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l 3. SUMMARY: The body of this PES consists of the Background/ 
Issues Paper developed by the Mission PVO Advisor and the minutes 
of the evaluation review meeting. 

14. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY: This was a regular evaluation 
which will also serve as the final evaluation since the project 
terminates this fiscal year. The Mission PVO Advisor visited a 
number of PVO projects, including many not funded by AID. She 
developed an issues paper based on these site visits as well as 
project reports. The evaluation review meeting was chaired by the 
Acting Director and attended by all concerned ~!ission staff. 



Minutes of the Evaluation Meeting for the 

PVO Co-Financing P reject (388-0010) 

1 :30 PM 29 June, 1979 

Participants: 

Mr. RicharJ L. Podol, DIR(A) 

Mr. Larry K. Crandall, PRO 

Ms. Ingrid T. Buxell, PRO 

Mr. Mike Sullivan, PRO 
Mr. J. J. Dumm, PHAW 
Ms. V. Molldrem, PHAW 

Mr. Peter Leifert, RDE 
Iv1r. John Yang, CONT 

Discussion during the review rr1eeting revolved around the is sues 

listed on pages 10 and 11 of the issues paper prepared by the 

Mission PVO Advisor. The issues generally concerned the level 

of priority the PVO project has had in the Mission's program and 

what might be done to tie PVO activities more closely with USAID / 

Bangladesh's CDSS strategy. It was noted that PVOs are working 

at the village level and in sorne cases have developed effective 

projects. However, USAID has not found it convenient to capitalize 

on these successes be cause our program is not at the village level. 

Our projects are directed toward large-scale, nationwide efforts to 

irnprove agricultural researchv increase availability of fertilizer, 

develop a viable model for making credit available to small farmers, 

and to extend the country's rural electrification network. Our 

technical divisions are not prepared to take time from their project 

implementation requirements to get involved in small, time

consurn.ing PVO projects which are not directly related to their 

projects. And without involvernent by the technical divisions, the 

PVO project will probably continue to be regarded as a relathrely 

insignificant, fringe activity in the Mission program. 

This problem was addressed in the Mission's manual order BD-18, 

issued on February 28, 1979, which pr1Jvides that technical divisions 

will have the responsibility for monitoring PVO projects, while 

responsibility for the PVO Co-Financing project itself will remain 

in the PrGgram Office. This n.ew arrangement m .. eans that the 
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Mission will nvw fund only those subprojects in which a technical 
division shows enough interest to spend time monitoring. Given 
the Mission's current portfolio of projects, it is not expected that 
we will have many PVO projects in the agriculture and rural 
development sectors, while population is an area where PVO 
projects will complement AID's bilateral efforts to a great degree. 
The Rural Industries Project now under development offers 
possibilities for coordination with PVO activities. In any case, 
the PVO Co-Financing Project is available as a tool to the 
technical divisions if they want to use it. 

Manpower /Paperwork constraints: Perhaps the greatest constraint 
to utilizing PVOs has been the amoun'" of paperwork required to 
initiate a subproject in relation to its 8ize. The PVOs themselves 
are often unwilling to and/ or incapable of completing all of the 
documents required by AID. The problem is exacerbated by the 
fact that the larger PVOs, who would seem capable of com.plying 
with all of AID' s regulations, can usually obtain funding from. 
other sources on less demanding terms, while the small indigenous 
PVOs which really need the funds are the weakest administratively. 
It has therefore fallen to the AID staff to ensure that all the paper
work was done properly. Participants in the review me~ting 
agreed that the Mission must find ways to reduce the paperwork on 
this project if it is ever to become an effective part of the AID 
program.. A number of possibilities were discussed: a) use the 
newly authorized "limited scope grant," which would greatly reduce 
requirements for the project proposal; b) work through one PVO, 
e.g., the Asia Foundation, which would be responsible for helpL"1g 
smaller PVOs develop their project proposals and for monitoring 
implementation of the projects; c) develop a different kind of 
project (not PVO Co-Financing) through which we could fund private 
organizations without requiring PVO registration. The Mission 
PVO Advisor will continue to explore these possibilities within the 
Mission, with PVOs and with AID/Win the context of the Phase II 
Project Paper now in preparation. 

The participants agreed to the recom..."'Ilendations in the issues paper. 
The Mission PVO Advisor is responsible for the actions necessary 
to carry out the recommendations. A Project Paper for PVO Co~ 
Financing Phase II will be prepared by the end of August, 1979. 
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BANGLADESH 

PYO CO-FINANCING PROJECT EVALUATION 

JUNE 1979 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The USAID PVO Co-Financing project in Bangladesh will end 

September 30 11 1979, after three years of operation. Before a. second 

phase Co-Financing project can be developed an i11~depth project 

evaluation is needed. The purpose of this paper is to describe project 

performance to date, provide some observations on the PVOs current 

status and impact in Bangladesh, identify critical issues pertaining to 

PVOs in general and USAID's support to them in particular, and 

recommend guidelines for future action. 

In 1977 nineteen PVOs were visited in preparation for that year's 

PVO Co~Fi.na.ncing project evaluation "issues paper." In preparing the 

present paper it has been possible to revisit only eight of the l. 9 orga~ 

nizations. Therefore, the impressions, observations and conclusions 

drawn in this paper are based on information and perspectives gained 

over the past two and a half years in dealing with PVC matters and on 

the specific information acquired in the recent eight project visits. 

