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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 application from PACT.
Thus this is an appropriate time to evaluate how suvccessfully
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 MID 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 pources. TLa evaluators assensed the project
using criteisiu and other indicators as the perlormance
standardo. Evaluvators also conducted an extennive review of
documentation provided by PACT and the field projectn.



History of PACT-AID Relationship

Impcrtant points in the history of PACT and its relation-

ship with AID are as follows:

1970

1971
1972

1973

1974-75

1977

1975-78

1979

1980

1981

Representatives of certain private v .untary
agencies (PVO=) discuss formation of a con-
sortium;

Eight PVOs form PACT;

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

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

AID amends grant agreement to provide ad-
ditional $736,000, with PACT administrative
costs included in technical assistance grant;
contributions from non-A[(D sources directly
to projects funded by PACT become allowable
as PACT matching share; v

First independent evaluation of PACT, funded
by AID, recommends continued funding of PACT;

PACT begins Supportive Activities Grantes;
membership reaches 13;

AID continues reqular amendments to increase
grant total to a cumulative 56,181,009;

AID gives PACT new general nmupport grant of
§2,900,000 (AID/SOD/PCD-G=0213) for one year
with planned funding for 3 years; PACT member-
ship reaches 19;

AID amends grant agreement. to provide addi-

tional §3,500,000; PACT revimes criteria and
guidelines for Project Fund and initiates new
funding window of Support for Consortia;

AID amends granl agreement to provide

additional 03,500,000, bringing total to
09,900,000 for grant period since 1979; AID
amende grant agreemenl alse Lo include npew
Project Fund guidelines and fLupport for
Consortin; membership reaches 20;



1982 fecond independent evaluation of PACT funded
by AID and PACT; AID approves extension of
current grant agreement; PACT (o submit
proposal for new agreement in May.

r.xecutive 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, 1including 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 assesced about
one-fourth as exemplary according t¢ most measureg
used, 1including PACT criteria, success in imple-
mentation, and cost-effectivenesc. RRNA agssessed
16 of the projects (about 85 percent) a at lecast
satisfactory in terms of PACT criteria. A similar
proportion were assessed as paticfactory in imple-
menting planned activities. Only three projects
were rated as unsatisfactory in terms ol PACT
criteria and cost-effectivenens.

. PACT ntaff{ assessments of the projects were
proportionately similar to the RRNA 1esults,
although there were differencer on the agsensments
of a number of wspecific indicators,

. PACT has sufficient funds from its current AlD
grant to cover approvals from the project fund
through March 1982. Approvals plug projected

refunding of current projects exceed the current
AID grant by almoust §2 million,

. ‘The varsous PACT administrative, programmatic, and
porvice expenses 1n FY 1901 totaled 2% percent of
the value of funde agranted in FY 1901, Thie

averaged about £11,000 for ecach of %% project fund
granteg and refundings annually. About 65,000 of
expanses per PFACT project funding are allocated
directly to project fund opaerations, foir an average
of 611,0006-616,000 during a 2=3 year funding ro-
lationship.



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 wvisits, 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 stafry.

. A characteristic feature of the PACT funding
process 1s the intensive questioning and discug-
sion concerning project design and operations.
PACT reviews 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, discussions
regarding the criteria within the Board, PACT
staff, and Project Selection Committee have included
the following: the definition of the target
population, currently defined ans ‘“persons of
limited accesn to resourcen; the degree of partici=-
pation of beneficraries in a project; and whether
"collective action" 1s an esgential part of the
beneficlarien' participation.

. The majority of Board members expreus a Certain
Pride and appreciation that PACT Board, staff and
Project Selection committee have all contributed
to maintaining an independent, objective, and
tough=-minded project solection process., However,
Approximately one-fourth of the RBoard members,
mainly member agancy representatives, and a similar
proportion of project manageve, reported substane
tial conflict and digagreement with the PACT
questioning  relatiocnship with projects  and
agencies. AL Jeagl anotlier fourtly reported con-
siderable negative aspects to the relationship
along with positive ones, RINA evaluators as-
gested Lhe PACT questioning process as being more
appropriate and powsitive than did the project
managers,



Me' v project representatlves view the PACT funding
an espec1ally important in terms of the time-
11° 288 -- usually at a fairly early stage in the
pr ject life -- and of the organizational viabil-
it: promoted by the funds. These representatives’
rep ,rt that PACT handles effectively the mechanics
of concluding contructs and of transferring funds
promptly.

Other Supnortive Activitiec

PACT

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

PACT also carries out a numbsr of other activities
of assistance tec members 1n program management,

project technical assistance, and representation
of PVO interest as a whole.

PACT conducts and/or supports studies and con-
ferences on topics relevant to the effectiveness
of its members' work and of the projects 1t
supportn. For example, conoiderable effort has
gone 1into the study and discussion of the role of
gmall business development in the type of develop-
ment PACT 13 promoting.

ag an organization

PACT's diversified membership of 15 U.S, and 5 LDC
agencies has held together, despite considerable
tensiont of some members with ntaff{ and Project
Selection Committee; given this diversity, the
Board hae difficulty reaching decigions on a
number of open policy questions,

Funds from the PACT Project Fund generally account
for leas than Y% percent of member agencies' rove
onues; member agencien received 60 percent of the
Project Fund allocations in FY 1981,

PACT has redirected the type of collaborative
activities it sponsors. Rather than formal joint
collaborative arrangements in projects, PACT 18
encouraging more informal arrangements, often
through its Supportive Activities Grant program.



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 1in
general, PACT fulfills the main current intention
of AID.

. As noted, a higher proportion of PACT-funded
projects are aggsesnsced as less impressive in terms
of their cost-effectivenens. However, some of the
projectn do demonstrate exemplary coust-
e{fectiveness
and could contribute to the development in other
PVO projects of more rigorous concern for cost-effec-
tiveness and for meansuring benefits to project
participants,

The PACT Procenn of Funding
and Relating to Agencien

. A ctimple meanure of how gcod the PACT=-funded
’ projects are a neceungary but not sufficient consid-
eration for PACT operatione and for thim evalu=-
ation of PACT. With somewhal different emphasin,
PACT and AID expect that PACT will make a dif-
ferance in the improved deosign and performance of
the projuects it funds and of thair nsponsoring
agencies. DBased on the interview findingn, RRNA
concludaes that PACT does make a difference,



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 sometimmes becomes gquite
conflictive, especially wich 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 aspects while maintaining the vigor of
the questioning process: better focus and limita-
tion of questions; efforts to cultivate more trust
of gsponcoring agencies; more automatic second and
third year refundings while the annual visits and
discussions by PACT sctaff are continued; and
further reconsideration and redefinition of criteria
with development of gspecific indicators of what
PACT intends.

The nimilarity of RRNA and PACT ntaff{ asuessmento
of projects indicates that the PACT staff main-

taing both involvement and objectivity., Alwso, the
gimilaritien indicate the degree to which the PACT
criteria and other indicators can serve ap offec-
tive standards in project review «and nelection.



PACT

Tne 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.

as an Organization

PACT

PACT's diverse and inclusive membership is a
resource to be maintained. RRNA evaluators agree
with some r: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 arc¢ 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 hclp 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 tinding U.S. PVO collabo-
rators. U.S. PVOs continue to need to augment
their work together in an organized and syotematic
way 1f they ore going to find and develop new ways
to use their vxperience and expertise in LDCs.

and AID

The intention of pome AID misgions is to more
closely monitor and even direct all AID-funded
activity in a given country; this intention is
potentially in conflict with PVOs' traditional
independence and witih the apparent Congrengional
expectations for I'VOa' contribution to LDC
davelopment. AID needs to provide both misnions
and PVOc with guidance; this should not have to be
worked nut on an ad hoc basis. In any case, the
tonor of the timee requires that PACT regional



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 acqpmplishes
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. AlD 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 cffective-
regg and efficiency of the funding process and the projects
algo are important when aspsessing the PACT funding role.

PACT ip especially interested in an assoensment of its
process of working with projects and with U.S. and LDC
sponporing agencieo. In the view of PACT personnel and come

1. Contract with RRNA, p. 1.
2. Letter of Thomae [uche, Proqram Grant Manager, AID PVC
to Theodore Wilde, RRNA, February 26, 1982.
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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;
. AID PVC personnecl;

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

The interviews included three current or former chaire
persons ¢f 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 1V).

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 ecvaluation methodology concerned the field
visit sample. The concerns were basically two: the ocope
of work for individual fiecld vicits and the number of field
projectr 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 impactn. However, RRNA evaluators
proposed that an independent aspescment of impacte wan
neither possible nor appropriate given the purpose, ncope,
and level of effort of the evaluation. The evaluators
traveled to project nites in the interiors of all countries
visited. At least some intend d beneficiarins were intaers=
viewed in 16 of 19 projects vinited.
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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 projects funded by
PACT during the current grant period through December 31,
1981. The proposed number was then exceeded in the 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 Anmerica 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 substant.ially to the time and cost for the evaluation.
PACT staff and RRNA evaluators made the initial selection
from countries with at lecast two projects funded by PACT
which have reasonable proximity to other such countries.
Conpideration was given to including projects sponsored by a
number of different PACT members and also to including nsome
of the projects which had received the greatest amount of
PACT funds over the years. There was some preference for
projects with one or more years of experience nince the
first receipt of PACT fundo.

The chance of bias in the sample was reduced by vigit-
ing almost every PACT-funded project in the selocted
countries.? A change of travel plana for Africa becausne of

1. In the case of Colomliia, the project of Cartago wan
not included. The one IACT-funded projoct in the CGambia
wasn not visited in the trip Lo Senegal, The two countries
have recently 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.

Orqgar.ization 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; 1its project funding procecses; the
consultants' assessment of the specific projects funded, as
reriensented in the field vigcit; other PACT activities; and
finally AID-PACT relationchips. An appendix provides sup-
portive documentation on the terms of reference, the instru-
ments for interviewing and for assencing projects, and the
respondents who asnisted 1n the evaluation.
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II. PACT ORGANIZATION AND PURPOSES

The structure rpose of PACT during its ll-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 has been mentioned in the historical review of Chapter
1 and 15 presented in greater detail in Chapter VI, The
work of the Project Selection Committee, which is taking
increasing initiative, io considered in the discus..on of
the PACT procesn, Chapter I11.

Thins chapter describes the roles of the PACT partici-
pants in determining the organizational ntructure and the
purponss and activities of PACT, Various issues are raised
in the presentation of findings. Those igssues 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 FVOs

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

lives of people with limited access to rosources. "2

The current membership of 20 agencies includes 15 U.S.
PVOs and 5 from LDCs (Table I11-1). Three of the LDC members
are themsclves consortia of agencies. The other two LDC

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

espucizlly 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 og agency revenues
from USAID
None 2 q 6
Up to half 4 1 5
Half{ or more 9 0 9

Time of joining

Charter member 7 0
Joined before March 1979 7 5 12
Joined nince March 1979 1 0

Project approved {rom
Project Fund

Never Zb 3
Befora, but not since

March 1979 2 lc 4
since March 1979 11 4 13

a. Estimated in some cases for which current information
wag not available,

b. United Church of Christ Social Committee and Trans-
Century did not join in the expectation of receiving funds
from the Project Fund.

c. Includes one consortia grant.

Source: RRNA, based on information from I'ACT handbook on
agencies, agency brochures, annual reports, and interviews.
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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 concerrs and approaches. Some
emphasize rural development and most are involved in some
aspects of rural programs (Table 11-1). 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 period. Elecven 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. Illowever, members and ntaff{ generally agree that
membership policy has not achieved consensus or full imple-
mentation to date. The Board and Executive Committee re-
peatedly considered membership questions in 1979 and 1980,
Board members John Rigby of IVS and Warren Wiggins of the
TranpCentury Corporation recommended to the Executive Commit-
tee and the Board of Directors a ntructure encouraging an
expanded membership, and a policy of members having priority
in Supportive Activity grants, but no special accens to the
Project Fund.1 After conuiderable dincunsion by the
Executive Committee and Board, the recommendations on accest
to funds were adopted, 1t appears from the interviews that
some membar representatives are not clear on just what ip
the policy recorded by the Board corncerning accent to the
Project Fund,

1. "Governance lIasuen," memorandum to PACT Executive
Committee, 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 eappiication of potential new members and for

1 Membership was defined with

periodic review with old cncs.
an emphasis on participation by agencies with a commitment
to collaboration. PACT committed 1itself to achieving "a
truly international membership'" without geographical pref-
erence. This implied an increase in LDC members and pos-
sibly members from develcped 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 defined a leading role for PACT
staff in these reviews, wWith participation by other member
agenciles as well., The deailred outcome was "a frank and open
exchange of views between PACT staff and the member agencies
to review their role in PACT and the appropriateness and
desirability of continued participation in the connortium."2
According to “he resolution, 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 19680, The meetings did not addrenn directly ques-
tions of a given agency'sn continued participation in the
congortium, Few discernible changees in membership-otaff
relations have regulted from the earlier meetings. PACT
ataff and member agencies have #since met to digcuse agency
plans for future proposal submissions to PACT or to discuss
relationships apart f{rom consideration of specific proposed

1. "Mambership Policy,” June 6, 1980,
2, 1bid,
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projects. Two 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 representaﬁives
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 f{ive 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 adminictrative matters,

The PACT Board has made nome key decisnionn during the
current grant period and has avoided otherns. The DBoard
reviewed and revised the project selection criteria and
added a new category of Conerortia Grants. The Board adopted
a vtatement of membership policy, but a number of Board and
staff members believe this insue requires further discus-
gion. Ag indicated above, in 1979 the Board considered a
set of recommondations on governance and membership but did
not take action on moat parts. One governance proposal not
acted on at the time wad a reduction in the size of the
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Board of Directors.l 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 consicts 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.

