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Julie MacCartee:
Hello, everyone, and on behalf of the MEL division - the Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning Division - at the USAID Bureau for Food Security, I would like to welcome you to the latest installment in our Feed the Future MEL webinar series. Today we are focusing on policy reporting under Feed the Future.
My name is Julie MacCartee and I'm a knowledge management and learning specialist at the USAID Bureau for Food Security and I will be your host and facilitator today. 


Before we get started I'd like to just quickly orient you to our webinar room. Your main way of communicating with us today is the chat box, and I can see that lots of you have used that already, which is excellent. Please do feel free to introduce yourself and let us know where you're joining from. We love for our webinars to be interactive, and so we encourage you to say hello, to share links to any relevant resources, and to definitely ask your questions at any time throughout the webinar. We'll answer some of the questions in the chat box throughout, and we'll also pause in the middle and at the end of the webinar to answer some of the questions verbally. 

If you would like to download a PDF copy of today's slides you can do so in the little "Download slides" box on the left of your screen. And we also have some recommended Web links on the left of your screen as well. We are recording this webinar and will post the recording on Agrilinks later today, and a transcript of the webinar in about a week.


As I previously mentioned, this webinar is part of a series, and you can see the full plan for the series on this slide. I encourage you to watch the recordings or read the transcripts of the previous webinars if those particular subjects are related to your work. And so, all the ones you see bolded there with links link back to their event pages with the recordings and transcripts. And we also have another MEL webinar next week, next Thursday on yield. It's called "Yield Revealed" and we'll be digging in deep to the yield Feed the Future indicator. 

All right. Next up I am going to introduce the USAID representatives who are on the webinar today and then we can get started. So, first up will be Chris Shepherd-Pratt, who is with the BFS, our policy team, and he is the policy lead. And we also have James Oehmke and Kristy Cook and Courtney Buck, all with the policy team here at the Bureau for Food Security. Katie West, who is our Feed the Future monitoring system lead with the BFS team, is also on the line. She'll go over some specifics about how policy is reported in the FTFMS and MEL systems. And that's me, Julie MacCartee. 


So, I will go ahead and pass the mic over to Chris to get things started.

C. Shepherd-Pratt:
Thank you, Julie. And thank you to everyone who was able to join us today. It's a pleasure for us to be able to interact with you and provide you some more information, both about policy as part of GFSS but perhaps more importantly for today some of the very innovative indicators that we're introducing into the system. So, very quickly, what we hope to go through today. At the start we'd like to tell you a little bit more about the importance of policy to the GFSS and Feed the Future objectives and a little bit about past performance of policy in our system. I'll be doing that. Then, Jim Oehmke will be presenting "Measuring country policy performance." And lastly, we'll have Kristy with "Monitoring performance of the country policy system," and Katie West supporting that. 

So, without further ado, I'd like to jump into the importance of policy for GFSS and Feed the Future. So, what we have here on this first slide is a graphic representation of the overall approach that Feed the Future uses for policy. And you'll see there are three major elements there: prioritized agenda, institutional architecture, and mutual accountability. We'll be talking a lot about – later on in the webinar – about institutional architecture as one of the major indicators that we're introducing. And just for your awareness, in our conversations with development partners and others around the world, we have found enormous interest in their part on the indicator that we're going to be talking about today around institutional architecture, largely because it's not something that many people are doing, and yet there's a great deal of interest in institutional architecture as one of the fundamental elements of self-reliance and taking countries in that direction.

So, I wanted to give a quick plug up front for the importance of what we're talking about today, but let's jump into policy and what we mean by that.  In its most basic form policy is a course or a principle of action adopted or proposed by a government or organization. So, that's kind of a textbook definition. And policies can take a lot of different forms. They can be laws, regulations, treaties, administrative actions, and budgets and resource decisions. 


But driving successful policy change requires a lot more than this. While we tend to focus on the narrower idea of principle or action that needs to happen to introduce greater impact or efficiency – and that's what we mean by the prioritized agenda up on the graphic – it's the policy ecosystem that is responsible for developing, adapting, and implementing policy change. And we call that institutional architecture.

And it's also the feedback loops that reinforce transparency, encourage corrective action, and help focus actors on results, and we term that mutual accountability, the last of those three arcs on the slide. And these two, institutional architecture and mutual accountability, are really critical elements of that, and yet we tend not to give them as much focus as we should. And that's why we're elevating all three of these as part of a bigger policy agenda for Feed the Future. 

So, we'll move on to the next slide. And this is showing our indicators and how they feed into different things. Policy and governance were elevated in the GFSS. There's a specific cross-cutting, intermediate result, which is more effective governance policy in institutions which underlies and supports the achievement of all of our Feed the Future objectives and goals. And we want more stable, transparent, and inclusive systems of governance and decision making because those are fundamental, both to a policy agenda but to the bigger idea of self-reliance. 

And the specific goal of policy in Feed the Future is to support the development and implementation of national, regional, and global policies and strategies that lead to the transformation of food systems. And we do this through the policy components described above – again, transforming the institutional architecture to anticipate and respond effectively to policy needs; (2) significant changes in prioritized policies – prioritizing, sequencing, and adopting policies based on evidence; (3) improving policy and its responsiveness to mutual accountability systems; and (4) taking a step back to confirm that we're thinking straight and headed in the right direction. 

And on that I wanted to note that mutual accountability is probably one of the more important factors for sustainability and implementation – again, trying to reinforce that it's not just that prioritized agenda that we want to focus on but the bigger – the second two of institutional architecture and mutual accountability.


So, moving on to our next slide, slide seven, the importance of policy to Feed the Future objectives. Inclusive agriculture growth is the most effective pathway to reduce poverty. Study after study over the past 25 years has reinforced this basic point and there have been a number of studies in fact this year that have taken it a few steps further. With the exception of perhaps Singapore no modern country has transformed into a modern economy without substantially investing in agriculture and agricultural policy. Strengthening policy systems and policy implementation remain the primary catalysts for accelerating agricultural growth and transformation in Feed the Future countries. And lastly, policy is essential to national level change at scale. So, when we talk about the approaches that we as an organization can take to catalyze nationwide or system-wide change, policy has got to be at the heart of that. 