II. REVIEW OF PYO CC~FINAN' CING 

A. Achievements and Shortfalls 

Annex A contains a point by point description of project 

performance vis-a-vis project design components. The description 

does not inclu.de an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the 

Co~Finandng approach from the "JSAID and PVOs view points. These 

are briefly listed below: 

Strengths W eakn.es s es 

USA ID 

Convenient Mission financial and -- Requires Technical Divisions 

administrative mechanism for substantive participation for 

supporting PVOs on a multi-year full Mission benefits. Some 

basis. Chief advantage avoids difficulties in finding in-house 
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Strength a 

annual Congressional Notification 
process. Establishes multi-year 
Mission policy and strategy priori-

Weakness es 

technical expertise for certain 
PVO proposalo. 

ties for handling PVO requeots. - - At present no policy or funds 

~ - Provision of a USAID consultant 
funded from project resources 
minimizes Mission operating costs 

for PVO in-house project manage
ment and knowledge of PVC 
activities. 

PVO 

0 
- Facilitates communication and 

proposal processing. 

- - Permits special arrangements 
for financial cost sharing. 

- - Recent relaxation in PVO p reject 
design format requirements has 
facilitated proposal submissions. 

exist to per1nit USA!D provision 

of support to determine technical 
feasibility of projects and 
prepare technical implementa•3 

tiou plans. 

-
0 Indigenous PVO registration 

requirement is majo imitation 
to expanding USAID su1 .,ort to 
this PVO group. 

-- Availability of funds not always 
u c; ed as demand for USA ID funds 
generally lirri.J.ted to US PVOs 
who appear to have sufficient 
resources. 

Registration requirement for 
indigenous PVOs is very difficult 
to meet. Almost no PVOs are 
interested in fulfilling this 
precondition to receiving USAID 
support. Hence need to use 
American PVOs as intermediary 
which sm:netimes presents 
difficultieo. 

- - PVOs generally lack funds and 
expertise for proper technical 

review and preparation of their 
proposals leading to diificulties 
in proposal presentation. 

On balance the project succeeded in utilizing planned project 
resources in a manner, primarily convenient to USAID, for mutually 

shared development objectives. The impact of this is next examined. 



B. Imp_!..ct oJ. PVO C2_:FinB:n£!!~ 

It was asswned the project would have an irnpact on PVOs, 

USAID and de·,elopment efforts in Bangladesh. 

1. On PVOs 

The project was expected to influence three PVO factors: 
amount of PVO projects, PVO project capabilities and PVO orienta

tions. The results have been both positive and negative. 

The inajor project assumption wa.rJ that the availability of 

USAID Co-Financing funds would SU.Jsta.ntially ''increase the nurnber 
and effectiveness of controlled PVO projeds demcmotrating ir1novative 
approaches :ind strategies relating to key developrnent problems." 

(PROP p. 3 next to la.st para. and p. 7, para B. l). This assumption 

has not mate:rialized: Co.,Financing provided support to seven PVOs 

for basically eight different projectB in FY 1975~"19 (v.rith a probability 

of one more PVO and two more projects being obligated still in FY 
1979). By compariso11 USAID/Jakarta approved during four years 
42 sub .. projects under its CoDFinandng f-E"oject. Some likely :reasons 
why in Bangladesh the assumption was not valid are: 

a.. Most PVOs seem to have either sufficient flmds or the 

capability to raise the necE!SSary resou1'ces for their 
projects. 

b. USAID project design/grant requirements and/or 
project approval procedurE~s discourage PVO interest 
in seeking Co-Financing support. 

c. Some American PVOs consider USAID fu:nds to be 
politically "tarnished." (e.g. , 1v1CC, VHSS & . \DAB}. 

d. Changed PVO programs, from relief to development, 
have not expanded as anticipated due to certain 
inherent PVO weaknesses (descri"oed in 1977 issues 
paper). 

Another Co~Financing project assumption is that PVOs project 

design, monitoring and evaluation capabilities can be strengthened by 
fulfilling USAID proposal requirements and by the provision of periodic 

training courses held under ADAB <u1spices. The provision of 



Co°Financing assistance to the seven subproject PVOs has had nrixed 
impact in influencing their internal ope rations. 

1. Some have significantly improved only their planning 
capabilities (IVS, YVICA); 

2. Others also improved project rnonitol"ing (MA.P /HEED 9 

CARE); 

3. One PVO (SCF /CDF) demonstrated the capability of 
self-evaluation however its planning and r.nonitoring 
activities did not improve since project inception 

(largely due to substantial r:nanagement turnover}; and 

4. Two PVOs basically discontinued project objectives 
after USAID support ended (Children's Nutrition 
Research Unit, Christian M:emo.rial Hospital). 

The Co°Financing e~c:perience indicates PVOB ir.nprove their 
operating procedures in response to internal :needs or circutnstances, 

e.g., special leadership, addition of qualified staff etc-., rather than 

to the mere compliance with grant requirements. However 0 several 

PVOs, MAP /HEED, SCF /CDF and CARE have appreciated USAJ.D 

evaluation inputs. 

On the other hand, the provision of formal training through 

ADAB never materialized as their Executive Board does not consent 
to receive USAID assistance for this purpose. In.stead USAID decided 
to provide individual consultations to those PVOs seeking Co=Financing 

support. This seems to have worked effectively from USA!Ds view~ 
point. Though the number of PVOs thus exposed to concepts and 
methodologies of systematic project planning, n10nitoring and evaluation 

is less than the Project Paper envisioned, the contim:ied USAID infor11'1al 

input may yet result in more lasting changes on PVO operations. 

