the economy and fi nanci al
markets. Thefact that it hasgoneupinthelast threeor for years does not necessarily nean that the
capaci ty of the Macedoni a & ock Exchange has comnmensur at el y i ncr eased.

Recormendat i ons for i npr ovenent:
1. The SOteamshoul d strongl yconsi der neasuring the effici ency of the Macedoni an & ock Exchange,

thus incorporatingthe coststhat it requirestoprocess transacti ons; amuch noredrect neasure of the

intendedresul t.

2. RALIAB LITY—Aredatacol | ection processes stabl e and cond stent over time?

Yes No Comments
@onsi st ency
> lsaconsistent datacd | ecti on process X
used fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, data source t o dat a sour ce
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2. RALIABLITY—Aredatacol | ection processes stabl e and cond stert over time?

(if datacome frandifferent sources)?

> Isthesame imstrurent usedtocd | ect
ctafromyear toyear, locationto
location? | f datacome fromdifferat
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthet thereliadlity of thedata
are not comp romi sed?

» Isthesare sanplingmethod used
fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, dat a sour cet o dat a sour ce?

» Other

Internal quality control

> Aethereprocedurestoensurethat
dataarefreeof signficat error and
that biasisnat introduced?

> Aethereproceduresinplacefor
periodi creview of detacd | ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?

» Do these procedures provi defor
periodicsampling and qual ity
assessent of data?

» Other

Tr anspar ency

> Aedaacdlection, cleaning,
and ysis, reporting, andqual ity
assessment pr ocedur es docunent ed
inwiting?

> Aedataprobl emsat eachlevel
reportedtothenext | evel ?

» Aedataqualityproblems dearly
describedinfina reports?

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

Yes

No

Not applicad e

Not applicad e

Not applicabl e

Not applicad e

Comments

3. TMMELINESS—Are data col |l ected frequently and are they current?

Fr equency

> Aedataavail abl eonafrequent
enough basi stoinformprogram
managemnent deci si ons?

> Isaregularized schedul e of data
cdlectioninp acetoneet program
nmanagemnent needs?

6. Aedatacdlecteda atimeinthe
year appropriatetothe desired
meaningd theindcaar, e g
agriculture produce pricingvisavis
her vest ?

» Other

Yes

No

Not applicad e

Not applicabl e

Comments
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3 MMELINESS—Are datacol | ected frequently and are they current ?

>

>

»

Qurrency

Aethedatareportedinagiven
timeframe thenost curent
practicdlyavalabl €?
Aedatafromwithinthe pdicy
periodd ineest?(i.e, aedtafrom
apan intine after interventionhas
begun?)
Aethedatareportedas soon as
possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?
Isthedatedf cdlectionclearly
idertifiedinthereport?

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

Yes

X

No

Comments

Not applicabl e

Not applicad e

4. OBJECIIM TY—Can it be i ndependent |y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasure of the
Oesiredresult?

>

Isit unambi guous about what is
bei ng neasured?

Istheregeneral agreement over the
inerpretaiond theresuts?

Isit uidnensiona (i.e, doesit
neasur e onl y one phenonenon at a
time)?

Isit qperaiodlyprecise(i.e, is
therenoambi gui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?

Other

Recormendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

Yes

No

Conmments

Thefact that the neasure i s goi ng up does not
nean that capacityis goingupequally. (See
val i dity above.)

Nb obser ved

Not applicabl e

5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and timely fashi on?
Yes No Comments
> Aetimelyddaaalde(i.e, isdaa X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?
> (Qnthedatabecoll ectedfrequently X
enoughtoinformmanagenent
deci si ons?
> Aethecosts of datacdlection X
reasonabl e?
» Aredatagat heredfrom secondary,
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5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and timely fashi on?

e.g. government, sources?
> |If so aedstardiade
particd arlyintheway t hey
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?
> |Ifso aedaavdid eg ae
they red |y neasuri ng what
they purport toneasure?
> Other
Recomendatias far i nprovenent :

Yes

No

Conmments

than one, neasure t he desired resul t ?

6. ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheindicator, together withits conpanionindicatorsif nore

Yes No Comments
> [pesit nerelyind cate progress X
rather thanattempt tofuly describe
everythinganactivity accomp | i shes?
> Takenasagroup, aretheind cator X There three neasures, one for banks, one for
andits conmpanionind cators the non-banks and t hi s one neasuri ng t he
miri numnecessary t o ensur e t hat institutional capacity to process transactions.
progress tovard thei ntended resdt is
sufficiently capt ured?
> Istheeapaticdaly
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cator or group of
ind cators?
> Isthereanaspect of timing
atimeliness inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?
>  Other aspect of
“suffi ci ency?
> Dpestheindi catorreflect anoutcome
of theprogram, as opposed to t he
conpletiondf anactivityor process?
> Inpact of services X
> Quality of services X
> Qustomer (end-user) X
satisfaction
»  Physical product
> Mgo milestone
> Other
Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :
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DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Srategic Objective: Accel erat ed Devel opment and G ow h of Private Sector

Intermediate Result: Rivaesecta firmsmore competitive

Ferformance i ndi cator: Totd exports

Datasource(s): Nationa Bank Bull etin

Partner or contractor who providedthe data (if goplicade):

Isthisind cator reportedinthe Annual Report?
Date(s) of assessnment:

Locati on(s) of assessment:

Assessirent teammnenber s:

USAID:

June, 2004

Skopj e, Macedoni a

Gtractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting Inc. —Harry Garr and |11 j a Todor ovski

1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?
Yes No | Comments
Face Vel i dity
> Isthereasdid logcd rdaion X
betweentheactivity or program and
what isbei ngneasur ed?
Di rect ness:
> [pesit closeymeaswretheresutitis X However, the extent to which changes inthe
i ntended t o neasur e? indicator canbeattributedto USAIDandits
inervetionsisverylimited USAIDactivities
invol ve only five “clusters”: Cheese and sheep
dairy products; lamb; ICT; tourismand fruits and
vegetabl es. Of thesethereis noprogram intention
toincreasethe export of fruits and vegetables. The
torism sector isnot includedin“tota exports. The
SO teamhas not yet figured preci sel y whi ch of the
hundr eds of categori es of | CT goods whi ch mi ght
be exported are considered as its program’s targets.
Frnaly, thefiguresonlanb exports areunreliable.
Only the export of cheese and sheep dai ry product s
onanationa level accurately reflect those exports
over whi ch USAI Y Macedoni a can cl aim
attribution
Measurement Eror Not applicabl e
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments

SanplingBror(only applieswhen the

dat a sourcei s a survey)

> Weresamplesrepresentative?

» Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questi omnai recl ear, drect,
easy t o under st and?

> If theirstrurentvas sel f-reporting
ver e adequat e i nstruct i ons provi ded?

> Wereresponser aes sufidetly
| arge?

> Has non-response rat e been fol | oved
up?

Non SanplingBEror

» Isthedatacdlectioninstrumentwell
desi gned?

> Werethereincentivesfor respondents
togiveincompleteor utruhfu
infamation?

> Aeddintiosfor datatobe
col | ected operati ond | y preci se?

> Areenuneratorswell trai ned? How
verethey trai ned? Were they i nsiders
o outsiders?Was thereany quality
control inthe sel ection process?

» Werethereeffortstoreducethe
potentia for persona bias by
enuner at or s?

» Other

TranscriptionEBror Not applicabl e

> What isthedatatranscription
process? Istherepatentid for error?

> Aestepsheingtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e.g., dod e
keyi ngof datafor | arge surveys,
dectroni cedit checkingprogramto
cl eandat a, randomchecks of part ner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sor s)

> Haedataerrorsbeentrackedtotheir
ori gi nal sour ce and mi st akes
correct ed?

» Ifravdataneedtobemanipuated to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:

> Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

> Aethesame famulae appl i ed
cosi stertlyfromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agy eget ed) ?

» Have procedures for dealingwth
missi ng dat a been correct !y appl i ed?

> Aefina nunbers reported accurat €?
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comnents

(E g, doesanunber reported as a
“tota” actual |y add up?)

» Other

Represent ati veness of Data Not applicabl e

> Isthesamplefranwhichthedataare
dramnrepresentativeof the
popul ati on served by the acti vity?

> Didal unitsof the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ng sel ectedfor
thesamp | €?

» Isthesamplingfrare (i.e, thelig d
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Gonpr ehensi ve? Mutud ly
excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)

> Isthesampl e of adequet e si ze?

> Aethedatacompleae?(i.e, haedl
dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

H ndi ngs:

» Theextent towhichchangesinthisindi cator canbe attributedto WBA Danditsinterventionsis very
limited Relevant UBBAIDactivitiesinvol veonly five“clusters”: Cheese and sheep dai ry products;
lamb; ICT; tourismand fruits and vegetabl es. Of thesethereisnoprogram intentionto increase the
export of fruits andvegetables. Thetourism sector isnat includedin“total exports”. The SO teamhas
not yet figured preci sel y which of the hundreds of categories of | CT goods whi ch mi ght be exported
areconsideredasits program’ stargets. Fndly, thefigures onlanb exports are unreliabl e.
Interventions inthe w ne cl uster have not yet started. Only the export of cheese and sheep dairy
products onanational |evel accurately reflect exports over whi ch USAl O Macedoni a can cl ai m
attribution

Recormendat i ons f or i npr ovenent:

1. Anindicator closer totheinterventionsthat SO 1.3 carries out shoul d beidentified and shoul d be
addedtothearray of indicatorsfor IR1. 3.2

2. The SOTeamshoul d consi der droppi ngthi s indicator.

2. RALIABLITY—Aedatacoll ection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Comments
@onsi st ency Not applicad e
> lsaconsistent datacd | ecti on process
used fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, data sourceto data source
(if datacome frandifferet sorces)?
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2. RALIABLITY—Aedatacoll ection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

» Isthesame instrurent usedtoca | ect
datafromyear toyear, locationto
location? | f datacome frandifferat
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthet thereliadlityof thedata
are not comp romi sed?

> Isthesare sanplingmet hod used
fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourcetodatasource?

7. Other

Internal quality control

> Avethereprocedurestoensurethat
dataarefreeof signficat error and
that biasisnot introduced?

> Aethereproceduresinplacefor
periodi crevi ewof datacad | ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?

> Do these procedures providefor
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessent of data?

» Other

Tr anspar ency

> Aedaacdlection, cleaning,
ana ysis, reporting, andquality
assessment procedur es documented
inwiting?

> Aedataprobl emsat eachlevel
reportedtothenext levd ?

> Aedataqualityproblems dearly
describedinfina reports?

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

Yes

No

Not applicad e

Not applicad e

Comments

3. TIMELI NESS—Are data col | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Frequency

» Aedataavail abl eonafrequent
enough basi stoinformprogram
managenent deci si ons?

» |saregularized schedul e of data
cdlectioninp acetoneet program
nmanagenent needs?

8. Aedaacdlectedat atimeinthe
year appropriatetothe desired
meaningd theindcaa, eg
agriculture produce pricingvisavis
her vest ?

» Other

Qurrency

Yes

No

Comments
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3 MMELINESS—Are data col | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments

> Aethedatareportedinagiven X
timeframe thenost curent
practica |y avai | adl €?

> Aedatafromwithinthe pdicy X
priodof interest?(i.e, aeddafran
apan intine after interventionhas

begun?)

> Arethedatareportedas soon as X
possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?

> Isthedated cdlectioncearly X

idetifiedinthereport?
Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

4 OBJECTIMTY— Ganit beindependently recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasure of the
desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Isit unambi guous about what is X
bei ng measur ed?
> Istheregeneral agreement over the X
inerpretaiond theresuts?
> Isit uidnensiond (i.e, doesit X
nmeasur e onl y one phenorrenon at a
time)?
> lIsit qeaicdlypedse(i.e, is X
therenoambigui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?
> Other

Recormendat i ons for i nprovenent :

5. PRACTI CALI TY—Can dat a beobtai ned at areasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?

Yes No Comments

> Aetimelyddaaalde(i.e, isdaa X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?

> Ganthedatabecollectedfrequently X
enoughtoi nformmanagenent

deci si ons?

