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Evaluation of policy measures by the Central
Office of the Government

Evaluation of politicy measures is carried out in accordance with the legislation ("Law on
the Evaluation of Political Measures carried out by Administrative Bodies" 2001).

Evaluation of policy measures is an obligation of each ministry.

Each ministry gets acquainted with the effects of policy measures and evaluates them in
terms of necessity, effectiveness and efficiency. An assessment report is compiled and
published (on the website of each ministry).

Evaluation results are reflected in the policy measures being developed. Information on
how the evaluation results are reflected is published (on the website of each ministry).
(In the so-called "PDCA Cycle", the evaluation of policy measures refers to stage "C")

Evaluation is carried out by the employee who is responsible for this policy measure
(internal evaluation).



(reference) Structure of the central office of the Government
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policy measures
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Ways to evaluate policy measures(out of 3 standard methods, one method is
selected by each ministry)

Standard methods

Description

Total number of
evaluations carried out by
government agencies
(FY2020)

Evaluation of achievements
(evaluation of policy measures to
manage the set goals)

It is widely practiced by ministries and departments. This method was
formulated on the model of "measuring the results of work", which were
developed in the USA and Europe. The assessment is carried out in terms
of the level of achievement of the set goals relative to the results of policy
measures

218

Project evaluation

An assessment carried out in advance for cost-benefit analysis. The
assessment is carried out in relation to public works projects such as the
construction of highways, dams, as well as government regulation
measures, tax incentives, R&D, official development assistance programs,
etc.

1,049

Comprehensive evaluation

Evaluation is carried out in an integrated manner through a
comprehensive and in-depth analysis of the manifested effects of policy
measures. General features of evaluation (purpose, necessity, point of
view, methodology), policy measures, the implementation of policy
measures, their results, evaluation of results, as well as the future
perspective are described.

11




Specific means of implementation
(according to the "Guidelines for the evaluation of Policy measures")

1. Systematization of policy measures

(The "Guidelines" require an evaluation of policy measures indicating the overall system of
policy measures of the Ministry using a three-level separation system: "policy" (in the narrow

sense of the word), "program”, "project".)
2. Evaluation methods

(The "Guidelines" explain the specific content of the project evaluation method, the method of
evaluating achievements and the method of integrated evaluation, and those points that need to
be paid special attention to when implementing them.)

3. Evaluation methodology

(The "Guidelines" require the use of a rational evaluation methodology.)
4. Using the knowledge of scientists and experts

5. Reflection of evaluation results in policy measures

6. Creating conditions for the evaluation of policy measures



The method of evaluating policy measures by the method of targeted management
("method of measuring achievements"="measurement of results" in the USA and
Europe)

(D Setting the main goal of policy measures (for example: tourism development)

(2 Setting a task (for example: increasing the number of foreign tourists) that determines the level of
achievement of the main goal, an indicator (for example: the number of foreign tourists) and a
specific target figure (for example: doubling),

® Specifying the period of achievement of the objective (for example: after 5 years)

@ Specifying criteria for achieving the objective (for example: at least 80% of the target figure)

(® Indication of external factors that may affect the achievement of the objective (for example: currency
exchange rate)

(® Determining how to obtain information and data for measuring indicators (for example: tourism
statistics)

@ Improvement of policy measures based on the results of regular measurement of indicators and
analysis throughout the period until the achievement of the task (or revision of the goal itself). Final
assessment at the time of achievement of the task and revision of policy measures or task
formulation based on its results

Regarding those policy measures in which the objective is not achieved, it is necessary to clarify the
problematic points and in-depth analysis of the causes using the method of "assessment of
achievements" or the method of "comprehensive assessment”



Unified Government criteria for determining the level of
achievement (5-level system)

achievement levels

criteria

Share of government
bodies in total number of
projects (FY 2020)

lNepeBbinonHeHWe 3agaumn

Mo BceM MHOuKaTopam 3agada AOCTUrHyTa, K TOMY XKe NOofyYeHHbIN
pe3ynbTaT B 3Ha4YMTENbHOW CTENEHWN NPEBLILLIAET KOHTPOIbHbIE
LMdpbl MO rMaBHbIM UHAMKATOPaM.

0.5%

[locTuxeHune 3agaymn

Mo Bcem MHOMKAaTOopam 3adada AOCTUINHyTa, HO Helb34 CKa3aTb, HYTO
I'IOJ'Iy‘-IeHHbI17| pesynbrart B 3HaAYUTENLHOW CTENEHN npesbiLLaeT
KOHTpPOIJ1bHbIE LI,VIC*)pr no rmaBHbIM UHOUNKATOpPaM.