A third m-ajo:r- project as SU!nption was that PVOs would have 

"greater impact if their projects had a more directed focus. These are 

areas in which AID support can play a key role." (Project Paper p. 3 9 

neA"t to last parae) The new Co~Fin<:mcing priority for health/ 
I 

population activities is based on th.e premise PVOs have better 
capabilities in this area than the Bangladesh Governn:1ent (BDG). The 

"Directed focus" is coming fronJ. the PVOs themf;elvesv :rath.e:r than 

the co .. Fina.ncing project 9 as they gain experience and begin to learn 
to evaluate their activities. 
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2. On USAID 
'Z%"o?ii ~~~ 

The project was meant to help fulfill the Mission response 

to AID' s Congressional mandate to chan11el more resources through 

the PVOs. As a. development donor n~eans the support to PVOs has 

not held nmch attraction to AID in general and USAID/Bangladesh in 

particular. An "appropriate level of input" has not been determined 

agency wide or Mission specific. And the experience vvith PVO Co

Financing, though satisfactory in t:e rms of adtninistrative and 

financial impletnentation, has ma.de virtually no irnpact on changing 

the Mission priority assigned to th.is means of providing developrnent 

assistance. It could also probably be said the i'Aission's Country 

Development Strategy Staternent (COSS) PVO farnily planning /health 

provision resulted rtwre out of a f:rustration ..,.·vith BDG efforts than a. 

conviction that PVOs are suitable instrun1ents for generating rnajor 

development change and irnpact. The causes for this view/situation 

are multi-dirl'lensional: the PVOs O\Vll wea.knessias; the nature of 

bilateral assistance; the context in which PVOs and do11or agend s 

tend to operate. Perhc.,ps additional experiences in bilateral 

projects which have PVO components may provide greater scope to 

impress Mission thinking to the contrary. A single Mission project 

cannot hope to do more than make a. contribution in that direction. 

Furthermore, the project design at the Goal level expects 

"integration of findings from controlled PVO projects into BDG and 

AID development programming and replication o:f proven approaches 

on a national scale." So far this has not occurred. Perhaps the tirrle 

frame is too short, especially as USAID support is generally provided 

to a PVO which has a foreign staff. These people need time to orient 

themselves before they produce a useful methodology and de:i:nonstrate 

its local suitability. Such PVOs still a re groping to identify what they 

can do best in Banglades~. On the other hand, the dispadty between 

th8 PVO focus, which is generally at the village level~ and USAII:''s 

national program orientation may be to great to permit PVO 

"findings" to be directly and adequately integrati~d into USAID' s 

p rog rarmning. 

3. On Bangladesh 

The sum of PVO Co~Fina.ncing projects has provided about 

$4 million since FY 1975 to Bangladesh for a va:dety of purposes. 

Assessment of this single projectrs impact on a national basis is 

unrealistic and probably not worthwhile even were baseline data 

available. The progress to which Co=Financing contributed is 



described under Purpose Achievements, Annex A (iter.ns D~E): e.g., 

incomes have improved in SCF /CDF villages and for 200 fornale 

YWCA handicraft producers, agriculture production increased under 

CARE extension services, health se:rvices in MAP /HEED project 

unions provides for comn'lunity involvement and perhaps some decreaa.,, 

eo in communicable diseases, etc. The three on-goi'lg subprojects 

were recently evaluated and provide further deta.il~l on progress in 

their i•espective project evaluation stat:ern.ents. An irnpact in the 

project area can be visually noticed by one who periodically visits the 

sites. The need to conduct baseline surveys, now recognized by all 

on-going Co~Financing grantees, will enable more reliable deterrnina~ 

tion of change::; in a few years. Whether these i::La.nges are directly 

attributable to the PVO efforts would require action research of a 

more controlled methodology than the present grantees would be 

willing to adopt. 

Ill. PVOs IN BANGLADESH 

A. Status of PVOs 

1. PVOs 

The ADAB list of PVOs has increased from 128 to 141 

agendes since January 1977. A definition of what constit:utes a PVO 

has not yet developed. The listed organizations therefore range frorn 

development, relief, professional and missionary agencies to private 

foundations and single projects. Some are foreign, Bangladeshi or a 

combination of both. Most foreign PVOs came during disaster times: 

the 1970 cyclone, 1971~72 Liberation, 1974-75 drc:mght~flood. The 

status of the agencies has changed during the p<:i.st eight years. Many 

have increasingly become development oriented especially as relief 

funds dried up and continued operations required the PVOs objectives 

to be redefined. The development oriented number of PVOs is about 

50 out of ADABs total listing. The most obvious changes among \:he 

PVOs since the 1977 "issues paper" are: 

l. increased specialization: PVOs have begun narrowing 

down their activities~ phasing out most relief projects 

and expanding their more viable prograrn operations; 

z. increased training: PVOs have generally expanded 

training their O\vn staff {in-house and in formal training 

programs, as at BRRI) and so1ne have established new 
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training pi·ojects (e.g., BHAC's TARC, SCF /CDF''a 

VERC. and VHSS 1 health/family pianning/nutrition 

workshops); 

3. increased inter-PVO comrnunications: PVOs tend to 

visit each others operations more often, interchange 

informati<-·11 and pa.rticipatie more in PVO publications 

through article subnrissions; 

4. irnproved coordi.n1tion among PVOs: si.nce 1977 

Voluntary Health Services Society (VHSS) has been 

established to provid~ information coordina.tion in 

health and ADAB has •been rejuvenated into a more 

active organization; 

5. begirn1ing PV 0 evaluationi<.:;: several larger PVCs 

began evaluating their progran1s ir1terna1ly and/or 

with external assistance (1e. g., CARITAS in health, 

BAM, CCDB, M.CC in agriculture) some efforts 

involved major p:rogram changes and strengthening 

of ope rations. 

These changes are genera.Hy positive developrnents. 

Substantial progress is ntill needed in focusing individual PVO expe~ 

ril.nentat:i.ons (or at least improving documentation of experiences) 

and integrating PVO efforts more closely with BDG development 

plans and strategies. 

