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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

As a result of the recommendations of the TC Policy Review Seminar
held in 1994 the Department of Technical Co-operation initiated Country
Programme Framework (CPF) related activities in early 1995. Draft
Guidelines for carrying out the CPF process were issued in February 1995.
An agenda was proposed for carrying out the CPF process, which also
included field missions to those countries where the information on national
programmes and priorities available at the Agency was believed to be
insufficient.

In December 1995 the Evaluation Section was requested by the TC
management to evaluate the approach and the progress achieved to date.
The findings and conclusions of this evaluation have been formulated after
extensive discussions with both in-house staff and external evaluation
consultants. They thus represent a distillation of the views expressed by all.

Highlight

The main conclusion is that developing Country Programme
Frameworks has been seen as an end in itself, and an extra, separate
exercise superimposed on to "normal" responsibilities. There has been a
lack of understanding of the role that the CPF process should play in the
whole TC programming cycle. Furthermore, there is a need for a system
approach to the entire TC programming cycle, in which the entire process
(from country programme framework, through project formulation and
management) be the focus of the TC improvement effort. The TC
programming cycle should be defined, flow charted, written down, understood
and agreed upon by the management, along with developing formats and
guidelines. It is not only the incremental improvement of CPF documents or
even the process that should be aimed at, but rather at the ultimate
improvement of the entire TC programming process.

Continuous policy and programming dialogue with Member States
needs to be emphasized through the CPF process, as well as after its
completion, in the entire TC activity cycle.

A start has been made and there is a mix of experience and results
that demonstrates the need for the development and specification, actively
supported by top management, of the entire process of programme planning.
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Clarity of the objectives

The draft Guidelines provide operational directives to carry out CPF
processes. The objectives of the CPF process have not been formally
conveyed.

• The Guidelines do not clearly define the objectives of the CPF process,
but rather they establish the essential new features that these were meant
to bring to the planning process. Some inconsistencies exist within the
Guidelines and between the Guidelines and the example CPF document
attached to the Guidelines. This may have contributed to creating some
confusion at the detail level.

• However, there seems to be broad agreement among the staff as to the
objectives of the CPF process.

• The survey conducted under this review also revealed a good general
understanding of the objectives of the CPF process by Member States.

• The commonly held view of the prime objectives was found to be twofold:

a) To focus the TC programme in a given country on a few areas of major
needs in which IAEA co-operation can make a significant contribution.

b) To identify opportunities for the development of high priority projects
with visible social or economic impact utilizing nuclear technology,
oriented towards end-users, and with strong Government commitment.

• The essential features identified by the Guidelines should also lead to
improved communication with Member States, also enabling the Agency's
counterparts to integrate more effectively the Agency's assistance with
that of other donors.

Incorporation of evaluation criteria

Evaluation criteria have only been built in at the design stage to a very
limited extent. Recognizing that the CPF process is the first step in the
biennial programming cycle, measurable criteria to demonstrate completion
are necessary.

The following success criteria were widely acknowledged by those
involved:

• The level of definition and agreement of the opportunities identified in the
CPF process is sufficient to establish a specific and detailed plan of
actions which leads to final project formulation.
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• "Endorsement" by Member States to the CPF document is an implied
success criterion. "Endorsement" will be best measured by national
commitment and performance in carrying out the agreed follow-up action
plan. The ultimate measure of success is, thus, that the project requests
submitted by Member States coincide with the agreed CPF document.

Achievement of CPF objectives

This assessment was performed against the commonly held views of
the objectives. The CPF documents prepared during 1995 have had modest
success.

• The identification of opportunities for development of centre-piece projects
was the weakest part. This is understandable given that this was the first
time that the CPF process has been carried out.

• There is variability in relevance and content of the material contained in
the CPF documents produced to date. In some instances information
included in the introductory sections was completely irrelevant, while
essential information was lacking. A process which is not adequately
documented, is fluid, might slip through the fingers, and end up by missing
the substance.

• The Country Programme Framework process must be understood in the
context of global country upstream work, and the documents should
accordingly reflect this.

• An analytical assessment of recent experience, local capability, thematic
planning, funding, etc., was also found to be generally lacking.

• The model like project opportunities identified lack solid supporting
analysis.

• Furthermore, in comparing the completed draft CPF documents with the
RP 1997/1998 project requests, it is evident that not all Member States
recognized the linkage between CPF documents and the agreed country
programme.

Adequacy of procedures

• The CPF process is not an end in itself, but an element in the overall
programming cycle. The CPF analytical process is seen to be
represented by figure 1 (page 11). Other elements of the programming
cycle are project formulation and design, prior to project submission and
approval. The programming cycle in which the CPF process should fit is
represented by figure 2 (page 13).
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• It was recognized that the introduction of the CPF process also represents
a transition from a reactive to a proactive planning process. It was also
recognized that the current two-year programming cycle creates a rigidity
which does not easily fit with the proposed proactive approach to
programming and planning.

• Policy dialogue and counterpart involvement are seen as features that
need to be emphasized.

• The Guidelines while open in some aspects to allow flexibility were often
applied in a mechanistic manner.

• While CPF missions do have an important role to play in many instances
due supporting preparation is essential for their success. CPF missions
should adopt different designs, commensurate with their specific Terms of
Reference.

• There seems to have been insufficient preparation to date for the
missions, so that in many instances they were not able to reach the
expected results.

• The request for Medium Term Country Plans (MTCPs) needs to be
reconsidered, since the CPF process itself is meant to assist the Agency's
counterparts in devising plans for the application of nuclear technology to
support national development objectives, as well as to identify the areas in
which the Agency's support can be used most effectively.

• Suitably framed questionnaires might also help to gather useful
information, but it has to be acknowledged that a substantial contribution
by the Agency staff is required to carry out the CPF process meeting the
intended objectives.

• There is a need for strong management guidance and leadership in terms
of ensuring that carrying out the CPF process is not purely a matter of
administrative procedure, but is a management planning and
programming tool.

Follow-up recommendations

Review of the Guidelines

• Taking into account the experiences to date with carrying out the CPF
process there is a need to review the Guidelines. Attachment 1 provides
a summary of recommendations related to the review of the Guidelines,
and reflects the common views put forward by all in the evaluation
process.
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• Attachment 1 also takes into account the experiences of other specialized
agencies and aid organizations.

Organizational arrangements

Specific TC Department internal organizational arrangements should
be drawn up to guide the 1996 and onwards CPF activity, aiming at
introducing a system approach to TC programming. However, management
judgement is needed regarding overall co-ordination of the available
resources, as proactive programming should not be seen as an extra,
separate exercise superimposed on to "normal" responsibilities. Some
proposals to bring this about follow:

• A small dedicated task team could be established to work on a specimen
CPF of appropriate quality, both in the process and output, so as to guide
the rest. This task team should also conceive the holistic system
approach and should adopt working procedures, in line with the
recommendations of Attachment 1.

• On the basis of the effort required to carry out the specimen CPF, a
realistic work plan for preparing CPFs during the remainder of 1996 and
onwards should be produced and carried out.

• Internal and independent peer review of the CPF process output should
be incorporated into the CPF process to ensure completeness, usefulness
and quality.

• During 1997, a follow-up evaluation of the results achieved in improving
the CPF process as part of the programme planning cycle will be carried
out, comparing against the current situation of achievements, as a
baseline.

• Effort should be deployed for training both in-house staff and counterparts
in the objectives and procedures of the CPF process within the context of
the programming cycle.

IAEA-SER-96/01



A SPECIAL EVALUATION - COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORKS 1_

1. INTRODUCTION

In September 1994, the Technical Co-operation Policy Review
Seminar discussed how best to ensure that the Agency's technical co-
operation activities are in-line with Member States' national development
goals and priorities.

There was general agreement that "Medium Term Country Plans"
(MTCPs), when and where available, could be the framework for a country's
technical co-operation with the Agency. Based on these MTCPs the Agency
would establish "Country Programme Framework" (CPF) documents, in co-
operation and with the endorsement of the country concerned, which specify
the application of nuclear technology in support of national development
objectives. Where MTCPs are not available, the CPF document should
nevertheless be developed from other relevant material and by "missions",
where required.

These CPF documents are meant to be the management planning
tools used by the Agency to guide its mid-term (4-6 years) programming, but
recognizing that they should provide the basis for further project formulation
rather than fixed programmes. In-house Guidelines on the procedures to be
adopted to carry out the CPF process were issued early in 1995. The
Guidelines pointed out that the essential new features that the CPF process
is intended to introduce are:

• "The agreement between the Agency and the Government to concentrate
assistance in a few areas of major need to make a significant national
impact.

• The formulation of one or two projects with the characteristics of model
projects, as the centre-piece of the country programme.

• To facilitate better co-ordination with other UN organizations at the
country level.

• To improve communication and co-operation between the Agency and the
Governments of its Member States through a clear, mutual commitment to
priority activities, and

• To enable the Agency to participate more effectively in donor meetings."

The procedures included provisions for the gathering of basic
information, both by inviting Member States to supply the Agency with their
MTCPs, where available, and by holding a field mission, where necessary.

A programme of missions to be undertaken in 1995 and 1996 was
prepared and is well under way. Invitations were issued to a number of
Member States to forward to the Agency their MTCP or other relevant
documents that serve the same purpose. Some of these have now been
received.
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2. BACKGROUND OF THIS SPECIAL EVALUATION

2.1. Terms of Reference

In December 1995, the Evaluation Section of the Department of
Technical Co-operation was requested by management to evaluate the
approach and the work conducted to date in the preparation of CPFs with the
following specific purposes:

• To determine the extent to which the objectives of this activity have been
clearly defined.

• To determine the extent to which evaluation criteria have been built in at
the design stage of the CPF process.

• To determine the extent to which the results of the activities performed to
date met the intended objectives of Country Programme Frameworks.

• To determine the extent to which the adopted procedures are adequate
for accomplishing the intended objectives of Country Programme
Frameworks.

• To assist, if necessary, in the formulation of improved procedures to better
achieve the objectives of Country Programme Frameworks.

The complete Terms of Reference for this special evaluation are
attached as Annex A. 1.

2.2. Evaluation Methodology and Procedures

This evaluation was approached as an "empowering" exercise, based
on focus meetings, so as to contribute to a learning process that will further
drive the features of model projects in the culture of the TC programme. The
evaluation process itself was expected to focus discussion within the
organization on any deviations found with respect to the objectives and
expected results and on achieving agreement on any proposed
improvements.

The objectives of this evaluation were addressed by:

• Comparing the activities performed and the outputs completed up to date
with those proposed by the Draft Guidelines issued in February 1995.
Desk review and internal focus meetings were the basis for this task.
During the internal focus meetings, the experiences to date in carrying out
the CPF process was discussed with those involved, and their views on
the procedures in place were obtained.

• Comparing the procedures adopted by the TC Department with those
applied by other UN organizations and donor Aid Agencies for
determining and deciding on country support programmes. Among others,
AUSAID, CIDA, ODA, UNDP, USAID and WB were consulted, so as to
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gather information with regard to reference processes. A survey
questionnaire was mailed to the national counterparts and personal
interviews were also held.

• Surveying the perception of a selection of IAEA Member States with
regard to the procedures and outcome of the CPF process. A survey
questionnaire was mailed to Member States.

• Convening a Consultants Meeting, to assess whether the approach being
taken by TC will lead to achieving the intended objectives and to advise
the Agency on systems and methods to improve its programming
activities. The Consultants based their working agenda and conclusions
on the following:

• The analysis of the documentation referred to above;
• The discussions with TC and technical department staff that

participated in the working sessions.

The Questionnaires used for the various surveys are attached as
Annex A.2.

2.3. Consultants to this Evaluation

This special evaluation was carried out with the assistance of four
outside consultants, drawn from Member States well acquainted with the
programming and planning activities of technical co-operation and
development aid, as well as three Agency staff members. They were:

• Mr. AN Boussaha, IAEA -TCPM, Head, Africa Section.
• Mr. Wolfgang Buch, Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Germany.

Formerly responsible for principles and procedures for bilateral co-
operation in the Ministry of Economy in Germany.

