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1:O INTRODUCTIO.N

This report describes a reconmended .evaJ-uation franentork for the
Canada-Nova Scotia Subsidiary Agreeoent for Economic DeveJ.opnent
Planning (referred to hereafter as the tPlanning Subr or the rsubr).
Specifical.ly, it addresses the f o11crying natter6 as 6et out t¡nder
I Scoper ia the Terns of Reference:

Ttre purpose of this proj ect is to identify the key íseues
and questions to be addressed in an evaluation study,
íncluding the approaches and analytical techniques to be
utilized. It is erpected that a clear aasessmenÈ of t*re
level of effort to be nade in applying these approaches and
techniques wiLl also be incLuded.

The evel-uatíon fraag*ork ía expected to províde:

(1) Performance criteria by ¡¡hich t*¡e indivídual projects
nay be judged for their success in satisfying the
obj ectíves a6 6et ouÈ in the Planning Subsidiary
AgreemenÈ and the overall obj ectives of the ERDA.

(2) Relevant, perf olmance indicators and the meaos of their
assessment.

(3) The accounting foruat and schedule for the assessnent of
perf ormance índicators.

Oae of the nain characteristics of a progra¡n evaluation is that it is
carríed out at arms length fron the designers and inpløenÈers of the
progra!¡ being evaluated. lhis is in direct contrast to an evaluatioa
fraoer¡ork which shouJ-d reflect the views of the designers and
impleoenters as to ¡shat tÈestsr ehould be applied in the evaluation.
F4ua11y, the er¡aluation framer¡ork itself should function as a
Danåge&ent tool and t,o do so, it nust be enthusiastically accepËed by
the progra& managers.

For the above reasons, the fran€n'ork has been developed in close
consultatioo ¡síth the designers and managers of the Planníng Sub and'
ímportantl-y, a ¡umber of users - those sho have to date participated
oD project teams (see Appendix 'Att). fn additíon to índividual
lreetílgs, a group session rras held at which the reconmended fra¡rer¡ork
ïas presented and feedback r¡as eolicited. The result' we fee1, fairly
reflects the viet¡s of a cros6-6ectio! of users a¡d of the uanagers of
the Sub (the !,lanagement and Coordínating Con¡oittees).

It should be enphasized that the reconmsrded franæork is not fíxed.
Aooag other thíags, our ¡sssmmerrdatíons allo¡ for chaogiog
circumstances to be recorded and reflected in the evolving objeciives
and expected impacts of the Sub. Second, although we have outlined an
extensive and detaíled data capture 6yatem, it is intended to naxinize
flexibility. It ís always possible to stoP capturing or to sggregate
data, but data ml-ssed in the first instance may be irrecoverable.
Fírrally, the ttheoet whích the eventual er¡aluaÈion níght take has been
left open sínce it rri11 depend on circumsÊances and opinions some
yeatg hence.
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The report is orgaaized into the follcuing sections:

- section 2 articulates more clearly the objectives and the
int,ended effects of the sub. It also gives consideration
to the Dature of projects and to the overall philosophies
r¡hích night guide the Sub.

- Section 3 proposes a¡ evaluation nodeL. It develops the
principles r¡hich should underl-ie the er¡aluation and then
6etg out a series of evaluation issues, guestions, and
indicaÈors.

- Section 4 deals with possibLe approaches to evaluation and

the sources of information required to address each
indicator. It sets out aD accounÈing format and indicates
¡chåt, and how ínformation should be collected on an ongoing
besis. - Finally, j.t outliræs genersl ccnclusions end
restates all reconmendatio8s for nanagement arisiog fron
the analysís.
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2.0 THE PUBPOSE OF THE PLANN ING SUBSIDIARY AGREEI'{ENT

This sectíon follows ín part the outline of the rconPonent profiler
6et out in the nGuide on the Program EVaLuation Functionn produced by

the Office of the Conptroller General (OCG Guide, P. 44). The focus is
on the purpose and nature of the expected outPuts of the Planning Sub.

It does Dot deal with all the detaíls of the Sub, such as íts budget'
mafìagement structures and procedures, which are suumatjzed in Appendix
rB¡r.

2.1. Operatio¡al Objectives: ScoPe and PrLorl'ties

The crux of afty er¡aluation ie: ItDid the Progran achieve its
objectives?rr Characteristically, hower,rer, stateoents of object.ives are
ao broad and general that they frustrate neaningful arqluation. 1'þe
Planning Sub is no exception. For this reason, the first steP in
establishing an evaluation franen¡ork is to articulate a 6et of
neasurable obj ectives.

Existíng docu¡nentation provides the basis for articulating such

objectíves. Specifically, the follcning elenents must be considered:

The ERDA- íts rpurposer and tObjectivesr (Sections 2.1 and 3.1)
- íts t strãtegic prioriiiesr (Appendix A, Sections 9 to 29)

- lA¡nual Courses of Actiont

ing sub : iË :;ï:il::i',:ï::ii: I'l.",ion 4)
- rCritería for Deterninatíon of Eligible Project'sr

Read together, the above eleûents provide the ¡¡ecessary fræework for
identifiíng operational obj ectives. Fígure 1 íllustrates the
interaction of these elements. It should be noted at this point that
re coasider rpurposesr, robj ectivesr and tprioritiest to be

essentially the aame o!¡ at &ost' Í.raplyiag different degrees of
geaeralízrlion. they all refer to the desired end-point of the ERDA

ãnd of the Plaaal.ng Sub or - fron here on - tobjectíwesr'

A:ry Broject, if ¿t is t,o contribute to the objectives of the Sub, nust
fa1l in oûe or nore of the cel1s ín Figure 1. With four exceptions, no

príoríties goong the ce1ls have been'f ortnally articulated in the
ãftic¿"f docuoeãtation referred to above. The e:xcePtíons are the
sectoral itens marked with an asteriek in Fígure 1, whích ate
specifically referred to ío Appendix rAr, Section 4 of l*re Planning
Sub. The exac¡ link between these priorities and the larger sense of
príoríties co¡tai¡ed in the ERDA aod the Courses of Action is Dot

cleatr.
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other docu¡nentation and discussions with officials indicate aome

further 6ense of priorities. A draft nPlan of Actionr for the Planning
Sub dated January 1986 índicates that weight should be given to
projecÈs dealing with ¡¡nålytical tools and ¡cith thorizontal issuesl
(those listed under rProductivity and Conpetitivenessr in Figure 1).
It should be added that the general tenor of discussions sith aome

tnenty officials sho have or have had direct responsibilities under
the Sub wouLd seem, to support these príorities.

Ttrere is an important issue here. The ultinate list of proj ects
undertaken should presunably reflect an appropriate degree of enphasis
on priority' areas or, if there are no priorities, an even balance
among the various topics. As it stands, one set of priorities has
fornal recognitioa ín Section 4, Appendix rAr of the Planning Sub' but
seems sonen¡håt at varíance with the more general- obj ectives of the
ERDA. An informal sense of priorities given in the drsfÈ Plan of
Action oxieÊs ¡¡b.ích is dif f erent again. 'rte reeonmend ths€ the
Management Contnittee consider formalizing an annual Plan of Action,
parallel to the ERDA Course of Action, shich would indicate prioríties
and ¡¡ould be understood to supersede previous documents.

2.2 rjLr'r'ents of the Prograe: Activities, Outputs, Inpacts and Effects

The discussion eo far has focussed on topics which sould be consistent
wíth the Subrs objectives wíthout considering what specific tyPes of
outpuÊs night lead to then. This is eosÈ usefully discussed ío the
cónt,ext of the Program rcomponent elenentsr outlined in the OG Guide.
These are shc¡¡n with specific reference to the Planning Sub ín Figure
¿.

Tt¡e activitíes listed in Fígure 2 ate fairly straightfon¡ard, although
they Bay vary depeoding upon the gype and nature of Projects beíng
undertakea. lOutputsr and tí-npacts and effectsr., hcn¡er¡er' warraat sone
discussíon.

