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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY
 

Private Agencies Collaborating Together (PACT), a
 

consortium of private voluntary organizations involved in
 

development, completes in 1982 a three-year grant agreement
 

with the United States Agency for International Development
 

(AID). The AID Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation
 

(PVC) will soon consider a new grant epplication from PACT.
 

Thus this is an appropriate time to evaluate how successfully
 

PACT has fulfilled its obligations and expectations. AID PVC
 

and PACT jointly determined the terms of reference and the
 

selection of consultants for this evaluation. It is supported
 

by AID funds, one-third of which are supplied by PACT out of
 

funds received from AID.
 

The evaluation is based on interviews with a broad 

range of participants in PACT in the United States, Latin 

America, and Africa. The visits included 19 projects in a 

total of seven less developed countries (LDC). These proj­

ects are representative of the projects funded by PACT in 

the current grant period. The evaluation team used interview 

guides to structure the question and answering process; this 

framework allowed for comparisons to be made from different 

information sources. TJ:o evaluators assessed the project 

using critria and other indicators an the performance 

standards. Evaluators also conducted an extensive review of 

documentation provided by PACT and the field projecta. 
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History of PACT-AID Relationship
 

Impcrtant points in the history of PACT and its relation­
ship with AID are as follows:
 

1970 	 Representatives of certain private v untary

agencies (PVO-) discuss formation of a con­
sortium;
 

1971 	 Eight PVOs form PACT;
 

1972 	 AID grants $149,000 (AID/csd-3635) for admin­
istrative costs;
 

1973 	 AID grants $300,000 (AID/cm/pha-8-73-19) for
 
technical assistance projects; PACT funds
 
first LDC projects;
 

1974-75 	 AID amends grant agreement to provide ad­
ditional $736,000, with PACT administrative
 
costs included in technical assistance grant;

contributions from non-AID sources directly
 
to projects funded by PACT become allowable
 
as PACT matching share;
 

1975 	 First independent evaluation of PACT, funded

by AID, recommends continued funding of PACT; 

1977 	 PACT begins Supportive Activities Granta; 
membership reachen 13; 

1975-78 	 AID continues regular amendments to increase 
grant total to a cumulative $6,181,000; 

1,979 	 AID gives PACT new general nupport grant of
 
$2,900,000 (AID/SOD/PCD-G-0213) fo, one year

with planned funding for 3 yearn; PACT member­
ship reaches 19;
 

1980 	 AID amenda grant agreement to provido addi­
tional $3,500,000; PACT reviaes critoria and
guidelines for Project Fund and initiatos now
funding window of Support for Conportia; 

1981 	 AID amenda grant sreeimunt to pr:ovido
additional 03,500,0(0, brin(j1n1 tottal to
09,900,000 for grant poriod sinc 11079: AID 
amenda grant aqiit7-nt Alto to nc1li|dp now 
Pro3CCL Fund guidl1iion and Support for 
Connortdi i membership renchon 20, 
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1982 	 Second independent evaluation of PACT funded
 
by AID and PACT; AID approves extension of
 
current grant agreement; PACT to submit
 
proposal for new agreement in May.
 

Executive Summary
 

Main Findings
 

The Projects PACT Funds
 

PACT has approved over 50 new projects during the
 
current AID grant period; annually PACT makes
 
about 45 grants, including refundings, from the
 
project fund; in FY 1981 average project funding
 
was $54,000 per year, with most projects receiving
 
grants for two or three years.
 

Of the 19 projects visited, RRNA assessed about
 
one-fourth as exemplary according tc most measures
 
used, including PACT criteria, success in imple­
mentation, and cost-effectiveness. RRNA assessed
 
16 of the projects (about 85 percent) a at least
 
satisfactory in terms of PACT criteria. A similar
 
proportion were assessed as satisfactory in imple­
menting planned activities. Only three projects
 
were rated as unsatisfactory in terms o& PACT
 
criteria and cout-effectivenes. 

PACT ntnff ansessments of the projects were 
proportionately similar to the [JNA results, 
although the c were differences oi the avuesnmento 
of a number of specific indicators. 

PACT has tufficzent fundt from its current AID 
grant to cover approvaln from the project fund 
through March 198i2. Approvals pluts projected 
refunidinlg of ctlrl'ent )roJects exceed th current 
AID grtalit by almotst 62 million. 

Tho varlout I'ACT odmtiitrative. procrammt ic, and 
rorvico xi"ot|s i: 1 VY 1901 toltalod 15 percent of 
tho varlo of fuild. Urnttod in rY 1961,j Thi 
4veragted- bout1 aro of pro)icti 1000 tot; .# fund 
granto wnd rofundis rig annoatlly. About 05,000 of 
oXisOntion per PACT project fundit io e a located 
diroctly tio pl o)oct fuld op fn average4irations, 
of Ol,0O0-016,000 durltwj a 2-3 yor funding ro­
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The PACT Process of Funding
 
and Relating to Agencies
 

The PACT process with projects involves not just

the screening of proposals and monitoring of
 
grants; it also includes on ongoing communication
 
with projects and sponsoring agencies. This
 
communication includes visits, conferences,

exchanges, and technical assistance. Nevertheless,
 
the role of PACT as project funder is certainly

the dominant one in view of most member representa­
tives and PACT staff.
 

A characteristic feature of PACT
the funding
 
process is the intensive questioning and discus­
sion concerning project design and operations.

PACT reviewc the projects in light of the PACT
 
criteria and concerns for effective and efficient
 
implementation.
 

The PACT criteria focus on the targeting of benefits
 
to disadvantaged people and the participation of
 
beneficiaries in all aspects of the project.

During the current grant period, discussilons 
regarding the criteria within the Board, PACT 
staff, and Project Selection Comnittee hIve included 
the following: the definition of the target
population, currently defined as "pert:ont- of 
limited access. to retiourceti"; the deqrete of partici­
pation of beneficliarien in a project; and whether 
"collective action" is all es.ential part of the 
beneficiarieti' participaton. 

The majority of Iboard nvmbt'.-r expreti a certain 
pride and nppiecl tion that PACT board. titaff and 
Project selection committee hAve all contributed 
to mvinta I ning a Independont, ob)ectLiv, and 
tough-minde'd o)4-ct Solecton proctita. 1owever,
ApproximAtly one-fourth of tho -IonId members,
mainly member A(Itncy r pesetatives, and a tsnimar 
proportion of prurjct matingeris, rfl)ortod tslbtaln­
tial con lct tind di Sagtot-msiet With the PACT 
qIuMAtioning W1aiosi pi-ojeCu4wi r and 
togenciesi. At. e ft irtb tedliW t anothor ropo con­
a1(1tit)101) qb,% at ion ahI pngti ye ts its , to :he ro 1,
AlOnq wilt) poitlive onor |(|PA ovn1uato4 aa­
aplfit od thr,t VAC polt prodp c)t) a4 ))ng mora 
appiop)ittt Aond potsitive tha-n 'Iii th proJoct 
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Mt'7 v project representatives view the PACT funding 
as especially important in terms of the time­
11" iss -- usually at a fairly early stage in the 
pr ject life -- and of the organizational viabil­
it, promoted by the funds. These representatives* 
rer- ,rt that PACT handles effectively the mechanics 
of concluding contructs and of transferring funds
 
promptly.
 

Other Supportive Activities
 

PACT distributed 171 Supportive Activity Grants in 
the current grant period, almost all to member 
agencies. Members appreciate Supportive Activ­
ities Grants especially, as well as the other 
services, although few attach very strong signif­
icance to the other services. 

PACT also carries out a nurnb'er of other activities 
of assistance tc members in program management, 
project technical assistance, and representation 
of PVO intt'rent. as a whole. 

PACT conducts and/or supporL studies and con­
ference. on topics relevant to the effectiveness 
of its members' work and of the projects it 
supports. For example, considerable effort has 
gone 	 into the atudy and discussion of the role of 
small bu.iness development in the type of develop­
ment 	PACT is promoting.
 

PACT 	an an Ort ani.zation 

PACT's divernified membership of 15 U.S. and 5 LDC
 
agencies hat held together, despite considerable 
tensiont of some members with tstaff and Project 
Selection Committee; given this divernity, the 
Bfoard lit; difficulty roaching decinions on a 
number of open policy quest ions. 

0 	 Fundo from th. PACr Project Fund generally account 
for lon than1 percent of member agencion' rov­
enuou; member agenciots received 60 percent of the 
Pro)ect Fund Ailocationts in FY 1901. 

0 	 PACT hn, redirected the type of collaborative 
activitit4 it sponorsO. Rather than formal joint 
COllbor'ativfe arr'an)gQ(m(7nts% in project, PACT In 
encouraging more informal arrangamont, often 
through Ito Supportive ActIvities Grant program. 
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PACT and AID
 

The AID mission representatives interviewed differ
 
considerably in the importance they attribute to
 
independent U.S. PVO effort in development
 
supported by the U.S. Government. Some missions
 
look for PVO projects to be tightly coordinated
 
and integrated with the U.S. mission programs.
 

Illustrative AID costs for project funding activ­
ities are provided for AID PVC and for estimated
 
mission distribution of Operating Program grants.

Comparisons of costs of AID and PACT are extremely
 
difficult to make due to the varying size of the 
grants and the differing level of involvements. In
 
comparing PACT and AID expenditures, PACT total
 
expenditures per dollar granted were greater than
 
those of the AID programs; however, PACT expendi­
tures per project grant were much less.
 

Main Conclusions and Recommendations
 

The Projects PACT Funds
 

In identifying and funding a number of outstanding
 
projects and a good portfolio of projects in
 
general, PACT fulfills the main current intention
 
of AID.
 

As rioted, a higher proportion of PACT-funded 
projects are assess:ed as less impressive in terms 
of their cost-effectiveness. However, some of the 
projects do demonstrate exemplary coi;t­
effectiveness 
and could contribute to the development in other 
PVO projects of more rigorous concern for cost-effec­

.tivenes and for mensuring b-nefits to project 
participants. 

The PACT Procena of Funding
and lating to Aqenc.ietn 

A nimple measure of how gcod the PACT-funded 
projects are a necensary but. not sufficient consid­
eration for PACT operntionn and for this evalu­
ation of 'ACT, With thomewhit diffeortnt emphnni t, 
PACT and All) oxpect that PACT will make a dif­
fnrenc. in tho improved drlgqn and performance of 
tho proj.ucto it, fundti anrd of their, r)onor ng 
agancioa . basd on the iterview findtnqs , RRUA 
concluden that PACT doo( make a differenca, 
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improving the design and performance of its projects. 
The degree to which PACT can influence the project
 
design and performance is tied to the level of
 
organizational development of the project. Should
 
PACT select an already well-established, success
 
ful project, PACT can play a more limited role in
 
project design and performance. In contrast,
 
should PACT select a new experimental project,
 
PACT will probably make a greater contribution to
 
project design and performance. Certainly, in
 
funding new and experimental efforts, PACT takes
 
some considerable risks of project failure, although
 
this has not been a serious problem.
 

The process of questioning and involvement which
 
marks PACT's relationship with particular projects
 
and agencies represents a contribution to the
 
whole effort of its PVO members and of LDC PVOs as
 
well. PACT often contributes funds at a strategic
 
early period in the life of a project. 

Most LDC agencies receiving PACT project funds
 
appreciate the process of PACT involvement.
 
However, the process sometimes becomes quite 
conflictive, especially wish member agencies.
 
Such conflict has placed strain on the consortium
 
and staff in recent years. In part, such tension
 
is a natural condition of a funding decision
 
process which has maintained a reasonably tough
 
standard of selectivity and a basic independence
 
from individual member interests. Nevertheless, a
 
number of steps, many of them under consideration 
by PACT at present, could ease some of the con­
flictive aspectv; while maintaining the vigor of 
the questioning process: better focus and limita­
tion of questions; efforts to cultivate more trust 
of sponsoring agencies; more automatic second and 
third year refundings while the annual visits and 
discussions by PACT staff are continued; and 
further reconsideration and redefinition of criteria 
with development of specific indicators of what 
PACT intends.
 

The similarity of RRNA and PACT ntaff ant:esnnients 
of projects indicatei that the PACT staff main­
tain both involvement and objectivity. Also, the 
similarities indicate the deqpo,, to which the PACT 
criteria and other indickitorr: cantierve as effec­
tive utandarda in project z aview t~nd ielection. 
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The PACT regional representatives at current staff
 
levels do not appear able to take on new functions
 
of technical assistance, as attractive as this
 
might seem to a number of PACT participants. More
 
geographical concentration within the regions, at
 
least during a given funding-decision period,

could help rationalize the travel and workload of
 
the regional representatives.
 

PACT as an Organization
 

PACT's diverse and inclusive membership is a
 
resource to be maintained. RRNA evaluators agree

with some z.spondents that new forms of increased
 
involvement with LDC agencies are needed rather
 
than an increase of LDC membership in PACT.
 

The participation of PACT members has not neces­
sarily been self-serving, a characteristic that
 
they themselves recognize insufficiently. The
 
Board must apply this goodwill to address and
 
decide on a number of difficult issues. These
 
issues need resolution if the staff and Project

Selection Committee are to function more effec­
tively.
 

Collaboration within PACT is not 
as minimal as
 
various PACT participants sometimes report.

Nevertheless, an increase in collaborative activ­
ities sponsored by PACT could hulp shape new roles
 
for U.S. PVOs in LDC development. Fostering this
 
collaboration will not be easy as LDC agencies are
 
hesitant and the U.S. agencies themselves appear

unenthusiastic about linding U.S. PVO collabo­
rators. U.S. PVOs continue to need to augment

their work together in an organized and systematic
 
way if they ore going to find and develop new ways

to use their experience and expertise in LDCs. 

PACT and AID
 

The intention of some AID miusions in to more
 
closely monitor and even direct all AID-funded
 
activity in a giver country; thin intention is 
potentially in conflict with I'VOn' traditional 
independence and w'ti the apparent Congresfsional
expectationn for I-VOal contribution to .)C
development. AID needo to provide both missions 
and VVOc with gidanjce: thip Phould not have to be 
worked out on an ad hoc bania. In any case, the 
tenor of the timon roquiren that PACT regional 
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representatives initiate closer communication with
 
AID missions than they have sought in the past.
 

Cost-effectiveness comparisons between PACT and
 
AID directly funded approaches are difficult. Any
 
such comparison must consider the expectations
 
which AID has for PACT and for its involvement
 
with PVOs as a whole. While PACT costs per dollar
 
granted appear substantial, they are not inappro­
priate given the small size of grants and the
 
level of involvement with projects which PACT
 
attempts. AID PVC will need to make its own
 
assessment whether it and/or AID missions could
 
provide the level of service that PACT does at a
 
similar or lower cost.
 

Summary of Purposes and Methodology Purposes
 

AID and PACT expect this evaluation:
 

to provide an in-depth and objective examination about
 
how the PACT consortium operates, what it accomplishes
 
and with what degree of efficiency and effect.
 

AID and PACT emphasize different aspects of this state­

ment of purpose and had some difficulty in agreeing on the
 

terms of reference fo. the evaluation. AID particularly
 

expects this evaluation to provide an assessment of PACT in
 

its role as a funder of development projects.2 Thus one
 

emphasis is on the results of the PACT's funding efforts,
 

both in terms of its impact on the performance of implement­

ing agencies, and even more, of its impact on the projects'
 

beneficiaries. Other considerations, such as the effective­

resn and efficiency of the funding process and the projects
 

also are important when acsessing the PACT funding role.
 

PACT in especially interested in an assessment of its
 

process of working with projects and with U.S. and LDC 

aponsoring agencies. in the view of PACT personnel and some 

1. Contract with RRNA, p. 1. 
2. Letter of Thoman I,uchn, Program Grant Manager, AID PVC 

to Thoodoic Wilde, RRNA, February 26, 1902. 
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members, this process consists of the whole involvement with
 

project personnel and supporting agencies. The evaluation
 

is then to consider the impact of this more broadly defined
 

process, again both on agencies and on the projects.
 

Evaluation Methodology and Activities
 

Interviews and Data Collection
 

The methodology of the evaluation provided for the
 

systematic development of quantitative and qualitative data.
 

RRNA evaluators used an interview guide which allowed for
 

cross-referencing information and viewpoints on given issues
 

from a variety of sources (Appendix B). These interviews
 

included the following:
 

19 field projects' staff members; also visits to
 
field sites of 16 projects and contacts with bene­
ficiaries;
 

13 member agencies' staff members, including 4 LDC
 
members, usually both the executive director and
 
program staff;
 

* 	 2 Board members who are not representatives of
 
member agencies;
 

* 	 The current and former chairpersons of the Project
 
Review Committee;
 

* 	 9 current and former PACT staff members;
 

a 	 AID PVC personnel;
 

AID staff members with PVO-related responsibilities
 
in 6 AID missions.
 

The interviews included three current or former chair­

persona of the PACT Board of Directors.
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The interviews focused on the PACT activities and
 

results in funding projects, as well as other aspects of
 

PACT and its relationships. Field interviews included an
 

assessment of projects' design and performance in terms of
 

the PACT project criteria and also in terms of implementation
 

of program activities for beneficiaries and of cost-effective­

ness. Before the field visits, the evaluators developed
 

sets of indicators to serve as guidelines in the assessment
 

of projects in terms of PACT criteria (Instrument No. 2,
 

Appendix B). Evaluators also developed indicators of 

effectiveness in implementation and of cost-effectiveness 

(Chapter IV). 

From the PACT project files and field visits, the
 

evaluators obtained and reviewed correspondence, proposal
 

write-ups, annual reports, information on recipients, com­

pleted evaluations of the projects visited, and PACT organ­

izational documentation.
 

Selection of Field Visit Sample
 

A key question of AID PVC, and to some extent of PACT 

staff, about the evaluation methodology concerned the field 

visit sample. The concerns were basically two: the scope 

of work for individual field visits and the number of field 

projecte to be visited. AID was interested in an indepen­

dent evaluation of a relatively small number of PACT-funded 

projects by the evaluators, including data collection from 

beneficiaries on project impacts. However, RRNA ealuatorn 

proposed that an independent asineusment of impacts wan 

neither possible nor appropriate given the purpone, s1cope, 

and level of effort of the evaluation. The evaluators 

traveleJ to project sites in the interiors of anl countries 

visited. At least some intend d beneficiaries were inter­

viewed in 16 of 19 projecto vinitod. 
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The selection of the projects visited during the evalu­
ation reflected the need to hold down the costs of the
 
evaluation and to secure a representative sample from the
 

projects, PACT has funded. RRNA evaluators proposed that at
 
least 12 projects be visited from the 77 projectis funded by
 
PACT during the current grant period through December 31,
 
1981. The proposed number vas then exceeded in tht 19
 
projects visited in the field. Of these projects, 50 were
 
new and 27 were refundings of projects which first received
 

grants before March 1979.
 

A fully random selection of PACT-funded projects was
 
impractical. Only projects in Latin Anerica and the Carib­
bean and in Africa were considered for selection since PACT
 
had funded relatively few projects in Asia and the Pacific.
 
Additionally, travel in the Asian Pacific region would have 
added substantially to the time and cost for the evaluation.
 

PACT staff and RRNA evaluators made the initial selection
 
from countries with at least two projects funded by PACT
 
which have reasonable proximity to other such countries.
 
Consideration was given to including projects sponsored by a
 
number of different PACT members and also to including some 
of the projects which had received the greatest amount of 
PACT funds over the yearn. There was some preference for 
projects with one or more years of experience since the 
first receipt of PACT funds.
 

The chance of bias in the sample wan reduced by visit­
ing almost every I'ACT-funded project in the nelected 
countrie. IA chanign of travel platin for Africa becatulse of 

1. In the case of Coiomwna, the pioject oe Chrtato who 
not i ncluadcd. The one PACT-Amnded proj":ct in the (tIhmbla 
wan not viitd in tho trip to flnegI3. The two countries 
have recontly approved an arrangement for union. 
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visa problems caused three previously selected to be omitted
 

and three others not originally chosen to be added, thereby
 

further reducing the opportunity for bias.
 

In all, 19 projects were selected and visited in six
 

countries: the Dominican Republic, Colombia, Honduras,
 

Kenya, Liberia, and Senegal. In addition, RRNA evaluators
 

visited PACT member agencies in the Dominican Republic and
 

in Colombia, as well as CONGAT, another PACT agency and the
 

first recipient of a consortium grant in Togo, as a seventh
 

country.
 

Organization of this Report
 

Each chapter presents findings of the evaluation fol­

lowed by a section of conclusions. While the executive
 

summary is organized in terms cf the priority interests of 

AID and PACT, the main body of the text presents the results 

of the evaluation in terms of the logic of the organization's 

make-up and purpose; its project funding processes; the 

consultants' assessment of the specific projects funded, as 

repiesented in the field visit; other PACT activities; and 

finally AID-PACT relationtihipt;. An appendix provides sup­

portive documentation on the terms of reference, the instru­

ments for interviewinq and for atssiessing projects, and the 

respondents who awiisted in the evaluation. 



II. PACT ORGANIZATION AND PURPOSES
 

The structure tpose of PACT during its 11-year
 

history and in the current AID grant period have been shaped
 

by its character as a consortium of PVO members. This
 

membership consists mainly of U.S. PVOs with some LDC PVOs.
 

On the PACT Board of Directors, representatives of the
 

member agencies are supplemented by 16 independent directors.
 

The PACT staff, especially represented in the conti­

nuity of one Executive Director during the entire history of
 

PACT, has actively participated with the membership in
 

determining the structure, purpose, and policies of PACT.
 

Two other participants in the shaping of PACT policies are
 

AID and the Project Selection Committee. The role of the
 

,former hiss been mentioned in the historical review of Chapter
 

I and is presented in greater detail in Chapter VI. The
 

work of the Project Selection Committee, which is taking
 

increasing initiative, is considered in the discusL..on of
 

the PACT process, Chapter III.
 

Thin chapter describes the roles of the PACT partici­

panto in determining the organizational structure and the
 

purpones and activities uf PACT. Various issues are iaised
 

in the preaentation of findings. Those innues are then
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reviewed in the conclusions and recommendations of this
 

chapter:
 

the make up of membership;
 

the role of LDC members, both single agencies
 

and consortia;
 

Board decision-making on policy questions;
 

the importance of the Project Fund in the
 
total PACT effort and its distribution among

member and non-member agencies; and
 

the importance of collaboration in projects
 
and other.cooperative efforts.
 

Membership
 

The Consortium of PVOs
 

PACT is "an international consortium of private devel­
opment agencies."' PACT describes its members as "non-profit 
agencies working in developing countries to improve the 

2
lives of people with limited access to resources. , 

The current membership of 20 agencies includes 15 U.S.
 
PVOs and 5 from LDCs (Table II-1). Three of the LDC members
 
are themselves connortia of agencies. The other two LDC
 

1. AID, Grant Agreement with PACT (General support),

Grant No. AID/SOD/PDC-G-0213, May 15, 1979.
 

2. PACT brochure, 1980.
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Table II-1. Characteristics of PACT Members
 

(Number of agencies)
 

U.S. Agency LDC Agency Total
 

Total number
 

of agencies 15 5 20
 

Main program emphasis
 

Rural development,
 
espuciilly integrated 3 0 3
 
Small business, commercial 3 1 4
 
Non-formal education 2 0 2
 
Nutrition, health 2 0 2
 
Appropriate technology 1 0 1
 
Housing 0 1 1
 
Handicapped training 1 0 1
 
Services to other agencies 3 3 6
 

Proportion of agency revenues
 
from USAID
 

None 2 4 6 
Up to half 4 1 5 
Half or more 9 0 9 

Time of joining
 

Charter member 7 0 7
 
7 5 12
Joined before March 1979 


Joined nince March 1979 1 0 1
 

Project approved from
 
Project Fund
 

2b 3Never 

Befoz, but not since
 

March 1979 2 1 C4
 
Since March 1979 11 4 13
 

a. E1timated in home cane for which current Information 
wan not available. 
b. United Chu:rch of Christ Social Committee and Trannn-

Century did not joln in the expectation of roclIvlng funda 
from the 1'rojoct Fund. 
c. Itncludes on, conoortia qrn %. 
Sourcoi JRRNA, bapod on information from PACT handbook on 

agencies, agency brochures, Annual reporto. and intarviewn. 
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members are single-purpose agencies in Colombia that were 
early recipients of PACT funds. The members share a common 
purpose of involvement in international development, but
 

represent a great variety of concerns and approaches. Some
 

emphasize rural development and most are involved in some
 

aspects of rural programs (Table II-I). The majority of
 
U.S. member agencies receive over half of organizational and
 

program revenues directly from AID.
 

The addition of Goodwill Industries International was
 

the only change in the PACT membership during the current 
grant pe-iod. Elcven other agencies have applied formally
 

for membership or have made serious inquiry, but no action
 

is being taken pending the resolution of a number of policy
 

issues relating to membership.
 

PACT has attempted during the grant period to define
 
more precisely the status and future direction of membership
 

policy. However, members and staff generally agree that
 

membership policy has not achieved consensus or full imple­
mentation to date. The Board and Executive Committee re­

peatedly considered membernhip questions in 1979 and 1980. 
Board members John Rigby of IVS and Warren Wiggins of the 
TranoCentury Corporation recommended to the Executive Commit­
tee and the Board of Directors a rtructure encouraging an 

expanded membernhip, and a policy of members having priority 

in Supportive Activity grantts, but no apecial acces to the 
Project Fund. After considerable discussion by the 
Executive Committee and Board, the recommendationn on accenn 
to funda were adopted. It appears from the Interview that 
come member represontative.s are not clear on just what Is 
the policy recorded by the lIont'd cO.crninq accerd to the 

Projoct -und. 

1. "Governance Insues," mnmoranldum to PACT Executive 
Commiltto, November 24, 1979. 
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In 1980, the Board of Directors requested and approved
 

a 7-page, staff-drafted "Membership Policy," specifying the
 

qualifications and responsibilities of membership and pro­

cedures for appication of potential new members and for
 

periodic review with old ones. 1 
 Membership was defined with
 

an emphasis on participation by agencies with a commitment
 

to collaboration. PACT committed itself to achieving "a
 

truly international membership" without geographical pref­

erence. This implied an increase in LDC members and pos­

sibly members from developed countries in addition to the
 

United States.
 

The statement proposed a two-way membership review
 

between individual agencies and PACT on a triennial sched­

ule. The proposed process 1efined a leading role for PACT
 

staff in these reviews, with participation by other member
 

agencies as well. The deaired outcome was "a frank and open
 

exchange of viewL between PACT staff and the member agencies
 

to review their role in PACT and the appropriateness and 

desirability of continued participation in the consortium." 2 

According to The retolutio*, following the review meeting 

both member agency and PACT (presumably the staff) are to 

prepare a report and recommendation to the Executive Com­

mittee. Informal reviews were conducted with most agencien 

in late 1980. The meetingn did not address directly quou­

tiono of A given agency'll continued participahion in the 

consortium. Few di scernible chnnges in mnemberahip-tstaff 

relationn have resulted from the oarlier meetingn. PACT 

staff and member ngencies have since met to ditscuss agency 

planst for future proposal submissions to PACT or to diticuss 

relAtionnhipo apart f rom colit:iderationl of .pecific proponed 

1. "Mvmborphlp Policy," June 6, 1900. 
2. Ibid.
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projects. Tvo agency representatives described the member­
ship reviews and subsequent general meetings with PACT as
 

useful. Three others described them as not very helpful.
 

In February 1982, PACT contracted with John Rigby,
 

former Executive Director of IVS, for a 6-month consultancy
 

to study the PACT membership policy and make recommendations
 

for Board and staff action. 

Governance by the Membership
 

The PACT Board of Directors consists of representatives
 

of the 20 member agencies, the Executive Director, and 16 
non-member Directors chosen by the Board. The 15 U.S. 
member agencies constitute a minority of the Board. The 

Board elected its first non-member Chairperson in 1980. The 

Board has since decided that the Chairperson should continue 
to be a non-member. PACT pays for the travel and expendi­
tures of all Board members, including the five LDC repre­

sentatives, to the semiannual meetings of the Board. The 
Executive Committee of the Board meets five times a year and 

deals mainly with adminirtrative matters. 

The PACT Board has made isome key decisions during the 
current grant period and han avoided othert.. The Board 
reviewed and revised the project selection criteria and 
added a now category of ConnortiA Grants. The board adopted 
a iutatement of membership policy, but a number of Board and 
staff memberi believe this isnuo zequiren further dincus­
sion. An indicated above, in 1979 the Board contsiderod a 
not of recommondations on governnsice and memborhip but did 
not take action on most parts. One governance proposal not 
acted on at the time wao n reduction In th|e i , of the 
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Board of Directors. 1 Under the proposed change, the full
 

membership would then meet only once a year in a General
 

Assembly that would serve mainly as a forum on development
 

issues of interest to PVOs.
 

In December 1980, the retiring chairperson of the
 

Project Selection Committee suggested the broad outlines of
 

clarifications and policies related to PACT project de­

cisions. Some of the recommendations have been adopted
 

informally, but no Board action has been taken.
 

Pact Staff
 

PACT staff consists of 10 persons (two part-time) in 
development work and six support staff (two part-time). 

This staff is stationed in the New York office, except for 

the Africa regional representative and a part-time assistant 

in the Cameroor. 

PACT :staff play an active role, not only in operations, 

but also in vhaping policy directions of the agency. The 

Executive Director ha provided continuity of staff leader­
ship fror. the inceptior' of PACT and in a member of the Board 

of Director:s. The rert of the staff .ilso taken an _nitiat­

ing roIe In Imnny artnail. The tstaff membert. do not apperir to 

vi w thvmnelve s in 1 ml ted to carryinq; out directionsl of the 

Boh.d of Di rctor.'1, the E-xecutive Commlittee, and the Project 

Selection Coimtitter-, for all of which they provide 11taff 

Porvi ri . Member *gvcy rep:' rt.ltativeg generrally accept an 

activi t and Iiti.ating role by PACT titaff. Most agency 

I. "GovinAnco 1t iruon," November 25, 1979. 
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staffs play a similar role within their own organizations.
 

Some respondents look for even more initiative by PACT staff
 

in policy development.
 

Concerns and conflicts between member representatives
 

and staff are focused on issues relating to the PACT process
 

of questioning related to the funding and follow-up on
 

projects. Many agency respondents and PACT staff believe
 

the conflicts on project decisions are symptomatic of a more
 

fundamental structural conflict: the same staff which is
 

responsible for review and initial decisions on projects
 

submitted by the m..nbership is ultimately responsible to the
 

Board. Member and staff comments on the perceived problem of
 

the decision process have been presented earli in this
 

chapter; Chapter III discus'.s sr fic issues relat, ! to
 

the application of the criteria in project decisions, and
 

the good performance of staff in remaining in contact with
 

previously funded projects.
 

Related to the staff-member disagreements is the thought 

of some member representatives that the PACT staff cannot 

and/or does not have the expertise of subject matter and 

country-specific experience to judge project proposals and 

to question the effectiveness of the agency in implementa­

tion.
 

The resumen of five current. staff and three former 

staff involved in the work of the Project Fund indicate that 

staff members working on projecti; have con)iderable exper­

lence relevant to their aci inment; in PACT. Current oitaff 
mambtersi have lived an averqac of five yeart i it lCn, not 

including extenisive tavei in 1)Cts in current and previoUll 

refponnibilititie (Tabl 1l-2). All nze prof/ci en0. 1i.1iat 
1ot.itt onu forgl n laInqunqn, Jore Joln1iInq V'ACT, pert t.sI 



Table 11-2. Experience and Qualifications of PACT Staff
 
Working with Field Projects
 

Five current staff membersa Three previous staff members
b
 

Range Average Range Average
 

----------------------------years-------------------------

Years working in LDCsC 3-9 5 5-7 6 

Years i.i development­
oriented work similar 
to that carried out 
by PACT members 

Before joining 
PACT 2-14 6 7-11 9 

PACT 1-8 3 5-7 6 
Years working for PVO 

or as voluntaer before 
joining PACT 2-14 9 10-13 11 

--------------------------- number----------------------

Foreign languages per
 
person at "-ood"
 
proficiency 1-5 2 1 1
 

Masters degrees per
 
person in fields
 
related to LDC f 
development 1-2 2 0-1 1
 

a. Does not include staff assistants or the Executive Director.
 
b. Regional representatives who worked in current funding period for whom
 

resumes were available.
 
c. Does not include one LDC native in each of current and previous groups.
 
d. Including Peace Corps and Inter-American Foundation.
 
e. Staff member's characterization of own language ability.
 
f. All five current staff members reviewed have master's degrees in related fields
 

including one person with post-graduate degree outside United States that is not designated
 
as a Master's degree.
 

Source: RRNA from resumes supplied by PACT staff.
 
tJ
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currently on PACT staff averaged six years in the kina of
 
development activities carried 
out by PACT members. The
 
average of three of work
years in PACT itself represents
 
further such experience, for a total of nine years of work
 
in development on the average.
 

Experience with PVOs before joining PACT is an average
 
of nine years for current staff. Although RRNA evaluators
 
did not do a similar systematic review of the experience of
 
member agency staff, they have the impression that PACT and
 
member agency staff persons have similar backgrounds. The
 
exception would be found in the few members which have a
 
number of staff persons from the private buisiness sector.
 
Generally, PACT staff members have had little experience in
 
the private business sector.
 

PACT Purposes
 

The publicly defined purposes of PACT parallel the
 
purposes of the AID grant (Chapter I):
 

to promote collaboration among development
 
organizations worldwide;
 

to increase the ability of private agencies
 
to plan, implement, and evaluate development
 
projects; and
 

to support projects intended to improve the 
standard of living of people in developing
countriet who have limited access to re­
sources.
 

These stated purposes are in accord with the previously 
cited purpose and activities of the AID grant agreement with 
PACT, which in intended to support IVO assistance to LDC 

1. PACT brochure, 1900. 
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self-help programs for the socially and economically under­

privileged population. The AID statement of activities
 
gives greatest attention to the PACT funding of PVO projects,
 

but also concerns PACT activities to help PVO member agencies
 

respond more effectively to LDC needs. It expects that PACT
 
will "promote excellence in project design, administration
 

'
and exchange among members."