• Mr. Royal Kastens, IAEA - Head TCSPC. Formerly UNDP programming
officer.

• Mr. Graham Nicholls, Director PSS 1, AUSAID.
• Mr. Claudio Silva Hennings, Scientific Counsellor, Permanent Mission of

Chile. Former Liaison Officer with The Agency.
• Mr. Robert W. Springer, ANL, USA. Member of SAGTAC.
• Mr. Trevor Edwards, IAEA-TCSEV, who also acted as Technical

Secretary, providing technical co-ordination and support to the evaluation
panel.

Furthermore, staff members in the Technical Co-operation and
Technical Departments contributed with their advice and gave input to this
evaluation.
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3. ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

This chapter describes the system used to assess the approach
adopted and the progress achieved in carrying out the CPF process. The
aspects assessed are identified in the following sections.

3.1. Assessment of Current CPF Guidelines

The Guidelines highlighted the essential new features that the CPF
process was to bring to the TC Programme. Further they detailed the
procedures for carrying out the process and recommended the structure of
CPF documents. CPF documents were to consist of two parts:

• Part 1: containing Background Information, including an appraisal and
overview of the national science and technology capability, the existing
infrastructure, resources, current status and trends. Also the past and
present co-operation and its main objectives should be outlined together
with a statement on national and Agency inputs, achievements, impact
and sustainability.

• Part 2: containing the formulation of the concept for future co-operation
outlining any constraints. It should also contain a statement regarding
current and planned national and international assistance, Government
priority and the involvement of national institutions. In conclusion it
should identify the opportunities for concentration of Agency technical co-
operation in a few areas of application.

The Guidelines established that the Country Programme Framework
be based on Member States' Medium Term Country Plans. Member States
were invited to forward to the Agency their MTCPs. Based on the IAEA
country-related information, knowledge and experience, a field mission could
be proposed to gather up-to-date information and to ascertain the current
status of nuclear-related activities to aid in Country Programme Framework
preparation.

Having prepared a CPF document, the draft was to be forwarded to the
Member States concerned for endorsement. After endorsement the
document was finally to be approved by the Deputy Director General of
Technical Co-operation.

The draft Guidelines were assessed against the following standards:

• Clear definition of the objectives of the CPF process.
• Inclusion of success criteria to allow recognition of successful completion.
• Definition of the scope of CPF activities.
• Clear specification of the activities associated to carrying out Country

Programme Frameworks: (including preparatory work; nature of
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background data needs; analysis of background data; indicative sources
of data; system to analyse priorities; specification of the CPF output;
typical time schedule to develop the various tasks).

• Quality control provisions.

3.2 Assessment of Current CPF Achievements

3.2.1 Assessment of CPF Progress

The assessment of progress has been made against the proposed
time schedule for completing CPF documents and fielding CPF missions.
The schedule of activities foreseen in 1995 was attached to the Guidelines as
annex 3. The progress was rated as better than planned, as planned or less
than planned.

3.2.2 Quality Assessment of Completed CPF Documents

The quality of the completed CPF documents that were forwarded to
Member States for endorsement have been assessed against the standards
proposed by the Guidelines, as well as vis-a-vis the commonly held views of
the objectives:

A) The relevance of the background information (country profile) included
in the CPF document with respect to:
A-1) The identification of the existing infrastructure, resources, status
and economic and social trends.
A-2) The identification of the national science and technology
capability.
A-3) The achievements of past and present technical co-operation
with the Agency.

B) Identification and analysis of important national needs including;
B-1) The identification and prioritization of specific sectoral activities
in which a country plans to invest its own resources.
B-2) The sectors where nuclear techniques can aid national
development.
B-3) The identification of specific problems, with supporting analysis.

C) Current and planned national and international assistance:
C-1) Identification of the national and international past funding and
assistance.
C-2) Analysis of the potential for future national and international
funding.
C-3) Summary of the human resource availability.
C-4) Identification of the development requirements and the
capability of national institution participation.
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D) Project identification
D-1) Identification of areas of concentration of future TC activities as
a result of the above analyses.
D-2) Identification of one or two potential model like projects. In this
context, such projects should: a) address national priorities; b) be end-
user oriented; c) have substantial government support; d) have
potential significant socio-economic impact.
D-3) Inclusion of other support activities.

E) Achievement of the CPF process objectives.

F) Correspondence between the project opportunities identified and TC
project requests submitted by Member States in 1995 for consideration
under RP 1997-1998.

The overall quality of CPF documents was rated as of high, medium or
low satisfaction, by averaging the individual ratings vis-a-vis A to F above.

3.3 The Perception of Member States

A survey questionnaire was sent to a number of countries to which
CPF missions were fielded or that were invited to forward their MTCPs to the
Agency. Twenty four countries were included in the survey.

A summary of the results of the survey was prepared, which provides
the views and perceptions of Member States with regard to their
understanding of the objectives of the CPF process and their views on
procedures adopted.

3.4 Procedures Adopted by Others

The country-specific programming procedures utilized by other
international and bilateral aid organizations were reviewed. The purpose of
this review was to clarify the role that the CPF process should play in the TC
approach to programming, as well as to provide a reference for reviewing the
CPF procedures.
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4. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1. Clarity of CPF Objectives

A comparison was made between the Guidelines issued by the
Secretariat and the recorded outcome of the Third Technical Co-operation
Policy Review Seminar, held in Vienna in September 1994.

It was realized that at the Policy Review Seminar the concept of the
CPF process and the use of MTCPs as a basis for establishing national
needs was at an evolutionary stage.

Although the objectives are not specifically listed in either
GOV/2774/Rev 1 or in the Guidelines, it was concluded that the Guidelines
do reflect fairly the intended outcome of the Review Seminar. In particular,
the identification of the CPF process as a programming tool which focuses
TC funding to areas of important local need, with identification of one or two
model-like project opportunities as the centre-piece of a country programme,
does reflect the main intent. Equally, the emphasis placed on ensuring
agreement between the Agency and the Government is seen as an important
reflection of the Policy Review Seminar's intent.

Some inconsistencies exist within the Guidelines and between the
Guidelines and the example CPF document attached to the Guidelines.
There is some lack of clarity in the Guidelines regarding the level of detail
expected in the "formulation" of one or two projects with the characteristics of
model projects, as the centre-piece of the country programme. This has led
to some confusion at the detail level and to dispersion in the results.

In spite of the above, there seems to be broad agreement among the
Agency staff as to the objectives. The commonly held view of the prime
objectives was found to be two-fold:

a) To focus the TC programme in a given country on a few areas of major
need in which IAEA co-operation can make a significant contribution.

b) To identify opportunities for the development of high priority projects
with visible social or economic impact utilizing nuclear technology, oriented
towards end-users, and with strong Government commitment.

It is recognized that the "essential new features" identified by the
Guidelines also point out important derived benefits from the CPF process,
such as improving communication with Member States and enabling the
Agency's counterparts to integrate more effectively the Agency's assistance
with that of other donors.
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Recommendation 1

• The Guidelines should be reviewed to clearly state the objectives of the
CPF process;

• The level of detail expected in the "formulation" of project opportunities
identified in the CPF process should also be specified in the reviewed
Guidelines;

A summary of recommendations related to the draft Guidelines is in
Attachment 1 to this document.

4.2 Incorporation of Evaluation Criteria

Recognizing that the CPF process is the first step in the biennial
programming cycle, measurable criteria to demonstrate that it has been
satisfactorily completed are necessary. In the short term the CPF process
can be judged successful only if it enables the following steps in the
programming cycle to proceed smoothly. These success criteria were also
widely acknowledged by those staff members involved in this evaluation
process, and are as follows:

• The level of definition and agreement of the opportunities identified in the
CPF process is sufficient to establish a specific and detailed plan of action
which leads to final project formulation.

• "Endorsement" by Member States of the CPF document is an implied
success criterion. "Endorsement" will be best measured by national
commitment and performance in carrying out the agreed follow-up action
plan. The ultimate measure of success is, thus, that the project requests
submitted by Member States correspond to the agreed CPF document.

Recommendation 2

• Success criteria should be clearly stated in the reviewed Guidelines;
• The preparation of an "Action Plan" should be included as the final activity

of the process. This action plan should include steps to be taken by and
the obligations of each party.

4.3 Current Status of CPF Achievements

4.3.1 Progress with CPF Preparation

Early in 1995, when preparing the Guidelines, it was proposed that 17
CPF missions be held in 1995 and that by the end of the year up to 30 CPF
documents should be prepared. The current status of missions held, MTCPs
received and documents prepared is given in Annex A.3.
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By late December 1995, a total of 15 CPF specific missions had been
held, 12 of these to countries identified at the outset and three to countries
resulting from actions taken by the Area/Country Officers. In addition, the
opportunity has been taken to discuss the objectives of the CPF process with
five other Member States as part of visits covering other matters, thus
obviating the need for future CPF specific missions.

In general, the gathering of basic data through exploratory missions
has been useful for those countries that have had little contact with the
Agency to date, either because their use of nuclear techniques is limited or
because they are new Member States.

Also, by late December 1995 a total of 35 MTCPs had been received.
The MTCPs vary substantially in meaningful content, as regards the use of
nuclear techniques. While some were national development plans of a
general nature, others were documents written in response to the Agency's
request. In the former cases, it was sometimes difficult to deduce the way the
Member State perceives nuclear technology contributing to development.

In summary, a total of 28 documents have been completed in draft
form. Of these 12 had been submitted to the Member State concerned by
December 1995, for their approval, of which one has received the Member
State's endorsement.

The overall progress is as planned.

4.3.2. The Quality of Completed CPF Documents

Thirteen documents have been analysed in this evaluation using the
criteria outlined in section 3.2.2. Of these, ten had been submitted to
Member States for comments by the end of December 1995 and three,
although in draft form, were proposed by TCPM management for evaluation.
The detailed analysis is enclosed in Annex A.4. Table 1 below summarizes
the results of the quality assessment, in terms of the ratings assigned to the
documents reviewed for each of the review criterion, as per section 3.2.2.

The results indicate that the overall quality of documents to date can
be regarded as less than satisfactory. These ratings take into account the
effects on the quality, introduced by the shallow example CPF document
attached to the Guidelines.

The identification of opportunities for the development of centre-piece
projects, which is one of the most important objectives, is unfortunately one of
the weakest areas but also one of the most difficult. A start has been made
and there is a mix of experience that demonstrates the need for the
development and specification of the entire process of programme planning.
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Table 1 - Quality Assessment Scores for CPFs

Assessment Criteria

Relevance of background information

Identification of national needs

Current and planned national funding

Current and planned international assistance

Analysis of recent Agency's co-operation

Identification of future programme focus

Identification of opportunities

Correspondence with project submissions

High

1

2

2

3

3

Medium

11

12

8

10

6

1

3

Low

1

1

13

5

1

5

9

5

Furthermore, when comparing the documents with the RP 1997-98
project submissions, the linkage between the process and the biennial project
submissions is not fully recognized. This is disappointing but not that
surprising, recognizing that programme planning is in a transition phase.

There is variability in the relevance of the content material and little
evidence exists of in-depth analysis of the effectiveness of recent technical
co-operation, of the local capability or of the potential for future funding. In
some instances, the information included in the introductory sections was
completely irrelevant, while essential information was lacking. A process
which is not adequately documented, is fluid, might slip through the fingers,
and end up by missing the substance.

In addition, the review of all 28 CPF draft documents also revealed
that model like project opportunities were identified only in about one third
(36%) of the cases. Furthermore, evidence is lacking of solid supporting
analysis having been made for most of the opportunities identified.

Recommendation 3

• The reviewed Guidelines should recommend the inclusion of:

a) The assessment of need; the analysis of national scientific and
technology infrastructure and capability; the recent IAEA TC
experience and impact; the national programmes and policies,
funding priorities, and the allocation of international and bilateral
funding;

b) The analytical process to be applied was seen during the
evaluation working sessions to be represented by figure 1 (page
11). Policy dialogue and counterpart involvement are seen as
features that need to be emphasized;
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FIGURE 1 - Planning/Programming Cycle
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c) The level of definition and analysis of the project opportunities
identified.

• The Country Programme Framework process must be understood in the
context of global country upstream work, and the documents should
accordingly reflect this.