Crueía1 to underst,aodíng the ¡sture of outputs is the mearring of
tprojectsr. Ia Èhe defiaitions urrder the Agreeoent (Section 1.1a), a

proj ect ís a rrspecif ic. .clearly defined unit of work frwolving
research and polícy studies... rt Thís definítion is aPParently
iestricted by Sectíon 2.1(b) whe.rein the purpoees of the Sub are
defined as n(providíng) for contributions of federal and provineial
funds requíred for contracti:rg studie6... r (ernphasis added). The
broaderaãrin¿tíonorffil(a)wou1dseentoenconPasspossib1e
joint contributíons to the coet Of írrhouse studies, but Sectíon
2.1 (b) aeens to lini g the scope to consulting studiee. llore
importantly, the language of the Agreenent does not se@ to pernit
fuading for co¡ferencec, although t¡ro such contríbutions have 'been

nade aod a policy stateoent concerning the funding of conferences has
been íssued by the Managenent Connittee.

Tt¡e scope of activitíes shich could contribute to the objectives of
the Hlanning Sub ís very broad, including coasulting studies, in-houee
studies, contribut,ions to conferences, purchasíng or developing
conputêr êofttì'åte, ot ênhancíng ataff knowledge and capabilíties. Ihe
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Agreement and traditional practice sees to restrict the list of
pãssibilities to only the first, but current practice Dcrt permits
coneributions to conferences. fhe result is some anbiguity which could
lead to conrnent by the e\taluators from one of two directions' On the
ofìe hand, they could note that the mandate has been technically
exceeded by tha funding of conferences. On the other hand, they night
co¡c1ude that legitinate and cost-effective approaches to the
Agreementts objectives have been foreclosed by an undul-y restrictive
iaterpretation, or by excessive reliance on traditional practice'
Since the arnbiguity ís- inherent ia the Sub and is therefore not easily
nodified, we recommend that the l'fanagenent Conmittee issue a policy
stat,ement clarifying their interpretation of the 6coPe of aPPropriate
activit,ies. In the meantine, because consulting studies are nct¡/ and

wi;|l 1ile1y conËinue as the doruinant project tyPe, the proposed

evaluation ¡nodel is structured around such projects.

FIGURE Z

PROGRAM COMPONENÎ ELEME¡¡TS

ACÎIVITIES - Developing priorities
- Developing nanagemerit procedures
- Originatíng, designing and approviag projects
- Managing projects
- Deterqining disposition of and follor-up to

results

CÜTPUTS - Gonpleted proj ects (studies, conference
proceedings, work Progran06 for follc¡¡-uP)

I]'{PACTS Aì{D
EFFEqTS

- Greater knorledge of economic develoPnent issues
i.o Ëhe communíty

- Enhanced capability for econonic policy analysis
and fornulation

- Specific developnent Proj ect6 furthe¡ed or
avoided

- Development of new subsidiary agreeuents
- Modifiàation or development of other polícies or

progran.s affecting the Nova Scotia ecoDony

Ttre five impacts and effects listed in Fígure 2 ate specifically
related to thã Planning Sub priorities heading the colr¡nns í¡ Eigure 1

(General Economic Óircunstances, Analytical Tools, SPecific
Opportunities and Polícy Inetrr¡nents), and 8re intended to be

exhaustive. As a rule, ary given project should co¡tribute to at
least one of the five and thg Sub ín toto should contribute to all of
theo, with the balance deterníred in part by the etrolving prioríties'
there is, as r¡el1, always the possibility of 6ome other Ímpact
emerging which rle have Dot eonsidered but whích is equally consistent
wíth the purpose of the Sub and our list should never be treated as

cast ín sto¡e.



FinalJ"y, there is a set of more generaL impacts and effects which go

beyond the five listed. This ís the general contribution of the Sub

to the er¡oluÈion of the ERDA, to the development Process ín Nova
Scotia, and to the state of devoloPment in the province (ttre
rdeveloprnent planníng environsentr in Figure 4). For the Planning Sub'
hon¡ever, this represents a rather dístant horizon. While such a

horizon should be kept ín síght, we believe that the er¡aluation should
turo on the nore proxirnate 6et of impacts and effects shich we have
1ísted.

2.3 The Philosophy of the Plaaaing Sub

In the course of our discussions with Planning Sub Danagers and

Proj ect Team menbers, we continually encountered a varieÈy of vie¡ss
on the rlsy a research prograrn such as the Planning Sub should be
conducÊed aad ernployed. Thre Eêcoîìcíliation oi these vis¡s is clearly
beyond our mandate and ís probably unattainable in ar¡r event. The viery
tt¡e sr¡aLuators take, hcnrsver, r¡í11 tend to colour their assessnent of
the nerit of af{f given approach and, by extension' the tenor of their
conclusions. For this reasonr we believe it is useful to outline the
varÍous positions as a kind of backdroP to the Subrs objectives.

Ttre figure belcr¡ out,lines some of the ¡nain elæenÈs of tso schools of
thought yhich seem to capture the various views. The left-hand colr¡no
represents the process./research orientation (the tknorledger school).
The cofu:mn on the right represents the product/decision orientatíon
(the tactionr gchool). Ne¿ther ín its extreme'form would be a fair
representation of anyone irrvolved síth the Planníng Sub, but ít is
líkely thaÈ the Sub will be audged periodícally back and forth across
the centre line depending uPon the times and Èhe personalities in
Plsy.

FIGURE 3

RESEARC¡I PRæRAT.{ MANAGEMEI'¡T APPROAC}IES

CITARACTER,ISTICS I KNO}&EæE SCHOOL ACTION SCI{OOL

I
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tlhole is sinply
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t
I
t
I
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I
I
t

ResponsivenesE

Project Origins t
I

Supply Orientation Denand Oríentation

Key Output
t
I
t

Process Product

Distributiou of Results
t
t
t

Iaformation Diffusion tNeed to kno¡l
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The first divergence betl¡een the trco positions concerns whether the

Hlanning Sub ""tr be evalueted siniply as the sum of a series of
pro¡ ectã (whether successful or unsuccessful), or whether there is
Àor. Éynerry that should arise out of such a co¡cetltrated pool of
resources. A number of our discussion6 touched o¡ this matter'
although even the stroûgest advocates of the gynerry view r¡ere unable

to clãarly delineate the rsoneÈhingr tl¡at should result. We do not
think thai Èhis im¡ali-dates the poeition' although it uakes it
difficult to use for evaluation PurPoses.

The issue is not entirely moot' hotrer¡er¡ since it te¡ds to produce

different operational predíspositions: betwee¡ Èhose who would Pursue
a conprehensive set oi interLinked studies a¡d those who prefer that
the pianning Sub be responsive to needs as they ari6e. The obvious
releva¡ce of this debate for er¡aluation Purlþses concerns the weight
which is given to priority setting and systeoatic eelectíon, and the
eatent tó which ãitt "t consistency or fle-ibility is perceiveci as a

virtue.

A related aspect of the sa¡ne debate i6 whether the orientation is
toward supply itechnolory push) or denand (narket pu1l). The one view
holds tlãi - by enhanclng knowledge' one can change the nature of
de¡nand¡ the ãther. that ínfornation produced in the absence of
Eanifegt de¡nand willl be a wast,e of reaources. A¡other lray of
characterízh!¡g the íssue ís whether the o¡ientation i6 toetard ProcesÉ
or product. Ttre proces6 vier¡ trolds that ídorned, sustained
interaction a¡notlg ttre various actors wíll te¡d to produce a

fredisposition toõard better policy aad, errentually' better Policy
ítserr. The product vier¡ wants to Put Prograns in place aod fund
projects, aûd is concerried wLth trhat and how more than wtty.

The above íssue has co¡siderable significance for the Planning Sub and

its evaluation since oPiníons of how resources will be best erpended

are heavily i¡fluenced þ viars on the Procesg/Product debate' The

prevíous Planníng Sub had a very strong oríentation tor¡ard idenËifyíng
åpportunities (t[e product vierc), shí1e this Sub seem6 more strongly
influenced by the Process viff.

Finally, those who are Process and research oríented will naturallÏ
tend -toward the .*t.tt"l.te díffusio¡ of ínfornation' r¡hereas the
product/decísion school wíJ.l ínclíne toward putting out information on

a r¡eed'to knot¡r basis. Again, in this Planníng Sub as conpared to its
predecessor, there ís a¡ aPParent leaning tosard . infornation
¿íffusio¡. Depeading o¡ the stiength of oners belief in inforuatíon
diffusion as a virtt ã io itself, a manager or an evaluator could place
considerably more or less weight oD conmunication as 8n e'¡aluation

-i8eue.