The policy agenda, institutional architecture, and mutual accountability – we see policy not only as a tool for achieving national level change in trade, agriculture, and food systems, but as a vehicle for prioritizing and building capacity for reinforcing the governance mechanisms that make governments accountable.

And we can use policy transactions – the policy actions that we have the same way that we should be using business transactions to drive system-wide change – in this case, to foster a policy-enabling environment, which makes it easier to introduce demand singles and accountability into a policy system, to foster an enabling business environment to accelerate trade and investment, and to be accountable for delivering on commitments to citizens for achieving outcomes like the sustainable development goals.

Moving on to slide eight, agriculture and food security transformation in the role of policy. So, what do we mean by ag transformation? It's a change in the nature of ag in the broader economy. What do we see with ag transformation? Well, generally, we see a share of agriculture in the economy declining. We see off-farm activities like inputs marketing, processing, and convenience food increase in importance as part of that economy. And we see agri-food systems expanding, nonproduction sectors growing in – as proportion of total AFS. 

And for Feed the Future metrics we use the context indicator of Ag GDP+, designed to reflect the transformation of the AFS, agriculture and food systems. And what is Ag GDP+? It's an approach to capture the value of ag system beyond production along the value chain to include transport, marketing, processing, restaurants, and convenience food. We're using Ag GDP+ to better understand ag transformation. It's expected that our investments in ag production and value chains will contribute to this structural change in the economies of our focused countries. And the Ag GDP+ indicator was discussed in an earlier webinar, and we're hoping the use of Ag GDP+ will actually help us to differentiate between the investments of our investments as Feed the Future and its contribution to the overall ag growth. So, there are some exciting things we hope to do with this in the future, but it's a newer introduction to our system here.

I'm going to move on to the next slide and just briefly touch on why ag – why policy is important. So, here on this slide we have a graphic representation of some of the progress that countries in Africa under the African agricultural development program – what some of that progress looks like. And basically, this graph is showing that for those countries that are heavily invested in CAADP were kind of early adopters of CAADP, we see some very rapid increase in ag growth compared to countries that have only undertaken bits and pieces of the CAADP agenda. And I should have prefaced this by saying that CAADP, the Comprehensive African Agricultural Development Program, is essentially a policy approach to undertaking ag transformation. And so, we essentially are saying for countries that are really invested in this policy approach we see much higher rates of gains. 


But we can also say – and I think many of you will have this experience – that the impact of bad policy is pretty self-evident. We have lots of examples of how input trade or social policy can drive a country down very quickly. But we also have lots of examples of how good policy can achieve rapid progress at scale in the countries where we work, and I just wanted to mention a couple of them. In Zambia, where we moved from poorly managed input subsidies to e-vouchers, we saw a 31 percent increase in value production, greater crop diversification, a 7 percent increase in farmers' use of fertilizers, and substantial reductions of waste through poor targeting.

Another example might be Bangladesh, where genetically modified BT eggplant approval happened and it was the first country in South Asia to do this. In 2014 about 20 farmers were using GM BT eggplant, and by 2017 we had 27,000, which led to reductions in infestation from about 35 to 47 percent before the introduction of BT eggplant to about – to zero essentially. A six-fold increase in farmer revenues, a 40 percent reduction in pesticide cost and use, safer – and safer food as a result. So, these are just some of the examples we have. I think over the next year we'll be working with you and across the globe to try and come up with some more to help people understand better the importance of the impact of policy as an investment on our part. 

Next slide, the policy for self-reliance. As I started out in the presentation to say, without investing in policy we are not going to achieve the kind of system level change that we all hope to see and policy and the ability to implement and develop policies fundamental to any country's self-reliance. So, what does it mean when policy is intended to serve as a demonstration or a problem-solving role? It means that we're looking at the policy system as a whole. We're trying to sort out where the general impediments are to making effective policy. We're looking at that ecosystem of policy that includes both the government and civil society and the private sector and their respective roles in it and we're identifying those areas that need some help. We're identifying specific policy actions that need to happen and we're using that system to create those outcomes, essentially as proof of concept, as an ability to kind of ground truth where we think the problems are, and to shore up those issues where we can. So, it's a lot more than thinking just about the policy outcome that we're looking for and how we can achieve that. It's trying to – it's pushing the system and supporting the system to be able to consistently produce the kind of outcomes that we need and want to see based on evidence.

And the last slide I wanted to share with you are some lessons on policy performance from Feed the Future. And these are taken from the policy matrices that Feed the Future have used over time, in this case from 2014 to 2017, those results. Some of the takeaways that we have based on the analysis of these is, first, policy takes time, and because it takes time we need to specify some of the intermediate policy steps as part of our monitoring and reporting progress. And secondly, that some policies are less likely to change. And when that's the case – and we have some experience across Feed the Future countries of which types of policies these generally are – there are some questions we'll want to ask ourselves, which is: Is there broad stakeholder agreement on the policy – priority policies? And are the goals realistic? And similarly, is the institutional environment conducive to implementation?

So, those are just a couple of the takeaways that we have. We are  hoping that over the coming year or two as we develop the policy matrices through the new GFSS target countries that we will start to evaluate the relative success of different policy types within those and hopefully draw some conclusions and work with you to include our outcomes over time. Really, I think the takeaway for this slide, I'm hoping, is that because policies take time it's critical that we have milestones along the way to help us not only with the larger policy outcomes but with the shifts in the institutional architecture over time, where we're strengthening that over time and we have specific milestones to help us understand the progress that we're making. 


And so, with that, I'd like to turn it over Jim to start talking more specifically about this topic of measuring country policy performance. Over to you, Jim. 
James Oehmke:
Thanks very much, Chris. A great introduction. I'm going to drill down a little bit more into some specifics related to indicators. And so, let's just do a little bit of a refresher of where we are on the indicators.


Previously, many of you reported on the stages of policy change indicator through the FTFMS system or in some other fashion. And that indicator basically started with if you need some research or analysis of policy or a proposed policy change, and then moves through stages to the completion of that policy. So, for example, it could be that a bill is introduced into the legislature, and then the final stage would be that the legislature approves the bill. We have retired that indicator for a variety of reasons. We don't need to go into all of them, but just to note, one of them was on request of the field, of the missions in the field. And we have replaced it with two different indicators. One is the policy progress indicator, and I am going to talk a little bit about that, and then the second is the institutional architecture indicator, and Kristy and Katie will talk about that.