34.9%

EcTb nporpecc B
3Ha4YNTENbHOW CTEMEHM.

Mo HEKOTOPbIM UJTN BCEM UHOUNKATOPaM 3aadvya He JOCTUrHyTa, HO Mo
rMaBHbIM MHOWKATOPaM HOHyHeHHbIVI pe3ynbraTt 630K K
KOHTPOJ1bHbIM LI,MCbpaM. |_|03TOMy npennonaraeTcsd, 4To 3a
OTHOCUTEIBbHO KOpOTKVIVI CPOK MOXEeT ObITb OOCTUrHyTa 3aava.

59.2%

Mporpecc HeBernuk.

Mo HEKOTOPbIM UJTN BCEM UHOUNKATOPaM 3aadva He JOCTUrHyTa, K
TOMY XKe I'IOJ'IyL-IeHHbIﬁ pe3ynbraTr ganek oT KOHTPOJIbHbIX LI,I/I(*)p.
|_|03TOMy npeanonaraeTcsd, 4To And AOCTUXEeHNA 3aaudn Tp66yeTCFI
HEeMall0 BpeMEeHMN.

3.2%

lNporpecc He
HabntoaaeTcs.

Mo Bcem nnun HEKOTOpPbIM MaBHbIM MHOWKATOPAaM 3aadya He
OOCTUTrHYyTa 1 nporpecc He Habntogaetcs. |_|03TOMy HET HUKaKoM
HagexXabl Ha AOCTXXEHNE 3aJa4yn B yCTaHOBﬂeHHbIVI CpPOK.

1.4%




When evaluating policy measures using the targeted

management method, it is necessary to compile and publish a

"Preliminary Analysis Table"
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«Preliminary analysis table»

* The "preliminary analysis table" is a table in which the employee justifies the
"selected indicators"” and "set target figures" before the assessment in order to
Independently verify their relevance and expediency.

 Particularly important points are

1. objective to be achieved,;

2. approach to the problem statement;
3. indicators;

4. target figures;

5

reason for choosing indicators and justification for setting target figurers (level,
target year).



There is a single established form of a report on the evaluation of
policy measures by the method of targeted management for

government agencies
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Main points in a single evaluation report form

Program title
Brief overview of the program
Obijective to be achieved

Indicators (benchmarks / actual figures / target figures / determination of
achievement or non-achievement)

 Evaluation results
(D Results of determining the level of achievement of the task = the level is
determined using a 5-level system and the rationale for its definition
(2 Program analysis = problematic issues and the level of influence of
external factors
(® Reflection of the evaluation results in the program itself or their possible
reflection in the formulation of the following task



Example of evaluation of policy measures by the method of targeted
management (Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry: "Activation of
metabolism in the industrial sector"

[ Structure of the METI’s policy ] (excerpt) MET]I’s objectives

To ensure economic and industrial development by

» Policy 1: Economic development _ : ) : :
increasing the economic potential of the private sector and

. Program 1: Economic basis the smooth development of foreign economic relations, as
. Program 2: Exchange of goods well as a stable and efficient supply of mineral resources
. Program 3: Technological innovation and energy (Article 3 of the "Law on the Establishment of
. Program 4: Standards and Certification the METI)

. Program 5: Economic and industrial statistics

» Policy 2: Industrial sector development

. (further programs are excluded due to limited spaces)

» Policy 3: Industrial Safety

» Policy 4: Foreign economic activity

» Policy 5: Development of entrepreneurship of small and medium-sized businesses / development of regional economy
« Policy 6: Energy / Environment

» Policy 7: Safety in the domestic sector



Brief overview of the "Evaluation Report" and
"Preliminary Analysis Tables"

Policy

Economic and industrial policy

Program title

Exchange of goods

Program brief
overview

Program to stimulate the exchange of goods in the industrial and business sector

Objective to be
achieved

Intensification of the exchange of goods in the industrial and business sector, including the creation of venture
business

Means to achieve

@ financing of entrepreneurial activities that create new added value through open innovation
(2 deferred payment of taxes on profits from the transfer of shares for a shareholder who accepts a takeover

offer of a company through the acquisition of shares
(3@ provision of cash with risk at a low interest rate or long-term cash with risk for persons who intend to create

a new business or carry out business restructuring
@ other

(To be continued)
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(Indicators for determining the level of achievement of the

objective)

Indicators

(%)

Control Target Reason for choosing the indicator and
figure c | figure - rationale for setting the target figure
ontrol year arget year (levelltarget year)

Ratio of venture capital 0.026 | Average value 0.052 | FY 2022 In 2016, at the government level, it was decided to
financing for venture for 2012-2014 double the ratio of venture capital financing for venture
companies to nominal GDP financial years companies to nominal GDP by fiscal year 2022.
(%)
Business Opening Index 3.8 | FY 2014 7.6 | FY 2025 In 2015, at the government level, it was decided to

double the "Business Opening Index" over the coming
decade (the ratio of people to the population who
answered in a questionnaire survey conducted by the
government that "they have opened a business
themselves or are going to open a business"), which is
considered as a key indicator of the result of activity.