FACT staff{ play an active role, not only in operatioens,
but also 1n shaping policy directions of the agency. The
Executive Director has provided continuity of staff leader-
ship f{rom the inceptior of PACT and in a member of the Board
of Directors. The rest of the staff also taken an .nitiat-
ing role 1n many areas. The ntaff members do not appear to
view themselven as limited to carrying out directions of the
Board of Directors, the Executave Committee, and the Project
Salection Committen, for all of which they provide ataff
Rarviceon, Member agency representativen generally accept an
activiel and snitiating role by PACT ntaff, Mout agency

1. "Goveaernance lesuas," November 25, 1979,



21.

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 represcntatives
and staff are focused on 1ssues relating to the PACT process
of questioning related to the funding and follow-up on
projects. Many agency respondents aad PACT starff 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.mbership 15 ultimately responsible to the
Board. Member and staff comments on the perceived problem of
the decision procecs have been presented earli in this
chapter; Chapter 111 discuss~s sy 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 expericnce to judge project proposals and
to questicn the effectiveness of the agency in implementa-
tion.

The resumeg of five current gstaf{f and three former
staff{ involved in the work of the Project Fund indicate that
staf{ members working on projects have considerable exper-
ience relevant to their assignments in PACT. Current staff
membern have lived an averaqge of f{ive years in LDCn, not
including extensive travel in LDCu in current and previous
ragpongpibilitien (Table 11=<2). All are proficient in at
least one foreign lanquaqge, Before joining PACT, porsons



Table 1I-2. Experience and Qualifications of PACT Staff
working with Field Projects

Five current staff members? Three previous staff membersb

Range Average Range Average

Years working in LDCcs® 3-9 S 5-7 6

Years 1. 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

Foreign languages per
person at "Sood"
proficiency 1-5 2 1 1l

Masters degrees per
person in fields
related to LDC
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.



23,

currently on PACT staff averaged six years in the kina of
development activities carried out by PACT members. The
average of three years of work 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
éxception would be found in the few members which have a
number of staff persons from the vrivate business 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 1):

. 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
countricg who have limited access to re-
sources,

These otated purposes are in accord with the previously
cited purpose and activities of the AID grant agreement with
PACT, which ip intended to support PVO 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 membcrs."l

Funding of Projects

Early in the life of PACT, the purpose and activity of
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 exvected a division of the Project Fund in
approaximately equal portions as their expected $100,000
annual funding share from PACT. Most U.S. members raceived
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, hnwever, PACT
funding ic seldom of financial pignificance in their total
programs. Just two of the 12 agencies received as much as a
half million dollars in fundings and refundings for projectsc
firoct approved during the current three-ycar grant period
(Table 11-3). No U.S. member agency recceived as much ao 10
percent of total annual revenues from the PACT Project Fund
account, and the proportion io usually much lest. For three

l. AID Grant (General Support) No. AID/OD/PLC/G-0213, May
15, 1979, cited in this report, Chapter 1.



Table II-3. PACT Fundinn of Selected U.S. Member Agency Projects,a
as Proportion of Mempers®' Revenue, March 1979-March 1981

Agency annual revenue

PACT funding in periodb

Average per year
as proportion
]

Directly from Average Of agency Of agency
u.s. per total revenues U.S.
Agency Year Total government Total year revenues from government
------------------ dollars~==---wccccccccon0- -=--=---percent-----
International Voluntary

Services (IVS) 1380 2,270,000 1,160,000 550,000 183,000 8.1 15.8
Meals for Millions Foundation/

Freedom from Hunger Campaign (MfM) 1980 1,540,000 380,000 170,000 57,000 3.7 15.0
Partnership for Productivity (PfP) 1980 1,150,000 410,000 200,000 67,000 5.8 16.3
Save the Childrea Foundation (SCF) 1981 19,900,060 6,000,000f 600,000 200,000 1.0 3.3
Techaoserve (TNS) 1980 2,120,000 1,230,000 320,000 107,000 5.0 8.7
¥eolunteers in Technical

Assistance (VITA) 1980 2,129,000 1,610,000 70,000 23,000 1.1 1.4
World Educaticn (WE) 1981 1,500,000 6146,000g 220,000 73,000 4.9 11.3

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

(Continued) --

T4



Table 1I1-3. (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 totat funds received from PACT in the period will
be understated.

©. Funds which have been handled through agency accounts. Generally, projects in collabora-
txon with other agencies incorporated in LDCs will receive additioral funds not reflected in

the U.S. agency's financial rejorts, so the total resources of agency programs will be greater
than the amounts reported.

d. Excluding FACT funds.

e. Pericd 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.

‘gz
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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 1indicated in the Grant agreement, PACT involvement
in PVO projects concerns not only the distribution of funds,
as limportant 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
accompanles 1its role as a funder of projects. This process
is discussed in the following chapter.

Other aspectss of PACT's work, including the promotion
of collaboration of various Kkinds and a variety of other
activities, 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 is otill considered by gome staff and
members as a fairly important purpose of PACT, although less
importance is attributed to it than in PACT'n early years
and it is interpreted more broadly. Suppousedly, such col-
laboration i1t to allow for a sharing of expertise, the
avoidance of duplication, and the building of ntronger
institutions and more integrated projects. Although sube
stantial effortes continue, its realization iu inconsistent,
especially among membors,

Although collaboration wapg tetaihed as a prime purpoge
in the 1979 AID-FACT grant agresment, i1te inclusion reportedly
represonted mote a carry-over from previous lanqguage than a
reflection of PACT priority at the time. The new set of



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
few concrete results for the 1iuntended beneficiaries.l
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 nend. 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 set of guidelines for the promotion
of collaboration in which many cautions prcdominntc.2

1. Deryl Levinger, "Collaboration: A Report to PACT,"
Augquat 1, 19080,

2. Vicky Colbert de Arboleda, "SERVIVIENDA-CIDES=-CECIL
Hogar Escuela, Collaborative Project Colombia: A Report on
Collaboration," December 4, 1980. Thio report and the
workshop/conference report were included in the 1980 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, maly related to work with non-member

agencies:
supporting occasional cooperation among
members in project operations;

. supporting cooperation in project operations
between a member 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 rare in
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 Mecals for Mil-
lions/Save the Children/World kducation Nutrition Project
in Latin America, a Save the Children/World Education
project in Colombia, and a Partnership for Productivity/World
Education training of rural extension agents in Liberia.
Member agencien aloo appear to cooperate infrequently on the
project level, although the evaluators did not look in
detail at guch ponsible activity outside the pcope of
PACT-funded offorto.
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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 appear 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 occacion for
exchange of information on member activities; two LDC member
respondents indicated an interest in such an agenda for
Board meetings.

However, PACT hao tried to promote collaboration through
information exchange and sharing of technical expertise by
distributing newsletters, supporting conferences, and arrang-
ing for technical aspinstance among PVOs. The Supportive
Activitien program, begun in 1977, functions in wnupport of
such efforts. The Supportive Activity grantn [or up to
$10,000 in matching funds with minimal subminnion require-
mente have become the main PACT tool in support of collabo-
ration. The activities for exchange of information and
technical angsiatance and the contribution of the Supportive
Activities program are detailed in Chapter V,
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Promotion of LDC Consortia

During the current AID grant period, PACT has augmented
and formalized the support of LDC consortia. 1Initijally, 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 cngaged in forming a consortia. 1In effect, this is
a continuation of the Supportive Activity grants to LDC
consortia. The new provigionsg 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,
683,750 for the first of an anticipated three years, which
was approved in early 1982. This is also a collaborative
project in that CONGAT han contracted for a recident techni-
cal aspistant with Planning Apsistance International, a U.S.

pPVoO.

1. AID Grant Agreement with PACT (General Support), No.
AID/SOD/PDC-(G=0213, Amendment No. 4, June 8, 1941,
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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 stezndards for the
Project Fund. Nevertheless, the breadth and size of member-
ship increase PACT's pogsibilities and impact as a service
and advocacy agency for its members. The diversity in-
creases the potential learning from exchange of information
and technical expertise.

Participation of LDC Agencies

The participation of LDC agenciegs in the Board and
other activitien has been upeful for PACT. The participa=-
tion of thene agencies in the deliberations and meetings
provides both an explicit and implicit reminder of the
purpone of PACT to benefit LDC people. Neverthelasns, the
position of the LDC agencius within the PACT membership has
a8 number of inconsistencien. The expactation of a few
ovaluation reaspondentns that the LDC membership could continue
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to grow until it formed a majority of PACT appears unrealig-
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 viewpcints, 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 1in
which PACT would also participate. Such an organization
could exchange information and technical expertise without
having administrative responsibilities for distributing
funds. Thus, f{requency of meetings and travel costs would
be limited. PACT could help secure financing for such an
organization. PACT could then consider maintaining an LDC
voice on 1itas own Board through the appointment of at-large
membert: for three-year termu; such PACT LDC members could be
nominated by the international consortia or could be nelected
on & rotating basic from the roester of agencies to which
PACT relates in various regions.

Board Decinjons

The difficulties of the PACT Doard in reaching deci-
sions reflect the diversity of its members and their differ-
ent approaches to promoting development, Not making a
docision reduces immediate conflict and is prudent for
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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
isgues is outside the scope of this evaluation, the conclu=-
sions of the evaluators on the basic direction of corrective
action may be uneful., The evaluators are impressed by the
resiliance that PACT has shown as a membership organization.
No members have 1eft during the current grant period in
which the Board made nsome difficult decisions, such an the
establinhment or restatement of criteria and the entablishe
ment of consortia funding, There it a banic sense of accom-
modation of members in the PACT group deciszions in such
igsuen, even when a number of agency leaders may not be in
agrecement., The Board needn to make greater use of this
fense of accommodation. 1t neede to addtienrs the quostion of
the general proportions for allocating the I'roject Fund
among U.L. and LDC memberr, 1t needs to reopen considers=
ation of criteria for the Project Fund, ap discunped 1in
greater detasl) in the following chapter, 1t could try to
eetabliegh more dafinite standards or at least expectations
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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 Committee. A draft
resolution with '"pros," Ycons,'" and alternatives summarized
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 con-
tribute to the consortium cannot be understood simply in
terms of their expected financial gain. There are both
impressionistic and factual bases for this conclusion.

The U.S. and f1eld interviews of this evaiuation pro-
vide a tense of PACT participants' personal and professional
concern for the effective promotiorn. of development in LDCs
and for the gecuring of increased incomes and quality of
life for the people of thetie countrien. Furthermore, the
PACT participants not only have good intentions, but they
also display a range of knowledge and expertite, based
largely on trial and error, on the community-level impla=

mentation of development effortn,

A sense of responsibility beyond the immediate agency's
financial intererts i evident through the deliberatione and
tonsions which have marked the administration of the Project
Fund by the consortaum, HRevenues from PACT have heon tel-
atively nmall for ites member aqgencies, Furthermore, the
membere have accopled a procese of projoct review and deo=
cigion that 18 increasingly indepondent of members' control,
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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 1involvement. 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. PVOs able to establish collaborative approaches, in
operations and not only in the exchange of information and
technoloqy. Certainly the abilily of U.S. PVOn to begin
meaningful coordination of their own effortn in a given
country will nomewhat offset the current expectations of
many AID minsion personnel that the minecion will have to
provide coordination and direction whenever U.S. government
funde are involved, even when 'VOn are the project carriers.
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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 collaboration in technical
assistance would increase the competitiveness of PVOs in
comparison with private consulting firms and universities in
securing of technical assistance contracts funded by USAID
and international development agencies.
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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 Kkey 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 ispues
are important for an understanding of the current role of
PACT in the procens. Characteristics include the intense
questioning of agencien concerning project design and imple-
mentation, the use of the PACT criteria for projects, 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 process has thrce stages:

l. 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 osubmit full proposal or
advice against a full proposal because a
project is unlikely to meet the PACT
criteria;

. Receipt of proponals;
. Site vipitn;
. 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
programmatic 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 PV2s, evaluation, and other project
implementation activitien. ‘The PACT ostaff and Project
Selection Committee enter into these activities at different

gtages of the procena.