As suggested at the outset. we doubt that ånyone should try to resolve
this ããt of íssues. We believe, hcnserrer, that it is üsefu1 to keep the
debate ín the open' and also that the er¡aluators should attenPt to
det,ernine where, relatíve to the centre 1ine, the Sub ended uP' as

¡¡e1l as artículating theír qrn bíases as to how that rnight have

contributed to gucceÊs or failure.
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3.0 AN EVALUATION I'IODEL

Deteinining the appropriate questions, rather than deternining hor¡

tåey can be answered, is the nost difficult aspect of developing an
evaluation fram*rork for the Planning Sub. Th-is section provides the
rationale for the er¡al-uation model, which in turn guides the selection
of er¡aluation issues and questioas.

I¡ arriving at our evaluaÈion model, we referred to the OG Guide and
a recent OG discussíon paper entitled nEvaluation of Research and

Developnent Programsn (rOG discussion papert). iJe then added ¡chat we
Eee as the unique characterisÈics of the Planning Sub. The result is a
sonarhat unconventional gtructure, but one which rge believe best suits
the ¡ature of the Planning Sub.

I{e began ¡yith a progra¡n nodei settíng out in approxínate chronologieal-
sequence the key eve¡Ès ín the life of the Planning Sub a¡d its
prõj ects (see t'igure 4) . This also served as a working evaluation
nodel eince each e\¡ent inplíes íssues or questions which have
relevance for evaluation. This model departs ín Èerninolory fron ttre
list of generic evaluation issues proposed by the Oæ Guide (see
Eigure 5), and it departs subst,anÈively fron the OG Guide in -'its
Lncl-usioo of a set of issues which'are more coornonly thought to fa1l
under a progra¡n audit rather than an evaluation. The reasons for this
substantive departure have Duch to do with the Partícular
eharacteristics of research and developrnent prograos' as 6et out, ín
the Oæ díscussion paper, and warrant expansion.

Ihe OG discussion paper proposes a nunber of departures fron the
standard OG list of generic evaluation íssues. For nissíororiented
R&D prograûs (of which the Planníng Sub is a special case), the
díscussion papèr sets out, the general issues listed in the right
colum¡ of Figure 5. Tt¡e additíon to the standard líst which is notable
for our purposes ls progran tnanage¡nent. The paper statess

nFor nany prograns' utanagement-related issues are not
usually directly addressed in a progræ evaluation. Hæever'
management issues caD be important in evaluating R&D

programd because progra& outPuts and out,comes are directly
relaÈed to the guality of the work doae by t*re researchers
and research nanagers.Í (p.21)

It goes on to pose as a possible general íssue:

rIs the
reasonabl-e
wil'l accru

ReD program managed in such a wsy tåat ít is
and qrobable to expect that substant,ial benefits

e from the program and thst these will lead to the
intended progrs¡n results?rt (enphasís added)
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TIGURE 4: A PROGRAI,Í l,tODgL OF lttB
PLA}TNING STIBSIDIARY AGREEMENT
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FIGURE 5

BASIC EVALUAÎION ISSUES - ATIERNATTVE APPROACHES

OG GENR.IC
B/ALUATION ISSIJES
(Fron oG Guide)

OG EVALUATION ISSI]ES
FOR R&D PROGRA}'ÍS

(Frorn OG Discussion Paper)

t
I
I
t

Progran Råtionåle
¡

t Progran Rationale

CLient Relevance

t Program Managenent

ïmpaets and Effeets i Program Outeomes
I

Obj ectives Achietrenent I

Alterr¡atives 1 Alternatives

Ttre terms treasoaablef and tprobabler are crucial here. By eelecting
the right proj ects, ensuríng that they are proPerly ePecified,
naintainíng quality cont,rol and ensuríng that results are ProPerly
disposed, the research ¡nanågers can ¡¡aximize the probabíliÈy that a

usei1¡l , positive out,come wiJ.l e¡sue. They caonot' hØer¡er, ensure such
aD outcome.

The OG discussion paper erpands on the reasons for this. lühile the
focus j-s on scientific R&D programs, the parallels rlith the Planning
Sub are verJ¡ strong.

nOne of the reasoDs wþ R&D Progrs$ outPuts are not easily
measurabLe is that R&D progra¡ns are often project-based.
R&D projects are selected and carríed out and each Project
or collection of proj ects coDtributes towards achíeving an
aggregate Progrs& objective. Hcx¡ever, ooly a Portion of
prãj "ãr" roUf try off i¡ the man¡er snticiPated. Ot*rers will
pty of f ín unexpected directions by uncovering nelr
opportunities, and 6o&e ¡¡í11 fail but uncover neit,
unexpected problens duriag their execution. In the larger
cont,ext, a failure nay be beneficial in that it night allor¡
nanagement to quickly terminaËe or redírect research work
¡¡hich had 1itt1e chance of success. IÈ ís, therêfore, the.
aggregate of the project outPuts and its ovetall'
contributio¡ to progran outPut shich nust be co¡sídered.
But, because of the relatívely snall scale of each project'
aggregatíon into ã neaningful output ís oft,en difficult
unless an appropriat,e nechanism has been Put in place to do
ÊOo



Approaches to neaaure the impacts and effects of R&D progran
outputs are also fraught sith difficulties (refs.
6,L2,25,27,38,41'48). First, J-ong tíme lags of ten exist
between R&D outputs and Èhe acÈual accept,ance and use of arqy

resulting technolory. By their very Dature' research
activities are not repetitive¡ and by tûre ti¡ne an R&D

progrs¡n outcone can be properly aesessed, the Prograe has
usual-ly moved on to ner¡ research. Second, R&D work usually
contríbutes only a snall part of the toÈa1 effort required
to Éee ne¡¡ knowledge, or a new product or Process fuli-y
developed and ínternalized ín the marketplace or
organizaÈion for which it was developed (ref. 31). A nurnber
of exËernal factors can intervene to dini¡ish the' PoÈenÈia1
impacts and effects of good research. And third, there are
mary exanpJ,es where the najor R&D outco¡nes were comPletely
out,side those anticipated. The r¡hole field of radio

--LJ ^L J----l -^-S ---L -Ê -^^^ --^t^ l^-^ ra ^1 i-.!-^+a¿iÈ;Eronuúy, w¡¡IL.lt ugvc¡9Peu l,uE 9l- lëÞsérç¡l ulJuE se Ers¿¡geç

background static noise picked up by antennas' is a case i¡
point. n (p.25)

In the case of the PLanning Sub, the additional uncerÈainties created
by the relatively prinitive scientífic basis of developnent economics'
the effects of unpred,ictable changes in economic circunsÈances and the
effects of ctranging political agendas must be added to the above
difficulties. The result ís a¡ environment ía whích ít Í.s extrenely
difficuLt to ¡neasure objectively prograÎt outpuËs and even identify,
far less neasure or attribute, impacts and effects. This does Dot Ëay

that these aÊpects cannot be ídenÈified and measured, only that it
wiJ.l probably prove îSÏif ficult to do so.

Should it prove díffícult to obj ectively assess out,Puts, impacts and
effects, it Day be necessary to go back üP the chain to deter¡nine
whether it ís reasonable and probable that credit can be clained for
the positive results and blene woided for their abgence. To quote the
OG discussion paper agaín;

rtlhat svaluators can do is to track various research
activitíes and proj ects ín order to assess whether or noÈ

the probability of achíeving the íntended í-npacts and
effects of the R&D progran ís being enhanced by those
activíties and projects.r (p.26)

I,le theref ore belier¡e that there ís a ctrong justif ication f or
including whaÈ are no::na1ly understood to be audit questíons ín the
Planníng Sub er¡aluatiOn. Moreover, there are good rea6ons for
carefully tracking events and decisions sínce it ís conceivable that
coasiderable weight may have to be placed on managenent issues in the
overall er¡aluatio¡ of the Sub.
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Figure 6 conpares the OG discussion paper eryaluation issues wíth the
program events outlined in our working ¡oode1. tlhile the corresPondence
is not e(6ct in each cell, it is ãpp"t"ot th"t Ëhe chronolOgícal
structure (the prograo nodel) providãs a logícal structure for the
er¡aluation nodel.- fãr this reasonr ¡re have retair¡ed the Prograe nodeL

6tructure - Eatching events r¡ith eryaluation issues a5 6et out in our
proposed eveluation ¡natrix (Figure 7). Figure 7 lists,the. ¡elevant
l-"",r.", detailed questions an¿ ín¿icatorõ. Figure-10 in Section 4 adds

potential sources.