> Aethecostsof daacdlection X
r easonabl e?

> Aredatagat heredfrom secondary, X

e.g. government, sources?
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5. PRACTI CALI TY—Can dat a beobtai ned at areasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?

Yes No Comments
> |f so aedtardidde X The dat a ar e pr epar ed by t he Qust oms
particdarlyintheway t hey Administrationof the Rpudlic of Macedoni a and
are gat hered and processed and publ i shed by the S ate S ati sti cal
cal cul at ed? Office of the Republic of Macedoni a and
National Bank of the Republic of Macedoni a
(NBRM)

> |If so, aedaavdid eg ae X
theyred |y neasuri ng what
they purport toneasure?

»  Qurrency conversion All figuresinthe Bl letinare presentedin USS.
Sncetheddlar fluctuates, it isverydfficut to
perceivetherea trends. Thereforeit woul d be
better if thefiguwes were presented in adj usted
UShthat are equival ent toval ues of the export
expressed i n BURCS.

H ndi ngs:
> All figwesintheBiletinarepresentedinBh 9ncetheddlar fluctuates, it isverydfficut to
perceivetherea trends.

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :
1. Thefigures shoul d be presentedin adj usted USSthat are equival ent to val ues of the export expressed
i n EURCS.

6 ADEQUACY—How conpletely does theindicator, together withits conpanionindicatorsif nore than
one, neasure the desiredresult?

Yes No Conmments

> Dpesit nerelyindicate progress X
rather thenattempt tofuly describe
everyt hi nganacti vi ty accomp | i shes?

> Takenasagroup, aretheind cator X
anditsconpanionindcators the
min numnecessary t o ensur e t hat
progresstovardtheintendedresult is
sufficiently capt ured?

> Isthereapaticdaly +
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
i ndi cat or or group of
ind cators?

» |Isthereanaspect of timing X
a timeliress, inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?

>  Other aspect of
“suffi ci ency?

» [Dpestheind cator refl ect an out cone
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one, neasure the desiredresul t?

6 ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheindicator, together withits conpanionindicatorsif nore than

of the program, as opposedtothe
conpletionof anactivity or process?
> Inpact of services
> Quality of services
> Qustomer (end-user)
satisfaction
»  Physical product
»  Mgo milestone
> Other
Recommendat i ons f or i nprovernent :

Yes

No

Conmments

DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKL I ST

Srategic Objective: Accel erat ed Devel opment and Gow h of Frivate Sector

Inermediate Resul t: Rivaesectar firmsmore conpetitive

Ferformance i ndi cat or: Forei gndirect investment

Datasource(s): National Bank Bull etinand Bul | etinof Bal ance of Payments

Partner or contractor who providedthedata (if aoplicad e):

Isthisindi cator reportedinthe Annual Report?

Date(s) of assessment:
Locati on(s) of assessment:
Assessment teamnenbers:

USAID:

June, 2004

Skopj e, Macedoni a

Gntractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting Inc. —Harry Garr and |1 j a Todor ovski

1. VALID TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments
Face VAl idity
> Istheeasdid logcd reation X
betweentheactivity or program and
what isbei ngneasur ed?
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments

» Other

Measurement Eror Not applicab e

SanplingEror(only appl i es when t he

dat a sour cei s a survey)

> Weresamplesrepresentative?

> Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questiomairecl ear, direct,
easy t o under st and?

> If theirstrumentvas sel f-reporting
ver e adequat e i nstructi ons provi ded?

» Wereresponse rates sufficiently
| arge?

» Has non-response rat e been fol | oved
up?

Non SanplingBEror

» Isthedatacdlect oninstrumentwell
desi gned?

> Werethereincentivesfor respondents
togiveincompleteor untruthfu
infomation?

> Aedefintionsfor datatobe
col | ected operati ond | y preci se?

> Areenuneratorswel | trai ned? Hw
verethey trai ned? Weretheyinsiders
or outsiders?Was thereany qual ity
contraol inthe sel ection process?

> Werethereeffortstoreducethe
potentia for persona bias by
enuner at or s?

» Other

Transcription Eror Not applicad e

> What isthedatatranscription
process?Istherepatentia for error?

> Aestepshengtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e g, dod e
keyi ngof datafor | arge surveys,
electronicedit checkingprogramto
cl eandat a, randomchecks of part ner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sor s)

> Havedataerrors beentrackedtotheir
ori gi nal sour ce and mi st akes
correct ed?

> Ifravdataneedtobemanipuated to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:

> Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

> Aethesame famulae appl i ed
cosi stentlyfromyear toy ear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agy eget ed) ?

> Have procedures for dealingwth
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dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?
Yes No | Comments
mi ssi ng dat abeen correct|y appl i ed?
> Aefina nunbers reported accurat ?
(Eg., doesanunber reported as a
“tdal” actual | y add up?)
» Other
Represent ati veness of Data Not applicabl e
> Isthesamplefranwhichthedataare
drawn representati ve of the
popul at i on served by the acti vity?
> Didall unitsof the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ngsel ected for
thesamp | e?
> Isthesamplimgfrare (i.e, thelig d
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Conpr ehensi ve? Mutud |y
excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)
» Isthesampl e of adequat e si ze?
» Aethedatacomplae?(i.e, haedl

Recommendat i ons for i npr ovenent:

2. RALIABLITY—Aedatacoll ection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

»

>

>

@onsi st ency

Isaconsistent datacalectionprocess
used fromyear toyear, location to

| ocation, data sourceto data source
(if daacome frandifferet sources)?
Isthesame instrurent usedtocd | ect
datafromyear toyear, locationto
location?|f datacome frandiffeat
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthet thereliahblity of thedata
are not comp romi sed?

Isthesane sanplingmet hod used
fromyear toyear, locationto

| ocat i on, datasourcet o datasource?
Ot her

Internal quality control

Arethereprocedurestoensurethat
dataarefreeof signficat error and
that biasisnot introduced?
Aethereproceduresinpl acefor
periodi c revi ewof datacol |l ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?

Do t hese procedur es provi de for
periodicsamplingand qual ity

Yes

No

Not applicabl e

Not applicad e

Comments
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2. RALIABLITY—Aedatacoll ection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Conmments

assessment of data?

» Other

Transpar ency Not applicad e

> Aedaacdlection, cleaning,
and ysis, reporting, and qual ity
assessirent procedur es documented
inwiting?

> Aedataprobl emsat eachlevel
reportedtothenext | evel ?

> Aedataqualityproblems dearly
describedinfina reports?

Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :

3. TIMELI NESS—Are data col | ected frequent |y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Conmments

Fr equency

> Aredataavail abl e onafrequent X
enough basi stoinformprogram
nmanagenent deci si ons?

> Isaregdarized schedul e of data X
cdlectioninpl acetoneet program
managenent needs?

9. Aedatacdlectedat atimeinthe X
year appropriatetothe desired
meaningd theindcator, e g
agricul ture produce pricingvisavis
har vest ?

> Other X

Qurrency X

> Aethedatareportedinagven X
timefrare thenost current
practicaly avai | ad e?

> Aedatafromwithinthepdicy X
priadd ineest?(i.e, aedtafran
apan intine after interventi onhas
begun?)

> Arethedatareportedas soon as X
possibl e after cd | ecti on?

> Isthedated cdlectionclearly X
idetifiedinthereport?

Reconmendat i ons for i nprovenent :
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4. OBJECTIMTY— Ganit beindependent!y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasure of t he
Oesiredresult?

Yes No Comments
> Isit unambi guous about what is X
bei ng measur ed?
> Istheregenera agreement over the X
inerpretaiond theresuts?
> Isituidnensiond (i.e, doesit X
neasur e onl y one phenorenon at a
time)?
> Isitgeaicdlypedse(i.e, is X
ther e no anbi gui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?
> Other

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

5. PRACTI CALI TY—Can dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?

Yes No Conmments

> Aetinelydaaaadldde(i.e, isda X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?

» Gainthedatabe coll ected frequently X
enoughtoi nformmanagenent
deci si ons?

> Aethecosts of datacdlection X
reasonabl e?

> Aedatagat heredfrom secondary, X
e.g. government, sources?

> |fsg aecaardidle X The dat a come fram the Qustoms Admini strati on
perticd arlyintheway t hey of the Republi c of Macedoniaand Sate S atistical

are gat hered and Officeof the Republi c of Macedoni a
cal cul at ed?

> |If so, aedaavdid eg ae X
they red |y neasuri ng what
they purport toneasure?

» Other
Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :
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one, neasure the desiredresul t?

6 ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheindicator, together withits conpanionindicatorsif nore than

> Dpesit nerelyind cate progress
rather thanattempt tofuly describe
everythinganactivity accomp | i shes?

> Takenasagroup, aretheindi cator
anditsconpanionindcators the
min numnecessary t o ensur e t hat
progresstovardtheintendedresult is
suffic ently capt ured?

> Isthaeapaticdaly
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cator or group of
ind cators?

» Isthereanaspect of timing
atimeliness inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?

»  Other aspect of
“affidency?

> [pestheindicator refl ect anoutcome
of theprogram, as opposedtothe
conpletiondf anactivityor process?
> Inpact of services

>  Quality of services

> Qustomer (end-user)
satisfaction

> Physical product

> Mgoa milestone

> Other
Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

Yes

No

Conmments
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DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Srategic Objective: Accel erat ed Devel opment and G ow h of Private Sector

Intermediate Result: Rivaesecta firmsmore competitive

Ferformance i ndi cator: Total exports of sectars assi sted by USAID

Datasource(s): MCA reports

Partner or contractor who providedthe data (if applicabl e): BAH

Isthisind cator reportedinthe Annual Report?

Date(s) of assessnment:
Locati on(s) of assessment:

Assessment teamnenber s:

June, 2004

Kopj e, Macedoni a

USAID dfficias participatingor consulted: Jovan Madj ovski and Zdr avko Sami

Gtractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting Inc. —Harry Garr and |11 j a Todor ovski

1. VALID TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y r epr esent performance?

Yes No | Comments
Face \alidity
> Isthereasdid logcd rdaion X Measuring “exports to USAIDassi sted sectors” as
betveenthe activity or programand anindicator of the IRis log cal andvalid.
what isbel ngneasur ed? However, thereisanattributionprod em inthat
USAIDactivitieswork only wth sel ected entitiesin
those “assi sted sectors”. Inthe cheese sector there
isidetifybetween t he sector and t he USAI D
assistedetitiesinit. Bithisislestruefa lamb
exports, muchlesstruefor 1 Texports andlees still
whenit comestofruits and veget abl es.
» Other: Theindicator isinfact several indicators. Each
cluster isneasured and reported separatel y.
Therefore thereis no uni que neasure of the
indicator. Thereis noglobal neasure or “total”
report ed.
Measurement Eror Not Appl i cabl e
SanplingBror(only applies whenthe
dat a sourcei s a survey)
> Weresamplesrepresentative?
> Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questi omnai recl ear, drect,
easy t o underst and?
> If theirstrurentvwas sel f-reporting
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VALI D TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y r epr esent performance?

>

>

»

>

>

>

>

>

»

ver e adequat e i nstruct i ons provi ded?
Wereresponse rates sufficiently

| arge?

Has non-response rat e been fol | oved
up?

Non SanplingE&ror

Isthedatacadlectioninstrurentwell
desi gned?

Werethereincentives for respondent s
togiveincompleteor untruthfu
infamation?

Aedefinitionsfor datatobe

col | ected operationd |y preci se?

Are enunerat orswel | trai ned? How
verethey trai ned? Were they i nsi ders
or outsi ders?Was there anyqu ity
contro inthe sel ection process?
Werethereeffortstoreducethe
potentia for persona bias by
enuner at or s?

Ot her

TranscriptionEBror

What isthe datatranscription
process? Istherepotentid for error?
Aresteps beingtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e g, dod e
keyi ng of datafor | arge surveys,
electronicedit checkingprogramto
cl eandat a, randomchecks of part ner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sors)

Have dataerrorsbeentrackedtothei r
origina source and ni st akes

correct ed?

If ravdataneedtobemanipuated to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:
Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

Aethesame famul ae appl i ed

consi stentlyfromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodaasource(if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agy eget ed) ?