In the lant three yeoars, PACT'n BDoard, staff, and
Project Revinw Committee have given considerable effort to
systematizing the PACT proponal preparation aud project
review process. ‘The PACT document "Information for Grant
Applicanta” of March 1980 reflected a yoar of discussion
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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 revolve 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 Lo project activities initiated by other agencies.
PACT does not design and operate projects itself. Neverthe-
less, PACT triesc to improve projects through an ongoing
dialogue on project design and operations., Most proposed
projects are vigited by a PACT staff{ member. The level of
questioning often continues during the pronosal preparation
and the Project Selection Review, wWith many projects recube
mitting proposals ard providing additional information two
or even three timen. The questioning is repeated before
second and third year refundings. The PACT questioning and
review of projects is more detailed and persistent than that
of most PVOn and large international donorn. Thit dialogue
is reported to have both ittt advantages and disadvantages,
While many of the PVOs feel the procesns is helpful, others
feel threatened; nome feel both. This issue will be more
fully examined in the discussion of member agency views and
in the Chapter 1V discussion of projects vigited.
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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 to 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 chould 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 so that they respond not
individually but together to their common
needn; and

. The project should include contributions by
beneficiarien of 1deas, time, and materialgo.

The discucaion that ensued during and after this
approval touchad on meveral of these criteria. The targeting
to beneficiaries with limited accoss had first been defined
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in the staff recommendation as least access. The Board
revised it to the less limiting definition. The criterion
of ccllective action has at times been controversial. Some
PACT projects, especially in sectors of housing and small
cusiness, 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 %he 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 viakility of the implementing organi=-
zotion and second, the experimental or unique aspects of the
project. The ability of the organization to achieve expected
results ir difficult to assess. Strong organizational
leadorship and a nuccessful track record are often good
indicators of organizational strength. However, most organie-
zations with these capacitien already have the ability to
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attract substantial international funds, and TACT'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 accomplishments.

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-
cesg, an well an being a factor influencing the process,
The risk PACT is willing to take in funding the project is
tied to the level of trust PACT hau in the sponsoring FVO.

The Project Selection Committee

The FProject Selection Committee is central to PACT
funding process. The Committee 1s appointed by the Doard.
The Committee is made up of wseven persong, all of whom are
independent of the PACT member agencies. The Committee
membere come from founhdations and financial institutions
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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. 1In general, the Committee questions
tenaciously aspects of potential weakness in the projects it
15 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-
mittze. 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 more definitive set of proj-
ect criteria in 1979 and 1980 came at a time when the need
for more definitive guidance was expressed by the Project
Selection Committee. As indicated above, the Committee
continven to look for assistance in understanding the PACT
expoctations for itu ume of the criteria in its delibera-
tions.

The Committee has functioned in considerable tension
with the PACT membership. The previous Committee chair-
person twice reportced to the Board in 1979 his concern for
better communication on policy, greatar appreciation of the
neocd for the Committee to function critically in the review
of projects, and the need for firmer support by the Board
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and members of the Committee decisions.l

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~-epecific knowledge of projects proposed and the
recent policy against member agency reprecentatives present-
ing their projects in pernon,

A number of member and Committee respondents suggesnted
that the Committee might require its own staff to visit and
asnens projecty independently and carry out the Committee's
instructions for follow-up,

1. Douqglas Hellinger, Committee Chairperson, Jletter to
John Ribgy, Chairperson, PACT Board of Directoru, May 17,
1979; and "Address to the Doard of Directors of I'ACT,"
Decembeaer 7, 1979,
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PACT Funding of Prcijects
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.l

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 I1l1-1). 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 f{or
the other half. In recent years, the PACT staff{ has submjite-
ted about 90 percent of propocalsn received to the Project
Selection Committee. Only rarely does the staf{f reject a
refunding proposal, although the questioning surrounding the
resubminsion may be samilar to that at the time ol the
original decigion. Along with the @gsubmigsion of
proposals for consideration, the PACT sntaff gives the Project
Selaection Committee a lint of the concept papers and pro-
posaln that were rejected.

1. This section does not diascuse Supportive Activities
Crants, which are considered in Chapter V.
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Table 1II-1. Number of Concept Papers and
Proposals Received, Presented to Project
Selection Committee, and Funded,

July 1979-December 1981

July=  Dec. '79~ July- Dec. '80-  July-
Item Nov. '79 June '80 Nov. '80 June '81 Dec. '8
Concept papers received 20 39 30 L G4
Proposals received 48 21 31 21 29
Proposals presented
1o cotmtiec 2] 21 28 25 26
Projects funded 16 19 22 23 2]

Source: Memorandum to Board of Directors regarding Project Fund
Report, November 16, 1981; and PACT staff.
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The Project Selection Committee, in turn, has approved
85 percent of the proposals submitted by the statf during
the current grant period. The effective acceptance ratc 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 1rinancial 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 longei cipected
period of support from PACT than the usual one-year grant
awards. During the current grant period, the sum of approved
grants and projected refundings was generally greater than
the authorized level of the Project Funds., Recently, $1.9
million above authorized money in the Project Funds would
have been required to meet the projected refunding request

of current projcctn.l

In contrast, by June 1981 the approved grants totaled
$L00, 000 lenn than avallable funds in the Froject Fund., And
generally through the qrant period, the available funds were
61 million or more than the cumulative grants approvals. It
i8 this incomplete computation of available funds which both
PACT staff and member agency represcptatives cite Lo sub-
stantiate the judgment, mentioned quite f1equently, that the

1. This amount does not include qrants by the I'roject
S5election Committee, March 19, 1962,
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Table I1II1-2. PACT Project Fund, Availagility
and Commitment of Funds, FY 1979-82

(millions of dollars)

Commitments and projections

USAID authorized Approved
funds for ) new fundings Projected Excess
Project Fund and refundings refundings over
of authorized
In Cumu- In Cumu- arproved Project
Fiscal year period lative period lative projects Total  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 7.33 2.44 5.58 1.91 7.49 0.16
1982 -- 733 1.4 6.73 2.50 9.23  1.90

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 betwcen 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 refundings, 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 co on.

c. Projected refundings represent the best estimate of the PACT
financial officer, based on full prorosals approved by the Project
Selection Committee. See discuscion 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).1 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 1V.)

PACT Administrative Costs

The PACT S$3.2 million budget for FY 1981, almost all
AID grant monies, wat disbursed with 81 percent of funds for
Project Fund and Supportive Activities grants and 19 percent
for various programmatic and administrative expenditures
(Table 111-4). Expcndgitures for services allocated parti-
cularly to the Project Fund accounted for 12 percent of
project fund grants in FY 19081, or approximately $5,000 per
annual project decision, including refundings. Thup the
t~tal PACT cost directly attributed to the Project Fund
ac.ivity averages about 510,000 for a two-year project;
§15,000 for a three~year project,

1. A few of these new grants were to LLC programs which
had received a previous PACT grant as woll.



Table II1I-3. PACT Grants 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 nucber of years of funding® 1.9 3.7
Average Pact grant/year (dollars)d 60,000 51,000
Distribution, size category, total

grant/project ' --- percent of total ---

1 - 50,000 38 21
50,001 - 100,000 z8 26
100,001 - 200,000 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 198<. See text for discussion of likely final funding levels, given
that a number of these projects are likely to receive additional funding.

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

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

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 II1-4. PACT Grantsaand Expenses
FY 1979, 1980

Item FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981
----------- number-====mecece==
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-=-eeeen=
Proportions
Project Fund services
expenditures/value
of Project Fund grants 8.3 13.3 11.9
Functional expenditures/
value of granto 17.2 24.9 23.9
Functional expensen/
Total PACT expensces 14.7 19.9 19.3

(Continued)
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Table III-4. (Continued)

Item FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981

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 111-1,
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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 servicec 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 1n setting up conferences, publishing a
newsletter, acsisting agency f{inancial 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 1980 compared with FY
1979 and held steady in FY 1981, Productivity related to
project funding har increaned nlightly as the couts per
grant of Project Fund servicen and all operations have not
increased as much at the rate of inflation in the past two
years.

Characterintics of Funded Projecta

asic Characteristics

While FPACT has no policy of regional proeference, well
over half{ of the new projects funded during the current
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grant period were in Latin America and the Caribbean (Table
ITII-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 is a wide disper-
sion of projects and almost noc 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 sgelected 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. 7The distribution between members and non-members
igs reversed in terms of dollar value, however, although the
non-member proportion hat increased in recent ycnrn:1

Distribution of dollar
value of PACT grants

Fiscal Year Hembeors Noti-membeors

S —

esw e o-------"‘ ’,‘nrcﬂnl-----------

1979 Al 19
1980 6} n

1981 G0 Lo

1. Information provided by PACT,
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Basic Characteristics of Projects Approved
by PACT, 1979-81, and Projects Visited

by RRNA
Projects Approved Projectg
Item 1979 - 81 Visited
Number -== number =---
50 15
Geographical Area --- rercent ===
Asia and Pacific 14.0 -0-
Africa 30.0 36.8
Latin America 56.0 63.2
Total 100.0 100.0
Membership
Member 42.0 63.2
Non-member 58.0 36.8
Total 100.0 100.0
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
Encerqy, appropriate technology -0~ -0~
Housing 10.0 5.3
Other 8.0 -0-
Total 100°0 100.0
Type of activityb
Community organization,
organizational development 48.0 42.1
Training, education 58.0 68.4
Technical ansiptance 54.0 3v.8
Crodit 36.0 63.2
Other 4.0 10.5

Continued «=-
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Table III-5. (Continued)

Projects approved Projecta
Item 1979 - 81 Visited

Ultimate beneficiaries

Individuals/households 12.0 15.8
Small business 2.0 21.1
Community group 50.0 36.8
Community as a whole 38.0 26.3
Other 8.0 ==
Total 100.0 100.0
Role of women
No consideration 60.0 36.8
Some consideration of
women's role 30.0 47.4
Focus on women in project
or in one component 10.0 15.8
Total 100.0 Y00.0
Collaborationb
No collaboration 28.0 21.0
Institutional aspect
with local non-member 24.0 31.6
with local member 6.0 21.0
with U.S5. non-member 3.0 10.5
with U.S. member 18.0 7.4
with government 24.0 31.6
with other agency 16.0 -0=
Type®©
Technical Ass . sctance 40.0 21.0
Program Operations 30.0 47.4
Other 26.0 10.5

a. Some projects visited pre-date the current grant period
and are not included in the group "projects approved 1979=-81."
b. More than one category possible; total add to more than
100 percent.,

€. More than one category possible; totale add to more than
percentage of projects with some collaboration.

Source: Tabulations by PACT staflf and RRNA based on PACT
project files and site vigata,
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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 e¢valuators provided a similar categorization for
the field visit projects.

Moot PACT projects involved at least two gervices or
activities, including, in approximately half the caces,
community orgal..zation, training and education, and tech-
nical asristance. Credit was of somewhat lesser importance.

The ultimate beneficlaries are the individuals, groups,
or communities that pnave accets Lo the project uservices,
Beneficiaries are the recipients at the last link of the
project activity chain, the "target population" whotie im=
provement in atandard of living ig the purpose of PACT
activity. For example, although FACT funds may pay for the
training of agency staff (e.q., community extension workers),
the gtaff 1& not connidered the ultimate banaficiary; rather,
such a beneficiary ss the individual or community which
recetvaer the services from the extension worker. The dis-
tinction 18 often not clear-cutl; however, Lhe more indirect
the linkage, Lhe more difficult 1t §s Lo define the ultimate
beneficiary. The IFACT etaff and Froject Gelection Commitiee
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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 1in 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 1is
raised frequently in the project write-ups prepared by the
PACT otaff and in the deliberations of the Project Selection
Committee. PACT has recently hired a consultant to explore
ways PACT and PVOs can builld participation by women 1into
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 women.