So, the policy progress indicator. Just to set the stage for this, Chris presented our results framework for policy in the GFSS framework, and one of those results that policy has is significant changes in prioritized policies. This is related to the policy agenda – so, when Chris talked about the three components of the policy system, he talked about institutional architecture, mutual accountability, and policy agenda. So, this is related to the policy agenda. And what we really are looking for here is a strong policy agenda. So, what does a strong policy agenda look like? Well, it's specific policy actions. You want the actions to be specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, time-bound. You want SMART – in other words, the acronym SMART – policy priorities. And some general principles that go along with this are that we would like the policy agenda to be aligned with and supportive of the country's policy agenda. We want it to be representative of civil society needs but also civil society contributions. So, civil society is not just someone who keeps track of government policy and has a voice as to what the government policy might look like. Civil society actually makes significant contributions to the formulation and implementation of policy. And we want to take advantage of those potential contributions.

The policy agenda should enable greater and more effective private sector investment. So, we both want a larger amount of investment but we also want that investment to be more effective in sort of the dual role of financial sustainability for the private sector entity, but with the shared goal of moving the sector and society forward according to societal goals and targets.

Any policy agenda is going to have to be flexible and adaptable because there are going to be emerging opportunities and emerging challenges and we've going to need policies that respond to these challenges and take advantage of these opportunities.


Overall, the agenda as a portfolio – so, it's really a portfolio of actions, and overall this agenda needs to be sufficient to accelerate progress towards societal goals, and in particular towards societal goals for the agriculture and food system. It helps strengthen countries' self-reliance to achieve the system-wide change that then leads to achieving these societal goals.  


And finally, we want the country to be making satisfactory or better progress in implementing the agenda. So, a beautiful agenda that people put on the shelf and leave alone is not a strong agenda. We actually have to have significant changes in those policies that are prioritized in the agenda. And so, that leads to our policy IR2, our intermediate result of significant changes and prioritized policies, and that guides our determination of the – of one of the two new policy indicators, the policy progress indicator. 

So, how do we do some of the details of getting to knowing whether or not we are making significant changes? And the key here is the policy matrix. So, all of the Feed the Future target countries have in the past put in a policy matrix with results and are currently – have either recently finalized or are finalizing a policy matrix for Feed the Future target countries for 2018. And some of the aligned countries are doing this as well.

So, the policy matrix contains information on policy areas, sub areas. The key thing here is "desired partner country result," specific USG actions to support the desired partner country result, and then some targets, timelines, and indicators. So, you guys put these policy matrices together, and then at the end of every year you report on these policy matrices, and these reports come back as to – Chris showed a slide on this – as to the policy is completed, the policy is progressing and on target, the policy is progressing but behind target, or the policy action is just on hold. And we use those data and information that you have to create an index, and that index is the policy progress indicator. 


So, the slide says "policy performance indicator," but I think we're calling it "policy progress indicator," so sorry about that mistake. We'll change that. But this is basically a scaled measure of progress on the policy priorities, and you get credit in this scaled measure for taking on more difficult challenges. So, there is a statistical process which these data are put through, and the statistical process determines both the difficulty of the policy challenge – and that difficulty is common across countries – and then it determines a country score for the level of progress that the country has made in achieving its policy progress. So, obviously, if you have more policies that are completed, then you get a better score. And if you have more policies that are on hold, then you don't get as good a score. But you do get credit for taking on the more difficult policy challenges, so you don't score high in terms of simply picking easy policies and picking easy targets. So, you have to both have a portfolio that's robust with respect to the country development needs and then you have to make progress on that portfolio.


So, I'm not going to go into all the detail on the statistical analysis here. I will give you a few highlights of what we have seen in the past. But just let me note first that we are anticipating some future measures of the importance of the policy priorities. So, in the policy progress indicator we're really taking as granted that you guys have put forth a robust policy agenda, but in the future we're going to try to measure that, not so much as a monitoring system but as a learning device to understand what policies really contribute the most to societal goals, to agricultural transformation, to resilience, to nutrition, to poverty reduction, and then how to adapt policy agendas to be the most robust policy agendas that we can reasonably support within our interests.

But back to the policy progress indicator… So, we estimated – we did a prototype estimation for 2015. So, these values are scaled on zero. So, a score above zero indicates a better policy progress; a score below zero indicates not such a good policy progress. Let's pick on Kenya a little bit. Kenya has the lowest score of -0.95 in policy progress. And don't forget, this is 2015 data. So, what this represents is a 2012 policy matrix – 2012, 2013. National level. Progress that was made on national level policies in 2015 when Kenya was starting a devolution process. So, it's not particularly surprising that Kenya didn't make lots of progress on its national policies. It was going through a different policy restructuring exercise.

Rwanda, for example, has a very high policy: 1.33. Rwanda has one of the more direct and in some ways efficient policy formulation systems, and they were able to accomplish a lot of the policies that they had prioritized in Rwanda. There are other countries here that scored high or low for various unique reasons. One country that shall remain nameless had about 16 policies in their original matrix. They reported on eight of those policies that were either on progress – making progress on target or completed. They did not report on the other eight. We gave them the benefit of the doubt and said those were missing data, but in fact we would need to do further investigation to see why they didn't report on those eight. Were those in fact policies that were on hold for whatever reason but they didn't report? 

So, that sort of thing is still to be worked out. As I said, these data are from a 2015 prototype. We have now hired a statistical consultant with African experience and background to do analysis of the 2015 through 2017 data. So, we'll be updating the policy progress and then we'll be looking for countries to improve their progress by making more progress on more policies over time. And we will keep you updated as to how we do that and what results we get from that. 

When this indicator is actually unrolled it will be based on your 2018 policy matrices. Your first reporting of progress against those will be 2019. And the indicator will be unrolled, will be calculated following those 2019 reports, and we will do all the calculations for you – or, we will hire a Ph.D. statistical consultant to do all these calculations for you. All you have to do is report on the policy matrix the same way that you are reporting on the policy matrix right now. 