Have procedures for dealingwth

mi ssi ng dat a been correct!|y appl i ed?
Aefina nunbers reported accur at €?
(Eg., doesanunber reported as a
“tota ” actual | y add up?)

Ot her

Represent at i veness of Data

Isthesamplefranwhichthe dataare
drawn representati ve of the
popul ati onserved by the acti vity?

Yes

No

Comments

Not Applicabl e

Not Appl i cabl e
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1. VALID TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y r epr esent performance?

Yes No | Comments

> Didall unitsof the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ng sel ectedfor
thesamp | €?

> Isthesamplingfrare (i.e, thelis d
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Gonpr ehensi ve? Mutud ly
excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)

» Isthesampl e of adequat e si ze?

> Aethedatacomplae?(i.e, haedl
dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

F ndi ngs:

» Thevalidyd thisindcator isdminished, insonecases significantly because of the attribution
probl em: USAIDactivitieswork only wthsel ected entitiesinthe “assisted sectars” referredtointhe
ind cator whileinnost cases USAID s acti vities do not cover theovera | sectorsassisted. |Inthe cheese
sector thereisidentify betweenthe sector andthe LBA Dassistedentitiesinit. But thisislestruefor
| anb exports, michlesstruefor ITexportsandleesstill whenit conestofruits and vegetabl es.

» Thefruits and vegetabl es |Pdoes eventry tongasurethe sector for thisindicator, rather it reports
exports of assisted entities.

» Theindicator isinfact severa indicators. Theexports of eachcluster i s neasured and reported
separately. Thereforethereis no uni que neasure of theindicator. Thereis nogl obal neasure or
“tota” reported. Moreover, thetourismcluster isnat neasuredinterms of exportsat al.

Recommendat i ons for i npr ovenent:

1. Regarding the coverage i ssue— The SOt eamshoul d m ake a j udgnment about whether toreport overal |
exports of USAIDassi sted sectors or exports of USAIDassi sted entities.

2. Regarding the multi-dinensional ity of theindicator — The SOt eamshoul d

3. FAndaneasurefor thetourism sector that isconparable, evenif reported separately, withthe exports
neasur e adopt ed for the other cl uster.

4. |If thereisaway to aggregate the remainingcluster sector exportsthat shoul d be done. If this doesn't
nake econom ¢ sense, thenthey shoul d be simply reported separately. However, because of the
attributionproblemnoted above, if they arereported separatel y there nust al so be some indication of
theextent towhichthecluster entities cover thereported sector exports.

2. RALIABILITY—Aedatacal lection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Comments
Qonsi st ency
> Isaconsistent datacd | ection process X Export datareported for fruits and veget abl es by
used fromyear toyear, | ocationto Land ‘o Lakesisfor cluster entities only while
I ocati on, data source to data source export datareportedfor cheese, |anb and | T by
(if detacare frandifferent sarces)? MAC/BMare for overal | sector exports.
> Isthesame imstrurent usedtocal | ect X Sane obser vati on as above
datafromyear toyear, | ocationto
location? | f detacome fromd fferet
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthat therdiadility of thedata
are not comp romi sed?
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2. RALIABLITY—Aedatacad lection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Conmments
> Isthesare sanplingmet hod used Not appl i cable
fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourcet o datasource?
10. Aresimilar currency conversi ons X The datareported donot correct for inflationor,
andinflationfactors used as with nost significantly for exports, currency
other indicators or anong t he fluctuati ons (Usdal lar tothe Biro) that
conponent parts of thisindicator? significantly affected the reported exports.
Internal quality control
> Aethereprocedurestoensurethat Nb obser ved

daaarefreed signficat error and
that biasisnat introduced?

> Aethereproceduresinplacefor Nb obser ved
period creviewof datacd | ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?

> Do these procedures provi de for Nb obser ved
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessent of data?

» Other
Transpar ency
> Aedaacdlection, cleaning, X

adysis, reporting, andqual ity
assessirent procedur es documented

inwiting?
> Aredataprobl emsat eachl evel Not applicad e
reportedtothenext | evel ?
> Aedataqualityproblems dearly X Intherecent RPortfolioReview, for example, the
describedinfina reports? indicators are reportedinthewording of the
i ndi cat or without distinctionbetween t he
perfornance of the over sectors reported and the
coverage of UBAl Dassi sted entities wthin each.
F ndi ngs:

» Thedatareporteddonot correct for inflationor, nost significantlyfor exports, currency fluctuati ons
(Bddlar tothe Buro) that significantly affectedthe reported exports.
Recormendat i ons f or i nprovenent :
1. The SOteam together wththe I Pshoul dfigure away to adjust export val ues reportedinUsdol | ars for
currency fl uctuati ons.

3 MMELINESS—Are data col | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments

Fr equency

> Aedataavail abl e onafrequent X
enough basi stoinformprogram
nmanagenent deci si ons?

> Isaregul arized schedul e of data Not observed
cdlectioninplacetoneet program
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3 MMELINESS—Are data col | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments

managemnent needs?

» Aedatacdlectedat atimein X
theyear appropriatetothe
desired meaningof theind cator,
e.g. agricuture produce pricing
visauvis harvest?

» Other
Qurrency
> Aethedatareportedin a given X

timefrarme thenost curent
practicalyavail ad e?

» Aedatafromwithinthepdicy X
priodd inerest?(i.e, aedaafran
apan intine after interventi onhas
begun?)

> Aethedatareportedas soonas
possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?

» Isthedatedf cdlectionclearly
idetifiedinthereport?

A ndi ngs:

Reconmendat i ons for i nprovenent :

4. OBJECTIM TY—Can it be i ndependent |y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasure of the
desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Isit unambi guous about what is X Except for the observati ons nade above under
bei ng measur ed? “\elidity
> Istheregeneral agreement over the X
inerpretaiond theresuts?
> Isituidnensiond (i.e, doesit X
nmeasur e onl y one phenorrenon at a
time)?
> lIsitgaicdlypedse(i.e, is X
therenoambigui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?
> Other

Recormendat i ons for i nprovenent :

5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?
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Yes No Conmments

> Aetinelydaaadldde(i.e, isda X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?

» Ganthedatabe coll ected frequently X
enoughtoi nformmanagenent

deci si ons?
> Aethecosts of datacolection X
r easonabl e?
> Aredatagat heredfrom secondary, X
e.g. government, sources?
> |If so aedaardidde X

particd arlyintheway t hey
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?
> |If so, aedatavdid eg ae X
theyred |y neasuri ng what
they purport toneasur e?
> Other

Reconmendat i ons for i nprovenent :

6. ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Conmments

> Dpesit nerelyindicate progress X It saninpact neasure
rather thanattempt tofuly describe
everythinganactivity accomp | i shes?
> Destheindcator effectiveytel the X Thi s was di scussed above under “val i dity”
missionif it is“ontrack’ regardng
expect ed perfornanceto -dateinthe
implarentationof theprogrampl an?
» Takenasagroup, aretheindicator X
anditsconpanionindcators the
min numnecessary t o ensur e t hat
progress toward t hei ntended resut is
sufficiently capt ured?
> Istheeapaticdaly X
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cat or or group of
i ndi cators?
> Isthereanaspect of timing X
atimeliness inportant to
thedesiredresut, that is
mi ssi ng?
>  Other aspect of
“suffi ci ency?
> Dpestheindicatorreflect anoutcome X
of the program, as opposed to t he
conpletionaf anactivity or process?
> Inpact of services X
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6. ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Conmments

> Quality of services
> Qustomer (end-user)
satisfaction
»  Physical product
> Mgo milestone
> Other

H ndi ngs:
» Theintendedresult, i.e nmovenent inthe exports of sel ected sectors through MCA cluster
intervertions, isalongterm resut. Theindcaor issimilarlya toohighalevel toreflect short-term
“on-t rackedness”.

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :
1. The SOteamshoul d add i ndi cators more at thelevel of process milestones andinternediate outputs.

DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Srategic Objective: Accel erat ed Devel opment and Gow h of Frivate Sector
Inermediate Resul t: Enabli ng envi ronment for investment improved
Ferformance i ndi cat or: Speed of busi ness registration

Datasource(s): Three Commercia Qurts: Sip, Btoaand Sop e

Partner or contractor who providedthedata (if aoplicad e):

Isthisindi cator reportedinthe Annual Report?

Date(s) of assessment: June, 2004

Locati on(s) of assessment: Skopj e, Macedoni a
Assessnment team menber s:

USAID dfficias participatingor consulted Jovan Madj ovski and Zdr avko Sami

Gntractors: Checchi and Conpany Gonsul ting Inc. —Harry Garr and |1 j a Todor ovski
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments
Face VAl idity
> Isthereasdid logcd rdaion X
betweentheactivity or program and
what isbei ngneasur ed?
> [pesit closelymeaswretheresutitis X However, theindicator i s based onthe assumption
i ntendedto neasur e? thet if theamount o time is reduced for registering
abusi ness thenthat shoul drefl ect the fact that
administrative procedures have i mproved.
However, el apsedtine cangreatlyimprove due to
ot her causes, incl udi ng “under-t he-t abl " payment.
The IPnoted that changes in processingtine due to
adminstraiveimprovenent will besmall, requiring
preci se neasur enent.
> Gan changes inthe val ue of the X Administrative changes can. Hwever, as is
i ndi cat or be reasonably attributed descri bed bel owunder obj ectivity, el apsedtime
totheefforts of USAIDand its can al so be reduced by “under-the-tabl €' payoffs to
part ners? cout officias, particuarly judges.
> Destheindicator effectiveytel the X Measured at the current |evel of precisionyes, it
missionifitis“ontrack’ regardng does thiswell. When aspects of the process are
expect ed perfornance to -date inthe conputerizedit wll tell “ontrackedness” even
inplenmentationof theprogrampl an? better.
Measurement Eror
SanplingE&ror(only appli es when the Not applicabl e
data sourcei s asurvey)
»  Weresamplesrepresentative?
> Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questi onnai recl ear, drect,
easy t o under st and?
» If theirstrurentwas sel f-reporting
Vier e adequat e i nst ruct i ons provi ded?
> Wereresponserates sufidatly
large?
> Has non-response rat e been fol | oved
up?
Non SanplingEror Not applicabl e
> Isthedstacdlectioninstrurentwell
desi gned?
> Werethereincentives for respondents
tog veincompleteor utruthfu
infomation?
> Aedefinitionsfor datatobe
col | ected operati onal | y preci se?
> Areenuneratorswel | trai ned? Hw
verethey trai ned? Werethey i nsi ders
or outsi ders? Was there any qual ity
control inthe sel ection process?
> Werethereeffortstoreducethe
patetid fa persona bias by
enuner at or s?
» Other
TranscriptionBror
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VALI D TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance?

>

What isthe datatranscription
process? Istherepatentid for error?

Aestepsbeingtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e g, dod e
keyingof datafor | arge surveys,

el ectronicedit checkingprogramto
cl eandata, randomchecks of partner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sor s)
Hwvedataerrors beentrackedtotheir
original source and mi stakes
corected?

If ravdataneedtobemanipuated to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:
Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

Aethesame famul ae appl i ed

consi stently fromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrom multipl e sources needto be
agy eget ed) ?

Have procedures for dealingwth
mi ssi ng dat abeen correct|y appl i ed?
Aefina nuners reported accur at €?
(Eg., doesanunber reported as a
“total” actual | y aod up?)

» Other
Repr esent at i veness of Data

Isthesamplefranwhichthe dataare
drawn representati ve of the

popul at i on served by the acti vity?
Didall units of the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ng sel ectedfor
the samp | €?

Isthesamplingfrare (i.e, thelid of
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Gonpr ehensi ve? Mutud ly

excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)
Isthesamp| e of adequat e si ze?

Aethedatacompleae?(i.e, haedl
dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

Yes

No

Comments

Base dat &, necessary tothe cal cul ation of the
indicator, aretakenfromhand writtenledgersin
threedifferentcorts. Thereishepatentia for error
intheorigina entryandthereis potential for error
intranscription, duetoilleghbility, incorrect
readi ng, etc.