(To be continued)
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(Actual figures for indicators to determine the level of achievement of the

objective)

[Objective to be achieved: to intensify the exchange of goods in the industrial sector and in the business sector,
including the creation of a venture business]

Ratio of venture capital Control Actual figures Target | Achieve
financing for venture figure figure ment
companies to nominal GDP
(%) Average FY 2017 | FY 2018 | FY 2019 | FY 2020 | FY 2021 | FY 2022 —
value for
2012-2014
fiscial years
0.026 0.030 0.038 0.046 | inthe — 0.052
process —
of
determini
ng
Business Opening Index (%) Control Actual figures Target | Achieve
figure figure ment
FY 2014 FY 2017 | FY 2018 | FY 2019 | FY 2020 | FY 2021 | FY 2025 —
3.8 4.7 5.3 5.4 6.5 — 7.6
(To_be continded) 16




(Evaluation results)

The results of five-level (3@ There is progress to a large extent.

determining the level of | definition

achievement of the system

objective Rationale for Ratio of venture capital financing for venture companies to nominal GDP (%) is still

the definition being measured, but the actual figure of the business opening index exceeded last

year's figure. Therefore, we can assume that the process of achieving the task is going
well.

Program analysis (skipped)

Direction of reflection of
evaluation results in
programs and other
measures

Consider taking any other measures to achieve the objectives of the program, including the possibility of
interaction with external bodies.It is unwavering to implement measures to assist in the development of
venture companies in accordance with the relevant legislation.

17




Problematic points in the evaluation of policy measures by the method of
targeted management(excerpt from the results of the analysis conducted in
March 2018 by the Policy Evaluation Meeting)

* The problem is the expediency of data analysis
« Determining the level of achievement of indicators is not recognized as rational.

« Explanation of the justification of the definition according to the 5-level system is
Insufficient.

« Analysis of the influence of external factors was not carried out.

« Setting the objective and indicators was carried out inappropriately.
* Program objective description is abstract and the target level is unclear.
« Target figure of the indicator has not been quantified.
« Even if a target figure is set in quantitative terms, the target level is not identified.
* indicator is unsuitable for determining the level of achievement of the objective.



Effective measures to solve problematic issues
(What the Policy Evaluation Meeting suggests)

» Building and using a logical model
 Logical model is a drawing depicting a chain of actions and changes, which shows
what effects (desired changes in society, economy and individual) are expected from
the implementation of the program to achieve the task and solve problems.

« Objective or indicator is easily set.

Input > Actions > Output —  Outcome > Impact
Resources put into the Actions that make up Products or services Desired changes that Desired changes that
actions that make up the the policy that create actions occur in connection with occur in connection with
policy. output (Something that outcome (Something that

reports that a change has reports that a change has

taken place = indicator) taken place = indicator)



Current situation of the system of evaluation of policy measures in
local governments of Japan

Japan's local governments are entities independent of the central government.

There is a head and an assembly (deputies) who are elected in direct elections by the
population.

With the exception of small governments, many local governments evaluate policy measures.

Mainly the following is carried out:

1) evaluation of the level of achievement of the goal in a comprehensive mid-term plan
(strategic plan) and,

2) evaluation of the effects and cost-effectiveness of policy measures taken to achieve the goal
of this plan.

 Just like in the central government, at the local government level, the evaluation is carried out
by its staff (internal assessment).



Conclusion

 Evaluation of policy measures based on the method of targeted
management, which is carried out by the Government of Japan, differs
from the work on monitoring and evaluating the level of achievement of the
strategic goals of medium-term development programs, which is carried
out by the Government of the Republic of Tajikistan.

« However, it seems that there are similarities between our systems in
approaches and methods of evaluation.

« | am very glad if today's lecture provided at least some useful information
to the distinguished listeners who are promoting the work on monitoring
and evaluation of mid-term development programs in the government
bodies of the Republic of Tajikistan.