• It must be recognized that opportunities that can be developed into high
priority projects can originate from a variety of sources. These must be
fed into the CPF process.

• In the light of the current level of quality of the completed CPF documents,
the 1996 agenda is recommended to be reviewed, in line with
recommendation 5, that follows later.

• Recognizing the difficulties in introducing change, the TC Department
needs to concentrate management and training efforts to get the
understanding and co-operation of its staff and counterparts.

4.4 Adequacy of CPF Procedures

The Guidelines were scrutinized to establish whether the procedures
adopted would result in a programming tool, meeting the objectives of the
CPF process. While recognizing that the Preliminary Draft Guidelines were a
useful preliminary document, setting up initial working procedures, they
should have been subjected to a review once draft CPF documents began to
become available.

Among the major weaknesses of the Draft Guidelines is that no quality
review scheme is incorporated and no steps were taken in this regard.

The procedures included in the Guidelines, while very open in order to
allow flexibility, are not that clear when they enter into detail. While parts of
the procedures are very routine and mechanistic, there is a gap in the
procedures on how to identify priorities and hence define "model-like"
projects.

Role of CPFs in the programming cycle

The Guidelines do not adequately establish the role of the CPF
process in the programming cycle. The CPF process was recognized during
the evaluation working sessions not to be an end in themselves, but an
element in the overall programming cycle. Other elements of the
programming cycle are project formulation and design prior to project
submission and approval. The programming cycle in which the CPF process
should fit is represented by figure 2 (page 13).

IAEA-SER-96/01



A SPECIAL EVALUATION - COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORKS 13

FIGURE 2 - CPF PROCESS

STRATEGIES

QUESTIONNAIRES
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- Manpower
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Member State - IAEA Initial Policy Dialogue

ANALYSIS OF

Funding Sources
- State
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-Others
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Policies and
Programmes
for example:
- R & D
- Industry
- Agriculture
- Health
- Tech. Transfer

CPF - IAEA Homework
POLICY DIALOGUE

FORMAL POLICY DIALOGUE
Member State Endorsement

MTCPs

1
Institutional
Arrangements
- Institutions
- Co-ordination
- Planning
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It was recognized that the introduction of the CPF process also
represents a transition from a reactive to a proactive planning process. It was
also recognized that the current two-year programming cycle creates a
rigidity which does not easily fit with the proposed proactive approach to
programming and planning.

CPF missions

The procedures for preparing CPF missions are clear and detailed in
the draft Guidelines.

However, the draft Guidelines do not state the need for mission-
specific Terms of Reference to be drafted. Neither is it envisaged that CPF
missions could adopt different designs, commensurate with their specific
Terms of Reference.

CPF missions do have an important role to play but due supporting
analytical work and previous preparation and dialogue with Member States
are essential for their success.

There seems to have been insufficient preparation to date for the
missions, so that in many instances they were not able to reach the expected
results.

Medium Term Country Plans

In the Guidelines there was little guidance given as to what the Agency
staff should ask for when requesting a national MTCP. Consequently,
MTCPs have been very variable in their content and usefulness.

The need to request for MTCPs could be reconsidered, since the CPF
process itself is meant to assist the Agency's counterparts in devising plans
for the application of nuclear technology to support national development
objectives, as well as to identify the areas in which the Agency's support can
be used most effectively.

Suitably framed questionnaires might also help to gather useful
information, but it has to be acknowledged that a substantial contribution by
the Agency staff is required to prepare a CPF which meets the intended
objectives.

Recommendation 4

• It is recommended that the need to request for MTCPs to all Member
States be reconsidered.
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Furthermore, the reviewed Guidelines, apart from clarifying CPF
procedures as suggested in recommendation 3, should clearly state the
need for:

a) Internal and external review of draft CPFs, to ensure completeness,
usefulness and quality, as well as consistency with the overall
strategy and policies of the TC Department;

b) Customized design of CPF missions according to country needs,
mission-specific Terms of Reference and in-depth supporting
preparatory analytical work, when CPF missions are deemed
needed.

4.5 Organizational Arrangements

The main conclusion is that developing Country Programme
Frameworks has been seen as an end in itself, and an extra, separate
exercise superimposed on to "normal" responsibilities. There has been a lack
of understanding of the role that the CPF process plays in the whole TC
programming cycle. Furthermore, there is a need for a system approach to
the entire TC programming cycle, in which the entire process (from country
programme framework, through project formulation and management) be the
focus of the TC improvement effort. The TC programming cycle should be
defined, flow charted, written down, understood and agreed upon by the
management, along with developing formats and guidelines. It is not only the
incremental improvement of CPF documents or even the process that should
be aimed at, but rather at the ultimate improvement of the entire TC
programming process.

A start has been made and there is a mix of experience that
demonstrates the need for the development and specification, actively
supported by top management, of the entire process of programme planning.

The procedures do not clearly specify the responsibilities of the
Technical Officers and the need for their input and commitment. It is
important that Technical Officers recognize that when working in a matrix
organizational structure they are responsible for "thematic planning".

No mention is made in the Guidelines of the need for training the staff
to build up the new organizational culture.

Recommendation 5

• Strong TC management guidance and leadership is needed at this stage
of introduction of the CPF process to ensure that it is not purely a matter
of administrative procedure, but a planning tool.
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• Training of IAEA staff and Member State Counterparts with regard to the
role the CPF process plays as part of the biennial project cycle is strongly
recommended. The introduction of a new approach to programming
needs the provision of training to build organizational learning.

• A small dedicated task team could be established to work on a specimen
CPF of appropriate quality, both in the process and output, so as to guide
the rest. This task team should also conceive the holistic system
approach and should adopt working procedures, in line with the
recommendations of Attachment 1.

• On the basis of the effort required to carry out the specimen CPF, a
realistic work plan for preparing CPFs during the remainder of 1996 and
onwards should be produced and carried out.

• Internal and independent peer review of the CPF process output should
be incorporated into the CPF process to ensure completeness, usefulness
and quality.

• During 1997, a follow-up evaluation of the results achieved in adopting the
CPF process as part of the programme planning cycle needs to be carried
out, comparing against the current situation of achievements, as a
baseline.

4.6 Procedures Adopted by Others

The procedures in the Guidelines were compared with those
established by other aid organizations. This was done in order to assess
whether the quality could be improved by learning from the experiences of
other organizations.

The overall conclusion of the review performed can be summarized as
follows:

• All aid agencies consulted include an initial programming stage devoted to
consultation with Governments for the identification of the best
opportunities to utilize the resources available for technical co-operation
projects, consistent with national development objectives and priorities.

• The dialogue established would also enable Governments to better
integrate the technical assistance provided by different sources into their
own development efforts.

• In all cases, the character of a continuing process is emphasized, which
does not end once the "strategy document", "advisory note" or "country
programme" or "country paper" is approved by the Government, but
ultimately ends with project formulation.
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• The linkage between this initial phase with the rest of the project cycle
was recognized as difficult by some of the organizations consulted.

• Training in this overall project formulation framework was seen as an
essential element for fostering the linkage of country programmes into the
project cycle and the better utilization of project programming and
formulation tools.

• The role of "Country Programmes" as a planning instrument in the hands
of recipient Governments is also emphasized. In such a process aid
agencies understand their role as advisory to the national authorities.

• The specific procedures for preparing country programmes vary with the
size and nature of the donor organization. However, the following are
common features and requirements:

a) Assessment of recent experience in the implementation modalities
of current programmes, lessons learnt or what works and what
doesn't work;

b) Assessment of development needs and opportunities;
c) Policies and programmes of the recipient country Government;
d) Programmes and strategies of other donors;
e) Aid agency's capacities and comparative advantage of aid

modalities.

• The level of detail required for the output of such an initial programming
activity also varies widely with the size and nature of donors. A synthesis
of the average requirements is as follows:

f) Identification of development problems and project concepts to
address them;

g) Institutions involved;
h) Intended beneficiaries;
i) Analysis of various co-operation options;
j) Definition of overall goals and objectives of the future programme;
k) Risk assessment;
I) Programming resources.

Recommendation 6

When reviewing the Guidelines, due consideration should be given to:

• The experience gained by other aid organizations that have operated for
many years on country programming basis.

• The specific characteristic of the IAEA as a specialized agency, and the
size of IAEA country programmes. In this context, the level of involvement
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of IAEA staff in the project cycle may need to be deeper than that of other
organizations.

4.7 Perception of Member States

A survey questionnaire was sent to 24 Member States that are
recipients of technical co-operation support. Fourteen of the countries
chosen were those which received CPF missions during 1995. The other ten
were countries invited to send their MTCPs to the Agency, two from each of
the five recognized regions.

A total of 14 questionnaires were returned by Member States, this
representing 60% of the number sent out. This relatively high return rate is
encouraging due to the short time that Member States had to complete the
questionnaires and demonstrates the importance that Member States place
on the CPF process.

The questionnaire was structured around the major concerns of this
evaluation and a summary of responses is presented below. Further details
are given in Annex A.5.

Objectives of CPFs

• By far the majority of responding Member States (86%) were aware of the
intent of introducing the CPF process and claimed they understood its
objectives (79%).

• Only 37% of respondents considered that the process was of "High"
relevance for improving communication with the Agency. About one half
regarded the process as of "Medium" or "Low" relevance as a means of
improving Government funding, and to facilitate better co-ordination with
other UN organizations; the rest expressed no opinion.

CPF Missions

• There was unanimous agreement that the mission was helpful in clarifying
the objectives of the CPF process and in helping focus their national
plans.

• By far the majority believed the mission would have benefited from more
communication beforehand (88%), with more visits arranged to Ministries
and other organizations, and through more time being dedicated to the
mission (75%).

• The better understanding of the IAEA's purpose and activities and joint
determination of priorities was seen as the most helpful outcome of
missions.
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MTCPs

• Two-thirds of the consulted Member States reported that a Medium Term
Country Plan existed in their countries (64%) and that it contained plans
for the application of nuclear technology in the major sectors of Nuclear
Safety, Agriculture/Food and Medicine.

• About one-third of the Member States claimed that there had been no
follow-up by the Agency since they supplied their MTCP, nor had the
Agency indicated as yet any intention to do so.

Views on lessons learnt/improvement

As regards the CPF process and the suggestions of how the
procedures could be improved, the following comments were made:

• Adequately framed questionnaires for dissemination to relevant
organizations/institutions is another means of gathering data.

• Carry out follow-up actions to further develop the opportunitties identified
in a timely manner.

• Member States should be consulted on whether a mission is appropriate
or needed in their case.
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I. Background

As a result of the recommendations of the TC Policy Review Seminar held in
1994 regarding Medium Term Country Plans (MTCP) and Country Programme
Frameworks (CPF), the Department of Technical Co-operation initiated the related
activities in early 1995. Draft Guidelines for preparing Country Programme
Framework documentation were issued in February 1995. An agenda was
proposed for producing Country Programme Frameworks, which also included field
missions to those countries where the information on national programmes and
priorities, available at the Agency, was believed to be insufficient.

By December 1995 [seven] missions had been fielded and [seventeen]
Country Programme Framework documents had been developed.

II. Purpose of this special evaluation

In December 1995 the Evaluation Section was requested by the TC
management to evaluate the approach and the work conducted to date with the
following specific purposes:

• To determine the extent to which the objectives of this activity have been clearly
defined.

• To determine the extent to which evaluation criteria have been built in at the
design stage of this activity.

• To determine the extent to which the results of the activities performed to date
met the intended objectives of Country Programme Frameworks.

• To determine the extent to which the adopted procedures (preparatory activities,
work plans, required outputs, and priorities analysis system) are adequate for
accomplishing the intended objectives of Country Programme Frameworks.

• To assist, if necessary, in the formulation of improved procedures to better
achieve the objectives of Country Programme Frameworks.