While collaboration is no longer a criterion of PACT in
project selection, approximately three-fourths of the current
projects have some collaborative arrangement and many projects
have more than one. Collaboration i1s most common with local
non~-membors and govermnment agencies., Collaborative agreements
range from the exchange of technical assistance (represeiiting
40 percent of the current projects) to the integration of
program operations (some 30 percent of the current projects).
Other types of collaboration include representatives of onhe
organization eerving on the Executive Committee of another
and information exchanges and coordinating meetinge between
organizations,
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Member Views on the PACT Funding Procecss

Directors of the PACT Board are in general agreement
about the nature of the PACT funding process and its most
characteristic features.l 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 rcasonable. 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, eppecially to the quentioning with which the PACT
staff{ and Project Selection Committee respond to new pro-
posals and refunding requents., Mont respondents considered

1. Based on interviews with 13 Directors of the board
(or in some canes, executives of member agencieg who were
not serving as rupresentativen on the PACT soard at the time
of intarview). ‘This includes ecight U.5. membel agencion,
three LDC member agenciens, and two non-momber Directors,
Whare there was more than ohe porson interviewed {rom an
agancy, the agency as a whole was contidered as a reoppon-
dent; responmes were categorized for the group ae a whole.
Differences of opinion within the sama agency ware categor-
i20d under “mixed" assesamont, LExcludes inforiaation from
one U.S5., member agency eaxeculive intervievaed briefly by
telephone and from one LDC member agency whogse current staff
wag not involved in PACT organizational affaire,
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PACT as quite unique among funding agencies in the extent
and persistence of its questioning, wh .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 thls process 1in
predominantly positive terms, even though problems were
mentioned 1in just about every interview (Table 111-6). One
member agency respondent states, “"PACT questions were, 1n
fact, helpful. They made us think i1n a focused manner."“
Reported another member agency respondent, "1 could not say
enough about PACT's 1involvement. They were not Jjust a
donor, but a collaborator in every aspect of the project.”

Just over hal! the respondent group of member agency
representativens and noh-member Board directors, seven of 13
agencies, reported considerable dicaareement and dintress
with the PACT project decision process and with the da-
cisionc tlaken. In the case of four of these agencies,
respondents indicated a combination of mome posilive asseBss-
ment along with disagrechents mentioned, or different
respondents i the sate agenclaes expretted aifferenl assepfe-
ments of Lhe PFACT process., For three of the agenciew, the
digsagreemente and distress with the PFPACT questioning process
were predominant. Geherally, expressions of dissatinzfaction
vwere related Lo experiences in having a proposal rejected,
gent back for revigion, or having a proposed budget reduced
by the PACT staff or by the Froject fielection Committes,

A numbey of jesues were rajsed freguently in the
expression of concern aboul the procegs, including the
intervievs with respondents whose aseessment was predominantly
poaitive,
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Table !11-6. Views on PACT Funding Process,
PACT Board of Directors and Other
Member Agency Representatives

Aspect of PACT Funding Process Percent of
and Views Number total
Questioning process
Predominately positive aspects 6 46
Some positive aspects, considerable
negative aspects 4 31
Predominately negative aspects 3 23

Appropriateness of PACT criteria as
principles for PVO development
Ceneral agrecment 7 54
Dicagreement with one or more 6 46

PACT strictness in selecting projects

Should be more strict 0 0
OK now 4 31
Should be less strict 9 69

Ease of usecuring funds from
PACT than AlID
PACT ecanier to work with 6 46
AlD caner to work with 4 3l
Not discusnsed 3 23

Source: RRNA characterizations of respondent views, based
on interviews with 13 members of the Board of Directors and
other staff{ of member agencies.
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Many persons interviewed spoke of perceived structural
conflicts within PACT, particularly in the roles nf staff in
screening projects and in presenting projects to the Project
Selection Committee. The staff was described as having to
serve the membership on the one hand and judge and screea
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 thc fact that the criteria were approved by the
Board, thcse 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 .in particular instances.
Disagreement focuses on the first criterion, which defines
the target group, and somewhat on various agpects of parti-
cipation on the fourth concerning collective action.

A criticiom 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 this regard, but rather the nubrequent process
of questionn. Thip criticism was directed at the Project
Selection Committee as well as ntaff. A few respondento
attributed the level of detail requested by PACT ntaff to
the fact that ntaff did not know what questions the Com-
mittee members would ask and, the'efore, tried to be ready
for whatever questions might come up in the Committee dis-
cussionun.
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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 Cuimittee 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 concernc and gquestions.

A number of respondents from among the LDC members and
the non-member Directors gsupported the current process of
discouraging agency appearances at Project Sclection Com-
mittee meectingns. Some respondents expresged concern that
PACT did not appear to '"trust" the member agencies or re-
cognize the member's own expertise and process for selecting
and designing projects. The majority of respondents,
including thone most gpupportive of current criteria and
proceduren, were of the opinion that PACT could be leuss
gtrict in the zcreening and review of projecte (Table 111-5),

Membere qgenerally did not addrees the question of how
PACT wan to allocate limited funde §¢ PACT wern leas strict,
in part because of tLhe genoral perception that PACT gencerale-
ly commite considorably lers fundg than i1t has available
(Bge previous section on PACT Froject Fund).

A number of U, 4%, membey representatives expregsed the
belief that PACT elaff and I'roject Helection Comnitiee Warea
less cxacting in their demands on proposals submitted by LDC
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agenci:s. The LDC member representatives (as well as other
LDC agencies 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 1ig, in achieving PACT and USAID goals for
improving the standard of living of people in developing
countries who have limited access to resourceas? To answer
this question, the evaluation considers the 19 projects
vigited, which appear reasonably repreg=ntative of the group
of 50 new projects funded by PACT 1n the current grant
period. The RRNA assessment is that most of thetie projects
are performing in & satisfactory way. These ansecpsments
reflect judgments about particular project characrerisitics
which indicate whether i1ntended beneficiarieos are likely to
be bettar off (Table 1V-1). The project charactaeristice
assoensed include:

‘ fulfillment of FACT project critaria;
‘ i, aeentation of intended activitiesn; and
) cont aeffectivenoss,

In the abpence of in-depth evaluations based onh com=
parigone of baseline and later data, these charaCleljstice
provide useful indicators of whethar intenided benoficiaries
are likely to be better aff apg a vesull of a given project,
Furthiesrmore, sach chatacleriglie represenls an aspect of
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Table IV-1l. Summary of RRNA Assessment of
Performance of Visited Projects
Assisted by PACT

Operate
Implement in a
Fulfill intended cost-effective
criteria activities way
Not assessed 0 1 1
Unsatisfactory 3 3 7
Satisfactory 11 10 7
Satisfactory with
sore problems 4
Good 7
bExcellent ) 4 ]
Total 19 19 19
Source: RRNA, Tables 1V-2 and IV=6.
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project development which is importarnt in its own right.

For example, the PACT criteria related to participation by
beneficiaries are integrally related to the PACT and USAID
interest that prolects involve 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 ratings of individual projects in terms of these
indicators. Agency respondents were generally open 1in
discussing perceived strengths and weaknesses and confiden-

tiality was promisned.

Five of the 19 projects visited appear "excellent,"
that 15, exem lary ain terms of fulfilling PACT criteria.
These projects are focused on different tashs, but have gsome
common characteristics, Cenerally, these projects rate well
also in terms of implementation of projects and cost-effec-
tiveness. ‘The abillity of the project agency to provide a
good design in terms of targeting and participation appeals
to be correlated positively with thotie other indicators of
effective management., Certalnly the various asupects of
local participation considered in “he PACT criteria contribs-
ute to implementation and cost-ecffectiveness. The char-
acteristics of these excellentl projecte alego contribute to
another notable feature: each of these projecty is current-
ly expandsing or being uted as a model in other programs,
Expansion ig usually proceeding according to an internal
momantum a# olher communitier obuerve Lhe project benefits
and Lry Lo initiate esimilar approaches,

Generally, by most standarde of effoctiveness, over
half the projecte are judged “"satisfactory.” In terms of
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the PACT criteria, more than a third of the projects are
"good," that is, excellent in terms of some craiteria, 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, 1in terms of PACT criteria and imtlementation,
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 vigited projects judged unsatisfactory by the
RRNA evaluators. This chapter also presents the reasons for
this more negative assessment of cost-effectiveness.

The Projects Visited

Characteristics of Vinited Projects
in Comparison with PACT Portfolio

Generally, the characteristice of the projects visited
were quite mimilar to those of the PACT projects funded in
the current grant period (see Table 111-5). These nimilar-
1ties 1indicate in a preliminary way that the visited
projects are reasonably representative of the total port-
foilo of projectn firet funded by FACT in the current grant
period. (The visited projecte include some which pre-date
the current grant perind; these older projects are nhot part
of the group of projects newly funded in the current grant
period.) The differences are notable for the interpretation
of the field visit 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 vigsits 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
vipited projecis and also the evaluators' intent to select a
representative group of PACT member agency sponsors {or 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 casen. The propor-
tion of visited projects involved in agriculture is under-
stated in the categorization by "“main" asector, since the
vigited production cooperative and community dovelopment

projects all involve agriculturec.

The visited group has relatively more small bLusiness
and artisan projects than the current PACT portfolio as a
whole, and therefore more emall businesses as ultimate



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 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 vicited 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 Viuits

RRNA evaluators visited all selected project sites.
The RRNA two-per:on team included the project director in
both the lLatin America and Africa trips. A review of docu-
mentation preoceded each visit and, in the case of projects
sponsored by U.5. agencieg, visits with U.S. agency repre-
sentatives as well. In country, ovaluators firgt met with
the project leadership and then visited project activity
#ites. On-site the evaluators generally met with field
starf and some project beneficiaries. Cenerally, the proj-
ect staff chose the beneficiaries., In all, RRNA evaluatore
visited projaect sites for 17 of 19 projects and one of the
other three LDC PACT members,

Latin American Projects

Of the 12 Latin Amerjcan projects visited by the RRNA
evaluators, eight are in Colombia, with Wwo each in the
Dominican Hepublic and Hohduras (Table IV} mure detailed
dercriplione of the projects visited are in Appendix D),
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Tadle 1V-2. Basic Information on Field Projects
Visited by RRXA

Years of PACT grant
rrejecl/ommder Agency Country Main cector FACT funding total, dollars
latin Anesz:ca
Eandcralin Dervelapmen | st ) Dominican Artizan tusinecs 1976~-81 310,050
($231%) Feputlican develcpment
Zocsal ferrices and . Dopinican women community 1977-79 165,000
Jmals loamn (%238} Fepudlac developaent 1980-61
Fouyzidz, Uitanizataicn 187779 c
ant Zsrzaemiac (#-%, Serviviends Colomdia Bousaing 197g-81 242,951
I52. 104 (#0211 1981-82
Social Sesvicess . CICES Colombia Savings and 1977-80 69,100
(oS (#020 Loan cocperative 1381-82
iztesratesl :-e're::f;mgn'. Bogar Colomdia ¥on-{crmal 1977-82 156.892b
Yrojcan 1¥221) Tscuela, educaticn/community
CECIL development
Intesrates Fural INCA Colomdia Community 1981-82 90,360
Swreloyment (¥I%7) develcpment
Trasning of Tillape Szve the Colombia wWomen/Comrunitly 1979-82 74,400
Womer (063 Y Children develcpment
Aggiogriate Technology FUXDAEC/ Colombia Agricultuze/ 1979-82 286,800
(&%) VITA arprepriate
technology
Ricro-Iztesprises Carrajal Colomdia Small business 1977-79 79.400
[evelc =t (#303)) Foundation/ development
AlITEC
Riczo-Intespriscs FucEs Colcombia Small business 1976-78 46,200
{e237) development
Fadio Sl ACPA Honduras Radio ecducation 1979" 68,000
Tussiceivm {#057) 1520
¥atler FesTwl CEDEX Bonduras HBealth 1979-82 306,000
Correlcpmenl {#54]) Ivs

(Continued) =--

"EL
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Tabdle (¥-3. ({(Conlizmwed)
Years of PACT grant
Prrodectl oamdes Agency Countay ®2:i1n sectlor PACT funding total, dollars
Afsica

Wel2iliom Tralnmiog (OTEEY  mOM Fenya Health: Futrities 1¢81-82 25,400

Imall Fosimess Dwveligment FIT Tenya Ferya Srall rusinecte 1973, 1979-81 369,521
{4y TIT.0S

Imall Buaiswss Develogmenl  Tectnogerve Fenya Cocperative- 1973-81, 578,200
(0207 tavinge and loan,

agticulture 1981

Iwalc Fusimess Iwrvelivmeni FITLiberia Literia Srall Pusiness 1974-80 340,400
(8213 LAMID

Tasscipatary Training world Liberia Agriculture and 1980-82 68,500
{8I7¢) f2ocatiom, comrunitly develop-

HT/Liberia ment
iztegtaled xcal CTAZET Senegal Agticuliure and 1977-8C 174,200
Srrwicoment {#23%) Comncnaty Develop-
‘ ment

Pacaiiomal Treiniog resss Senegal Snall Business 1978-1981 49,400

(946%) Londvwill

tngetlries of

Amesica
3. Nitwlee prviellr wele Tisiled by the FEXA leam dsring the months of Janusry - March, 1982. Summaries of these
BITiecis ale Jlivienied 1o Arownlin D of the teport.
. 203 a%el Dwrelgment Trogram (221} imvolved foue: agencies.
€. Zerrivienda feleiTed adfiticoal funds {1om Ptevicuow FALT grants.

