ADMINISTRATIVE SELF-EVALUATION WITHIN PARLIAMENTS 

—

General debate moderated by Hafnaoui AMRANI 
President of the ASGP (Algeria)
This is not so much a communication in its proper sense, but rather an experience of the Algerian Parliament, which I hope will lead to the establishment of a working group, and will hopefully give rise to a general debate at our next meeting in Geneva.

We are fully aware that the human and material resources available to parliaments in developed and developing countries cannot be compared. In most developing countries, these resources fail to meet the needs and parliamentarians often denounce the administration’s inefficiency. To make up for these inadequacies, the parliamentary administration must continue to pursue capacity-building programmes for administrative staff.

A number of parliaments are looking for technical assistance to help them with capacity-building so that they can carry out their functions as well as possible. This technical assistance can be urgent, especially for developing countries and new democracies and can take different forms:

· Development of infrastructure

· Modernisation of Parliament

· Exchange of information and experience

· Professional improvement: training of staff.

This technical assistance can also involve:

· The organogram

· The Standing Orders

· The work of committees

· The functioning of the parliamentary administration (libraries, documentation and research services, archives)

· The sound system and audio-visual recording

· Print services

· Information and communication technology

This technical assistance can also be:

· Multilateral: international organisations (UNDP, IPU), NGOs

· Bilateral: between two parliaments

This last option has developed considerably over the last few years.

In 2007, the Speaker of our Parliament asked the IPU Secretary General for assistance. The objectives of this audit were:

· To carry out a "review" of the administration and Parliament and to draw up an inventory of human and material resources. 

· To evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the administration of the Parliament on a technical level, on the basis of objective and accurate criteria.

· To define the priorities and the means so as to improve the functioning of the Parliament in particular in the administrative field.

· To make assessment of the assistance already provided by other sources in the administrative field in order to avoid duplication.

· To make recommendations aiming at strengthening the administration in the field of the organization, the working methods and the means of actions.

To this end, we welcomed two experts allocated by the IPU (Mr Bruno Baufumé from the French Senate and Mr Roland Mees from the Belgian House of Representatives), to carry out an evaluation of the Algerian Parliament, in the month of November 2008.

On reflection, I wondered if this evaluation (audit) could not be conducted by parliaments themselves (Members and staff together). We have therefore launched an experiment in self-evaluation by the administrative staff of the Algerian Parliament. And to carry out this self-evaluation we have compiled a questionnaire to which staff have replied in the presence of the experts.

We have confirmed that the self-evaluation carried out by administrative staff presented no notable differences from the evaluation carried out by the experts. However, the questionnaire, compiled, no doubt in haste, did not tackle all of the questions relevant to parliamentary work. That is why I think it would be desirable to reflect on this question of “self-evaluation” and to identify the tools for this evaluation. To achieve this, I think it would be interesting to profit from the experience of our Association to put into place a working group which could present a report to us for a general debate. 
II Specificities of the self-assessment of the parliamentary administration 

Considering the subtlety of the specificities of the Parliaments that sometimes, the experts sent to their audit do not know well, it would be desirable, in my opinion, that the evaluation of the Parliament is carried out by the persons in charge (administrative and parliamentary for the concerned Parliament, even though one can resort to external experts or facilitators for assistance and guidance.

Thus this self-evaluation in which the Parliament is the main actor and the judge, at the same time, will be perceived as a voluntary practice (operation), undoubtedly guarantees its full taking into account by the administrative civil servants since it is carried out by the latter.

Finally, we need to be clear that administrative self-evaluation is different from the evaluation of the political structures or staff of a Parliament. If the working group were established, its role would be to define a toolbox, which is to say criteria for evaluation applying only to administrative work, in order to improve its efficiency.

III Self assessment of the Parliamentary administration 
In order to ensure its objectivity and effectiveness, this self-assessment must meet the three (03) following conditions:

1) To be conducted by a group of people never by one single person. Within this framework it would be necessary that this operation be supervised by the highest  ranking official (SG) after approval by the political leader (the President) and possibly the questeurs.


The main participants in this operation are: 

· Administration executives;

· Civil servants, at all levels; and

· Members of Parliament.

Thus, the composition of the self-evaluation group must reflect the variety of points of views, the broadest possible among the civil servants and the Members of Parliament who must give their appreciations, in all objectivity and responsibility, on the organization and functioning of Parliament and make concrete proposals for its improvement.

2) To be based on precise and objective criteria (questions).

3) To be exhaustive and deal with all aspects of the activity of the parliamentary administration, of which in particular: 

· The nature of the administrative work.

· Human, financial and material means.

· The mode of organization and operation.

· The relation between the administration and Members of Parliament.

· Communication and information.