III. Evaluation Methodology and Procedures

The evaluation will address its objectives by assessing the following:

1) Comparing the activities performed and the outcome with those proposed by the
Draft Guidelines issued in February 1995 by the TC Department. Internal focus
meetings will be held in order to discuss with those involved their experiences to
date in compiling CPFs as well as their views on the procedures in place;

2) Comparing the procedures adopted by the TC Department with those applied by
other UN and donor Aid Agencies for determining and deciding on country
support programmes. CIDA, ODA, UNDP, USAID and WB will be consulted, so
as to gather information with regard to reference processes;
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3) Surveying the perception of IAEA Member States with regard to the procedures
and outcome of CPFs;

4) Convening a Consultants Meeting, to advise the Agency on systems and
methods to improve programming, co-ordination and communication with
Governments, if needed.

IV. Evaluation time-table

Review background material completed 19 January 1996
Internal Focus Meetings 22-26 January 1996
Consultation with UNDP and donor Aid Agencies 22 Dec 95-26 Jan 1996
Survey of CPF mission recipients 10 January-16 February 1996
Consultants Meeting 26 February-1 March 1996
Draft report completed 8 March 1996
Final report completed 15 March 1996

V. Resources

The cost of this evaluation will be charged to IAEA administrative funds.

VI. Reporting and Revision Requirements

A draft report will be issued no later than two weeks after completion of the
Consultants Meeting. The Evaluation Section, TC, is responsible for organising the
internal review of this draft report, and a final report will be issued two weeks after
receipt of comments on the draft. The final report will be transmitted to the Deputy
Director General, TC, who is responsible for its further distribution.
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CPF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
Member States that Received a CPF Mission

A. Questions regarding the objectives and approach of Country Programme Frameworks (CPF's)

A.l.

A.2.

A.3.

A.4.

Was the intention of introducing CPF's known prior to the
mission?
Were the objectives of introducing CPF's known prior to the
mission?
Are the procedures to develop CPFs known by you?

Which of the essential new features that CPF's bring to the
Agency's future planning do you regard as most relevant?
• A process of identifying areas of important local need
• An agreement between the Agency and your Government

to concentrate assistance in areas of major need
• Formulation of projects which clear objectives, relevant

performance indicators and identifiable success criteria
• A process to facilitate better co-ordination with other UN

organizations
• A means of improved communication between the Agency

and your Government
• A means to improve the funding possibilities for

Technical Co-operation Programmes by the Government
• A means to improve the funding possibilities for

Technical Co-operation Programmes by Donors

Yes No

RELEVANCE
High Medium Low

B. Questions relating to the Country Programme Framework Mission

B.I.

B.2.

B.3.

B.4.

B.5.

B.6.

Was there a Medium Term Country Plan, or similar
document available prior to the mission?
Did the Medium Term Country Plan contain plans for the
application of nuclear technology, i.e.
• General nuclear energy development
• Nuclear physics/chemistry
• Prospecting, mining and processing of nuclear materials
• Agriculture
• Medicine/biology
• Industry/hydrology
• Nuclear safety
Were the intentions and the objectives of the mission
communicated clearly prior to the mission?
Were the objectives of CPF's clearly outlined to you at the
outset of the mission?
Did you find the mission helpful in clarifying and focusing on
a Medium Term Country Plan?
Could the mission have been improved by:
• More or better communication beforehand
• More visits to Ministries/Organizations
• More time being dedicated to the mission

,__ Yes No
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CPF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
Member States that Received a CPF Mission

C. Questions relating to Lessons Learnt

C.I. The production of a "Country Programme Framework" will
normally be undertaken every 5 years i.e. in line with Medium
Term Country Plans of 4-6 years. Do you consider this
frequency adequate?

Yes No

C.2. What are the main lessons learnt by you from this first mission?

C.3. How could missions have been improved?

C.4. How could the concept of the Country Programme Framework be improved?

C.5. How could the procedures for compiling Country Programme Frameworks be improved?

C.6. Have you any additional comments or observations that you wish to make?
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CPF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
Member States that Supplied an MTCP

A. Questions regarding the objectives and approach of Country Programme Frameworks i
A.I.

A. 2.

A.3.

Was the intention of introducing CPF's known to you prior to
their implementation?
Were the objectives of introducing CPF's known prior to their
implementation?
Which of the essential new features that CPF's bring to the
Agency's future planning do you regard as most relevant
• A process of identifying areas of important local need
• An agreement between the Agency and your Government to

concentrate assistance in areas of major need
• Formulation of projects with clear objectives, relevant

Performance Indicators and identifiable Success Criteria
• A process to facilitate better co-ordination with other UN

organizations
• A means of improved communication between the Agency

and your Government
• A means to improve the funding possibilities for Technical

Co-operation Programmes by Donors

Yes
CPF's)

No

B. Questions relating to the Agency request for a Medium Term Country Plan

During August 1995 you were invited to forward to the Agency your "Medium Term
Country Plan" to enable the Agency to compile a "Country Programme Framework" in
close co-operation with you.

B.I.

B.2.

B.3.

B.4.

B.5.

On receipt of the request were you able to supply a 'Medium
Term Country Plan' which included nuclear technology?
If a 'Medium Term Country Plan' did not exist, were you able to
supply an alternative document which conveyed the medium
term plans?
Do you believe that an Agency mission to discuss the specific
requirements would have been beneficial?
Since dispatching your Medium Term Plans to the Agency has
dialogue commenced on the country Programme Framework
draft produced by the Agency?
If dialogue has not commenced, has the Agency indicated its
intentions to you?

Yes No
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CPF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
Member States that Supplied an MTCP

C. Questions relating to Lessons Learnt.

C.I. The production of a "Country Programme Framework" will
normally be undertaken every 5 years i.e. in line with Medium
Term Country Plans of 4-6 years. Do you consider this
frequency adequate?

Yes No

C.2. Are you in a position to indicate the main lessons learnt by you
from your involvement to date?

Yes No

C.3. How do you believe the concept of Country Programme Frameworks could be improved?

C.4 How do you believe could the procedures for compiling Country Programme Frameworks
be improved:

C.5. Have you any additional comments or observations that you wish to make?
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CPF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
Aid Agencies

A. Questions regarding the objectives of Country Programming systems

A.I.

A.2.

A3.

A.4.

A.5.

A. 6.

Does your organization implement Technical Co-operation
projects following a country programme strategy?
How long has your Agency applied this programming tool?
• 2 years
• 5 years
• Other (please specify)
What is the average project life-span?
• 2 years
• 5 years
• Other (please specify)
Does your organization operate with overall and weighted
programme goals? If Yes, please specify:
•
•
•

Are these goals adapted to country-specific needs followings a
common across the board policy? If Yes, please specify the
criteria:
•
•
•
Does your Agency favour themes or issues, as well as
economic markers? If Yes, please specify:
•
•
•

Yes No

A. 7. What are the objectives of your country programming
activities? (please specify and provide reference documents).
•
•
•

A. 8. How often have the objectives of the programming activity
been reviewed?
•
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CPF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
Aid Agencies

B. Questions relating to the approach and procedures of Country Programmes:

B.I.

B.2.

B.3.

B.4.

B.5.

B.6.
B.7.
B.8.

B.9.

B.10.

B.ll .

B.12.

B.13.

What is the time horizon for country programmes?
• Short-term/cycle term (two years)
• Medium-term (five years)
• Other (please specify)
Are country programmes co-ordinated with other Aid
Agencies? If Yes, please specify:
•
•

What are the components of country programmes?:
• Articulated projects
• Articulated inputs
• Specified outputs
• Specified outcomes
• Specified assumptions
• Other (please specify)

How long does it take to prepare a country programme?
• Less than 3 months
• 3 to 6 months
• Programme cycle
• Other (please specify):

What country inputs are requested to prepare country
programmes?
• Country Mid-term programmes
• National development programmes
• Other (please specify):

Are country programmes prepared jointly with the Country?
Are country profiles elaborated and updated in your Agency?

Yes No

What kind of information/data is included in country
profiles?

Who is responsible for elaborating and updating country
profiles?

What system is used to assess the "value" of projects?

How are projects prioritized?

What is the level of detail of a project required for inclusion
in a country programme?:
• Short and long-term objectives, key dates, success criteria

and performance indicators, outputs, outcomes,....
• Costs and return on investments.
• Other (please specify):

How often have you reviewed the procedures?
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CPF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
Aid Agencies

c. Questions relating to the experiences gained with country programmes:

C.I.

C.2.

C.3.
C.4.

C.5.

C.6.

Do you intend to continue with country programmes
unchanged or are improvements envisaged?
Could the same goals have been achieved without country
plans but by other methods?
Have you evaluated the impact of this programming tool?

Yes No

How have you measured the success achieved by adopting
country programmes?
•
•
What lessons have been learnt during the period of
implementation?
•
•
What improvements are you proposing?
• In objectives
• In procedures
• In outcomes
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STATUS OF CPFs PROGRESS
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Africa
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CPF PREPARATION

Not
Startd

In
Prep.

Draft
Av'ble

Draft
With
MS

Draft
Agreed

App'd
DDG-

TC

East Asia & Pacific

Bangladesh
^hina, PR.
ndonesia
Malaysia
Mongolia
vlyanmar
Pakistan
Philippines
Republic of Korea
Sri Lanka
Thailand
/iet Nam

• ( 3 )

• ( 3 )

•/
</
•/

•

•/

Note: (1) Insufficient nuclear technology activity to warrant a CPF
(2) Only a brief summary was received
(3) A summary of the MTCP will be prepared as a CPF
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ANNEX A.4

ASSESSMENT OF COMPLETED CPF
DOCUMENTS

A SPECIAL EVALUATION REVIEW

COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORKS
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An analysis was carried out of 13 of the CPF documents that had been
completed by end December 1995. The CPFs are shown in table A.4.1,
along with the list of countries. The CPFs chosen were the 11 CPFs that had
been forwarded to the Member State, for comment, by that date and two
CPFs that, although still in draft form, were regarded as typical examples of
those recently drafted.

All 13 CPFs were analysed against the criteria listed in Section 3.2,
namely:

• The relevance of background information;
• The identification of important national needs;
• The current and planned national and international assistance;
• Project identification;
• CPF quality.

Each criterion consisted of a number of sub-sections which required
addressing, these being requirements suggested in the Guidelines issued in
the Spring 1995.

The detailed comments on each of the 13 CPFs examined are
attached to this Annex in tabular form. In general, it is concluded that:

• The relevance of the information included in the Country profile is very
variable. While most CPFs follow the general layout as proposed in
annex 2 of the Guidelines in the identification of the geographical, social
and economic conditions, only one includes information in Tabular form of
relevant data that could help identify key problem areas.

• No attempt has been made to identify national scientific and technological
capability. The analysis has been limited to identification of the resource
capability in the nuclear institutions with which the Agency has previously
co-operated.

• Recent and present technical co-operation with the Agency has been
summarized, but analysis of the impact of this on end-users is very
limited.

• In general the CPFs do identify and, where possible, prioritize the specific
sectoral activities in which Member States desire assistance. The areas
in each sector where nuclear techniques can achieve most impact are
highlighted. Where significant national problems have been identified,
either in MTCPs or as a result of missions and dialogue, then these are
addressed in the CPFs.

• Recent and planned funding in the Sectors and Areas of potential future
technical co-operation has not been addressed.
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• By far the majority of the CPFs do comment on the past international
funding given to the nation but more often than not this information is on
assistance given in 1992 or 1993 and is thus already 3 to 4 years old. In
one or two cases they also detail the aid given to specific projects. Future
funding possibilities by international organizations or donors has not been
addressed.

• The future resource requirements and the capability of institutions to
participate in the future programme is only mentioned in the context of
existing and known institutions that have participated in past projects. No
analysis had been made as to whether there are other, or better, future
participants.

• While areas for concentration of future co-operation have been identified
and analysed, until the programmes are detailed into specific projects it is
not possible to analyse the potential impact on end beneficiaries.

• Only 3 of the 13 CPFs have been able to identify one or two projects
which will be the centre-piece for future co-operation. Even in these
cases it is not yet clear whether the project can be specified sufficiently to
meet the defined goals of model projects. On the other hand, in one or
two of the CPFs potential model like projects are included in the section
for future focus of the programme (Sections 5), but discussion and
technical dialogue has not yet been sufficient to enable a conceptual
design to be formulated, (as required by Sections 6). An example of this
is 'preventive nephrology' by diagnosing kidney disorders in children in
the Philippines.