€. Termizaisd ;o ¢ mootihs. .
Ioerte:  Sased om TAST documents. field and U.S. a5eLTy intervievs, and specific site visits for the 19 projects.

.vL
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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 1in that period. These projects include twc
which have received over 5$300,000 each in PACT funds over
the years: local craft development for commercilal sale
sponsored by the Dominican Development Foundation; and the
low-1ncome housing program using new technologies initiated
in Colombia by PACT member SERVIVIENDA, which manufactures
pre-fabricated units for about U.S. §$1,000. The most recent
PACT grant to SERVIVIENDA supports community services and
organizational efforts. Other older projects visilted in-
clude two programs of technical assistance and credit to
micro-businesses 1in Cali, Colombia, asponusored by the
Carvajal Foundation and by FUNDES. Carvajal provides train-
ing in businens subjects as a prerequisite for loans and had
on staff a Technical advisor supplied by PACT member AITEC,
The FUNDLES loan program has had high levels of delinqguency
and has arranged to join 1its programs with the Carvajal
Foundation.

In funding MUDE in the Dominican Republic, PACT aup~-
ported ohe of 1te first projecte of commupnitly organization
for rural women. ‘The program had a difficult start in 1977
and received additional funding f{rom VFACT in the current
grant period, The Save the Children's integrated rural
devalopment project in Colombia i# a more extonsive program
of nimilar purpose in communily organisation and nutrition
training for rural women, but with only modeet amounts of
PACT funds. ‘The project involved extensive collaboration,
PACT mombes World Education provided technhical aseittance
for evaluating Uraining programs, The GLave=sponsored
women's groups continue Lo be joined in a kind of tegional
fedoration with the women's programs of Lhe National Coffes
Association of Colombia,
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Other projects reflect increased funding of community
organization and development 1in the current grant period,
including over $300,000 in three years in Honduras for the
local pirogram of well drilling and latrinization with high
levels of contributed local resources, with a technical
advisor supported by IVS; and a similar annual level recently
for the approved PACT assistance 1ntegrated rural development
programs in approximately 100 Colombian communities promoted
by IMCA, a well-ecstablished local agency. Another program
receiving substantial PACT funds 1s FUNDALC 1n Celombia, a
rural umversitly training rural residents in new technologles
and experimental method in agriculture., Kecently, FUNDAEC
has 1ncreatied 1ls cmphasiy on organi=ational development in
the communitlies in Which Whe program graduates ate ultlimately
expected to support themtelves,

One of PACT's major efforts to support collalioration
began 1n Colombia in 1977 amohg four organizations:
SERVIVIENDA, CIDES. Hogar Kscuela, and CECIL.  Althouglh the
effort tu combine expelienCe i housing, savitigs ald Crediy,
and non=formal education did not fully succeed in teyms of
formal collaboration, programeg are s8Lill arfanging nhew
collaborative effortls with each olher, The first Lhree
named organtsations have teceived PFACT grants for thelry

individual prograse during the cursrent grant petiod,

The JFACT-funded technival assiztant fios LD tu the
educational radie program of ACPH i6n Hohdutas was stafiped
after six monthe when Lhe techhical assiptant and the Jocal
agency leadership could not reselve differences oh job
definition,
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African Projects

O0f 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
assoclations). The main activities of the small business
projects 1involved technical assistance to beneficiaries
(PfP/ Liberia, PfP/Kenya, Technoserve), while the agricul=-
tural projects (OFADEC, WE/P{P/Liberia) have been more
involved in community organization 1in addition to their
technical asslstance.,

The oldest projects among those visited in Africa
involved busithesns development (P{P/Kenya, Technoserve,
PIP/Liberta), and were started in PACT'os {irst years. The
moSL recent projects have 1nvolved community development
(OFADLEC), health/nutrition and agricultural community de-
veloptment (MiM/Kenya, WE/Liberia),

ot g the PACT=fuvnded projects visited there appoars to
be a greater relative emphauit on technical ausistance
projects in Africa than in La%in America. In fact, there
wera foul technical apxiplance projecls in Africa and only
three 1n the Latin American group of counhtries vinited by
RIMA. Notiethelegs, 10 single activity i# noticeably undeyg-
reprasented among the African pro)ects, The disgtribution of
activilies among the seven projects visited by HRNA 18
fairly uniform (Table [V=7),

Aftica aleo contains excellent examples of projects
With ihteivoven activities, OFADEC in fLenhegal ig oxemplary
in ite combination of communily ordanisation, training, and



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 organizations in Africa appears
limited. The one current example of collaboration among
PACT members ic in Liberia (PLP/WE)g. None exiots in Kenya
whe.« two organizations are performing related technical
aspiptance activities. 1In 1973, PACT's first Renya grant wagp
for collaboration between the Kenya program of P{P and
Technonerve, with VITA ar a third agency. However, the
joint effort did not succeed. More collaboration exiats
between PACT members and non-members, but thie e also
fairly limited. Caues of this type of collaboration appear
in Senegal (Goodwill Industries/FNASS) and Kenya (M{M/Kenya
Freedom from Hunger).
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} ssessment 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. 1t 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 we.l, 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 rigoroug
measure; but they do provide a framework for judging the
degree to which the criteria were met in widely varying
gituations.

The indicators define gpecific wayn a project might
demonstrate its effectiveneas according to PACT criteria.
The liot is not exclusive; project representatives were
first asked to give their own dencriptions of how their
projectsn met the criteria. Discussiont between project
reprenentatives and HRRNA evaluators ==~ an often betweed
repregentatives and PACY nstaff -- concarned the degree to
which either wmelf-defined indicators or thotte suggested by
the evaluators could be domonutrated convincingly.

Before the visit, RRNA specified a liet of indicators
to #arve ap guidelines in Lhe apBegement of whether each of
the criterion ware being mel in a given project (Ingtrument
No., 2, Appendix I), The indivatouts were hol used ap a Chetk=-



30.

list of subcriteria which had to be met, but rather as a
list of potential conditions, any one of which could be
sufficient to confirm the suitability of a prouject. For
example, the first criterion of targeting the project to
hbeneficiaries who have limited access Lo resources <ould %e
met by any one of a number of statistical indicators oy
conditions of low income and 11solation which could be
explained by the project agency respondents or observed by
the evaluators.

RRNA evaluators assessed each project visited according
to each of the five criteria. A simple rating scale was
ugred:

R Don't know; not assessable
. Unsatisfactory/borderline
. Satisfactory/adequate

. Excellent

Genorally, the critersa were met at least adequately in
abcut four-fifthe of the assessments made for the )9 proj-
ects vigited (Table IV-1). ELach of the criteiia wvag ful=
filled in an excelleont way by some projects. 15 termeg of Lhe
1"k criterion conceining beneficiaries’ cohliibulions,
MORL projects appeared adequate, butl just a couple wete
Judged as excellent; most Were expecling lonyg=left oulside
material suppotrt in excess of Lhe piobable value of Uite and
materiale provided by bLeneficiaties tiemselves, Mast
projecte received eome Varying ratings according to Uie five
Criteria. More than half the Lrojects teceived al leasl ohis
"bordesline/ upratisfactory” 1ating anhd sofe Lhah half aleo
received ohe 01 mote “edeellenl™ patinge.  MNevejlhelees,
high ratings for ihe five Ciiteria tehded 1o be copcehtjatad
ih the rame projectls, ak Mak Lhe tase aleo fuf Jov tatings.






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" 1n 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 ascessed asn "satisfactory/
adequate." Only three projects were consistently unsatis-
factory,

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

In addition to amseusing the group of projects accord-
ing to the PACT criteria, RHNA compared its assenaments with
those made 1ndependently by PACT regional representatives,

Tho two sets of judgments show widespread agreement
between the KRNA evaluators and PACT staff about the proj-
ectr (Table IV-%). ‘The proportion of "excellent," “good,"
"matisfacrory," and “poor" projects in the PACT asgesemant
of the vinited projects matches very closely with the RRNA
ratings.

The summary results do submerge some differing judg-
ments bhetuween the HRNA evaluators and the PACT staff within
the larger context of agreement. That is, while FACT and
RN Loth agree on the ralative proportions of good and bad
projecte, 'here were cunsiderable differencos on huw Lo
categorise patticular prejecis, and even more Niffarence
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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 "unsntisgactory/
borderline" 4
Good "Satisfactory/adequate"

predominates with oge
or two "excellent"

Excellent "Excellent" predominates

Total 19

a. Includes one projz:ct with 2 "unsatinfactory/borderline,’
2 "satinfactory/adequat+" and 1 "excellent."

b. Includes one project with all criteria "satinfactory/
adequate;" one project with 1 "unsatisfactory/borderline;" 2
"gatisfactory/adequate;" and 2 “excellent;" and one project
with 1 "unsatisfactory/borderline,” 3 "satitfactory/adequate"
and 1} "excellent." }

Source: HRNA asressments, based on field vigits and review
of documentation.
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Table IV-5. RRNA and PACT Assessments of
Visited Projects According to PACT Criteria

Same projects

. a in rating
Rating RRNA PACT category
Unsatisfactory 3 3 1
Satisfactory
Satisfactory with
some problems 4 4 1
Good 7 6 5
Excellent S _S 4
Total 19 18P 11

a. See definitions, Table IV-i.

b. PACT staff members providing assengments were not personally
familiar with just one project which had terminated a few yeare ago
and did not rate 3t.

Source: RRNA annespmente, based on f{1eld vigits and review
of documentation and assessmente of PACT regional representativas
ag reviewed by other staff members.
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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 hetween PACT and RRNA tended to be nigh in placing
projects in the top two categories. This agreement indicates
that for the projects which met the PACT criteria well, the
RRNA cvaluators and the field representatives were able to
uce lhe criteria conslstently 1n identifying the better
projects and even 1in distinguishing "exccllent" projects

from "good" ones.

wWhen the recults of the assennments of particular
criteria are categorized 1in an overall rating for each
project, RRNA evaluators and PACT otaff{ agreed in just two
of speven cases. However, this result tends to exaggerate
the differencen., A nubstantial share of the disagreement
was for particular projects and criteria in which the RRRA
evaluators themuelves found categorizations difficult be-
tweel "horderline” or “sat:sfactory," in the broad classifi=-

cation nyitem uted,

Differencen in antesement ol the name project appear to
reflect more the differences in interpretation about the
criteria themuelven, ralher than differencen in views on the
particula: project, There wapr subptantial agreement on
Criterza | and 4, bapeficiary accese 1o pesources anid collegs
tive action, In applylly Lhese criteria, KRHA and PACT
agreed 1n 14 of 1b projectes. ‘Thete was congiderable dip-
agreement, howaevey, on Critetia 2, 1, atd Y, 1eapeclively,
identification of local need, intieaced management of ree-
sources, and beneficiary contsibution,
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Assessment of Effectiveness in Implementation
and of Cost-Effectiveness of Visited Projects

Effectiveness in meeting PACT criteria indicates a
project's potential for improving the standard of living of
poor people 1in developing countries. To a lesser extent,
effectiveness 1in continuing to meel the criteria 15 an
indicator of project performance as well. Two other aspects
of project performance are also important for an evaluation
of whether people have benefitted: the project'st effective=
nect in implementing 1ts plan and its cost-ef{fectivenens,

Effectivenrss in Implementation

The RRNA evaluators questioned project repregsentatives
about a project's ef{fectivencnt in implementation mainly in
terms of the project’'s ability to execute the program and
activities umet oul in its proposal. Howevar, evaluators
alno anked about a projecl's responsie to problems and about
unexpecled results, so that the assepument of effectivehoss
in implementation could be based on judgments about ., 3

whole programn.

HRHRA evaluators rated aboutl ULhree-quailers of the
Vigiited projects aws being at least adequate i tmplementing
the proposed program {(Table 1¥-6). The four projects judged
ap uneatiglfactory in dmplementation eilhey failed to cargpy
OU". a4 main aCtivity oy fe 1 greatly ghort 0f ohe oy more Key
performance Largets, Wen  amohg Lhe more galisfactory
projects there were ofien eericus delaye 4in elart=up of
planned activities., One project was hot evaluated hecause

it vag first funded by FACT in late 198},



PACT regional representatives in Latin America and
Africa provided an independent assessment of the projects'
implementation of piroposed programs. Cenerally, the PACT
staff members placed 1n the "unsatisfacrtory” and in the
"excellent" citegorien a few projects which RRNA evaluato:r-=

had character-zed as "satisfactory."