In sum, the follor¡iag principles govern the evaluation trode1 which we

PrOPose:

- Ilhe Planning Sub process should be vierr'ed as a cycle (see

Figure 4). rhe developrnent planning environnent geûerates
quãstions (corresponding to Sub objectíves) which are
addresseã through n'gig:g ¡¡hose results have inpa'te and

effecrs vhich petr"*"ãif change the develoPnent planníng
ãffirent.

- Everything done to mansge the Planning sub - sttenPtíng
to b; systenatic but responsive¡ assuring that relevant
questions are correctly specified and addressed; and

ãnsuring the conmulìicatíon of results - should be aíned
at aome permanent, ideally signifícant, alteration to the
development planning enviroment.

- Hcr¡¡evæ, ít is likely that ¡either managers nor evaluators
will fiod it easy to obj ectively assess achíevenent of
this lofry goa1. The objectively verifíable results wíll
almost ".rtãioty be more prosaíc, and the question wí1l
probably turn on whether it ís reasoltable and probable
that the sun of the activities conÈríbuted t,o the overall
goa1.

- In order to address that issue, ít wÍll be ¡ecessary to
track a logical progressio! of events fron the genesis .of
questions ão the utili¿ation or diffusion of the answeis.

- Eor this reaso¡, while the rauditr questions of Proce6s
and efficieocy are not the end-poínt of the evaluation,
they are critical underpinnings to any reasonably
obj ective, credible conclueíons.

t3



FIBURE 8

AN EVALUATION MODEL FOIì
THE PLANNING SUBSIDIARY AGREEMENT
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PHASE I

FIB UFE 7

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION AND DEVELOPI4ENT

ISSUE AND IJENERAL OUESTION DETATLED OTJESTIONS

'l .1 Prl onl tv Sattl no

1 .2 Pr ql act [Þv at oø e nt

Coordl natl on

llas th€ prl orl tY s6ttl ng

system èalgned ln auch a raY

aB to kaep the Sub focusesd
on the EFIA prlorltlee and

crl tl cal rpods of the
ôYotopnar¡t ptennl ng eYetm?

Bet w anee

tñd e nlr of PrqJ€cto 6¡erga
¡hldr rena re[syant to both
bnoed Iongrtern knorledge
gapa and the lns¡edlste rÊod8

sf usere end Potertl a[

lnpl elantene?

lfas o prl orl ty frcne onk
€Btabl,l*led rlth refenencÊ to
appropnl at€ pot lca docunenta
and knorIedgaabte I ndtv ltlaI e?

Tlaa lt prlodlcal[y upôted?

Tare prqlect8 rotat6d to ths
prl orl ty frtnfiork or to
oth€r potlcy or Pnogren
prl orl tl 68?

Tere cteor lnforrnatlon gtP6

tdentlfled îor 68ch Pnq¡ect?

Iaa thene a cLeer ænae of
hq tlra reeutt of each Pro-
Ject routd b uged?

INDTCATOHS

Souncse congutt6d *toutd lrr
ctude naln pottcy ùcunante¡
cuFn€nt aconml c reÊs8rch t
kay offlclate ln ett ueer
ap ncl ee.

Shoutd be lndtcatlons of
partodlc rwlq rsl6t€d to
conptated rorkr chsnglng ERDA

prl orl tl e8r stc.

Batlonste for Prql€cts *lou[d
be docunentedr *toutd b6

neteted to EF0A or Sub Pn'lor
Itteg or to oth6r prlonltY
governnBñt I nl tl etlvee.

ShouLd be retated to exlstlng
knorledge bcaa.

Should ùs retated to ãrËtYtl-
cat or pot lcy r€qul nattentst
epeclflc ugers and Pnobabte
dl epoal tl on of resulte.

EVENT

lJl
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EVENT I

1.9 Prol est fÞel nn

1.4 Prolect Selestlon
" and Aopnova[

Pr ecl sl on

Iene prql ecte &algned ao aa
to aneuns that tåe rlght
qrratlona r6re addneeaed and

thet ths r6suttB routd
Etl sf,y ttre nql orl ty öf
ct lent groupe?

Exoedl an¿r
tXd tha eetectlon and

appnorat proco8s6a str{ ks 8n

appropnl ate baIanca betieen
conel Bte ncT end fl exl bl L l ty
and batreen expedl tl oue

trertnent and carefut revla
to 6nsur6 that prqJocta 16îB
iBL l-conBtructed?

llers FBt noæsîch and knot-
tedgasbt e popt e coneul ted I n
the dealgn of tfie prqJact?

lara pnql sct tsamg cønpoeed
qf the approprlst6 ¡rlx of
popl.e?

tlera taflna of nafercnca ctear
and precl aa?

llere adequte tlne and bud-
pt atl.ocatod.to pnqJ 6ct8?

Hers æ[ ectl on cnl terl a eBta-
bLldred and ueed naguIartY
and conel etently?

Ilera æ[ ectl on crl tenl a
perlodl cal[y rwleed and
rev I esd?

Tare apprwa[ s recolvad I n

tlnel.y feshl on?

FIS UFE 7

ISSUE AND GENERAL OTJESTTON T}ETAILED OTJESTIONS INDICATOHS

Prqlecte *routd raflect rlde-
apnead lnput frm a mlx of
eenl on offtcl a[e¡ arslYsta¡
lmpl Enenters,

PrqJect taanrs Étoutd hwe a

m{x of }nortedpabla paopte¡

ueers of rssuttst approprlatE
I w et e of eord orl ty.

Îe¡rne of rafarenca *lould
BtEte probln prec'l aetY¡

lndl cate rEturo of output
rq ul ned.

Tlma snd budçt d¡oul.d be

conrnenaurÊto rlth ecope of
ror lç

SeLectlon cn{terla cñoutd h
neferned to ln &c{alone on

prqJ acts.

PrqJ ect &cl el one *routd have
been rEvlaed to a886as
adeqr.ecy of eatectl on

cnl te¡{ e.

FqJect tsam nsnb€ra *¡ou[d be

aatlsflsd that thor€ iar€ m
undue &!rye¡ aPProra[ tnacke

shoul,d b reaænably conslF
tsnt ovsr tlr¡ta.



FIGURE 7

ISSUE AND GENERAL CIJESTTON DETAILED OIJESTIONSEVENT ,

1.4 Prql ect Sstestl on
" ¡nd Aoonova[

Icont. I

PHASE II PROJECT MANAGEMENT

2.1 ConBu[tant Sstoctl on Aoproprl aternse
llare the consultant ætectlon
and blddlng proceaeea
cond.¡cted eo ss to ariBuno a
croaa-E€ctlon of hlgh queLlty
propoaala and conal Etsnt æ[F
ctlon d ttre noet approprlato
propoaat e?

Ilera låragenent Cmmltt6o and

Þo¡dl natl ng Cc¡nnl ttes mqn-
bera eatl sf,l sd that füe f I nsl
prqJect dealgn rae consleteñt
rlth thelr lnltla[ expecta-
tlonar or tare c*rengee

ad€ql.Etaty ùcrmentad?

lfere bl d t lste eetabl ldred r¡n
the baele of futt knottadç
ú wal Labte capabl L ltl es?

llhare ætE æuncss rene uead,
rere they Juetlfled?

llere conauttantB glven ads-
qtate lrtrornatlon and tlne lto

produce propoaata?

INDICATOBS

lbraçmeot and Coordl rntl ng

bnml ttso nsnberB drou[d heve
conpered I nl tl al. prqj sct I &a,
pnqj ect bnl af and Teme of
Fefarenca.

Consuttant regl etera, lletq
ôta bases ehoutd heva b€en
coneultèd¡ perænal retronka
droutd hsve b6en csnv666€d.

Unlqæ cepebltltleq tlme
constrslnts Étoutd heve been
do cun €ntod.

Fæbrl erf lnge could heya b€en
cond.¡ct€d and./on Terns of
Feferenca droul,d be clear ¡nd
precl ae [see 1.31

Tlnlng ehoutd be reaaænabte,
conalBteÍt rltù overalt tlnr
f¡ae of pnqjBct. hopoea[e
recalved ehould hava net
expactatlona of PrqJBct Tso.



EVENT

2.1 Consul t¡ rû 8e[ estl on
' [cont. I

2,2 Consultant
I,tr¡cmenÈ

FIS UBE 7

ISSUE AND EENHAL OTJESTION DETAILED OTJESTIONS INDIC,ATOHS

l,l0 shoutd have nqul red uea

of æme reasonable crlterla.