The data gatherer is anare of the potentia for error
and i s careful

Not applicabl e
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments

H ndi ngs:

> Thereisaslight potentia for transcriptionerror sincetheorigina dataarerecorded by handin | edgers.

» Theindicator isbasedontheassumptionthet if theanount of time isreducedfor registeringabusi ness
thenthat shoul dreflect thefact that administrative procedures haveimproved. However, el apsedtime
cangreatlyimprove due to other causes, including “underthetabl € payment. ThelPnotedthat
changes i n processi ng tine due to admini strativeimprovement will besmall, requiring precise
neasur ement. Rittingit another vay, if there werenot anopportunity, inbusiness registration, for
“rent seeki ng behavior” thetime for processingreg strationwoul d be reduced to a greater extent than
improved administration

Recormendat i ons for i npr ovenent:

1. Althoughthepotentia for error isnat particdarly significat, theprgect GG & CL Project could
expl ore the possibility of doi ng periodic checks fromeither the ®mmercia Registry of Businesses or
t he Publ i c Revenues Offi ce.

2. ThelPcariesthetime reportedtotwo deci mal placesinanattempt to capture changes wththe
necessary preci si on.
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2. RALIABLITY—Aedata coll ecti on processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Comments
@onsi st ency
> |saconsistent datacollectionprocess X
used fromyear toyear, | ocation to
| ocati on, data source to data source
(if datacome frandifferent sources)?
> Isthesame imstrument usedtocal |l ect X The same methodis used, athoughit is not
datafromyear toyear, locationto writteninamanual .
location? | f datacome fromdifferet
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthat therelidility of thedata
are not comp romi sed?
> Isthesare sanplingmet hod used Not applicad e
fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourceto datasource?
» Other
Internal quality control
> Arethereprocedurestoensurethat Not observed
detaarefreeof significant error and See the reconmendation under “validity”
that biasisnat introduced? regardi ng reduci ng error.
> Aethereproceduresinplacefor Not observed
peri odi c revi ewof datacd | ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?
> Do these procedures provi de for Not observed
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessment of data?
» Other
Tr anspar ency
> Aedatacdlection, cleaning, X They are not particul arly onerous or compli cat ed.
ana ysis, reporting, and quality
assessirent procedur es docunented
inwiting?
> Aredataprobl emsat eachl evel Not applicad e
reportedtothenext | evel ?
> Aedataqualityproblems dearly Not observed
describedinfina reports?
Reconmmendati ons for i nprovenent :
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3 TMMELINESS—Are datacol | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments

Fr equency

» Aedataavail abl e onafrequent X
enough basi stoinformprogram
managenent deci si ons?

> Isaregul arizedschedul e of data X
cdlectioninp acetoneet program
management needs?

» Aedatacdlectedat atimeinthe X
year appropriatetothe desired
nmeaningd theindcaa, e g
agri cul ture produce pricingvisavis

harvest ?
» Other
Qurrency
> Aethedatareportedinagiven X

timeframe thenost currert
practicalyavail ad e?

» Aedatafromwithinthepdicy X
priodd inerest?(i.e, aedaafran
apan intine after interventi on has

begun?)
> Arethedatareportedas soon as X
possi bl eafter col | ecti on?
> Isthedaed cdlectioncearly Not observed

identifiedinthereport?
Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :

4. OBJECNIM TY—Can it be i ndependent |y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasure of the
desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Isit unambi guous about what is X Withthe caution noted above that whileit does
bei ng neasur ed? neasur e adminstraiveimprovenent. It dso

refl ects favorabl e processi ng, “under-t he-tabl €
paynents, etc.

> Istheregeneral agreement over the X
inerpretai onof theresu ts?

> Isituidnensiond (i.e, doesit X Except as not ed above bet ween administrative
neasur e onl y one phenonenon at a improverrent and reduced “rent seeki ngness”.
time)?

> Isit peraicdlypedse(i.e, is X

therenoambigui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?
» Other

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :
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5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?

Yes No Conmments

> Aetinelyddaaalde(i.e, isdaa X
current and avai | abl e on regul ar
besi 5)?

> QGnthedatabecollectedfrequently X
enoughtoinformmanagenent
deci si ons?

> Aethecostsof datacadlection X
reasonabl e?

> Aredatagat heredfrom secondary, X
e.g. government, sources?

> |f so aedaardidde X Except as not ed above, regardi ng hand witten
paticdaly inthe way they entriesinal edger.
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?

> |If so aedaavdid eg ae X
theyred |y neasuri ng what
they purport toneasur e?

> Other
Recormendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

6. ADEQUACY—How completely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Doesit nerelyindicate progress X It isaprocess neasur e.
rather thanattempt tofuly describe
everythinganactivity accomp | i shes?
> Takenasagroup, aretheind cator X Thereare actual |y four indicators that neasure
anditsconpanionindicaors the theresut.

min numnecessary t o ensur e t hat
progress toward t hei ntended resut is
sufficiently capt ured?
> Istheeapaticdaly X
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cat or or group of
i ndi cators?
> Isthereanaspect of timing X
atimeliness inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is

mi ssi ng?
>  Other aspect of
“suffi ci ency?
> Doestheindicatorrefl ect anoutcome X

of theprogram, as opposed to t he
conpletionaf anactivity or process?

> Inpact of services X
>  Quality of services X
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than one, neasure t he desiredresul t ?

Yes No Comments
> Qustomer (end-user) X
satisfaction
> Physical product X
» Mgoa milestone X
> Other

Reconmendat i ons for i nproverent :

DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Srategic Objective: Accel er at ed Devel opment and G ow h of Private Sector
Inermediate Resul t: Enabli ng envi ronment for investment improved

Ferf ormance i ndi cat or: Shar ehol der awareness o their rigts

Datasource(s): Survey of shareho ders

Partner or contractor who providedthedata (if ggoicdde): Commercia Law Proj ect
Isthisindicator reportedinthe Annual Report?

Date(s) of assessment: June, 2004

Locati on(s) of assessment: Skopj e, Macedoni a

Assessnent teamnenber s:

USAID:

Gntractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting I nc. —Harry Garr

1. VALID TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments

Face VAl idity X

» Isthereasdid logcd rdaion
betweentheactivity or program and
what isbei ngneasur ed?

» Other

Measurement Bror

SanplingEror(only appl i es when t he

dat a sour cei s a survey)
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments
> Weresamplesrepresentative? X Thereis sone questi on of howrnuch t he basel i ne
shar ehol der popul ationis representative of the
uni ver se of sharehol ders.
> Werethequestionsinthe X They were probabl y cl ear to sharehol ders but not
survey/ questi omnairecl ear, drect, clear torespondents who were not sharehol ders,
easy t o under st and? but this shouldaffect thevalidity of sharehd der
answer s.
> If theimstrurent vas sel f-reporting Not applicab e
ver e adequat e i nstruct i ons provi ded?
> Wereresponse rates sufficiently Not appli cabl e, however the i ssue may turnout to
large? be whet her t her e shoul d have been over-sampling
of the general popul ationtoensurevalidityinthe
small nurber of respondents endi ng up making the
shar ehol der basel i ne.
> Has non-response rate been fol | oned Not applicabl e
up?
Non SanplingBror
> Isthedatacdlectioninstrumentwell X
desi gned?
> Werethereincentives for respondents Not observed
tog veincompleteor untruthfu
infomation?
> Aedefinitionsfor datatobe X | The process of codi fyi ng open ended responses to a
cd | ected operati onal |y preci se? very general questioninto 8 specific categories of
know edge i s a pretty sophi sti cat ed met hodol ogi cal
thingtodoandtotrainintoenumeraas.
Recor ded r esponses woul d very nuch vary
bet ween enuner at ors and, probably, for each
enuner ata fromone respondent t o anot her
dependi ng on t he respondent’ s cl arity of
under st andi ng and communicaionskills aswell,
onthe enumerator side, by how well he/ she was
l'i steni ngineach case or howtiredthey might have
been.
> Aeenuneratorswvel |l trained? How Not observed
verethey trai ned? Werethey i nsi ders
or outsi ders? Was there any qual ity
control inthe sel ection process?
> Werethereeffortstoreducethe Not observed
potentia for persona hias by
enuner at or s?
» Other
TranscriptionBror
> What isthedatatranscription Not observed
process? Istherepatentid for error?
> Aestepsbeingtakentolimit Not observed
transcriptionerror? (e.g., dod e
keyi ng of datafor | arge surveys,
el ectroni c edit checki ngprogram to
cl eandata, randomchecks of partner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sor s)
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VALI D TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance?

»

Havedataerrorsbeentrackedtothei r
original source and mi stakes

cor rect ed?

If ravdataneedtobemanipuated to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:
Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

Aethesame famul ae appl i ed

cosi stentlyfromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agy eget ed) ?

Have procedures for dealingwth

mi ssi ng dat a been correct |y appl i ed?
Aefina nuniers reported accurat e?
(Eg., doesanunber reported as a
“total " actual | y add up?)

» Other
Represent at i veness of Data

Isthesamplefranwhichthe dataare
drawn representati ve of the

popul at i on served by the acti vity?
Didall units of the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ngsel ectedfor
the sanple?

Isthesamplirgframe (i.e, trelig o
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Gonpr ehensi ve? Mu tud ly
excl usi ve (for geographi c franes)
Isthesamp | e of adequat e si ze?

Aethedatacomplee?(i.e, haedl
dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

Yes

No

Comments

Not observed

The QPis unsure of the methods used. (See
rdidility)
Sane as above

Sane as above

Itisinpossibletotell asthemethod of cal cul ation
i s unknowntothelP.

See above

See above

See above

See above. This probably i s the mainissuewith
howt he basel i ne wer e gat her ed.
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1.

VALI D TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments

>

H ndi ng:

The current basel i ne (2003) is froma random sanpl e survey of the general popul ation, taking from it
t hose r espondent s who ar e shar ehol ders. For the second year the | Ppl ans t o drawa sampl e of
sharehd dersdirectly froma listinginthe @mmercia Register. Thereareseverd inplicaiosinths
met hodol ogy change whi ch coul d cast doubt onthe conparadlity of future neasur enent o
“sharehol der awareness” visavis the basel i ne neasure.
= Thereisanassumptionthat the 139 sharehol ders drawn fram the genera popul ati on (basel i ne)
survey arerepresentati ve of the approxi mate 220, 000 regi st ered sharehol ders, specifically that
they have arel atively | ow"awareness” | evel (29%, seerdiability bel ow).
= Next year the real sharehol der popul ationw | be asked t he sane questi on. What concl usi ons
can reasonabl y be drawn from t he number neasuri ng “awareness” that i s generated from that
survey?
Because of the method for di stingui shingfromverbal responses avery genera open-ended question to
any of el ght speci fic categories of sharehol der right (see above for moredetal), whet her a respondent
ended up bei ng cat egori zed as know edgeabl e about any of the 8 “rights” | ooked for woul d have al ot
of “fl oat and bounce” toit.

Recormendat i ons for i npr ovenent:

1. The SOTeamshoul d be very surethat it understands al | theimplications of the changein survey
methods frombasel i neto Year One iterationandis comfortad ewiththe basel i ne drawn i n 2003.
2. If thereisuncertanty, the SOTeamshoul d deci de t o use t he Year Ohe neasure, generated from the
uni verse of real sharehd ders, as the newbasel i ne.
3. Inorder toreducethe problemof the second fi ndi ng above, the I Pnust:
a. Trainenumeraaswell
b. Have as fewenunerat ors as possi bl e
c. Beabletocontro circumstances of questioningtoensure careful attention of boththe
enuner at or and t he r espondent .
4. Anmoreided waytogeneratethisinformationwoul d beinwiting, withrespondents beingina
contral | ed envi ronment and gi ven consi stent i nstructi ons.
2. RALIABLITY—Aedata coll ecti on processes stabl e and consi stent over time?
Yes No Comments
@onsi st ency
> Isaconsistent datacd | ection process X The basel i ne dat a were col | ected froma random
used from year toyear, locationto sampl e of the general popul ation, as asub-set of
I'ocati on, data source to datasource t hose respondent s who wer e found t o be
(if detacame frandifferent sarces)? sharehol ders. InYear Twothe IPplans todrawits
sanmpl e of sharehd ders froma listing now
avail abl e at the @mmercia Registry.
> Isthesame imstrurent usedtocal |l ect X That isthepl an
datafromyear toyear, locationto
location? | f datacome frandifferat
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthet thereliability of thedata
are not comp romi sed?
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2. RALIABLITY—Aedatacoll ection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

> Isthesare sanplingmet hod used
fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourcet o datasource?