The implication of this calculation for the policy matrix is that you want to be as clear and as specific about what you're trying to do in your policy matrices and what your targets are and what your policy actions are so that at the end of the year you can report clearly "Yes, this piece of legislation has been passed" or "Yes, this inter-ministerial counsel has convened" or "Yes, this particular accountability process has been put in place." Whatever your policy action is, it's going to be important to be clear and precise so that you get full credit for the accomplishments that you've made over the year.


So, I'm on the next slide but I think I covered a lot of the results, a lot of the bullet points on this next slide, and so I'm going to turn it over to Kristy. 


Julie MacCartee:
Jim, I thought we might – before we move on to Kristy – just have a couple of questions for you. You had mentioned that you might be able to expound on Ag GDP+, what that is. That was a question by Michael Manilla. Could you provide a little bit more information on that? 

James Oehmke:
Yes. So, Ag GDP+ is based on the concept of Ag GDP. So, Ag GDP is value added that's created in the agricultural sector. There is a very structured Department of Commerce type of approach to defining agriculture and it focuses primarily on production agriculture. It focuses on what happens on the farm. It often also includes forestry and fisheries, although sometimes these are included and sometimes not. But it includes very little of the downstream value chain work, which is such an important part of many of the mission programs. And so, we thought, "Well, if we're creating value added in the value chain, if we're creating jobs in employment, if we're reducing poverty through linkages downstream from the farm in the value chain, then we should have an indicator that assigns credit where credit is due." 


And so, the Ag GDP+ indicator is an indicator that goes beyond just the agricultural value added to include value added in agricultural and food systems value chains that can be directly associated with improvements in the agricultural production and value chain and food systems. It's derived from national accounts, so it's not something that a mission has to report on directly. We've hired IFPRI as – International Food Policy Research Institute – as consultants to help develop the idea of Ag GDP+ and they have a formal way of deriving it from the national income accounts. They have a way of breaking those accounts down into looking at components of food value chains that are most directly related to agriculture. So, we don't, for example, you don't get credit that there are more waitresses in the capital city serving food. That's a little bit too much of a stretch. But if you do have agro processing, particularly in your zone of influence or in rural areas, we do want to try to capture that. There's a little bit of nuance between a zone of influence and a national account, but we do try to capture those increases in processing and food manufacturing and so on that are reasonably attributed to the changes that Feed the Future is investing in. 

That's probably too much. Let me stop there.

Katie West:
I'll add to what Jim is saying – this is Katie West – that this indicator is in the handbook if you want to look up more information on it as well. It's not yet programmed into FTFMS, our Feed the Future Monitoring System, where we collect all our performance monitoring data, but it will be over the next few months, and we'll be working with IFPRI, as Jim mentioned, to get the data in there.
Julie MacCartee:
Great. Thank you, Jim and Katie. Jim, Sam Bacalla also had a question: "If the Rasch model or score has a range, what is that range?"
James Oehmke:
So, the Rasch model has more of a center point than a range. So, the center point here is zero. And so, what you would expect is that a country – and the range is scaled so that the country policy progress score matches up with a policy difficulty score and it gives you the probability that a country will succeed on that particular policy. So, a country with a score of one is fairly good at making policy progress. A policy difficulty with a score of one is a fairly difficult policy. So, you would expect a country with a score of one and a policy difficulty score of one – the country would have about a 50-50 chance of being on target or competing that policy within the specified time frame. It might have a better chance than that of completing it but with a little bit of a time lag. So, we're really trying not to scale within a range. We're really trying to scale within – to be comparable – to account for the difficulty and to be comparable across countries.


So, the range that you would expect to see would be somewhere between -2 and +2 or -3 and +3 with that scale, but there's no predetermined bound on the range. The data determine that by themselves.  
Julie MacCartee:
Excellent. Thank you, Jim. All right. I think we can hold the additional questions until after Kristy's presentation. I know Kristy has a few things to expound upon as well, so perhaps we can move along.
Kristy Cook:
Good morning. So, I hope that everybody can hear me. Thanks a lot of the discussion in the chat box. This material that we're presenting is fairly complicated. And I can understand many of you are coming from different parts of the implementation of the GFSS, and so some of it won't be as easy to know exactly where you fit in. I think for – particularly for what Jim was talking about we are working on a process of trying to figure out, as he explained, how we might measure performance overall in policy. This is not something that I think of momentum mechanisms and how – compared to Venetrian. And so, it's something that we are working on in BFS and not placing that burden on missions either. We'll be in further dialogue about that as we know it's not a standard indicator – though, as Katie explained, it is actually on the list. And we just keep introducing it because it's coming and we're working on it and we're excited about it. 

So, I hope that clarifies a little bit. The basis is the policy matrices, which as I have explained in the chat box as well, are sort of owned by interagency policy teams and the missions and they aren't something which are really public and they're not – I mean, they're not secret, in a sense, because they are worked with – these priority policies are worked with governments and stakeholders in the country. But they are data that we keep within agencies. So – and many of you are working on different aspects of those policies, and so…

But what I want to do now – if you have other questions, please put them in the box – but what I want to do now is turn to the new indicator that we have, which is – let me – which is focused much more on the institutional architecture. And I'll just return very briefly to that framework that Chris provided and Jim referenced, and now just to point out that we are focused on institutional architecture and the transformation of that.

So – and I think we also put some definitions if we weren't clear up front, what we mean by institutional architecture, but it's that policy process. Not the policies themselves but all those institutions or processes that produce that policy agenda. 

So, we're calling this indicator the number of milestones and improved institutional architecture for food security policy achieved with US government support. And it's a multi-level indicator. So, this indicator isn't – we're not pulling it out of thin air. It's based on considerable work that was done in FTF 1.01, Institutional Architecture. And through a lot of discussion – some people on this webinar were very involved in that – we proposed this indicator. 


And why have we proposed this? First, because we really believe that strong institutional architecture is critical for countries to become more self-reliant. If we improve how food security policy is designed and implemented, or if these government – if the government processes and the stakeholder processes are improved, then we really think that we can have a much bigger impact on food security outcomes. So, this indicator should also capture the improvements in food security policy governance which contribute to our top line – the GFSS top line objectives: ag-led growth, resilience, nutrition, reduced hunger. 