Flnal approvel *rould have
been eacured rlthln t{¡rr
frane lndlcated to congut-
ta rrt s.

A brleflng D€6tlng ehould
have b€en conúlctad at ttre
out8st of the prqJ ect.

There Érould hsve bsen

nlIaston€ meetlnga and a

rrltten r€cord *¡outd heve
bee n rn al nta I ne d.

ùnnente ¡houl,d have boen

convayad before conauttantB
began on Bubaoql¡nt atagee of
the ronk.

Problene ll.agged by Pt næ
bere *¡outd hwe bsen
rsætv€d at FT nBstl ng8 or
cqnnunl câtsd to con8u[t!ntB.

Adeqt'gsr

llere prqlscte narngsd eo as
to eneu¡e close
oorF€8pondo ncs b€tr9sn c[ I ant
n€ed8 rnd oYonttål outputt
and ierê pnobtane

foreetaL L ed?

Tare consl Etorrtr sy Bt€rn6tl c
crltenla ueed to ætsct conl-

aul ta nt s?

llas flnat appnovet eacured
and csnnunlcated ln a tlnety
fa*rl on?

l€re consuttantB carefut[y
brl gfed by the pnql ect tean?

tnd the pnqJect teem recelve
negul ar praænta tl one and

rrl tten F6ports?

Dld tho prdoct tean cqnmunl-

c€te lta nBsponsoe ln ¡rttlng
ln a tlmely fa*rlon?

llend probtane ral B€d rltù ths
coneultente eB soon ae thq¡
becana apporôrt?

õ
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2.9 Prql act 0mot atl on

FIG UFE 7

ISSUE AND ËENERAL OIJESTION ÐETATLED OTJESTIONS INDICATORS

lbthodoLogl ea Éroutd heve
bae n I ogl cat r approprl sto to
cl rcl¡tgtancas.

Souncea *loutd hwa bsen
docunented¡ rt data Bìaô
arel tab[e.

Èncluslons and aôr'lce Éroutd
hwe been cteerly Btstod and
apeclflcau,y ¡.êtatÊd to the
evldenca pFoænted.

hsæntrtlone *rould be

Iltoratsr grannatlcat¡ frea
f €lronar free of extenslve
Jargon, readabta¡ gnephlc
natsnl at $ouLd be clear and
¡ett retated to t6xt.

Cun pl, etl on è ta s *r oul d n etcfi
prqJ ected cunpLetlon ôtes.

Budpte end prqJBst6d budgstB
*roul,d matöh.

Sl gnl f { cent def lcl encl aa

É¡outd have been correctod to
PT nqnberef BatlBfsctlon be-
fore flnsL peynant.

PT *roul.d h6vs raportad key
lsar'ße to ilc ât slgrroff and

]lC ahouLd havo tal€n rptlè
of the¡.

\o

Ot¡t ltt,
Tfene ttra r€8utte of the pro-
Jecta eatlsf,actory?

lero appropri atg
nathodologl es Laed?

lere the dota of approprl ats
qæ|.lty?

llene tfìe concluelone and ad-
vlce conelstent rl$r tha data
and araIy el e?

llere prsæntatl ons ctear,
concl ea and conv lncl ng?

llene tf¡a prqjects on tlme?

lera they on budpt?

I? thene ¡ene deflcl encl ee;
terB stspa tal€n to copr€ct
the¡r?

llane lnponta¡¡t I eslae and
probtæe dtarn to ths attcrF
tlon sf l,l0 for guldancs to
future pnql ecta?
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PHASE 3 -- IEMPLOYMENT OF HESULTS

EVENT ISSUE AND GENERAL OUESTION DETAILED OUESTIONS

t\'(>

3.1 Enplqru€rc of
kútg

l}ri1iW
Did projects aclria¡e æsults
rid¡h in Èoto wærarted titre
tine and rrcnry inrolved?

Did tjhe projects neet Érei¡
ójectives as set cr't i¡ tåe
kqject Brid æd lbrîs of
Rdererre?

Did proj'ects proride i¡¡forls-
ticrr whidr was a.ryplæøtary
to úe maía prposes or tai,se
qræsticns or tsr¡e r.lses which
had ¡nt been ccnsidered?

Was titrere a distri.hfticn
p1a¡t?

I.teæ lesllts r:sed later l¡
s4port of ottrer reseæch?

INDICATORS

Þojæt co¡r.lüsícr:ìs dru1d be
cleerly rel€ted to cbjectivee
ad irnngruities qlai¡nd
or justified.

A P[an of Actisr drcruld har¡e

beert deeißed to ergt:r€ inple-
øtaÈica cf æsúts.

fhe fl¡a1 çeport ard Project
lban reports drclld tnue td.gtr
li$tæd ure+ected outccmes.

Resrlts drqrld hsve been ma.lo

ar¡ailahle ía an ap'p'ropriate
fomat þ n1 1 rels¡arrt a.rdlerres.

Reports drcüld be dted
periodi-calty ln later
doctmerÊs.

Ol*¡er us€r6 åcü1d bave fcn¡d
the reports t¡seful.
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FIGURE 7

ISSUE AND GENERAL OUESTION OETATLED OUESTIONS

Inæcts a¡¡il Effects
str¡dies

3.2 Uttinste hæcts
Did the æsults of
contdbute to the ultinate
¡rrposes of t*re PLEnirg, S\¡b?

Did thq create greater krn'-
ledge d ec¡ncnic issrÞs irr
the poliry ccmn:ni-ty?

Did thry er,lra¡re t{re
capability for policy
æa1ysí.s?

Díd tfiq¡ fi¡riher cr forest¿ill
specific develo¡nent ¡ro-
jects?

Did thq ccûurihÊe to the
developrert d îsù s$eidiry
agreenerts?

Did ttrg otlhewise cor¡trilute
to Î*re developert or nodífi-
caticn of polides and
progræs affectirg tt¡e lbva
Scotia eccn:cn¡¡?

INDICATORS

Reg.¡lts åould Ïnt¡e besr
b'roadfy ¿issæinate¿, åcû1d
be cited i¡ doa¡nerts, *ro:ld
trar¡e í¡flr.errced fr¡rthæ wodr.

Àb{ analytical æols *rculd
have been a$seqtøtly
qloyed.

fnportarû deci-sic¡:s cn pro-
jects droÍd har¡e refsred to
resrlts.

the a:bject ratter or poücy
i¡strrmerts irr sùs€qtærû
$:be drotild reflece t*re
firdi4o of sttrdies.

InportarÊ deci,Éicns cn other
policies a¡d p'rogrtus $ould
have refeced to zesults.

h,
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ISSUE AND GENERAL UJESTION T]ETAILED OTJESTIONSEVENT

g.g Feedbaek AL tennatl vea
tl,eralt¡ dld the n88u[tB
appeal. to m6et the oþJ ôctlvea
of the Agnsment and to J t¡atlfY
th6 rsæuÎcse erçended¡ on

rara ü¡erc nore coet-effectlve
poael bl L ltl 68.

lla8 th€ Ptanr¡l ng Sub ths no8t
appnoprl ate vehlcte for
carrylng out tha Prqlects?

lare consutt'lng atudl€B th€
nost sffectlva ¡neana to got
the rssuLts?

Overatl¡ lae a Ptannlng Sub

naoBs8ary to ô th€ r8æanctl
or coul,d lt have boèn ônÊ
fürough other radtanl aîe?

INDICATORS

Atl. pnqJecte Eñoutd hsve
peeed axctual on crl terl a

[eao 1.41

Anrera to qtrstlone rrldon
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4.0 APPROACHING THE EVALUATION

This section out.lines our suggested approaeh to the er¡aluatíon and
deÈails the iafo¡rnaÈion sources which would need to be put in place to
address Ëhe quest,ions and indicators ín Figure 7. Read together,
Figure 7 and Figure 10 constitute a reconmended evaluation matrix.
they do-not, hcnever, indicate shere the eophasis or weight of the
er¡aluation night lie.

4.1 Evaluation Thenee

fn a broad sense, there are bro possible emphases or themes shich the
evaluation night aasuoe. One focusses most directly on irrvesÈigating
irnpacts and effects. The other, r¡hi1e keeping inpacts and effects in
eight es the end-point, takes a ¡nore indírect approach and enphasizes
the front, (planning, priority setting) and the rniddle (nanagenenÈ) of
the Planning Sub. The bro are by no means nutually exclusive, excepÈ
that lì.ited resources r¡ij.1 tend to denand Èhat ooe or the other be
enphasiz ed.