11. Other

Internal qualitycontrol

» Aethereprocedurestoensurethat
daaarefreed signficat error and
that biasisnot introduced?

» Aethereproceduresinplacefor
periodi crevi ewof datacad | ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?

> Do these procedures providefor
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessment of data?

» Other

Transpar ency

> Aedaacdlection, cleaning,
and ysi s, reporting, and qual ity
assessirent procedur es documented
inwiting?

> Aedataprobl emsat eachlevel
reportedtothenext | evel ?

> Aedataqualityproblems dearly
describedinfina reports?

H ndi ngs:

Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :

Yes

No

Comments

The i ssue i s descri bed above.

Not observed

Not observed

Itisamajo survey effort.

Not observed

ThelPusedtwo different local firmstodothe data
gathering. Presumably anmanual was used but thi s
was not verified.

Not observed

Aclear statement inat | east onereport says “These
datanust bequalifiedinthat they represent the
opi ni ons of sharehol ders drawn froma larger
survey of the general popul ati on, rather thanfrom
the census dat a of joi nt stock conpani es.”

» It isunclear how the basel i ne reported (29%) for 2003 was cal cul ated. The proj ect GOP was unawar e
and has requested cl arificationfrom the HQresear ch speci al i st who nade the cal cul ation. A though
the Q0P does i ntend to use t he sane question for the sharehol ders surveyed in 2004 it is absol utely
necessary that he nake the cal cul ati oninthe same way that the basel i ne was nade.

1. Thenethodfor cal cul ating “sharehol der anareness” from the survey responses nust be docunented
andput intheformof ananual inorder to ensure consistent cal cul ation.

3. TTMELINESS—Are datacol | ected frequently and are t hey current ?

Yes No Coments
Fr equency
> Aredataavail abl e onafrequent X
enough basi stoinformprogram
nmanagenent deci si ons?
> Isaregularized schedul e of data X The survey i s done i n Septenmber soasto
colectioninpl acetoneet program accomrodat e t he Mission's Annual Reporting
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3 MMELINESS—Are data col | ected frequent|y and are t hey current ?

Yes No Conmments
nmanagenent needs? requi rement.
» Aedatacdlectedat atimeinthe X
year appropriate to the desired
neaningd theindcaa, eg
agri cul ture produce pricingvisavis
harvest ?
» Other
Qurrency
> Aethedatareportedinagiven X

timeframe thenost current
practica |y avai | adl €?

» Aedatafromwithinthepdicy X
periodd irterest?(i.e, aedtafran
apan intine after intervention has

begun?)

> Aethedatareportedas soon as Not observed
possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?

> Isthedated cdlectionclearly X

idetifiedinthereport?
Recommendat i ons for i npr ovemat:

4. OBJECTI VENESS—Can it be i ndependent |y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasur e of
the desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Isit unambi guous about what is X
bei ng neasur ed?
> Istheregeneral agreement over the X
inerpretationof theresuts?
> Isituidnensiond (i.e, doesit X
nmeasur e onl y one phenorrenon at a
time)?
> Isitgeaicdlypedse(i.e, is X
therenoambigui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be cal | ect ed) ?
> Other

Reconmendat i ons for i nprovenent :

5 PRACTICALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?

Yes No Comments

> Aetimelyddaaalde(i.e, isdaa X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar

besi 5)?
> Ganthedatabecollectedfrequently X
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5 PRACTICALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?

Yes No Comments
enoughtoi nformmanagenent
deci si ons?
> Aethecostsof datacd |l ection The DQA teamasked the | Pfor the costs of
r easonal e? runni ng t he survey, both direct and fromprg ect

overhead such as ti me of prgect staff, and he
was not abletoanswer. There are certainly
desi gn savi ng, as he mentioned, that will be
recogni zedinfuture years.
» Aedatagat heredfrom secondary,
e.g. government, sources?
> |If so aeddardiadde
perticd arlyintheway t hey
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?
> |If so aedaavdid eg ae
theyredlyneasuring vhat
they purport toneasur e?

» Other

F ndi ngs:

» The DQA TeamLeader asked the | Pfor the costs of runni ngthe survey, bothdirect and fromproect
overhead such as ti me of project staff, andhewas not abletoanswer. Therearecertainly design
saving, as he mentioned, that will berecognizedinfutureyears. Moreover, the survey provides the I P
with considerable moredatathanjust thisoneind cator.

Recormendat i ons for i nprovenent :

1. The SOteamshoul d ask the IPto provi de anesti mate of thecosts sothet at least it woul d have an i dea
of about thepracticability of thisind cator.

6. ADEQUACY—How completely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments

> Doesit nerelyindi cate progress X
rether thanattempt tofuly describe
everythinganactivity accomplishes?

» Takenasagroup, aretheindi cator X
anditsconpanionind cators the
min numnecessary t o ensur e t hat
progress toward t hei ntended resut is
suffi ci ent |y capt ured?

> Istheeapaticdaly X
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cat or or group of

ind cators?
> Isthereanaspect of timing X
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6. ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
atimeliress, inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?
> Other aspect of
“suffi ci ency?
> Doestheindicatorreflect anoutcome
of the program, as opposed tot he
conpletionaf anactivity or process?
> Inpact of services X
> Quality o services X
> Qustomer (end-user) X
satisfaction
»  Physical product X
> Mg a miletone Not applicad e
> Other

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovernent :

DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Srategic Objective: Accel erat ed Devel opment and Gow h of Frivate Sector
Intermediate Resul t: Enabli ng environment for investment improved
RFerformance i ndi cat or: Additional sharehd ders regi stered

Datasource(s): Publi c Revenue Office

Partner or contractor who providedthedata (if aoplicad e):

Isthisindi cator reportedinthe Annual Report?

Date(s) of assessment: June, 2004

Locati on(s) of assessment: Skopj e, Macedoni a
Assessnent teamnenber s:

USAID: Geof f Minatt

Gntractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting I nc. —Harry Garr

| 1. VALID TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance? |
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Yes No | Comments
Face Validity
> Isthereasdid logcd rdaion X It isaproxy and agood one. See bel ow
betweentheactivity or program and
what isbei ngneasur ed?
» Other
> Isitaproxy? X Theindicator i s neasuringtaxpayi ngentities (not
indviduas). Asmored these are added to the
government registry as taxpayers they represent a
consci ous choicetojointheformal economic
sector of Macedoni a. They woul d do t hi s,
presumably but reasonably, only if the busi ness
envi ronment weremore attractive, conducive than
theinformal sector. Athoughthis does not exactly
reflect aninvestment decision, astheresut seeks, it
refl ects probabl e anti ci pated i nvest ments.
> Ifsgisit esdrectlyrdaed X
tothere evant resuit as
possi bl e?
> Does change i nt he proxy X It’spretty surethat expertswoul d agreethat thisisa
trdyreflect changeinthe good proxy for theintended resul t.
desiredresu t?
> Isittatdaycd, i.e isthe X
“proxy” real |y the desired
resut itsdf inather fam?
Measurement Eror Not applicad e
SanplingEror(only appl i es when t he
dat asourcei s asurvey)
» Weresamplesrepresentative?
> Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questi onnai recl ear, drect,
easy t o under st and?
> If theirstrurentvas sel f-reporting
ver e adequat e i nstructi ons provi ded?
> Wereresposerates sufficiently
large?
> Has non-response rat e been fol | oved
up?
Non SanplingE&ror
> Isthedatacdlectioninstrurentwell
desi gned?
> Werethereincentives for respondents
tog veincompleteor utruthfu
information?
> Aedefintionsfor datatobe
col | ected operati onal | y preci se?
> Areenuneratorswel | trai ned? Hw
verethey trai ned? Werethey i nsi ders
or outsi ders? Was there any qual ity
control inthe sel ection process?
> Werethaedfatstoreduce the
potentia for persona hias by
enuner at or s?
» Other
Transcription Eror Not applicab e
> What isthedatatranscription
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VALI D TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y represent performance?

>

>

process? Istherepatentid for error?
Aestepsbeingtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e.g., dod e
keyi ng of datafor | arge surveys,
electronicedit checkingprogramto
cl eandata, randomchecks of partner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sor s)
Hwvedataerrors beentrackedtotheir
original source and mi stakes

correct ed?

If ravdataneedtobemanipuated to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:

Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

Arethesame famul ae appl i ed

cosi stertlyfromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agy eget ed) ?

Have procedures for dealingwth
mi ssi ng dat a been correctly appl i ed?
Aefina nunbers reported accur at €?
(Eg., doesanunber reported as a
“tota ” actual | y add up?)

Ot her

Represent ati veness of Data

Isthesamplefranwhichthe dataare
drawn representati ve of the

popul ati onserved by the activity?
Didall units of the popul ation have
anequal chance of bei ng sel ectedfor
the samp | €?

Isthesamplingfrare (i.e, thelis d
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Conpr ehensi ve? Mutudly
excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)
Isthesamp| e of adequet e si ze?
Aethedatacompleae?(i.e, haedl
dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

Yes

No

Comments

Not applicabl e
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y represent performance?

Yes No | Comments

H ndi ngs:

» Theindicator isaproxy. It isneasuringtaxpayingentities (not individuas). Thelogicistha asmore
of these are added t o t he government registry as t axpayers they represent a consci ous choicetojoin
theformal economic sector of Macedoni a. They woul d do thi's, presumably but reasonably, only if the
busi ness envi ronment were more attractive, conducivethantheinformal sector. Athoughthis does
not exactlyreflect aninvestment decision, astheresult seeks, it reflects probabl e anti ci pated
i nvestments.

Recommendat i ons f or i npr ovenent:
1. The SOteamshoul d be conscious that thisisaproxy andwatchit for any breakdown of its valid proxy
properties. Initsreportingthe SO team shouldnote it as a proxy.

2. RALIAB LITY—Aedata call ecti on processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Comments

@onsi st ency

> |saconsistent dataca lectionprocess X
usedfromyear toyear, locationto
| ocation, data sourceto data source
(if datacome frandifferent sources)?

> Isthesame instrurent usedtoca | ect X
datafromyear toyear, locationto
location? | f datacome fromdifferat
sources aretheinstrumentssmila
enoughthet thereliadlity of thedata
are not comp romi sed?

> Isthesare sanplingmet hod used X
fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourceto datasource?

» Other

Internal quality control

> Aethereprocedurestoensurethat Not observed
dataarefreed signficat error and
that biasisnat introduced?

> Aethereproceduresinpl acefor Not observed
periodi crevi ewof dataca | ection,
mai nt enance, and pr ocessi ng?

» Do these procedures providefor X
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessent of data?