Funding of Projects
 

Early in the life of PACT, the purpose and activity uf
 

funding projects, mainly by disbursing funds from AID,
 

became predominant. Virtually all respondents from the PACT
 

Board, staff and AID/Washington understand this as the main
 
purpose and function of PACT, although some wish that other
 
functions would be relatively more important than they are
 

now. One member respondent pointed out that in the early
 

years, members expected a division of the Project Fund in
 

approximately equal portions as their expected $100,000
 

annual funding share from PACT. Most U.S. members received
 

at least some funds from the PACT Project Fund in the grant
 

period since March 1979 (Table 11-3).
 

Currently, for the U.S. member agencies, however, PACT 

funding is seldom of financial significance in their total 

programs. Just two of the 12 agencies received as much as a 
half million dollars in fundings and refundings for projects 

first approved during the current three-year grant period 
(Table 11-3). No U.S. member agency received as much an 10 
percent of total annual revenues from the PACT Project Fund 
account, and the proportion is ustually much lesn. For three 

1. AID Grant (General Support) No. AID/OD/PUC/G-0213, May
15, 1979, cited in thin report, Chapter I. 



PACT Fundint of Selected U.S. Member Agency Projects,a
Table 11-3. 

as Proportion of Memoers' Revenue, March 1979-March 1981
 

Agence 
Agency 


International Voluntary
 
Services (V7S) 


.Meals for Millions Foundation/
 
Freedom frcu Hunger Campaign (HfH) 


Partnership for Productivity (PfP) 


Save the Children Foundation (SCF) 


Technoserve (TNS) 


Volunteers in Technical
 
Assistance (VITA) 


World Education (WE) 


Agency annual revenue 


Directly from 

U.S. d 

Year Total government 

Sdollars 

1980 2,270,000 1,160,000 


1980 1,540,000 380,000 


1980 1,150,000 410,000 


1981 19,900,000 6,000,000 f 


1980 2,120,000 1,230,000 


1980 2,120,000 1,610,000 


1981 1,500,000 
 646 ,000g 


PACT funding in periodb
 

Average per year
 
as proportion
 

Average Of agency Of agency
 
pere total revenues U.S.
 

Total year revenues from government
 

------------------ ------ percent---­

550,000 183,000 8.1 15.8
 

170,000 57,000 3.7 15.0
 

200,000 67,000 5.8 16.3
 

600,000 200,000 1.0 3.3
 

320,000 107,000 5.0 8.7
 

70,000 23,000 1.1 1.4
 

220,000 73,000 4.9 11.3
 

a. Mem:er agencies included in RRNA field visits, except AITEC, which received only $25,000
 
from projects first funded in the period.
 

(Continued) --

N) 



Table 11-3. (Continued)
 

b. From projects first approved in the current grant period. The member agencies continued
 
to receive funds in the period for projects first approved before March 1979. Also does not
 
include Supportive Activities grants. Thus total funds received from PACT in the period will
 
be understated.
 

c. Funds which have been handled through agency accounts. Generally, projects in collabora­
tion with other agencies incorporated in LDCs will receive additional funds not reflected ih
 
the U.S. agency's financial retorts, so the total resources of agency programs will be greater
 
than the a-ounts reported. 

d. Excluding FACT funds. 
e. Period of three years.
f. Estimate. 
g. Does not include U.S. Government funds received from another agency. 
Source: PACT reports, agency annual reports for years listed, and additional information
 

collected by RRNA.
 

toJ 
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agencies, receipts from PACT amounted to approximately 15-36
 

percent of annual funds received directly from other U.S.
 

government sources, mainly AID.
 

As indicated in the Grant agreement, PACT involvement
 

in PVO projects concerns not only the distribution of funds, 
as important as this may be, but also the promotion of 
excellence in project design. The main vehicle for this 

promotion of improved projects is the PACT process that 
accompanies its role as a funder of projects. This process 
is discussed in the following chapter. 

Other aspects of PACT's work, including the promotion 

of collaboration of various kinds and a variety of other 
activitiets, are also to serve ultimately in improving effec­
tiveness of PVO projects, either through direct impact or 
through improving the capabilities of the agencies that are 

sponsoring the projects. 

Collaboration in Various Forms 

Collaboration in still considered by some staff and 
members as- a fairly important purpose of PACT, although leas 
importance is attributed to it than in PACT't: early years 

and it is interpreted more broadly. Supposedly, such col­
laboration is to allow for a sharlinq of expertise, the 
avoldance- of duplicati on, atnd the building of tstronger 

inatitutiono and mure integratod projectu. Althoujh Aub­
st ntial "f to:ts COntinklou I ts real lC1iat or is Incol,1 1stent, 

oepocially amcllw membera. 

Al thouqh col1nbioi:t Ioi witi rfetni ned Al a p Lime puzpos(e 

In the 1979 AID-'ACT c;tAnt rer mIlot, ItSt nlu|o40 I'portodly 

raprws nttd moto a cart-y-VI' ,'11 foM pJ.ev Tanug thno 
reflaction of PACT prlority #t tho timo. The now not of 



20.
 

criteria for projects developed by PACT in 1979-80 omitted
 

the previously explicit interest in collaborative efforts as
 

a criterion for consideration in project selection. Sub­

sequently, in a 1980 study of PACT collaboration, consultant
 

Beryl Levinger reported that collaboration on projects
 

generally appeared to have a low success rate and to yield
 
beneficiaries. 1
 

few concrete results for the intended 


Members also did not rate such project collaboration as
 

important, either for themselves or in their view of PACT
 

interests. The majority of agencies, both U.S. and LDC,
 

preferred a local institution as partner, rather than a U.S.
 

organization. Ms. Levinger recommended continued PACT
 

emphasis on collaboration not related to specific project
 

operations. She grouped most of the PACT services in this
 

category. She emphasized especially the sharing of informa­

tion.
 

In a related case study of the PACT funding of the
 

multi-agency collaborative project of local agencies in
 

Bogota, Colombia, consultant Vicky Colbert de Arboleda also
 

emphasized that collaboration cannot be force-fed to agen­

cies, but must develop as they see the need. This period of
 

study on collaboration culminated in a meeting of a
 

Board-appointed workshop/conference of members in late 1980.
 

This group developed a net of guidelines for the promotion
 

of collaboration in which many cautions predominate.
2
 

1. Beryl Levinger, "Collaboration: A Report to PACT,"
 
Auguat 1, 1980.
 

2. Vicky Colbert de Arboleda, "SERVIVIENDA-CIDES-CECIL
 
Hfigar ECcuela, Collaborative Project Colombia: A Report on
 
Coll anoration," December 4, 1900. This report and the
 
workshop/co feronce report were included in the 1900 PACT
 
annuAl report to USAID.
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Although collaboration is no longer a central focus of
 
PACT, there still appears to be more effort given to collabo­
ration by staff and some members than members in general
 
realize. PACT continues to promote collaboration in a
 
number of ways, mal.y related to work with non-member
 

agencies:
 

supporting occasional cooperation among
 
members in project operations;
 

supporting cooperation in project operations

between a mmber agency and one or more local 
agencies; and 

providing PACT assistance in exchange of
 
information and technical assistance among 
agencies; 

promoting and supporting LDC consortia. 

Collaboration Among Members
 

Cooperation among members in projects is in
rare 

PACT-funded efforts and in any other projects of the U.S. 
member agencies. Only three of more than 50 new projects
 
funded by PACT in the current grant period involved the
 
formal collaboration of U.S. agencies: a Meals for Mil­
lions/Save the Children/World Lducation Nutrition Project 
in Latin Aunerica, a Save the Children/World Education 
project in Colombia, and a Partnership for Productivity/World 
Education training of rural extension agents in Liberia. 
Member agencies also appear to cooperate infrequently on the
 
project level, although the evaluators did not look in 
detail at such possible activity outside the scope of 
PACT-funded efforts. 
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Member-LDC Agency Collaboration
 

Cooperation between the U.S. agency and an LDC agency
 

or between two or more LDC agencies is common in projects
 

funded by PACT, occurring in more than three-fourths of the
 

new projects funded by PACT in the current grant period.
 

However, at least in the projects visited, this collabora­

tion appears to be the kind of cooperation expected in any
 

good development project and not a special quality reflecting 

a greater than normal commitment of PACT and the agencies it
 

supports.
 

Exchange of Information and of 
Technical Assistance
 

Members do not appe-ar to exchange programmatic and 

technical information frequently, either in the United
 

States or in LDC countries in which they are working. PACT 

has seldom used the Board meetings as the occasion for 

exchange of information on member activities; two LDC member 

respondents indicated an interest in such an agenda for 

Board meetings.
 

However, PACT has tried to promote collaboration through 

information exchange and sharing of technical expertise by 

distributing newsletters, supporting conferences, and arrang­

ing for technical arsistance among PVOs. The Supportive 

Activities program, begun in 1977, functions in support of 

ouch efforts. The Supportive Activity granti ror up to 
$10,000 in matching fundts with minimal aubmitision require­

rents have become the main IACT tool in support of collabo­

ration. The activities for exchange of information and 

technical asnistance and the contribution of tho Supportive 

Activition program are detailed in Chapter V. 



31.
 

Promotion of LDC Consortia
 

During the current AID grant period, PACT has augmented
 

and formalized the support of LDC consortia. Initially, aid
 

to consortia was a category of Supportive Activity grants.
 

PACT, for example, gave Supportive Activity Grants to the
 

three LDC consortia which are members: SOLIDARIOS in Colombia,
 

CONGAT in Togo, and the Zambia Council for Social Development.
 

SOLIDARIOS also received a project grant from 1977-79.
 

Furthermore, Supportive Activity Grants have been given to
 

10 other LDC consortia which were initiating operations.
 

PACT staff and Board have now developed and approved
 

guidelines for a special "window" for consortia. The new
 

process has been formalized by a grant amendment with AID.1
 

PACT continues to provide for up to $10,000 to groups of LDC
 

agencies engaged in forming a consortia. In effect, this is
 

a continuation of the Supportive Activity grants to LDC
 

consortia. The new provisions allow for larger scale funding
 

to established LDC consortia for organizational and institu­

tional purposes. These proposals are reviewed by a
 

two-person committee consisting of the chairpersons of the
 

Board of Directors and of the Project Selection Committee.
 

CONGAT is the first recipient of a major consortia grant,
 

$83,750 for the first of an anticipated three years, which
 

was approved in early 1982. This is also a collaborative
 

project in that CONGAT has contracted for a resident techni­

cal assistant with Planning Assistance International, a U.S.
 

PVO. 

1. AID Grant Agreement with PACT (General Support), No.
 
AID/SOD/PDC-G-0213, Amendment No. 4, June 8, 1901.
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Conclusions
 

The resolution of outstanding issues related to PACT
 

membership will have to await the outcome of the current
 

six-month consultant study of membership questions. RRNA
 

offers the following observations and conclusions concerning
 

issues of PACT membership, organization, and purposes; the
 

observations and conclusions are based on the findings
 

presented in this chapter and also on suggestions from the
 

broad range of respondents consulted in this evaluation.
 

Inclusiveness of Membership
 

For PACT as a whole, its inclusive membership from a
 

broad range of private agencies is a resource and potential
 

strength of the consortium. To be sure, this breadth and
 

diversity of membership leads to difficulties in achieving
 

consensus and to tensions in agreeing on standirds for the
 

Project Fund. Nevertheless, the breadth and size of member­

ship increase PACT's possibilities and impact as a service
 

and advocacy agency for its members. The diversity in­

creases the potential learning from exchange of iniormation
 

and technical expertise.
 

Participation of LDC Agencies 

The participation of LDC agencies in the Board and
 

other activities has been useful for PACT. The participa­

tion of these agencieu in the deliberations and meetings 
providen both an explicit and implicit reminder of the 
purpose of PACT to benefit LDC peopl&. Nevertheless, the 

position of the LDC agencies within the PACT membership hat 

a number of inconulutencieu. The expectation of a few 
evaluation respondents that the LDC mtmborghip could continuo 
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to grow until it formed a majority of PACT appears unrealis­
tic given PACT's current relationship with and responsi­

bilities to AID. Furthermore, the cost of Board meetings
 
and regular committee work would be prohibitive. 

The current PACT Board agenda with its frequent consider­
ation of agency-U.S. Government relationships frustrates LDC
 

agencies. There are many shared interests in the common
 
purposes of work in LDCs, but the specific issues faced by
 

U.S. and LDC PVOs are often different. Also, while the LDC 
member participants do fulfill a role as representatives of 
LDC viewpoints, their involvement is based on historic
 

happenstances, and the current PACT LDC members are not 
particularly representative of LDC PVOs. One LDC member 
representative suggested that LDC agencies, especially
 

consortia, form their own international organization in
 

which PACT would also participate. Such an organization
 
could exchange information and technical expertise without 
having administrative responsibilities for dis:tributing
 
funds. Thus, frequency of meetings and travel costs would 
be limited. PACT could help secure financing for s~uch an 
organization. PACT could then consider maintaining an LDC 
voice on its ownl Board through the appointment of at-large 

members for three-year termti; nuch PACT L)C members could be 
nominated by the internationnl connortia or could be selected 

on a rotatinq) basin from the router of agenciae to which 
PACT relaten in variou Legions. 

Board DTcniionn
 

The difficultiou of the PACT Board in reaching daci­
aiona rofloct th" divoraity of itm members and their differ­

ant appronches to promoting d.velopmtint. Not thakinq 

docision reducon immodinto conflict and is prident for 

4 
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issues in which the membership is sharply divided. However,
 

the failure of the Board to resolve issues that have arisen
 

avoids some conflicts and produces others. It has especial­

ly increased the tension between staff and members and
 

between the Project Review Committee and the Board.
 

The 1979 Governance Committee proposal that PACT estab­

lish a smaller Board of Directors consisting of only a part
 
of the membership certainly reflects the interest in estab­

lishing a more streamlined process for making policy de­

cisions. The problem with this proposal is that it would
 

reduce the legitimacy and acceptance of policy decisions by
 
the entire membership. After a Board decision, there would
 

still be the need to "sell" a new policy to the membership 

as a whole. 

Although a detailed consideration of these governance 
issues is outside the scope of thin evaluation, the conclu­
sions of the evaluators on the basic direction of corrective 
action may be useful. The evaluators are impressed by the 

resiliance that PACT hai; shown as a membership organization. 
No members have Left during the current grant period in 
which the board made tsome difficult decisions, such as the 
entablitihment or rettatement, of criteri& and the, eatablish­
ment of con ortia fundinq. There is a ban ic sensu, of accom­

modation of members in the PACT gjroup dcci.n1ono in ouch 

isuv,, oeven whe.n a numbei of acency leaderts may not be in 
agroement. Th hoard ne.edo to mnke greater ute of thl s 

nonlne of Accommodntion. It Il.edtt to dd(l: etl the goeUot ion of 

the (9e'nlea proportlons for, nl1ocntlnq the' IPropict Fund 

cM011). , And Ux~: mehibe zs. IV not,~[ r'pnC~l ~i 

ation of e:xI ttf Il tor thb" Jro.je't :iund, no dit cutlsd In 
grotor doLtl 1its th' tollow i n chaptor. It could try tO 

oatiiblih mor" dvtifisito ts.%nnaz' or at loart n)xps ctnti(MA 
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for collaboration among members. A few members commented on
 

the demanding preparation for Board meetings they require
 

for their own organizations and i:aicated a read.'.ness for
 

such demands on the PACT Board as well. Proposals on these
 

issues could be defined in the Executive Coiranittee. A draft
 

resolution with "pros," "cons," and alternatives sumunarized 

by different members could then be distributed before the 

Board meeting.
 

The Project Fund Within
 
Pact Purposes
 

Although all respondents emphasize PACT's primary role
 
-
as a funder of projects, the time and energy members crn 

tribute to the consortium cannot be understood simply in 

terris of their expected financial gain. There are both 

impressionistic and factual bases for this conclusion. 

The U.S. and field interview; of this, evaluation pro­
vide a sense of PACT participants' persnonal and professional 

concern for the effective promotio:. of development in LDCs 
and for the securing of increased incomes and quality of 

life for the pe-ople of thesie countries. Furthermure, the 

PACT participant: not. only have good it teitOo0n, btut Lhey 

aluo display a ranlge of knowledge and expertiste, based 

largtely on trial and ,r.or on the cumniu::ity-l evel imple­

mentation of deveIolitilt -tfo4til. 

A neie t'Orvispons ibi 11ty beyond thei iznmdndlate agenlcy' 

(inanci al I tartioto ist evi dlt thL:otigh the deli brat ions and 

tonniOln which hiavo mnarked the admini stiat lon of the P'rJo) ct 

rnct by theo dc)oo: t inm Revotnsesi froth PACT hanve 1r"rrn X'e ­

ativoIy rimnl f1o: 1isiembe: anc leng. 1.,m thenrniot 0 * tht? 

Mebot hIAVOve pt-I'd n proc ,'n or pm Qjrict ltlvitew ;111( (r­

Ci§I1n thnLto InerfAlasly icndrili41t of intibc s' olif 
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as discussed in the following chapter. The members have
 
allowed for fully half the Project Fund to be allocated to
 
non-member LDC agencies. The members have agreed to 
a new
 
window of consortia grants which further reduces their share
 

of the Project Fund for U.S. agencies. They have agreed to
 
PACT criteria which constrain their own actions at times.
 

Collaboration by Members
 

PACT can serve its members by continuing -- and even 

increasing -- promotion of collaboration among its members, 

either in PACT-sponsored efforts or in their general practices. 
Collaboration in traditional and new ways appears essential 
if PVOs are to contribute meaningfully to future development 
efforts supported by the U.S. Government and by U.S. voluntary 
donations. On first reflection, future collaboration of U.S. 

members on individual LDC projects seems less likely to 
succeed than it has in the past. U.S. agencies themselves 
are looking for LDC collaborators, not U.S. partners. Also, 
many LDC agencies already doubt the value of extensive U.S. 
agency involvement. Two or more U.S. agencies working 

together would be even less attractive.
 

Nevertheless, the new needs and opportunities of the
 
immediate future are likely to be addressed most effectively
 

by U.S. IVOn able to establish collaborative approaches, in
 
operations and not only in the exchange of information and 
technology. Certainly the abilA.y of U.S. PVOn to begin 
meaningful coordination of their own efforts in a given 
country will fomewhat offset the current expectations of 
many AlD ministion pernonnel that the inismion will have to 
provide coordination and direction whenever U.S. governent 
fundo aire involved, even when I'VOts are the project carrjers. 
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Furthermore, collaboration has increasing importance as
 
U.S. PVOs continue their current evolution away from
 

long-term direct operations to the provision of specific
 
kinds of technical assistance. Collaborative proposals in
 
which different agencies offer a mix of technical expertise
 

representing each agency's area of specialization will be
 
far more credible than ones in which a single agency proposes
 
to provide a broad range of services, including ones in
 
which the agency has only limited experience. It is
 
unfortunate that individual PVOs should sometimes be cited
 
for dilettantism in trying to handle too broad a range of
 
tasks in development programs; for the PVO community as a 
whole has areas of genuine expertise in virtually every 

field required in integrated rural and urban development 

efforts. Furthermore, PVO colldboration in technical
 
assistance would increase the competitiveness of PVOs in
 
comparison with private consulting firms and universities in
 
securing of technical assiotance contracts funded by USAID
 

and international development agencies.
 



III. PACT AS FUNDER OF PROJECTS
 

The primary role of PACT, especially as an AID grantee,
 
is as a funder of PVO development projects in developing
 
countries to benefit people with limited access to resources.
 

Most of PACT's activities revolve around the funding tasks
 
of selecting projects, distributing funds, and monitoring
 

the projects.
 

The following chapter incorporates the results of the
 
field visits in an assessment of the effectiveness of the
 
PACT-funded projects and in an assessment of the difference
 
the PACT funds and the PACT process have made in increasing
 

this effectiveness. This chapter describes the process by
 
which PACT selects projects and interacts with U.S. and LDC
 
sponsoring agencies, presents key issues raised by the
 

process, summarizes the funding activities of PACT during
 

the current grant period, describes the general character­

istics of the projects funded, and reports on the members' 

own assessment of this process. 

Although the PACT funding process is similar to that of
 
other organizations, a number of characteristics and issues 
are important for an understanding of the current role of 
PACT in the process. Characteristics include the intense 
questioning of agencies concerning project design and imple­
mentation, the use of the PACT criteria for projecta, and 
the involvement of the Project Selection Committee. 
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Certainly the PACT staff members view the PACT process
 

as consisting of much more than the stages and steps of the
 
funding process. These respondents consider the whole range
 
of supportive activities, both grants and services, to be
 
involved at each stage of the funding process, and possibly
 
before a funding relationship begins and long after it ends.
 

Nevertheless, the funding process and the relationship of
 
questioning about project design and performance which is
 
characteristic of the funding process, appear foremost in
 
the perceptions of participants from member agencies and
 
projects concerning the essential nature and activity of
 

PACT.
 

The PACT Funding Process
 

The Funding Activities
 

The PACT funding procesb has three stages:
 

1. Project screening:
 

Discussion with U.S. and LDC agencies about
 
prospective projects, intentions for sub­
mission of proposals to PACT, and suitability
 
in terms of PACT guidelines;
 

Receipt of concept papers and PACT staff
 
response;
 

Invitation to submit full proposal or
 
advice against a full proposal because a
 
project is unlikely to meet the PACT
 
criteria;
 

Receipt of proposals;
 

Site visits;
 

Staff review of proposal and decision on 
recommendation to be made to the Project 
Selection Committee; 
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* 	 Staff write-up of projects and an analysis 
for Project Selection Committee. 

2. Decisions of the Project Selection Committee:
 

* 	 Committee deliberation and decision; and
 

* 	 Instructions to staff and staff preparation
 
of letters communicating Committee decisions
 
and conditions.
 

3. Implementation:
 

* 	 Drawing up grant agreements and disbursement
 
of funds;
 

* 	 Submission of project information to USAID; 

* 	 Receipt of quarterly financial and semi-annual
 
progranunatic reports;
 

* 	 Possible response to report; and
 

• 	 Possible site visit and beginning of review
 
process for subsequent year funding.
 

The activities involved in the process serve PACT and 

the project agencies. For PACT, these activities provide 

the information and analysis necessary to select and monitor 

projects, as well as to build a relationship with the imple­

menting PVO agency. From the perspective of the agency, 

these activities assist in project design and development, 

collaboration with other PVOs, evaluation, and other project
 

implementation activities. The PACT staff and Project 

Selection Committee enter into these activities at different 

stages of the process. 

In the last three years, PACT's Board, staff, and 

Project Revirw Committee have given considorable effort to
 

syutematizing the PACT proponal preparation atid project 

review process. Thie PACT document "Information for Grant 

Applicants" of March 1900 reflected a year of discuanion 
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on criteria, procedures, and definition of responsibilities
 

and presents the requirements and guidelines for submitting
 

grant applications to PACT. Especially in light of the
 

increasing number of grant applications, the PACT staff has
 

felt the need to handle more systematically the proposals 
submitted during the first stage of the PACT process. The 
whole process tends to rcvolve around the feverish prepara­

tions for the quarterly meetings of the Project Selection 

Committee.
 

The Questions Raised by PACT
 

PACT is intended by both its members and by USAID to be
 

a responder to project activities initiated by other agencies.
 

PACT does not design and operate projects itself. Neverthe­
less, PACT tries to improve projects through an ongoing
 

dialogue on pioject design and operations. Most proposed
 

projects are visited by a PACT staff member. The level of 

questioning often continues during the proposal preparation 

and the Project Selection Review, with many projects renub­
mitting proposals ard providing additional information two 

or even three times. The questioning is repeated before 
second and third year refundingti. The PACT quetioning and 

review of projects its more detailed and persitstent than that 
of most PVOn and large international donors. Thit. dialogue 
is reported to have both itts advantages and disadvantages. 
While many of the I'VOs feel the process in helpful, others 

feel threatened; nome feel 1both. Thin insue will be more 

fully examined in the diucunnion of member agency views and 
in the Chapter IV diacunnion of project visited. 
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PACT Project Selection Criteria
 

A central part of the review process concerns the
 

suitability of projects and their likelihood of being effec­

tive in terms of the PACT criteria. An issue, therefore,
 
which has been central in the funding process is that of
 

defining the criteria and objectives for selecting PACT
 

projects. To select high-quality projects, PACT has to
 

define the basic characteristics of such projects. This
 

definition, intimately tied I:o PACT's overall development
 

philosophy and policy concerns, has stirred much debate
 
throughout the PACT membership, staff, and Project Selection
 

Committee, especially during the review of the funding
 

process in 1979-80.
 

In 1979, five selection criteria were approved by the
 

Board:
 

The project should aim at improving the
 
conditions of life of beneficiaries who have
 
limited access to resources;
 

The project should address a locally deter­
mined need;
 

The project should contribute to the capacity
 
of the beneficiaries to plan and manage the 
use of their own and/or outside resources; 

The project should promote collective action
 
among beneficiaries uo that they respond not 
individually but together to their common 
needs ; and 

The project should include contributions by
beneficiarie of ideas, time, and materials. 

The dincussion that onsued during and after thin 

approval touched on neveral of thetse criteria. The targeting 
to bonoficiarica with limited access had first beon defined 
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in the staff recommendation as least access. The Board
 

revised it to the less limiting definition. The criterion
 

of collective action has at times been controversial. Some
 

PACT projects, especially in sectors of housing and small
 

business, had not included activities in community organiza­

tion. Third, the emphasis on collaboration which had been a
 

primary focus of PACT projects was no longer included as a
 

PACT criterion.
 

The dialogue among staff, Project Selection Committee,
 

and Board on the meaning and appropriateness of these criteria
 

continues. The PACT staff has considered de.elopment of'a 
list of indicators of the criteria, but reached no finished
 

determination. In March 1982 the Project Selection Committee 
asked the staff for a review and summary of experiences or 

views related to the criteria for consideration at a special
 

April meeting. Minutes of that subsequent meeting indicate
 

that the Committee is still exploring the degree of vigor or
 

of flexibility with which the Board and staff expect it to
 

apply the project criteria in project decisions.
 

The appropriateness of a project in terms of the 

criteria is not the only factor reviewed in the project 

decision. A question of the level of risk that PACT should 

take in funding projects underlies other considerations. 
Two factors which determine the risk of funding a project 

are the institutional viability of the implementing organi­

zation and second, the experimental or unique aepects of the
 

project. The ability of the organiZation to achieve expected 

results in difficult to aneis. Strog organizational 

leadership and a nucceunful track record are often good 
indicators of organizational ntrength. However, most orgeni­
zationa with those capacitien already have the ability to 
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attract substantial international funds, and ?ACT's funds
 

would have little distinctive impact on that PVO's develop­

ment. PACT must compare the benefits of its funding (i.e.,
 

impact of the funds on organizational development) with the
 

risks involved in funding an organization with neither
 

strong leadership nor a proven record of accomplishm.ents.
 

There are similar trade-offs in funding experimental or
 

unique projects. USAID stated in a clarifying letter to
 

RRNA, "We would look to PACT funding somewhat innovative 

activities." Although this interest was not explicit in the 

1979 grant agreement, it is frequently mentioned in AID 

discussions of the special contribution expected of PVOs in 

the development effort. However, experimental or unique 

activities have a higher risk than already-proven, success­

ful projects. Thus the PACT staff and Project Selection 

Committee must weigh the innovativeness of the project 

design against the project risks. 

Like so many funding organizations, the level of trust
 

that PACT has in the sponsoring organization becomes impor­

tant in this funding process. Moreover, the relationship 

between the PVO participant and PACT is shaped by the pro­

cos, at; well an being a factor influencing the process. 

The risk PACT is willing to take in funding the project io 

tied to the level of trust PACT has in the sponsoring YVO. 

The Project Selection Committee 

The Project Selection Committee in central to PACT 

funding procents. The Cominttipt int appointed by the Board. 

The Committee in made up of nevon pzroong, all of whom are 

independent of the PACT member agoncieso. The Committee 

membern come from foundationo and flinnciAl l nstItlUtiorln 
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involved in international development, other private
 

voluntary organizations, private consulting groups, and
 

academic institutions.
 

The Committee functions with considerable independence
 

from the rest of the PACT organization, including the PACT
 

staff. While the Committee rejects only about one of seven
 

projects submitted to it, it modifies budgets and establishes
 

conditions for others. In general, the Committee questions
 

tenaciously aspects of potential weakness in the projects it
 

is reviewing. A number of PACT member agency representa­

tives interviewed appear not to realize the extent to which
 

the questioning process in which they are engaged with the
 

PACT staff reflects, in part, the intense questioning that
 

staff members undergo in making presentations to the Com­
mittee. One member respondent did attribute the level of 

detail on projects requested by PACT staff to the staff 

concern that it not be found lacking. 

The Board's adoption of a inore definitive set of proj­

ect criteria in 1979 and 1980 came at a time when the need
 

for more definitive guidance wan expressed by the Project
 

Selection Committee. An indicated above, the Committee
 

continues to look for ansistance in understanding the PACT 

expectationa for ita use of the criteria in its delibera­

tions. 

The Committee has functioned in conniderablo tension 

with the PACT memberahip. The previous Committe, chair­

person twice reportc.d to the Board in 1979 hin concern for 
better commuicAtion on policy, greater appreciation of the 
need for the CommiLtto to function crlticAlly in the review 
of projects, and the need for firmor oupport by the Board 
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and members of the Committee decisions. These reports also
 

urged the institutionalization of an appeal process, which
 

has been done in assigning the Executive Committee reponsi­

bility for handling appeals of Committee decisions. In one
 

instance in which an agency wanted to appeal, it was dis­

couraged by PACT staff from doing so, reportedly since it
 

was felt that if this process were used frequently, it would
 

undermine the whole independent review process. More than
 

half the member agency respondents expressed concern that
 

PACT staff members had to fulfill a dual role before the
 

committee: on the one hand, the staff members defend the 

proposed project on behalf of the submitting agency and of 

the staff itself, which had approved its submission; on the
 

other hand, the staff members are required to critique
 

projects on behalf of the Project Selection Committee. 

Representatives of member agencies, in turn, generally
 

affirm support of the independence of the Committee, but 

raise a number of concerns. Frequently mentioned in the
 

evaluation interviews was the Committee members' lack of 

country-specific knowledge of projects proposed and the 

recent policy against member agency representatives present­

ing their projects in person. 

A number of member and Committee respondents suggested 

that the Committee might require its own staff to visit and 

assess projects independently and carry out the Committe's 

inatruction, for follow-tip. 

1. Do( 11as |lidlugier, CoinmiLtoe Chairperson, letter to 
John Rliby, Chairperson, YACT 1boord of bi'ectorO, May 17, 
1979; and "Address to the board of Drectors of PACT," 
December 7, 1979. 
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PACT Funding of Prciects
 
in This Grant Period
 

PACT Funding Decisions
 

The process of the project selection and funding de­

scribed above places great demands on the PACT staff and the
 

Project Selection Committee.
1
 

The new Project Fund guide (March 1980) called for
 

concept papers as the first step in application. Since
 

then, the number of corcept papers received by PACT has 

increased substantially. In the last half of 1981, 64 
concept papers with ideas for new projects were received
 

(Table I1-1). Screening the concept papers helps reduce
 

the total number of full proposals which must be considered. 
Currently, the PACT staff invites a full proposal from 

one-third to one-fourth of the agencies submitting concept 

papers. Full proposals for new projects account for about 

half the funding requests submitted to the Project Selection 

Committee and refunding requests for current projects for 

tho other half. In recent years, the PACT staff has submit­

ted about 90 percent of proposals received to the Project 
Selection Committee. Only rarely does the staff reject a 

refunding proposal, although the questioning surrounding the 

resubminsion may be similar to that at the time ol' the 

original decision. Along with the nubminnion of 

proposals for considcration, the PACT ntaff givess the Project 
Selection Committoe a lhut of tho concept pnpers and pro­

ponals that were rejected. 

I. Thin nection doon not dincut4s .1upportive Activition 
Granta, which are considared in Chapter V. 
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Table III-i. Number of Concept Papers and
 
Proposals Received, Presented to Project
 

Selection Committee, and Funded,
 
July 1979-December 1981
 

July- Drc. '79- July- Dec. '80- July-
Item Nov. '79 June '80 Nov. '80 June '81 Dec. '81 

Concept papers recrived 26 39 30 47 64 

Propo~als recrved 48 21 31 27 29 

Proporsalti pr.seutrd 
to comt ter 21 21 28 25 26 

Projects fulded 16 19 22 23 23 

Source: Memorandum to Board of Directors regarding Project Fund
 
Report, November 16, 1981; and PACT staff.
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The Pro3ect Selection Committee, in turn, has approved 

85 percent of the proposals submitted by the statf duii:g 

the current grant period. The effective acceptance rate: is 

even higher because a few projects are returned with 

requests for resubmission and are then approved at a later 

meeting of the Committee. 

Value of Grants 

In all, PACT approved $6.7 million in grants from the 

Project Funds from Fiscal Year 1979 through half of Fiscal 

Year 1982 (Table 111-2). The approved grants represent the 

legal and iinancial obligations of PACT. However, for 

planning and programming, the projected refundings for 

approved projects are also important. The Project Selection 

Committee generally approves projects for a longe -::pected 

period of support from PACT than the usual one-year grant 

awards. Durinj the current grant period, the sum of approved 

grant-- and projected refundings was generally greater than 

the authoriz-d level of the Project Funds. Recently, $1.9 

million above authorized money in the Project Funds would 

have been requ.ired to meet the projected refunding requeat 

of current projecta. 

In contr-ait, by June 1901 the approved grants totaled 

0o,000 lesi thanl available funds in theiProject Fund. And 

generatlly through the qrant period, the available funds were 

61 mill iol o: more than the cumulative grantts approvals. It 

ig th illcomplete compuitation of nVa11 abJl fund which both 

|ACT' 4trait and mvembi agency :resentatl.ye1 clit to sUb­

o itntate thr' j udcjmilnt, men1t onr(d qui t fi t:quvntly, that the 

0Ct granto 
59lectiorl COMMIttot, March 19. 1902. 