Generalt!y, the PACT stalf membern wete guite tough in
assessing projectn, categorlzing more than a third as “un-
patisfactor,/borderline” (Table IV-6). Thene projects
included a number which HERNA evaluators had Judged as
"gatisfactory," but for which the PACT evaff appear to have
conosidered "unsatisnfactory" due to critical delays and
missed targets 1n carlier yearsz which would not have been
weighted as heavily in the work of the KkNA team,

Copt-Effectiveness

Cost-cf{rclivenens of projects is a majoyr concern of
both FACT and AlD. It 18 not ohe of the five PAUT seloction
critesria, butl converng for cost-effectivensss ate ligted
under desiled "charactepristics" of praojects degcribed 3 the
Project Fund guide. TACT glaff oulleli faise isbuen Gf cosl
in relation to criteria; for eXxatpie, project costs in
relation to number of hepeficiaties who cleatly fall within
the limited accCers ctitefia, costs i selation tu expecield
Insreatie ih iheoume, acrels afld othe: tesouides danaged by

braeficiarien, and costs iy Yelalioh 16 the cohtgibutions of

the beneficiariez themrelven,

For most projects a ceiitial aspect for llhe sescepment
of coust=-effectivenenr Vvould be the ipvombe gainy of hehios
ficiarien and cosmeuhities ar a whule vampared with all the
project custs. The BHMA evaluatote did hbl have such
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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-effectivenecs, at least in
major components of the project;

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

. establishment of profitable farms, coops, or
buginecses;

. evidence of increased income or other improve-
ment in standard of living of beneficiaries
which are usubstantial in comparison with
coutn;

. evidence of employment of previously unemploy=-
ed or underemployed persons at levels of uube
sidy whach appear low 1n terms of cost per
job: and

. ability 1o produce service at cost which is
lower or at least comparable to that of other
gimilayr programs in the area.

According to these indicators, RRHA asseossaed 11 of the
projects visited as adequately cost-effective, and five of
these vare contidernd axcellent. Seven of the projects were
judged apg not corleeffective (Table 1V-6),

The excellent projects in terme of costl-effoclivaences
indicate the putential four FVO efforts at itheiy best:

' A non-formal education and communily develrps
ment program using few pajd g aff, an extens=
g#ive netvolrk of Yolupteegs, afd vasselios ahd
tape fecotdete for edication and oulieach:
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. An agricultural cooperative program using
high amounts of beneficiary lator 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 establish similar
cooperatives and production;

. Manufacturing of pre-fabricated housing
organized as a self-c<u.sitaining business even
with prices being set at less than the market
would bear;

. Extension and training program for commun: ty
organization ana economic development now
involving so many villages that costs of
large professional staff at modest salaries
with high supvlement of volunteer time become
lJow relative to extent of service and of
economic impact in thetsie villagesn,

Some of the satinfactory programs are also instructive
in indicating PVO potential for cost-effective impacts:

. One vocational training program for very
disadvantaged persons, for which costg of
approximately $3,000 per tralnee seened
re’atively high, except in comparison with a
vocational program of esimilar qoalu and
duration but less disadvantaged participants,
sponsored by another USAID-funded project in
the same country. in which costs per trainece
appear Lo be three Lo five timen au high,

. A communaty well drilling and water system
program which required communitios Lo provide
20 percent of disect codts ih cawsh, tepay
loans for ali other direct couts, and maintain
the syetem. “These reguirements were difficult
for communities Lo meel, LUl Lhe program has
persisted with increasing rates of luah
repayment and the planned leve) of new annual
BLArLE erpected in J9ny,

. A projiam of technical assiatahnve whivh
prodiices high levs.s of polential ravings to
Credil dooperaljver: in thie case cohbtinuing
felatively nigh and subsidized apeyatihg
COBLE preventad ah “excellent” rating;
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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 savings and loan cooperative covering an
increacing share of operational and training
expenses and 1ncreasing savings and substane
tial 1nterest paynents of members; and

A program of credil for communily groups
where the policy cnrmmitiee representing the
beneficirariesn hast se! markel-level 1nterest
rates under which the program 1s continuging
to 1unction with low default rates on loans.

Despite these inntructive potitive examples, more df
the projects visited were judged unsatisfactory according to
the cost-cffectivenens ntandard than according to effective-
ness 1n meeting PACT critersa and implementing the planned
program. Seven of 16 projects atuented were rated unsatis-
factory or borderline in terms of cost-effectiveness,

Some of the problems of these projects are as follows:

. Some carvied oul well certain aspects of
theisr program, but fell far short of the
proposed level of activity so that the “"unit
CcOBLE" became very high given the staff and
opoerational expensas;

. Others achiceved a Certain smpact, hut cope
tinued mervices Lo businesses absorbiing high
levels of sube.dy without evidence of sufe
ficient ecCouomic gain for leneficiares Lo
enabille Lhem Lo cover a higheyr proportion of
CoBLE!

. One had adminigtrative coels abouyt foul Limes
a8 high ag another vigited project which had
a broadey outyeach and impas .,

A fouv wore fitoviiing ope-touxahe pelVices O
beneficiatios that produced hidh €OEL Ih
terme of Lolh project desigh and operationsg]



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. 1In the 1l 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 cevaluation 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.

Inportance 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 vigsited, 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 1IV-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}) . 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 assccsment 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 carly years
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

Itenm Visited Projects Selected Groupa
dumber 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
nuzber of projects.

€. 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.

‘b6
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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 1is 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 approval. In approximately half of
the projects visited, th. PACT funds were authorized during
the first two years o/ che 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 pocitive response to the timeliness of PACT
funds. Once funding has been approved and contractual
requirements settled, PACT 1is generally reported to be
prompt in distributing funds.

One indicator of the importance of PACT in the early
years is PACT's fundc 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 f{unding.
Important other fundes, including some USAID wsupport, and
local share, or in-country contributionn, each provide
approximately another quarter of the budget (Table 1V-9).
In Latin America the local pource of funds wap enpecially



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

(number of projects)

Indicator of
zportance

e Degree of Importance ----ec-cceccccccccceea- 9--
Don't know/
Not applicable Little or None Some Important

SHORT-TERM

Tizelinsss of PACT
funds

LONG-TERM:

PACT funds promote
organizational
viability

PACT funds influence
design of projects
to exphasize ccm-
zmunity development

7 7 5

Source: RRNA assessment based on interviews with 19 projects and review of documents.
See text for discussion of factors.
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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
Azounts
Total Budget 100,294 100 104,570 100
PACT ¥ rst Year Grant 50,160b 50b 50,490C 48C
AlD 9,080 9 16,250 16
Other Foreign 19,390 19 18,650 18
Local Share 21,642 22 19,180 18

a. See Table 1V-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 included in sample. Supplemental information provided in RRNA
interviews with project.

‘L6



93.

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 increcased
by an average 28 percent between the first and lact year of
PACT funding, the project and agency budgets have increased
48 percent and 109 percent, respectively. Theoe results
suggent that the agencies and projects are attracting in-
creased funding from other development organizations. Three
of the seven African projectn visited are currently receiv-
ing laige OPG grantus 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 Fundigg proportion
First Last of first year'
---- dollars ---- ---percent---
Total Budget a b b
Agency 292,9209 613,600 109
Project 104,570 154,606 48
PACT Contribution 50,490 64,442 28

~—-- percent ----
PACT Share

Agency 17 11
Froject 48 42
~==- number ----
Munber of Cutside Funding Sources
Average 3.6 4.8
Range 1-13 1-15

a. An average 4.9 vears 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 1nterviews with projects; "Project Budget" of Grant Agreement letters
for each of the projects included in the sample.
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The Latin American projects have not expanded at the
same rapid rate. Generally, it appears that sponsoring
agencies have tended to continue celying 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. 1In almost all projects
visited in which PACT funding had terminated, the sponsoring
agency continued the same activity with restricted and
discretionary funds.

The preiects 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 ecach varies significantly; two projects had
more than 10 donors already at the beqginning of PACT fund-
ing. Mont projects appear to be much more successful in
finding gubnequent outside snupport than in moving toward
gubstantial sustainability from local resources,

Progqrammatic Impact

Even though PACT defines itself{ an a respontiive agency
and oven though it does#t not specify a preference for any
particular waector, there han been a definite influence of
PACT funde on the programmatic content of many projects
vigited, Thir impact e realized through the encouragement
and funding of particular approaches to achieving develop=-
mont. goaln, especially through the ure of communitly orga=
nizational methods which ate expected Lo 1ncreane the parti-
cipation of beneficiarier in planning and managemant. of a
project., PACT fucsdoed projects of community organisation
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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 Process
from the Prespective of
LDC Project Agencies

PACT Kkequirements

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 managers visited viewed the PACT requirements
in these three phaces of the cycle to be recasonable in 80-90
percent of the casesn. Two-thirds of rthe projects visited
had received PACT Supportive Activity Grants and many praised
this kind of flexible support.

The PACT Quentioning
Relationnhip

One of the more pensitive issues discussed between
project pernonnel and RRNA involved the PACT quantioning
procens. At the time of proposal nubmintions, projects are
screened by the PACT staff, usually by the Field Reprasens
tative. In the nelection review, both PACT utaff and the
Project Selection Commitles oxamine and discunn the denign,
and targeting of projecte, among other fsguer, Ap a matter
of procecurs, project undergo #imilar questioning when they
submit project refunding proposalsn,
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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 preven helpful to
many projects. Project personnel have identified the follow=
ing strengths:

. The 1intense PACT questioning process stimu-
lated reevaluation of project design -- and
eventual changes.

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

. PACT's ability to make funding decisionas fagt
is almost unique.

. Openness of PACT staff{ in diccussing ito
role,

. Field repretentativen offer valuable insights

to project personnel an a result of their
extennsive traveln and visits to PACT=-funded

projectn,

. The relationship with PACT i baned on mutual
renpoect,

. PACT anvintance in project deeign, training,

and evaluation wat fundamental in the project
development.,

PACT's intente involvement wag alpro a mource of concern
for some project managers. More than one manager said that
the PACT ataff raised wo many questiong with his projoact
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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 mentionced 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.

. PACT field representatives may not have the
expertise required to question certaln aspects
of tecanical projects.

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

. PACT personnel are overly concerned with
philosophical issues rather than nuts and
bolts problems.

. PACT does not show enough trust in 1ts deal-
ings with projects -- questioning sometimes
lacks sensaitavity.

A summary of the usefulneus of this process, especially
its guestioning aspectn, is presented in Table IV=-11, Thu
results nhow that mout project managers feecl the procens is
conptructive. Neverthelenan, some managers have concerng
regarding the process; about a quarter of them find it quite
negative, nomewhat more find the process highly uneful.
While both in Latin Amertca and Africa there in a high level
of PACT ntaff involvement, HRHUNA evaluatoreg found that the
Latin Amarican project managers Lended to be more enthugi-
agtic aboutl the PACT procets than thedir counterparts in
Africa, although of course, the pample of African managers
wag quite #mall. CGenerally, respondents from indigenous LDC
agencies prajeed the process and relationship with PACT more
than di{d thore from PACT U.4. member agencios,
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Table IV-11. Ascessments 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 Doa't know concerns predoaminate or no notable impac" Process very useful
Assessmeal of PACT's
giocess by
project managers 1 5 6 7
Asscssment of FACT's
frocess by REXNA
evaluators 1 6 12
Source:

RRNA i1nterviews with project personnel and PACT staff.

*voT1
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Based on interviews 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 was 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 Chapterg 111 and IV.

The Effcctiveness of Projects and
Considerations for Project Selection

PACT it effective at locating and funding projects
which satinfy PACT's criteria and which accomplish the
projects' stated objectiven. However, AID is not expecting
PACT just to be a conduit of funds to good projects, but to
make a difference in the life of the projects it uupportu.1
As AID ustated in early 1982, it expects that PACT funds
would unually reach projects in the early years., PACT
staff, in describing wayas PACT han made a difference, often
mention the role of PACT early in the life of a project.

while it it important that PACT continue to ncreen and
got in contact with good projects which it funds, thio is
not the whole of its potential from the viewpoint of AID or
of PACT. ‘There are cartainly enough good, entablished PVO

l. Letter of Thomas Luche, op., 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: "There is no

problem for good projects to get money." AID would cease
reaching newly formed PVO develospment 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.l AlD 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 PACY is seen in what it brings to the LDC project
development effort initiated by PVOs, not in the attainment
of an unbroken string of gsuccesses in its portfolio at

evaluation time. The assessment of PACT's portfolio should
more than satisfy AID expectations for level of quality

realized.

The ouentioning Process

The PACT-initiated process of questioning of agencies
and project managers concerning the deusign and implementa-
tion of puojects appears to RRNA evaluators 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 helieve PACT has
been useful in helping member agencies especially consider
and make necded changes in their mode of operations and the
content of the programs. Some member agencies representa-
tives confirm the specialncos of PACT's process. Some did
not, mentioning that agency Board and otaffs engage in their
own procent of asnensing approaches and programs and making

indicated changen.

Second, the particular concerns which PACT has raiced
about proponed and funded projectn appear to the RRNA evalu-
ators to be unually on target even in a number of instarces
when the project managers have felt quite negative about
PACT's intenme questioning.
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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
explained, 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 Seclection Com-
mittee. Long lists of questions with no particular focus
tend to exasperate the project managers and to distract from
the diascussion of priority problems.