We also know that milestones need to originate from and align strategically with country and stakeholder priorities. So, this indicator tries to bring together a lot of different threads in our policy programs. If you can't – if you don't see that by the end of the webinar, then please let us know.

So, as I said, we're not starting from scratch. What are milestones toward a well-functioning policy system, and what is a well-functioning policy system? So, through the Feed the Future activities to date and based on this work – and you will have a hard time seeing this, but there are six different policy elements that have been defined in what we call the institutional architecture assessments. We have in our Web links several references that you can go to understand this a little better. There's the institutional architecture assessments. There's an Agrilinks page which focuses on institutional architecture. And we have this IAA background note. So – and a couple of our implementing partners have been very instrumental in this. We have institutional architecture assessments for almost all of the Feed the Future countries, some of the regional programs as well. 

So, there's a well-developed methodology for identifying the different building blocks. One of the things that this study shows is that even for countries like Bangladesh, Rwanda you see here, where there's quite a strong policy context and that system is fairly robust that there's a lack of capacity inhibiting policy reform in all of these countries.

So, why do we want to monitor institutional architecture milestones? Jim talked about the policy agenda. We want to have a sense of where a country is moving along that trajectory of making more transparent, inclusive policy decisions that lead them toward positive development outcomes. But policy change has a really long time horizon. And we felt that there was something in particular that was needed to sort of catch incremental steps, something along the way to an improved system. 


Policy change is also really, really complex. Anyone who has been involved in – well, most of you are involved somehow with the government. You know that these – that the development and implementation of policies is complicated and it really cuts across organizational boundaries. So, you may be reporting on – supporting and reporting on improved capacity for a specific organization, but that doesn't reflect the relationship amongst organizations or the institutions and the processes that are necessary for all the stakeholders or several of the stakeholders to interact and achieve meaningful policy change. And even if you're improving the capacity of an organization, are you focusing on the core competencies that are related to policy management and stakeholder engagement? 

So, we're hoping that this discussion, the process of setting milestones, stimulates interest in understanding, tracking, and measuring the evolution of the system. If you are working in food security, you need to know what the policy ecosystem is. You need to know the stakeholders and the processes and the institutions that make and implement food security policy and how you can support that system and develop that system. 

So, let me move on to a couple of characteristics of the indicator to reiterate. The aim is to capture USG-supported improvements and the foundational capabilities and building blocks of a well-functioning policy system. We're concerned with policy governance. Quality and connectivity of the institutional environment may extend to which it is fit for purpose to achieve food security reform. And by "fit for purpose" we mean an ideal level of quality. We recognize that quality can be context-specific. It can be situational. And it can be defined in terms of particular goals. So, this is one of the flexibilities of this indicator; it's also one of the complexities of the indicator. And we expect there will be a lot of questions and we expect that we – in this first year I will reemphasize we're in a learning mode.

But we do want to link the interventions and capacity building with the system level changes that they seek to effect, and I'm going to talk a little bit about that later. So, what might an IAA milestone look like? So, I'm going to go through a few here, just briefly introduce – they're in – on this slide so that you can reference them later. But these examples are all drawn from the performance indicator reference sheet, which is also in the Web link in the FTF indicator handbook. So, I'll list a few of those and then I want to go into a little bit more of a discussion – or, a couple of examples of how a specific milestone needs to fit within a broader and more high level objective.

So, establishment of a parliamentary access to food security expertise – frequently a big gap in a country and something which might facilitate a more – a quicker and a more complete and informed legislative process. So, citizen groups have regular and reliable access to legislative processes and documentation. So, another IAA milestone might be a regional protocol for coordinating staple food data. Completely different level and completely different type of institutional architectural institution in this case. An inter-governmental coordination forum established and operational. Or a civil society and producer group platform for input to agricultural policy and program development. We certainly want greater inclusivity in the policy process, something that brings together civil society, private sector, producer groups; those – and give them greater voice – are going to be important institutional architecture milestones. 

Resources allocated for programs commensurate with objectives. How many of you have problems with the government coming up with its counterpart funds in terms of the program that you're doing? How can you change that process? How does the Ministry of Agriculture have to talk to the Ministry of Finance? What is that process that will bring about a change? And I'm going to have another example on that. 

So, where do the milestones come from? Through the consultation with country partners, alignment with sector priorities. Many of you on this webinar – well, most of you are M&E specialists, but you are also working with your policy specialists, and some of your policy specialists are in there, but you're working in these areas. You know that country processes are a good source. Important policy system goalposts are set by countries in their national investment plans. The biennial reviews contain some. These contain the intentions to develop of implement policies. And the institutional architectural assessments are very good starting points.

If you're an implementing partner, then what do you expect from your national or local counterparts? To what end are you building capacity? And what do you want to see in terms of improved governance?

So, let me go to three cases which I hope – I know we're getting a bit long here, and so I'll try to go through them quite quickly. They're here on the slides for you. But to give you an idea that there is a higher level objective that we're expecting from this – and Katie will reference how you document – we want to have an understanding of what your sort of theory of change is. These aren't just milestones plucked out of places but part of a plan. 


So, for example, an agricultural joint sector review, which is part of the CAADP process in Africa but is also frequently in other processes in other regions – an annual assessment of progress toward an investment plan. So, the end objective is that that joint sector review contributes to an agreement toward an improved enabling environment policy – so, toward a better business involvement. 

So, how should you be thinking about that process? A first milestone might actually be the inclusivity in the joint sector review of an increased private sector participation. They just show up. How many happened in countries where the private sector isn't even a part of it? So, a second milestone might be the private sector actually takes a lead role in developing a common platform, that the private sector can agree that the government didn't meet its objectives in terms of infrastructure, in terms of electricity, all those things that the business sector needs to actually be able to improve its productivity.


A third milestone might be that the private sector and the government themselves reach an agreement on priority policies. So, you can see how we have a long list of objectives. These are milestones along the way.