• In general, other support activities have been identified, radiation safety
being the most quoted desired activity.

The CPFs analysed are consistent with the MTCPs supplied by
countries, where they are available, and with the outcome of CPF missions,
when they have been held.

The quality of CPFs, however, is very variable and for the most part
the content is either not complete or rather shallow compared to the
expectations in the CPF Guidelines.

From these findings it has been possible to rate each CPF in
accordance with the assessment proposals set out in Section 3.2. The
following table rates each CPF against the four major criteria and then gives
an overall quality assessment rating.

In order to overcome the variability in layout, content and presentation,
the objectives and guidelines for CPFs need to be more widely broadcast and
the best of those currently completed needs to be used as a model. Even
this needs to be enhanced prior to its use as a model.
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Table A 4.1: The Quality of Completed CPF Document

CPF

Belarus (Draft)
Cuba
Ghana
Madagascar
Moldova
Namibia
Nicaragua (Draft)
Philippines
Romania
Sudan
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Relevance of
Background
Information

M
M
M
M
H
M
M
H
L
M
M
M
M

Identification of
Important
National needs

M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
L
M
M
M

Current & Planned
Nat. & International
Assistance

M
M
L
M
M
M
M
L
L
M
L
L
M

Project
Identificat
ion

H
M
M
M
L
M
L
M
L
M
L
M
H

CPF
Overall
Quality

M+
M
M-
M
M

L M
M-
M+
L

M-
L

M-
M+

Next, all 28 CPFs available to date, either complete or still in draft
form, were examined to determine whether a more focused TC programme is
being proposed in the CPFs and what are the projects being proposed as
having the characteristics of a model project. The CPFs were grouped on a
regional basis, as it became evident that this influences results in the biggest
variation in layout, style and content of the CPFs.

The following table shows the distribution of these programme and
project possibilities on a regional basis.

Table A 4.2: CPFs that address the basic objective

Region

Africa
West Asia
Europe
Latin America
East Asia
Total

No of CPF
Examined

9
2
6
10
1

28

CPF that have
attempted to
focus the future

4
2
1
5

12(43%)

CPFs that have
identified model like
project opportunities

1

2
6
1

10 (36%)

CPFs that have
identified support
activities

6(+D
2

1(+3)
(+7)
(+1)

21(75%)

The conclusions are:

• That slightly less than half (43%) of the CPFs examined propose a more
focused future technical co-operation programme.

• About one third (36%) of the CPFs examined have identified project
opportunities that might result in model-like projects and of these, two are
common sub-regional projects in Central America.

• In total, 12 project opportunities are identified, these being:

1. Integration of SIT with Bait Methods for tsetse fly eradication in
Zimbabwe.
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2. Use of Rhizobium inoculation for soil fertility studies in
Zimbabwe.

3. Diagnoses and control of TB in humans in Zimbabwe.
4. Use of radioisotopes for studying the Nyamandhlova aquifers in

Zimbabwe.
5. Strengthening of QA Radiation Therapy in Belarus.
6. Increasing crop output and livestock productivity in Belarus.
7. Increase effective use of land contaminated by radionuclides in

Belarus.
8. Continuation of EBS of flue gases in Poland.
9. Sub-regional project for QA of radiotherapy treatment in Central

Latin America (Costa Rica, Cuba, Nicaragua, Panama).
10. Sub-regional project on use of isotopes for Geothermal Energy

Development in Latin America (Costa Rica, El Salvador,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama).

11. Support for setting up a PIE facility in Mexico.
12. Preventive Nephrology, diagnosing kidney disorders in children,

in Philippines.

A number of these may be worked-up into model projects during the
programme/project phase:

• The most commonly desired support activity quoted is Radiation Safety
and Waste Management, this being quoted in 32% of the CPFs. However
as many as 12 others identify this topic as a need. Thus if a consistent
approach had been taken a total of 21 CPFs (75%) identify this as a
support need.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - BELARUS (DRAFT)

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) The geographical, social and economic data detailed is relevant. A
supporting table of data, once completed, will be a useful addition,

b) An overview of the national situation and the development plans are
given, but structural reform is at an early stage in this newly formed
nation,

c) It is not possible to judge the scientific and technical capability of the
nation from either the draft CPF or the CPF mission report. The scientific
and technical capabilities of this ex-USSR republic is not in doubt,

d) Past and present technical support is summarized starting with reserve
fund assistance in radiation monitoring and with resulting emphasis on
environmental monitoring, decontamination, radiotoxicology, radiation
protection, etc.

a) Specific sectoral national needs have been identified in conjunction with
the authorities. The consequences of the Chernobyl accident tend to
dominate these needs,

b) The areas in each sector where nuclear techniques can best be used are
identified. There appears, however, to be one major unresolved question,
namely energy supply. The nation is badly lacking in energy, if the nation
decides to overcome this by building a NPP then the support for such a
project would dominate future co-operation,

c) Currently the consequences of Chernobyl on health, forestry and
agriculture are major problems.

a) International assistance given to Belarus bilaterally is mentioned and the
intended deployment of this aid. The current UNDP and World Bank
programmes are also outlined,

b) Future support by TACIS, ERBD, FAO, WHO is outlined and the intended
use of this support. No mention is made of the Government financial
input,

c) Human resource availability is not mentioned,
d) There is very little information included on the development needs,

human or otherwise, or of the quality of the institutions that could
participate in future projects.

a) Three sectoral activities for future concentration are identified, namely
strengthening radiation protection, increasing crop and livestock
productivity and effective use of contaminated land,

b) Although not mentioned two of the above could well be the center-piece
of the programme of co-operation,

c) The lack of nuclear medicine production and the critical energy situation
are seen as areas which need support activities,

a) At this point in time the CPF is not complete,
b) An MTCP has not been received,
c) The CPF as drafted is consistent with the mission's findings,
d) Regional relationships are not mentioned, yet the effects of Chernobyl

must at least be a sub-regional problem,
e) Once completed the CPF will meet fairly well the specified objectives of a

CPF.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - CUBA

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Funding

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality

a) The geographical, social and economic summary gives a good
background to the difficulties and needs that are discussed later in the
CPF.

b) An overview of the existing infrastructure is limited. There is no mention
of the current resource availability or the quality of that resource in human
or equipment terms,

c) There is no mention of the national science and technology capability,
d) An assessment of past and present co-operation is included but no
conclusions made as to its impact.
a) Specific sectoral activities which the nation has highlighted in its

development plans are health, food, environment, energy and nuclear
safety,

b) Within these sectors areas where nuclear techniques can help are
identified e.g. upgrading of radiotherapy services; to obtain more resistant
plants; to commission the high flux neutron generator; to support the
completion of one of the nuclear reactors in Juragua.

c) A number of specific problems are identified, covering virtually all areas.
a) The UN Agencies and other organizations that have given support to each

sector are given but there is no mention of the actual funding. Nor is
there a summary of national funding of past or indeed present projects,

b) There is no mention of the possibilities for future aid, although the CPF
does state that the only major assistance being given at present is by the
UN Development System,

c) There is no summary of the scientific and technical resources available at
national or nuclear institution level,

d) Areas where human development is needed to support the nuclear energy
programme is given, but the totality of the requirement is not analysed.

a) Three or four areas which need Agency support are identified in each of
five sectors. No attempt is made to prioritize these other than the
mention that if Cuba decides to proceed with the completion of one of the
NPP reactors this would be highest priority,

b) Two regional projects are suggested as model projects, these being QA of
radiotherapy treatment and radiation protection including waste
management,

c) Potential support activities are not mentioned.
a) The CPF tends to be a technical presentation on the needs of Cuba rather

than an aid to programming and prioritizing,
b) An MTCP was received and this has been used as a basis for the CPF.
c) A CPF mission was held; the CPF tends to reflect the desires highlighted
during the mission,
d) Two regional projects are highlighted as model like projects. There is no
reasoning as to why these two are picked out as the center-piece for future
co-operation,
e) As written this document does not satisfy the objectives of a CPF.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - GHANA

1. Relevance of
Background

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned
International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) The geographical and economic situation is well detailed and relevant
since it concentrates on human development, health, food and
agriculture. All these are highlighted later as the sectoral areas of
importance,

b) The Govemment's development programme and strategy is highlighted
but comments regarding infrastructure is limited to the role of the GAEC
and the University of Kumasi and Legon in current programmes,

c) It is not possible to judge the technological capability from what is written,
d) The past and present technical co-operation is given in some detail, but

no judgement is made of the success of benefit to the end-users.
a) Specific sectoral activities are identified,
b) The sectors where nuclear technology can aid national development are

identified but little analysis is made of the likely impact on end-users,
c) Specific problems have not been highlighted.
a) The international aid given to Ghana in 1992 is detailed and analysed,
b) Future international aid or national funding is not mentioned,
c) No assessment has been made of future resource requirements or
availability,
d) The main institutions to be involved in future projects are identified but

the depth of capability is not assessed.
a) Areas of concentration for the future are identified in four major sectors:

food and agriculture, human health, radiation safety and general atomic
energy development,

b) No model-like projects are identified, the future programme is based
around consolidation existing facilities and highlights the need to integrate
development plans with the national programme defined in the 1995
CPESDP.

c) Other support activities required are described in some detail.
a) Under the current 'Guidelines' the document overall meets the intent and

is relatively complete,
b) An MTCP was supplied by Ghana, this being a summary of the sectors

where nuclear science and technology are seen to help the CPESDP.
The CPF has identified those areas in the MTCP where the Agency can
make the biggest contribution,

c) A CPF mission was not necessary, as the Agency has regular contact with
Ghana,

d) Past inter-regional projects are mentioned as are the previous contacts
with FAO. Future collaboration between the Government, the Agency and
the WHO in Human Nutrition in mentioned,

e) The document overall meets the specified objectives of CPFs. Some
prioritization steps have been taken albeit one or two model projects are
not identified.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - MADAGASCAR

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important national
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) The geographical, social and economic situation is detailed and relevant
as it leads to the main sectoral requirements,

b) The overview explains well the difficulties in the past and the intended
way forward. In particular it sets the foundation to the limitation of the
existing institutions,

c) An overview of the main institutions that have previously been involved
with the Agency is given, but the level of scientific and technical skills is
lacking,

d) The past and present technical co-operation is given and an assessment
made of the impact to date.

a) Specific sectoral activities are identified and Agriculture is seen as the
most important sector for support,

b) Sectors where nuclear technology can best be used are highlighted. The
impact, however, is not analysed,

c) Specific problems are mentioned e.g. in health iodine deficiency
disorders, in hydrology recharge rates of aquifers.

a) The past national difficulties are explained and the reasons why this
effected international support. The aid given during the '90's, by whom
and to what sectors is given in general,

b) The environment for improved aid is mentioned but no assessment is
made of the likely donors and donations,

c) Human resource availability is not adequately mentioned, although
increasing scientific and technical capability is identified as an urgent
need,

d) Development requirements are identified. The implication is that the
institutions involved will be those with which the Agency already interacts
e.g. INSTN, FOFINA, OMNIS, University of Madagascar, LPNPA, etc.
There is little mention of interaction with the FAO or WHO which would
have been expected.

a) Areas of concentration are identified,
b) A small number of projects are highlighted, but whether these can be

clearly specified with quantitative performance indicators is not analysed,
c) There are no support activities mentioned, whether this is because there

are none is not said. Strengthening radiation protection in the country,
could be a support activity rather than a project.

a) Overall the document is relatively complete and is to the point,
b) An MTCP has not been submitted,
c) The CPF is consistent with the information presented in the CPF Mission
report,
d) The document does not mention the relationship with other IAEA

programmes or other aid agency programmes for future activities,
e) The document fits relatively well with the objectives of CPFs.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - MOLDOVA

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) The country profile is well presented, to the point and summarizes the
sectors of agriculture, energy and industry well,

b) The overview of the existing and future infrastructure is well presented
covering both available facilities and the main issues concerning nuclear
activity,

c) There is no statement on the totality of the national scientific and
technology capability.