2. PVOs and BDG 

Since 1977 two major changes have occurred in the BDG ~ 

PVO relations. The Govern1nent finally after three years .Jf 

deliberations promulgated a law on PVO registration. Second, the 

Ministries of Health and Family Planning and Agriculture and Forests 

initiated formal mechanisms for c0ordinating PV:>=BDG programs in 

their respective sectors. These developments represent significant 

progress in BDG' s efforts to grapple with the unwieldy ~ob of 

regularizing BDG~PVO legal procedures, collecting basic program 

and financial data on PVO operatic1ns and attempting to formally 

coordinate PVO activities. These measure, however, are not without 

their problems. 

The PVO registration prc1cess, now centralized in one 

>:mnistry, Social Welfare Department, lacks adequate staff9 is 

cumbe1·some and involv~s multiplE! ministry clearances. The Family 
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Planning Council of Voluntarv Or~nizations serves as a forum to 
, '" 

exchange program policy and ope ration inforrnation. As it is not an 
executing agency the Council often cannot follow up on the decisions 
taken. The Mir:istry of Agriculture and Forests Ccordinatio:n Com
mittee for Voluntary Agencies focuseB, by compariaon, on more 
project specific concerns: propo.:;al reviews, p rog reG s reports~ 
evaluations, training activities, etc. Its composition is srnall (8-10 
members) and enables more detailed exarnination of problems, Its 
preoccupation with compliance of ministe :rial reporting requirements 
prevents attention to b~ given to wayc; in which PVO pr.o~rams can be 
linked/integrated with BDG efforts. 

The BDG registration and coordination systerns, though still 
fragile, i·oung and weak provide the rnost promising mechanism for 
Government to use and exploit in a more productive way the private 
organizations. 

3. PVOs and Donors 

Resources for PVOs to carry aut developr.nent programs 
seem not to have dirriinished in the past two years a.nC. show no signs 
of drying up. The USAID experience with PVO proposal sub:rniss ions 
alone indicates where there is a relatively sound proposal there 
exists a willing donor. (Many of the PVO submissions to USAID which 
were not approved have ulti:rnately been funded by other donors.) In 
fact, some bilateral and multilateral donors are t\nning to PVOs to 
expand their funding presence: UNICEF support to Save the Children 
(USA); CIDA assistance to PROSHIKA for $3 million (when previous 
program was $500, 000 for 3 years!). The private foreign and 
Bangladeshi organizations havz grow:n and matured in the past few 
years. Their capacity to xnanage funds has irnproved. However, 
their own program levels, if expanded too quickly~ may lead to 
saturating the PVO absorptive capacity ai1d ultimately undennining 
i:he do;;licate managerial effecHveness which has been attained. 

Bangladeshi disasters 2.lGo help continue donor resource 
flows. 'Ihe impact of such funds on PVOs is that they sustain 
agencies w~10 are primarily relief oriented and often disrupt those 
who carry out development programs ~ - especially when the latter had 
their roots in relief work and hav<:? not yet successfully ":::ompleted" 
their transition to development work. Furthermore, the availability 
of relief funds also contributes to PVOs being disinterested or 
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postponine to change their operations from relief to dev~lopment 

function::;. This relatively 11 elastic 11 donor market in Bangladesh 

permits PVOs to be less rigorous in their plan.ti.in!!, and, in some 

cases, more costly in their methodologies (see Annex D for some 

PVO program cost cotnparisons). 

B. !:npact of PVOs 

No one knows the exact or even approximate level of 

resources ?VOs provide to Bangladesh 1 s development. The BDG has 

tried to determine the amounts by requiring p;vos to submit afu"'lual 

financial data as part of their registration/program approval process. 

As PVO fiscal matters differ substantially in scale, complexity and 

budgeting systems cmnparative data, if even properly submitted by 

PVOs, will be difficult to assetnble. Annex E provides a. very rough 

estimate of some annual PVO program budgets, which includes the 

largest PVO programs and totals over $13 million. Were these 

resources designed for one single :prograrn with a well defined 

objective, evaluation and impact a.ssessrr1ent would be more simple. 

As it is, the assessment of impact of even the 50 estirna.ted develop~ 

ment oriented private organizations poses forrnidable obstacles. 

Therefore, one approach is to cite knoW'n exan"'lples of the kinds of 

PVO efforts which have brought about recognized changes. 

The PVOs most evident irnpact is at the village level where 

programs have sought and often sue _eeded to increase employrnent, 

income, literacy, housing, producdon and social services. Progrart1 

coverage ranges from several villages to several thanas (CARE, 

CCDB, CARITAS and IUCW) and even several di8tricts (LWF /RDRS). 

Some special characteristics which the more successful PVO 

programs show are: simple locally practicable tnethodologies; 

reliable back~stopping services for supplies and rnarketing (CARE, 

CCDB, Jute Works, MCC), varying strategies for different target 

populations (e.g., credit programs for lanc.J.ess, women, youth) 

process and capacity training programs for cormnunity Gelf~:reliance 

(BRAC,Gono Shasthaya Kendra, SCF /CDF), systei.L'latic extension 

services often include research components (MCC, Christian Relief 

V/orld Rehabilitation Committee). The replication of some of these 

efforts are still limited: BDG has adopted MCC crop variety testing 

methodologies and often includes 1'/ICC in certain policy formulations; 

many PVOs a.re using BRAC functional education materials and BDG 
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periodically requests government personnel to be trained in this 

methodology; BDG family planning extension services have incor~ 

porated many PVO program features such as extension pe:r.·sonnel to 

the village level, 3Upervision- referral systems, nutrition rnonitoring, 

etc.; PVO pioneer experiences in handicrafts have led to several 

small scale/cottage industries BDG-large donor projects; and recent 

PVO experiments in credit to the rural poor have resulted in BDG 

takeover and/or expansion of such efforts (e.g., S~::ial Welfare 

Directorate - IUCVt and Gramin Bank - Tangail programs). 