Each aspect (or topic) mentioned above includes a number of questions. Such questions are not closed; they are formulated in order to ask “to what extent” and “which is the degree” and invite the questioned people to quantify their evaluation on a 5-point scale:

5: to a very large extent / (to) a very high degree.

4: to a large extent / (to) a high degree. 

3: fairly (to) an average degree. 

2: to a small extent / (to) a low degree.

1: to a very small extent / (to) a very low degree.

IV Method of self-assessment of the parliamentary administration
These procedures are essentially as follows:

1 Answering the questions
After having evaluated each question, the questioned people quite simply register their evaluation in the box allotted to the various questions below each topic (or group of questions). 

Three other “general” questions will require the questioned people to define what they regard as:

(
The greatest improvement recently made in this particular field;

(
The most serious current deficiency ;

(
The nature of the required measures to improve the performance. 

The conclusions from all of the answers should provide a basis for the formulation of the recommendations concluding the self-assessment. 

2 Recourse to facilitators

The participation of an external facilitator may help ensure that all the participants in the self-evaluation have a common vision of the pursued objective. The IPU and other organizations may be responsible for providing an external facilitator.

3 Determination of a timetable
The timetable (schedule) of the self-assessment operation should be set at the beginning of the process.  The time required to complete the self assessment varies depending on the specificities of the Parliament.  It would be sufficient to provide for this purpose, between 2 meetings at least and 8 meetings maximum. 

4 Determination of data sources
· The participants themselves: The civil servants 

· Political leaders

· Members of Parliament 

· External sources, for instance Electoral Commission, opinion polls on precise questions such as the relation between the Parliament and the population, the communication of the Parliament, the civil society and the Parliament ... 

5 Safeguarding the records of the process 

· To draft the minutes of the meetings

· Recording if necessary.  

This scenario will have as its goal to make parliamentarians feel, from the beginning that they are engaged, even involved, in the process of improving their institution.

CONCLUSION
The recommendations arising from self-evaluation then need to be the subject of progressive implementation, under the authority of the secretary (or secretaries) general, and of the Speaker of the chamber concerned. Even if this implementation is only partial, as the parliamentary administration is made up of many actors and is thus difficult to reform, this kind of initiative (self-evaluation) allows for the creation of a framework and constitutes a point of departure for reforms which may be enacted in due course.”
((
Mr Xavier ROQUES (France) said that he was reminded of an experience at the French National Assembly where there had been no fewer than six simultaneous internal and external audits of the administration. Self-evaluation was indispensable to avoid falling into routine; but he did not think that internal audits of this kind were enough. The results of an external audit made for a more convincing case when discussing proposals with staff and trade unions. External audit also carried greater political weight. However, time needed to be taken to explain the administration to external auditors – as much as several weeks – before they began their real work. He also cautioned against expecting too much of external auditors, who tended to act as midwives rather than giving birth to ideas themselves.
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI (India) said that each of the ten separate cadres within the Indian parliamentary administration would need to be assessed against different criteria. An internationally leading management institute had studied the structure of the Indian parliamentary administration and made recommendations on restructuring. The administration existed to serve Parliament and its Members. Service delivery to Members’ satisfaction was the ultimate test of quality. While self-assessment could be a first step, quality assurance also had to be in place, and a certification system.
Mr OUM Sarith (Cambodia) mentioned the Senate of Cambodia’s experience of self-evaluation. On 25 March 2009, the tenth anniversary of the creation of the Senate, a seminar had been held to take stock of ten years of achievement. Senators, senate staff, foreign partners, and NGO and civil society representatives took part, as well as ministerial representatives. He had taken the opportunity to publicise the IPU self-assessment toolkit. All of the participants had expressed an interest. Thanks to IPU support, and the necessary political will, the Senate would in April set up a committee of three senators and two parliamentary staff to carry out a self-evaulation exercise. He hoped to be able to come back to say what progress had been made.
Mr Austin ZVOMA (Zimbabwe) saw self-evaluation as a process rather than an event, underpinned by an objective-setting process and a commitment to achieve these objectives. It was important to be clear what the purpose of self-assessment was. It could be to initiate reform, or it could be part of a strategic planning process. Staff needed to know where they were starting from and where they were going. This could involve a current realities assessment. He asked what the lessons were of the Algerian experience. Zimbabwe had a five-year strategic plan, with delivery shown via a balanced scorecard. ISO certification was also an option. External audit was expensive, and for young parliaments this was a major constraint. As service delivery was demand-led, feedback from clients was crucial. Parliament had displayed a stand at an international trade fair as a limited step in this direction.
Mr Michael POWNALL (United Kingdom) responded to points raised by Mr ROQUES. Westminster was constantly evaluating its processes. There were strategic plans, business plans, risk registers, and value for money studies. The external element was invaluable provided the consultants understood the parliamentary environment. But it was important not to forget that parliaments existed to support Members and Chambers. Too much self-evaluation could place extra pressure on senior managers. He himself spent 60-70% of his time on management work, and it was important that this should not increase further. He hoped that the President’s initiative would not be too onerous and would be complementary to what was already happening.
Mr Sosthène CYITATIRE (Rwanda) found the subject interesting because in Rwanda, the Senate had tried to put a strategic plan in place in 2004. It had then conducted several self-evaluation exercises in 2005, 2007 and 2008, the most recent with IPU support. What had been found? To the Senate’s dismay, each time the exercise was conducted it was not an administrative but rather a politically focused evaluation. He therefore agreed with the President’s proposal, and supported the idea of a working group. He also endorsed the preparation of toolkits based on objective criteria. He suggested that younger as well as older parliaments should be included in the working group, such as Rwanda.
Mr Abdelhamid Badis BELKAS (Algeria) noted that the IPU experts who had assisted Algeria in self-evaluation had not had access to the necessary toolkits and had had to rely on their own subjective experience. They had been able to highlight strengths and weaknesses, but without clearly defined criteria available. He supported the development of objective criteria for self-evaluation. 
Mr Ian HARRIS (Australia) said that the Australian House of Representatives was an accredited Investors in People agency. A statement of skills for every job had been published. Each year there was a planning day, and an annual assessment. A very brave action had been to ask staff what they expected of their leaders, and to formulate these into principles, against which staff were to assess their supervisors: the results were published. This had caused some concern, but also an improvement in interaction with staff. The Australian House of Representatives would be looking for a new Secretary-General between this meeting and the one in Geneva in October. Criteria for this job had been made available to members of the ASGP. He wondered if thought might be given to sponsoring a formal ASGP questionnaire on self-evaluation as well as proceeding with the working group.

Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, responded by making clear that he had started thinking about the need for self-evaluation because the Algerian Parliament, despite being young, lacked a single consistent organisation. The evaluation process he had in mind would involve parliamentarians as well as parliamentary staff. The aim was to serve parliamentarians better, and to do this it was important that they should be involved. Political will was necessary. Without the Speaker’s approval, Dr Amrani would not have been able to conduct the exercise as he had. Mr ZVOMA was right that it was not just a snapshot event; it needed honest analysis and then constant evaluation and implementation. Self-evaluation was not just a management tool, but also a procedural tool. It was time-consuming, but not expensive. Staff felt consulted. It was true that emerging democracies were most interested in the self-evaluation process, but the experience of more seasoned democracies was also required. He read the titles of the Algerian questionnaire, and gave examples of the kinds of questions that were included to give a flavour. It had been developed hurriedly, which was why he would be interested in a more thoughtful process, leading to a general debate in due course.
Mr Andy Richardson (IPU) spoke briefly of the IPU secretariat’s experience of the self-assessment toolkit published in 2008. He saw it as a demand-led tool. It was offered to parliaments that were interested in and willing to look at their own working methods. There seemed to be very many such parliaments, in every continent in the world. The IPU had facilitated work in Rwanda, Sierra Leone and Algeria. In Cambodia, the Senate had carried out the process on its own. There was preparatory work under way in Ethiopia and South Africa, with interest shown from other parliaments in Latin America and Arab states. It was a learning experience for the IPU. Other organisations were also looking at approaches to measuring parliamentary performance, but the self-assessment approach seemed to be of particular value. It was important to set a purpose from the outset. Political leadership was crucial. Parliaments needed to internalise the goals of the self-assessment, and adapt the toolkit as necessary to their own specific contexts. The IPU toolkit had not placed enough emphasis on the preparatory steps that were needed. These were issues that deserved thought as the ASGP prepared its own toolkit. The IPU was delighted at the ASGP’s proposal. The questions in the toolkit were intended as a first step, an entry point, in a process of framing the debate. The second step was a dialogue about the strengths and weaknesses that emerged – this was of much greater value. The IPU’s toolkit was aimed to be as universal as possible. It was this second step, the dialogue, which would allow specificities to emerge. It was also supposed to be flexible, to meet the needs of the Parliament, whatever these might happen to be. The IPU would be pleased to assist the ASGP in whatever way it could, but was also pleased that the process was to be owned and developed by secretaries-general themselves.
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, proposed that a working group should be established to take this work further, and that it should include Ms Claressa Surtees, Mr Sosthène Cyitatire, Mr Abdelhamid Badis Belkas, Mr Manuel Alba Navarro, Mr Marc Bosc, Mrs Jacqueline Biesheuvel-Vermeijden, and Mr Oum Sarith. The proposal was agreed to.