1 . Thlo nmount doo riot Include 1y theProI, 



50.
 

Table 111-2. PACT Project Fund, Availability

and Commitment of Funds, FY 1979-82"
 

(millions of dollars)
 

Comnitments and projections
 

USAID authorized 
funds for 

Approved 
new fundings Projected Excess 

Project Fund and refundings refundings over 
of authorized 

Fiscal year 
In 

period 
Cumu-
lative 

In 
period 

Cumu-
lative 

approved 
projectsc Total 

Project 
Fund 

1978 

(carry over) 0.20 0.20 

1979 2.25 2.45 2.25 2.25 2.42 4.65 2.20 

1980 2.88 5.33 1.89 4.14 1.60 5.74 0.41 

1981 2.60 7.J3 2.44 5.58 1.91 7.49 0.16 

1982 a -- 7.33 1.14 6.73 2.50 9.23 1.90 d 

a. PACT fiscal year is July 1 through June 30. Data for FY 1982
 
through December 31, 1981.
 
b. Actual or expected use of AID grant funds for the Project


Fund. AID provides for flexibility between grant funds used for
 
the Project Fund and for other purposes, especially for Supportive

Activities Grants and PACT operations. Given the time required for
 
submission and approval of refundingo, the AID funds have generally

become available in the latter part of PACT fiscal years, that is,
 
in calendar year 1980 for FY 1979, and so on.
 
c. Projected refundings represent the best estimate of the PACT
 

financial officer, based on full prorosaLs approved by the Project

Selection Committee. See discussion in text on refunding decisions.
 
d. June meeting of project selection.
 
Source: PACT audited annual financial statements, data provided


by PACT financial officer, and RRNA adjustments.
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approval of project grants has substantially lagged behind
 

the availability of funds. One member stated, "PACT suffers
 
from an embarrassment of riches."
 

PACT has granted an average of $114,000 to 50 projects
 
first funded in the current USAID grant period through
 

December 1981 (Table 111-3). Some of these projects are in
 
the earlier years of their expected period of funding from
 

PACT, averaging about 2 years of funding to date. With the
 

receipt by many of an additional year o: PACT funding, the
 

average grant per project will approach the average of the
 

somewhat older group of projects represented by the field
 
visit sites. The average grant for the field site projects
 

is $189,000; a quarter of these projects have received as
 

much as $300,000 from PACT. (The characteristics of the
 

field visit projects are discussed in detail in Chapter IV.)
 

PACT Administrative Costs
 

The PACT $3.2 million budget for FY 1981, almost all 

AID grant monies, was disbursed %ith 81 percent of funds for 

Project Fund and Supportive Activitie' grants and 19 percent 
for vaiious programmatic and administrative expenditures 

(Table 111-4). Expcniturei- for tervicer. allocated parti­

cularly to the Project. Fund accounted for 12 percent of 
project fund grants in FY 1981, or approximately $5,000 per 
annual project decision, including refundingi.. Thus the 
t'"nl PACT cost directly attributed to the Project Fund 
ac'ivity averages about $10,000 for a two-year project; 
$15,000 for a thre"-year project. 

1. A few of thelse 1tw girantsi were to LDC programn which 
had received a previous PACT grant an well. 



Table 111-3. PACT Gran~s Per Project, All Projects First
 
Funded 1979-81 and Visited Projects
 

Projects Funded, Visited
 
Item 
 1979 - 81 Projects
 

Number 
 50 19
 
Average PACT total grant/project (dollars)b 114,000 189,000
 
Average number of years of fundingc 1.9 3.7
 
Average Pact grant/year (dollars)d 60,000 51,000
 

Distribution, size category, total
 
grant/project 
 --- percent of total ---


I - 50,000 
 38 21
 
50,001 - 100,000 
 28 26
 
100,001 - 20n,000 
 20 16
 
200,001 - 300,000 
 12 11
 
300,001 + 
 2 26
 
Total 
 100 100
 

a. Current USAID grant period beginning March 1979. Does not include projects

selected March 198z. See text for discussion of likely final funding levels, given

that a nunber of these projects are likely to receive additional funding.

b. Calculated by summing total grant amounts of projects and then dividing by the
 

number of projects.
 
c. Calculated by summing the number of years of projects and then dividing by the
 

number of projects.
 
d. Calculated by dividing total grant average by average number of years of PACT
 

funding.
 
Source: Based on PACT project files and site visits.
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Table 111-4. PACT Grants and Expenses
 
FY 1979, 19 80a
 

Item FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981
 

------------ number-----------

Project Funds grants,
 
including refundings 37 45 55
 

----- millions of dollars----


Grants
 

Project Fund Grants 2.14 1.80 2.42
 

Supportive Activities
 
grants and related
 
programs 0.07 0.13 0.17
 

Subtotal grants 2.21 1.93 2.59
 

Functional expenditures
 

Project Fund services 0.18 0.24 0.29
 

Service for Supportive
 
Activity grants and
 
other programs 0.07 0.10 0.15
 

Management and general 0.13 0.14 0.18
 

Subtotal functional
 
expenditures 0.38 0.48 0.62
 

Total PACT expendituresb 2.59 2.41 3.22
 

--------- percent---------
Proportions
 

Project Fund services
 
expenditures/value
 
of Project Fund grants 8.3 13.3 11.9
 

Functional expenditures/
 
value of grants 17.2 24.9 23.9
 

Functional expenses/
 
Total PACT expenses 14.7 19.9 19.3
 

(Continued)
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Table 111-4. (Continued)
 

Item FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981
 

---------­ dollars---------
Average Project Fund grant 57,800 40,000 44,000 

Average Project Fund 
services expenditures 
per Project Fund grant 4,900 5,300 5,300 

Average total functional 
expenses per Project
Fund grant 10,300 10,200 11,300 

a. FY 1981 not available at time of preparation of draft
 
report.
 
b. Subtotal grants plus program services.
 
Source: PACT audited financial statements, June 30, 1979;
 

June 30, 1980; and June 30, 1981; this report, Table III-1.
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In FY 1981, total expenditures for the functioning of 

PACT, including administration of the Project Fund, 

supportive activies, and general administration, amounted to 

24 percent of the funds granted to LDC projects, mainly in 
Project Fund disbursements, but including Supportive Activity
 

grants as well. The total of all these PACT functional 
expenditures, including the supportive activities, amount to
 

about $11,000 per project decision, that is, about $11,000
 

annually per current project.
 

The functional expenses include a number of PACT-initi­

ated program activities and services to members which would
 

not be required just for the distribution of grants, but
 
which fall within the mandate to assist the membership in 
improvement of their own services in developing countries. 
Thus PACT costs in setting up conferences, publishing a 
newsletter, assisting agency financial managers, and fall 
within the functional expenditures. (See description of 

other services, Chapter V.) 

The proportion of functional expenditures in the PACT 
total budget rose substantially in FY 1900 compared with FY 
1979 and held atendy in FY 1901. Productivity related to 

project funding ha:i increanted tilightly in the costs per 
grant of I'rojrct Fund nervicen and all operations have not 

increased as much ati the rate of linflatilon In the pat two 
yearn. 

Characit''Iltiecs of 1'un(dd VKictn 

O5AsiC ChArActftrititi 

Whilo PACT hat tic) poliCy of rogional proferanca, wall 

ovor hWilf of tho neow projocts fundod durinq the current 
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grant period were in Latin America and the Caribbean (Table 

111-5). PACT staff leaders and the Project Selection Commit­
tee both express interest in a more even regional balance 

through an increased proportion for Africa and especially 

for Asia. The assignment of a resident representative for 

Africa and the work of a full-time regional representive for 

Asia are expected to assist PACT's response to this interest 

in new project selections. There appears to the evaluators 

to be an implicit preference of PACT for funding projects in 

"new" countries for PACT. Member agencies appear often to 

reflect a similar preference. The result in a wide disper­

sion of projects and almost no country concentrations. The 

50 projects selected in the current grant period were in 30 

different countries, with four multi-country projects. PACT 

staff interpret this dispersion as a reflection of respon­

siveness to proposals as they are submitted rather than an 

interest on the part of PACT.
 

Of the 50 new projects selected in the current grant 

period, member agencies accounted for 42 percent, non-members
 

for 58 percent. This represents a substantially greater
 

proportion of grants to non-members than earlier in PACT
 

history. The distribution between members and non-members
 

is reversed in terms of dollar value, however, although the 
non-member proportion ha increatied in recent years: 

V)intritution of diollar 
value of I'ACT Krantis 

FTical Year HeMIIr a 

|)t +r............. . J *r el t ...........
 

1979 41 19 
1980 63 37 
1981 60 40 

1. 1nformotion providetd by PACT. 
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Table 111-5. Basic Characteristics of Projects Approved
 
by PACT, 1979-81, and Projects Visited
 

by RRNA
 

Projects Approved ProjectR
 
Item 1979 - 81 Visited
 

Number --- number --­
50 19
 

Geographical Area --- percent ---


Asia and Pacific 14.0 -0-

Africa 30.0 36.8
 
Latin America 56.0 63.2
 
Total iZT.- i b7. 

Membership
 
Member 42.0 63.2 
Non-member 58.0 36.8 
Total i7 i 

Main sector(s)
 
Agriculture 12.0 5.3 
Cooperatives - production 12.0 5.3 

or consumer 
Cooperatives - savings 6.0 10.5 

and loan
 
Small business (non-artisan) 6.0 21.1
 
Artisan 4.0 10.5
 
Health and nutrition 8.0 10.5
 
Community development 18.0 21.1 
Training, education 16.0 10.5 
Energy, appropriate technology -0- -0-
Housing 10.0 5.3 
Other 8.0 -0-
Total V 

Type of activityb
 

Community organization,
 
organizational development 48.0 42.1
 

Training, education 58.0 68.4
 
Technical atinistance 54.0 3b.8
 
Credit 36.0 63.2
 
Other 4.0 10.5
 

Continued -­
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Table 111-5. (Continued)
 

Item 


Ultimate beneficiaries
 
Individuals/households 

Small business 

Community group

Community as a whole 

Other 

Total 


Role of women
 
No consideration 

Some consideration of

women's role 


Focus on women in project
 
or in one component


Total 


Collaborationb
 
No collaboration 

Institutional aspect

with local non-member 

with local member 

with U.S. non-member 

with U.S. member 

with government

with other agency 


Typec
 
Technical Aasi.stance 

Program Operations 

Other 


Projects approved Projectg

1979 - 81 Visited
 

12.0 15.8
 
2.0 21.1
 

50.0 36.8
 
38.0 26.3
 
8.0 -0­

lu-. lUT
 

60.0 36.8
 

30.0 47.4
 

i0.0 15.8

T 7 

28.0 21.0
 

24.0 31.6
 
6.0 21.0
 
4.0 10.5
 

18.0 47.4
 
24.0 31.6
 
16.0 -0­

40.0 21.0
 
30.0 47.4
 
26.0 10.5
 

a. Some projects vinited pro-date the current grant period

and are not included in the group "projects approved 1979-81."
b. More than one category pousible; total add to more than
 
100 percent.
 
c. More than one category ponible; totals add to more than
 

percentage of projecta with some collaboration.
 
Source: Tabulation, by 'ACT staff and RINA baped on 'ACT 

project filen and site viia. 
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Agriculture, community development, and training and
 

education were the sectors most frequently funded. in
 

addition, many of the projects integrated activities in two
 

or three sectors, such as agriculture, cooperative develop­

ment, and community development.
 

Characteristics Related
 
to Performance
 

For this evaluation, PACT projects not visited by the 

evaluators were categorized by the PACT staff according to
 

the following aspects of performance: type of service,
 

ultimate beneficiaries, role of women, and type of collabora­

tion. RRNA evaluators provided a similar categorization for
 

the field visit projects.
 

Most PACT projects involved at least two services or
 

activities, including, in approximately half the cases, 

community organ..zatxon, training and education, and tech­

nical assistance. Credit wan of somewhat lesser importance.
 

The ultimate beneficiaries are the individuals, groups, 

or communitiev that h1ave accets: to the pro)cct tiervices. 

Beneficiaries are the recipenti, at the lant link of the 

proiect iictivity chain, the "target population" whone im­

proverte:nt in titalndard of living is thle |urpoue of P'ACTr 

activity. For example, althoigh PACT fundu may pay for the 

trailign; of agpncy otaff (e.g. , cotnmuni ty oxtesn ion workera). 

the atatf is not cona ido'ed thio tilttitite bentficlary; rather, 

brI)8f0l 01Duch a ary s thi ndivi due) or communi ty which 

rocoivo tho tsirvicot from thti, lxttlii1Oon wor)'tir. Tho~ cils­
tUilCt iOn Ia oftell riot Ce7al'-Cut; howrver, tIhe Morpt Ildi 1-ct 

tho 1l nka(. tho mor diffIuI t it i to deotane the ul tLmAt 

baoficinry. 'Tho 3ACT otaff id PNojiet !IM1 ctiuloliitto 
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have been in intense discussion with proposed and actual
 

project agencies on this issue, especially for projects of
 

staff training and of assistance to businesses. Community
 

beneficiaries, either groups such as cooperatives or commun­

ities as a whole, account for the target group in 88 percent
 

of the projects approved by PACT in the current grant period. 

PACT does not have a policy-determined emphasis on
 

projects for women although the Project Selection Committee 

has recently requested that such an interest be reflected in 

the criteria. The role of women in development efforts is 

raised frequently in the project write-ups prepared by the 

PACT staff and in the deliberations of the Project Selection 

Committee. PACT has recently hired a consultant to explore 

ways PACT and PVOs can build participation by women into 

project planning and implementation. Four of ten projects 

have some consideration of women,'s roles, but in just one 

out of the four has there been a focus on women or a project 

component working directly with woamen. 

Whlile collaboration iti no longer a criterion of PACT in 

project iclection, approximatcly three-fourtha of the current 

projectts heve uome co 'aborative arrangem7nt and many projects 

have moro than on". Collaboration in ioiont common with local 

non-membaet4 alld government a"gelne . Collaborative agrooment: 

rango from tho exchnngo of tochnicnl sittanei (iireosetl ting 

40 percent of the cur rent pro)vcts) to the integratIol) Of 

program operAtiona (homo 30 porcant of the current project). 

Othear typor of coul I ttlhor at jolt Includo rieprotsttivot4 of one 

orfniX.Atioti or;'ving on thr xticurtve Committee of anothar 

and i normatiIo) higoo Anid coodint itili moiO.L1 ng# botwoen 

or9,ni-##tJo#. 
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Member Views on the PACT Funding Process
 

Directors of the PACT Board are in general agreement
 

about the nature of the PACT funding process and its most
 

characteristic features. These same respondents differ
 

substantially in their assessments of the effectiveness and
 

usefulness of the process. Even those who differ, however,
 

have quite similar recommendations for improvement of the
 

process.
 

Member agency representatives report almost unanimously
 

that PACT handles efficiently and non-bureaucratically the
 

administrative aspects of funding projects. Once a project 

is approved, PACT handles with dispatch the contractual 

requirements and the distribution of funds. Formal report­

ing requirements are reasonable. Some members mentioned a 

lack of response to reports or lack of clarity by the PACT 

in communicating what was wanted in programmatic reports, 

but this was not a general or serious issue.
 

Respondents reported more dissatisfaction and problems
 

related to the decision-making aspects of the PACT funding 

process, especially to the quentioning with which the PACT 

staff and Project Selection Committee renpond to new pro­

poualt: and refundintj requesta. Mont respondentts considered 

1. Bhood on interviews with 13 Virector.s of the Board 
(or in some cates, executives of momber aqnencis who were 
not PerVing tis rtproipvntatvon on the J'AC7 ioard at the time 
of intorviow). Thist includes vight U.S. member agencit", 
throe I4)C member njeoincion, and two non-mombe: Drector. 
Whor thea' was more than oti, person Ittirvi'wr'd from aT 
agency, the Acnjcy as a whole was cotidnr'd nu a aripon­
dent: rosponano werti catqoriz.d for the .grotip as n wholo. 
Dlffot qncrt of opinion wl the same ngnncy wero cntoqor­w1tha 
ized under "mixed" natnmont. xcludno illtol;iatlot from 
one U..s. mmbor 9ogncy oXtCiutiva isatrviowtd Irisfly by 
telephone and from one WDC mmber Agflcy whooo curiuznt ataff 
wAn not Involvad in PACT orgAnis"1ationf1 affAiro. 
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PACT as quite unique among funding agencies in the extent
 

and persistence of its questioning, wl<.ch usually focused on
 

suitability of projects in terms of the PACT criteria and in
 

terms of other issues of organizational ability and indigen­

ization of project staff in the LDCs. 

Almost half of the agency respondent group (including 

non-member Directors of the Board) describes this process in 

predominantly positive terms, even though problems were 

mentioned in just about every interview (Table 111-6). One 

member agency respondent states, "PACT questions were, in 

fact, helpful. They made us think in a focused manner." 

Reported another member agency respondent, "1 could not say 

enough about PACT's involvement. They were not just a 

donor, but a collaborator in every aspect of the project." 

Just over half the reapondent group of member agency 

representatives and non-member board directors., seven of 13 

agencies, reported conrsiderable diGs reement and distress 

with the PACT proje'ct decinion procn.i and with the dc­

cigiont taken. In the cnas. of four of the, agetincleu, 

respondents indicated A combination of oome positive ases­

ment along witl di sag: ements mentioned, or dif erflit 

repponddents in) thr! same, aejncioes cpzvtossed oiifcio nt assessa­

mentes of the VAC" ,rocotin. For thzr, of th- a9ncier4, the 

d1aqz'vmcsitg and di ti ess with the 11ACT quvationing process 

wero pradotmiat. Gonoral1ly. texprotiowi Ot disstntltactlon 

wa@ra rolatod to rxiocrien in havinig i proposal reJactod, 

4@it hAck fo: If-vi lon, or hiavig A proposteld budtigt r"educod 

by tho PACT tsuiff or by the 1Projct !4rloeticdi :omuittoo. 

A nunh:i of so'sa wote zaised froqutntly Inth1 

*xpratiion of concorn #bot tho. pi olitio, InclutJ111 th~a 

inLtoVr#w With rsPou001ents w14i: qpWes t0ie was prodoMsiiantly 

poluLv., 
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Table 111-6. Views on PACT Funding Process,
 
PACT Board of Directors and Other
 

Member Agency Representatives
 

Aspect of PACT Funding Process 

and Views 	 Number 

Questioning process
 
Predominately positive aspects 6 

Some positive aspects, considerable
 

negative aspects 4 

Predominately negative aspects 3 


Appropriatene:s of PACT criteria as 
principles for PoV development
 

General agreement 7 

Disagreement with one or more 6 


PACT 	 strictness in selecting projects
 
Should be more strict 0 

Or, now 4 

Should be lens strict 9 


Ease 	of securing fund-, from
 
PACT than AID
 
PACT ea-:ler to work with 6 

All) viiiier to work with 4 

Not di cussed 3 


Source: RkN4A characterizations of respondent views, 
on intorviewts with 13 members of the Board of Directors 
other at {f of member agen .ieu. 

Percent of
 
total 

46
 

31
 
23
 

54
 
46
 

0 
31
 
69
 

46
 
31
 
23
 

based 
and 
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Many persons interviewed spoke of perceived structural
 

conflicts within PACT, particularly in the roles of staff in
 
screening projects and in presenting projects to the Prpject
 
Selection Committee. The staff was described as having to
 
serve the membership on the one hand and judge and screen 
project proposals submitted by members on the other. Like­
wise, the PACT staff serves also as staff for the Project 
Selection Committee, but also has to serve as advocate of
 
the sponsoring agencies of projects submitted to the Com­

mittee.
 

Despite the fact that the criteria were approved by the
 
Board, thcr'e is some disagreement on the criteria. Often 
this disagreement is phrased in terms of the way the criteria 
are interpreted by staff of the Project Selection Committee,
 
rather than with the criteria per se, although this dis­
tinction is difficult to apply Ln particular instances.
 

Disagreement focuses on the first criterion, which defines 
the target group, and somewhat on various aupects of parti­
cipation on the fourth concerning collective action. 

A criticism made frequently in the interviews involved 
the level of detail of information on projects requested by 
PACT. The guidelines for project information were not 
criticized in thin regard, but rather the subsecuent process 
of questionn. This criticitm was directed at the ProJect 
Selection Committee as well at; staff. A few ret,pondento 
attributed the level of detail requerst:ed by ]IACT otaff to 
the fact that tstaff did riot know what qutLoiots the Com­
mittee members would auk and, th ,'efore, tritd to be ready 
for whatever quentiona might come up in the Committee dis­

cushions. 
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Most U.S. member representatives disagreed with the
 

Committee's limiting member appearances. The feeling of the
 

committee members that agency executives appearing at the
 

meeting placed undue pressure on the independence of the
 

committee's deliberations is reported as one reason for the
 

limitation. The C(inmittee also took into account the sub­

stantial time taken up by personal presentations of projects. 

A few respondents connected the lack of member appearances 

before the committee with the criticism relating to the 

level of detail which the PACT staff has to ask in prepara­

tion for submission of proposals to the Committee. The 

opinion was expressed that such preparation would not be 

necessary if the sponsoring agency representative who knew 

the proposed project and its in-country situation were able 

to respond directly to Committee concerns and questions. 

A number of respondents from among the LDC members and 

the non-member Directors supported the current process of 

discouraging agency appearances at Project Selection Com­

mittee meetings. Some respondents expressed concern that 

PACT did not appear to "trust" the member agencies or re­

cognize the member's own expertise and process for selecting
 

and de.ignir g projectn. The majority of respondentn, 

including those most tupportive of current criteria and 

procedureti, were of the opinion that PACT could be lesin 

atrict i1 the :;creening and review of projectu, (Tale 111-5). 

.Menthemrf gene rnly dIld not addroets th qutestion of how 

PACT was to a)locateo limited fundit if PACT wezr Iets strict, 

in part bcautse of t-hr genoenl porception that. PACT gtnvral­

ly COmmii.t4 conIt5idcrnbly lerts funds. thiin 1It hnis avalablo 

(ace prov± ous grcti~on onl PACT Pro.)eet Fiunfl) 

A uflmbtr of U3,:;, iti.jttlmir ,li r nlitntI Vet f'XJ '5ttt,#(I th 

bollte thnt I1iCT itnitf inad I'rojrmt ;.n'I I (on,uni tter, wOVOr 

10139 ;X.c1 01hg ins th 3 ,Icrti)(n5I onl p ,osin|$4 tn i l d by .tD 

http:COmmii.t4
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agenci'.s. The LDC member representatives (as well as other
 
LDC agticies interviewed in the field) believed that U.S. 
member agencies had a decided advantage in obtaining approval 
for proposed projects because of their nearness to PACT and
 
their ability to put pressure on the PACT staff and Committee. 

Conclusions
 

Conclusions concerning the PACT process of project
 

funding are presented at the end of Chapter IV, after the
 
consideration of the findings presented here in light of the
 

field visits to specific PACT-funded projects.
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IV. PERFORMANCE OF PACT-FUNDED PROJECTS
 

Overview of Projects' Effectiveness
 

How effective are the projects funded by PACT? How 

effective, that ia, in achieving PACT and USAID goals for 

improving the standard of living of people in developing 

countries who have limited Acceiin to resources? To answer 

this question, the evaluation considert; the 19 projecta 

visited, which appear reantonably repreu-ntAtive of the group 

of 50 new protectt funded by PACT in the current grAnt 

period. The W04A aiuuument its thnt motst of thetia projects 

are performing in h satil~tactory way. Thetse atiueiiments 

reflect judgment ibout par ticular project chnrtcterititica 

which indicate whether inteinded beneficiarimi are likely to 

be better off (Table IV-1). The projrct charactoriutica 

as essed include: 

fulfillmt-t of PACT project critol'1a:
 

S.,* iettaion of intejlied actlvitiaaj and 

In 010 ~e of ian-41cpth ovoi ation* Ia.e~od of) comn­
parieooni of baoalisn awl4 lwaol ltai* tlivore chatwtrlot.1co 

provied ulzeful 11dit:atos. of w1cdsohf: lt at1n04 nl-u1iiriee04 

ar@ likesly to 1,e battes ot %sooult of a olvcn: projact, 

ruri tboI I2hR1 trtwal ttxpi ap0flto glp offlsCo ~ i~ 
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Table IV-l. Summary of RRNA Assessment of
 
Performance of Visited Projects


Assisted by PACT
 

Operate 

Fulfill 
Implement
intended 

in a 
cost-effective 

criteria activities way 

Not assessed 0 1 1 

Unsatisfactory 3 3 7 

Satisfactory 11 10 7 

Satisfactory with 
some problems 4 

Good 7 

Lxcellent 5 4 4 

Total 19 19 19 

Source: RRNA, Tables IV-2 and IV-6.
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project development which is importa:.t in its own right.
 

For example, the PACT criteria related to participation by 

beneficiaries are integrally related to the PACT and USAID
 

interest that projects involv- self-help approaches which
 

are considered more "developmental" in their dynamic impacts
 

beyond the immediate delivery of services. 

This chapter details the performance of PACT-funded 

projects according to these criteria. This report does not 

report the rating; of individual projects in terms of these 

indicators. Agency respondents were generally open in 

discussing perceived strengths and weaknesses and confiden­

tiality wa:; promised. 

Five of the 19 projects visited appear "excellent," 

that is, exemIry in terms of fulfilling PACT criteria. 

These project:s are focuned on different tas:r, but have some 

common characterintics. Generally, these project rate well 

also ill terma of implementation of projecta and coat-effec­

tivenetss;. Th ability of the project agency to provide a 

good design in terms of targeting and participation appears 

to be correlated positively with these other indicators of 

offective manqemrent.. Coetainly the varlous asipectil of 

local |)aticipation conaldered in *he PACT criteria contrib-

Uto to implementatioi and cot$t-effectIveness. The char­

cterlstics of thee excetllenLt )rcij)ects nlio contribute to 

anothor flotl, el feature: eachi of those projects in current­

ly t.Xp)an(dIng O1 bnllig tved nts a model in other programs. 

)xpanision ig usual ly uloc'dirl g iiccordinig to an intornil 

MOMMItUM t ohr 11es (4ot'Vr thlt projoct. bono t&a0001 o"Irnul 

anid try to ist1 tI tirtmii nl proacihte,a| 

oragad ctivacne 

haltf tilts ct- ql-p jtudgedt 1satfactory." In torina 0f 

Grepn'ally., kby mo(st of"f , Over 
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the PACT criteria, more than a third of the projects are
 

"good," that is, excellent in terms of some criteria, but
 

not consistently high enough to be in the "excellent"
 

category as a whole.
 

A few projects visited were assessed as "poor" in terms
 

of PACT criteria and effectiveness in implementing proposed
 

activities.
 

Thus, in terms of PACT criteria and implementation,
 

most projects visited appear at least satisfactory and the
 

majority appear good or excellent. Cost-effectiveness was
 

generally a more problematic standard, with more than a
 

third of the visited projects judged unsAtisfactory by the
 

RRNA evaludtors. This chapter also presents the reasons for
 

this more negative assessment of cost-effectiveness.
 

The Projects Visited
 

Characteristics of Visited Projects
 
in Comparison with PACT Portfolio
 

Generally, the characteritica of the projects viaited 

were quito t imilar to thor, of the PACT projects funded in 

the cu:.tent grant period (se Table 1II-5). Thene nimilar-

Itleo Iidicate in a preliminary way that the viuited 

projectu ife reasonably reprOsentative of the total port­
foliO of pro)ecto firr.t fundcd by PACT in the currant grant 

period. (Thr v1itod ptojecto include nome which pro-date 

the current grant p-ri',d: thtise older projecto art not part 

of the group of pro)-ct i newly fundad in the current grant 
Period. ) The diffortzcie are notable for the interpretation 

of the field vioit findings. 
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Total grants from PACT among the visited projects
 

averaged $189,000, about two-thirds percent higher than for
 

the group of all projects first funded by PACT since March
 

1979. This difference reflects the greater number of years
 

the visited projects had received funds from PACT, although
 

the average PACT grant per year appears similar. The longer
 

time of experience with PACT actually was useful for the
 

evaluation since respondents from older projects were able
 

to discuss more fully their views on the PACT assistance and
 

process.
 

Given that the field visits excluded Asia, the regional
 

balance between Latin America and Africa was just about the 

same for the projects visited and for all PACT projects.
 

The visited projects included proportionately more
 

member agency efforts than the PACT portfolio as a whole. 

This again reflects in part the older history with PACT of 

visited projects and also the evaluators' intent to select a
 

representative group of PACT member agency sponsors for the
 

evaluation.
 

All the main sectors of PACT projects as a whole are 

represented in the visited group as well, even though the 

proportions differ considerably in some canon. The propor­

tion of visited projecto involved in agriculture iv under­

stated in the categorization by "Inaln" sctor, since the 

vislted production cooperative and community devalopment 

projects all involve agriculturt. 

The vinited group has relatLively more amAll Lusinoou 

and artisan proocta than the curront PACT portfolio as a 

whole, and therefore moro nmall businases no ultimate 
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beneficiaries as well. The PACT portfolio in the earlier 
1973-79 period had a much higher proportion of small business
 

projects, 31 percent.
 

Among the characteristics related to project perfor­

mance, there i.s a reasonably good match between the total 

PACT-funded projects and the visited projects, with a few 
notable exceptions. Both groups offer various types of 

service with similar frequency, although the visited proj­
ects are more likely to provide credit. Given the greater 
proportion of visited projects assisting small business, 
such organizations are more often defined as the ultimate 

beneficiary and community groups are less likely to be so 
defined than in the PACT-funded projects as a whole. 

The Field Viaitn
 

RRNA evaluators visited all selected project nites. 

The RRNA two-pr:.on toam included the projr.:t director in 
both the L.atin Arerica and Africa trips. A review of docu­
mentation preceded each visit and, in the cane of projects 

sponsored by U.:;. agoticiep, vinita with U.S. agency repre­
sentatives as well. In country, eviluatorts firtit met with 
the project leadership and then visited project activity 
aites. On-nite the evlnatorn generally mat with field 

staff aid om jpujoct bencticinricu. Generally, th proj­
ect staff choue tht benefictries. In all, RIANA evaluatora 

visited project eiton for 17 of 19 projects and one of the 

other three LC PACT memberr, 

Latin Ame'rirn-MI ho) cta 

Of the 12 Latin AiretjcAn projectb visited by tle, RiUA 

oVAluitora, ?iJht iAr in Colombia, with two enh In the 
Dominican ReptibIic nid llondut-no (Tni oI IV-': mot datniled 
depeiptiono of the projecrti vijited arp' in Appendix I,). 

http:two-pr:.on


Talo IV-2. Basic InforuationAon Field Projects 

Years of PACT grant
 
FACT funding total. dollars
 

1976-81 	 310.050
 

1977-79 	 165.000
 
1980-81
 

1977-79
 
1979-81 242.951~
 

1977-80 	 69eO100 b
 

1981-82 

1977-82 	 1 56 ,8 9 2b
 

1981-82 90,360
 

1979-82 74.400
 

1979-82 286.800
 

1977-79 	 79,400
 

1976-78 	 46.200
 

1979d 68.000 

1979-82 306.000 

((4d) 0­
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Colombia Savings and 
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Colombia 	 Co=-:n ity 

Colombia 	 Wnic-tinity 

Colombia 	 A;rcultu:e/ 

apprcpriate

tetc'.n 1 o;y
 

Colombia 	 Smal1 business 

development 

Colombia 	 Small business 

development
 

Honduras 	 Radio education 

Honduras 	 Health 

http:Servivien.AI


Table rv-2. (CbLIaUnxd) 

r Years of PACT grant.Avenc COunt-y MIn sector PACT funding total, dollars 

3:of' - . mp. T!TTe-ya ireya Smll] b;snels 1973. 1979-81 369.521 

T,*.. ­ , ,. - e:-e Tenya COC,'e.ative- 1973-81. 578.200 
gai~ And loan. 
a r:c-ilture 1981 

3i..: 
 itw i Liberia Sall b,.sincss 1974-80 340,400 

?a:.azar :idI Liberia Agric-ulture and 1980-82 
 Soo50
 

? fT/Ltber Is Uolt 
: 2 :a CTAiCeC Senal Aqric-s1t-zre and 1977-50 174,200
S.r (*:C$) Cc .na ity Develop­

,at~icIT -,-; 
 T SS 5ts ieqal S.&41I S 1978-1981 49.400 

of 

a. ~-::~~ t :e a~5 ty -Uwr tXA teamn during t,,)e a~sof Jianuary - March. 1982. Sumaries of these 
b ~J~:~~ :m .?~a (S:21) at:-o1e'd fc--: agencies.
C- : do *!':TIft5 n.sa. fu.lz Irc .:e-ev-.u' FACT grants. 

SCX~t*: 14.aPAd 4= 1A.Z- ~crc. fzeid azO U.S. .-;encl interviews. amid specific site visits for the 19 projects. 



75.
 

Included in the site visits wrre a number of projects
 

which have been in the PACT portfolio for a half decade or
 

more and which appear representative of PACT involvements 

which began in that period. These projects include two 

which have received over $300,000 each in PACT funds over 

the years: local craft development for cottunercial sale 

sponsored by the Dominican Development Foundation; and the 

low-income housing program using new technolocies initiated 

in Colombia by PACT member SERVIVIENDA, which manufactures 

pre-fabricated units for about U.S. $1,000. The mos.;t recent 

PACT grant to SERVIVIENDA supports community s;ervices and 

organizational efforts. Other older projects vi:;ittd in­

clude two program,; of technical assistance and credit to 

micro-buts'inestie in Cali, Colombia, spon-..ored by the 

Carvajal Foundation and by FUNDES. Carvajal provide.-; train­

ing in busi1e subjects; a a prerequis.ite for loan:; and had 

on stafI a technical advisaor :supplaed by PACT membtr AITEC. 

The FUNDES loan program has lad h jh lovrlt of dlinquency 

and hias arranged to join its proqraims with the Carvajal 

Foundation.
 