a) The Government has prioritized reform objectives, which at a sectoral
level include water and energy supply. Health is identified in a category
to be implemented if funds become available,

b) The CPF identifies sectors where nuclear techniques and know-how could
help. These areas have been agreed with the national authorities,

c) Specific problems are not identified.
a) The international assistance given to the nation since its formation in

1991 is summarized,
b) The future bilateral and international aid possibilities are predicted but not

quantified,
c) Dialogue to date has been mainly of a fact finding nature and, as a matter

of urgency, improvement in the radiation and monitoring capability,
d) Development requirements and the potential for national institution

participation are not identified.
a) Areas where improvement and upgrading are necessary have been

identified but only in a very general way and only in list format,
b) It is too early in the relationship to attempt to choose one or two projects

on which to concentrate. The reform objectives do not include such
detail,

c) Although not specified as such, much of what is identified as immediate
needs are support activities.

a) The document covers points 1-3 alone well, but 'dries-up1 on reaching
identification of principal future areas for co-operation activities,

b) An MTCP as such was not received,
c) The CPF is consistent with the findings identified in the CPF mission
report,
d) An interest in participating in regional projects in four areas has been
expressed,
e) The specific objectives of a CPF are only partially met.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - NAMIBIA

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) The geographical, social and economic situation is detailed and relevant
as it leads to the main sectoral requirements,

b) The overview explains the approach being taken for planning the way
forward but fails to explain the political instabilities of the recent past,
which greatly effected the nation,

c) An overview of the main institutions is given and the lack of scientific and
technical skills mentioned,

d) Recent past and present technical co-operation is detailed, this having
only commenced in 1991.

a) The main sectoral areas of national need are identified as Agriculture,
Health and Industry,

b) The areas where nuclear techniques can best contribute are identified.
National development are mentioned as being drinking water sources,
child health and farming,

c) The national strategies in the First Five Years National Plan (NDPI) which
has six major elements is mentioned and analysed.

a) The international assistance given in the recent past is summarized in
broad terms only,

b) No assessment is made of national funding in the recent past or of
estimated spending in the future. No mention is made of the potential for
future international assistance,

c) The lack of trained people to contribute to future activities is mentioned as
a problem. Indeed one potential future need is seen as the supply of
expert services to run the Radiotherapy unit in Windhoek,

d) Although not specifically stated, the implication is that for the near future
the Agency will co-operate with the institutions/organizations with which
contact has already been established.

a) The areas for future co-operation are identified within the sectors of
Agriculture, Food and Human Health. In particular a joint project with the
WHO relating to malnutrition in children in the northern peri-urban area is
highlighted,

b) There is insufficient data or analysis to indicate whether one or two
model-like projects can be worked up.

c) Radiation Safety is identified as the only support activity, but this is
broken down into 6 main areas of need.

a) Under the current 'Guidelines', the document overall meets the intent and
is relatively complete,

b) An MTCP has not been submitted,
c) A CPF Mission has not been held, nor is one planned,
d) The possibilities of co-operating with other UN Agencies or donor

organizations has been in mind when compiling this CPF.
e) Overall the document meets the specified objectives of CPFs but there is

a lack of analysis and little evidence of any prioritization assessment. No
model like projects are identified.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - NICARAGUA
(DRAFT)

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned and
International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) In the country profile the social and economic problems that have beset
the country since the end of the civil war are summarized. High debt,
falling GNP, falling food output, are only some of the problems,

b) The existing infrastructure and resources are not covered,
c) There is no overview given of the scientific or technical capability,
d) Past technical co-operation between the Agency and the nation has been

limited, amounting to only $1.4 million over a 35 year period. This
support was given in the areas of hydrology, agriculture, nuclear medicine
and nuclear raw materials.

a) The authorities have commenced on a stabilization programme. The
CPF highlights the main objectives and summaries the implications,

b) The areas where nuclear techniques can contribute are analysed, these
being radiation protection, radiation therapy, and the use of isotopes in
agriculture and hydrology,

c) Specific problems in all sectors are identified e.g. energy rationing, non-
profitable use of agricultural land, etc.

a) National funding for development is not mentioned. International
development assistance is summarized, giving the areas of support from
each agency and country and the amount of aid given. In 1991 this
amounted to $1217 million,

b) The fifth UNDP country programme support is mentioned and the areas
where this support will be deployed are listed,

c) Human resource availability is not summarized,
d) The Government has only recently embarked upon the setting up of the

necessary infrastructure by establishing the national atomic energy
institute (CONEA) and the national institute for agriculture. These will be
the main participating institutes.

a) Areas for future concentration are identified,
b) The two regional projects in radiotherapy and radiation protection are

identified as model like projects. In addition, the use of isotope
techniques for geothermal energy development in Central America is also
mentioned,

c) There is no mention of other support activities.
a) The document is still in 'draft". Although the main difficulties and areas

for support are highlighted, all the topics suggested in the Guidelines are
not covered,

b) An MTCP has not been submitted, some relevant documents were
received and these have been considered when compiling the CPF.

c) A CPF mission has not been held,
d) Regional relationships are addressed,
e) Although not complete the document in general meets the objectives of
CPFs.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - PHILIPPINES

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) The Country Profile summarized the organization of the PNRI, the
support given by the Agency during the past 5 years and the background
leading to past and present technical co-operation,

b) General geographical data is included, but some information is not
relevant,

c) The overview of science and technology capability is limited to that
involved in past Agency projects,

d) A good technical report of past and present co-operation is given but no
analyses made of its effectiveness or impact.

a) Based on the documents made available prior to a CPF mission, four
major areas of activity are identified, these being human health,
agriculture, industry and radiation protection,

b) Specific areas where nuclear technology can have the greatest impact are
identified e.g. tissue bank expansion, mutation breading of crops,

c) Specific problems are identified e.g. kidney disorders in children, iodine
deficiency disorders. While these are identified by the Department of
Health, the Government priority is not clear.

a) There is only some reference of past and current funding given by the
Agency,

b) No analysis is made of future national or international funding,
c) Concern is expressed about the resources available, in the PNRI. No

analyses is made of the national scientific or technical capability,
indirectly some information can be 'gleaned' e.g. 2500 radiation workers,
200 institutions, 215 licensed radioisotope users, etc.

d) The development requirements and the participation necessary from the
national institutions are identified.

a) Sectors for future co-operation are identified and particular projects within
these sectors are discussed in technical detail, but it is difficult to judge
end-user impact or likely effectiveness,

b) One model-like project is identified,
c) Support activities are not identified as such, but radiation protection could

be regarded as a support activity.
a) This CPF does follow the 'Guidelines' in its format but tends to be a

technical presentation rather than a 'programme tool' critique,
b) The MTCP supplied was a total national development plan and included

details that were not relevant to the Agency. It was difficult to judge
whether the CPF was consistent with the MTCP.

c) The document is consistent with the outcome of the CPF mission,
d) Other than a brief mention of past Agency regional projects, there is no

mention of international co-operative projects or to the involvement of
organizations such as the FAO or WHO.

e) This CPF does meet the objectives of a CPF as outlined in the Guidelines
and obviously a lot of effort was put into the exercise.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - ROMANIA

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) The history of Romania prior to the 1950's is irrelevant and that between
the 1950's and 1989 is only relevant where it outlines the way industrial
growth and agricultural decline has taken place,

b) The geographical detail is relevant background material but shallow and
lacks market growth prediction and economic data,

c) The overview of the science and technology capability is limited to a
paragraph of the main institution responsible for Cemavoda NPP and the
nuclear institutes only,

d) The past and present technical co-operation is given and the current
projects are listed. There is no comment made as to the success of past
projects or whether the end-users have seen any benefit.

a) The sectoral activities highlighted by the Romanian authorities are listed
but only from a thematic viewpoint and cover all sectors. The completion
of the Cemavoda NPP is seen as the top priority,

b) The sectors to be supported in future are prioritized and is consistent with
the Romanian authorities listing. There is no attempt made to analyse the
desired end user impact,

c) QA/QC in radiation oncology in Health Care is seen as a problem area.
a) World Bank and European Investment Bank support to a 20 year plan to

revitalize oil and gas industry is briefly mentioned, as is a World Bank
$250 million loan package linked to privatization. An IMF loan of $265
million is also mentioned as pending,

b) No analysis of national or international funding for the future is made,
c) The resources available in the nuclear institutions are mentioned in a

general way.
d) Future development requirements and the part played by the national

institutions are identified.
a) Areas of concentration for the future are identified in each of the five main

sectors. These are in addition to the main priority of support for the
Nuclear Power Programme,

b) No 'model project' like projects are identified as the centre-piece for the
programme, although QA/QC in radiation oncology is seen as of high
demand for Health care,

c) Other support activities are not identified as such.
a) Under the current 'Guidelines', the document overall meets the intent and

is relatively complete, albeit a little lacking in relevant background data,
b) An MTCP has not been supplied by Romania,
c) The CPF is consistent with the outcome of the CPF mission and the

workshop held in Romania,
d) The relationship of the future programme with regional and sub-regional

needs is not identified,
e) While the document overall meets the specified objectives of CPFs, the

failure to identify one or two center-piece projects does detract from the
expected outcome.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - SUDAN

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) The geographical, social and economic situation is detailed and relevant
as it does set the scene in the sectoral needs that follows,

b) An overview of the national situation regarding national development
plans and policies is summarized,

c) There is no data regarding the overall national scientific and technical
base other than the number of past graduates being awarded higher
degrees annually in the Physics Department at Khartoum University,

d) Past and present technical co-operation is given and a brief assessment
made of the impact of projects, where relevant.

a) Food security, promotion of agricultural crop exports, expansion of the
agro-based industry and oil and mineral resource extraction are
highlighted as national needs,

b) Within these sectors the areas where nuclear technology can contribute
are not identified,

c) Specific problems are identified e.g. declining yields on irrigated farms. It
is not that clear, however, whether the Government agrees that nuclear
techniques are the answer, as the CNS summary is not sufficiently
detailed.

a) A good summary is given of the assistance given to the various sectors in
the 1990-92 period, and the sources of the assistance,

b) Future national funding or international aid is not mentioned,
c) Scientific and technical resource availability is not mentioned nor is the

human development requirement,
d) The main institutions with whom the Agency has had relationships in the

past are mentioned e.g. SAERI, RICK, Gezira University, Khartoum
University, VRT Sobra.

a)The sectors for Agency concentration are identified as Food Production,
Water Resource Development and Human Health. Within these sectors
the areas where nuclear technology can make impact are identified,

b) Whether one or two model-like projects can be identified is not clear,
c) Radiation Safety is identified as the major support activity.
a) Overall the document is relatively complete and in general follows the

Guideline requirements,
b) An MTCP was not received from Sudan,
c) A CPF Mission has not been held,
d) Future relationships with other IAEA programmes or other aid agencies,

such as FAO or WHO are not mentioned,
e) The document fits relatively well with the objectives of CPFs.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - UGANDA

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) In the main the country profile is relevant, giving a brief background in the
sectors of relevance to the Agency,

b) The overview of the existing infrastructure, resources and trends is
lacking in detail,

c) There is no overview of the national science and technology capabilities,
d) A summary of past and present co-operation is given but it is difficult to

assess the contribution to success made by the Agency input and no
effort has been made to do so.

a) Reference is made to the Macroeconomic Strategic Plan and the Medium
Term Sectoral Strategy for 1991-95. The main goals of the latter are
highlighted for each major sector,

b) The areas where Agency support can help each sector are reviewed,
c) Overcoming poverty is mentioned as the overriding necessity, with the

main focus being on increasing food production,
d) The on-going development requirements and the institutions participating
in current programmes are mentioned in each of the major sectors.
a) The aid given to Uganda bilaterally and by the International Agencies in

1992 is detailed. There is no mention of funding input to each sector by
the Government,

b) Future potential funding or international aid is not predicted,
c) In general, future resource requirements are not analysed,
d) The main institutions and organizations with whom the Agency has co-

operated in the past are seen as the main future contacts.
a) Areas for future co-operation are identified in two sectors, namely Food &