Another concern is the perception that PACT doen not
"trust" the sporsoring agency. Thigs "truot" may refer to
believing information provided, although such criticiom does
not appear legitimate when it implies that PACT should
accert whatever anowers it receives to (questionrn it raioses.
It appeoars to RRNA evaluators that at timen, 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-directional 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.

Lengtii 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 dincussion and decision whether a project cshould 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 seccond and third year refundings cf a three-year
project as an opportunity for asking increacingly tough
questions on the design and operation in light of the criteria.
While PACT certainly getn the agency'sn attention at refunding
time, thin io alco the period in which an agency ic mont
defensive about the issuen PACT ip raising.

From the agency's viewpoint, to admit to problems and
the need foi rorrection in thén period in to run the risk of
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being penalized by the Project Selection Committee. Even if
the project is relnded, as is almost always the case, the
admission of problems could perhaps result in a reduction of
fundiag or tighter conditions. It is not the process of
questioning which PACT should change, but racher the timing
in relation to refunding. One way to improve the situation
would 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 Proiect 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
concarned definitions. The response to the request of the
Project Selection Committee for a specification of indi-
catoro and definitions chould help. These indicators can be
approved by the Executive Committee and are even appropriate
for diucuspsion at the Board level by the membership ao a
whole. It will be preferable to air any disagreements in
this context rather than around the istiue of funding or
refunding a particular project, See the RRNA list of
indicatoru used for thins evaluation, Appendix C.)

Some redefinition of the criteria themselves it now in
order after two years of experience with the current guide=
lines. The nmecond, third, and fourth criteria all relate to
different aspocts of beneficiary participation. The third
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and fifth both deal with beneficiary use of resources. 1In
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 apparently 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 used in this evaluation
study 1is an example of ouca a graduated standard. Also,
PACYT can think of the strengths and weaknencen of projects
in terme of trade-offs among the criteria, rather than uning
the criteria as a checkliot of minimal standards. A project
may be excellent 1f it fulfills three or four of the criteria
in an exemplary way and in weak in one or two others., For
example, a project may be attractive to PACT because it
addressen the need of a very disadvantaged qgroup within an
LDC, but might be weak 1n Lterms of beneficiary contribution,

Ueing a graded scale will enable the PFACT staff and
project uponusor to dipgcuse the degriee Lo which a project
meats a criterjon, rather than to discugs how strictly a
critarton whould he interpreted. Currently, PACT staff
membars appear Lo have trouble with the Noard-approved
definition of benefictaries as those with “"limited," rather
than "leasl" accees Lo resources, because the "limited"
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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
limitad funds, it is appropriate to discuss which ones
address concern for targeting in & 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 15 then the project which
meets the criteria ..u considerations of likely effective-
ness and cost-effectiveness better than others which are
most appropriate for PACT support.

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 subsequent year refunding requests for the
same projects will be reviewed anew by the staff{ and Project
Selection Committee, almont 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
atatus of the Fund and would nshow that total projected
obligations have equalled or exceedod the available funds,
Moet people i1nvolved in PACT, both membersn and staff, have
the impresstion that the flow of Project Fund obligations has
lagged behind the availability of funds. This is one factor
which appeare to contribute Lo complajints that PACT s too
hard o1 narrow in interpreting whether projects meet the
PACT criteria. ‘The feeling ig Lhat 1! there are {uads
available and projecte submitted by membere at least moel
the criteria, then the praojects should be funded., PACT's
own reportinig Lo the I'teject Seleclion Commitien and to the
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members reinforces the impression of available funds by
listing only approved obligations.

Cost~effectiveness of Projects

Cost-effectiveness i1s 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 Kkeep account of the net profit of
project-sponsored enterprises, there are no systematic
attempts to gauge changes in beneficiaries' incomes, either
individually or for a community as a whole., Neither can
they compare income gain with the labor and materials agencies
and beneficiuaries have contsibuted. Some programs of business
asgistance and onc cocperative visited perhaps came closie to
having such information. Lack of such information is itgelf
a problem because most agencies have income gain of benefi-
ciariet. an a primary objective, yet have lattle ability to
measure directly the extent to which they are meeting objec-

tives -~ or 1n some casen even whether they are at all.,

The project officials themnelver would probably be
dubiout about any efforts at more ptecine measurement, It
would une regourcesn they would rather place directly into
programs., (And thigs 1s in 1tself an admirable concern.)
Furthermore, the projects often define objectiven of com-
munity institutional chanqge an an even more impoytant objec-
tive than income gain and they would likely 1esint an evalu-
atory framework which focured on jncomer ax the more meagul =
able objective., In fact, in the one project vipited in
which baseline data were heing establisghed for communitios,
the focus was on a depcription of community ingtitutions 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 being 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 te carry out a more precise
evaluation of quantifiable benefits and costs in their
programs; for example, IMCA, Save the Children, FUNDAEC, and
Fundacion Carvajal in Colombia and OFADEC 1in Senegal. One
of thene organisations might well take the lead with PACT
financial support in developing nuch a methodology for
evaluation of cost-ecffectivenens and then could disncuss and
refine the proposed approach 1n discussion with other project
sponsiorsi. The regults could also sharpen PACT'n expectations
for a built-1in evaluation component in new projects which it
funds.

PACT Current Contact with FProjects

FACT staff ie able to keep current and knowledgeable in
its contacty with projects, PACT also maintains a substantial
Bot. of filecs on each project, which, while somewhat unwieldily
organized, provide an informative record., Basically, however,
the cursency of FACT Knowledge of projecte results not from
vecordkenping systems bhul fyom the Lravel of 1egichal repre-
sentativer and the high level of interest which all PACT
staff members appear Lo have in the contenl and progress of
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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
Reqgional Representatives

A number of respondents, including some PACT staff
members, expressed interest in PACT field staff providing
more technical assistance. The current workload in screen-
ing and mon..oring projects already stretches the limits of
the current complemen.e of staff. It shouid be possible for
PACT to use Supportive Activity Grants more f{requently to
provide technical personnel from member agenciles or from
projects funded by PACT. Just within the limited number of
projects visited 1n this evaluation there were more than 10
gituations in which technical expertice Irom one project
would have been highly useful in another. Another factor in
helping to limit and rationalize the workloads of the regional
representativen 1n the geoqraphic disperrion of PACT-f{unded

projects, discunned below,

Goographic Diupersion of
PACT~}Funded Projects

There 18 no apparent rationale to the almost complete
dispersion of PACT-funded projects among the countries of
the world. A few projecte in a given country prepared for
venttdaration of the PFroject Selection Commitiee at one time
would not only allow for more efficient use of ptaff time 14
initial and follow-up vigite, but alro would increase the
poesibilitias for PFACT to prom te vartoue kinde of col-
laboration,
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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 some furthering of the planning
effort to get member agencies to indicate their annual
expectations for project submissions to PACT.
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V. SUPPORTIVE ACTIVITIES GRANTS AND
OTHER PACT SERVICES

Supportive Activities Grants

The above discussion has 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 impovtant tool in these
additional services. In 1977, PACT began ti = Supportive
Activity grants program to assist PVO agenciesn to undertake
a wide rance of activities. These grants encourage various
typen of collaboration, aus well as improve the effective-
ness of member agencie:s.  Under the guidelines for this
program, the grants distributed under the program can be no
more than 510,000, with a matching share required of reci-
pients. Reciplents of the grantt are PACT members, aqgencics
collaborating with or receiving aruainstance from PACT memberas,
and agonciles with which PFACT has an already-existing
relationnhip., PACT membern have priority access to the
Supportive Activitian grants,

Thete qrante support three types of activities: proj-
ect assistance, training and information exchange, and PVO
institutional developmaent. Under project assistance, the
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rrants provide funds for planning and evaluating projects as
well as technical assistance for ongoing projects. Grants
fer training and information exchange cover expenses for
seminars, conferences, visits to similar projects, and
publications. The types of PVO organizational development
activities 1include training of agency staff, consortium

arrangements, and fundralising activities.

From 1979 to 1981, PACT awarded 175 Supportive Activ-
ities Grants, with an average value of just over 52,000 per
grant and about 5120,000 total grants per year (Table V-1).
Aithough the largest number of grants were for training and
information exchange, more funds were for project assif-
tance. The grants for project assistance represent 48 percent
of the total monies distributed under the Supportive Activ-
itien program. Except for a grant to consortia, almost all
thene project assistance grants were awarded to PACT member
organizations, including members of the SOLIDARIOS consortium
in Latin America, many of whom used the money for project

planning 1n specific countries.

The grants for traiming and information exchange
accounted for approximately a third of totoe' monien diptri-
buted. ‘These grants paid primarily for wseminars and con-
ferencer for PACT members and developing country PVOs,
Grantr for 1nstitutional activities larqgaly paid for consor-
tium activitien, which are now included under the neparate
fund for consortia grants,

In establisghinhg the Supportive Activities grante program,
PACT provides I'VOs with an extremely flexihle and quick
funding procedure. ‘This program s very popular with membor
agencies for tLhis reason, Many reepondents #tated
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Table V-1. Number and Total Amounts of Supportive
Activities Grants by Type agd Membership Status,
1979-81

Type of Supportive Total Supportive Activities Grants

Activities Grant

Numbar Dollar amcnnt Percent of total

Project

assistance 59 173,950 48
Training and

information

exchange 87 127,430 34
Institutional

development 25 63, 0 18
Total 171 365,180 100

A. Grants #64 and #65 are not included since they were
cancelled; grants #194 and #195 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 agenciesc to submit projects eligible
under the guidelines. The 1incentive 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 uare interwoven with present or future PACT
projects. The valuation of the costs and benefits of such
grants, therecfore, would be extremely difficult, and would
have to consider secondary impacts on project and agency
development. Administrative costs are kept low through the
sBimplified procedure. Currently, PACT uses only about
one-fifth person ycar to administer the program.

The Supportive Activities grantp are the major means
that PACT has to encourage collaborative arrangemento. Yet
within the Supportative Activities program there i no clear
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direction from PACT (its staff, Board, and membership) on
what type of collaboration is being enccuraged 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 membership
needs.

PACT's support of collaborations and of improvement of
member agency effectiveness 1is 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 technicual assistance.
Some agency respondents alco ralsed this interest, caying
they would rather have PACT staff giving concrete technical
asgistance on how to improve a project than a more theoretical
comment on projects which thene respondents believe they now
receive. Oother member agency respondentn gspecifically
rejected this role for PACT staff and expresned the opinion
that their own agency ntaff members had more expertine of
relevance to given projects than the "generalists" of the



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
findingo of these reports have assicted PACT in its internal
decision-making. Additionally, the participatory evaluations
and their workshops have acted ac 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 tn 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
Deve.opment Topicso

In an effort to increase collaboration between PVOs,
PACT began participatory evaluations and workshops of specific
development and project ispues. As PACT ptates, "it cees
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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 1is 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 of 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 findinas 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 Agencias

In addition to the Supportive Activities Crants, PACT
assists PVOo in financial and adminiatrative services, such
ags establishing PVO-uupport aspsociations, conducting annual
salary and benefits nurvey and a group benefitns plan for

l. PACT gtaff notus on I'ACT Evaluations and Studies,
providad to RRNA evaluation team, April 19082,
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PVOs assisting PVOs in personnel placement and in informa-
tion exchange and referring PVOs to possible donors.l 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 sccretariat 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 1s an annual ecvaluation
of salary ranges and benefit packages among participating
PVOs. This survey allows the PVOs tc ccmpare compensation
policies.

The Group Benefits Plan is a PACT-administered Group
Health Insurance Plan. The program services 21 agencies
covering 467 employees. The pilan has many features and
reduces the administrative burden of participating PVOs.

Another actavity of PACT in linking PVOs 15 that of
information dissemination. PACT publishes a monthly newo-
letter, an well an serving as an information cleavinghouse,
PACT, in collaboration with HNew Transcentury Foundation,
asplgts PVOn in pernonnel placement., Moot recently, PACT
has started a listing of ponuible donors for PVOsn,.

Representation of Member Interents

Many member respondents commented that PACT has per=
formed well in representing member interests Wwith various
branches and agencies of the U.5. Government. Howeveyr, thise
role hag nomewbat dimintshed in recent years an mombar

1. PACT supplied most of the information in this secuion,



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.

Conclusionsa

The PACT activities outside the funding of projects
meet with broad approval among the membership. These activ-
ities provide nome glue for holding the consortium together,
despite some ongoing conflicts about the type of activities
and approachen which are most appropriate for PVOs working
in LDCo. Members describe these activitien more as "useful
or even "very useful" rather than "essential."