However, the PYOs strengths are also often their very 

weaknesses to exerting gr·~ater impact. PVO programs operate in 

different gzographic locations, with different inputs (kinds, levels, 

methodologies) and for different objectives. The diversity provides 

a large cadre of operations /experirnentors but results also in under~ 

mining a consolidated, broadbased and "directed focus" program. 

The PVOs independence and difficulties to coordinate themselves or 

link up with other develcpment progra:ma (BDG, donors) also 

complicates finding ways in which these organizations' contribution.> 

can be better exploited. 

IV. ISSUES 

Thin paper has tried to review the specific Co~Fina.1.cing 

experience and the Mission's management of this "umbrella" project 

as well as the general changes which have occur-red with PVOs since 

the last project evaluation. The general PVO s itua.tion indicates 

improvements in the status of PYO:; and definition of BDG~PVO 

relations. Impact, though difficult to ciete rmine, is evident on a 

modest scale as PVOs continue to evolve their special y·ole in 

Bangladesh and explore better mea:ns to contribute to the country's 

Development. 

In spite of some shortfalls project performance has generally 

been satisfactory and a second phase is already envisioned. Before 

phase II can be prepared the following a.re some of the rnost critical 

is sues which would be worthwhile to exa:rn.ine and discuss: 

I. Does the Mission's PVO Co°Financing project hav.e the 

level of priority required to be an effective and viable 

means whereby to pursue DAP /CDSS ends? 
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2. What strategy should be used to make Co··Financ:ing 

rr.1.ore effective and expand USAID support to PVOs 

(i.e., how to attract more "clients" given resource 

elasticities and other donor more simplified grant 

requirements)? 

3. Are the redesigned Co~Fi.nancing guidelines contained 

in manual order BD i 8 of February 28, 1979 suitable 

for Phase II project design and implementation? 

4. What improved verifiable indicators should be used in 

Phase II to rrieasure project impact? 

5. Are the present Mission staffing requirernents 

adequate to manage/implement Co .. Fi.na.ncing, II? 

What changes a re needed? 

6. How can results from Co-Financing be b(~tter inte,, 

grated into Mission/BOG program. development? 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS 

PVO Co~Financing, Phase II will require several rnodifications 

from the first phase. Some of these are offered here for 

consideration. 

l. Criteria for project approval should be simplified to 

recognize replicability, innovativeness a.nd short time 

frames cannot always be present i."l PVO proposals, 

especially Bangladeshi ones. 

2. Provisions should be made to allow funding, on a 

limited scale, of PVO project feasibility studies and 

technical advice for project de sign. 

3. Me~ns should be developed for funding ways tr) 

strengthen indigenous PVOs,ao providing f·1..:nds for 

training under existing indigenous prograro.s 

(e.g., BRAC). 

4. Funds should be earmarked for several in=depth in.de~ 

pendent PVO progra1n evaluations both for PVO 

Co-Financing sub-pr?jects and non~USAID funded 

projects of special intereat. 



5. To encourage PVO coord:ination several workahopo, 

forums should be USAID sponsored on topics of 

mutual interest (some bilateral projects have already 

done this, but PVOs were excluded). 

In addition to the above there should be efforts m.ade by the 

Mission to change the restrictive AID regulations regarding support 

to indigenous PVOs. The Mission will also need in the near future 

to reexamine its policy on centrally funded PVO grants. 

P RO:IBuxell:as 
6/22/79 



PVO CO-FINANCING IN BANGLADESH: 

ACHIEVEMENTS AND SHORTFALLS 

Project Design* 

A. INPUTS 

l. A ID 

a. Technical Assistance for pro
ject design a!ld evaluationp 

including general workshops 

under ADAB auspices. 

b. Partial financial grant 
support up to 70% of total 
project costs. Maximum 
AID total contribution 

$ip 700, 000. 

eo Clearance resoonsibilitv .. , 

for project s ele di on. 

Achievements 

a. One workshop held by PCI, 
early 1975, at USAID. ADAB 

helped recruit PVO participants. 

b. USAID obligations to date: 

FY 1975-79 $1,680,893 ~includes 
amendments to aU on-going 

projects) which represents 40% 

of total project costs. 

See Annex B for USAID-PVO 

cost sharing. 

c. Carried out through USAID PVO 

Co-Financing Committee. See 

Annex C for list of PVO propo

sals received a.nd those approved. 

ANNEX A 

Shortfalls 

a. Attendance and interest was low. 

PVOs considered course too 

general, "over their heads" and 

not helpful to their own problems. 

b. Recent reprioritization of PVO 

Co-Financing uses places greater 

responsibilities on Pop/Health 

and Women Division to seek PVO 

proposals in their field. Asia 

Foundation response to this 

request will require AID supple

mentary funds to the project and 

Congressional Notification. 

d. Overall guidance recommen

dation responsibility for 

project implementation. 

d. Performance of this function has d. 

provided PVOs advice and sense 
As this project figures among the 

lowest priority Mission activities, 

interest and support for project 

implementation tended. to be 

accordingly low. Project is not 

vie\ved by Mission as significant 

means for DAP I CDSS pursuit. 

of direction generally appreciated 

by them. 

* References are from Co-Financing Project Paper, Revision l 



2. PVOs Project Design 

~. Minimum PVO financing for 

any selected project 30%. 