Tt¡e first approach ¡¡ould try to discern inpacts and effects (see
Figure 2) and trace causal linlcs baek to the Planning Sub. It sould
ernphasize Issue 3.2 in Figures 7 and 10, and would rely predoninantly
on interviens, a possible survey of potential user6 and tracking
results to see hcr¡ they were i-nplernented. Ttrís approach has
considerable nerit in theory, but two ¡reaknesses ín practice.

FirsÈ, the impacts and effects, and the causal links back to the Subrs
outputs, will be difficult to discera. Although tt¡ere may be
occasional cases of ve¡ifiable inpacts, the nore comtnon reeults are
lilely to i¡:'.rolve logically associated but unattributable iûpacts,
diffuse and undefi¡¡able írapacte, and inpacts which have yet to occur.
there r¡i1l íaevitably be a sizeable kno¡¡ledge gap betwee¡ the Sub and
events in the real sorld.

1o nin-ini¿e the gap, a large represent,ative sanple of finished
proj ects would need to be carefully tracked, and this indicates the

. seco¡d ¡seakness of the approach. To be done credibly, such a tracking
would be an expensive undertaking, quite possibly out of proportion to
the budget of the Sub itself.

l1le alternative approach, which would gíve greater weight to the
earlier phases of the er¡aluation natrix, is based on the prenise
outlined j.n Section 3¡ shether ít ís reasooable and probable to assume
that the activities under the Sub índivídually and collectively had a
gositíve impact oÀ the developnent planníng em¡iror¡ment. If nost
proj ects were well selected, well nanaged and rell inpleoented, it nay
requife, in addition, only partial and anecdotal evidence of ultinate
impacts to conclude that the Sub waÊ a success.
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lJe believe that Èhis latter approach has a number of Etrengths. While
a¡y approach r¡il1 leave 6o¡¡¡e doubt that the target was actually hit,
this one would provide 6trong, objective evidence that at least the
traj ectory was right. Second, by enphasizing nanage¡oent info¡mation,
it provides a very large subsidiary benefit in the form of on-going
feedback mecha.'isms. fhird, becauee nost of the data r¡í11 already be
collected before the eval-uation Èakes place, ít should be relatively
iaerpensive.

The final choice of evaluation themes should be left up to the
er¡aluators. The inforrnaËio¡ available so¡ne year6 hence may warrant
different conclusions than those r¡e Don dra¡¡. In order to naintain
both optíons, ho¡ever, it is n€cessary that the docunentatíon be as
conplete as possíbLe. In the sections which follol¡ we outline shat
this irrvolves.

4.2 F.xi stiag Sources

A great deal of the evaluation documentat,ion is already being
collected. Figure I outlines and briefly describes the key documents.
These docunent6, plus correspondence files and fínal reports, ¡¡ou1d
provide much of the information requíred for the erraluation. There
are, however, a number of ínportant deficíencies:

1. A nunber of li¡ks are míssíng. especially at the' begínning aad e¡d of the cycle. There is oo provision
for the periodic rest,atenent or revisíon of objectives
aad priorities. Nor is there provisíoa for i¡dicatíng
the suggested ínplementation or end-use of projects, or
ho¡¡ the e¡t,ire proce66 feeds back to the ERDA. The
flor¡s eraerging fron and e¡teríng the rdevelopnent
pJ-anníng eavíron¡nentt (see Figure 4) are unclear, and
the Sub is ín danger of either beconing or being
perceived to have become ísolated fron the broader
enviro¡meat.

Data capture ís u¡even because of tire variable diligeace
wíth which projects are docunented. I{hereas Ite¡n 1

concerns the need to create data, we are talking here
about cystenatic capture of data shích already exists.

3. The volume of data ís potentially dauntíng, aad ongoing
manual aggregation ís unlíkely to repay the effort or
indeed to be practícal sithín time and staff
li-oitations. Therefore, there is ¡reed for a
conput€rized data base nanagenent systeo.

Sectío¡ 4.3 addresses theee poínts and descríbes the new docr¡mentation
¡¡hich se consíder desírable. t{e ernphasíze again that the bulk of the
effort goes to rystematic capture of existing data in a retrievable
and flexible fonn, and not to the creatíon of nes data denand6.

2
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FIGURE B

EXISTIIE EVALUATION DOq,T}THÍTS

B.DA Course of Action
(sRo¿ cofA)

Manageuent Cou¡oittee
lfinures (Ìfc MIN)

Proj ect Brief/Proj ect
Âpproval (PBiPA)

Tems of Reference/
Request for Proposals
(TofR/RFP)

Proposals and Contracts
(Prop/Coat)

Proj ect Team Mírnrtes
(PT MTN)

- Produced annually, provides an update
on ERDA priorities.

- Produced for every neeting, documents
all decisions regarding priorities,
selection criteria, project approvals,
etc. Should aLso reflect l'fanagenent
Connittee rsigrroffr as described oa
P. 31.

- Produced for sveÐr project - reflects
backgroun<i, purpose, expected ouÊput
and nature of project, resources and
time reguired. (Requirenents of pro-
ject briefs are-recorded with MC

ninutes. )

- Produced for e\¡ery project - further
refi¡ement of íaformation fron project
brief cast in teros suitable for co¡'-
sulta¡t,s (Requirernents for Tetms of
Reference"ere recorded with MC

ninutes. )

- Proposals produced for every project
(¡unber varíes). Successful proposal
and TofR form part of contract,. Should
expand upon but be consiste¡t rcith (or
explicítly nodífy) TofR.

- Produced for every meeti¡g of Project
Tesm. Should record all key decisions
a¡d evente for each project.

4.3 Data Base

The approach we reconmeod strongly eophasizes ongoing collection'
aggregation, reporting and analysis of reler¡ant data. It also assumes
that data wíll be stored and updated in a nícroconputer' usiag the
Reflex data base rnanågement 6ysÈeû. Ttris approach has sone costs in
tine required to naíntaia docunentation, Partículatly fron
Coordi¡ating Conníttee D@ber6. On balance, hower¡er, we believe that
the benefits warrant, the extra effort im¡olved.
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The aggregation and reporting of data on a regular basis
proviáes À real- tine feedback/evaluation méchanisn which
ghould be useful to management.

By forcing systeuaÈic congideration of certsín issues, the
approach ensures that inportant eleroents, indicators or
treods are not inadvertently overlooked.

By providing the evaluators with a conplete, accurate and

systenatic data base, the systeo should both assist a
better, nore obj ective evaluation and aígnificantly reduce
it6 cost.

I{e have designed the reporting system around the Refler systeo for two

related reasons, both encompassed by the first paragraph in the Reflex
Userrs l.fanual:

nReflex provides powerful way-s 'to anaLyze the records you
keep so that you can quickly underst.and the neaning behiod
the ínformation. It is designed to be the easiest Progra¡û
for fil-ing and keeping tr ack of infornation.n

Reflex therefore seemed suitable because ít is desigaed to facilitate
the understanding and analysís of relationships betneen various fields
of information, and because it can be nore easily nodified on an
ongoing basis than data managemenÊ systeo¡s Èhat require a higher 1evel
of-prolrarnniag skills. The fírst quality makes it a useful feedback/
eualuation mechanísm. Moreover, since this ongoing tauditr function
could easily lead to changes ín the priority or er¡aluation frametrorks,
the data base mansgemenÈ sysÈem should be understandable to and
useable by staff not having prior prograrnming skills. The fact that
Reflex can translate from or be exPorted to such other popuLar
software progrs¡ns as dBASE III and Lotus t.-2-3 ís an addéd advantage.

lle reconmend that the Managenent Conmittee acquíre the riêcessaty
hardrsare and softnare to naiataia the Reflex data base set up during
this project.

Much of the data í¡ the ¡ew docr¡mentation reco¡nmended belcn¡ is already
beíng produced. In some cases. however, information eaerges, but' has a
very lhort 1if espan beceuse it is never f orrnally recorded or
offlcially recogni:ed. In other case6' all of the infornation on a

eingle project exists io various docunents and r¡Í11 Prove tine-
conãuníng to consolidate íJ done ao¡ne years down the líne. Tt¡e

documents described belos, and sun:narízed ín Eigure 9, do ¡ot, on the
sho1e, urearr the productioa of new informatíon, but sínp1y the'collection of thåt infomation in an easily storable and retrievable
f or:mat.