In fundinc MUDE in tile Dominican Republic, PACT Oup­

ported ono of its first pro)octs of community orqanization 

for rural wom n. Tho prog rnm had a difficult stirt in 1977 

and received addiltoionl funding $zom P'ACT in the current 

grant period, Thet !avei the Childrin s i nterrd rurln 

dav lopthett pro)rct in Col)o iin is a mo :t e xtoIgiVo pr'otpam 

of 10M14 a? pu potso ill cotmulni ty Ozrgn i at on and lit: I~tr On 

trai niii fot sura1 womej), 1hut wi-th only modoti amotisto of 

PACT tuntds. Tho pro):oct involved oXtenlxiv., col l)ah,(,n l . 

PACT 'mlr': World l:ducatioln pi ovidod tc :hniica1 a# L~tanecq 

for valu intltj trainin por,J amr. Tit" :.nvr -oze d 

#14 'Jjtio ps coJil mo t|i bl j ind 11n a Iilld ot Jth2 IOn#1 

fodatiot wit-h Ohn womptn's pz wjramsz ot tho 14ional coutoo 



76. 

Other projects reflect increased funding of community
 

orgalnization and development in the current grant period, 

including over $300,000 in three yoiiiro in Hlondurai for the 
local piu~jrin of wel-l drillingI and litrii=-tion with high 

levels of contributed local rt-tioureni, with at ttechnical 

advis~or iLupported by aind ti tr 1 reentIV."); ai ii .annual1 vel 1y 

for the approvtid PACT Il~i~i~neitcgr'itcd 1:urcl dl.'elopnent 

program-.; in1 ppo1m1~ 100I~ Col oinbi an corn.un t ien promoted 

by IMCA, ai wel-1 1-e:tabl i-0rd luocal agency. Anothrr proqrdm 

receiving uu1t-;tialt ~ PACTr ttn:i itz FUNDAI:C In Colombia, a 

rural univer-:-ity *L:aiwn g turzil rric;idCent:;i in new tcchnOugoef 

and expcrimc::t-l mrtbod IIIn acpiculture. kvcvnitly, FtNDAEC 

hau. 1ncrtated ±t: emph-i" on t aIdv ;n iran 1 

the commkillitim InI Which thy pi g:~mqnlutet- ait ul timately 

expected to oiuppurt le. 

One- of I'A(t.'T~ fajoi, vffoz t. to utppoz t coll1atiorti 

began In Co I wmjb:I a 11n 1977 anusg four :qit:i 

SEj:V IV I~UNI). ci luqat.z cu .- XI:. Al thutigh thean I 

o (fort Lu ne Xpe ioence its 1huU111t~J .1110 Crcodi tComabilf at 

and riCn- tormal (11i ful in) tt'fI'teducaI ion witfO !41 atecttd of 

tortn.al col11 buiaL ion, pi og:amti AIC titll:1Arl: II(J ng nIa 

Collebo: aivre oetu:I with aach otltzs 'r. fi:~ thrl p 

nwapd orai~t N~ ave :ccrivad VACT qJ: 'ant Iv 04"thI V 

individual pri J3'ttt u:I th" Cltsl:et ':'n c t 

Tho J*ACT-fidat t eclai cal aof an $ cm IA Eto the 

educati1 ualI*.d 1ioqs4 "1 MII litdwtz1 w- Ptliodof ini 

*ttor ni x M,nWho whaln Lbirs t.eIhwicl 400ta Lnt wid the loa 

agency 1PR4Parohip could not oolv fittncoo on job 

definition. 

http:tortn.al
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African Projects 

Of the seven projects visited by the RRNA team in 

Africa (excluding the consortium CONGAT in Togo), the main 

sectors included small business, agriculture and community 

development. Other sectors represented in the visit in­

cluded health/nutrition and cooperatives (savings and loan 

associations). The main activities of the small business 

projects involved technical assistance to beneficiaries 

(PfP/ .iberia, PfP/Kenya, Technoserve), while the agricul­

tural pro)ects (OFADEC, WE/PfP/Liberia) have been more 

involved in conununity orgawization in addition to their 

technical nistance. 

The oldest projects among those visited it, Africa 

involved bus 1 development Technoserve,ine.ss (MPI/Kenya, 

PtP/Ilberiii), and were isttarted in PACT'a first years. The 

taost rcent projectu have involved community development 

(OFADIC), hetlth/nutritcn and agricultural community de­

volopmVltt (MIM/Kenya, WILoberia).
 

\mo' thlt.'ACT-td'caded p1ro3ctts viaited there appears to 

be 'o zeler relative MphI.'l. on ttc|hnlcal dtriflltwnnc 

pzojact- in Afrl(:4 than in Li,'.in Amnoricn. III ttact, t her"o 

wo: t fwoui trechllieni nt,.tatnc" p:ojecttt in Africa i1nd only 

thsio-m itl thera I Ai~ Icw gr oup ot cout.zitlts: vlil~±te-d bY 

1004UA Nwitc-Ow'#ot, IsO P-110ir nctiviLy i,- nwd :eably under­

ropv ntzed amholwj t ft AtzricniE))Ct+, The dI t)I: ibt1tioTl of 

ACtlvilIt ntmhli the tevell p:ojectt visited by 14104A l# 

tAirly unlifol (T-a le, IV-'!). 

At:ilc a nl~tJ c(4)l aiI ha 11 nht oxamsio (i P17010o~CUS 

wI iihll (vh v i oAIC i ,n p IiteetpIay 

aii.li'i, tta.11ia 111)t(4-JuJilIlin P u~ L ii'. onId 
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technical assistance. FNASS, the vocational training program
 
in Senegal, also does a good job of combining training,
 
credit, and group awareness in one project. Other projects
 
such as PfP/Kenya and PfP/Liberia have moved in the di­
rection of connecting several activities in one project.
 

In the African projects, beneficiaries generally come
 
from two categories: individuals/households and small
 
business groups. In a few of the projects, beneficiaries 
come from communities, whet- -r they be community groups or 
the community as a whole. This is in contrast to Latin 
America where there is more of a balance between these
 
groups. Nevertheless, at least one organization in Africa
 
(PfP/Kenya) has rtarted to change direction, paying more 
attention to community groups such as the farmers in the 
village of Chekalini who have banded together to build an
 

irrigation system.
 

Collaboration among organizat.tona in Africa appears
 
limited. The one current example of collaboration among 
PACT members in in Liberia (I'fP/WE)g. None exists in Kenya 
whL., two organizations are performing related technical 
aanintanct ,ctivitiec. In 1973, PACT's first Kenya grant was 
for collaboration between the Kenya program of PfP and 
Tochnonerve, with VITA ar a third agency. However, the 
joint ef(ort did not succeed. More collaboration exiat: 
between PACT membera and non-membra, but thi. io aluo 
fairly limited. Cauca of this typo of collaboration appear 
in Senegal (Goodwill Induatrios/FNASS) and Kenya (MfM/Konya 
Freedom from Hunger).
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_3sessment of Projects Funded by PACT
 

PACT Criteria and Indicators
 

PACT criteria are intended to provide an indicator of
 

whether the intended beneficiaries are likely to be better 

off as a result of the project effort. It is useful for
 

this evaluation to assess the degree to which projects PACT
 

has funded meet these criteria. USAID has accepted the 

usefulness of the criteria and RRNA does as well, supple­

mented by additional indicators of project effectiveness.
 

To facilitate the assessment of the 19 visited projects
 

according to the five PACT criteria, RRNA evaluators pre­

pared a list of indicators for each of the criteria (Appen­

dix B). These indicators serve as a guide, not as a ricgorous
 

measure; but they do provide a framework for judging the 

degree to which the criteria were met in widely varying 

situations. 

Tht indicators define specific wayn a project might
 

demonstrate its effectiveness according to PACT criteria. 

The lint in not exclusive; project reprenentativeo were
 

first asked to give their own deicriptionn of how their 

projectu met the criteria. Vinicusnnioiw between project 
reprencntativr and IdtNA evaluatorti -- as often betweell 

reprepentativoa and PACT staff -- concerned the degree to 

which nithor ol f-drt11nvA indicntora or thoo. ouqgt'ste(d by 
the ev~iluntor could br domonw4ta td cotivincingly, 

l14ffjrq tho vitsit, 1001A spocilfied n ligt of indicatora 

to PVI'Vo 40 iu14e'l iJlr' if 010~ 41noint of Whttr: onch o 

thoencrtorfl 1 W.o#p livili Moiqt In 04 w yen plop)'vt (114trunltnt 

No, 2 * Appowix 1i). UP nd~ iatti wrlo iot oosd n5 n hokTh 
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list of subcriteria which had to be met, but rather as a
 
list of potential conditionc, any one of which could be
 
sufficient to confirm the suitability of et ptuject. For 
example, the first criterion of t.rqting the p|oect to 
beneficiaries who have limited accv.,,Ir to c : ouldViOUYCrI be 
met by any one of a number of ttati;t cal : c.itovt or 
conditions of low income and itOlcttion which could be 
explained by the project agency rcuposidentt or observod by 

the evaluators.
 

RRNA evaluatora assesued cach pro)ect viatted According 

to each of the five criteria. A aimple rating aclile was 

used: 

* Don't know; not asegansble
 
• Unatisfactory/borderl in
 

• Satisfactory/odequato
 

* Excellent
 

Ceneral)y, tht criterIA w r mot At loatit adoquat ,y in 

abcut four-ftittha of the a tirmtt mado t I9 pfo)­fto: 


octo vit1od (Tabl IV-3). Each of the cr'Losil w ao ful­
fil led in no oxcolle nt. wny 1.y tioith porli . Iiitnm oftboth 

fih4 criter i o 1I9gcoleni 11I41In1Gu13n 

toflnt p)iOj)tr:" a|pprinrod ndolntr . j .ut,'u a emI|41- Wal a 

xcel mint: vnj13udqrd I *a l moot, wh rx*ine:I ft | 

MALat xl[l z l thr " nt:i i: Ien Ic, o t,,
upotinec, ' t1he hat lAOI1*Ate* I l:]i ttidti~a:~! p tslai,1i ( in n ! iftelpro)44ctiloicsi ved P-omt va: y accoii too- riatii j 4 |, lm i 

cri te i e. Mr thamn haltI in ptovx,~ Iacnive ;;I, laa. Oli 

bortle:~~11-~f ~ ~COO tholn 111;414.~ hal qlt~iy ~I~ 

t11 Mon! cvIrocllelld oe u a~ OX Ir3;*' 1 ,i jtb 100.0 1',h 2CC# 

high I saI i jpjo 11so C J an-a4 Iira~rt I cis i I as 'lCI j'a :;T 

in) thq Pcotho pq(JtWIcri 4 4 thel rP:oIt"V ~IuIAW 
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This correlation would be expected, given the interrelated­
ness 
of the criteria and the ability of good leadership and
 
strong community participation in a given project to perform
 
consistently in many aspects of the project life.
 

Five of the 19 projects visited were assessed as pre­
dominantly "excellent" in terms of the PACT criteria (Table 
IV-4). Another seven projects were judged "satisfactory/
 
adequate" in terms of most criteria and were rated "excellent" 
in one or more others as well. Four projects which had some 
shortfall in terms of PACT were assessed as "satisfactory/ 
adequate." Only three projects were consistently unsatis­

factory. 

Comparison of PACT and RRNA Views on
 
Projects According to YACT Criteria
 

In addition to aisneusing the group of projects accord­
ing to the PACT criteria, RkNA compared its ant'etinmente with 
thoso made independently t)y PACT regional reprenentatives. 

The two notc ot judgments how wideopread agreement 
botweon the RNA evaluatorts anld PACT ataff about the proj­
acti; (Tab1o IV-5). The proportion of "excelltlnt," "good," 
"PAtlrtfactory," and "poor" projects in the PACT aeutsmont 
of th vitiitod projocti matchet Voiy closely with the RRNA 

ratinga.
 

Tho aummry reoultoi do aubmerge some difforini Judg­
mOnt#i betw en th 0 0I4A evAluAtorss end tho )'ACT tatf within 
the 14Irovt Co(nLtext of fturn.mont, That i. whilo PACT And 
I4JUh lo!th 4 eia the ive %, qc !l and Wono ti4 e p! op iu hdii 


rfO (,to, f htq Wp! a ' ii aii i i tfa ' n. ,'! h0ow to
 

uAtl OUIXp i a ttl..I ltis,) Itl iJa Jt, 4flo oVah r ,iff lgli tsi pfl -e 



Table IV-4. RRNA Assessment of Visited Projects
 
According to PACT Criteria
 

Assessment results 
according to Number 

Rating ratings for 5 criteria of projects 

Unsatisfactory 	 "Unsatisfactory/borderline"

predominates 	 3
 

Satisfactory "Satisfactory/adequate"
 
Satisfactory with predominates with one or
 

same problems two "unsatis actory/
 
borderline" 4
 

Good 	 "Satisfactory/adequate"
 
predominates with o~e
 
or two "excellent 7
 

Excellent 	 "Excellent" predominates
 

Total 	 19
 

a. Inciuden one proj.)ct with 2 "unszatsfactory/borderlini," 
2 "atiosfactory/adequat,'" and 1 "excellent." 
b. Includes one project with all criteria "tsatisfactory/ 

adequate;" one pzoject with I "unnititafctory/borlerline;" 2 
"not1a fActory/hdoquate;" rand 2 "excellent;" and one project 
with 1 "untl ts !'actory/borderl ne," 3 "'.atis t4cto1y/adequato' 
and I "excellent." 

Source: 141t1A anti.-onmento, baued on field vialta and review 
of documontation. 
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Table IV-5. RRNA and PACT Assessments of
 
Visited Projects According to PACT Criteria
 

Same projects
 
in rating
a
Rating RRNA PACT category
 

Unsatisfactory 3 3 1
 

Satisfactory
 

Satisfactory with 
some problems 4 4 1 

Good 7 6 5
 

Excellent 5 5 4
 

Tutal 19 18b 11
 

a. See definitions, Table IV-4. 
b. PACT staff membern providirici n.c nutnentu were not petgonally

familiar with iu.t one progect whIch had terminated a few years ago 
and did not iate it. 

Souree: RIfA arsenumenti;, batied on field vinitu and review 
of documentation and oeritt: of PACT regional representativas 
as reviewed by other staff membern. 
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about particular criteria for a given project. Overall PACT
 

and RRNA placed 11 of 18 projects in the same categories. 

Agreement between PACT and RRNA tended to be high in placing 

projects in the top two categories. This agreement indicates 

that for the projects which met the PACT criteria well, the 

RRNA evaluators and the field representatives were able to 

use the criteria con,;istently in identifying the better 

projects and even in distinguishing "excellent" projects 

from "good" ones. 

When the results of the assenr;merits of particular 

criteria are categorized in at, overall rating for each 

project, RRNA evaluators and PACT staff agreed in just two 

of seven cnses. However, thI;; result tends to exaqgerate 

the differenceit. A ;ub.'Ntaatial share of the disagreement 

was for particular project,: and criteria in which the R|INA 

evaluators thriuelves found cattegorization:is difficult be­

tweenl "bordr-rline" or "sati:sfactory," in the brond classifi­

cation ;:Yfltel ur.ed. 

.i fe:teence in atiie:,ri-ent of tljr taint pZojrC I appt'tar to 

refltr% wott v thr. di tr-relnccs in ii'.erprvttioi; ,11.Aiut tile 

crit .erIin thmsrl ye, rather than diff'Ceraicetr' in Viewn on, the 

partcuIt pt.i Ther* Iu a g:t1 11tirct w.r. btl a1 r6m oI 

Cr I I e:t 0- i I .i;,d -; , 1.'Inf II .lz* .1C~Cl tO -:01~ 1t(:"4 Wi I ((, I ve 

t ilyr -'1V I ot. In:i .II;Iy 111 ti :pct it-t - a . I(MIA a)l VACT 

,A0 Potd 14 of ) J I v " I" uIu11 Ih lr, . W t"01 br 5­

hon*l " .e on CI I 'Lot 1.a I, z .1f( . .41 i' 

Sdo'i flent it'l of local 13vad. ill:: "I MaJlagomontt of o 

SourcpIJ, And b"1101cialy chZA-(1 



Assessment of Effectiveness in Implementation
 
and of Cost-Effectiveness of Visited Projects
 

Effectivenerss in meeting PACT criteria indicates a 

project's potential for improving the standard of living of 

poor people in developing countries. To a l. ,Ger extent,
 

effectiveness in continuing to ineet the cri teria i t an 

indicator of project performance at; well. Two other aspects 

of project performance are al:io important for an evaluation 

of whether people have benefitted: the project't. effective­

neer. in implementing it plan and it:; cost-effectivencts. 

Effectiven, .sq in ]mpLementation 

The RRNA evaluators quetatoned project representatives
 

about a project's effectivener. i. in implementation mainly in 
terms of the project'i ability to execute the progrim and 

activxtieo urt- out In i t. pxoponal. llowevor, evaluators 

aluo nu ktd about a project'It rooponne to probltnu and about 

unexpected reiCults, 40 thal the asin.rlt of iectivoheB 

in implementation could bo baned on judznent4 about t. 

whole progrnit. 

1(lA v luntoi4 rated about thron-quat tte1 of tho 

vlaitod |joio ctb 4 bcitil at tt ado(1uto is4 im|plomanitin 

tho Piopo(iad prouJ: am (Ta|.') I'-,). Tho fou: :'j juedoJd 

40 0" i ltI - nilil l' tJjgP cal ta fflrtoy j~ i1talil fo ~ 

0u1, 4 Itr4 fl ativit I V L tv I qtpeat Iy 011ol't cot )I on t thr e 
o Iotatto tal 4 )-Vt tl ractoryt :ct4*oO)' ) MorAntli 

prOjoetb Uiftes vot oftoi Pei) to?i ( Iaye. In oi art-tilJk 0! 

planu""d 4etvitiso Oita P[Q)OCt warn wit oaiil4114 bocIutia 

it whoa tirtot futndo by PACT in 14to l?(k11 



PACT regional representatives in Latin Airerica and 

Africa provided an indepe~ndent assessment of the projects' 

implementation of pz Dposed programs. Generally, t hi PACT 

staff metnberfl placed in the "unsatisfactory" and in the 

"excellenlt" c~ teqor,*ie:;- a fcw project.,- which )U(NA t±valuzilr-1 

had chiiractvr,1 zed at: 1'tatisfactory." 

'y,General the PACT i .aL f inembern ~cequite tough in 

assesin) p,: ject.;-, cot r-jutizing more( thati i thic cis "unl­

oatis factoi ,'borderl ine" (Tab1ir I V - ) . Th"--r- projecta 

included a numnbe r which Iod4A cvii1 ua ori.* ha%! j udp(-d ta 

tI'atxnfactozry ' but for which the117lt ,-z to( )srsve 

conaidered llun.,i i.ictoryl" dut' t,, cratic-i de liya cind 

mfitied tarqett., in e-i: i er yen- which woul.,, not have been 

weighted an heavily in thv work of the ~WA tL-Ui. 

Cost-E ffect Iveneti,­

Cont-txveen~.or projectp. iti 4 mnA)C)r coflctZn of 

both P~ACT nnd All) It 15 not otir tit t)o ( 1vc PACT sialocy iog 

criteiin, but cont.visa f~or cc-etrc: y n 

unde dea yund qulde7 ACTc olti i; I ,,pa 0-tin" jccn~ bt abcd 

In Ut~lnitIon to ci 1rien. ro xn:p' .2ve ist 

i,1atloss to flumler tit Iir,:i-t1C.42 1 io: WJho clt,:441Y alI Willhi~i 

the14c"Aba ed 11Wt 4 andIr) ~f~( ec JJ1 

boslatic irl"Oi , Alsn 40* a"i~1 e nn 1ilij ll o 

V49 bpicIASIt- tje-t nC7."4 

Ynz060PPt z jctI a Ce~j- ccC vgte 1 cC0k 

VPt h li!ish t)(4of dvj4 1#0t11tr1to jjj*jf o~ 

(lc4oirlob 40~ vo# Aw4,bt ap :4 vholn ifvomptall vit oa~ll b 

projPetL coto UPe $4WA aolwtatvio 41do tjfI hAVO atse,1 

http:Iir,:i-t1C.42
http:Cont-txveen~.or
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rigorous data for the projects visited, although many proj­

ects had ascertained whether specific activities were break­

ing even in terms of receipts from sale of products compared
 

with direct project costs. Therefore to assess cost-effec­

tiveness, RRNA evaluators considered various indicators, 

including the following:
 

evaluations provided by the project which 
demonstrated cost-effectiveness, at least in
 
major components of the project; 

increasing levels of self-support of a
 
project from resources generated by the 
project itself; 

establishument of profitable farms, coops, or 
businer~ses;
 

evidence of increased income or other improve­
ment in fitan:dard of living of beneficiaries 
which are t;ubftantial in comparison with 
costs ; 

evidence of employment of previously unemploy­
ed or underemployed persons at levels of sub-
Pidy which appenr 1ow In tormts of coit per 
job: and 

ability to produce siervice at cout which in 
lower or at least comparable to that of other 
Dimil1a: programsi III the area. 

Accordlng to thotiv indicatorti, |0RMA ntsessd 11 of the 

projocta visittd at adequately cout-vtfictivo, and fiva of 
t~jeo wo:lcio;udez oxco lenlt. !;.vri, (ittho projocti ware 
judgod nr. t~ot, c:opt-tfoctive (Tnal IV-6,). 

Tho foxl--ogit pro.)ac:to ttirthg t otsOfCvW,0| 

inidicAto thea potnt ii to: PVC' ortI: is* at 'hei hel 

to nn- :ttf-I at r~l ni oll4 1 I y q 1 'p omn.un 
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An agricultural cooperative program using
 
high amounts of beneficiary labor and generat­
ing sufficient savings for the coop within a 
few years to replace all capital equipment; 
start up costs by technology used are low­
cost enough that a number of other communi­
ties have been encouraged to ettabllsh similar 
cooperatives and production; 

Manufacturing of pre- fabricated housing
organized a:a a sclf-r.itaining buuines: even
with prices being net at lens than the market 
would bear;
 

Extension and training program for commtun.,ty
organization ana economic development now 
involving so many villages that costs of 
large professional staff at mode:;t salaries 
with high rsupplcment of volunteer time become 
low relative to extent of service and of 
economic impact In thesae villago. 

Some of the satisfactory programs are nluo instructive 
in indicating PvO pote.ntial for cost-effective impacts: 

One vocntioneal traiining program for ve.ry
dicadvantaged pertos;, for which cofits of 
approximately $3,000 per traxne,- licem-ed 
re.3tivoly high. except in compt)ariton with a 
vocational program of nitlmnnr goals anid 
duration but laou disadvantaged |isrticipants,
sponrored by another USA0ID-funded project in 
the "Am" country. III which cots per t Ai11 
apphar to he thlec to (ivC tim"ntia1 high. 

A communi~t- wnll hiflnrj an wntl systnm 
prOgtrJ1m w-i ch roquired e t I eiit ($ proVi dot 
20 pcrcnlit tfd,+ etc coipt lit h. ropay
loa tot, ial other di: ec votst, nd mi;Intain 

f4lor UmmllitrJh to moot, but t,11, prouamis h,# 

Porsisted wit)) 811C1 " tin"t|iJ(J1 10tefl1rop&aymont, and tthr, p1 atinpmd laval i ow ahniJi1 
otasis 4a1pactodtsf 1'j(G1 

* A z'aa of tat'hicial asi~o~t qfit:a wic'I 

ropi'I y h jh (pi lf41raIfv t 
Crenil ctpro_41 an f iSa~ -Jiif ft 
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A program of technical assistance and credit
 
to small businesses which requires partici­
pation in training courses before credit is
 
provided;
 

A savinq and loan cooperative covering an 
increascing sihre of op-rational and training 
expens;es and incer-a; inq tav ng: and substan­
tial intertv: t |pdyllelltt; 0, Mt-Inbel'n; .411d 

A program of crmlit for coilunuzaty gioups; 
where the policy C.. IInu1ttc-t. reJ)!tit 1nt the 
beneflci n41 ± : trktt- IeVe 1ntre!;t);.,I d 
rate:: uiidd wtich thc piocrain it; coot i nu ng 
to jJ!?ItlOli W th low detault £ att:n of) lo i i. 

Despite th:>te it:;tructive po:,1It! tlc amIplget., more of 

the project. vu:£ited were )tj cdgd umttx ;I nc[o:y iccoiding to 

the co t-efftcLivenev.n :itindard than nccozdinq to effective­

ness in Ueeting PACT criteri4 and imp|citentiZn the painied 
program. soven of' lb pru)eCt:f aiare.d werc rated unuatxs­

factory or borderline in termst of coat-effectivenenis. 

Some of the problema of these projecta are ats follows: 

Sorer carried out woll curtain aspects of 
their p£oqrnam, but fell far bhort of the 
propotod lovel of nit vity t o th.it the "unit 
cotsto" l'cnmt- Veiy high 9ivesi the atntf ,1wid 
opoleztiullal eXje0IMt; 

* Oth' : ach evr''t n ce,!,,*, n :m|nc t. buit COnl­

lovel;i t iub . £y WIthout ocvi d..elt, r su ­
(1elosit vooiic galln tot [,e.' 1cIc OL~P 
enalo them c hih !,C)IIo 1Io aovci SOI. of 
colsts :
 

On# hit aitj l| ghtoIt tVe C t, nbohCt t(wI* LInM0 
Aa hI',h ao an'ti eil Vi Isciv jo i, witich had 

A to~w weo a psi t jjf4. ci;ctiz't~e~ j 4#V o10 ILO 

bolltici l .o 11)4jt: I W 1o4itipc Cot 11 4 



92.
 

Some changed directions or were so delayed in
 
start-up that the total cost-efficiency was
 
low, even though the project may be operating
 
more efficiently at present.
 

In a few instances, newer projects may still take corrective
 

actions and become more cost-effective. However, the
 

assessments do not reflect a bias of judging newer projects
 

more negatively than older ones.
 

One general result stands out in both Latin America and
 

Africa: projects which perform well on the PACT criteria 

also tend to perform well according to the measure of cost­

effectiveness. In the 11 cases where projects were judged 

cost-effective by the evaluators, they were also judged to 
meet the PACT criteria in a good or excellent manner. The 
reverse also turns out to be true. Projects which the RRNA
 

evaluators felt were not cost-effective, were judged, in all
 

cases except one, as unsatisfactory or borderline according
 

to the PACT criteria.
 

The Difference PACT Makes
 

This evaluation of PACT must include an assessment not
 
only of the prcjects PACT has funded, but also of the dif­

ference, if any, which PACT has made in the performance of
 

the projects. This impact of PACT can come through the
 
effect of the funds distributed and through the process by
 

which PACT relates to the LDC projects.
 

Importance of PACT Funds
 

The total fundings by PACT over the life of a project
 

and the average annual grants constitute relatively small
 

amounts. For all the projects visited, the average total
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PACT grant to date was $188,000. For a selected group of 10
 

older projects which has received funding for 2 or more
 

years, the average reached $274,000 (Table IV-7). The
 

annual averages were in the $50,000 range.
 

Given the size of the funds received from PACT, it is
 
important to consider in light of the findings of the field
 

visit whether the PACT funds had supplementary impacts
 

beyond what is indicated by the absolute dollar amounts.
 

The funds from PACT have actually played an important
 

role in most of the projects visited. Key features of PACT
 

funding identified in the fie]i visits are as follows:
 

Timeliness of Funding:
 

* 	 Funding during early years; and
 

* 	 Funding as substantial proportion of
 
budget during these years.
 

Promotion of long-term viability:
 

Contribution to total project and agency
 
budget needs, including administrative
 
expenditures; and
 

Attraction of other outside funds.
 

Programmatic Impact:
 

.	 Influence inclusion of community organ­
ization and development.
 

The RRNA assessment based on the field visits is that
 
PACT funds have played a significant role. Some impact of
 

the timeliness of the PACT funds received in the early yeari
 

of the project can be ascertained for almost all the visited
 

projects; in two-thirds of the projects, this impact was
 



Table IV-7. PACT Grants Per Project, Total and Annual Averages
 
Visited Projects and Selected Group
 

Item Visited Projects Selected Groupa
 

Number 19 
 10
 

Average PACT total grant/project (dollars)b 188,321 274,028
 

Average number of years of fundingc 3.7 4.9
 
Average PACT grant/year (dollars)d 50,898 55,924
 

a. Visited projects with 2 or more years PACT funding which include 5 Latin American
 
projects.


b. Calculated by summing total grant amounts of the projects and dividing by the
 
number of projects.
 

c. Calculated by summing the number of years of PACT funding of the projects and
 
then dividing by the number of projects.
 

d. Calculated by dividing total grant average by average number of years of PACT
 
funding.
 

Source: RRNA interviews with projects; "Project Budget" of Grant Agreement letters
 
for each of the projects included in the sample.
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important (Table IV-8). For most of the projects, a signi­

ficant long-term impact is ascertained as well. The impact
 

of the funds on project design is observed somewhat less
 

frequently, as is to be expected given PACT's defined role
 

as a "reactive agency." Both the interviews and opinions
 

received of the field visits and the information described
 

below support these assessments.
 

Timeliness of Funds
 

The timeliness of the PACT funds, a short-term impact, 

is the level of importance attached to the funds at the time 

of the initial project appro'al. In approximately half of 

the projects visited, t1'. PACT funds were authorized during 

the first two years o,: Lhe agency's operation. Even for 

older organizations, PACT tended to fund a relatively new 

project or new program direction. In all but four of the 19 

projects visited, most organizations received PACT funds 

during the first two years of their projects. Though an­

swers varied to the degree of importance, there was an 

almost unanimous positive response to the timeliness of PACT 

funds. Once funding has been approved and contractual 

requirements settled, PACT is generally reported to be 

prompt in distributing funds. 

One indicator of the importance of PACT in the early 

years is PACT's funds as a percent of the total budget. For 

the projects visited, PACT funds accounted for roughly half 

of the total budget in the first year of PACT funding. 

Important other funds, including some USAII tnupport, and 

local Wihare, or in-couintry contributi ont;, each ;,rovide 

approximately another quarter of the budget (Table IV-9). 

In Latin America the local tiource of funds wao eispecially 



----

Table IV-8. RRNA Assessment of the Importance of
 
PACT Funding, Projects Visited
 

(number of projects)
 

------------------ Degree of Importance ----------------
Indicator of Don' t know/
I=portance Not applicable Little or None 
 Some Important
 

S HORT- TER14 

Ti=elinss of PACT
 
funds 1 
 1 5 12
 

LONG-TE.MM: 

PACT funds promote
 
organizational
 
viability 
 3 6 10 

PACT funds influence 
design of projects 
to e=phasize com­
=uni ty development 7 7 

Source: RRNA assessment based on interviews with 19 projects and review of documents.
 
See text for discussion of factors. 

0'i 

5 

http:LONG-TE.MM


Table IV-9. Average Project Budgets by Categories of Funding Sources
 
First Year of PACT Funding, Visted Projects and Selected Groups
 

Visited Projects Selected Groupa
 

Percent Percent
 
Budget/Source Amount/dollars of Total Amount/dollar of Total
 

Anounts
 
Total Budget 100,294 100 104,570 100
 

5 0 16 0b
PACT F rst Year Grant , 50b 50,490 48
 
AID 9,080 9 16
16 ,2 5 0c 

Other Foreign 19,390 19 18,650 18
 
Local Share 21,642 22 19,180 18
 

a. See Table IV-7 for definition and number of projects included in this group.
 
b. This average obscures the fact that only two of the 19 projects were receiving AID
 

funds at time of PACT approval.
 
c. Only one of 10 projects was receiving AID funds at time of PACT approval.
 
Source: Information provided in "Project Budget" of Grant Agreement letters for each
 

of the projects in:luded in sample. Supplemental information provided in RRNA
 
interviews with prcject. 

to 
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important. USAID and other international funding agencies
 
contributed significant, but considerably smaller amounts to
 
the total budget.
 

Promotion of Long-Term Viability
 

One long-term impact of PACT funds is that of promoting
 
organizational viability, which involves the capacity to
 
maintain or increase project operations. To a large extent,
 
this is tied to the ability of an organization to attract
 
other sources of funding. The response of the projects to
 
this issue was extremely positive. Most project managers
 
felt that PACT funding helped to legitimize their project
 
and sponsoring agencies in international lending circles.
 
In addition, PACT funds supported the administrative struc­
tures needed to build a managerial capacity for the orga­
nization. The use of PACT funds in paying administrative
 
and other institutional expenses was cited by half of the
 
projects as being very important.
 

The importance of PACT funds over time is indicated by
 
the PACT contribution as a percent of the project and agency
 
budgets for the first and last years of the project (Table
 
IV-10). The PACT share of project and especially agency 
budgets has tended to decline. PACT grant amounts increased 
by an average 20 percent between the first and last year of 
PACT funding, the project and agency budgets have increased 
48 percent and 109 percent, respectively. These results 
suggest that the agencies and projects are attracting in­
creased funding from other development organizations. Three 
of the seven African projectii visited are currently receiv­
ing lai'ge OPG grants from USAID. 



Table IV-10. Average Agency and Project Budgets, PACT Share, and
 
First and Last Years of PACT Funding,
 

Selected Group of Projects
 

Increase as
 
Year of PACT Funding proportion
 

First Last of first year
 

dollars ---- ---percent---
Total Budgetabb

Agency 2 9 2 ,92 0a 6 1 3 ,60 0b 09
 

Project 104,570 154,606 48
 
FACT Contribution 50,490 64,442 28
 

percent
 
PACT Share 

Agency 17 11
 
Project 48 42
 

number
 
Nunber of Outside Funding Sources
 

Average 3.6 4.8
 
Range 1-13 1-15
 

a- An average 4.9 years after the first funding.
 
b. Since one project included in the group of 10 did not report its agency budget
 

for the last year of PACT funding, the first year agency total budget did not include
 
this project to calculate the percent charge of agencies. The agency budget for
 
the first year was adjusted to $288,670 for the calculation of percent change.
 
Source: RRNA interviews with projects; "Project Budget" of Grant Agreement letters
 

for each of the projects included in the sample.
 