Minimum PVO co-financing 

total contribution anticipated: 

$ 745, 000. 

b. Coordination and managerial 

responsibility for all projects. 

c. Program ·monitoring and imp

lementation documentation. 

d. Program evaluation 

3. BDG 

a. Financial support anticipated 

$220,000. 

b. Provide timely clearance as 

required. 

c. Provide support staff 

necessary when project 

requires. 

- 2 -

Achievements 

a. PVO project share totals 50% of 

project costs. Total contribu

tion $2, 139, 666. See Annex B 
for details. 

b. Generally performed 

satisfactory. 

c. Generally satisfactory. 

Shortfal!a 

a. As USAID requires no financial 

statements on PVOs contribu

tion Mission has no evidence 

such inputs actually occured. 

b. Life of project was prematurely 

terminated in one grant. (CNRU) 

c. When PVO management turn

over occurs, documentation 

slippage follows (SCF /CDF, 

CARE, IVS, MAP /HEED). 

d. Only one PVO grantee performed d. Joint USAID-PVO evaluations 

self-evaluation (SCF /CDF). a continued ref!·J.irement. 

a. Actual financial contribution 

assessed $390, 428. GeneraHy 

provided in kind (e.g. use of 

buildings). 

b. Generally satisfactory. 

c. Generally satisfactory .. 

a. Three out of eight projects had 

no BDG inputs. 

b. Slow BDG clearance held up 

implementation in one project. 

c:. :!.Vfore active BDG participation 

in project planning 11 implemen

tation and evaluathm would 

bring project effcrts to BDG 

policy makers attention. 



Project D<~sign 

B. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

l. Eligibility of U.S. and 
indigenous PVOs. 

2. Project proposals will be in 
a logical framework format 
mo~ified slightly for PVOs. 

-- Log Frame concepts to be 
taught in 3 day course by 
USAID at least once a year 
under ADAB auspices. 

- - Assistance given PVOs by 
USAID in project design. 

- 3 -

Achievements 

l. AU grants have been provided 
to American PVOs. 

2. Of eight project proposals 
approved three were submitted 
by PVOs in Logframe format. 
For the rest USAID prepared 
the Log Frames. 

-- One project design workshop 
held for one day by PCI in 1975. 

- - Generally PVOs submit prelimi
nary proposals which are 
reviewed by USAID consultant, 
redrafted by PVO and finalized 
for grant signing by USAID con
sultant. Relaxation of AID rules 
has decreased emphasis on 
logframe. 

Shortfalls 

l. AID registration requirements 
for indigenous and third 
country PVOs prevented Co
Financing support in three 
cases: CONCERN, Karika and 
Nijera Kori. 

2. PVOs generally a.re unfamiliar 
with Logframe methodology and 
often resent imposition of this 
requirement. Mo:st PVOs dis
like any rigorous,, systematic 
project design - a well known 
PVO weakness. 

- - Generally not done as it became 
evident individual consulta
tions with potential PVO Co
Financing grantees provide 
more effective results. Coverage 
in number of PVOs is less. 



Project Design 

BDG representative to be invol
ved in Log Frame I evaluation 
workshops. 

3. USAID proposal review 

- 4 -

Achievements 

3 . Ca r. ri e d out 

4. Project approval by USAID PVO 4. This system has generally 
Co-Financing Committee. BDG worked very well. 
clearance obtained by PVO. 

C. OUTPUTS 

l. PVO use nf systematic project 
design and evaluation techniques. 
AH co-finc·.:nd:ng projects exposed 
to Log Frame. Annual joint 
evaluations with PVOs, BDG, 
independent organizations, local 
counterpart institutions and 
other donors. 

l, CARE is only PVO which deve
loped own project design system. 

Annual joint evaluations invol
ved PVOs and USAID with some 
consultations with BDG (eg. IVS). 

On one occasion BDG represen
tative participated (MAP /HEED, 
1978p BDG/FP) in project 
evaluation. 

ShortfaUs 

- - Not done as activity was consi
d.e red of low priority. However, 
PVO-USAID evaluations included 
BDG consultations when ever 
relevant. 

3. Sometimes the absence of 
cer:ain technical expertise in 
USAID prevented appropriate 
review. 

l. PVOs generally do not use such 
techniques as they consider 
them too sophisticated and 
bureaucratic for their 
operations. 

Generally no BDG participation 



Project Design 

Z. Low cost high impact projects 
involving ope rational 
inn ova ti on s. 

3. Low cost high impact projects 
involving operational improve
ments. 

D. PURPOSE 

- 5 -

Achievements 

2. CARE supervisory operations in 
cooperative accounting and MAP I 
HEED field training of BOG fami
ly planning personnel have shown 
small impact. See Annex D for 
some comparative costs. 

3. Co-Financing projects genera.Uy 
strengthened PVO capacity to 
continue efforts on their own, 
e.g., CARE, YWCA & MCH. 

1. Increased number and effective- 1. A total of eight PVOs i eceiv~d 

ness of con.trolled PVO projects Co-Financing support. 

demonstrating innovating appro-
aches and strategies relating to 
key development problems and 
evaluated in terms of mutual 
BDG/USAID program priorities. 

2. End of Project Conditions 

a. General 

Substantial increa::,e L.-i overall 
total number of PVO projects due 
to USAID Co-Financing. Such 
projects better articulated, 
focused and controlled.. 

Shortfalls ---
2. Generally USAID supported 

projects so far have not been low 
cost and have had limited impa
ct because experiments not 
always weU controlled. BasP.lone 
surveys often la.eking. 

3. In some cases absence of USAID 
support decreased rigor of PVO 
pursuit of development 
objectives (MCH). 

l. Project extensions rather than 
new projects predominated. 
Innovation generally not 
present in project approaches; 
may not constitute desirable 
chriteria. 