Agriculture and Health,
b) No attempt has been made to identify one or two major projects that could

be the center-piece of the future programme,
c) Radiation Protection needs, detailed into specific areas, is identified as

the major support activity required.
a) Overall the document is relatively complete, but limited in its content
b) An MTCP was not submitted by Uganda,
c) A CPF Mission has not been held,
d) The document does not address regional activities or co-operation with

other aid organizations, although it is implied,
e) The document is rather shallow in content and does not meet all the

objectives required of a CPF.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - ZAMBIA

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) The geographical, social and economic situation is summarized and
relevant as it sets the scene to the main sectoral requirements that follow,

b) The overview does not summarize the existing infrastructure, resource
availability or major trends,

c) The scientific and technical capabilities of the nation are not mentioned,
d) The past and present technical co-operation is explained in a good deal of

detail, including comment on the outcome of each project.
a) The Fourth National Development Plan (1989-'93) and its strategy is

discussed and the Policy Framework Paper meant to cover 1991-96
highlighted. This letter document is seen to serve as a medium term
policy framework which is updated annually,

b) The sectors where nuclear techniques can help are identified as being in
the areas of Agriculture and Health,

c) Specific problems, however, are not identified.
a) The aid given to Zambia in 1993 by bilateral or international agencies is

summarized but little is said regarding its sectoral distribution. No
mention is made of national funding,

b) No assessment is made of future potential funding or commitment,
c) The human resource availability for the future is not addressed,
d) The implication in the document is that the Agency's counterparts in the

future will be those institutions with which the Agency has co-operated in
the past. No assessment is made of the possible training requirements.

a) Within the two main sectors the areas where nuclear techniques can
contribute in the future are addressed in some detail,

b) No attempt has been made, as yet, to prioritize or to identify one or two
projects that could be the center-piece of the future co-operation
programme,

c) Radiation Safety and areas within this sector are highlighted as the main
support activity requirement.

a) Overall the document is relatively complete and, in the technical
requirements, is detailed,

b) An MTCP was not submitted by Zambia,
c) A CPF Mission has not been conducted,
d) Regional co-operative potential has not been addressed nor has the

future relationship with other organizations,
e) The document fits relatively well with the objectives of a CPF, but really

needs more work putting into it before it can be regarded as a
programming tool.
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COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORK - ZIMBABWE

1. Relevance of
Background
Information

2. Identification of
Important National
Needs

3. Current and
Planned National
and International
Assistance

4. Project
Identification

5. CPF Quality
Assessment

a) In the main, the country profile is relevant giving a brief background in the
sectors of relevance to the Agency,

b) The overview on the existing infrastructure, resources and trends is
lacking in detail,

c) The overview of the national science and technology capabilities is limited
to mention of those institutions, hospitals and ministries with which the
Agency has traditionally dealt,

d) A summary of past and present co-operation has been made but its
effectiveness has not been analysed in any detail.

a) The national 5 year plan (1991-95) is mentioned and the needs
highlighted in the areas of Food and Agriculture, Water and Health,

b) The areas where the Agency can help in each of the above sectors has
been analysed,

c) No specific major problems are highlighted,
d) The development requirements and institution participation needed is

identified and an attempt made at outlining the key project activities,
although more work is still needed on this.

a) The aid given to Zimbabwe by bilateral donors and international
organizations is summarized, as is the division of this aid between the
various benefiting sectors. National expenditure in the relevant sectors is
not given,

b) Future national and international funding has not been analysed, other
than for one or two project proposals, as mentioned in Section 4 following,

c) In general, future resource requirements are not analysed,
d) The main institutions with whom the Agency has had a relationship in the

past and with whom future co-operation is expected is mentioned.
a) Areas for concentration are identified and project proposals have been

drafted which estimate budget requirements and indicate Government
commitment,

b) It is probable that in due course it might be possible to specify clear
objectives for one or two projects which are end-user oriented to qualify
as model projects,

c) Support activities in the area of Radiation Safety are identified in some
detail.

a) This CPF is the most complete document seen to date although it still
needs some refinement,

b) An MTCP has not been received from Zimbabwe,
c) The CPF is consistent with the CPF mission report,
d) Co-operation with Tanzania on the eradication of Tsetse fly is mentioned.

It is noted that Zimbabwe is not yet a member of AFRA. Little mention is
made of other UN or Aid Agencies,

e) This CPF fits relatively well with the objectives of CPFs.
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ANNEX A.5
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A survey questionnaire was sent to 24 Member States that are recipients of
technical co-operation support. Fourteen of the countries chosen were nations that
received CPF missions during 1995. The other 10 were countries invited to send
their MTCPs to the Agency, two countries from each of the 5 recognized regions.

A total of 14 questionnaires have been returned, representing 60% of the
number sent out. This rather low rate of return is not unexpected, due unfortunately
to the short time that recipients had to complete the questionnaire.

The questionnaire was designed in two major sections, the first section
containing 'system questions' aimed at eliciting the respondents knowledge and
opinion of CPFs, the second section containing 'implementation questions'
requesting respondents to state their views on the approach taken to date and the
ways to improve implementation.

Objectives of CPFs

The analysis of the replies received follows the breakdown of the
questionnaire and shows that

• By far the majority of Member States (86%) were aware of the interest of
introducing CPFs and claimed they understood the objectives of CPFs (79%).

• In response to the question relating to the importance of the essential new
features that CPFs bring to the Agency's future planning, the following features
have been rated as "high" in order of their importance:

Formulation of projects with clear objectives (71 %)
A process of identifying important local needs (64%)
An agreement between the Agency and Governments to concentrate
assistance in areas of important local need (64%)
A means of improving Donor funding possibilities (64%)

A CPF was regarded as only being of "Medium" relevance in improving
communication between the Agency and Government, with only 37% ranking this
feature as of 'High' relevance and 63% ranking it as of 'Medium' relevance. Further,
it was regarded as of 'Low' relevance as a means of improving Government funding,
(with 53% ranking it as of "Medium" or "Low" relevance), and as a process to
facilitate better co-ordination with other UN organizations (with 60% ranking it as of
"Medium" or "Low" relevance).
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CPF Missions

Responding to questions related to the conduct of CPF Missions there was
unanimous agreement (100%) that the mission was helpful in clarifying the
objectives of CPFs and in helping focus their national plans. The member States
invited to forward their MTCPs to the Agency also unanimously (100%) believe that
an Agency mission to discuss the specific national requirements would have been
useful.

When responding to questions relating to the mission itself, by far the
majority believed the mission would have benefited from more communication
beforehand (88%), with more visits arranged to Ministries and other organizations,
and by more time being dedicated to the mission (75%).

MTCPs

All but a third of the Member States reported that a Medium Term Country
Plan exists in their country (64%) and that it contains plans for the application of
nuclear technology in the major sectors of Nuclear Safety, Agriculture/Food and
Medicine.

About one third of the Member States claimed that there has been no follow-
up by the Agency since they supplied their MTCP, nor has the Agency indicated as
yet any intention to do so.

Views on Lessons Learnt/Improvement

In relation to CPF missions a number of Member States commented on their
usefulness but felt that the Mission would be improved by:

• More and earlier contact between the responsible counterparts to define the
objectives of the missions needed, so enabling the country to prepare
(Philippines).

• By splitting the mission into two phases. The first phase, to define the basis
of the mission and to brief on the elaboration needed; the second phase to
consist of a meeting of specialists in a field to define the topics (Cote d'
Ivoire).

• An initial general examination, followed by more detailed specific missions
which include technical experts in specific fields (Kazakhstan).

A number of counterparts commented on the effect Missions had in their
own countries, as follows:

• the mission was a good opportunity to understand the Agency and the areas
which the Agency consider important (Vietnam).

• the mission helped the Government to formulate its 1997-98 programme. The
Government learnt that assistance is available for large scale projects which are
an integral part of national projects (Philippines).

• a better understanding of the IAEA's purpose and activities and joint
determination of priorities was helpful (Moldova).
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As regards the CPF concept and the suggestions of how the procedures
could be improved, the following comments were made:

• The use of a questionnaire containing a listing of questions for dissemination by
relevant organizations/institutions is another means of gathering data. (Turkey
and Moldova);

• By putting more emphasis on the main goals of national MTCPs (Iran);
• By more follow-up actions (Turkey and Moldova).

Two countries (Syria and Turkey), nejther of whom had been the subject of a
specific CPF mission, commented that they would have preferred to have had the
chance to discuss their national needs with the agency in a planned mission rather
than rely on MTCPs. In addition Turkey commented that follow-up action by the
Agency is a necessity.
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AGENDA

FOR THE CONSULTANTS MEETING

(28 February - 5 March)

DATE

28/2/1996

(Room

D1265)

29/2/1996

(Room B

0972)

1/3/1996

4/3/1996

5/3/1996

Timetable

9:00-11:00

11:00-12:30

14:00-18:00

9:00-11:00

11:00-12:30

14:00-18:00

9:00-12:30

11:30-12:30

14:00-18:00

9:00-15:00

15:00-18:00

9:00-12:30

14:00-15:00

15:00-17:00

ACTIVITY - INTENDED RESULT

Introductory Meeting: Mr. Buch, Mr. Boussaha, Mr. Kastens, Mr.

Nicholls, Mr. Silva, Mr. Springer and TCSEV.

• Presentation of objectives of the review and work plan,

meetings planned and documents available.

• Review and discussion of available documents.

• Preparation of a detailed list of topics to be discussed in

coming days.

• Meeting with Mr. Aslam and Mr. Radicella (TCPM); Mr. Iyer

and Mr. Nair (RIHU).

• Discussion on feedback from Member States.

• Meeting with Mr. Chaudhri and Mr. Samiei (TCPM) and Mr.

Salema (RIFA).

• Discussion on programming tools used by other Aid

Agencies.

• Discussion on findings and recommendations on CPF

objectives and concept.

• Meeting with Mr. Akrawy, Mr. Maudarbocus and Mr Kamel

(TCPM).

• Discussion on findings and recommendations on CPF

procedures and outputs.

• Discussion on findings and recommendations with TC

Section Heads and DIR-DIV TCPM.

• Preparation of draft report.

• Presentation of preliminary conclusions to DDG TC.

• Wrap-up and discussion of forthcoming actions.
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TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION
WITH TECHNICAL AND AREA OFFICERS

(29 February -1 March)

A summary of the views conveyed during previous in-house discussions with
TCPM Section Heads, Area and Technical Officers follows, as proposed agenda
topics:

Objectives and concept of CPFs

• The CPF objectives are not specifically defined as such. However, they have
been interpreted as:

* to improve programming by consultation and optimisation of resources;
* to help Member States and IAEA focus the TC programme;
* the programme formulated around the requests meet with the main

development topics;
* to help Member States to identify development priorities and how and

where best nuclear techniques can help;
* to help IAEA to decide which projects should/should not be supported.

• The objectives sound simple, but they are difficult to achieve or even address.

• No success criteria were incorporated: there is lack of knowledge of the potential
of nuclear techniques in each technical sector; criteria to judge, prioritize, analyze
are felt to be missing.

• The objectives were conveyed effectively to senior level in Member States as well
as in the Agency but dissemination to staff and TOs was not totally effective.

• However, some "salient features" were identified: a) CPF is a planning tool,
prepared in collaboration with Member States; b) aiming at formulating one or two
"model-project-like" projects, as centre-piece; c) process of discussion with
Member States on important needs leading to agreement on areas for focus.

• The role of CPFs in the present TC programming context was not clear. The CPF
system might lead to the practical overriding of the present project request
system.

CPF Procedures

• The procedures included in the guidelines are very open but not very clear.

• Some parts of the procedures are very routine and mechanical and have led to
the production of documents with little usefulness. The concept of CPFs was
interpreted in a superficial manner, thus having led to some shallow documents.
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• There is a gap in the Guidelines between the system to identify priorities and the
definition of model-project-like projects.

• CPF mission procedures are more clear and detailed.

• The role of technical departments in providing input or support to CPF needs
further elaboration.

• Internal or external reviews had not been applied in CPF process. It was felt that
the process would benefit from some degree of peer review.

• The process should have started with its pilot application to one sample case to
guide the rest.

• Background information about functional and organizational structure is needed.

CPF Outputs

• The great majority of those interviewed were not satisfied with the outputs
achieved in the context of this activity so far.