ID0 
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The Latin American project- have not expanded at the
 

same rapid rate. Generally, it appears that sponsoring
 

agencies have tended to continue relying on PACT funds for
 

over 40 percent for a given project budget as long as the
 

PACT funds were forthcoming. Nevertheless, during the same 

period, agency total revenues increased rapidly, increasing 

the resources at the agencies' disposal for its activities, 

including the project funded by PACT. In almost all projects 

visited in which PACT funding had terminated, the sponsoring 

agency continued the same activity with restricted and 

discretionary funds.
 

The prOCects also reported an increase in the number of 

outside funding sources during this time (Table IV-9). On 

average, projects added one new funding source from the 

beginning to the last. PACT funding. The number of donors 

per project for each varies significantly; two projects had 

more than 10 donors already (t the beqinning of PACT fund­

ing. Most projects appear to be much more successful in 

findiiq subsequent out-nide nupport than in moving toward 

substantial sut;tainabilty from local resources. 

LJL r.immttic Im:pact 

Even though PACT drfines itualf as n renponnive agency 

and oven tlough it dorts not upecify a preference for any 
particular ieCtoi , the: e hlis beien a definitt-, influence of 

PACT fundn on the- pvogrnr ati CcOnttent of ranny proJcts 

viii 1ted. Th i rnmpict it rtiJ!*. 7d throuqh thr enroux"aqemrlnt 

And fUndiliq of particultir nPP0oa(riu to nc:hlevinq devvlop­

ment gna1, elrpr'cially thb:uqh th, utis of co"ntiulliv ogqa­
-1li -Lt1ona1 mothoda nit eptt iln:cle.ati pa titlwhich o x| to the 

Clipttion ot le ,|$ Cin n pI nlld m eillt of aallll llJ mnlo 
projjct. PACT tu;,dod ptojoctti of communitiy ol,l ni dat.10 
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within larger programs in two of the agencies visited and
 

had an identifiable influence in encouraging community
 

organization among participants in 10 other projects.
 

The PACT Funding P-ocess
 
from the Prespective of
 
LDC Project Agencies
 

PACT Requirements
 

Agencies were asked to discuss their experiences with
 

the main aspects of the PACT requirements during its funding
 

cycle:
 

proposal submission;
 

proposal review and PACT staff visits; and
 

monitoring and follow-up.
 

Project managerc visited viev.ed the PACT requirements
 

in these three pha.es of the cycle to be reasonable in 80-90
 

percent of the cases. Two-thirds of the projects vicited
 

had received PACT Supportive Activity Grants and many p),aised
 

this kind of flexible support.
 

The PACQutioning
 
Rel ntjiOnhp
 

One of the more nencitive icauea diccunoed between 

project pertionnel and RRA involved the PACT quentioning 

proceti:. At the Lim(-, of propoo.nl submi snionn, projectf, !r 

screeI ed by the VACT otaff, ulunlly by th Field |-prmen­

tntive. In the ri'Irction review, buth| VACT ista f and the 

1Pro)oct '*rl cton Committeo exnm±nr nt~in d1ncunt| the desi gn, 

And tnrutlnq of pro)ocu.-, atnoniq other ± iaersoo Ati a inuaer 

of |)Z'(Cut9C.)1i . |C) CCYA tjid' IJo oimlni qt.o1ntionifl9 whon they 

nubmit pi"oj ot,refun±i piOpur-nan. 

http:propoo.nl
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Project personnel raised a number of issues about the
 
PACT process, many of which are listed as both strengths and
 

concerns.
 

PACT's commitment to the projects which it funds has 
been a major strength, recognized by nearly all project
 

managers. PACT does not simply provide financial 
assis­
tance; it goes beyond this by getting involved with projects
 
and by attempting to improve them thrcugh a continuing
 
dialogue. This ongoing relationship has prcven helpful to
 
many projects. Project personnel have identified the follow­

ing strengths:
 

The intense PACT questioning process stimu­
lated reevaluation of project design -- and
 
eventual changes.
 

Most funders do not intensively question 
projects; PACT's genuine concern is appre­
ciated. PACT is more than a funding agency. 

PACT's ability to make funding decisions fast
 
is almost unique.
 

Oponner;s of PACT ntaff in discussing ita
 
role.
 

Field repretientativet; offer valuable insights 
to pro)t .ct prc 'sornnel as a renult of their 
extennivve travelti and visits to PACT-funded 
projoct,.
 

The relationnhip with PACT i s based on mutual 
roppect.
 

PACT ataistantco in projoct dersiqn, training,
and evaltuntion wag! fiuidamrntaj in the p'Ojectdevo+Iopmen t. 

|IACT't4 11 ttlg5 invol eiment wat alo. a o(suc ,r-of concern 
for nomt? pro)ect mangny'zrn. Moi, thean oli11 mnawlepir Pald that 
tho PACT 4taff rised oo rneany qusittlonrs with ht s pfojoct 
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that it was demoralizing trying to decide which issue to
 

address first. Others feel that PACT staff goes too far in
 

trying to direct and shape projects, beyond what is appro­

priate for an organization that funds PVOs. The following
 

additional concerns were mentioned by at least one project 

respondent and most were mentioned by a few: 

Bureaucratization of the PACT funding process
 
(i.e., too much time, too many layers). 

Collaborative aspects of PACT are not ade­
quately pursued.
 

0 PACT field representatives may not have the 
expertise required to question certain aspects 
of technical projects. 

9 	 Field representatives do not spend enough 
time with individual projects. 

0 	 PACT peri*onnel are overly concerned with 
philosophical issues rather than nuts and 
bolts problems.
 

* 	 PACT does'; not ishow enough tru.s;t in it,. deal­
incj with projcct.s -- questioning .;ometimes 
lackil seI-'.'tivity.
 

A summary of the utiefulnetit; of this procetsi;, especially 

its questioning astpects, it.pretsen,.ed in Table IV-If. .h 

results ohow that moit projvct ttinagaert fte l the |)rocefn in 

constructivo. Neverthelf-1 some have concernt;e, manan(lero 

regarding the proce.s:; about a quarttir of them find it. quite 

negative, siomewhiat mort find the proc"riss highly sr~e fu . 

While both in !.atin Amer:ca and At rica there is a high level 

Of PACT rtaff Involvemet , MOM.NA oval] atorl found that: the 

Latin Ame i canl proje.ct mna(nrls telndod tO b" more nthuoi -

JAntic aboutI the PACT p oceti than tihe iicOUntr par' ill 

Africa, a thoiJuh of! couoIru, the sartiip- of Afrinan mnlaa'Jrs 

was. quit' tsnall. ( tnhvinlly, rotilplondtC lttl tiom i :diIlJrlooIf IAC 

agncioti pzadn') thr procnio mid bort' Ionohi p PACT, t olt wi th 

than (lid thopt from. PACT U..'#' Mtmbte: aqgeticlon. 

http:proje.ct
http:pretsen,.ed


Table IV-ll. Assessments of the Usefulness of the
 
PACT Process, Projects Visited
 

(number of projects) 

Positive assess­
ment with some sub-


Negative assessments, stantial concerns as well,
 
Project Don't know concerns predominate or no notable impact Process very useful
 

AXsess,-nt of PACT's 
7:zcrss bv
 
V.-:;3ct x~.nagers 15 6 7 

Asse s=&nt of PACT's 
;r,7ss byR K 

1 6 12
e.a luAators 


Source: RRNA interviews with project personnel and PACT staff.
 

0 
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Based on interiews with project personnel and PACT 

staff, and a review of documentation, the RRNA appraisal 

weighs the comments of both sides. RRNA views the process 

more positively than the project personnel themselves. The 

process overall 'as assessed very positive for about 

two-thirds of the projects. Only in one case did the RRNA 

evaluators feel that the PACT process was not helpful, and 

this related to a lack of involvement when a particularly 

serious problem arose in the PACT component of a larger 

program. 

Conclusions and Recommendations
 

The following conclusions reflect the consideration of 

RRNA of the findings in both Chapterv III and IV. 

The Effectiveness of Projects anc 
Considerations for Project Selection 

PACT in effective at locating and funding projects 

which satisfy PACT's criteria and which accomplish the 

projects' stated objectives. However, AID is not expecting 

PACT just to be a conduit of funds to good projects, but to
1 

make a difference in the life of the projects it supports. 

An AID stated in early 1982, it expects that PACT funds 

would utiually reach projects in the early years. PACT 

staff, in describing ways PACT has made a difference, often 

mention the role of PACT early in the life of a project. 

While it in important that PACT continue to stcreen and 

got in contact with good projectl: which it fund, thin in 

not the whole of its potential from the viewpoint of AID or 

of PACT. Thero are certainly enotgh good, otnnbli shod IVO 

1. Lettar of Thomnn Luche,, 1!. cit. 
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projects in the world to absorb PACT's current annual level
 

of distributions from the Project Fund. However, to fund
 

only such projects, similar for example to the excellent
 

IMCA program recently funded by PACT in Colombia, probably
 

would not represent PACT's greatest contribution, even
 

though it would leave it with a portfolio of superb projects.
 

PACT's special contribution in improving new PVO efforts
 

would be lost. As one LDC respondent said: "Thlere is no
 

problem for good projects to get money." AID would cease
 

reaching newly formed PVO development efforts and taking
 

risks in funding innovative efforts through its support of
 

PACT.
 

AID representatives have been quite explicit that they
 

allow for -- even expect -- that PACT will not have a port­

folio of complete successes if it fulfills its role nearer
 

to the cutting edge of development work. 1 AID representa­

tives themselves do not claim a high proportion of successes
 

for AID's directly funded projects and do not expect more
 

from PACT in this regard. To summarize the special contri­

bution of PAC.' is seen in what it brings to the LDC project
 

development effort initiated by PVOs, not in the attainment
 

uf an unbroken string of successes in its portfolio at
 

evaluation time. The assessment of PACT's portfolio should
 

more than satisfy AID expectations for level of quality
 

realized.
 

Th Quentioning Procens
 

The PACT-initiated procean of questioning of agencies 

and project managers concerning the design and implementa­

tion of pcojectu appearo to l1)(NA evnluator' to be useful in 

two important ways. 

1. Ibid.
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First, it is important that some organization implement
 

such a process. PVOs do have special potential in develop­

ing countries for assisting poor people, for involving
 

beneficiaries in development programs, for tapping private
 

resources of funds and technical assistance, for being
 

innovative, and for being cost-effective. However, the
 

realization of this potential, namely, an improved standard
 

of living for the intended beneficiaries, cannot be assumed,
 

nor should the performance of PVOs be idealized or free from
 

questioning. Based on the interviews of this evaluation, it
 

appears that virtually no funding agency other than PACT is
 

engaging PVOs in an extended and provocative discussion
 

concerning purposes and approaches. Certainly, AID missions
 

do not regularly initiate such discussion; the communication
 

of PVOs with USAID mission offices tend to concern proce­

dural issues.
 

Because PACT is taking on a role other funding agencies
 

avoid, its potenti,. impact goes beyond its particular grant
 

action to affect a project and agency as a whole. PACT
 

staff members believe they have been effective in this and
 

cite a number of examples of the way they believe PACT has
 

been useful in helping member agencies especially consider
 

and make needed changes in their mode of operations and the
 

content of the programs. Some member agencies representa­

tives confirm the specialnens of PACT's process. Some did
 

not, mentioning that agency Board and staffs engage in their
 

own process of aisesning approaches and programs and making
 

indicated changes.
 

Second, the particular concerns which PACT has raised
 

about proposed and funded projects appear to the RRNA evalu­

atorp to be usually on target even in a number of instarcas
 

when the project managers have felt quite negative about
 

PACT'a intenne quentioning.
 



103.
 

Some conflict is inherent for an organization providing
 

tough, independent review and decisions regarding funding of
 

projects, especially when the organization's own membership
 

is submitting the projects. Nevertheless, the process of
 

questioning has quite frequently become so conflictive as to
 

inhibit PACT's effectiveness and place undue strain on the
 

organization as a whole. This counter-productive tension
 

shows up in the form of strain, staff and staff turnover
 

(although this has not been a common outcome for PACT);
 

communication in which rightness of positions held is
 

expldined, but sometimes little mutual learning appears to
 

go on; considerations of withdrawal of membership, or con­

tinuance in somewhat inactive membership status.
 

A response to concerns expressed by participants can
 

reduce some aspects of conflict while allowing PACT to
 

maintain the benefits of the rigorous examination of the
 

main features of project design and implementation.
 

Some concerns of present managers reflect problems
 

which have been identified also by PACT staff members and by
 

agencies representatives who are very supportive of the
 

process in general One problem is the level of detail
 

raised by the PACT staff and the Project Selection Com­

mittee. Long lists of questions with no particular focus
 

tend to exasperate the project managers and to distract from
 

the discussion of priority problems.
 

Another concern is the perception that PACT does not
 

"trust" the sporsoring agency. This "trust" may refer to
 

believing information provided, although such criticism does
 

not appear legitimate when it implies that PACT should 

accept whatever answers it receiveo to (uestionn it raises. 

It appears to RRNA evaluators that at times, however, PACT 
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staff and Project Selection Committee have pursued issues
 

with insufficient recognition of the limited role of a
 

funding agency in determining the direction of the projects
 

it funds. Furthermore, a working relationship which empha­

sizes the mutality of discussion on tough developmental
 

issues and which encourages grantees to question and comment
 

on PACT's actions and assumptions is more viable than a
 

mainly uni-direc'ional questioning from a U.S. grantor to
 

either U.S. or LDC grantees.
 

Conclusions and recommendations concerning the length
 

of the funding period and the revision of the criteria also
 

relate to a reduction of counterproductive conflicts in the
 

PACT-agency relationships.
 

Length of Grant Period 

It is a strength of PACT that it continues to relate 'to 

and be concerned about projects over a period of years, not 

in terms of a one-grant funding action. PACT should try to 

separate the discussion on how projects can be improved from 

the discussion and decision whether a project should be 

refunded. Clearly, at the time of the first funding the 

discussion on the design of the project in light of PACT's 

criteria is appropriate and agencies expect it. PACT often 

uses the second and third year refundings cf a three-year 

project as an opportunity for asking increasingly tough 

questions on the design and operation in light of the criteria. 

While PACT certainly gets the agency's attention at refunding 

time, this is aloo the period in which an agency is moat 

defensive about the isues PACT in raising. 

From the agency's viewpoint, to adinit to problems and 

the need foi rorrection in th n period is to run the rink of 
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being penalized by the Project Selection Committee. Even if
 
the project is re.',nded, as is almost always the case, the
 
admis.'ion of problems could perhaps result in a reduction of
 
funding or tighter conditions. It is not the process of
 
questioning which PACT should change, but raLher the timing
 
in reliation to refunding. One way to improve the situation
 
woulC be to make the refunding of a three-year project
 

virtually automatic (except for flagrant abuse of financial
 
or programmatic agreements), but require the grantee to
 
engage with PACT in a few days of review each year on the
 
design of the project and its performance in light of the
 
criteria and of its own goals. The Project Selection
 

Committee has also recently asked the PACT staff to stream­
line the refunding decision process.
 

PACT Criteria
 

Much of the disagreement on criteria between PACT and 

project sponsors, frequently PACT member agencies, has 
conce rned definitions. The response to the request of the 
Project Selection Committee for a specification of indi­

cators and definitions should help. Thetse indicators can be 
approved by the Executive Committee and are even appropriate 

for discunsion at the Board level by the membership as a 
whole. It will be preferable to air any ditagreementsi in 
thin context rather than around the innue of funding or 
refunding a particular project. (Sre tho URNA lint of 
indicators uued for thin evaluation, Appendix C. ) 

Some redefinition of the criteria thetntelven io now in 
order after two yeara of experience %th the cuirrent guide­
linen. Tho Pecond, third, and fourth cziturin all relato to 
different anpecto of beneficiary participation. The third 
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and fifth both deal with beneficiary use of resources. In
 

the RRNA assessment of projects according to the criteria,
 

the second and fourth criteria were generally rated the same
 

for a given project. The fifth criterion received the same
 

rating for most projects and was therefore of little use in
 

distinguishing among projects since it is difficult to weigh
 

and compare such different contributions as ideas, labor,
 

and materials.
 

It will assist the discussion of projects in light of
 

criteria to introduce two considerations which now appear
 

infrequently in presentations to the Project Selection
 

Committee and which appoi(.!ntly are often missing in the 

discussions of the Committee itself. PACT can assess each 

criterion not just in terms of a positive or negative deter­

mination, but rather of a graduated standard of compliance. 

The simple three-point rating scale u.;ed in this evaluation 

study is an example of such a graduated standard. klso, 

PACT can think of the strengths and weaknesr.es of projects 

in terms of trade-offs among the criteria, rather than using 

the criteria at; a check]itit of minimhl t;tandardt;. A project 

may be excellent if it fulfills three or four of the criteria 

in an exemplary way tind it: weak in one or two othera. For 

example, a project may be attractive to 'ACT becnulle it 

addressesi the need of' n very dx dvanitapled qIroup within an 

LDC, but miciijht I)e weak in tetmns of beie -ficiary conti'iubtl on, 

U.i l5 a qi~ded ocnle will eaber- the IACT Uaff Aind 

project iponooi to dlocutm-: th-e deolp, to which Aroj ct 

MOOLU A Cit.1tl1011, rnthel Thall to (pCli :uss how 11Lt let] y 4 

critolrion o1hot]ld beI lJsavxs|) td, Cu: riri)l, VACT Ot f 

l
itMiomb i n h|pn mn to havo l'oti|, with the I. el- |pproved 

de finition1 of beite t!hose, tc with 1i td'uthr 

than e11ilte AC44 to , l rrufA th" "11'rh±ttid" 

http:weaknesr.es
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definition really does not provide for a distinction among
 

proposed projects. Just about everyone living in a develop­

ing country suffers from some degree of limited access. At
 

the same time, given the competition among projects for 

limited funds, it is appropriate to discuss which ones 

address concern for targeting in a superior way. This being 

the case, it follows that the criteria can function not only 

as defined minimal standards, but also as standards for 

screening projects nd out. It is then the project which 

meets the criteria _ considerations of likely effective­

ness and cost-effectiveness better than others which are
 

most appropriate for PACT sJpport.
 

Flow of Project Fund Obligations
 

Most first year approvals are for an understood period 
of two or three yearn. Even though actual grants may be for 

only one year and :'ubsequent year refunding requests for the 

same projects will be reviewed anew by the staff and Project
 

Selection Committee, almott all refunding applications are 

finally appioved. A reporting format for the Project Fund 

which includes the projected obligation (such as that in 

Table 111-2) would give a more complete picture of the 

atatuti of the Fund and would show that total psojected 

obligationn Ihav equallvd or exceeded the avallable fulnds. 

Moat ptopl, involvtd in PACT, both metibe-rs ard sitntf, have 

the impties1.on that the flow O'f Project Fund obligations has 

lagged behind the availability of funds. This is one factor 

which appeanl' to .ontribute to compliatittf that VACT is too 

hard 0s narrow 1i 1itelZtiig h themr pro)octo mtet the 

PIACT criri'i. V ie ft int that thllrt f"UdOe iJ If art, 

avnil ablti and pro'ojettl nubmit ted by me1ber4 (It lonat Moot 

th crit"I ',t then th p1(1 -jnI,t.|hud tl fuol(cId, ACT'a 

own) ropotl (I to 0h11P1'Itjest.'%' ! tion Cuic ittni #111d to th 

http:impties1.on
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members reinforces the impression of available funds by
 

listing only approved obligations.
 

Cost-effectiveness of Projects
 

Cost-effectiveness is a problem for a number of proj­

ects funded by PACT. And even for the majority of projects 

in which cost-effectiveness is rated as satisfactory or 

better by the RRNA evaluators, this assessment had to be 

based on a number of indirect indicators. While the proj­

ects visited keep account of the net profit of 

project-sponi;ored enterprises, there are no systematic 

attempts to gauge changes in beneficiaries' incomes, either 

individually or for a conmunity as a whole. Neither can 

they compare income gain with the labor and materials agencies 

and beneficiaries have cont,:ibuted. Some programs of business 

assistance and one cooperative visited perhaps came clone to 

having such information. Lack of such information is; itself 

a problem becau:ie most agencies.; have income qain of beneti­

ciaret; a; a primary objective, yet have little ability to 

measure directly the extent to which they are meeting objec­

tives -- or in nome cas.;es even whether they are at all. 

The project offici a 1 themsel rv: would probably be 

dubiou about any e foitt at more Pirs Ie mitesurel'ment. It 

would utne renourcesn th.y would rtthei 1 nci dirtctly nto 

programs . (And thiti it is itei f ani ndinixabl,, cone lin. ) 

Furthermore, tht projoctts of ten dti ne objectlvtitl of com­

munity int.titut o l chnfle nii ntil even ioli i n|j)lortalst obhjc­

tive than gnln would lik t 1y ni.ut(ninicome and they eVnlU­

atory frnmework Which tocuse.d on Mtcs- as4 thre motit MOIlI­

ablo objoctive. In tact, in the oi- pro.Ject visit-d iIf 

which o intt dCatitn tle .q e5 tell) I 1hetd ltz iluIwfc ,I s t comun i l 

tho tocuiw wag ont A doei ptio I)f o commun ity in tivttiows and 
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practices, not on a quantifiable data base on community 

production and incomes. At a time when such measurement of
 

benefits is beinq attempted in other development programs 

sponsored by AID and the international finance institutions, 

it appears important for the PVO community to develop such a 

capability as well. PACT has already raised concerns about 

evaluating impacts on beneficiaries with a number of agencies 

for projects training community workers for which the intended 

benefits for communities are a later and more indirect 

result.
 

A number of the visited projects have both the program 

and the management capability to carry out a more precise 

evaluation of quantifiable benefits and cots in their 

programs; for example, IMCA, Save the Children, FUNDAEC, and 

Fundacion Carvajal in Colombia and OFADEC in Senegal. One 

of thl.,o organizationt; might well take the lead with PACT 

financial , upport in developing ouch a methodology for 

evaluation of cost-eftectivess and then could di:icusri and 

refine the propooed approach In dioscu.tifi on with ott;er project 

aponnoro. The reaultst could a]i o oharpen VACT'st expectationa 

for a built-in evaluationi component in new pro)ects which it 

fundo. 

PACT Cur rent Contnc:t. wili h1zcct 

PACT ataff i aile to koop current and knowlodgaablo in 

it# Contncta with project i. PACT also manintariot a substantial 

not of tilop on e.acht ;uo)"ct, which, while oom-whmt unwieldily 

orqnm.i o"d, i: ovi de ann n ozmat I e tt cozrl . intCall y . howevir, 

tho cux ency fif PACT kowltluoj of plo)octp II ic fWi'um 

ocodlatpij.i aystr h1ut the st rPre­1ti f: ob IrAvel 1 hioo n! 

gnei t' nli the it 'J11h 1nvnv ito i nti oI wh ch all P1ACT 

aLt ft uMOMmhe,1 n pot~ to hnave !I) thlColit'it --41 sso (iti 



115.
 

the projects which have been funded. The currency of PACT
 

knowledge is demonstrated in part by the similar judgments
 

concerning the performance of projects which PACT staff and
 

the RRNA evaluators made independently.
 

The Workload of the
 
Regional Representatives
 

A number of respondents, including some PACT staff
 

members, expressed interest in PACT field staff providing
 

more technical assis;tance. The current workload in screen­

ing and mon, ov'ing projects already stretchen the limits of 

the current complemen. of' staff. it shouid be possible for 

PACT to u-;e Supportive Activity Grants more frequently to 

provide technical pers.onnel from membei" agencies or from 

projects funded by PACT. Ju;t within th, limited number of 

project. visnited in this evaluation there were mhore than 10 

situations in whlich technical expertltv oiom one project 

would have been hichly ut cful in anotht-r. Another factor in 

heiping to limit and rational.::e the workloads of the regional 

represfentativesn is the geographic dispernion of PACT-funded 

project.:, ditcuzin.ed bI-low. 

Dl'1a!2'n9 01 of 

Tht- i1ti n1o a|,|,nrt-st rationale to the almont complete 

dltprtiioni of IACT- funded proeectst among tho coUntrieg of 

tho worl d. A tow pro)ict4 i0 g ive:) ctuitry p-repnrrd for 

ventildez tt10 of tht, H:ojteet ".8etlo C?)Ctmnlttimctnt onti tIITmc 

tm
Wouldc not oinl ~ o (Wor moICt ofIti ct t)e of Ilt. Iff U1.1 

ll d -Wi ',.l S , but, W111ici11110seInit ' aI t0(l, l | It old0 ro thI 

pooibiliitii for 1ACT to p: om, t valuu, kidotit cOc­

laborAtion, 

http:ditcuzin.ed
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PACT staff, while recognizing the problems of dispersion 

of staff effort, even on a given trip, indicate that such a 

strategy would be inconsistent with the nature of PACT as a 

responsive organization. It appears to the RRNA evaluators 

that PACT regional representatives carry out, in fact, a 

considerable search for new projects in addition to 

responding to initiatives submitted to PACT. Some direction 
of this independent search in countries from which project 

applications are being received could help provide some 

concentration. So could r;ome furthering of the planning 

effort to get member agencies to indicate their annual 

expectations for project submissions to PACT. 



V. SUPPORTIVE ACTIVITIES GRANTS AND
 

OTHER PACT SERVICES
 

Supportive Activities Grants
 

The above discussion ha. focused on the PACT activities 

within its funding responsibilities and process. In addi­

tion, PACT performs a number of other services for PVOs. 

Supportive Activity grants are an important tool in these 

additional t~ervices. In 1977, PACT began t'.c Supportive 

Activity grants program to assist IVO agencies to undertake 

a wide range of activities. These grant:; encourage various 

types of collaboration, ati well as improve the effective­

neas of member agencie:. Under the guidelines for this 

program, tLhe grants distributed under the program can be no 

more than $10,000, with a matching share required of reci­

pients. iecipient. of the grants ar- IACI mementbe:5 , agencieu 

collaborating with or rccciv'izn t.-Asistance from PACT membera, 

and a~pnci e. with which PACT has an already-existing 

relationship. PACT memborsi have priority accoon to the 

Suppoltive ActiviLtiets gratnt". 

T1es' gant, typeg of activ itios:
tsup|pot thil~e proj­

act aniptanceo, training nnd information oxchtng, and V0 

inatitutional. dovolopmont. Under projoct Asitstance, tho 
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,rants provide funds for planning and evaluating projects as 

well as technical assistance for ongoing projects. Grants 

fhr training and information exchange cover expenses for 

seminars, conferences, visits to similar projects, and 

publications. The types of PVO organizational development 

activities include training of agency staff, consortium 

arrangements, and fundraising activities. 

From 1979 to 1981, PACT awarded 175 Supportive Activ­

ities Grants, with an average value of just over $2,000 per 

grant and about $120,000 total grants per year (Table V-I). 

ALthough the largest number of grants were for training and 

information exchange, more funds were for project assis­

tance. The grants for project ausistance represent 48 percent 

of the total monies distributed under the Supportive Activ­

itien program. Except for a grant to consortia, almost all 

these project asuistance grants were awarded to PACT member 

organizations, including member. of the SOLIDARIOS consortium 

in Latin America, many of whom used the money for project 

planning in specific countriets. 

The grant:. for trnining and information exchange 

accounted for approximately a third of total , monies distri­

buted. Tliese qrats paid primarily for iseminti ts and con­

fereneti lot PACT member:, and developing count'y PVOs. 

Grantst for 1ittltutionnl actllvtien 1argeoly paid for consor­

tium activitiets, which are now Includtid under the :veparate 

fund for conoortn grantts. 

tive 

PACT providem J'VOs with an xtznlrmol)y ftexiile and quIck 

fundilg pi ocodurt., Thi poqanm Iii vcry pOpu1tti wlih Mombor 

Agqncloia for thin z'oAfon. Many rogpondonto atitod 

In ts ta, irsli W the L,|)o Activilitu-(Jrntitt. pt11ogram, 
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Table V-i. Number and Total Amounts of Supportive
 
Activities Grants by Type a~d Membership Status,
 

1979-81
 

Type of Supportive Total Supportive Activities Grants
 

Activities Grant Number Dollar amoir t Percent of total
 

Project
 
assistance 59 173,9)50 48
 

Training and
 
information
 
exchange 87 127,430 34
 

Institutional
 
development 25 63. 0 18
 

Total 171 365,180 100
 

a. Grants 1164 and 065 are not included since they were
 
cancelled; grants 0194 and 0195 are included under new
 
consortium listing.
 

Source: RRNA calculation based on PACT documents listing
 
of Supportive Activities Grants 1979-81.
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their appreciation of the minimal paperwork and the virtual­

ly immediate response. Agency program officers gain access
 
to funds for activities not anticipated at the time budgets
 

were developed. Since half the funds are available without
 

cost to their agency, they are more likely to obtain approv­

al within their agency for the unbudgeted activity.
 

For similar reasons, the program is also popular with
 

PACT staff, in enabling them not only to recommend various
 

kinds of collaboration, but also to help agencies implement
 

the suggestions. A Supportive Activity grant application
 

recommended by a PACT field representative is almost always
 

approved. The PACT staff also commented on the good disci­

pline shown by member agencies to submit projects eligible
 

under the guidelines. The incentive for these agencies to
 

comply with the guidelines is that they will continue to be
 

able to apply for more grants if the system keeps working
 

smoothly. Thus, the structure encourages a responsive and
 

responsible grants program.
 

By the very nature of this flexible funding mechanism
 

with its minimal requirements for documentation, PACT can
 

not easily document the impact of these grant monies. Often
 

these grants are interwoven with present or future PACT
 

projects. The valuation of the costs and benefits of such
 

grants, therefore, would be extremely difficult, and would
 

have to consider secondary impacts on project and agency
 

development. Administrative costs are kept low through the
 

simplificd procedure. Currently, PACT uses only about
 

one-fifth person year to administer the program.
 

The Supportive Activities grants are the major means
 

that PACT has to encourage collaborative arrangements. Yet
 

within the Supportative Activities program there it no ctoar
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direction from PACT (its staff, Board, and membership) on
 

what type of collaboration is being encouraged by the
 

Supportive Activities grants or why. To a large extent,
 

this lack of direction is intentional as PACT maintains a
 

posture of a reactive agency, responding to menbership
 

needs.
 

PACT's support of collaborations and of improvement of
 

member agency effectiveness is not limited to Supportive
 

Activities grants. To be sure, such grants are often part
 

of the broader PACT effort to assist in promoting technical
 

assistance, exchange of information, and development of LDC
 

consortia.
 

Technical Assistance in Project Planning
 
Evaluation, and Implementation
 

At times, various PACT field representatives have
 

emphasized the provision of technical assistance as a key
 

element in their work with project agencies. For example, a
 

PACT staff member provided technical assistance in Latin
 

America in 1976-81, giving on-site, on-the-job training in
 

the use of a community-based evaluation process. Some
 

current PACT staff members also expressed interest in their
 

assignments having a greater emphasis on technical assistance.
 

Some agency respondents also raised this interest, saying
 

they would rather have PACT staff giving concrete technical 

assistance on how to improve a project than a more theoretical 

comment on projects which thene respondents believe they now 

receive. Other member agency renpondents specifically 

rejected this role for PACT titaff and expresed the opinion 

that their own agency staff members had more expertise of 

relevance to given projects than the "generalists" of the 
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PACT staff. Some PACT staff also expressed doubts about a
 
PACT technical assistance role in the field because of
 

limitations of staff time and the need for staff to con­
centrate on activities more directly related to the tasks of
 

selecting and monitoring projects for financial assistance.
 

In some instances, PACT has arranged for technical
 

assistance to be provided by one member to other members or
 

to a PACT-assisted project. An earlier contract with VITA
 
was to provide other members with assistance on appropriate
 

technology issues; however, the assistance was seldom used
 
by members. The TransCentury Corporation was brought into
 

membership to give members better access to the services it
 

offered in management improvement.
 

PACT has promoted information exchange through distri­

bution of printed information, support of conferences, and
 
support of exchange visits. The PACT monthly newsletter
 

lists project proposals and concept papers received by PACT.
 

PACT first distributed a directory of members in 1980,
 

providing a reference listing of each member's main activ­

ities and programs.
 

PACT Evaluation and Studies
 

As part of its total program, PACT has funded several 
independent evaluations and studies on PACT's role and 

policies and specific development and project topics. The
 
findings of these reports have assisted PACT in its internal
 

decision-making. Additionally, the participatory evaluations
 

and their workshops have acted as mechanisms to increase
 

collaboration between PVOs.
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Assessment of PACT's
 
Role and Policies
 

Since 1979 PACT has examined the issues of collabora­

tion, process and project review, and consortium building by
 

undertaking internal and outside consultant evaluations.
 

The 1980 collaboration study performed by Beryl Levinger
 

emphasized the need to redirect the type of collaboration
 

encouraged by PACT.
 

In 1979, PACT conducted an internal evaluation of its
 

process and project review. As part of this evaluation,
 

PACT examined and quantified the tasks involved in project
 

identification, selection, and implementation. The exercises
 

included in the evaluation enabled PACT to process projects
 

more systematically. PACT plans to publish this example of
 

internal evaluation in the coming year.
 

Two independent consortium studies, one in Africa and
 

the other in Latin America, recently have been performed.
 

The African consortium study developed a typology of PVO
 

consortia and provided recommendations on PACT's role in
 

consortium development in Africa. The Latin American consor­

tium report, yet not received, is to contain more detailed
 

analyses than the African report. These studiec are intended
 

to assist PACT in implementing its new Consortium Grants
 

program.
 

Specific Project and/or
 
Development Topics
 

In an effort to increase collaboration between PVOs,
 

PACT began participatory evaluations and workshops of specific
 

development and project issues. As PACT states, "it seen
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itself as the stimulator and funder, but not as the imple­

mentor" of such activities.1 One example of such participa­

tory activities is the Small Business Conference held in
 

Bogotia, Colombia, in 1981. The conference was organized by
 

PACT LDC and its members, FICITEC and SOLIDARIOS, and was
 

attended by representatives of three U.S. agencies and of
 

many PACT-funded projects in Latin America. The follow-up
 

activities from this event are now underway, and include:
 

research on financial self-sufficiency and growth

potential of small enterprise;
 

clarification of basic problems in funding small
 
enterprise project;
 

additional technical assistance to small enter­
prise project; and
 

information exchange.
 