So, another example might be at a different level: increased participation by rural women in policymaking process. Milestone one might be piloting a women-in-agriculture platform in a specific district, having it link to other districts. The second milestone might be sort of the establishment and spread across these platforms to enable women to engage with government officials. And a third milestone would be platforms become a formal structure for women to voice their – or, women agricultural producers to voice their concerns to government. 

Let me go through one more example. And in this case I'm focusing on donors, a more efficient use of donor resources. In this – I do want to mention that all three of these examples are drawn out of sort of real case scenarios, sort of neutralized but – and maybe changed a little bit, but they all have some business. So, donors anticipate that improved planning and reporting alignment will contribute to a closing of an national agricultural investment plan financing gap. So, milestone one would be donor mapping of all donor investments in the agricultural sector by the donor, agricultural donor group. And in this case it was – had a different name, but it was "resilience donor group" as well. And milestone two would be that that donor mapping leads to the adoption of a harmonized M&E framework among donors so they're actually coordinated and moving towards the same objectives. Milestone three might be improved donor alignment within the national sector priorities, and that will enable a much more accurate projection of financing gaps. And ultimately, there's an improved transparency and that contributes to a greater trust and commitment by other stakeholders closing that financing gap. 

So, I think we're getting a lot of conversation going, so let me go through these last two slides quite quickly so that we can get to some of those Q&A. 


So, some tips for setting milestones. Identifying and setting milestones isn't just about reporting. Setting milestones is about strategic planning and monitoring implementation of that plan. 


Defining milestones. So, establish milestones that are significant for you and your country partners in the context of the policy environment. Milestones should be clear. And that's why we're disaggregating them, breaking them up in to chunks, so that you'll know when you reach them. An important attribute of this indicator is that it can be designated at different levels, as I discussed. It might be at a national or a regional or a sub-national level. 


So, timing. Milestones are intended to be short term. It might be 12 months. It might be a little bit longer. It might be a little shorter. They aim toward longer objectives but they need to be in a short enough time frame to signal whether the results are trending in the right direction, whether you know you're going where you want to go.

Finally, the FY19 reporting, I have to reiterate this is a focus on the build/measure/learn feedback. This is the first year with this new first ever multi-level indicator. We want you to set your targets with the objective of learning over the year. This is not a test. This is a – I suppose it's a pilot or it's a learning process, and we really appreciate the effort that you will put into this. Remember, you/we are working towards milestones because we achieve a sustainable policy change just step by step.

And finally, institutional architecture milestones are an opportunity. We're trying to capture systems change that will lead to better policies that will lead to improvements in hunger and efficient poverty. So, this is a chance for many of you working on changing the food security policy system – and again, this is the definition of institutional architecture, how food security is made and implemented – it's a chance for you to set targets, let us know what you'll be doing, and then report on your progress. So, we really look forward to this journey in 2019 and we really look forward to your feedback. 

And I think, Julie, I can turn it over to you for questions now on this part.
Julie MacCartee:
Thanks, Kristy. We have had most of the questions answered along the way. Mireille was asking about how to disaggregate a milestone if it fits under more than one institutional architecture policy element, but Courtney clarified that you can select more than one. So, they are disaggregated but not mutually exclusive. I think that's an important distinction.
Kristy Cook:
Yes, that's a good question because some fit very tidily within something like an evidence-based – improving the evidence base but others do not. Others fit across the different elements.

Julie MacCartee:
Great. All right. So, I encourage the participants to ask any nitty-gritty questions that you have about this indicator. This is a really good chance to do so. And really, if there's something that confuses you, it probably confuses some of your colleagues as well, so don't hesitate to ask for clarification. 

Okay. I do think we can move on to Katie's portion, and then we'll wrap up with some additional questions.

Katie West:
Great. Hi, everybody. And I think this may – my section here might answer some of the questions you had on how to enter the indicator. 


So, the indicator that Kristy was discussing will be entered into FTFMS, which again is the Feed the Future Monitoring System, where we collect our performance monitoring data for Feed the Future. Most of you are familiar with that by now. And I'll just show you exactly what the screens look like in the system so that everybody is clear on how to enter this, especially since it's our first year.

So, these tips here are broken up into two columns. The left is for operating units and the right is for implementing mechanisms. And so, we have these here just for your reference to look back to for details later. But also, we made kind of a handy instructional document – it's just two pages, I believe – down under the Web links section that Julie has there at the bottom. You'll see that the fourth document down is instructions for reporting on this indicator. So, all of what we're going to talk about here in this section is written out with the screenshots and everything in that little link under there so you can easily refer back to that later.

All of the 12 target countries for Feed the Future have been assigned this indicator in FTFMS. And just like we do for most of our other national level or other indicators that are reported by the OU, by mission or operating unit, instead of by individual partners, are entered under a placeholder IM we call "high level indicator-country name." So, for example, if you're in Ghana you'll have an IM in the system called "high level indicator-Ghana." And that's not really an IM but it's sort of acting like that in the system, and that's the place where all of the national level and ZOI level results are captured for your operating unit or your mission.


And the same is for this indicator. So, this indicator, the number of milestones achieved in institutional architecture, EG31-B, has been assigned under that placeholder, high level indicators for each of the 12 target country OUs. However – so, that's – it's required for the 12 target countries and it's under there for you. However, implementing countries can also individually also report on this. In order to do that, their indicators, just like all the other ones, would need to be assigned to their IM in the system. So, that is the role of the operating unit, the mission, or the person who is the AOR, the activity manager at USAID, to assign this indicator to a specific IM for a partner to report on if they want to do that. 

I will show you on the next slides exactly how to enter the data and what the screens look like. Either way, just like every other indicator, this data that's entered needs to be reviewed for accuracy and completeness and still needs to be submitted through the regular process. So, that's the rest – the rest of the tips on this screen are just sort of discussing that. But it follows the process just like any of the other regular indicators that you're going to input into FTFMS.


So, let's look at some of these screens and I think it'll make a little more sense. So, this is a screenshot of what the indicator will look like in the system. And again, it's kind of tiny on this screen here, so if you want to expand your view to see it full screen… Above the slide here there are four little arrows pointing out that you can click and that will – here, I'll show you. It's right above where my green arrow is. I can't quite get there on the screen. But right above there you should be able to push – there are four arrows to see it bigger. 