2a. Assumption resource scarcity 
for PVO projects in Bangladesh 
has not so far materialized; 
hence assumed increases did 
not occur. Lack of baseline on 
number of PVOs and their 
projects prevents determina
tion of reliable change since 
1975. ADAB listing of PVOs 
misrepresents number of 
Development oriented PVOs 
(many are relief, missionaryp 
profesGional societies). 
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b. Some projects in experimenta
tion category ready for demon
stration and demonstration 
category ready for replication. 

c. A number of projects having 
increased efficiency an:i 

impact. 

Specific 

a. Project-location criteria 
defined as related to activity 
and methods for measuring 
impact. 

b. Activities ap?ropriate to PVO
suppo:rted development 
programs tested and costed 
against efficiency achieved. 

- 6 -

Achievements 

b. Few projects operating on their 
own demonstrating success of 
their approach: YWCA & CARE. 

c. Projects have demonstrated 
foreign PVOs can provide 
effective supervision and 
training services to BDG 
programs. 

a. Of twelve Co-Financing criteria 
perhaps six directly relevant: 
numbers 2, 6, 7, 11and12 
(see Annex E). 

Shortfalls 

b. Projects generally too .... '<Pen
sive for BDG replication. No 
projects so far provide scope 
for USAID replication as 
bilateral projects. 

c. Villag.a projects still require 
time for demonstrating 
effectiveness of approaches 
and impact on rural poor 
{e.g., MAP /HEED and SCF / 
CDF). 

a. Criteria have generally not been 
useful as they did not set 
Mission priorities, did not fit 
PVO interests or characteristics 
(e.g., #1 replicability, #4 wide 
practicality). 

b. Activities generally within PVOs b. Efficiency criteria needs defini-
operational capacity. tion within PVO, BDG and/or 

donor context. Comparisons are 
generally difficult as equivalent 
programs and information often 
are lacking. 



Project Design 

c .. Methods for measuring 

impact developedp staffs 

trained in their use, and 

project evaluation and 

redesign systems affecting 

PVO operations. 

d. Agricultural productivity 

and per capita real income 

among the rural disadvan

taged affected by PVO 

operations shc-;.vs a percep

tible rate of acceleration 

per year. 

D. GOAL 

Integration of findings from 

controlled PVO projects into 

BDG and AID development 

program.ming and replication 

of proven approaches on a 

national scale. 

- 1 -

Achievements 

c. Project personnel gained expe

rience in measuring project 

impact. Utility of baseline 

surveys appreciated generally 

after 2nd year of implementation. 

d. Some increases are presumed 

to occur (e.g. SCF I CDF, 

YWCA, CARE, MAP/HEED 

handicrafts). 

Some BDG interest in MAP iHEED 

field training methodologies .. 

Miss ion recognize a PVO strengths 

in health/ family planning. 

Shortfalls 

c. PVO operations generally not 

affected by project evaluation 

and redesign. PVOs view 

procedures as grant require

ments rather than useful 

ope rational tools. 

d. As baseline income surveys 

rarely done exact improve

ments cannot be determined. 

Thus far none of Co-Financing 

project findings have been inte

grated into either BDG or AID 

programs. 



ANNEX B 

BANGLADESH 

Cost Shar~g in PVO Co-Financing Projects 

FY 1975-79 

·-
PVC 

c 0 s T s 
PVO I % AI~ BDG % Total 

- '=-= . - ~,-:::: 

I 
422, 176- ~:.,,~ CARE $ 211, 82 s 25% $ $201,900 25% $ 835,901 

.. 

CDF 528, 557 66% 268, 686 34% - - 797,243 

CNRU 44,000 77% j 26,000 i 23% .. 
I 

- 70,000 

I 

I - I 
IVS #1 40,000 10% 290,000 70% 85, ooo I 20% 415,000 

#2 207,864 32% 365, 531 57% 66, s2a I 10% 639,923 
I I 

I I I 

WiAP/HEED 1,068,036 79% 241,500 18% ! 35,000 3o/ot l, 344, 536 
I 

MCH 40,000 60% 2.5,000 37% 2,000 3% 67,000 

-
YWCA 19,039 31% 42,000 69% - - 61,03~ 

Total* $2,15'},321 51% $1,680,893 40% .$390, 428 9% $4,230,642 

I 

* Includes all known USAID obligations as of end June 1979. 
$13, 000 for CNRU and $35, 811 for NIAP /HEED were subsequently deobligated. 

June 1979 



ANNEX C 

BANGLADESH 

PVO PROJECT PROPOSALS RECEIVE.!2_I2E: 

CO~FINANCING CONSIDERATION 

PVO Proposals Received* 

Asia Foundation ( 2 proposals) 

Bangladesh Association for Community 
Education (BACE) 

Christian Commission for Development in 

Bangladesh (CCDB) 

CONCERN 
Community Health Research Association 

Faridpur Academy 
(Asia Foundation) 

Food for the Hungry 

Ganomilan 

Holt International Children's Service 
International Union for Child Welfare (IUCW) 

Legal Aid Society for Human Rights 

Narandia Integrated Rural Development Prcgr"lm 

Nijera Kori (Dor Ourselves) 

Seventh-Day Adventist World Service 

Underprevileged Children's Education Progra.m 

(UCEP) 

Women's Voluntary Association (WVA) 

YMCA 

USAID Approvals 

Under review 

Under review 

* Includes only formal proposal submissions. Jn addition10 

many PVOs presented prop·osals informally for discussion 

which for various reasons did not become formalizedo 



BANGLADESH 

Some Comparat~ Project Co~ 
(US $000) 

Total # 

ANi.~EX D 

Av Cost/ 

Project Villages 
I Total A~Cost Totals vmage Village/Year 

( 1) (2) . _..J1L.: (4) 
.. -

--~ 

ULASHI (1977-79) 119 * 3,545,666 29;795 14, 897 

(Swanirvar) 
~ 

SCF /CDF (19.77-80) 20 7")7,243 39,862 13,287 

IVS (1978-80) 25 573,395 22,936 11, 46S 

IUCW (1978-80) 304 1,92.1,220 6,320 3,160 

CARE (1976-78) 610 ** 634,001 1, 039 519 

*** 
ASARRD (1976-79) 8 113, 466 14,183 4,727 

(1) Total number of villages under the project. 