In early 1982, FACT contracted with consultants to
 

consider a number uf other topics, such as beneficiary
 

participation in projects, women in development, and appro­

private technology. The consultant for the participation
 

study is a World Education PACT member. The findinos of the
 

consultants will be incorporated into a workshop, should
 

there be the interest among PACT members to conduct such an
 

event.
 

Other Services to Member Agencies
 

In addition to the Supportive Activities Crants, PACT 
assists PVOs in financial and administrative services, such 

as establishing PVO-nupport aisociationfs, conducting annual 

salary and benefits survey and a group benefitts plan for 

1. PACT staff notes on P'ACT EvAluations and Studio,, 
provided to RRNA evaluation team, April 1902. 



125. 

PVOs assisting PVOs in personnel placement and in informa­

tion exchange and zeferring PVOs to possible donors. 1 Many 

of these activities are undertaken by four PVO associations: 

the PVO Financial Managers Association, the Personnel Co-Op, 

INFORMED, and the PVO Fundraisers' Group. PACT staff has 

been the secretariat for three of these organizations and 

has played a large role in the leadership and direction of 

the service programs offered by these organizations. 

The salary and benefits survey is an annual evaluation 

of salary ranges and benefit packages among participating 

PVOs. This survey allows the PVOs to ccmpare compensation 

policies. 

The Group Benefits Plan is a PACT-administered Group
 

Health Insurance Plan. The program services 21 agencies
 

covering 467 employees. The pian has many features and
 

reduces the administrative burden of participating PVOs. 

Another activity of PACT in linking VVOn is that of 

information distsemination. PACT publishes a monthly news­

letter, as well an nerv.ing an an information clearinghouse. 

PACT, in collaboration with New Trnnsccrntury Foundation, 

assists J'Von in personniel placement. Mont rectently, PACT 

has started a lititing of poisnible donors for PVOn. 

! /l~eiatl'tation of Membei 1ntrOesLN 

Many momber zespo(icients crnitent(d tit |'ACT han por­
formed well in it|,:5#1)tI5( methkm)C iliteretnt with various 

brancheoi and ngutnciri ot th| U... (GovsrZInlr t. llowevtI3, thin 

role lnt. tomrwhnt dimililtihod In lActjI t yrini'l, a1 

1. PACT Puppl -d mott of thts, 1tfon ltloin th1 1ttof, 
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agencies have established their own direct working relation­

ships with various USAID departments and missions. Also
 

Private Agencies in International Development (PAID), as a
 

loosely joined consortium of over 100 private agencies, has
 

taken on some of the functions of general-purpose forum and
 

voice for PVO interests related to Government.
 

PACT staff members emphasize the importance of PACT's
 

expanding role as a contact point among U.S. PVOs, PVOs in
 
other developed countries, and LDC agencies. PACT also has
 

served as a "broker" to bring project sponsors in contact 
with financing institutions such as the Inter-American 

Development Bank and the World Bank. 

Conclusion3
 

The PACT activities outside the funding of projects 
meet with broad approval among the membership. These activ­

ities provide some glue for holding the consortium together, 

despite some ongoing conflicts about, the type of activities 

and approaches which are most appropriate for PVOs working 

in LDCs. Members dencribe these activities more as "useful" 
or even "very useful" rather than "essential." 

Supportive Activity grants are popular with agencies 

apparently becaune they help p.-y for activities which are 
ou-nide the etsientinl functional requirementis of the PVO 
recipiont and which might therefore have trouble competing 
with the normal budgeted needa. Furthermore, the Supportive 

Activity granto make pounible travel and conferences which 
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were not anticipated when agency budgets were drawn up.
 

Despite this aspect of the popularity of the grants, PACT
 

might still try to encourage and prioritize their use by
 

having agencies submit an annual package of collaborative
 

activities anticipated. PACT could approve or reject these
 

proposals so that approved monies could be included in the
 

budgets of the aglencies.
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VI. PACT AND AID
 

PACT Relationship with and Views of AID
 

Funds received by PACT-funded projects from other
 

agencies account for more than the PACT funds, so that the 

total PACT program involved in its Project Fund operations 

is diversified in its support. Nevertheless, PACT as an 

organization has been dependent on AID for about 98 percent 

of its own revenues during thin grant period. The remaining 

income in the past three years has been from membership 

dues, the IBM World Trade/Amnericas Far East Corporation, 

the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, and miscellaneous income. 

Efforts to reduce dependence on AID funds; are prominent in 

annual plans, but have not been successful. 

PACT tstaff memberts and member agency representatives 

generally retgard the PACT relationship with AID, parti­

cularly with the PVC office, an positive nnd constructive. 

The PVC leadership is recoqnized a beinqg familar withs 

PACT'I work. Thtrefore, during the, grant period, PACT staff 

and officers have not had to spen(d inordinate time explaining 

its program and purposen. 

Noverthles, thre,' d if1rl,'tit proglram grant mawicJern 

have worked with PACT duri ig the curi ent grant Lod. PACT 

staff montionled the octlona) ilack of contitlsity rnd lack 
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of AID institutional memory in working with AID/PVC. RRNA
 

also found this to be so. Despite the close cooperation
 

received from the new program grant manager, virtually all
 

documents relating to the AID-PACT relationship used in this
 

evaluation had to be secured from PACT. 

The relationship at times has been marked by substantial 

delays in preparation and processing of documents and grant
 

agreement amendments. PACT and PVC have not worked out a
 

mutually suitable format for annual reporting. 

In the past, PACT regional representatives have genez'ally 

communicated only infrequently with USAID mission personnel; 

however, there has been an increase in the number of visits 

to USAID missions by PACT representatives in the last year. 

AID Relationship with and Views of PACT
 

Legislative and 
Institutional Basis 

The legislation and legislative intent under which 

function the current grant agreement with PACT and aimilar 

USAID use of PVOs is summarized at; follows in the Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee Report: 

This Comnittee han, on numerous, occnsoionn in 
recent yearn, sought. to give promintence to the 
partnership role with AID which U.S. private and 
voluntary organizations (PVOn) and cooperativen 
are to play in advancing the "New Directions" 
objectiven of meeting th-e banic human nr-.dn of the 
poor majority through an equlty-orionted develop­
mont ntrategy.
 

In 1978, the Committie added a new ricton 123 to 
the Foroieqn Anniotance Act which o the 
PVOP 'a an important meann of mobii zirig ,rivate 
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American financilal and human resources.' The
 
Committee found it to be in the national interest
 
for the PVOs and cooperatives to 'expand their
 
overseas development efforts' using federal funds
 
'without compromising their private and indepen­
dent nature.'
 

Current 1981 legislation reaffirms an amended Section 

123 of the Foreign Assistance Act to set a target of at 

least 16 percent and a minimum of no less than 12 percent of
 

foreign assistance funds to be channeled through the activ­

ities of PVOs. Also qualifying PVOs are to receive 20
 

percent of their funds from sources other than the U.S. 

Government.
 

The AID Congressional Presentation for FY 1983 proposes
 

extensive support for PVO programs and specifically
 

... support!; collaborative project planning and 
implementation by PVO consortia to draw on the 
strengths of organizations which because of small 
size or speciali:zed experience might not 3otherwise 
participate in overse,s development work. 

At the same time the AID Admin tra tor in Guidance for 

FY 1983 to Mis-;sion Directors eiphailes econol.ic growth and 

"greatett feasible econoomic efficiency" ats the mvana to 

achieving a iti-eting of bas xC human neCdi;. Al thouclh 

@nphas :lit nthe private tiectou relt- in ILDC development, the 

Gui dance does not. :pecifically nerition l'VOtia patrt of this 
tiecto.4private 

1 . Selet.e io e.i c'n Heiationt Cotnrnl tie,- Hlepoi t, E~c:onomic 
Aid Authorl;:atlon liill for FY 19140, May 1979, p. 6. 

2. I.torniat1Oinl :ocuri ty aid Develo tntlit Coup rAt ion Act 
of 1911I, :;e(:. 304. 

3. U:;A1I), "CcO1q1etati(n 1'rje nt on f 1: Flt c. I Yar 
1903: M4111 Volkilt,", " p. !!#, 

4. Mvmo to Ml ns ion 1) ic*Ltotis and AllD | p|)rritatve# 
from Mc:l'h on,, ".Y 191(3 l'roguorm nnd hutidget Guldane, " 

11981) 1, ILt-rns .3 and 4. 

http:econol.ic


PVC Views
 

Representatives of USAID PVC describe the experience of
 

working with PACT as positive; the relationship is "collegial
 

and professional." They view the funding of PACT as a way
 

for AID to be funding relatively small projects and agencies
 

in LDCs. Thus the quality of the projects and the impact on
 

the intended beneficiaries is the first consideration in the
 

assessment of PACT. An important, yet secondary consideration
 

is the PACT impact oin projects and organizations, including
 

the way it handles its multiple roles with agencies of being
 

friend, advocate, partner, and also funder.
 

AID rates other PACT tasks, such as administration of
 

Supportive Activities grants and stimulation of private
 

funds to PVOs, as less important.
 

The AID Congres-.lonal presentation for FY 1983 proposed 

an additional $4 million to PACT which "will support approxi­

mately 30 new and 30 continuing projects that provide 

technical avixst,.nce to low-income firmers, mamll entre­

preneura and rural cooperatives. 1 

USAID Minsion Views
 

Six minnions were vinited by RRNA evaluatora. This 

group In too amall for the evaluatorn to make geonoral con­

clualonts about AI) mistion viewn. Tho roador should 

conpider the followinq summary with thits iml tar.tion in mlind. 

The informntuon annd vi rwpo iLt provid-d by the U.;A I 

I.SAID,"Cog essi onal lloctatioun, tue. Cit. 
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representatives in the six missions are characterized as
 

follows:
 

All gave operating program grants to PVOs;
 
for four of the missions, the use of PVOs was
 
a major or at. least important part of strategy 
and operations; most allocated approximately 
a person year of effort annually to working 
with PVOs; 

Four had no contacts or communications of 
significance with PACT personnel; 

Five were in contact with at least one proj­
ect or agency also funded by PACT; 

All expressed interest in PVO project. being 
coordinated rnore clo!;ely with mission strate­
gies; three expressed this more in terms of 
interest in better cotwiiunication; four ex­
pressed disagreement with process which 
perMtLed use of AID funds within tieir 
country without mission approval and adnmini­
stration; two of thene ,insnions described the 
better coordination of VVO projects mote in 
terms of direct mission control and virtually
 
full integration into mission strategies and 
adminj rtrationi. 

An Initial Comparison of PACT and AID 

Activit tis and LJxL)ndi turea 

PACT activitieti differ ft'on AID PVC and USAID miscion 

funding of I'VO pzojecttS for -i numbw-r of z carions: the much 

olr' th-Omallcr avritivjr ,f PACT effort; the enl-rinlly c1o4 

c0=1vrinvolvrmr'tit ol PACT with pi:ojc t nt,t thCOmfllit y 

and inS thel it:odr: rnsitqe (if arv lct, fi,, IIACT mrMlir Arid 

prOjec:t r. ,It. of iliteroe t foi ehrl cmrij-r.nivr plaillillig of 

AID, t cjntIdrilz nts 111i al com.Cin rirn of All) ndminitLinLtIvo 

COo tl with h,) 1 (.1' th-e il't :eni thotho of ACT. irn d iff ill 

kindti of (1anrit pZioux? itit col~ti ctr'd nlil t;hr pi'n; imllinry fit'LUrft 

of AID P-xpsisiituro orsimeat1, tivttiablr, tLhqiso CupAri onA 



133.
 

must be viewed with all the qualifications as an integral
 

part of the comparison. No definitive use should be made of
 

these figures. Nevertheless, RRNA evaluators believe the
 

basic findings reflects a valid (and predictable) dif­

ference: PACT total expenditures for administration and a
 

range of services were greater per dollar granted than those 

of the AID programs used in the co.nparison; PACT expendi­

tures per project grant were much less. 

PACT expenditures have been presented in this report 

(Chapter Il, Table 1II-5). Some illustrative AID admini­

strative co!;ts for grant program,,; involving PVOs are provided 

for the administration of the Operating Program Grant (OPG) 

program and the AID PVC office itself (Table VI-l). Indirect 

costs for contracting and accounting had to be estimated in 

a very preliminary way. 

OPGs, averaging about eight times the size of PACT 

grants, cost AID missions an estimated two to three to six 

times a; much per grant to administer, depending on the 

measure of PACT expenditures used. The im.uediate agency 

oxpentsets per dollar granted were estimated at; a third the 

proportion of that for PACT (Table VI-2). AID PVC with even 

larger avernge grantii, 16 LMez-; the PACT size, appears 

relatively more efficient on the basis of these estimated 

expel)(e±tur e fture. !ti total cosot per grant is almost 

thi"t- timcts that of PACT, btt the large amount per grant 

loave t proportion of ag9ency expond) turer: at only about 3 

percent of the value of grants. The conclu ions regarding 

thin tsction are to be road aa an integral interpretation of 

thane findingo. 



Table VI-l. Selected AID Grants and Expenditures
 

USAID Missions AID PVC Operations
 
Operating Program
 

Item Grants Ff 1980 FY 1980 FY 1981
 

----------------------number-------------------
Grants 144 45 52 

---------------­ millions of dollars-------------
Value of grants 53.60 30.96 36.75 
Functional expenses 
Estimated direct personnel 

expenses and overhead 4 .00 a 0.83 0.92 
Estimated contracting and 

acccunting personnel expensesb .12 0.07 0.08 
Estimated over8ead for facilities 

and services 0.13 0.08 .09 
Total 4.25 0.98 1.09 
Froportions 

Expenses/grants 7.9 
percent-------------------­

3.2 3.0 
-------------------- dollars--------------------


Average grant 372,200 688,000 706,700

Average AID cost per grant 29,500 21,800 21,000
 

The accompanying text is an integral part of this table.
 
a. Estimate based on one person year of program officer time per mission,
 

$100,000 per officer for 40 mission; this time input estimated by AID PVC
 
was confirmed by RRNA as a good estimate for the missions visited in the
 
field work.
 
b. Estimates based on information gathered informally from AID financial
 

sources.
 
c. Estimate based on General Services Administration budget as approximately
 

0.25 percent of other U.S. Government budget.
 
Source: AID Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation, other information
 

fro= AID financial personnel.
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Table VI-2. Comparison of Grants and
 
Expenditures, PACT, USAID Missions
 

Operating Program Grants, and AID PVC,
 
Recent Fiscal Years
 

USAID Missions AID PVC
 
Operating Program Operations,
 

PACT, FY 1981 FY 1980 FY 1981
 

----------------------- dollars---------------------
Average grant 44,000 372,200 706,700 

Average agency 
expenditures per 
grant specifically 
allocated tc c,ant 
program 5,300 n.a. n.a. 
Total 11,300 35,800 30,400 

----------- ---------- -percent --.---- --------

Proportion
 
Total agency
 
expenditures/
 
amount granted 23.9 9.6 4.3
 

The accompanying text is an integral part of this table.
 
Source: Tables III-5, VI-l.
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Conclusions
 

USAID Missions and PACT
 

USAID missions are now a third party in the previously
 

bilateral relationship between PACT and PVC. The current
 

interest of USAID missions in bringing all USAID-funded
 

activities within the framework of the mission strategy and
 

management is likely to conflict at times with PVOs' own
 

tradition of independent action and with the apparent Con­

gressional expectations that PVOs will bring different
 

approaches and activities to LDC development than USAID
 

offers itself. In such a situation, PACT persoinel may want
 

to try to maintain independence through avoiding contact
 

with USAID missions where possible. Other approaches of
 

resolving potential conflicts based on improved communi­

cation need to be tried instead. AID needs to bring to a
 

resolution current internal discussion concerning roles of
 

Selective Development Activities involving PVOs and missions.
 

PVOs working in LDCs should not be left to resolve con­

flicting expectations with missions on a one-to-one basis.
 

Cost Comparisons
 

A first ctep for an assennement of PACT costs is to use
 

AID costs and services an one basic for comparison. However,
 

thin is a useful and valid exercise only if the reader keeps
 

in mind the difficulty and limitation of such comparison. 

The difficulty is Lhat PACT and AID services offer different
 

services an funding organizations. 

One limitation it; that AID I'VC and USAID mission costs 

for uupporting PVO projecta cannot be estimated precisely 
enough within tho limitu of the acope of work of thits Study. 
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AID, and the U.S. Government as a whole, are so specialized
 

with overhead scattered in so many agencies that it is
 

difficult to estimate total costs of AID PVC or of a given
 

mission. The costs estimates prepared by AID did not in­

clude expenditures for contracting, accounting, personnel
 

administration rents utilities. The estimates for some of
 

these overheads included in this chapter appear likely to be
 

an understatement; however, more inclusive estimates were
 

not possible within the scope of this study.
 

Another key factor is the small size of PACT grants.
 

Other things being equal, the larger each individ-'al grant,
 

the lower will be the costs per dollar granted; the smaller
 

the individual grant, the higher will be the cost per dollar
 

granted. This relationship does not mean, however, that
 

making larger grants will necessarily increase the efficiency
 

of the developmental aid delivery system as a whole. Fur one
 

example, at an early stage in the life of a project, small
 

grants may be more appropriate; a large grant might be used
 

inefficiently when the receiving agency is just getting its
 

first experience.
 

Other differences in PACT vis a vis AID involvement are
 

the services PACT offers to member agencies, and the level
 

of ongoing PACT involvement with projects. A part of this
 

involvement is the care of PACT staff and Project Selection
 

Committee to allocate project funds prudently. The cost of
 

the extensive review increases the proportion of expenditures
 

to grants.
 

These differences appear to conform to AID's own expec­

tations that PACT'a relationship with PVOs be different from 
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AID's own involvement. The PACT total agency expenditures
 

amount to approximately 24 percent of the value of grants.
 

This ratio can be assessed as "high" or "low" in comparison
 

to the AID costs (see Table VI-2).
 

RRNA considers that in comparison with AID, PACT expen­

ditures on a per-grant basis indicate a reasonable
 

cost-effectiveness, especially in light of PACT funding of
 

small projects. This ratio as well as the costs per dollar
 

granted are certainly indicators of cost effectiveness; and
 

AID PVC and the PACT Executive Committee and Board certainly
 

will want to monitor these cost relationships.
 

The PACT process and services to members add sub­

stantially to costs. PACT and AID participants in a further 

grant agreement must make their own assessment of whether 

some reduction of PACT relative costs through a reduction of 

services and some streamlining of relationships to funded 

projects would be desirable. In considering this question, 

AID PVC officials must examine the costs and importance of 

the project funding function of PACT in comparison to PACT's 

other activities when calculating cost ratios. At the 

least, the issues and cautions in interpretation of the 

various cost ratios presented in this conclusion are essential 

for AID PVC in its own assessments of the cost-effectiveness 

of reaching PVO-sponsored projects and their beneficiaries. 



APPENDIX A
 

PURPOSES AND SCOPE OF WORK OF THIS EVALUATION
 

Portion of the work order, AID/SOD/PDC-C-0397,
 

January 4, 1982.
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Schedule
 

BACKGROUND
 

In conjunction with the termination of the PACT consortium's current grant
 
agreement with A.I.D. and the submission of a proposal for continued sup­
port, A.I.D. and PACT are undertaking an evaluation of PACT.
 

Since 1972, A.I.D. has provided funding a PACT in support of PACT's goal 
to "assist low-income persons in developing countries to improve their 
social and economic consitions through the collaborative efforts of PACT 
member and non-PACT member private development agencies." An evaluation
 
conducted by American Technical Assistance Corporation in 1975 at the con­
clusion of the first grant provided the basis for renewed and expanded 
A.I.D. support under the current grant (1978-1982). The present evaluation, 
building upon the previous one, will thus concentrate on the period 1978-1982. 
The evaluation is viewed as providing the data base that will be an important 
component in A.I.D.'s decision regarding the levzl and nature of continued 
funding. It is also intended to provide information and analysis that will 
be of help to PACT and its atencies in their continuing process of development. 
The issues presented in the tentative evaluation instrument (Attachment A) 
include, therefore, the major questions on which A.I.D. desires information
 
and certain questions pertaining to areas of current planning being under­
taken by PACT.
 

ARTICLE I - TITLE 

valuation of the Ceneral Support Grant to Private Agencies Collaborating 

Together (PACT)(Project No. 932-0100) 

ARTICLE II - OJUECTIVE 

To provide an in-depth and objective examination about how the PACT consortium 
operates, what it accomplirnhen and with what degree of efficiency and effect. 

ARTICLE Iii - .;TATI:ME:'T OF WORK 

A. Gtieral
 

The evluatio, uhal! examine how PACT worka And what it does. Recogniz-
Ing thA multiplicity of rolon played by PACT, it nhall examine the 
vAriouo procoete 'nd activltio that have formod the work of the con­

tu Of |Nsortium including cat tmtdicn abOut 12 countriva two rontinnt a. 
Idontififtatiol n1id nrhvdullilg of proqert tt vitnt thcall be nts 
mutu4lly agroed to by th¢ Cottracrtor, PACT, nild A.I.D. 

The amphaslo of thie ovaluation Ohall be ont PACT'n role ao ta tm'Jr of 
development projots. Othr rolva will Is oxami ned in loo d-tall. 
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In examining PACT's role as a funder, the evaluation shall focus on

PACT's process and on its relationships with implementing agencies.

Since PACT itself is not an implementor of projects, the emphasis

shall be on what PACT does 
to assist implementing agencies through

its project and supportive activities funds. The evaluation shall
 
also include an examination of the end product: 
 the projects and
 
their actual or likely effect on beneficiaries. Whenever possible,

the evaluation shall utilize existing data on project performance
 
and results.
 

Data and impressions about PACT projects shall 
be collected from:
 
A.I D. staff; PACT staff, Board of Directors and Project Selection
 
Committee members; 
PACT member agencies in the U.S. and other
 
countries; agencies implementing PACT-funded projects, other par­
ticipants 
in PACT-funded projects and beneficiaries of PACT-funded
 
projects.
 

Interviews shall be conducted in the United States and at 
selected
 
project sites 
in Africa and Latin America.
 

B. Specific
 

The following organization and phasing of the work shall be used 
as
 
guidance with modifications thereof 
subject to mutual agreement be­
tween the Contractor, PACT, and A.I.D.: 

1. Phaie I - Evaluiation I)t's.,Ln 

a. Collection of ba'ilc documents from A.I.D. and PACT.
 

b. Consultation, with A.I.D. and PACT on the final design

of evaluation, including dl,.cuitlons about basic themes 
and a refint':,ent of quv.it ionr4 (Attachment ) regarding
thote theinu. 71iv,?a would ­include tith 1tilection at In­
dications of efficilrncy 44nd cost efiectivrn,,rti. 

C. Final a1rre-mmit by both J'AC and A.I.D. on rviluatlon 
intitrument and the r gt,-iy for data cullection to ba
ur#od for tihr evtloartion. 

2. Phativ ­J1-s1 ell, on! irct~tnttii: 

FOd vfrtIt, wI I ill 11411v .4 telectlin t projrct in CAlombid,]!nd r .
I1of1idi rae*, [ir tl¢'ltl',,~!,t , '€l-,a, 7: b , lotw~n/ with-j
lr I.? PC po I I t . Yrn#~ , .4tII and Dis( w ri il
prol act to hr mpo.ifi Id by titota ahiroomolit twtpoo th} 
Contractor, PACT .Isid A I,P, 

lit riai~ I -

S Intarv rwt v1 Ih A, I.I, t aI[f 

irt-vtItit ,v al-tit vcti' il Il'ACI nd qitoot orpl ot.optro.}vitm 
0,, tr n .o, i fl 0 floll atid oll ,tiher PACT­
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funded projects in countries to be visited with
 
PACT staff, member agencies, non-member agencies,
 
Board of Directors, and Project Selection Committee.
 

* 	 Discussions with A.I.D. and PACT of initial summary
 
find ings.
 

b. Stage II - Field Trips to L.atin America and Africa 

0 	 Interview!; with PACT member agencies. 

a 	 Interviews with implementing agencies, other partici­
pating institutions, and intended beneficiaries in 
selected sample of PACT-funded project,; (average two 
days 	per project).
 

* 	 Discu5:iton; with A.I.D. and PACT of Phase II, 
Stage 1I findings. 

• 	 lntervtw!; with A.I.D. mis:tsion staff. 

3. 	 Phn se III - Fvai luat ion Report 

a. 	 Submission of first draft of report. 

b. 	 PACT and A.I.D. review draft and submit comments. 

C. 	 Submilssitrn of final draft of report. 

ARTICLE IV- JoRTS 

The finid report tsha ll be prea,,nted orally and in written form to both 
) the of uA.I.D. .ind PAC . Thr i report thcall addrenti purpose the 41 uation 

all dtilled ab11.,hCor J,4 rd if ied during thr course (if the evAluntion. 

The replrt 0h&1 lnI st thr lowiln-. tuto , of fI nt ion,: 

A. 	 Brief prt, fac. that It 1,( 

1. 	 A d crriprtitit ti tho rvalulatlon r|,ocotluf 0 

2. 	 A hintori.al sket0h of PACT and of A.I.I.*4 involvement with PACT. 

B. 	 Finding, 

C. Concl t ot-,
 

D t. inforr.tion 4nd documentation d In th@
Jetaslvil:%vsportinep rof.rtin 


sody lotI h(i ra,,rt,
 

PeorI~fic- 4 atO ' t#4 Wi.fr Ofduft nft rr 	 hh~tpr~~e 	 j~ii 

http:hintori.al


APPENDIX B
 

INSTRUMENTS USED IN EVALUATION
 

Instrument No. 4 Interview Guide for PACT members 

Instrument No. 5 Interview Guide for Field Interviews 

Instrument No. 2 Indicators for assessing project 
conditions and performance in 
relation to PACT criteria
 

Other instruments usted include the list of questions
 
for USAID (Appendix A) and a list of basic information
 
required on currert projects for use by the PACT staff.
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Instrument No. 4
 

PACT EVALUATION - INTERVIEW GUIDE
 

Subject: PACT performance and relationships
 

Use: Interview with PACT staff, members, Board,
 
Project Review Committee; some questions with
 
USAID country missions.
 

Interview with
 

(Name, title, organization)
 

I. 	 PACT as a funder of projects 

A. 	 Discuss PACT as a funder of development projects, that
 
is, as a disperser of funds, particularly USAID funds.
 

1. 	 Expectations and definitions of PACT role:
 

a. 	 Do you understand this funding role as PACT's
 
highest priority function?
 

(1) 	No
 
(2) 	 Yes 

b. 	 What do you expect or recommend an changes in the 
degree of priority of this function for PACT? 

2. 	 PACT performance 

a. 	 Anpects of PACT performance of particular note. 
Strong points. 

b. 	 Problemt;.
 

c. 	 Ueconurended nolutions or changes. 

3. 	 PACT procenn and criteria for nelecting projects.
 

a. 	 Strong lpoints of PACT proceon, 

b. 	 Problems
 

C. 	 Should PACT be more or loan strict and choosy in 
ita election of projects, or is it just right 
now? 
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(1) 	Less strict
 
(2) 	Just about right
 
(3) 	More strict
 

d. 	 Are you familiar with the PACT criteria for
 
selecting projects?
 

(c'eview if ntcessary) 

e. 	 Do you think these criteria are the right ones for
 
selection of good development projects?
 

(1) 	No
 
(2) 	Yes
 

(1) 	Limited access of beneficiaries
 
(2) 	Locally determined need
 
(3) 	 Increased control of resources 
(4) 	 Collective approach 
(5) 	 Local share contribution 

f. 	 Suggested changes, additions. 

g. 	 (For agencie,;) 

lave 	you ever had a project submitted to PACT -­

(1) 	Turned down by sftaff 
(2) 	 Turned down by the project review commit­

tee. 

4. 	 Assessment of PACT project portfolio. 

a. 	 How would you choracterize in general the projects 
which PACT hat; funded in the last three years? 

(1) 	 Lozl't know 
(2) 	 U ittlt i :,-cto y, border inr 
(3) 	 S;at ii i ctory, idtc u(|-t 
(4) 	 Oex: t l ~ , . cel lent 

5. 	 Role of P'ACT funidlxnj iis hrlpin(] plojoctp. 

(Wti will (iwnitai. othri- kiid;t , of 'ACT |l.1p in a few 
minuttit) 

a. 	 I|ow do ii tr f!unding ofimIplutalt you think PACT 
olv v tl foln the oper:tla| ait wl|et-nd of 0110 
pro ect it tund-sA? (rot nqwoncivo, ditcut.a in torm§ 
of own npecIfic proitcta tundod by PACT). 
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b. 	 Do you believe most of these projects would exist
 
in much the same way without PACT funding?
 

(1) 	Would exist in much the same way without
 
PACT funding.
 

(2) 	Would not. 

C. 	 Do you think the.;e projects are improved or made
 
worse in the process of trying to get PACT fund­
ing? 	How? 

If. 	 PACT co~t-effectivelle. 

A. 	 What do you con:;ider indicators of cost-effectivenes' 
of in og:an1i.-tion like PACT which funds projects in 
developing countri:e!:? How does PACT rate by these 
indicttoZ:;; ? 

B. 	 How would you vrt.: the cu:;t- iffcti enw-,:; of PACT­
funded projtcts; Wi Lh which you alc- fim lliar? 

(1) 	 Uon't know 
f actoi y , e(2) 	 Un ;at.ii bodt'r lne

(3) 	 Ade'quitv, : ;f,' :r 
(4) 	 Outt,.tanillol, excel lnt. 

C. 	 Give npt-cific exampl:-. 

D. Comp| dr on with othir 'un dng orqini -tit lonsx 

HOW would you :ntr VACT co:,t-ttn s a funder 
of good 1,Vo pioJ cttz i%: comnii'ui on with other funding 

(1) 	Don+'t know 

(3}) 	 Tyip c.allJy tinm, 

(4) 	I,1Mt trr 

(1) 	Wi ti oth -1 U:. PVOIS 
(2 ) 	 Wi tt J:;AI pVC
(3) 	Withi Wl:.A1IJ countl'l'y itla lonal 

%$):; 1Hit. 101vi fOturIAU(4) Wi t h , d tit t: l Ion
14(C fto,;d+. i [lndi ng ol :lgt lOflP(,!r,) 	 With i{,; . Ol J

( 	 W) 1.(iVr-|' 	 -fi, 

.3:(iIj(It! I .l I ,4d .. 0 I f Ahld 1.104§0 tidi Yoauiri 



147.
 

assessment of which of the following tasks (that have
 
been mentioned in various PACT documents, especially in
 
its relations with USAID) you believc are important and
 
then. for the important ones, give your assessment of
 
PACT's effectiveness.
 

Importance Performance
 

(1) 	not very (1) (2)
 
(2) 	quite (3) (4)
 

a. 	 Assistance in project
 
design and t.a. in
 
project development
 

b. 	 Monitoring ind evaluat­
ing project';
 

C. 	 Stimulating funds from 
plivate sector 

d. 	 Encouriging and arrang-
Ing for collaboration 
amonq 1VO:s
 

e. 	 Givilig n upport lye 
activi tie:; gJrtnts 

Infomatilon and tech­
nical a!;:si.tanlce to
 

9. 	 Suppozt inc devel opment 
of colfonirid in develop­
in; c(ounlitl' c; 

i.. 	)rovidinq P'VO tn'mb {r 
X ci (~ n itinq gJr In Id 

n julI1I(- ) -ill zrIntioll 
to tJ!;A1) tundincj aind 

yourk. 	 Ilow wjul dl ti,,rc rit,-
"xpc1t y1a(ju l oi4)I*Ah T In Ii 
4114II ,"Yo ti- lJ with!l 


G;ovt 1 lim'h lit-1, 



9. 	 Agency budget and funding source information
 

a. 	 Does your organization relate directly to USAID
 
and the U.S. Government?
 

(1) 	USAID PVC
 
(2) 	USAID country missions (which countries?)
 
(3) 	Other USAID
 
(4) 	Other U.S. Government
 

b. 	 Total organization budget
 

.	 From private sources
 
* 	 F..im USAID PVC
 
* 	 Other USAID country missions
 
* 	 Other USAID
 
* 	 Other Federal Government
 

C. 	 Total expenditures
 

Administration
 
In U.S.
 
In LDCs
 

Funds fo& LDC programs
 

Funds for programs not in LDCs
 

10. 	 Ot-er coments 

11. 	 Interviewer summary of key items.
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Instrument No. 5
 

PACT 	EVALUATION -- INTERVIEW GUIDE
 

Subject: Relationships of LDC Project with PACT and
 
Performance of PACT-Funded Projects
 

Use: Field Interviews with Staff, Members, Agencies and
 

Projects.
 

Project Characteristics 

1. 	 Name and number of project
 
2. 	 Name of supporting agency(ies)

3. 	 Geographical area 

(1) 	Latin America and Caribbean
 
(2) 	 Africa 
(3) 	 Asia and Pacific Region 

4. 	 Region
 
(1) 	Urban
 
(2) 	Rural
 
(3) 	Both
 

5. 	 Activity
 

a. 	 Describe main project activities (one or two 
sentelces ) 

b. 	 Sector
 
(1) 	Agriculture 
(2) 	Cooperativen 
(3) 	 Small bu:;i ie 
(4) 	 11ralth tind nutrition 
(5) 	 Cominu iyt d-.ve 1opment 
(6) 	 Trzaini g edtduciton 
(7) I'in1tv'jy, conlt.,rvation, appropriate 

(0) 	11o" tlw;
( 9 ) 	 01C , 

(4) Comtuilt: a 4 whole 
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b. 	 Special role of women
 
(1) 	No
 
(2) 	Yes
 
(3) 	Non-descriminatory
 

7. 	 Collaboration between members
 

a. 	 No collaboration
 
(1) 	Member only
 
(2) 	Non-member only
 

b. 	 Collaboration (provide names)
 
(3) 	Member - Member(s)
(4) 	Non-Member(s) - Member(s)
(5) 	Non-Member(s)
 

8. 	 Local Agency
 
(1) 	No local agency
 
(2) 	Yes, local only
 
(3) 	Yes, local
 

9. 	 Year of founding 
a. 	 Agency (in country) 19
 
b. 	 Project 19
 

10. 	 Tell about your experience with submitting the project
 
to PACT for funding and having it accepted.
 

a. 	 Strong points
 

b. 	 Problems
 

c. 	 How did you first get in contact with PACT? Why?
 

d. 	 Tell about communicationn with PACT in the pro­
posed submission.
 

e. 	 flow r,-anonable and responsive do you consider PACT 
grant procedures for project applications? In the 
information required reasonable or too much? 