Wê should note thaÈ, in the coûtext, of the data base. rreportr can

have oae of several meanings. In certaín instances, what we refer to
as a rreportr could equally be terned a question¡¡aíre designed to
elícit ínfornation in a fo¡m appropriaÊe for data baee entry. Most of
the docunents in lechnical Appendíx nAtt fall within this category.

*

*

*
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fn other instances, such as the Coordi¡ating Connittee Report(s), the
term !reportr refers to documentat,ion generated from the data base
usíng the report generation facilities of Reflex., These comnand file
generated reports are proj ect-specific, and separate fron the capacity
to cross-tabulate.or graphically co¡npare the data fron the projects ín
aggregate. they can, however, be re-designed at any poínÈ to provide
the relevant infornaÈion on all proj ecÈs in a systeoatíc fornat.

FIGURE 9

NE1.T DOqJUEIÍIS PROPOSED FOR EVALUATION PURPOSES

TITLE/TYPE IRESPONSI3ILITYI PRODI'CTION? I.ttt PURPOSE

AI.¡NUAL
REPORT AT\¡D

A TION PLAT{

Report Forn
Generat,l"on

&

Conventional t
Report I

I

I4ANAGEMENT
COMMITTEE

Aruruall¡r for
Sub overall

¡

I
I
t
I
I
t
t
I
I
t

¡

I
t
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
t

t
I
I
t
I
I
t
I

To summarize achieve
nents siace prevÍous
report.

To revise and update
prioritíes and expected
proj ects.

SHOI'LD PROVIDE INzuT îO
ERDA COURSE OF ACTION

COMMTTTEE
REPORl

COORDINATING I COORDINATING
COMMITTEE

Maíntained
on an ot}-
goíng basis
on a data
base for
each proj ect

1o capture all perti¡eot
data for each project in
a fonnat shích pernits
regular updatiag and
reportíng, and can be
nanipulated to produce
various aggregates.

SHOI'LD PROVIDE TNPUT TO

AI{NUAL REPORT A¡\¡D PtAlü
OF ACTTON.

I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I

I
t
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
t
I

t
I
t
I
t
l
l
I
I
I

Data Eotry
&

Report Fom
Generatíon

PROJE6:r TEA¡'{I PROJEqT TEA},Í
F&PORT

Data Entry
&

lf,anua1
Retrieval

I To euenarize project
t outputs, record reler¡ant
t leesoas for future pro-
I j ects and to outline .the
I Project leamrs
t recomnendations for í"n-
I plenenting the results.
I
I SHOI'LD PROVIDE TNzuT 1T)

I COORDINATII.¡G COMMITTEE
T REPORT.

I
t
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
t
I

For each
proj ect,
at end of
proj ect
excePt for
Terns of
Refere¡ce
Gover Forn
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Some pieces of infornation, such as the r0onnentsr gections in the
varíoul questíonnaires, the Project Tear¡ Activity List, and the list
of persons and aources consul.ted on Èhe Terms of Reference Cover Form,
are not intended for data base entry. These would require manual-

retrieval through the appropriate project files, aLthough having the
iaforrnaÈion available in a aystenatic format should facilitate such
retrieval-.

Fiaally, there is the Annual" Report and Action llan. The Annual
Report compooent uould u¡doubt,edly use the report generation capacity
of the data base, but it would also include textual i¡formation and

analysis. ft is a treportr in the conventional forn-

Coordi¡ating Con¡nittee Reports

Ttre Coordinating Com¡oittee function ís key to the data base approach.
Ttre Coordinating Committee Report/Questionnåíre triggers the existetce
of a record on a project, as well as providing nuch of the data
relevant to issues in the proj ect design, selectíon and management

areas.

A project would be tracked fron íts earLiest forüal inception until
fi¡a1 sigroff. I,lhat constitutes tformal ioceptionr remai¡s an oPen

questioa to be resolved by the Coordinating and ManagenenÈ Gonmittees'
Presurnably it occura sonetine betwee¡ whe¡ a Pote¡Èial Project ís
fírst brought to the Management Comnitteers attention, buÈ before
fo:mal ltanagernent Con¡nittee approval or the creation of a Proj ect
Team. I¡ practice, it ís 1íkely to occur at that Point shen the
Coordiaatíng Connittee decides, or is told by the Managenent
Con¡níttee, that the abilíty to retríeve infornation on the potential
proj ect night be relevant or useful at a later date.

Informatioa fro¡n the data base on all projects can be readily
aggregated in graphic or cross-tabulated fonnat to give a conPosite
picture of, for exanple, the balance a¡Ilong varíous topics and the
èorrespondence between projected and actual schedules and budgets. It
thereby provides both a key nanagement tool and a highly flexíble data
source for evaluation. It would also be the key source of aggregated
project íafor:natio¡ for the An¡¡ual Reports

The main report connand file sould generate the foroal Coordiaating
Conmíttee Ràport (see Technical Appendir qBn). It provides a single
source of ínfomation o¡ all najor decísions a¡d dates relating to a

gívea project. Additio¡a1 conma¡d file generated rePolts already
prepared ínclude a financíal staÈus sunnary and a project statua
su¡rmary (see Technícal Appendix Bn). The Reflex report generatioD
nodule ís híghly flexible and easy to u6e' 60 that Coordinating
Con¡níttee Reports can keep pace with ltanagenent ¡eeds. Io general, se
u6e the term rGoordir¡ating Connittee RePortr to refer to any rePort
generat,ed frorn the data base for nanagement PurPqses.
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At the close of each proj ect, the Coordinating Committ,ee sould revien¡
their teport and the Proj ect Completion Report, and fontard the üto
documents (either separately or incorporated in one report forrnat) to
the Management Con¡uittee for sigrroff. ì.fanagenent Co¡nnittee sigroff
would be reflect,ed in the minutes, and would cover such items aa
whether the l4snsgement Comnittee agreed r¡ith or varied the proposed
í-nplenentation and distribution plans. Firral sign-off could be when
Management Conmittee approves the Proj ect Conpletíon Report.
Alternatívely, a bring-forwafd component could be i¡cluded in the data
base to ensure that completed proj ects are regularly reviæed f or
ínpacts. effects and inplenentation.

I{e recornmend that the CoordinaÈing Connittee be given fornal
responsibility for naintaining the data base, and for fi¡alizing the
documentation required to st,andardize the infornation obtai¡ed fron
the Project Team.

Project leam Reports

The Project Team Report/Questionnaire is broken ínto four docunents,
the first three of which'require ¡ninimal effort, and are prinarily a
more systenatic recagting of informaEion already collected. All are
iacluded ia Technical Appendix rAn.

The Terms of Reference Cover !'orn ís designed sinply as a useful cover
sheet for the Managenent OonnitËeets ínfotnation ¡¡hen the Ter¡ns of
Refereace are approved. Much of the information on the Page (such as
project namer project team, outputs fron Coordíaatiog COnnittee
Report, etc. ) can be supplied by a report generat,ed fron the exísting
data base.

Ttre Co¡sulta¡t Selection Record líkewise requíres mi',imal infornation
fron the Project Team. fhe conplete record sould be manually
retríer¡able ín !98, and eelective aspects sould be entered in the
data base. At g future date, the aggregated infornation níght'suggest
some useful patterns. For eranple: is there a correlatioa betreea the
¡ûay that Project Tesms rate the various phases of the conpletíon of
the project and the areas in which the consultants, on average, scored
high 0r:¡ alternatively, seored lolr? If the variation í¡ bids was
particularly high or pêrtícu1arly low, does this correlate wit*r any of
the other indícators in the dats base? In short, rhen Èhere a?e
euffície¡t entries ín the daÈa base, patterns night be discerned ía
the aggregated íaf omatioa wt¡-ich could be of use to future Proj ect
leams.