» Other
Tr anspar ency
> Aedatacdlection, cleaning, Not observed

andysis, reparting, andquaity
assessment procedur es documented

inwiting?
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2. RALIABLITY—Aedatacoll ection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?
> Isthedated cdlectionclearly
idetifiedinthereport?
Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :

Yes No Conmments
> Aredataproblemsat eachl evel Not observed
reportedtothenext levd ?
> Aedataqualityproblemsdealy X
describedinfina reports?
Recommendat i ons f or i nprovernent :
3. TMMELI NESS—Are data col | ected frequent |y and are t hey current ?
Yes No Comments
Fr equency
> Aredataavail abl e onafrequent X
enough basi stoinformprogram
managemnent deci si ons?
> Isaregularized schedul e of data X
cdlectioninp acetoneet program
nmanagemnent needs?
» Aedatacdlectedat atimeinthe X
year appropriatetothe desired
meaningd theindcator, e g
agriculture produce pricingvisavis
her vest ?
» Other
Qurrency
» Aethedatareportedinagven X
timeframe thenost curent
practica ly avai | i €?
> Aedatafromwithinthepdicy X
priodd ineest?(i.e, aedtafrom
apant intime after interventionhes
begun?)
> Aethedatareportedas soonas X

Not observed

4. OBJECNIM TY—Can i t be i ndependent |y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasure of the

desiredresul t?
Yes No Comments
> Isit unambi guous about what is X Frst, thewordngimpliesthat ind vidua
bei ng measur ed? t axpayer s ar e bei ng count ed.
> Istheregereral agreement over the
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4. OBJECIIM TY—Can i t be i ndependent |y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasure of the

desiredresul t?
Yes No Comments
inerpretationd theresuts?
» Isituidnensiond (i.e, doesit
nmeasur e onl y one phenorrenon at a
time)?
> Isitgeaicdlypedse(i.e, is X
therenoambigui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be col | ect ed) ?
> Other
H ndi ngs:
» Thewording of theindicator istoo vague to show what it really is measuring, i.e. taxpaying entities, not
individuals.
» Thevariety of “taxpaying entities’ is staggering and ranged from government agencies to casinos and includes

such things associations, political parties and municipalities. At the sametimeit does not include sole
proprietors or partnerships. There doesn’t seem to be a significant problem with the breadth of the indicator as
itisoperationally defined. But the range should be explicit to the SO team and in the records.

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

1. Changethewording so that it isclear that thisis measuring new tax paying entities, most of which are
businesses and all of which pay some form of business related tax, i.e. employee withholding, VAT, excise,
profit.

2. The SO team should consider all the things that are captured (and not captured) in the indicator and decide if
thisisthe operational definition desired.

5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost andtimely fashi on?

Yes No Conmments

> Aetimelyddaaalde(i.e, isdaa X
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?

> Ganthedatabecollectedfrequently X
enoughtoi nformmanagenent
deci si ons?

> Aethecosts of datacadlection X
reasonabl e ?

> Aredatagat heredfrom secondary, X
e.g. government, sources?

> |If so aeddardiadle X
perticd arlyintheway t hey
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?

> |If so aedaavdid eg ae X
theyred |y neasuri ng what
they purport toneasur e?

> Other

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :
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6. ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

>

>

>
>
>

>
>
» Other

> Dpesit nerelyindicate progress
rather thanattempt tofulydescri be
everythinganactivity accomp | i shes?

> Takenasagroup, aretheindi cator
anditsconpanionindcators the
min numnecessary t o ensur e t hat
progress tovard thei ntended resdt is
sufficiently capt ured?

Isthereaparticdaly
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cator or group of

ind cators?
Isthereanaspect of timing
atimeliress, inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?

Other aspect of
“suffi ci ency?

> Doestheindi catorrefl ect anoutcome
of the program, as opposed to the
conpletiondf anactivityor process?

Inpact of services
Quality of services
Qust omer (end-user)
satisfaction

Physi cal product
Mg o milestone

Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :

Yes

No

Conmments

This one of four indicators neasuringtheresut in
questi on.

Not applicable, asthisisaproxy.

Not applicabl e, asthisisaproxy.

DATA QUALI TY ASSESSMENT CHECKLI ST

Srategic Objective: Accel er at ed Devel opment and G ow h of Private Sector

Intermediate Resul t: Bnabl i ng envi ronment for investment improved

Ferfornance i ndi cat or: Conplianceto WTO requi rements

Datasource(s): WTO Compl i ance Proj ect

Partner or contractor who providedthe data (if gppicade):

Isthisindicator reportedinthe Annual Report?

Date(s) of assessment:

June, 2004

USAID/Nacedoni a
DataQual i ty Assessnent

June, 2004
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Locati on(s) of assessment:
Assessment teamnenber s:

USAID: Zdrakvo Sami

Skopj e, Macedoni a

Gtractors: Checchi and Gonpany Gonsul ting I nc. — Harry Gxrr

1. VALID TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y r epresent performance?

Yes No | Comments
Face Vel i dity
> Isthereasdid logcd rdaion X On thesurfacethereisfacevaidity betweenthi s
betveenthe activity or program and indicator adtheresult it isintendedtoneasure.
what isbel ngneasur ed? Hovever, it isnot anindex but rather four separate
indi cators that cannot be aggregated tovyiel d one
neasure. Four things are tracked:
WTO | aws enact ed
Notifications suomitted
Gover nnent al coor di nati ng nechani sm
meeting hel d and
Topi c anal ysi s reports publ i shed as a
neasure of institutional capacity for trade
ana ysi s
Di rect ness
> Doesit closelyneasuretheresultitis X ncept ual |y a uni fi ed neasur e or i ndex woul d be
i nt ended t o neasur e? avery direct neasure of theintendedresult —
“Bnabl i ng envi ronment for investment imp r oved”
> Isit groundedintheory and practi ce? X The SOTeamshoul d fi nd out whet her here exi sts
such a neasure. WTOhas been such an i mportart
process for so nany years and t he subj ect of work
by USAl Dnissi ons t hat t here nmust be some
general | y accept ed neasur e.
> Dpesit represent an acceptabl e
neasur e t o bot h proponent s and
skepti cs?
>  Other aspectsof directness
Measurenment Eror Not applicabl e
SanplingEror(only appl i es when t he
dat a sour cei s a survey)
»  Weresamplesrepresentative?
> Werethequestionsinthe
survey/ questi onnai recl ear, drect,
easy t o under st and?
> If theirstrurentvas sel f-reporting
ver e adequat e i nstructi ons provi ded?
» Wereresposerates sufficiently
| arge?
» Has non-responserate been fol | oned
up?
Non SanplingE&ror
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VALl D TY—Do t he dat a adequat el y r epresent performance?

>

>

»

>

>

Isthedatacdlectioninstrurent well
desi gned?

Werethereincentives for respondents
togiveincompleteor utruthfu
information?

Aedefintionsfor datatobe

col | ected operati onal | y preci se?
Areenuneratorswel | trai ned? How
verethey trai ned? Were they i nsiders
o outsiders?Was thereany quality
control inthe sel ection process?
Werethereeffortstoreducethe
potentia for personal bias by
enuner at or s?

Ot her

TranscriptionBror

What isthe datatranscription
process? Istherepatentid for error?
Aestepsbeingtakentolimit
transcriptionerror? (e.g., dod e
keyi ng of datafor | arge surveys,
electronicedit checkingprogramto
cl eandat a, random checks of partner
dat a ent er ed by super vi sors)

Have dataerrorsbeentrackedtothei r
original source and mistakes

cor rect ed?

If ravdataneedtobemanipuaed to
producethe datarequiredfor the
indcaor:
Aethecorrect formul ae bei ng
appl i ed?

Aethesame famul ae appl i ed

cosi stertlyfromyear toyear, siteto
site, datasourcetodatasource (if
datafrommultipl e sources needto be
agyr egat ed) ?

Have procedures for dealingwth
mi ssi ng dat a been correct |y appl i ed?
Aefind nuners reported accurat e?
(E g, doesanunber reported as a
“total ” actual | y add up?)

Ot her

Represent ati veness of Data

Isthesamplefranwhichthe dataare
drawn representati ve of the

popul ati on served by the acti vity?
Did a | units of the popul ati on have
anequal chance of bei ng sel ectedfor
the samp | €?

Isthesamplingfrare (i.e, thelis d
unitsinthetarget popu ation) upto
dat e? Conpr ehensi ve? Mu tud |y

Yes

No

Comments

Not applicabl e

Not applicabl e

USAID/Nacedoni a
DataQual i ty Assessnent
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1. VALID TY—Do the dat a adequat el y r epresent performance?

Yes No | Comments

excl usi ve (for geographi ¢ franes)
> Isthesampl e of adequat e si ze?

> Aethedatacompleae?(i.e, haedl
dat a poi nt s been r ecor ded?)

H ndi ngs:
» Theindicator is not anindex, as shown in the PMP, but rather four separate indicators that cannot be
aggregated to yield one measure. Four things are tracked:
=  WTO laws enacted
= Notifications submitted
=  Governmental coordinating mechanism meeting held and
=  Topic analysisreports published as a measure of institutional capacity for trade analysis

Recommendationsfor improvement:

1. The SO Team, together with the IP, should develop or find an exiting milestone measure of compliance.
Possibly looking at the experience of other countries or in WTO methods for performance measurement some
form of standardized or generally accepted milestone measure could be found.

2. RALIAB LITY—Aedata coll ecti on processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Comments

@onsi st ency

> lsaconsistent dataca | ecti on process
used fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, data source to data source
(if datacome frandifferentsources)?

> Isthesare irstrurent usedtocd | ect
datafromyear toyear, locationto
location? | f datacome frandifferat
sources aretheinstrurentssmila
enoughthet thereiadlity of thedata
are not comp romi sed?

> Isthesare sanplingmet hod used
fromyear toyear, locationto
| ocati on, datasourceto datasource?

» Other

Internal quality control

> Aethereprocedurestoensurethat
dataarefreed signficat error and
that biasisnot i ntroduced?

> Aethereproceduresinplacefa
periodi crevi ewof dataca | ection,
mai nt enance, and processi ng?

» Do these procedures provi defor
periodicsamplingand qual ity
assessment of daa?

» Other

Tr anspar ency
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2. RALIABLITY—Aedatacoll ection processes stabl e and consi stent over time?

Yes No Comments

> Aedaacdlection, cleaning,
and ysis, reporting, and qual ity
assessirent procedur es documented
inwiting?

> Aedataprobl emsat eachlevel
reportedtothenext | evel ?

> Aedataqualityproblems dearly
describedinfina reports?

Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :

3. TIMELI NESS—Are data col | ected frequent|yand are t hey current ?

Yes No Comments

Fr equency

> Aedataavail abl eonafrequent
enough basi stoinformprogram
managenent deci si ons?

» |saregularized schedul e of data
cdlectioninp acetoneet program
managenent needs?

> Aedatacolecteda atimeinthe
year appropriate tothe desired
meaningd theindcator, e g
agricul ture produce pricingvisavis
her vest ?

12. Other

Qurrency

> Aethedatareportedinagven
timefrare thenost current
practicaly avai | ad e?

» Aedatafromwithinthe pdicy
priadd ineest?(i.e, aedtafran
apan intine after interventi onhas
begun?)

> Aethedatareported as soon as
possi bl eafter cd | ecti on?

> Isthedated cdlectionclearly
idetifiedinthereport?

Recommendat i ons f or inpr ovenent :

4. OBJECTI VENESS—Can it be i ndependent | y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasur e of
the desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
» Isit unambi guous about what is
bei ng measur ed?
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4. OBJECTI VENESS—Can it be i ndependent | y recogni zed, at “face val ue”, as an accept abl e neasur e of
the desiredresul t?

Yes No Conmments

» Istheregereral agreement over the
inerpretai onof theresu ts?

> Isituidnensiona (i.e, doesit
neasur e onl y one phenonenon at a
time)?

> Isit qeraiodlypedse(i.e, is
therenoambi gui ty over what ki nd of
dat a shoul d be col | ect ed) ?

> Other

Recommendat i ons for i nprovenent :

5. PRACTI CALI TY—GCan dat a be obt ai ned at a reasonabl e cost and ti mely fashi on?

Yes No Conmments

> Aetimelydaaavdldde(i.e, isda
current and avai | abl e onregul ar
besi 5)?
> Gnthedatabecollectedfrequently
enoughtoinformmanagenent
decisi ons?
> Aethecostsof datacdlection
reasonabl e?
> Aedatagat heredfrom secondary,
e.g. government, sources?
> |If so aedstardidle
perticd arlyintheway t hey
are gat hered and
cal cul at ed?
> Ifso aedaavdid eg ae
they red | yneasuri ng what
they purport toneasur e?
> Other

Recormendat i ons for i nprovenent :

6. ADEQUACY—How completely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
> Dpesit nerdy ind cate progress
rether thanattempt tofuly describe
everythinganactivity accomp | i shes?
» Takenasagroup, aretheindi cator
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6. ADEQUACY—How conpletely doestheind cator, together withits conpani onindicatorsif nore
than one, neasure the desiredresul t?

Yes No Comments
andits conpanionindicators the
min numnecessary t o ensur e t hat
progress tovard thei ntended resdt is
suffidetlycapt ured?