• Most believed that what had been performed was only one step towards, more
steps being still needed.

• Among the major benefits that could be quoted was the establishment of a
dialogue with counterparts to focus the TC programme. This has been
particularly useful for newer nations or for those where the use of nuclear
techniques is low.
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1. OBJECTIVES OF THE CPF PROCESS1

One of the key issues discussed during the 1994 IAEA
Technical Co-operation Policy Review seminar was how best to ensure that
the Agency technical assistance is in line with Member States national
development goals and priorities.

The Country Programme Framework (CPF) is meant to reflect the
agreed Agency's support through TC projects to priority national programme
and policy goals. Its introduction represents the transition from a reactive to
a proactive planning process aimed at strengthening the Agency's
effectiveness. A Country Programme Framework is meant to set up a
focused programme for the mid-term (4-6 years), while establishing the basic
principles of the model project initiative as a dominant feature on the other
hand.

The CPF is thus a management planning tool which should be
prepared in collaboration with the Government concerned. The outcome of
the CPF process should be a working document that defines and
substantiates project opportunities, which can be developed into solid
projects. As a working guide to programming, review and revision of the CPF
documents should be integrated within the biennial programme cycle.

The primary objectives of the CPF process are two-fold:

a) To focus the TC programme in a given country on a few areas of major
needs in which IAEA co-operation can make a significant contribution.

b) To identify opportunities for the development of one or two high priority
projects with visible social or economic impact utilizing nuclear technology,
oriented towards end-users, and with strong Government commitment.

1 Guidelines are meant to guide a process towards its "Objectives". Guidance should not be
applied routinely or mechanistically to the letter of the text. They should never override or
replace educated management criteria. Guidelines should be updated as knowledge is gained.
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2. SCOPE

The introduction of the CPF process represents a transition to a
proactive planning process, consistent with the Agency's new technical co-
operation mandate as agreed in the TC Policy Review Seminar.

Figure 1 is a chart representing the role of the CPF process as part of
the overall TC upstream work in connection with planning and programming.

The CPF is a process in close policy dialogue with the Member State,
which begins with the gathering and analysis of country relevant information
and ends with the production of an Action Plan to further develop the project
opportunities identified.

In this context, the CPF is not an end in itself nor a separate exercise
superimposed on to "normal" responsibilities, but is a key element in the
overall TC upstream work in connection with programming. Other elements
of the programming cycle are project formulation and design prior to project
submission and approval.

The essential new features that Country Programme Frameworks bring
to TC programming are as follows:

• an agreement between the Agency and the Government to concentrate
limited resources in a few areas of major need that make a significant
national impact;

• an understanding that a CPF should ultimately lead to the formulation of
one or two projects with visible social or economic impact utilizing nuclear
technology, oriented towards end-users, and with strong Government
commitment, as the center-piece of the country programme;

• a basis for better co-ordination with other UN organizations at the country
level;

• a continuous policy dialogue leading to improved communication and co-
operation between the Agency and the Governments of its Member States
through a clear, mutual commitment to prioritize activities; and

• a means of enabling the Agency's counterparts to integrate more
effectively the Agency's assistance with that of other donors and national
resources.
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FIGURE 1 - Planning/Programming Cycle
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3. SUCCESS CRITERIA

The CPF process can be regarded as having achieved its objectives if
the following success criteria are met:

• The level of definition and agreement of the opportunities identified in the
CPF process is sufficient to establish a specific and detailed plan of
actions which leads to final project formulation. This action plan should
include steps to be taken by and the obligations of each party.

• "Endorsement" by Member States to the CPF is an implied success
criterion. "Endorsement" will be best measured by national commitment
and performance in carrying out the agreed follow-up action plan. The
ultimate measure of success is, thus, that the project requests submitted
by Member States coincide with the agreed CPFs.

Other criteria could be used at overall management level to recognize
the success of the activity, such as the increase of co-financing of the TC
programme by other donors or by Member States, as well as the trend in
number of model-like projects.
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4. PREPARATION OF CPFs2

The preparation and management of CPFs is the responsibility of Area
Officers in TCPM. However, the CPF process should be regarded as a
collaborative effort between the TC Department and Technical Divisions, that
should be requested to contribute to the compilation of relevant information
on achievements of past and present projects, as well as the prospects for
future co-operation based on the accomplishments in respective technical
areas.

Throughout the process, a high degree of "customization" needs to be
applied, to account for country-specific conditions and requirements.

4.1 PROCEDURES TO PREPARE CPFs

Figure 2 is a chart showing the steps to be taken in carrying out the
Country Programme Framework process.

4.1.1 IDENTIFICATION OF COUNTRY NEEDS AND PRIORITIES

The first step in the overall policy dialogue process is the in-house
identification of areas of national needs in which the application of nuclear
techniques can make a significant contribution.

This first step involves both desk review and analytical process of the
information available in-house and also requires dialogue with the Member
State to obtain, clarify and validate data.

A national Medium Term Country Plan (MTCP) for the application of
nuclear technology to support national development objectives could provide
the desired frame of reference. However, in the absence of formal MTCPs,
the CPF process itself is meant to enable the Agency's counterparts to
develop such plans, as well as to identify the areas in which the Agency's
support can be used most effectively.

2 The effort and resources to be devoted to programming the TC activities need to be
conmensurate with the volume of the programme itself. In addition, some consideration be
given to the level of co-financing to which the programme is associated.
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FIGURE 2 - CPF PROCESS
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Information search

All in-house sources should be used for collecting information. Among
others, the following sources of information should be consulted:
• country summaries and project files available in the Area Sections and

Technical Divisions;
• documents of various international organizations, including UNDP, FAO,

UNEP, WHO, OECD, international financial institutions, publications
available at the VIC Library;

• internal exploratory dialogue with technical officers involved in the TC
programme.

Analysis and synthesis

An initial screening analysis should be made to identify country needs
and priorities, so as to substantiate the sub-sectors and areas for focus.

In-depth analysis in these sub-sectors and areas should follow to
provide the basis for further discussions leading to opportunities for
concentration of IAEA technical co-operation, based on:

• National policies and programmes.
• Current and planned national and international funding and assistance (if

any, like FAO, WHO, EC, bilateral, UNDP, World Bank, etc.).
• Institutional arrangements, co-ordination and planning.
• Appraisal and overview of the existing infrastructure, resources, current

status and trends.
• Assessment of the recent and present technical co-operation with the

country, its main objectives, national and Agency inputs, achievements,
impact and sustainability.

Data for this analysis needs to be obtained in consultation and co-
ordination with the Member States. Consultation could be strengthened
through detailed country profile questionnaires.

The information referred to above may also be gathered with the
assistance of an expert, if possible field based, well aware of the national and
sectoral development priorities and plans.

4.1.2 IDENTIFICATION OF OPPORTUNITIES

The process developed under 4.1.1 concludes with the identification of
opportunities, namely the specific problems which could be solved with the
application of nuclear techniques. It may be necessary to substantiate the
identification of opportunities by the use of a CPF mission.
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Opportunity definition and appraisal

The identification and appraisal of opportunities needs to be based on
the analysis of at least the following issues, otherwise the opportunities may
be groundless:

• The problem to be addressed; definition of current and foreseen situation,
with and without improvement measures;

• Definition of the improvement measures and the estimated cost;
• Identification of the target group and beneficiaries and socio-economic

acceptance;
• Justification of the improvement measures in cost-benefit terms;
• Resources available, including the sources, and resources required;
• Institutions involved in the execution and co-ordination arrangements;
• Institution owning the project, physical location and judgement of their

capability to execute the project;
• Broad attributes of sustainability;
• Risk assessment.

Opportunity prioritization

An analysis of priorities where the Agency's technical co-operation
should concentrate during this period of time should follow. Criteria to assign
priorities address:

• Shortest time frame for reaching end-users;
• Maximum number of beneficiaries;
• Minimum ratio IAEA/overall funding;
• Best cost-benefit ratio;
• Possibilities of duplication/repetition in other Member States.

4.1.3 CPF MISSIONS

Objectives

CPF missions need to be preceded in all cases by the preparatory
work, as described in sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 above. The objectives of CPF
missions are:

• To strengthen and formalize policy dialogue in cases where past
relationships with IAEA-TC have been limited or when country specific
conditions advise to do so;

• To verify and validate the opportunities identified in-house for future IAEA
technical co-operation with a Member State; and

• To identify opportunities for co-operation in a formal policy dialogue
context when the basis for in-house decision is inadequate.
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Preparation for missions

The Area Officer shall determine whether a field Country Programme
Framework mission is required, after the completion of the two steps
described under sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. If affirmative, the following should
be established:

• Specific objectives of the mission under consideration;

• Main targets and emphasis of the mission: Terms of Reference;

• Proposed programme including visits to government organizations and
research institutions with indication of the information required and the
issues to be discussed;

• The members of the CPF mission should be briefed on the CPF objectives
and process and on the findings under sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2;

• If highly formal CPF missions are required, a seminar may be set up by
the national counterpart, with participation by relevant country officials of
sectoral planning and decision making authorities, research institutions
using nuclear techniques and prospective users;

• The seminar, among other objectives, provides the forum for:
a) the IAEA to present its technical support possibilities in the areas of

country need, as defined in section 4.1.1;
b) the country officials to present the detailed policies, programmes

and sources of funding related to the areas of major need.

• The seminar should lay down the grounds for subsequent and more
detailed discussions with these organizations and institutions during the
mission;

• The major results of the mission, including its findings, proposed further
action plans and conclusions, should be discussed at a wrap-up meeting
with the national authorities concerned, before leaving the country.

The topics indicated above should be extensively discussed with the
national government counterpart prior to the field visit.

Composition and duration of a mission

The composition of the mission would normally include:

(a) The Area/Country Officer, who acts as the country specialist;
(b) Experts of recognized experience in the subsectors of interest; a mix of in-
house and outside expertise is advisable;
(c) The national field-expert co-operating in the elaboration of the CPF;

IAEA-SER-96/01



A SPECIAL EVALUATION - COUNTRY PROGRAMME FRAMEWORKS a-xii

The suggested duration for this framework field mission should
normally be between one and two weeks, depending on the TOR, size and
diversity of the envisaged programme.

The findings and conclusions of the mission serve to finalize the CPF.

4.1.4 FOLLOW-UP ACTION PLAN

An action plan should be drawn-up which details the upstream work
necessary to complete the programming/project cycle.

Among others, the following actions should be planned, including the
time scales and responsibilities of both the IAEA and the Member State:

• Technical and economic feasibility;
• Organizational requirements for project implementation and operation;
• Project formulation and design, including objectives, design assumptions

and risks, inputs needed, projects outputs and intended use of results;
• Preparation of project document.
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4.2 CPF DOCUMENT FORMAT

The CPF document should be concise and be a synthesis of the
comprehensive and in-depth analysis of all the information, as discussed in
4.1. The proposed structure for the CPF document is as follows:

Executive Summary

Country situation and relevant development needs

Analysis of IAEA recent and current TC programme achievements

National and other donors relevant development activities

Opportunities for future IAEA co-operation

Follow-up actions

Attachments - The expanded supporting analysis of background Information
should be contained in attachments. A country map should be included,
showing the institutions supported by the IAEA, indicating the sectors of
support. Country basic data should be included in tabular form.

4.3 CPF QUALITY REVIEW PROCEDURES

After completion of a draft CPF document, it should be submitted to a
quality review process, consisting of:

• Review by independent AO's;
• Review by TO's involved;
• External review by TC Programme co-ordination.
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5. CPF ENDORSEMENT

After provisional approval by DDG-TC the CPF document will be
forwarded to the Member State concerned for endorsement and the follow-up
actions should be initiated.

After endorsement by the Member State the CPF would be finally
approved by DDG-TC.

6. UPDATING CPFs

Normally, CPFs should be updated on a biennial basis. The updating
process should review the continuos validity of the assumptions made.

7. TRAINING

An annual agenda of two-day training workshops for IAEA staff and
Member States Counterparts should be set up.

The training should cover the following topics:

a) The role CPFs play as part of the project programming cycle;
b) The CPF process objectives and its procedures;
c) Project conceptualization and formulation cycle;
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