(1) 	 Reanonable 
(2) 	Too much
 

f. 	 flow much utaff time (dayas) did you uce in pro­
paring the proponal and follow-up until you got
the funding? 

g. 	 Suggeated changes, additiona.
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h. 	 PACT funding conditions
 

1. 	 In the letter of grant agreement or any other
 
correspondence, did the PACT Selectiun Com­
mittee state specific conditions t be met or
 
other concerns regarding your project?
 

No 	 Yes
 

If yes, explain:
 

2. 	 Did your project respond to their conditions
 
and/or concerns?
 

No 	 Yes
 

i. 	 Have you ever had a project submitted to PACT
 
(1) 	Turned down by staff
 
(2) 	Turned down by the Project Review Committee.
 

. PACT Selection Criteria
 

a. 	 Are you familiar with the PACT selection criteria
 
for selecting projects?
 

1. 	 "The project should aim at improving the
 
conditions of life of beneficiaries who have
 
limited access to resources."
 

(a) 	How does your project achieve this?
 

(b) 	flow would you rate your project accord­
ing to this criterion?
 
(1) 	Don't know
 
(2) 	Unnatisfactory/borderline
 
(3) 	Sati;factorl/,dequate
 
(4) 	Excellent
 

2. 	 "The project should oddreg;G a locally deter­

mined need."
 

(a) 	Hlow dOelo your project achieve thin?
 

(b) 	low would you rate your project iccord­
ing to thin criterion? 
(1) 	Don't know 
(2) 	Urnateigactory/bordorl in4
 
(3) 	Swit t fnctory/ndequatt 
(4) 	Excollent
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3. 	 "The project should contribute co the capacity
 
of tlhe beneficia-ies to plan anti manage the
 
use of their own and/or outside resources."
 

(a) 	How does your project achieve this?
 

(b) 	How would you rate your project accord­
ing to this criterion?
 
(1) 	Don't know
 
(2) 	Unsatisfactory/borderline
 
(3) 	Satisfactory/adequate
 
(4) 	Excellent
 

4. 	 "The project should promote collective action
 
among beneficiaries so that they respond not
 
individually but together to their common
 
needs."
 

(a) 	How does your project acheive this?
 

(b) 	How would you rate your project accord­
ing to this criterion?
 
(1) 	Don't know
 
(2) 	Unsatisfactory/borderline
 
(3) 	Satisfactory/adequate
 
(4) 	Excellent
 

5. 	 "The project should include contributions by
 

beneficiaries of ideas, time and materials."
 

(a) 	How does your project do this?
 

(b) 	1ow would you rate your project accord­
ing to this criterion?
 
(1) 	Don't know
 
(2) 	Unnatisfactory./borderl i ne
 
(3) 	Satisfactory/adequate
 
(4) 	Excellent
 

12. 	 Narrative rega&%ing technical design and performance
 

DoaiLn
 

a. 	 Aspects of donign ronpondenc identifies as key?

b. 	 Direct relationship of activity to need?
 
c. 	 Expected outcome?
 
d. 	 Ways outcomes have been assesoed?
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Performance
 
a. 	 Results and benefits related to these expecta­

tions?
 
b. 	 Unanticipated benefits?
 
c. 	 Problems and how they were dealt with?
 
d. 	 Describe use of resources of project (more or less
 

used than budgeted). Discuss perceived cost­
effectiveness. Is there an apparently less
 
expensive way to meet the same kind of need in the
 
future?
 

13. 	 Communications with PACT
 
a. 	 How reasonable do you consider the PACT reporting
 

requirements?
 
Financial?
 
Program?
 

b. 	 How much staff time (days) do you usually use in
 
preparing the financial and program reports?
 

c. 	 Have you prepared an evaluation (1) No (2) Yes 
Have you shared it with PACT (1) No (2) Yes 

d. 	 Tell about follow-up visits with PACT, here or in
 

New York.
 

14. 	 Role of PACT funding in helping your project 

(We will di';cu:;:; other kindr; of PACT help in a few 
minutes)
 

a. 	 Ha.; relationsiip with PACT influenced your project 
operation.,? Explain. 

b. 	 Do you believe your project would lave developed
 
in much the .,am!e way without PACT funding? 
Explain. 

C. 	 Do you think your project wat, improved or made 
worne in the ptocet;t, of trying to get V'ACT funding? 
low? 

d. 	 What othor projectn doon you organizition havo (in 
thin country)? 
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e. 	 How would you rank the project funded by PACT in
 
importance compared with your other projects?
 

(1) 	Don't know
 
(2) 	Not as important
 
(3) 	Same
 
(4) 	More important
 

f. 	 It will help us understand the role of PACT fund­
ing if we can know more about the other funds and
 
funding assistance your organization receives.
 
(We are just interested in information which is
 
already part of your published reports and
 
budgets.) 

Your in-country Your project 
agency or program assisted by PACT 

Annual budget at time of 
PACT approval 
Total budget 
Local share 
Outside funds 

PACT 
USAID 
Other U.S. Govt. Oupported
 
Other (specify - but only list and give aggregate
 

total)
 

1981 or 1982 budget (most recent)
 
Total budget
 
Local share
 
Outside funds
 

PACT
 
USAID
 
Other U.S. Govt. Supported

Other
 

As you know, 11ACT"n role an a funder of projects involves
 
related activitieu in addition to nelecting projects and
 
distributing funda. Pleape indicate your aaaesment of which
 
of the following tasks you believe are important; and for
 
the important one give your anneosmont of PACT' helpful­
nea:
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Importance Performance
 

a. 	 Assistance in project design
 
and t.a. in project develop­
ment
 

b. 	 Stimulating funds from
 
private sector
 

C. 	 Monitoring and evaluating
 
projects
 

d. 	 Encouraging and arranging
 
for collaboration among
 
PVOs
 

e. 	 Giving supportive activities
 
grants
 

f. 	 Information and technical
 
assistance to members
 

g. 	 Supporting development of
 
consortia in developing
 
countrie6
 

h. 	 Serving at. advocate of PVO
 
members' interests in general
 
and in relation to USAID
 

i. 	 Providing PVO member agencies 
mediating role (even acting 
an a buffer) in relation 
to USAID funding and tegulation 

16. 	 Other comments 

a. 	 What i; your relationship (or feeling) of confi­
deuce in working with IACT? 

b. 	 flow do you see PACT having changed in its process 
O working with you? 

c. 	 flow hat4 your perception of PACT (thua ind now) 
cIna:q ed? 

1'. 	 Intorviower Summary of Koy Item, 
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Instrument No. 2
 

PACT EVALUATION - GUIDELINE FOR INTERVIEW
 

Subject: 	 Indicators for assessing project conditions
 
and performance in relation to PACT criteria.
 

Use: 	 Field interviews with agency and project
 
personnel, and possibly beneficiaries; interviews
 
with PACT and U.S. agency personnel; RRNA review
 
of PACT project files of projects to be visited
 
in field.
 

Project 	 No. Name
 

1. Targeting to beneficiaries
 

"The project should aim at improving the conditions
 
of life of beneficiaries who have limited access to
 
resources." flow does the project do this?
 

Criterion met if any of the "a. Low-income indicators"
 
apply to main bene-ficiary group (approximately, in terits of
 
best available etimates or information) or if any of the
 
"b. Other indicators" apply in a direct and unambiguous way.
 

a. 	 Low-income indicators
 

(1) 	Hunger or widespread malnutrition.
 

(2) 	 In lowest half of country population in terms of 
hout;ehold or per capita income. 

(3) 	 In lowest quarter of urban population in terms of 
houtiehold or per capita incomi. 

(4) 	 Within UJ;AID low-income criteria for continent. 

(5) 	 Unomployed or only employed le thnl thlee months 
per yenar.
 

(6) 	 In rural villnage titunt ion, 1i1 part of ma.iorlty 
pantlant or 14ubs i str1c" fiarmihr) ouIp or part ofnJ a 
landlws or tetnant group (i.v., nre not part of a 
rural social or economic privilege group). 
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b. 	 Isolation Indicators
 

(1) 	Social or cultural isolation (e.g., handicapped by
 
language barriers, religious customs, social
 
prejudices which isolate from national social and
 
economic life to the group's detriment).
 

(2) 	Geographical isolation (e.g., very limited physical
 
infrastructure in community, no access to national
 
transportation network by road).
 

c. 	 Other indicators suggested by field respondents. 

2. 	 Local determination
 

"The project should address a locally dctermined need."
 
How does the project do this?
 

a. 	 Beneficiaries determine project selection and/or design
 
in clearly 	defined way. 

b. 	 Sponsoring orqanization has a process for including 
beneficiaries' ideas and opinions in project design and 
in review of project proposed by the sponsoring organi­
zation (survey, series of community meetings specifically 
dealing with the proposed project, etc. ). 

C. 	 Beneiciaries have already participated extensively in 
control of and contribution to this project or a 
similar uncompleted project in the same location. 

d. 	 Other indicators suggested by field respondents.. 

"The project fshould contribute to the capncity of the 
bone fici,ait . to plan and manaige the utse of their own And/or 
OUt idt- .'esource. " )low doet; the project do thir.? 

A. 	 :;peci ic pial, integral to the |lt o ect det 1ign and 
ActLvIty -- for belleficlar?1 tO 1ncrt'enle Control of 
pror ct. oeratlon nnd ieS.'o|i ces. 

uise of o.-ly 

fit ifflu.1 ,te by projrect
 

b. 	 Imporanlt. piev i unusiell community t itourCap 

C. 	 Inc ifrtst.l ii ini O ' rl;tI.e~I . 1 n.05 
COJ ~C~tsn~r$- ~15I)riitrg? -al to p: JOiCL 

c
d .	 5W)Psitint a incipnt?~ s m irmilt 11 nnal/r~/J lidtun 

(c*40a inl- )iti nIncomtr i ll.id 

o. 	 0th":. atldo (0,9''I AWJJ"1o 1q. i?1~n 4 l t4I1(I7i 
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4. Collective Action
 

"The project should promote collective action among
 
beneficiaries so that they respond not individually but
 
together to their common needs." How does the project do
 
this?
 

Criterion met if one of the following applies:
 

a. 	 The project promotes a community organization such
 
as a cooperative.
 

b. 	 The project promotes an increasingly participatory
 
decision-making structure through membership voting
 
or use of a general body to meet and decide on
 
action.
 

C. 	 The project output is a community facility or
 
program open to all community members.
 

d. 	 community members contribute voluntary time and
 
shared self-help beyond household to implement
 
the project.
 

e. 	 Other indicators suggested by field respondents.
 

5. Local share
 

"The project should include contributions by bene­
ficiaries of idear., time and materiltls." Hod does the 
project do this? 

Crite:rion mot if one of the followinq applies: 

a. 	 Loats. ccntribut.ion in cath amounts, to 20 percent of 
pv'Oy=r. cash zi. 

b. 	 Loca1ly contu ibuted miterialt; or In-kind r ources are 
eustte:tl] r tz cvurcesI of the, project (rf:pr lly land;
corM1t11)ted 1,ulldlno ( it, ItIII Im|pr,.,itnive). 

C. 	 Loca11ly (:ollt:l buttd timt' 114 qr'nter thril) paid ~tA ff 

d. 	 Activity cial cOnti nuit- ,tr : pro)rct:t with dcreatnad 
[1)n o (t4 Lf Idr, fUI l. 

a, 	 Other indical-ort tsug ut~td Iy fiold ze pondnt 
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6. 	Project design and performance (not a PACT criteria
 
directly)
 

Design
 

Design (at time of proposal) is adequate if the follo4ing
 
applies: Project activity is directly related to defined
 
need; and expected outcome as result of this activity can be
 
defined and later assessed.
 

a. 	 Aspects of design field respondent identifies as key.
 

b. 	 Describe direct relationship of activity to need. 

C. 	 Describe expected outcome. 

d. 	 Describe way outcome can be assessed.
 

e. 	 Aspects of design suggested by field respondent
 

Performance
 

a. 	 Aspects cf performance field respondent identified as
 
key. 

b. 	 Unanticiapted problems and hey they were dcailt with. 

c. 	 Describe the a1ine.ib1e outcome:; in term:: of vxpuctations. 

d. 	 Describe other outcome: flieid res|Iondent con:-.;t,ri
important. 

ue oresouc:e;0, (mnor! or u:t: 
than budge ted). Xi cu:;.:: p,.rceved (:( t-fIl '.Ive:e'i. In 
there an apparently less expensivo way tv Met-l the DAMo 
kind of need in the futurvt 

o. 	 Delicribe of oj ct I used 
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Accion International (AITEC)
 

Mr. Jeff Ashe, Deputy Director (phone)
 

Goodwill Indu;tries of America, Inc.
 

Mr. Robtrt Rn.;om, Director for International Development
 
Ms. Su;azi Roche, Director for Afi 'ca, International
 

Opera t on:;
 

International Educdtional Development, Inc.
 

Ms. CaIrdidd Inde-;, former contract consultant 

Interwntiorml Volunt,ry Service (IVS) 

Mr. John kiqby, former Executive Director 
Ms. llrather Cl rk, Program Officer 

Mei 1 1'or Ni I I io:/Fretdom from hunger Foundation 

Mr. Jeter D1v iv, |'resi dent
 
Mr. )1civird Redder, l1rogram Director (phone)
 
Mr. I.':-Ii rTemnit.on, egional Director, Africa (phone)
 

Partnirs-hiji for N,oductivt-t FouncldAton/U A 

Mr. And: rw orrke, Executive Director 
Mtj. Cheryl A. , Smll Enterprisre Program, DoBigjn 

Mi', DavioJir-i.o(;uy.
t, t
 
Mcs. 11-nil,ni-I b-nok, 

Mti. ISo th: F-a C 

Mr, Edn( lI P, lsollnrd, Procidont 

V1',A ",11S1W., 
v l c
 

Mr . 1147111 y ih: M41. F'xciwtve Di :'ctoz' 
Mr. pit~:11st .1. 1'nra. 1Dirnrcor. Ao~ionAl Oparationo, Latin 

z/Care~an.Aoi4/Vocitic 

http:Temnit.on
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World Education
 

Mr. George Baldino, President
 
Ms. Mary Rita Zeleke, Regional Representative for Africa
 
Mr. Russ Mahan
 

Dominican Republic
 

Federacion Dominicana de Desarrollo (FDD)
 

Staff:
 

Mr. Jaime R. Fernandez, Acting Executive Director
 
Mr. Francisco Oliva, Director, Artisan Project
 

Beneficiaries:
 

Participants of doll-making proivcts in Bani and Sombrero.
 

Mujures en Deuarrollo Dominicana (MUDE)
 

Staff:
 

Ms. Luz Abreu, Executive Director
 
Ms. Maria Jimenez, Administrative Director
 
Ms. Elsa Alcontara, Promotion and Development 

Beneficiaries:
 

Participant; in goat-raining projocto in El Ahoy and
 
Carreton.
 

Solidarion
 

Staff:
 

Mr. Enrique A. Fernando=, Secretary General 

USAIDDominican Republic 

Mr. Jack Francits, Program Officer 
Mo. Roue M. Vaith, Aualatant Program Officer
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Colombia
 

CIDES
 

Staff:
 

Mr. Alvaro Perilla, Director
 
Ms. Fanny Garcia Gamboa, Social Promoter
 

FICITEC
 

Staff:
 

Mr. Oscar Duran Perdomo, Director
 
Ms. OJairo Rendon Cano, Sub-Director
 
Ms. Katherin Frost de Rodriguez., Promotion and Development
 

FUNDAEC
 

Staff:
 

Dr. Far*-am Arbab, Director
 
Mr. Gustavo Correro
 
Ms. Francia Valarcel, Anthropologist
 

Beneficiaries:
 

Training graduates and program participants in a number of
 

villages.
 

FUND E. 

Staff:
 

Mo. Cecilia Montalvo do Moreno, Executive Director
 
Mo. Myri~am Sacvoda, Assistant Executive Director
 
Mr. flHnry Cardona, Director, Project Adminiatration
 

Beneficitorieu:
 

Mr. Fabo CGrz M., Director, Indutatra Gaby, Ltda.
itil 
Coll (P'ropriector of fturrnit ure ropnir ahop)
Propri tor'of Cemantt Tile rii.blulsinti 

Dr. Pedro f-zrdi U., Director 
Mr. Wolmar Epcohor, Chior of Projocts Dopartimont 
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Beneficiaries:
 

Mr. id Mrs. Luis Enrique Ossa, Proprietor and family employee,
 
Cam.sas Leossac, Cali
 

Proprietor of Small Furniture Business, Cali
 

Hogar Escuela
 

Staff:
 

Sister Maria Esperanza Briceno, Director
 
Sister Julia Fues Cordovez, Assistant Director
 

IMCA
 

Staff:
 

Mr. Gustavo Ramirez, Director
 

Beneficiaries:
 

Participants in IMCA's community development program
 
in Cerro Verde.
 

Save/col ombi a 

Staff:
 

Mr. Jaime Victoria, Director
 
Mr. Humberto RiverA, Program Advisor
 
Mr. Javier Martine:, Program Director
 
Mr. Baiutinta Jacanemeioy, Project Coordinator, Sibunooy
 
Mo. LigiA Marinn Jujibloy, Promoter 

Benefi cidrivo: 

Mo. socol'ro Ctt1 I o Ch. , Coord11tor, Socitl D0volopmant 
Aoociic:onr deI, idrra 1wrail-4 de Narlo (CfotLoroo)

MemberrK of women 'n clubti: -ir. l'ln t la 'llmoo, 

Sibundoy Ara) 
Jabotlyamn (TAmAbloy, Stpundo), a'n) 
El Proqzrnpno (L~op Cauchou, Catatai~suroa*A) 

Staff'.
 

Fr. Albarto lRamiroz, Diractor
 
Fr. JAimo Martino
 
Plant Managor. Gezvivianda iiouoinq Factory
 



Comnt ebr in-the Comuneros and Vargas 
........Vllacomuntydevelopment pr~fect 

Mr Piedro Pablo Ramirez, Director 

1w Chtre tive
 

1articiiztan~ woll procts -invilags o0

Narial ablan.tost and Guanac atillo 

44 

Nr.i~ oo ifaern on.bn~.Cn 
WOO~tadtit t i3Clr 

an8f 

http:on.bn~.Cn
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Beneficiaries:
 

Mr. Odinga, Proprietor, bakery, Luanda
 
Mr. Geoffrey Maderu Akala, Chairman, Chekalini Vegetable
 

Growers
 
Mr. Zebedayo Waryonyi, Member, Chekalini Vegetable
 
Growers
 

Mr. Charles Lipuku, Proprietor, Wheel Chair/Window Frame
 
Assembly Shop
 

Technoserve/Kenya
 

Staff:
 

Mr. Tom Giddings, General Manager
 
Mr. Gregory Wiifala, Program Manager, Agriculture and Livestock
 
Mr. Joreph Mingyuti, Assistant Manager and Shareholder, Farmers'
 

Society, Ltd., Drutrvale Cooperative
 
Mr. Peter Mailu Maingi, Bookkeeper, DnriIv..-le Cooperative 

Beneficiary:
 

Mr. P. Maitha, General Manager, Neli Cooperative Savings and
 
Credit Society, Ltd.
 

Freedom From IHunrew/ (enya 

Staff: 

Mr. Moses G. Mbuqua, General Secretary
 
Mr. Jamea Aremo, Assistant General Secretary (Projects)
 

USAID/!ernyt% 

taff: 

Mr. William .S. Lef0t;, Program Officer 

Mr. Ned Greely, ProJect Manager
 

Liberia
 

PF/iheiri a
 

Staff: 

Mr, Ooorqv [utlor, GConral Manager 
Mr. Frwnk MAnloy, liniinvan Managoment Advinor 
Mro. Anno Ritchic, Crodit 16 Financial Advisor 
Mr. Tom Mayor, Extonclon Coordinntor/Poace Corps 
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Mr. Trevor House, Training Advisor/World Education
 
Mr. Marvin Wilson, Agricultural Advisor
 
Mr. Preston Karr, Extension Coordinator
 
Ms. Shari Bevenbach, Consultant, PFP International
 
Mr. Lawrence Paye, Agricultural Extension Aide, Kpoolay Key
 

Village
 
Mr. Johnson Quaqua, Agricultural Extension Aide, Zualay Key
 

Village
 
Mr. G. William Kangor, Agricultural Extension Aide, Zorgowee
 

Key Village
 
Mr. Joseph Bonga, Agricultural Extension Aide, Senoan Key
 
Village
 

Beneficiaries:
 

Mr. Savar Mahon, Personnel Officer, Nimba Corporation, Logging
 
and Sawmilling/Spin-off of LAMCO 

Mr. Jura Kromah, General Manager, Mount Nimba Transportation 
Company/Spin-off of LAMCO 

Mr. Jan.-s Paye, Business Manager, Wala-Laakeh Multipurpose 
Farmers' Coop 

Mr. and Mrs Paul Barchue, Recipients of PFP loan for a 
power saw, 'seeking a second loan for another saw 

Mr. Ama B. Kamara, Recipient of PFP loan for purchase of wood 
to make furniture 

Mr. James Woukah, Employee in Fallah Tamba's Furniture Shop, 
loan received by owner 

Mr. Alex Darwison, 1rincipal of Glorglor Suah Memorial High 
School, recipient of loan to resurtace classroom floor 

Liberi a iAID 

Staff: 

Mr. Jack M. Cornelius, Rural Development Officer
 

TOGO/ CONGAT 

Staff: 

Mr. Akpalo Kounamlvl, Executive Director, CONGAT Sorvice,
 
Formor I'rioldont o. CONGAT
 

Board nnd Membert: 

Dr. 14. Mointinn AJih, 1'roitidwit, National C ritaos: Proldent, 
CONGAT 

Mr. Wottl, D1irctoeur du: Contro fSociale ot do 1'Evawel.ization 

Mr. El Ktiti Ajivl, |'nPtiur, Mod.rnttsa M1mlgion Evanqlique, 
lar Comoill"# CO G T 
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Mr. Sodji Quam, Coordinateur de l'Association Togolaise pour
 
Bien-Etre Familiale; Executive Secretary of CONGAT
 

Mr. Adzim Kossi, Agriculteur d'Animation Rurale
 
Mr. Ayadam Tchegnon, Directeur du Centre de formation
 

agricole - Nyale
 
Mr. Bill Kibbler - United Church of Christ Volunteer
 

AID/Togo
 

Staff:
 

Dr. J.A. Lundgren, AID Representative
 
Mr. Sid Bliss, Development Officer
 

OFADEC/Senegal
 

Staff:
 

Mr. Jean Carbonare, General Manager, OFADEC/Senegal
 
Mr. Mamadou Ndiaye, Assistant Program Officer, OFADEC/Senegal
 

Beneficiaries:
 

Mr. Al Hadj Saloum Toure, Village Chief of Bantantinting/
 
Senegal 

Mr. Mamadou Traora, Pharmacist-Nurte in Bantantinting 
Mr. 14amadou 5ana, Grain Speciall:t 
Mr. Mamadou Toure, 1'retlident of Farming Cooperative,

;,/!:ejiega 

Mr. boubakdr .;ow, Coop l'rcsident in Adjaff/Senegal 
Mr. seydou Yozd Sow, Vegetable Specialist, Adjff/Senegal 
Mr. Amaditcou Soudnte, Coop Momber, Surveyor, Adjaff 

flaritcnt xnt i r 

Mr. Eqoulne N'dttaye, Former Project Director 
M. Mamnnduu biop, hlanidicapped Shoe Makers in Dakar/Sonogal
 
M. Mouitpha Ndiayp, 11iindicapped !;hoe Makera in Daker/Senegal
 
M. Dn-i ,gnColy. 1%d1Ccciprlod Shoe Makerts in Dnkar/Senogal
 
M. MnmAdoti (;nyr, )laindlcapped :;hronr Mnkerz in Daknr /Senegal 
M. Moumtst )ioul , flatidicnpliod :;hoe Mnkez'1 it Tirt/Sen:n gal 
M. Mnltc# rboip, (,-.tot" rnm'); Cordonnorir, Mouwinte) 

sraffu
 

Mr. Mamadou S. Diallow, Auocitant Program Officer
 



APPENDIX D
 

BRIEF DESCRIPTIONS OF PACT-FUNDED PROJECTS
 

VISITED BY RRNA EVALUATORS
 

Of the nineteen projects visited by the RRNA evalu­

ators, 14 of the projects were those of PACT members. 

RRNA interviewed both the field staff and the U.S. home­

office support staff of these 14 projects. PACT funding 

as listed in these brief descriptions is based on the actual 

amounts received by the implementing agency. Financial 

information presented earlier in the report (Table IV-2) is 

based on PACT's authorized funding, as documented in the 

Grant Agreements. In some cases there is small discrep­

ancies in the amounts. 

PACT staff assisted the RRNA evaluators by identifying 

the type of PACT activities and contributions to each proj­

ect. Thin information is noted in each description. Also, 

field staff of the projects identified and discussed PACT's
 

contribution to their projects. From these tiources, RRNA 

evaluatorn summarized PACT-Project relations.
 

The p;ojectv reviewed are aaI follows, including CONGAT, 

which received the first PACT "large" conrsortium support 

grant: 

Latin Amorica
 

landcraft Development (#019) VDD Dominican Republic 
Social servicen and Small Loans 

(0036) MUDE Dominictin Republic 
||OUSilfj, Urbhanization and

,.e¢:'zras (#O51, *Q52, #104,
 

*00 ) !;0 Viviondn CoIMI)n n 
Social Servicts ()100. No2l) 

CIDES Con4MWA 
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Integrated Development
 
Program (#021) Hogar
 
Escuela, CECIL 


Integrated Rural Development
 
(0f097) IMCA 


Training of Villaqe Women
 
(f063) Save the Children 


Appropriate Technology (0053)
 
FUNDAEC VITA 


Micro-Enterprises Development
 
($033) Carvajal Foundation/
 
AITEC 


Radio School Curriculum (#057)
 
ACPH, IED 


Water Resource Development
 
(0063) CEDEN, IVS 


Africa
 

Nutrition Training (03888) MfY 
Small Bucinesn Development (#055) 

PfP/Kenya , PfP/USA 
Small Buiines; Development (#027) 

TechnvLerve 
Small Business Development PfP/Liberia 

LAMCO 
Participatory Triving (0076) 

Wri Id iducntiuOn, P ill/Liberi a 
Inteqiated Rural Development (0035) 

OFADEC 

Vocational Ttaninq (0045) FNASS, 

Goodwill Industrien of America 

CONCAT Service, CONGAT 


Colombia
 

Colombia
 

Colombia
 

Colombia
 

Colombia
 

Honduras
 

Honduras
 

Kenya
 

Kenya
 

Kenya
 

Liberia
 

Liberia 

L-negal
 

Senegal
 
Togo
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evaluation suggest otherwise. PACT staff identifies the
 
following involvements with the project:
 

PACT's role in encouraging FDD to look at the assump­
tions and conceptual framework of their proJect, in intro­
ducing the FDD to outside technical assistance, and in 
providing funds; for 1981 evaluation. 

PRNA evaluators interviewed the Acting Direct~or of FDD,
Mr. Jaime Fernandez, and thte manager of the Handcract De­
velopment program, Mr. Francisco Oliva. This was followed 
by visits to a retail craft store and two toy-making centers, 
in the town of Bani and in the valley of Sombrero. 



13. 

. ~Country: 	 Dominican Republic 
Dat Funded: January 1978'" 
Authorizued Fudig;$3,000 1978K 

1 1 	 ~~41*,745 -~ 1980 AfA' ''1 l,. , 1' 

35-56 9. 1
 

The"MUDS an'srvce projec "ssts-rural womenAloans 

inorganizin comunity~action~ groups to define -'counity 
need2Ms. and to Identify ways to resolve thi rblems.-Through
promoters, KUD! odffers tchnioal asitance'and infoiatiolA 

'A 4 	 1,A'pi" 

"A,

f credit and financing oprtunities mnd addtional sypt
wtovoen agricultura iand J'artismn, IPj ots ropZom

tion consists of' the promoters, ivorh-okl, wt-"""A' 

credit to UDS and are res ' nh1'eas a gp forepun
of"their loans. Proet inldegatsd oI di
fish processing, 'papaya pro tin and 

A2l2 dressiaidk. There .hae . beM 0cdt logts wit 7007 
woe inoledin the program. formal -eva1tationi of'h 

~AA~AA~.project paid by. PACT is scheduled for 1982.44 

relationshi btMWPC and NMI largely eltl 
the' organizational a~s within MUD.in 197s the11J." 

"""'The 

p' citizen 	founder' of i.contacted PACT regarding the IPWS 
projet',and-:received funditg that same year. 'At this pointr"44'""A 	

wa' both.- 4 ashington;-and~Santo DoWig90 4,Office 'ofi,'Ifthere. 

z1978-79i KUDNI underwqnt a series of orgAisationa'In~u4M1 

chan ' incluing th www lin' Ofnwwww~thi Was

'"'Iuf~o 	 8 WaiDrigi~s changes''C 


"A"e, ,project 4ainistration 'suffered, as note in ~UAL 

~statot tmi	r ofA'conoerns. all of' which wore aiat"' 
'I'hei: oan activt1g 100 pexona t.and ro­

strctredthirfield, an-aL -aice aeond its' l 
yal,bingkeyinthe deelopwwnt of theirprojocts.a 

th~pojct I,;PA 	 fudo f.organization and has',wasearly 

successfullyA-Aauae h leegigP 	 loa tce 

31' 
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become more involved in community action projects within the
 
housing sector. PACT stdff also identifies the following
 
involvements with this project: provision of funding to
 
SERVIVIENDA in early stages, and Supportive Activities grant
 
to allow SERVIVIENDA to meet with other housing groups in 
Latin America.
 

RRNA evalutors visited SERVIVIENDA headquarters in
 
Bogota, Colombia, and its production facilities on the
 
outskirts of the city. One evaluator also interviewed 
purchasers of SERVIVIENDA housing in the barrios of
 
Comuneros and Vargas Villa in the south of the city. 



177.
 

Project Tit]-!

and Number: Training and Cooperative Education
 

(#00)
 

Sponsoring Agency: Cooperative Multiactiva de Desarrollo
 

Social (CIDES)
 

Country: Colombia
 

Date Funded: August 1981
 

Authorized Funding: $23,789 1981
 

Under the Training and Cooperative Education grant to
 
CIDES, PACT continues to support training activities
 
initially started under ar earlier grant, the Integrated

Development Project, #U21 (see Hogar Escuela). Since 1977
 
CIDES has providcd training to its cooperative members on
 
savings and loans activities, personal finance, housing 
finance, small business, health, and basic education. The 
purpose of the training program is to develop the financial 
and interpersonal skills, discipline, and responsibility of
 
the credit members. The training program is a requirement 
of all cooperative members who borrow from the CDES 
revolving credit fund, and who participate in the SERVIVIENDA 
housing project. The effectiveness of the training program
is indicated by the loan default rate, which is below 5 
percent. Moreover, the popularity of the credit program is 
evidenced in the member.ship growth rate, from 253 (1977) to 
2,000 (1981). 

SERVIVIENDA played an instrumercal role in the CIDES-
PACT relationship. In fact, SERVIVIENDA helped found CIDES 
in 1977. In the original pruJect, the collaborative project,
SERVIVI ENDA was the administrating agency, and coordinated 
relations among the other three insitutionsi and PACT. In 
oubmitti ug the current proposal, PACT provided technical 
anuistance to CIDS in the formatting and organization of 
the report. In addition, the VACT field representatve 
visited the pzoj-cL and attended training nensions;. PACT 
funds are approximately 50 percent of the CTUE;S budget. 

The INA toam met with the Diiector, Sr. Alvaro Perilla,
and Ansintant Director, Sra. Fanny Gamia Gamboa, of CIDES 
and viasited the credit union and training clanprtoomo.
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Project Title 
and Number: Integrated Rural Development (#i00) 

Sponsoring Agency: Instituto Mayor Campesino (IMCA), 
Buga Columbia 

Date Funded: November, 1981 

Authorized Funding: $90,360, 1st year 

The IMCA rural development program intends to motivate
 
farmers to form appropriate community organizations which in
 
turn will be the mechanisms to define the needs and to 
resolve the problems of the community. IMCA staff first
 
.dentifies key leaders (promoters) in the community who will
 
generate group activity, and then offers classes on coitununity 
motivation, group dynamics, religious as studies, well as 
more specific skill classes in nutrition, preventative
health, and ecology. The methodology adopted by IMCA focuses 
on the self-reliance of communities. The use of this 
methodology in contrast to the earlier IMCA Rural University 
program which until the late 1970s offered a more formal 
curriculum of secondary and higher education to campesino
students. IMCA believes that its current methodology is the 
most cost-effective strategy of rural develcpment in this 
region. Thi!; is an established program with a professional 
staff of a variety of disciplines, and an outreach into more
 
than 100 communities. 

INCA'n relationfl with PACT began a, of mid-1981 when a 
PACT field officer vii;ited IMCA. The 15 PACT questions in 
respontle the project proponal were answered by IMCA in a 
50-page reply. IMCA reporti; that thir. questioning process 
encoiraged it; ntaff to reevaluate and strenqihen their 
pro)ect strategy. Due to the short time in which IMCA and 
PACT have been working with each other, IMCA hat; not parti­
cipated in other fACT activi ties, t-uch an s 1eminars0 
oval uatl on:, etc. IACT tstaff alt-o identifLer eIlcouraging an 
IMCA meet1nq with the P1ACT-funded project FUNDAi:C, to 
compare . tratglcn and methodoIoglei. 