> Istheeapaticdaly
inportant di nensiontothe
resut thet ismissedinthe
indi cat or or group of
i nd cators?
> Isthereanaspect of timing
atimeliness inportant to
thedesiredresut, thet is
mi ssi ng?
»  Other aspect of
“suffici ency?
> Doestheindicatorreflect anoutcome
of theprogram, as opposed to t he
conpletionaf anactivity or process?
> Inpact of services
> Quality of services
> Qustomer (end-user)
satisfaction
»  Physical product
» Mgo milestone
> Other
Recommendat i ons f or i nprovenent :
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ATTACHMENT D

Resumes of the Macedonian Research Specialists



CURRICULUM VITAE

NIKOLINA KENIG Born: December 19, 1968

Education:

University of Sts. Cyril and Methodius,
Republic of Macedonia (1992) B.A. Psychology (GPA 4.00)

University of Notre Dame, Indiana (1994) M.A. International Peace Studies (GPA 3,95)

University of Sts. Cyril and Methodius,
Republic of Macedonia (2000) M.A. Social Psychology (GPA 4.00)

Employment:

1995 --- University Assistant of Psychometrics, Methodology of Psychological
Research and Psychology of Conflict Resolution at Faculty of Philosophy
(University of Sts. Cyril and Methodius - Skopje)

1996 --- Ethnic Conflict Resolution Project (senior assistant, since 2000 -

Acting Director) - Center for Human Rights and Conflict Resolution,
Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research

Study Grants:

1992 -1993 Ministry of Science of the Republic of Macedonia (M.A. studies in Social Psychology,
University of Sts. Cyril and Methodius — Skopje, R. of Macedonia)

1993-1994 NAFSA (M.A. studies in International Peace Studies, University of Notre Dame,
Indiana, USA)

1999 Tempus PHARE (Education in Advanced Statistical Methods of Data Analysis,

ESADE, University of Ramon Llull — Barcelona, Spain)

Awards:
1992 Manning Award
1996 University award for development and promotion of the Faculty

Key gualifications:

- measurement, evaluation, and methodology of research in social and behavioural sciences



- psychological aspects of inter-ethnic relations; conflict resolution; nationalism and gender

Research Projects:

1997 --

1997--

1997--

1998-00

2000-01

2001--

2004--

Additional education

1992-2001

1999, July

2000, May-

Experimental Teaching Project (project consultant). Ministry of
Education and Physical Culture of the Republic of Macedonia

European Network of Health Promoting Schools (member of the
expert team). Pedagogical Institute and the Center for Psychosocial
Crisis Intervention

Ethnic Stereotypes among Future Pre-school and Primary-school
Teachers (researcher), Center for Human Rights and Conflict
Resolution

Ethnic Identities of Macedonians and Albanians in the Republic
of Macedonia and the Possibility to Develop Civic-oriented
Identity (researcher), Center for Human Rights and Conflict
Resolution

Gender Identity of Macedonian Women in different Cultural
Contexts - Parents and their Daughters, (director), Eurobalkan-
International Center for European Culture

Our Neighborhood — Educational TV Show (assistant, senior
researcher since 2004). Ethnic Conflict Resolution Project and Center
for Human Rights and Conflict Resolution

Cultural Dimensions of the ethnic Macedonian and ethnic
Albanian communities in the Republic of Macedonia — doctoral
research

Degree in Applied Gestalt Therapy - Gestalt Center
- Agency for Psychological and Psychotherapeuthical
Education - Belgrade

The Image of The Other, Open Society Institute,
Skopje , International Summer School, (participant)

June Supervised education in Advanced Statistical Methods
of Data Analysis, ESADE, University of Ramon Llull,
Barcelona (researcher)



2001, 18" -29" June

2002, 24™ June-12™ July

2003, 10" January
-6th February

Relevant activities

1998, 1999, January

1999 - 2000

2002, June-August

2003, June 13" -16" and
November 5™ - 71"

Teaching the Process of Inquiry in
Psychological Science, summer school, IUC
Dubrovnik, (participant)

Methodology of Cross-Cultural Research,
Psychological Science, summer school, [UC
Dubrovnik, (participant)

Guest leturer (Women on the Balkans) and
individual research in nationalism and gender
issues, Arizona State University, Tempe, USA

Peace Theories, Conflict and Conflict
Resolution, series of courses for graduate students at
the Balkans Peace Studies, Macedonia, (lecturer)

Mediation at Schools, series of workshops for
training mediators, ECRP (supervisor)

External evaluation of Post Conflict Confidence Building
Programme in the Republic of Macedonia, International
Alliances - Holland (evaluator)

Methodology of scientific research, summer school for
students sponsored by Romaversitas, Macedonia
(lecturer)



Anica Dragovik, M.A
Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research,
Bulevar “Partizancki odredi” No.89, Skopje, Republic of Macedonia,
Phone (389 2 ) 3061 119, Fax (389 2) 3061 282, mobile: 070 305 174

E-mail: anica@isppi.ukim.edu.mk ; a_dragovic@yahoo.com

CURRICULUM VITAE

Date of Birth: 07.08. (August), 1966, Tetovo, Republic of Macedonia
Citizenship: Republic of Macedonia

Working Experience: 10 years

Education:

- Enrolled in the PH.D studies, Faculty of Philosophy Department of Sociology at the
University "Sts. Ciril and Methodius", Skopje.

- Master of Philosophy in Demography, (2003), title: "Recent Levels, Differentials and Fertility
in the Republic of Macedonia, Cairo Demographic Center, Cairo, Egypt.

- Special Diploma in Population and Development, (2001), title: The Impact of Women’s
Status on Fertility in the Republic of Macedonia, Cairo Demographic Center, Cairo, Egypt.

- General Diploma in Demography, (2000), title: "Level, Trend and Differential Fertility in the
Republic of Macedonia”, Cairo Demographic Center, Cairo, Egypt, 2000.

- Master of Art (1997), title: “Macro-sociological Analysis of the Parliamentary Elections in
the Central and Eastern Europe: 1989-1994", Faculty of Philosophy Department of
Sociology at the University "Sts. Ciril and Methodius", Skopje, 1997.

- Faculty of Philosophy, Department of Sociology at the University "St. Cyril and Methodius",
(1992) Skopje.

Training and Professional Courses:

Attended successfully during the Academic Years 2000-2003 year at the Cairo

Demographic Center, Cairo, Egypt. Beside the main topics related to the work
in the fields of demography (population), provided with educational opportunities
to study supporting course in the following topics: Statistics 75 hours, Social
Research Methods, Advanced Research Techniques and Methodologies and

Statistical Methods, and Computer Programs, basically using software
packages for statistical analysis in social data.

Language Skills:

Read, Speak and write: Macedonian, Serbian and English language.

Other Skills:
Know to use and work in Word, Excel, PDP, SPSS, and AMOS 4 programs.

Professional Interest:

Sociology, Demography, Social Research Method and Statistics for Social Science, and
Soicolgy of Politic

Professional/Occupational Experience:



At the Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research at the Sts. Cyril and Methodus
University — Skopje, Republic of Macedonia, since 1993

- 1998 Research Assistant, Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research

- 1993-1998, Junior Research Assistant Institute for Sociological, Political and
Juridical Research

Research Experience:
Projects:

- "Project for the Analysis of Land Tenure and Agricultural Productivity in the Republic of
Macedonia", conduct by the University of Wisconsin, USA, Land Tenure Center in Skopje and
the Government of the Republic of Macedonia, February - May 1996; Short time activity, as a
interwier in a case study and a writer

- "Public Opinion on Local Elections in Macedonia '96", Conduct by Institute for Sociological,
Political and Juridical Research, Skopje, September 1996. Statistical analysis

- “Public Opinion on the Social an Economic Reforms", conducted by the Institute of
Sociological, Political and Juridical research, Skopje, January-February,1997. Preparing
guestions for conducting a poll, statistical analysis and report

- "Local Elections in Macedonia '96", conducted by the Institute for Sociological, Political and
Juridical Research, Skopje, January - April, 1997. Preparing questions for conducting a poll,
statistical analysis and report

- "Function of the Local Government in Republic of Macedonia", conducted by the Institute for
Sociological, Political and Juridical Research, Skopje, July 1997 - Jun 2000. As a secretary of
the Project

"Public Opinion on Social an Economic Reforms", conducted by the Institute for Sociological,
Political and Juridical Research, Skopje, October-Decembar,1997. Preparing questions for
conducting a poll, statistical analysis and report

" Qualitative Study of the Living Standards of the Population epublic of
Macedonia", conducted by World Bank, December 1997-Mart 1998. As a
interwer and writer of regional report

"Sociological Aspects of the City Skopje", conducted by Institute for
Sociological, Political and Juridical Research, Skopje, February - Juny,1998, As
a writer

"Public Opinion on Social an Economic Reforms”, conducted by the Institute for Sociological,

Political and Juridical research, Skopje, May-Juny,1998. Preparing questions for conducting a
poll, statistical analysis and report

"Public Opinion on Social an Economic Reforms", conducted by the Institute of Sociological,
Political and Juridical research, Skopje, May-Juny,1998. Preparing questions for conducting a
pol, statistical analysis and report

"Public Opinion on Social an Economic Reforms", conducted by the Institute of Sociological,
Political and Juridical Research, Skopje, May-Juny,1999. Preparing questions for conducting a
poll, statistical analysis and report

"Local Government in the Republic of Macedonia", As a member of the team and secretary of
the Project (1999-2002)

"Sociological Aspects of the City Skopje" survey conducted by Institute of
sociological, political and juridical research, Skopje, February - Juny,1998, As a
writer



“Rapid Beneficiary Assessment for the Basic and Secondary Education and Teacher
Training”,(2003) conducted by Ministry of Education and Science of Republic of Macedonia. As
a Consultant, and data processing and statistical analysis

“Evaluation of Confidence Building Projects”, (2003) conducted by USAID, office in Skopje. As
a Consultant, and data processing and statistical analysis

"Mapping the Socio-economic Disparities among Macedonian Municipalities" (2003-2004), as an
National consultant for the preparation of the Assessment Report — Publication
conducted by United Nations Development Programme (UNDP),

and Government of the Republic of Macedonia

"Development of Municipalities and Culture - Social evaluation and evaluation of needs,
research of local heritage: debar, Centar Zupa and Rostuse" (2004) conducted by the Ministry
of Culture and world Bank

" Interrelation between Gender, Ethnicity and Fertility: The Significance of the
Education and Employment on Fertility among different ethnic groups in the
Republic of Macedonia” 2004, Cooperative Research Project, Faculty of
Phosophy - Institute for Sociology and Foundation Open Society
InstituteMacedonia, As a member of a team.

"Education Modernization Project" (2004), conudcted by the Ministry of Education and Science
in the Republic of Macedonia and the World Bank, as an consultant on the baseline data on
access, quality and effectiveness for Improving Education Quality and Participation

Lecturing/Teaching experience:
University Courses/and level

- Methodology of Social Science - Quantitative Analysis", Postgraduate Course at
the Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research, Skopje

- Social Analysis using Computer Software, Postgraduate Course at the Institute for
Sociological, Political and Juridical Research, Skopje

Publications:

“Public Opinion on Social and Economic Reforms" 1997, 1998, 1999. Institute for
Sociological, Political an Juridical Research, Skopje

- "Sociological Aspects of Skopje".1998 Institute for Sociological, Political an
Juridical Research, Skopje

- “Local elections 1996", (1998) Institute for Sociological, Political an Juridical
Research, Skopje

- "Political Culture of the Citizens and their Influence on the Local Government",
(2002) Institute for Sociological, Political an Juridical Research, Skopje

- “Level, Pattern and Differentials of Fertility in the Republic of Macedonia, 2000,
Population and Sustainable Development Research Monograph, Cairo Demographic
Center, 2000, Cairo, Egypt.

- “Differentials of Fertility in the Republic of Macedonia”. 2002. in New Balkans
Politics, vol.2-3, Peace and Democracy Center, Skopje

- “Women’'s Status and Fertility in the Republic of Macedonia”, Monograph, in
Population and Sustainable Development Research Monograph, Cairo Demographic
Center, 2001, Cairo, Egypt.