(2) Total external project cost (excludes BDG &: Con1munity inputs). 

(3) Total average cost per village for varying time frames. 

(4) Averace cost per village per year. 

* From a Two Year Development Plan prepared after Ulashi-Jadunathpur 

2. 65 miles long canal was dug (November 1976 - May 1977). BDG was 

seeking UN support for the project. Corrununity inputs were planned at 

about same level. 

** Refers t(\ number of IRDP goods.tanding cooperatives, which by law are 

to be one per village, with which CARE worked. 

*** Source: Dr. M. Alamgir, ASARRD An Overview, 3rd Annual Evaluation 

Workshop, Dacca, June 18~ 19, 1979 Section Z. 8, p. 5. Excludes 

bank costs for ope rations and credit. 

P RO:IBuxell :as 
6 /10/?9 

f J. 7 f I 



ANNEX E 

BANGLADESH 

PVO CO-F'INANCING 

CRITERIA FOR MISSION/BOG SUPPORT* - -

To be considered favorably the project must: 

1. Stress replicability of proposed project activities. 

2. Involve the poor - marginal to small farmers, landless 
laborers, women, youth or craftsman - to help stimulate 
and guide communities and institutions to work on their 
basic needs and build their capacity to continue on their 
own. 

3. Experiment with or demonstrate either a new cost effective 
and innovative strategy for local development, or an im

provement in the operation of an on-going public or private 
program in the following areas of conce1'1tration: !"1.J.ral 
development, agriculture, and family planning. 

4.. Be widely practical in Bangladesh in terms of conceptual 
soundness, organizational and training needs for later 
large-scale application; local talents potentially available; 
concern for the "unit cost" of the activity and its relation 
to the very low-level of certain local resources, parti
cularly capital. 

5. Be of particular interest to BDG or local organizations 
(in cases in which an activity can develop and spread with~ 
out BDG sanction o~ technical and material assistance) as 
evidenced by the BDG 's approval or non~objection to the 
project activity. 

6. Be a.n activity which the PVO can demonstrably administer 
with present staff or with some strengthening of staff as 
clearly indicated in the project's implen'lentation plan. 

7. Be an activity within an area of thP PVO' s demonstrated 
competence and interest ~ a logical outgrowth of previous 
activities in Bangladesh or already established strengths 
in other country progra.mse 

Source: Project Paper, pp. 15~1 pl 



1' 

(Z} 

8. Be an ·activity experimenting with or demonstrating an 

approach which can be validated with a high degree of 
a.ccura cy within two years. 

9. Target a reaconable percentage (at least 5%) of total 

project funds on the development and integration of 
family planning/population control approacheo into the 
project's activities during the first year if at all possible, 
but at least during the second year of activity. * 

10. Be an activity in which the PVO is willing to utilize 
USAID design and evaluation procedures including semi
annual and annual evaluation reviews. 

11. Be an activity in which the PVO is willing to comply with 
USG regulations, procedures, and! accountability 
requirements. 

12. Be an activity which is strictly developr.nemt in orienta~ 

tion, not relief and rehabilitation. 

* The Mission is convinced that there are practical but as yet 
unexplored ways in which population./fa.mily planning information, 

instruction and the delivery of related services can be woven 
meaningfully into a wide variety of project activities. The 
Mission views PVO activities to bE! co-financed under this PROP 
a.s a mechanism for experirnen'!:ing with this premise and ha.s 
confidence that PVOs have the ca.pa.city for developing family 
planniJ?.g/population control cornponents into their projects. The 

Mission Health and Population staff will consult v.rith all PVOs to 

offer guidance on the application of this criterion. If in their 
judgement no such meaningful !)o/o input is possible, the criterion 
ca.n be wai vedo 



ANNEX F 

SOME PVOs PROGRAM COS'rS XN _nANGLApESH, 1977-78 

($ 000) 

~me of PVOa 

Ag ricultu.ral Development Agencies in Banglo.desh 
{ADAB) 1978 

Asia Foundation (1978} 

Bangladesh (Baptist) Mission, USA (1978) 

Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee 
(BRAC) 1978 

Bangladesh Voluntary Services (BVS) 1977 

CARE (FY 1979) 

CARITAS (l 977) 

Approximate Annual 
Budget 

$ 30,000 

480,000 

138,000 

600,000 

80,000 

1,ZZ0,200 

Z,OZ0,000 

Christian Commission for Development in Bangladesh 
(CCJJB) ! 978 

1,175,100 

CONCERN (1977) 

Food for the Hungry (1978) 

Gono Unnayan Prochesta (GUP) 1978 

Hea.lth, Education and Economic Developn1ent 
{HEED) 1978 

Lutheran World Federation/RDRS n 978) .•. 

Menr1onite Central Committee (MCC) 1978 

OXFAlvl. * (1978) ••• 

PROSHIKA (1978) 

Ra.dda. Barnen (1978) 

Salvation Army (1978) 

Save the Children Federation (USA) 1979 

Total: 

* Includes $33Z, 733 for Burmese refugeeso 

810,000 

25,000 

400,000 

900,000 

l,620,000 

550,000 

1,620,400 

167,000 

191,000 

200,000 

528, 000 

$ 13,754.700 