So, here's the title of the indicator. This screen looks very familiar for those who have worked in FTFMS before. You can always click on the title of the indicator. It will take you directly to the PEERS in the handbook and that can be a helpful reference. As Kristy mentioned before, some of the details are in there, some of the examples that she gave, et cetera. And then, this red screen instruction just reminds everybody a little bit about how this indicator works, that this is by default an OU level indicator and assigned under their placeholder high level indicator IM. However, IPs, implementing partners, are able to report on it specific to their work if they would like. And if they would like to do that, they just need to assign it or have it assigned to them in the system.

And so, the way that it works is you'll see we have the first row here is where we are entering your unique number of milestones achieved in this reporting year. So, no double counting here. This row is where you are going to enter the unique number. And then, this second section and third section here are where you are going to break down that unique number by the different levels that Kristy was listing. So, are these milestones being achieved at sub-national level, national, et cetera? So, you choose the level here that the milestones you're reporting on are at. And you are allowed to double count here if that is the case. If a milestone is really at both a national and regional level, you can count it under both of those rows. And same thing with the policy element – and I think Muriel was asking about this. If your milestone that you're reporting on fall under a couple of these policy elements at the same time, you are able to double count here. 


So, we understand that one milestone might fall under multiple policy elements and might fall under multiple levels, and that's fine, but we're capturing the unique number at the very – in the very top row here. And let me show you this in the next screen. It's a little bit larger. You can see here the unique number, and it says "no double counting" after it, but then the level and the policy element, it does say that double counting is allowed.

So, you enter your numbers over here in the yellow boxes. This is just sample data, so don't pay attention to those numbers. But you're going to be entering actuals if you have them this year, which would be your results in 2018, but most of you will be entering three out-year targets – 2019, '20, and '21 – over here. And that's the same for all our indicators. We're always capturing results in the fiscal year that just finished – so, 2018 – and then we're setting three out-year targets. So, you would do the same for this indicator here. 

Now, there's two other requirements or steps for this indicator that are unique to this one, the first of which is that when you're listing – in these numbers here you're just listing numbers and milestones, but we have no idea what those milestones are. So, we are asking that you click on this "add" button here under the "2018 comments" column. This is on every screen in FTFMS. This is your indicator comments. Several indicators in the past have required information to be entered in the indicator comments, and so we ask that you click here and you write out specifically what those milestones are that you are capturing in your numbers. So, for example, here – let's say they're only listing one milestone as a result. Then we would want that one milestone to be listed out in the indicator comments here. Or, if they had ten, we would want all ten milestones to be listed out in that comment. 

And here are – over here on the left is a format that we're looking for to be put into that indicator comment. It's just a free form text box and you click the "add" link." But we ask that you type in your milestones like this. So, it's – your first thing will be milestones achieved in fiscal year '18 – so, that's what's your reporting results for this year if you have them. And one, two, three – however – whatever number of unique milestones you listed in this first row here, each one of those needs a name over here in the indicator comments. And then, same thing for the targets. You can list out what your targeted milestones are. So, if I have two milestones listed as my target here in 2019, then I'd better have two targeted milestones named out, listed out in the indicator comments. And so, again, that's because on the screen we're just getting numbers, but in the indicator comments we want the actual titles or words or what those milestones are. That's the first extra requirement for this indicator. 


Then, the second extra requirement is, as Kristy mentioned, there needs to be supporting documentation for these indicators – or, sorry, for these milestones. So, even though you're listing the brief title or name of the milestone here in the comments, we want some further documentation to show that that was achieved or how it was achieved. And the place you put that – I'll go to the next slide here – is on our upload feature in FTFMS. The way you get there is after you've entered your indicator data you hit save, you would go to "Enter or view narrative" – you all need to go to this screen anyway because you have to enter IM performance narratives or key issue narratives or whatever, so you all should be familiar with this screen anyway – and you find your implementing mechanism. I'm just using Africa LEED as an example. But if you were the OU, your implementing mechanism here would be that high level indicators one. Right? That's the same one where you put your key issue narrative and your PBS data, et cetera. But for partners you would pick your individual mechanism and then you might – you hit "go" over here, and then the three tabs appear at the bottom. And you are used to going to this first tab, the performance narratives tab which you still need to go to for your regular narrative, but for this milestones indicator we want you to go to this third tab, the "other reporting documents." And what that does is bring up an "Upload file" link. And you can click on that "Upload file" link and the upload the supporting documentation for the milestones that you referenced in the indicator. 

So, it's just those two extra steps in addition to entering your numbers like you do for every other indicator. We ask that you name out those milestones in the indicator comment, which is on that same screen where you entered the data. And then, you come here to the narratives menu item and you upload supporting documentation for that. 


And the type of information required in the supporting documentation is listed out in the PEERS. But basically, it's the type of USG support that was provided, connecting how the milestone improved institutional architecture, identifying the stakeholders that received support, identifying your successes and your lessons learned, and evidence supporting the achievement of the milestone. So, again, all those are – all those points that you're supposed to include in the supporting documentation are listed out in the PEERS. And all of that needs to be then uploaded here, where the green arrow is at the "Upload file" link. And if you – so, you can always look in the handbook for the PEERS, but if you are on the screen, you can always just click the indicator title and it will take you directly to that. 

Okay. So, I'll stop there. I'm sure there might be some questions, Julie, if there's any that you should throw my way. 
Julie MacCartee:
Sure. Thanks, Katie. So, David Atwood said that he doesn't quite understand how if you have a unique number of milestones for target and actual for 2018, how you could simultaneously have a huge number like 20, 30, 40 milestones at the national level or for specific sub-IAA elements.
Katie West:
Yes. I'm sorry. These numbers I – are not correct. So, they are totally bogus numbers and they don't make sense and I should have put correct numbers in here. That's my fault. You are correct that the unique number of milestones can be double counted across the level and the policy element, but obviously they're – in each row you can't have more than the unique number. So, that is correct. So, just ignore the actual numbers in the yellow squares. The point is that you put your unique number in the top of number or milestones, whether it is 1 or 100, and then you break out those – that unique number by which levels its achieving – or, which levels it's at, sorry, and what policy element it's touching.
Julie MacCartee:
I think David gets our – 
Katie West:
Apologies for that. I will – 

Julie MacCartee:
He gets our "sharp eye" prize, which will be some Halloween candy. 
Katie West:
[Laughs] That's right. 