1R0A rvnluatort. vl:iol d IMCA headcluarterr. in huga, 
Colombia, annd distcurssed the project with FatLhe' Gutitavo 
Jimftre;:, . Followinq tho di scuttison, Father Jman.z scorted 
the IUUJNA team to Coro Vordo, a community one hour away from 
Bugh Oil 5l5 inmproved road. 



Project Title
 
and Number: Training of Village Women (#054)
 

Sponsoring Agency: Save the Children Federation
 
Federacion Nacional de Cafeteros de
 
Colombia
 

World Education
 

Country: Colombia
 

Date Funded: 1979
 

Authorized Funding: $ 67,479 1979
 
28,781 1980-81
 

$ 96,2b0 T 

The objective of this' women's project is to organize
women's groups in four provinces of Colombia and assist then
 
in income-producing projects. Through training the Women
Homemaker's Clubs in group formation and technical skill-. 
the project provides the base for the clubt; to carry OUL 
agricultural, livestock, and rewing projects. The clubs 
decide on the type of project through a particip.ttory deci­
sion process. Approximately one-half of the PACT grani
funds supported a small revolving loan program to whi(- the
Women's Clubs applied for short-term loan-.; for their reapec­
tive project-.. Loans have ranged from $130 to $550. The 
collaboration between the three nponsoring acencies has
worked well. Snve the Children/Colombi 1 , the primary mnple­
menting agency, has worked with the Cafeteroi. project,
charing information and idea-; through a serleis ol workshops.
World Education provided the technical antsis4tance in partici­
patory evaluation inethodi; to th project. 

:;nvc the Chi ldren Federati:zn and Wo: F:ducalt ion are 
PACT membcerzs, and thi ; collnborativ: pro:lvct grew ouit of the 
ralationship. In the plioject sel4ection applovnl oit the 
proj ect, theme wat conc'-:rn rocgrd i1sq the loaon ciedit guide-
I inn i. )urinr4 thir fi st year of Impletntntnt 1o, each 
club needed Io pp ove the gUI (d lieS throllog a patlci­
pAtOI'y petCift. lin t rmely t mm -coroisitn l g |vocrel~m . 
thAt retalon, thte 1onn plog.1 am wnn not ata ,i'd uintiL 1,t11

eCoTnd year, and the dit u:rtiremnit o r PACT funds wnt4 delayrd
PACT alio identilies Its l'aeJenwist of the lfon hai Clvnltln­
tics ai impurn t thel., ,o 

04Ah vtttit'. Vicat!i a hirs 
at '.04Vo Chi1 IdI nn/Col~omiji h'fdqisita:~t M a 

'r k 1 ln ,Inimo m d At,-*r 
I tin bo 11OU161n They 

Pa"110 Colombida $4(0IMar lookCS~a 1 Vni lthmzof 1 ro vito), 

Mo.VJ (-tcn at. ii wagI~i. 
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Project Title
 
and Number: Micro Enterprise Development (#037)
 

Sponsoring Agency: Fundacion para el Desarrollo Social
 

(FUNDES)
 

Country: Colombia
 

Date Funded: ,January 1978
 

Authorized Funding: $54,022 1978
 
23,130 1979
 
$ 7,lb2 Total
 

The objective of the micro-enterprise project was to 
assist 100 small buiin;:;,:: in Cli, Colombia through 
financial and techn cal ai .sitance. The approach adopted by
FUNDES was to integiate the service:; oliered by three 
already­
existing organizatiown., and to coordinate a training and 
credit system for 'mall bu;incet c,. The training was pro­
vided by SENA (the National Training Service) and by students 
in economics and p.:omotion from a local university. The 
loan program was administered by the Popular Finance Corpora­
tion (CFP) under an arrangement in which PACT fund:; were 
matched on a 1-to-i basis by CFP. The promotional component 
of the pro)ject. war; not well -pl anned im, the "technicall dennign, 
and led to cons Idt-rali e probiem. in th. :lnp lementaItlon of 
the pr(oject, 

The F'UNDES project wni one of two micro-(.1nt-ierife 
projects funded by PACT In th(, Cali niea during 1977-78; the 
other wan Fundacien) Cnriavt.al At thfe time of or izgr al PACT 
fundinq, Ltere wati little d2 cuss1 o: by project -tiftf1 and 
Project !; l~ctLiOn Cout.wit .. The J'AC'r rild rve)rreLtative 
did piovide aEt.15tanct to the projrct ill ;hir.iinq anld rvalua­
ti o. r' mTh 'ii ro] of PACT dui 1nc; thiii grant pci' ± ,d in 
in Oihaip contrikst tO the- i nteziris PACT qpritX('iOfing of a 
rectnt FUNId:!'. propoial. 

1001A vi; t$d the, FUNT)VI office In Cali, Colombia, and 
lnteorviewod Uw,, businv:4mn who participntad In tho FlUDES 
training/ciedit proqrem. 

http:Cnriavt.al


Project Title
 
and Number: Appropriate Technology (#053)
 

Sponsoring Agency: Fundacion para la Aplicacion y la Ensenanza
 

de las Cientifica (FUNDAEC)
 

Volunteers in Technical Assistance (VITA)
 

Country: Colombia
 

Date Funded: February 1979
 

Authorized Funding: $89,265 - 1979
 
97,491 - 1980
 
90,000 - 1981 
276,7~ - T t 

The objective of the FUIIDAEC/VITA project is to infuse 
traditional technical education and agricultural extension 
with concept-r. of comrmunity development, appropriate teci,­
nology, and scientific method. In the lant two years, the 
main activity of the FUNDAIC has been creating zishort-term 
study program at its Rural University, a center previously 
prov ding a 5-year course in sca ence and i:ocial i;.tudiei.s 
The firiit 15 graduateS of theirogim, r'fe V I I thr cerII ­
licat aS "cnoi ne:: of iruza wcl l-be Lnq," have now returned 
to thell native collnulnitLies in) which thc*y vncout agq colm­
enunIty acti on In agIricultural alld SOo I al deve1olCIlth. They 
are to ,Ilid theV i 1 Wll entrr|;1,pneur a1 t:ouz -e:, ot se 11-tsupport 

within two yearr.. PACT has, lundcd va i o,:. aAc-ivtiv r within 
thi-s pi ogram: ai es ofa onal theO1 tlree pfofr: : t rom 
mu]ti-diliCiplilia3 y taIf of mainly formel ulvez'Ity p)e­
fet:c4c . 'ACT il!,.o funds appiopriat" techfaology ex| imeln­
ratilon, and a small loan fured Iox cu1utliti,: to te,. n1Cw 
agr1cu t u ra I,pr ,i ces . VITA has" provided conult.itin; and 
Inform.1tiull '-,it: to the puojrct. thiotiuugh ACT Iu:idt. 
VITA 41d FUNDVAI-U: h!avr' ipon:In;,ictin d tel eva1 u. t.'-il: ot tho 
prOjerCt; howevez , no atia'ysl15I lins ben| unldex taekel oil tho 
COSt-el/cI i Vr~leb of the pocpiam. 

VITA, A PACT mrt-nbc-i atinpt':,, wat: the co:tcft op ji.n­
izat font [-lJI)AIX. Int T)7i, |1;IPAI:C and VITA :eptotste ­

tatlivet4 trt with I'ACT Ii Nrw Yoik to the )U)ThACMnXI11 
proposl,-. Dtirtti thit. m tir' qj. P|ACT rtivout ipd n ma jor io1lo 
tor F1UMDAl:c aind a minot ior fot VITA. thu'- dreltha.iliflq 
thti inn ol m.1 1 irmn 41i r.;4.M.i int il ccinioll ll1T. o Ihl l j rI.(.t 
f t lot11 thn al j c , PACT =r'$i a I e'el'Mat, i' of 

FICIt1 I (Moiano tr.tt,1, aetnlcy) to AIr, Ili" p lo)rctj 
U111 al oval of Thr pu *PACT itm eda ilI ;:C11 , 



representatiw' to MUNDAEC headquarters in Cali. Since that 
time, a PACT repiesentative has visited the project annually. 
PACT identfiec the following involvementr with the project: 
PACT's role in working out relation';hips betwt-i-:i FUNDAEC anid 
VITA and in :;hAfting repon:Th iii ty to FUNDAEC for project
admin~isti ,t]on. 

kkNA vi-; td the FtUNDAEC he adqut r tet, IIn cal, on(d the 
Rural UuV;: i ty ju:;t one hour ou t:;lid- of CI .i I i ad­
dition, RkNA wa:-, escorted to ,.wo villages; nedr thc. Rurai1 
Univvx,:ity and talked with two of the graduates of the 
FUNDAEC |program. 
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Project Title
 
and Number: Radio School Curriculum (#057)
 
Sponsoring Agency: Accion Cultural Popular Hondurena (ACPH)
 

International Educational Development (IED)
 
Country: Honduras
 

Date Funded: April 1979
 

Authorized Funding: $67,773 - 1979
 

The ACPII/IED project was a specific effort within a 
large ongoing program. The project was aimed at revising
the formal radio ;chool curriculum by incorporating non­
formal educat ion techniques into the traditional curriculum,
thus increasing the interent and effectiveness of the radio 
school program aong poor rural farmers in Honduras. The 
activities included the technical astsitance of a curriculum 
development speciali.;t selected by ACP|I and IED. ACPH 
terminat~ed the project 6 months after beginning its imple­
mentation. ievaron.; for the termination of the project
differ between management and field staff: management
claimn that the field pers-onnel, feeling threatened by the 
change, were resis.tng the curriculum revitsion, and field 
staff comi.liined about the hierarchical and bur,.aucratic
fitructure of hom-office malnagement. However, ill the two 
yearti : ince thits project, ACPII managemenLt hat ;lowly adapted
curriculum change; ald asi of' the beginning of 1902, ACI'fl has 
almomat coml)evted the revi1sion of it; formal radio education 
curriculum.
 

AC111I colntacts with PACT wrcr, made through IED, a PIACT 
melmbor. toi'ACT rep ro::,ntat1 ye v!11t.ed the pro)e(ct Bite 
before or afIter the fundinq 1 rhel: : ion toapproval. h 
termintist tho pro) ect wnrt in iti ted by AC1111 

AIRNA vi.ited hendquizters in Thjucx(Jnl pa, ! ondurao. 
Alao, an I~I',A ovaluator d cuapcd the project in the United 
StAtoo with the former consultant. 

http:v!11t.ed


Project Title 
and Number: Wat'ir Resources Developm~ent (#063) 

Sponsoring Agency: Comite Evirngelico de De~arrollo y 

Einergencia. Nticionl (CiDCN) 

Intei:nat i onl1 Volwi:t ,ty Service (IVS ) 
Country : !iondr I, 

Date Funded: Julie1W> 

Authorized Funding: $101,700 - 11909 
13 7, 32 - 19tio 

135,(jO- 1961 

The purpotne of the- C!:t1: W~tter Ret~ourceii Development 
project in~ to ilfpV-ove Owt hia th of the rur~xl popula~tioni
through potitblv ijtei: awdi tt pIro)tvct:, CEDE?.' atl.I 
comllJ1tl e:" IltIta1 qZlV i ty ox' W Itvx tz'ilinpum~p and~ten: 
the comunUi ty qOfi p: in'U) thv aii10act io 1 )vt1)It In1i1 :lttricce 
of the wa1te: 1 tiyitemn. ~Ittqeit ; foi the wnit -v pi oj e( t nmurt. 
com~e ftoti thc co::un'.1ii11 10up Which UI:hh bu;p:~:(y 1o y 
COndUct i q ain e ~( ; mft0 of al t e :ilt ivv Waiter 

aYiitvmr,:. Ai. of I2v(ttrni~vi 1 96i1, 3.' cw.ruxi 1 t i e.III thit! 
florrthexn ,eio c an'~ 1:I 11he CTholutecan ~ ha::eluvo~~d :iwithvii 
beel n tilttd . cUi1Th view'.. tlihecuC JAlloty wite:, PIOPjt-: n14~ A 
(1rzt eltt-p 11n icollatnunl y JIv!r1 U[?flrvit1L p UI'lo .Iti, .111d ol !ert'. 

Other type":, of hra Ithi, educa~t 1Uf) ct)(t nitjiIcu l.i1 plIJ rc I, t 

Vic- C:*o::-I*AC*1 z 1 lt iow: I1c'i thi otlqht IV:- Whih 1it, 
ImtvlZ' of PACT. Vic- IVO Hoi~dtrlfa -tt e: y hi~ 4e 
vi out 1y nlt nx:teidthe CK*Ath? pvoq: .i1n . Tt plaopu:al wrtn a 
joilit e ff i Ihe rwre-o IV:, -CflL:14 All i -po: ;.-.4nd eOn 

dee flot (11434:I a-r- (11.liUf-r' d Lh: utlh I hr Wi, q f 

offi~~ce. Iii . " fo -I i nt Wi1 ,v-41U­t)!o(id gII 
(Itionl of r Wnt' rI :, 

19'h U 1,ACT ))dlt I 
1,4 C1tA;N rp yth Thn 

CU*4J. IV:. PA/CT . li thr pJ1.rt yval . U ' '1J14 hIt.-foC*3PrA 
onl 1zCr001%,111 t~elog"pvohlm;1i-s yIllclz pi ntji 1,1t 111rblI of 
fl"Ir gt~ nild 1ipluivlll CI34111 ma laorten -li t1 ;4r k iIrold 
tochni 91)e, )PACTr 4 ta a!l go i (Intt it I ti I, iv techit I .-il q z~ 1~-
Lanice by 11. 1 1 Win i1 1 p etei V~iirv,.1 ' r 

;-,;i, 1 e1 fl11 ~i oi,01 

14 0,A i1zII M( I lie, (iK01 h 1e 40(i-:In1 ~1 n1 ThPjw 14T1111a1 
i v IV,:.4. ,1wv C- * u'l Chr! I 'l. . awl 1 14JI.[fi nv i ni 0~ss 

pro t ,nr MaIfI1.jt . MI- , . t 1, r!'- 14101A Iv t -1%I '. fllt J'' 1 The- W'f 

@0COIT l to!i 0jo ,1he h.~ c:. 

PaiaZ-IR h 1,1Ilf01W,0 ;;:14( 

http:MaIfI1.jt
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Project Title
 
and Number: Community Food and Nutrition
 

Training (0;088)
 

Sponsoring Agency: 	 Meals for .M2 from
-lions;/Freedomn 
HJunger [oundation 

Country: 	 Kenyai
 

Date Funaded : 	 Ftebruary 1981 

Authori-xd Fundin,;: 	 $26,1100- 198 1
 
iv*fund. nq.--14rch 1982
 

p.,uq~ap n In~a Xv rtya, 4ind a :~:alreffort in Sierra 
ent p: (v .: a:n tO u n .y worker., in p1 nnni ng

On.4l1 JT ujt-ct.,fu i:I11t.1I1 :z~lel Ion the villages.
Thet: :;cc~:. 1:::I:- two wt-vk1(.! ;vind -25:par:ticiapants, 

114 1 " ­metnl qov 8tCIt vmtp~oe:I . 1,11 v qrI*0.;:. I:. rc:c by a 
Mean;1lo. 0 1 1w r-:-J,'l uye Who t-1V a:" hend trainor and 
who I:. tr~::i driit IIn~y an, Ltt! liad of thev MFM' Afri ca 
offl. I 

a:-aipJ 

educaion&ai~k !60d Ps'oduct ion and fi±eld 


Thr t i ' 09afi hc 1l:: cor)cp#utwrx. of iutrat ion 
worI' in connuli tiea 

to a?*-J.1'* 18( t N8Utl ). I tnp 1eev .1 I I.1I O poject. The 
~)O(J£ i h ltia . 1 I *,iiu:, ql~iat'- o alc'u t 5 10 tJJ o tir e t Uj eCt 

dt~vr 1uprtl - M.1 !e'ic (0 IaCv !thlce p[1ovided
by t.hr, )eYfa31. 1iid(: I£on lfullqrr 1:)Thu 1Lda The c1Y 
Fi#!rdw-, Iv It.n 1"ou~nd.1", on :s I ± U I-cr ofIII I lmrt 
COUl'-t 1 c at. 1:tllU.i :1 nt, Invo 1ved 1,11c lit the p1 inxng
of thr (2ut:,C rit"J 1,;c . 1intre cot~tla ty(£0 Ct1. 

Mfr-1.4 ol~ Milhll- 0:.jopu:-4td -a r~iqht-,ounzUy triiining
progs-nnf to0 PACT. wil') .4pp: '.rtd f%:0i-t loI I Oi -I.M11flout 
IOf14UdaI'( )'.,1. I'ACT py.only foiz d(aect, cogtai And Ma1 11 
rot tlliiw pajt all Alvr 	1Out 8ta 1 Mi8d ±1116-iCt c04 tsl 

Thr. Mc-n ; $r' Mal Opji th taI441 Iwat hi'! rtdis$ 11r t 

hol will) the, mflo pz"'11ttl c': n thel dil: .tot of tht,
Aftco pio(''31 Is$ With I ho XOe1YAat mitraeVi1U-o 
IFz'odtt. Y)Z" J'.I1?Jje7 6, t~)t did 110t M01-' W10) pni U cl­

q1tO I ItlifitJ did 8(it vlrl 411 of ithey ;IlPJL~ia8 thoc1 
fipid W61:k 
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Project Title
 
and Number Small Rusiness Development (#055)
 

Sponsoring Agency: Partnership for Productivity
 
(USA/Kenya)
 

Country: Kenya 
Date Funded: 1979 

Authorized Funding: $167,600 
72,820 

102,948 
25,737 

$369,105 

1973 through 1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
Total 

The two main activities of PfP have been the Rural
 
Enterprise Extension Service (REES) and the Rural Market
 
Loan Scheme (RMLS), both of which were funded by PACT.
 
These activities were designed to provide consulting services
 
to small businesses to improve accounting practices and to
 
provide loans to enterprises ineligible to other credit
 
sources. The PfP program has extended well beyond the
 
limits of its original program under the direction of Mr.
 
Khaminwa and now includes projects in Women in Development,
 
and Improved Rural Technology. The most recent PACT funding

stipulated that none of its monies were to be used for new
 
projects. The REES project, which has been operating since
 
1973, is still not able to collect fees from its clients for
 
services rendered.
 

The Partnership for Productivity program in Kenya was 
one of the earliest projects funded by PACT. Until 1978, 
the project holder was IfP/USA; in 1979 the staff was fully
Kenyanized and the project holder became PfP/Kcnya. In 1981 
third-year Cunding of PfP by PACT was interrupted as a 
result of c)wmmnication problems between the orgaiizitions. 
Nonetheless, PACT provided two months of funding to PfP in 
1981 in order to give the organization an opportunity to 
maintain its activities and secure other funding. 

PACT staff also identifies the following involvements 
with this project; providing technical asniStance over the 
years and arranging to cover co;tf; of other technical 
assistance (program planning, proposal preparation, staff 
development, evaluation), and encouraging the organization 
to Kenyanize its rtaff and shift the decision-making responsi­
bilities to Kenya. 
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The RR14A team interviewed Mr. Charles Khaminwa, General
 
Manager of PfP/Kenya, in Nairobi, discussing relations
 
between his organization and PACT. The evaluators also
 
traveled by train to Kisoumou where they were met by Miss
 
Eda Ngaira, Project Supervisor for Western Kenya, and Mr.
 
Andrew Peppeta, Regional Manager at Kisoumou. Miss Ngaira
 
and Mr. Peppeta accompanied the RRNA team to a rural bakery
 
in Luada, a polytechnic in Majengo, vegetable growers
 
cooperative in Chekalini, and a wheelchair production enter­
prise in Kousoumou. These visits offered the evaluators an
 
opportunity to talk with beneficiaries of the REES and RMLS
 
projects.
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Project Title
 
and Number: Small Business Development (#027)
 

Sponsoring Agency: Technoserve
 

Country: Kenya
 

Date Funded: August, 1973
 
Autho rized Funding: $353,200 1973-78
 

$125,000 1979-80
 
$100,000 1981
 

$578,200 Total
 

Technoserve provides professional management services
 
to business enterprises. Principal goals of this organiza­
tion are to increase economic activity among low-income
 
people, rescue failing enterprises, and strengthen existing
 
ones. Technoserve involves itself in a variety of activities
 
such as livestock management, savings and credit societies,
 
cooperative management, and cattle feed lots. A major
 
achievement of Technoserve has been the design and imple­
mentation of simplified systems of accounting and financial
 
controls, which have proven to be useful in Kenya. Some of
 
the business enterprises to which Technoserve has provided
 
technical assistance are not actually paying fees for TNS
 
service.
 

PACT was one of the early funders of Technoserve (Kenya),
 
and Technoserve has teen one of the largest recipients of
 
PACT funding. In the early 1970s PACT funded the broad
 
range of TNA business development projects; in the latter
 
years of funding, monies were limited to activities relating
 
to savings and credit cooperatives. PACT funding was
 
terminated in 1979; however, a phase-out grant award and an
 
interim emergency funding grant have since been awarded to
 
prevent a curtailment of TNS activities in Kenya at a time
 
when other donor funding was problematic.
 

PACT staff also identifies the following involvements
 
with this project: encouraging an evaluation and providing
 
funds for it (as yet unspent), and acting as an intermediary
 
in putting TNS in touch with CUSA/Zambia for a possible
 
technical assistance role.
 

The RRNA team interviewed Mr. Thomas F. Giddings, 
Managing Director of Teihnonerve, and Mr. Gregg L. Wiifala, 
Program Manager for Agriculture and Livestock, at their 
offices in Nairobi. Mr. Wiifala accompanied the RRNA team 
in the morning to the Drumvale Cooperative Society, a mixed 
livestock project outside Nairobi, where the evaluators were 
able to talk to beneficiaries; and salaried employees. In 
the afternoon Mr. Giddings accompanied the I{RNA team to the 
Reli Savings and Credit Cooperative Society in Nairobi where 
the evaluators interviewed the President of the Society. 
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Project Title
 
and Number: Small Business Development (#011)
 

Sponsoring Agencies: 	 Partnership for Productivity/Liberia
 
Liberian American Mining Company
 
(LAMCO)
 

Country: Libera
 

Date Funded: July, 1974
 

Authorized Funding: $ 50,000 1974
 
50,000 1975
 
60,000 1976
 
60,000 1977
 
60,000 1978
 
20,000 1979
 
20,436 1979
 
20,000 1980
 

$340,436 Total
 

Partnership for Productivity/Liberia is part of an
 
experiment to diversify a local economy highly dependent on
 
a mineral concession. One of PfP's main efforts has involved
 
strengthening spun-off activities from the multinational
 
corporation, LAMCO, to local businessmen. By placing
 
businesses in indigenous hands, it is hoped that the local
 
economy will eventually become strong enough to sustain
 
itself when the iron-ore concession closes down. PfP's role
 
has been to provide assistance to these businesses in order
 
to improve their chances for long-term viability. In addi­
tion to the spin-offs, PfP is involved with small business
 
development in Camp Four, the part cf town for non-LAMCO
 
employees. Loans are provided to small businesses which are
 
unable to secure loans from commercial sources.
 

PACT supported PfP/Liberia consistently from 1974, whetn
 
the 'experiment' started, through 1978. In 1979 and 1980,
 
PACT provided PfP with "bridge funds" to keep their opera­
tions going during difficult funding periods. PfP/Liberi
 
is currently receiving no PACT funds for business develop­
ment projects, but has received sizable monies from other
 
donors.
 

PACT staff also identifies the following involvements 
with this project: assisting in initiating collaboration 
with World Education and in providing a Supportive Activi­
ties grant for project planning, encouraging move away from 
emphasis on spin-off businesses to working with other seg­
ments of the population, and providing "bridge" nupport when
 
an A.I.D OPG was delayed.
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The RRNA tema interviewed Mr. George Butler, General
 
Manager of PfP/Liberia, in his office in Yekepa, discussing
 
PACT relations. Mr. Butler accompanied one member of the
 
RRNA team on visits to various spun-off activities in Yekepa,
 
including: a piggery, a sawmill, a woodworking shop, a
 
transportation enterprise, and a restaurant. The RRNA
 
evaluators also met with Mr. Frank Manly, PfP Small Business
 
Specialist, who accompanied them on visits to recipients of
 
PfP small Business loans.
 

The evaluators had a chance to talk with loan recipients
 
in the following businesses: carpentry shops, education
 
(school principal), tree cutting.
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Project Title 
and Number: Participatory Training (076) 

Sponsoring Agency: World Education in collaboration 
with U.S. Partnership for Productivity 
and PfP/Liberia 

Country: Liberia 

Date Funded: September 1980 

Authorized Funding: $68,523 1980 
$58,500 1981-82 

PfP/U.S. initiated contacts with World Education to 
include a new component of training extension workers in 
projects of agricultural and infrastructural development 
based on participation of the persons in the community. 

A training specialist selected by PfP/U.S. is now in
 
the second yea. of resident work with PfP/Liberia. Training

is complete for the first group of five extension workers 
who are now living and working in rural communities with 
noticeable enthusiasm and dedication to stimulating community
 
participation. However, no new clsses have been begun
 
because PfP/Liberia has overspent its large OPG and believes
 
it cannot support further extension workers at the present 
time. The goal at the time of initial funding by PACT was
 
for 25 extension workers to be trained.
 

PACT identifies the following contributions: PACT 
assisted in initiating collaboration with World Education 
and provided Supportive Activities grant for project 
planning. PACT encouraged the move to PfP/Liberia away from 
emphasis on spin-off business to working with other segments 
of the population. 

The RRNA evaluator met extensively with the World 
Education trainer and other PfP/Liberia staff members involved 
in the rural development. The evaluator travelled with a 
PfP team to a day of meetirigs and visits in the rural area, 
especially a meeting rf three rural extension workers to 
assist a PfP/U.S.-hired consultant in the establishment of 
baseline information on cummunity situations and institutions. 
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Project Title
 
and Number: Integrated Rural Development (#035)
 

Sponsoring Agency: Office Africain Pour le Development
 
et la Cooperation (OFADEC) 

Country: Senegal 

Date Funded: October, 1977 

Authorized Funding: $ 54,862 1977
 
54,862 1978
 
64,500 1979
 

$174,224 Total
 

OFADEC is a non-profit Senegalese organization which 
has started integrated rural development projects in the 
Tambacunda region of Senegal, 300 kilometers from the capitol. 
OFADEC believes that development must proceed simultaneously 
in many sectors, and, as a result, has established benchmarks 
for activities in four areas: production, management,
 
education, and health. One impressive aspect of this project
 
is the combination of modern technology (gasoline powered
 
pumps), with labor-intensive activities (ditch digging with
 
shovels), and local materials. Large scale production of
 
food and cash crops has already started at several sites,
 
through the use of irrigation, and local people have expanded 
their opportunities for gainful employment throughout the
 
year. OFADEC efforts have expanded rapidly in the Tambacunda 
region in the last few years and its highly visible works
 
(banana orchards, rice and millet fields, etc.) have
 
attracted widespread interest in other villages. There are
 
currently 9 villages involved in OFADEC cooperative struc­
tures and an additional 11 villages have applied for
 
assistance. OFADEC's work has proven to be replicable in 
other villages, and collaborative efforts have developed 
among villages in sharing experiences and exchanging infor­
mation on integrated development projects. 

PACT was one of the early funders of OFADEC, providing 
roughly half of the project's budget in 1977. OFADEC has 
been able to attract funds from many agencies in recent 
years; PACT contributions to the organization stopped 
altogether in 1981. OFADEC's operating budget has more than 
tripled over the last four yearn, while PACT's financial
 
assistance has fallen from 50 to 0 percent of the total 
budget over the same period. PACT seems to have success­
fully funded an adolescent PVO and to have cut off assistance 
at a time when it appeared to be successful and self­
sustaining. 

The M(iNA team visited four village integrated rural 
dovelopment p)rojtectn in the Tambacunda region: Bantantinting, 
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Adjaff, Sankagne I, Sankagne II. The RRNA evaluators were 
accompanied by Mr. Mamodou Ndiaye, Regional Director of 
OFADEC, who discussed the mechanics of each project and who 
provided translation services in conversations with benefi­
ciaries. The RRNA evaluators also inteviewed Mr. Jean 
Carbonare, Director of OFADEC, at his home in Dakar, who was
 
able to discuss the relationship between his organization
 
and PACT.
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Project Title 
and Number: Voc,tional Training (#045) 

Sponsoring Agencies: Fondation Nationale d'Action Sociale 
di. Senegal (FASS) 
Goodwill Industries of America 

Country: Senegal 

Date Funded: September, 1978 

Authorized Funding: $23,000 
26,400 

1978 
1979-81 

$49,400 Total 

;NASS is an organization dedicated to improving the
 
conditions of life for disadvantaged members of society
 
including the mentally retarded, lepers, and handicapped
 
beggars. PACT funding to FNASS has gone for training
 
physically handicapped street people in shoemaking and shoe 
repair skills, and to the establishment of small cooperative 
workshops, each with three or four handicapped workers. 
This pilot project was designed to provide marketable skills 
to people who had none before, and to offer them thie chance 
to demonstrate to the corn.unity-at-large that handicapped 
people can become productive members of society. The workers 
were expected to be earning approximately $85 per month and
 
to spend most of their time making shoes; at the moment 
average monthly incomes range from $35 to $45, and most of 
the shoemakers' efforts go into shoe repairs. FNASS 
originally hoped to establiash a National Center for landi­
capped Training. The expanded program is in abeyance and 
the training program for handicapped shoemakers is currently 
without funding. 

PACT involvement with the FNASS Nhoemaking proiect came 
through G;oodwill ndus;triet; Int! rnationail. An agree!ment was 
reached where PACT would piov ltle money for the repai r, 
trant;portation, and is t;tallatio of equ ipment pr'ovided by 
Goodwill Indus triei; to akn, i addition to piovidinrg funds 
for nalariten , trainevI ;tIe)l end; , and tlhe ai;hmt'it oftbof 
workshops. 

JjACT itaft a-i,5 identifiotr the ftollowingl iliWo vemetnto 

with thi proj)rCt : p|o'vidirig i :;iuppoi'tive Activititie, grant 
:or FNA." t.1t to vini1t O~ther hit1(ietpIpt~d progIrnmt Ian Woot 
Africa, nitiatlim An (xttn,!vr pa oc;ciii r'val at onIIllw ch 
includtid l1A;4 a!!d ;ooodwi ll dun- al.Ii and produced .1 110. of' 
recoaunidarI ins (Apr11l 1900lO), niaid pi ov ad rig :13-Month lfnto~riM 
grarnt to tl.1ow thr contIll IAt il ()I ULniliIIri arid tho 111"Opora­
tion of n pocond-year fundit, jloquort. 
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The RRNA team visited three handicapped workshops, two
 
of which were in Thies (the third largest city in Senegal),

the other being in Grand Dakar. Mr. Eugene Ndione, former
 
director of the Handicapped Shoemaking Project, accompanied

the RRNA team to the various workshops and provided trans­
lation services so that the beneficiaries could discuss with
 
the evaluators their experiences in the training project and
 
follow-up activities. Madame Coly, the director of FNASS,
 
was out of the country at the time of the RRNA visit.
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Project Title: 	 CONGAT Service
 

Sponsoring Agency: 	 Conseil Des Organismes Non
 
Gouvernementaux en Activite au Togo
 
(CONGAT) 

CoLntry: Togo 

Date Funded: 1981 

Authorized Funding: $ 8,260 

$ 5,000 

$63,750 

1977 

1978 

1981 

(Supportive Activities 
Grant) 

(Supportive Activities 
Grant) 

(Consortium Grant) 

CONGAT is a consortium of non-government local agencies
 
that plays a complementary role with the goverpnment in the 
economic and social development of the country. The member 
agencies are involved in a variety of activities including: 
agricultural production, rural animation, water supply, 
health care, credit, and savings. CONGAT itself tries to 
coordinate the activities of its members through information 
exchanges, informal meetings, assessments of projects, and 
contacts with outside donor agencies. A technical assistance 
branch of the consortium, called CONGAT/SERVICE, 4as 
established in 1980 by a decision of the CONGAT General 
As! imbly. Its goals include improving the capacity of
 
mea-ier agencies to plan and manage their resources and to 
facilitate the procer.s of obtaining out.ide funds, for pro­
jects.
 

PACT provided simall grantr; to COUGAT in 1977 for general 
consortia siupport and for travel to a I'ACT member houtsing 
project in Colombia. Another ismill grant wati made in 1978 
for the organiZation of a iseminar on program'i for the handi­
capped in Africa. PACT made itis firit large contiortium 
Grant to COUGAr in 19i. The dcci ion to tirt up CONCAT/ 
Sorvice in 1911o requiredt additional fundt, and COGAT has 
managed to attract COlntlilbut lonls from Cseveral ot,hor ilittez­

nati onol or'(jnlriritions i, Ill:1uding: ICCO (il Outch JPott-titnilt 
Dovelopmflnt Agrncy), Ml irrloxz of orminly nd thr Algemnch 
Diakoral |usi enut of the |e folmod Church Il the JI-thr'Ir lalld". 
OXFAM ha 1ei., a froqueint. contributor in the past., but All 
lot sIuiOIJA I s the" a:01vi tiope of CONGAW!/It, I v Ace. 

I. from Alan T. MIIrIs Roport, "IWO Conaorti A if) Af CraH 
DoCacinor 1901. 
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The RRNA team interviewed Mr. Akpalo Kouassivi, the
 
director of CONGAT/SERVICE, at the organization's main
 
office in Lome. Mr. Kouassivi accompanied the evaluators on
 
visits to several rural animation centers, including the
 
Center for Agricultural Training in Nyale. The evaluators
 
also talked with officials of the CONGAT including: Mr.
 
Ajivi Eli Kofi, Mr. Sodji Quam, Executive Secretary, and Dr.
 
Messan R. Ajih, President.
 