Ttre Project Tean Activíty List is a norFdata base docunent which is
isteaded to provide a useful and standardiàed overview to anyoDe
reviering the Sub ln toto. It índicates the tining of the project.
the e=Lstence of ott¡er-docunentation such as minutes and the í¡ter¡41
cost ia terns of staff time used. It can easily be clipped to the
front of a file as a su¡umary docunent.
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The key document fron the Proj ect Tean is the Proj ect Conpletion
Report. The Report wouLd have both retrospective and prospecÈive
elements. ft would, together r¡íth the Project Tea¡o miautes, track any
e¡¡olution of the erpected outputs of the proj ect, aod whether the
exPected outputs ¡rere successfully achier¡ed. Expected resulÈs often
alter ês a proj ect progresses, and deciphering whether a change in
outputs is the result of 6heer accident or a deliberate proceas of
refinenent can be a najor evaluation problen. The Project Team is in
Èhe best position to document whether outputs ïere achieved and/or
altered, and the Proj ect Conpletion Report, provídes an overvierof
this.

Secood, the Report would include the Project Teamre collective viæ on
the various phases of the project, along wíth, optíonally, their
co¡üBents oa what contributed to particular succes6e6 or shortcornings
of any particular phase. In other words, i.f a project fell short of
its objectives: were the objectives too aûbitious or anbiguously
specífíed?; were the wrong co¡sultants selected?¡ could the Project
Team have used a different míx of strengths? Alternatively, Íf the
project c'orked, what were the noÈable positive features? This type of
íaformat,ion wouJ.d be a usef.tl typ" of feedback to the Planning Sub
nanågers and possíbly other proj ect tea¡os, as well as a key source for
evaluation purposesr

Tt¡e other critical elenent in the Project Conpletíoa Report would be a
reconnended ímplenentation plan. This would describe what should be
do¡e Dext, and sithin what ti¡efraoe, what furÈher study rnight be
indicated and what distributioa of the report is recomnended. lfhile
thís elenent has nore function for manageeent than evaluatioa, it
sould províde a useful benchmark when examining the disposítion of
results in later years, as ïell as a wíndow inÊo the evolution of
expect,ed aod unerpected ouËputs.

Annual Report and Actíoa Plan

As the títle í:nplies, we e¡vision this docr¡nent a6 havíng both
retrospective a¡d prospective cotrponents. It would provide basic
6tatí6tics otr studies ioítiated and conpleted during the year,
ln&ícating whích o¡es were publicly available. ft could include a
short coeme¡tary o¡ aùg¡ partícularly significant reeults or ímpacts
arisinþ from conpleted projectÊ. It night coeneùt on o¡ analyze the
i-nplícatíons of ary trends or indícators arisíng fron the aggregated
í¡foruatío! oa the type, síze and source of projects being selected,
the tímeframe of project ide¡tification through conpletion, or the
output6 of the projecte.

The fo:¡¡ard-lookíag collponent is em¡isioned essentially a6 eD annual
update of the prioríty fræer¡ork (eee conment and recomnendåtion on p.
5). It would describe general topics and specifíc projects ¡rhich were
t0 be the focus of the coning yearrs aptivities and ít would include,
or at least refer to, ary updates on selection crít,eria and nanagesient
procedures. As Lndicated in Fígure 10, we 6ee this docr¡nent as
provídiag a series of benchnarks especíally reler¡ant to the evaluation
of prioríty settiag and lmpact,e ånd effects.
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4.4 Conclugions a¡d Reconmendatioos

Eigure 10 provides a complete ouÈl-ine of the various evaluation
indicators and corresponding data sources. Within the fraoer¡ork
created by Figures 7 a¡d 10, it is poesibl-e to develop diffe¡ent
evaluation thenes or-empha6es, of which the Èwo most distinct are
outlined in Section 4.1. I{e have avoided specifícally recornnendiag one
or another approach,' although our leanings will be apParent. The
central issue, a¡d our chief conclusion, concerns the rreed to narimí¿e
the options. i.le believe that the aysteo¡ outlíned achieves this
obj ective, while einuJ-taneously providing useful management
iaformation.

To this end, a number of nanagemenÈ decisions are reco¡nmended in the
report. For clarity and emphasis, we repeat the recommendations here.

I ÀL-a AL- v--- õ^--2 ¿¿^^ ^---2 '7^-w g l-(Jljo¡¡ulle.ltu cl¡ö É trt¡e ¿'¡¿t!r¿rBËulëllç vuulue g sEc L9sÞJLuët

formalizing an annual Plan of Action, paralle1 to the ERDA

Course of Action, r¡hich would índicate priorities and sould
be u¡derstood to supersede previous docr¡ments. (See page 5)

* I{e recomnend thaË the Manageeent Conmittee issue a policy
stat,ement clarífying their interpretatio¡ of the scoPe of
appropriate activitíeg. (See page 6)

* tte recor¡mend that the Management Connittee acguíre the
aecessary hardrsare and softrsare to ¡¡aistain the Reflex data
base set up duríag thís project. (See page 26)

* I{e reconmend that the Coordinating Conmittee be gíven forrnal
responsibility for nai¡taining the data base, and for
fí¡ali¿ing the documentation required to standardíze the
infornation obtai¡ed fron the Project Tean. (See page 29)
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APPENDIX rtsr'

PIA}¡NING SUBSIDIARY AGREEMENT: BASIC FACTS

1. PURPOSE (from SecÈion 2.I)z

2.1

(a)

The purposes of the Agreenent are:

t,o provide a means for Canada and Nova Scotia to
coordinate the process of identífying and anal-ysing
economic development opportudities and issues rel,ating to
the econony of the Province and the deterni¡aÈion of the
most appropriate instruments and nechanis¡ns r¡hich may be
utiLized ín pursuing Èhe achievement of the ERDA
obj ectíves; an<i

(b) to provide for cont,ributions of federal and provincial- funds required for contract,ing studies, having
significant interdepartnent.al- relevance to Canada or Nova
Scotia or both, for Ehe processes referred to in paragrah
(a).

2.2 Additional resources provided for under this Agreement
are intended to complenent and enhance the usual plaaning
activíties underÈaken by federal and provincial
departments and agencíes.

2. DURATION:

11 June 1984 to 31 March 1989

3. BUDGET ($ million):

Federal Provincíal Total

Planning Studies
Publíc Infozmation

and Evaluation

9
1

1.9
1

3.8
.2

2.0 4.0

4. ADI,ÍTNISTRATIVE STRUCTURES :

MAI{AGE¡{ENT COMMITTEE
Composed of one federal and one provincial official
desígnated by respectíve ministers. Generally responsible
for rnanagement of Subsídiary AgreemenÈ. For details, see
Section 3.2 of Agreement and Terms of Reference MC MIN
August 13, L984.

2.O
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COORDINATING COMMITTEE
Conposed of one federal- and one provincía1 official-
appointed by Management Com¡nittee. Generally responsible
for advising and assisting Management Conníttee and
carrying out detail-ed proj ecÈ administration. For
details, see MC MIN August 13, L984.

PROJECT TEAM
Composed of at l"east one representative from each
governnment. Responsible for managing auÈhorized
projects. For det,ail-s, see MC MIN AugusF 29, 1984.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDUFJS: .

The nolmal sequence of evenEs f or proj ects und.er the Sub and
the administrative proceciures governing then at present is as
follows: .

Proj ect Origin
May arise fron prioríty franework, individual
departnents, or outside agencies or firms.
If from an'outside agency or firm, the project. must be
sponsored by a federal or provincial_ departnent (MC MIN
August 13, 1984)
Proposats for assisting conferences are subj ect, to
additional. criteria (MC MIN May 27, 1986)
Unsolicited proposalg from consultants, 1f agreed Èo, are
subj ecÊ to normaL tendering procedures.

Proj ect Approval-
All- proj ects are tested against rrCriteria for Determining
Eligible Proj ectsn (MC MIN Augusr 29, L984) .
Proj ects are app roved on the basis of a Proiect Brief and
Pro ect Authorization (¡rC uf¡¡ Augusr 29, L9-84 anð,
updaÊ
Proj ect Teams are nor:rnal-ly appoi¡t,ed at tine of approval,
but nay be appoínred earlier 

_(MC 
MIN August 2?, 

1?84ì 
.

Proj ect Development
Proj ect Teans preparê Terms of Reference accordí trg to
guidelines, solicit proposal-s from at leasÈ three
consuLtants and evaLuate prbposals based on an agreed
weighting system (MC MIN AugusË 29, L984). Management
Committee approves the Terus of Refereaee, liets of
consuJ-tants, and awarding of contract,s.

Project Management
Þroj ect Tãarns manage proj ects according to Proj€ct Tean
Terms of Reference (MC MTN Augusg 29, 1984) .
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