Julie MacCartee:
Let's see. And then, Asmara asks: "At the IM level what is required to report for fiscal year '18?" 
Kristy Cook:
So, Julie, –

Katie West:
Go ahead.

Kristy Cook:
– this is Kristy. Yeah, I think I might take this and then maybe Katie or even Courtney can come in. The – one of the complexities of this indicator is we are actually requiring it for the operating units. So, missions actually have to open this and report something in it. It's not obligatory for implementing mechanisms, but if – implementing mechanisms who are often the ones – often are doing a lot of the work – not all of it, but a lot of it – and feel that they are making a contribution to the institutional architecture system, then they should contact their AOR/COR and indicate that they want to report on this indicator. And at the same time, the operating units can also assign this. Well, they will have to assign it if they request it, but also can assign it to specific implementing mechanisms the way that they would assign other relevant and appropriate indicators. 


So, we encourage anyone who does feel – this year at least – that they are making a contribution to report. Does that make sense, Katie and Courtney?
Katie West:
Yeah. I think so.

Courtney Buck:
Yes. I think so. 

Julie MacCartee:
Great. Thank you, Kristy.
Katie West:
So, just to clarify, we have already assigned this to the 12 target countries automatically. We've done that for you at the OU level. But like Kristy is saying, if you would like some of your partners to report on this, then that needs to be manually assigned to them by you in the system under the "Select indicators and commodities" screen.

Julie MacCartee:
And Katie, if an OU wants to report on it but it has not been assigned, is that an option?
Katie West:
Yes. And they can do the same thing. They can assign it to themselves under that same screen, the "Select indicators and commodities" screen. So, if an OU is assigning it to themselves, they would put it under their high level indicators IM. 
Julie MacCartee:
Great. Thank you all. A question came in from Mireille, who says, "Is active participation in a sector working group counted towards this indicator even if this working group was established prior to the project starting – i.e., we did not initiate the working group? 
Kristy Cook:
So, this is Kristy again. Mireille has some great questions. And she asked previously – and I want to – and even though we answered it I'd kind of like to address it. She asked, "Would you have the establishment of a forum and then a functional working of a forum as separate milestones?" And my reply was a bit garbled, but basically, establishing something rarely makes it functional. And we know that. And so, it's probably – in many cases, probably quite relevant to have those separated into two milestones and to think about what it's going to take to have them both accomplished.

So, in terms of active participation in a sector working group, I mean, a bit depends – if it exists, then – and it's not functional or, yes, you don't have anybody making contributions or it's not doing what it's supposed to be doing, definitely that is, I would think, would be a good milestone. How are you going to monitor that? How are you going to check that? What kind of documentation might you need? Those are things that you can work out. But yes, I would say that that's quite a good indicator – a good milestone.
Julie MacCartee:
Thank you, Kristy. And a question just came in from Steven Gutz: "How are BFS changes in measuring policy change, including milestones, being tracked or not by other USAID units such as Power Africa? In other words, how will BFS change in this measurement be felt in measuring policy change throughout USAID?"
James Oehmke:
I don't know who's on tap for that one. That's a great question, Steven. It's a really tough question. This is Jim. I won't give you an answer to it but I will – I'll say it's a great question. We are – we cannot go too far in proposing what other units in USAID will report on in terms of their policy unit, but we are trying to be very active in disseminating to other bureaus and offices and parts of USAID, as well as other donors and other parts of the global donor development folks what we are doing, why we are doing it, and how to move – how we are moving forward in hopes of having discussions, both about moving – improving what we do and about improving what they do.

So, just as one example, we're in very active dialogue with the agency transition – Journey to Self-Reliance people on how they are constructing indicators, how they are disseminating indicators, how we are constructing our policy indicators, and trying to get some cross-fertilization and cross-learning going there. So, we'll see how it all works out. Sorry I don't have a better answer for you. 
C. Shepherd-Pratt:
Thanks, Jim. And just to add to that – this is Chris – the – as Jim said, there's been a very strong conversation across the agency with regard to self-reliance and the indicators around that. Our guess is that as the agency starts to reorient itself to consider self-reliance and related indicators and including around policy that there will continue to need to be some pretty strong conversations across operating units about how we each are measuring these things.

In the case of Feed the Future we have the Global Food Security Act, which has its own congressionally-mandated requirements for reporting and for country graduation or self-reliance. And so, we have been, I think, out ahead in a lot of areas in this regard. And so, the work that we are doing here, I think, is pretty innovative across the agency as well. And we are looking at other examples of measuring policy and policy change, not just within USAID but across other initiatives, including health.

And so, as this goes forward we will be, I think, relying upon the work that you're doing to inform how this process is going, and we will be feeding that back, as Jim says, not just within other operating units here but across a spectrum of development partners. 

So, probably that's not a satisfactory answer in many ways, but I do think that the work that's happening here is out in front a bit. And so, the – hopefully, the agency as a whole will be benefitting from what you're doing and what we are doing together with you in this space. 

Julie MacCartee:
Great. Thank you so much, Chris. And with that it seems that we have answered all of the questions in the chat box, and so I am going to go ahead and wrap up the webinar. As a reminder, there are recordings of the rest of the entries in the Feed the Future MEL webinar series linked on your screen. And the recording for this webinar should be up later today at the link also on your screen. And I'll be posting the transcript in about a week's time. 

So, I would like to thank you all for attending this webinar and for asking some really great questions. You are the reason that we hold these webinars and we always appreciate your engagement, your feedback, and your questions. And of course I would like to thank you excellent panel of speakers for your excellent presentations and for answering the questions so nicely, both in the chat box and verbally. So, thank you all very much for attending. We hope to see you next Thursday at our "Yield Revealed" Webinar. And we hope to continue to stay in touch. So, please go forth and report on policy. Thank you all. 

Courtney Buck:
Thank you.

Katie West:
Bye bye.  

[End of Audio]
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