1 Surname: Todorovski
2 Name: llija

3. Date of birth: August 31, 1952
4 Nationality : Macedonian
5 Civil status: Married

6. Education :

CURRICULUM VITAE

Institution [ Date from - Date to ]

Degree(s) or Diploma(s) obtained:

Law Faculty — Skopje, R.Macedonia
1971 Oct — 1978 Nov

B.A. in law

Philological Faculty/Major: English
Language and Literature, Skopje,
R.Macedonia

19710ct — 1992 June

Professor in English Language and Literature /B.A./

Institute for Sociological, Political and
Juridical Research — Skopje,
R.Macedonia

M.A. in Political sciences

Law Faculty — Skopje, R. Macedonia

Ph.D. in Political sciences

1. Languageskills: Indicate competenceonascaleof 1to5 (1 - excelent; 5 - basic)

Language Reading Speaking Writing
English 1 1 1
Macedonian (native) 1 1 1
Serbian 1 1 1
Croatian 1 1 1
Bulgarian 1 2 2

2. Membershipof professional bodies:

1. Group of Independent Experts on the European Charter of Local Self-Government at the

Council of Europe, Strasbourg

2. Team of Loca Sef-Government Experts of the Regional German Foundation “Friedrich Ebert”,

Zagreb

3. Team of the TEMPUS Programme of the European Union for Establishment of

European Studies Faculty in Skopje

3. Other skills: (e.g. Computer literacy, etc.)

Microsoft Word, Excel




4. Present position:
Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Resear ch
1. Political scientist— Senior research fellow
2. Professor at Local Government at the Graduate Studies of the Institute

5. Yearswithin thefirm:

1979 - 2004

6. Key qualifications:(Relevant to the project)

Empirical research in all stages (executor, project team member, team leader) dealing with various aspects
and problems of local government functioning:

- making interviews with ministers, mayors, councillors, citizens, etc
- participation in seminars as lecturer, seminar organizer, etc.

- working on local government legislation, etc.
v

7. Specific experiencein theregion:

Country Date from - Date to

8. Professional experience

Date Location Company Position Description

Empirical researchin

Institutre for thefield of political

1979-March - Skopje, R. Sociological, Political scientist— | 4 ences, functioning
. ) Political and researcher .

2004 April Macedonia . of the political system
Juridical
Resgarch at central level, local

level, conflicts, etc.

1995 Oct — Skopje, R EJUNNP;?;Zve Media analyst m:‘;:;% if;d };ﬁclar\l]

1997 March Macedonia y . P
Deployment) sciences

9. Other rdevant information: (e.g., Publications)

SCIENTIFIC PAPERS /sel ected/:

- Public Services at the Local Level in the Republic of Macedonia, pp. 81-87, as a part of the anthology
"Reforms of Public Services', Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, Zagreb, 2003, 100 pp.

- Research Concept Supportive to the Creation and Implementation of the NATIONAL STRATEGY
FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA, Ministry of Environment



and Physical Planning and Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research, Skopje, 2003, 209
pp. (as aco-author)

- Structure and Relations between Executive and Legislative Bodies at Local Level in Macedonia, pp.
7-21, as a part of the anthology "Executive and Legislature at Local Level", Friedrich Ebert Stiftung,
Zagreb, 2002, 134 pp.

- Legal and Social Status of the Minorities at Local level in the Republic of Macedonia, pp. 32-46, as
a part of the anthology "National Minorities in South-East Euirope”, Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, Zagreb,
2002, 130 pp.

- National Human Development Report 2001 /Social Exclusion and Human Insecurity in FYR
Macedonia/, UNDP, Skopje, 2002 (as a co-author)

- Local Self-Government and Decentralization in the Republic of Macedonia, pp. 172-193, as apart of
the anthology "Local Self-Government and Decentralization in South-East Europe”, Friedrich Ebert
Stiftung, Zagreb, 2001, 272 pp.

- Causes and the Social Context of the Insecurity of the Citizens in the Republic of Macedonia, pp.
329-339, as a part of the anthology "Macedonia 1989-1999", Open Society Institute Macedonia, Skopje,
2001, 419 pp.

- Local Government Reform Project - interpretation of the sirvey data, Institute for Sociological,

Political and Juridical Research, Skopje, 2001, 36 pp.

- Local Government in Macedonia, pp. 241-288, as a part of the anthology "Stabilization of Local
Governments', Open Society Institute, Budapest, 2001, 472 pp.

- Institutional, Organizational and Motivation Components of the Social Security System
and Factors Influencing It, pp. 167-222 (with a co-author), as a part of the study "Socio-
economic Structure and Problems of the Population in the Republic of Macedonia"”,
Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research, Skopje ISPPI, Skopje, 2001,
250 pp.

- Socio-economic Report on HEP "Chebren”, Ministry of Construction and Urban
Planning, Skopje, 2000. 35 pp. (as a co-author)

- Existing Financing of Local Government - Obstacle towards Its Development, 123 (journal), Skopje,
No. 5-6, January/February, 1999, str. 8-11

- The Impact of the State upon the Economic Efficiency of Enterprises, NIP Globus, Skopje, 1997, 252
pp.

- Local Government in England, USA and Yugoslavia, Studentski zbor, Skopje, 1991, 165 pp.

- Local Government Problems in Macedonia's Newly-Established Municipalities, Institute for
Sociological, Political and Juridical Research, Skopje, 1999, 86 pp. (as a co-author



- Institutional, Organizational and Motivational Components of the Social Security System and
Factors Influencing It, p. 181 - 235 (with a co-author); as a part of the study " Socioeconomic Structure
and Problems of the Population of the Republic of Macedonia", Institute for Sociological, Political and
Juridical Research, Skopje, 1999, 258 pp.

- Political, Institutional and Organizational Components of Rural Revitalization in the Republic of
Macedonia, p. 81-98, as a part of the study "Rural Revitalization in Macedonia", Economics I nstitute
& Ingtitute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research, Skopje, 1997, 199 pp.

- Structure and Operation of the Macedonian Local Government, Skopje, 1997, 20 pp. National Report
to the EU Local Government Commission

- Local Government in Macedonia, p. 129-143 as a part of the study "Local Governments in Central
and East Europe and the Community of the Independent States", Institute for Local Government and
Public Service, Budapest, Hungary, 1994, 227 pp.

- Comparative Aspects of the Macedonian, Western and East-European Local Governments', Pogledi,
Skopje, 1995, p. 55-73

-Efficiency of the Macedonian Political System, p. 122-138, as a part of the study "Efficiency of the
Parliamentarian Democracy in Macedonia", Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research,
Skopje, 1995, 215 pp.

-Local Government in England, USA and Yugoslavia, Studentski zbor, Skopje, 1991, 165 pp.

- Social System and Strikes (with co-authors), Institute for Sociological, Political and Juridical Research,
Skopje, 1991, 293 pp.

RESEARCH EXPERIENCE (Projects- selected)

- STRATEGY OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA
Research activities:

- Project co-ordination

-Participating in designing the general project idea;

-Writing a paper

- NATIONAL HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2001 /Topic: Social Exclusion and Human Insecurity
in FYR Macedonia/

Research activities:

- Project co-ordination

- Participating in designing the general project idea;

- Participating in making field research instruments;

- Collecting and analysis of documents and legal regulation dealing with the above topic;

- ldentification the reasons for the negative developing tendencies in the field of political
system and |abour relations

- Proposing sol utions and measures to improve the situation in the fields

- FUNCTIONING OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT SYSTEM



Research activities:

- Project co-ordination

- Designing the general project idea;

- Making field research instruments;

- Interviewing officials in the Macedonian Government, municipalities, local government
associations and agencies, etc.

- Collecting and analysis of documents and legal regulation dealing with the local government
system in Macedonia;

- Evaluation of the efficacy and efficiency of thelocal government institutions.

- THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS AND PROBLEMS OF THE POPULATION IN THE
REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA

Research activities:

- Designing a specific project idea;

- Participation in creation of the field research instruments;

- Interviewing officials in the Macedonian Parliament, Ministry of Labour and Socia Policy,
Ministry of Education, leaders of the major political parties, non-governmental organizations, social
security institutions and agencies, etc.

- Collecting and analysis of documents and legal regulation dealing with the network of welfare
institutions and popul ation policy in Macedonig;

- Evaluation of the range and efficiency of the welfare (social security) system and population
policy in Macedonia

- THE SCIENTIFIC DEVELOPMENT IN THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA

Research activities
- Designing a specific project idea;
- Participation in creation of the field research instruments;
- Analyzing documents and statistical data on the situation in the natural sciences
- Evaluation of the devel oping tendenciesin the field of natural sciences
- Proposing solutions and measures to improve the situation in the field

- THE STRATEGY AND POLICY OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN MACEDONIA

Research activities

- Designing a specific project idea;

- Participation in creation of the field research instruments;

- Interviewing officials in the Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Development, expertsin
agricultural and veterinarian institutes, municipal agricultural centers, etc

- Analyzing laws and other documents dealing with the status of agriculture, setting,
organization, financing and work motivation of the agricultural institutes and centres, their infrastructure
etc

- Evaluation of the rural development
- Proposing solutions and measures to improve the situation in the respective area

- THE IMPACT OF EDUCATION UPON INDUSTRIALIZATION IN THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA

Research activities

- Designing a specific project idea;

- Participation in creation of the field research instruments;

- Interviewing officials in the Ministry of Education, experts in the Pedagogical Institute and
secondary and tertiary (University) professors




- Analyzing laws and other documents dealing with the status of professional education in
Macedonia, methods of work, organization, financing, staff motivation etc. at the secondary and tertiary
schools and institutions dealing with secondary school curricula

- Evaluation of the professional education system efficiency

- Proposing solutions and measures to improve the situation in the respective area

- THE EFFICIENCY OF THE PARLIAMENTARIAN DEMOCRACY IN MACEDONIA

Research activities

- Designing a specific project idea;

- Participation in creation of the field research instruments;

- Interviewing members of Parliament and some Ministers

- Analyzing the procedure and participation of the Assembly and Government in drafting,
passing and implementing laws

- Evaluation of the Macedonian political system efficiency

- Giving opinion to raise the political system efficiency

- LABOUR STRIKESIN MACEDONIA

Research activities
- Designing a specific project idea;
- Participation in creation of the field research instruments;
- Interviewing political and party officials, managers and expertsin the enterprises and strikers
- Analyzing economic and labour laws regulating the status of the enterprises
- Analyzing the regulation of enterprises, their production indicators, work organization etc
- Revealing the profound causes of strikes
- Proposing sol utions towards elimination of many governmental restrictions to enterprises

PARTICIPATION AT SCIENTIFIC GATHERINGS
(since 1999 in reverse order)

-Local Government Reforms in the Republic of
Macedonia, Ohrid, 2004

-Reforms of Public Services, Budapest, 2003

-National Minorities in South-East Europe, Sarajevo, 2002

- Preliminary draft agenda for the second meeting of
the Group of Independent Experts on the European Charter
of Local Self-Government, Strasbourg, 2002

- Cross Border Cooperation in the Triangle Nish-
Skopje - Sofija, Sofija 2002

- Decentralizing Government, Ljubljana 2002

- Local Self-government and Decentralization,
Strasbourg, 2001

- Local Self-government and Decentralization, Zagreb, 2001
- Man and Environment - conditions for stable society, Skopje, 2001

- Local Government Reform, Skopje, 2000



- Crosshorder Co-operation Sandanski - Strumica, Sandanski (Bulgaria) - Strumica (Macedonia),
2000

- Neighbourhood Services in Disadvantaged Urban Areas and in Areas of Low Population,
Strasbourg , France, 2000

- Aspects of Local Government Decentralization, Debar (Macedonia), 2000

- Democratic Development in Denmark and the Republic of Macedonia, Denmark, 1999

- Decentralization and Government, Poland, 1999

CONSULTANCY

TRAINING AND CAPACITY BUILDING OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT INSTITUTIONS, European
Agency for Reconstruction, 2003

USAID LOCAL GOVERNMENT PROJECT ASSESSMENT, USAID, 2003