Supportive Activity grants are popular with agencien
apparently becausne they help pay for activitien which are
ou.side the etsential functional requirements of the PVO
recipient and which might therefore have trouble competing
with the normal budgeted neecds. Furthermore, the Supportive
Activity grants make posaible travel and conferencet which



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 thelr 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 a¢gencies.
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VI. PACT AND AID

PACT Relationship with and Views of AlD

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 this qrant period. The remaining
income in the past three years has been from membership
dues, the I1BM World Trade/Americac 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 succensnful.

PACT staff{ members and member agency representatives
generally regard the PACT relationship with AID, parti-
cularly with the PVC office, an positive and constructive,
The PVC leadership ig recognized as being familar with
PACT'n work. Therefore, during the grant period, PACT ntaff
and officerns have not had to spend inordinate time explaining
ite program and purposen,

Novearthalens, three different program grant managera
have worked with PACT during the curient grant period. PACT
staff mentioned the occasional lack of continuily and lack



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 suiltable format for annual reporting.

In the past, PACT reqional representatives have gencrally
communicated only infrequently with USAID mission personnel;
however, there has been an increase in the number of visits
to USAID miassions by PACT representatives i1n the last year,

AID Relationship with and Views of PACT

Leqislative and
Institutional Banisg

The legislation and legislative intent under which
function the current grant agreement with PACT and asimilar
USAID use of PVOs 1 summarized as follows in the Scnate
Foreign Relations Committec Report:

This Committee has, on numerous occasionn in
recent years, sought to give prominence to the
partnership role with AID which U.5. private and
voluntary organizations (PVOn) and cooperativen
are to play in advancing the "New Directions"
objectives of meeting the bagic human needs of the
poor majority through an equity-oriented develop-
ment strateqy.

In 1978, the Committee added a new Section 123 to
the Foreign Asnintance Act which recognized the
PVOs 'an an important means of mobilizing private
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American financial 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 compﬁomising 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.

o]
Government.

The AID Congressional Presentation for FY 1983 proposes
extensive support for PVO programs and specifically

. ..supports collaborative project planning and
implementation by PVO consortia to draw on the
strengths of organizations which because of small
glze or speciralized experience might not3othcrwise
participate i1n overseas development work.

At the same time the AID Administrator in Guidance for
FY 1983 to Mission Directors emphasiten econonic growth and
"greatent featible economic efficiency” as the meantt to
achieving a meeting of basic human needs, Although
emphatizing the private sector role in LDC development, the
Guidance doen not specifically mention I'VOs an part of this

privata mv(:t.or.'z

1. Senate Foreiqgn Relations Committee Report, Economic
Aid Authorization Bill for FY 19680, May 1079, p. 6.

2. Interpational Scecurity and Development Cooperation Act
of 1981, Sec. 304,

3. USAID, “Congrensnional Presentation for Fincal Year
1983: Main Volume," p. b4,

4. Memo Lo Mission Directore and AlD Representatives,
from Mclherson, “FY 1983 Frogram and Dbudget Guidance,“
(196) ), ltems 3 and 4,
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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 1s the first consideration in the
assessment of PACT. An important, yet secondary consideration
is the PACT impact on projects and organizations, including
the way it handles its multiple roles with agencies of being
friend, advocate, partner, and also funder.

AlID rates other PACT tasks, such as administration of
Supportive Activities grants and stimulation of private
funds to PVOs, as less lmportant.

The AID Congrectional presentation for FY 1983 propoesed
an additional $4 million to PACT which "will support approxi=-
mately 30 new and 30 continulng projects that provide
technical acsistunce to low-income farmers, small entre-

prencurs and rural coopcrativen."1

USAID Mission Viewsn

Six missionn were visited by RRNA evaluators. This
group 1n too small for the evaluators to make general con-
clusions about AID mispion wviews, The reader ashould
coneider the following summary with this limitation in mind,
The information and viewpointe provided by the ULAID

1. USAID,"Congreusional I'resentation,” loc, 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 strateqy
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 1in contact with at least one proj-
ect or agency also funded by PACT;

. All expressed interest in PVO projects being

coordinated more closely with mission strate-
gies; three expressed this more in terms of
interest in better communication; four ex-
pressed disagreement with process which
permitted use of AID funds within thelr
country without misgion approvai and admini-
stration; two of these missions described the
better coordination of PVO projects more in
terms of direct mission control and virtually
full integration into mission uatrategies and
administration.

An Initial Comparison of PACT and AID

Activities and Expenditures

PACT activitien differ from Al PVC and USAID mission
funding of PVO projects for a number of reasonn: the much
gmaller averadge size of the PACT effort; the generally close
involvament of FACT with projects al the communitly level:
and in the broade: range of seyvicer for FACT members and
projecte. It 1s of interest for the long-range planning of
AID, to conrider an injtial comparison of AlD adminisliative
CortLs wWith thowe of PACT., Given the differences in the
Kinde of grant programs conducted and the praliminary nature
of AIL expenditure estimateg availlable, these comparisong
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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 1n the coaparison; PACT expendi-

tures per project grant were much less.

PACT expenditures have been presented in this report
(Chapter 111, Table 111-5). Some illustrative AID admini-
strative costs for grant programs involving PVOs are provided
for the administration of the Operating Program Grant (OPG)
program and the AID PVC office i1tself (Table VI-1). Indirect
costs for contracting and accounting had to be estimated in
a very preliminary way.

OPGe, averaqing about eight timnes the size of PACT
grantc, coct AID missiontg an estimated two to three to six
timen at much per grant to administer, depending on the
meanure of PACT expenditurec used. The imnediate agency
expenues per dollar granted were ectimated as a third the
proportion of that for PACT (Table V1-2)., AID PVC with even
larger average grants, 16 uimes the PACT size, appears
relatively more ecfficient on the basis of thene entimated
expenditure figures, Its total cost per grant is almost
threr times that of PACT, but the larqge amount per grant
leaver tie proportion of agency expenditures at only about 3
percent of the value of grante. The conclunions regarding
this seoction are to be read as an integral interprotation of
these findings.



Table VI-1. Selected AID Grants and Expenditures

USAID Missions AID PVC Operations
Operating Program
Item Grants FY 1980 FY 1980 FY 1981
---------------------- number--—-c--ececeece—e————
Grants 144 45 352
--------------- millions of dollars---=-ce—ccew--
Value of grants $3.60 30.96 36.75
Functional expenses
Estimated direct personnel
expenses and overhead 4.002 0.83 0.92
Estimated contracting and b
acccunting personnel expenses .12 0.07 0.08
Estirmated overgead for facilities
and services 0.13 0.08 .09
Total 4.25 0.98 1.09
Froportions === eeececccecccccccecccca- percent----c-cccccccercccee-
Exrenses/grants 7.9 3.2 3.0
-------------------- dollars--=-==we-cmcrer e
Average grant 372,200 688, 000 706,700
Average AID cost per grant 29,500 21,800 21,000

The accozpanying text is an integral part of this table.

a. Estinmate based on one person year of program officer time per mission,

$100,000 per officer for 40 mission; this time input estimated by
was confirzed by RRNA as a good estimate for the missions visited
field work.

b. Estimates based on information gathered informally from AID
sources.

C. Estimate based on General Services Administration budget as
0.25 percent of other U.S. Government budget.

Source: AID Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation, other
from AID financial personnel.

AID PVC
in the

financial
approximately

information

w
-]
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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~===cercecmcccrccacana
Average grant 44,000 372,200 706,700
Average agency
expenditures per
grant specifically
allocated to crant
program 5,300 n.a. n.a.
Total 11,300 35,800 30,400
el DL LT L L LT wm=eperCeNi-=mrmrnccr e n e
Proportion
Total agency
expenditures/
amount granted 23.9 9.6 4.3

The accompanying text is an integral part of this table.
Source: Tables 111-5, VI-1l.
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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 1is 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. 1In such a situation, PACT persounel may want
to try to maintain independence through avoiding contact
with USAID missions where possible. Other approaches of
resolving potential conflicts based on improved commuui-
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 step tor an assessement of PACT costs is to use
AID coots and services as one basis for comparison. However,
vhis is a upeful and valid exerciose only if the reader keeps
in mind the difficulty and limitation of such comparison.
The difficulty isv that PACT and AID services offer different
sorvices as funding organizations.

One limitation ic that AID PVC and USAID misnion costs
for usupporting PVO projects cannot be entimated precipely
enough within the limitos of the scope of work of this study.



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 individr-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
Committece to allocate project funds prudently. The cost of
the extensive review increases the proportion of expenditures
to grantso,

Thepe differences appear to conform to AID's own expec-
tations that PACT's relationchip 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 agrecment 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 issuen and cautions in interpretation of the
various cost ratios presented in this conclusion are essential
for AID PVC in 1i1to own assesoments of the cost-effectiveness
of reaching PVO-gponsored projects and their beneficiaries.
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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
agreemert 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.I1.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.1.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.1.D.'s decision regarding the level and nature of continued
funding. It i{s also intended to provide information and analysis that will

be of help to PACT and its agencies in their continuing process of development.
The issues presented in the tentative evaluation instrument (Attachment A)
include, therefore, the major questions on which A.I1.D. desires information
and certain questions pertaining to areas of current planning being under-~
taken by PACT.

ARTICLE | - TITLE

évaluation of the Ceneral Support Grant to Private Agencies Collaborating
Together (PACT)(Project No. 932-0100)

ARTICLL Il -~ ORJECTIVE

To provide an {n-depth and objectise examination about how the PACT consortium
operates, what it accomplishes and with what degree of efficiency and effect.

ARTICLE T11 - STATEMENT OF WORK

A, Caneral

The evaluation shall examine how PACT works and what it does. Recogniz~
ing the multiplicity of roles played by PACT, {t shall examine the
various processes and activities that have formed the work of the con-
portium including case atudien of about 12 countries in two continents,
Identification and seheduling of project uite vinits shall be an
mutually agreed to hy the Contractor, PACT, and A.1.D,

The emphaste of the evaluation shall be on PACT's role as a lunder of
development projectn, Other roles will be examined in lees detafl,
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Page 2
AID/SOD/PDC~C-0397 -
Work Order No. 2

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 asgist 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.1.D. stafr; 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 Lactin America.

§gec1fic

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.1.D.:

1, Phase I - Evaluation Desfen

a. Collection of bawic documents from A.I1.D. and PACT.

b. Consultations with A.1.D. and PACT on the {inal design
of evaluation, including discussions about basic themes
and a refinement of questfonn (Attachment ) regarding
thotie themes.,  Thene would (nelude the selection at {n-
dications of cfficiency and cont effectivenonn,

c. Final apreement by both PACT and A.1.D. on evaluation
Instrument and the stratepy for data collection to be
ueed for the vvaludtion,

e ot

2. Phase 11 - Collection of Intormation
O RO S T R i I L e e B e e 0 e

Fleld vistrn wil) fncdude a selection of projects in Calombia,
Honduras, Dominican Republico, Yenva, Zambia, and Boatwana with
projects to be apecificd by sutuyal agreement between the
Contracrar, PACT and A.1.D.:

8,  Stage 1 - W0
® Intervievs wvith A,1.0, staff.
® Intervieve about general FACT and about sample of

prajecte to be eeen in the field and all other FACT=
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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.1.D. and PACT of initial summary
findings.

b. Stage 11 - Field Trips to Latin America and Africa

) Interviews with PACT member agencies.

) Interviews with implementing agencies, other partici-
pating Institutions, and Intended beneficiaries in
selected sample of PACT-funded projects (average two
davs per project).

. Discussions with A.I.D. and PACT of Phase 11,
Stage 11 findings.

° Interviews with AJI.D. misstion stalf,

3. Phase 111 - Fvaluation Keport

a. Submission of {irst draft of report,
b. PACT and A.1.D. review draft and submit comments.

c. Submisuton of {inal draft of reporet.

ARTICLE IV - RFPORTS

The {inal report shall be presented orally and in written form to both
AT.D and PACT.  The report shall address the purpose of the evaluation
as defined above or an modifiecd during the course of the avaluation,
The report shall constnt of the fullowing sectione:
A, Brief preface that tneludesn:

1. A deacription of the evaluation procedures.

2. A historical sketeh of FACT and of A,1.D,'s involvement with PACT.
B. Findinpge

C. Concluniune

D, Detatled supporving {nformation and documentation referenced In the
Bidy of the repatt,

NOTE: Fades 4 and % of Work Order are not reprodured in this appendin,
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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 used 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

Subject:

Use:

PACT EVALUATION - INTERVIEW GUIDE
PACT performance and relationships
Interview with PACT staff, members, Board,

Project Review Committee; some questions with
USAID country missions.

Interview with

PACT

(Name, title, organization)

as a funder of projects

Discuss PACT as a funder of development projects, that
is, as a disperser of funds, particularly USAID funds.

Expectations and definitions of PACT role:

a.

Do you understand this tunding role as PACT's
highest priority function?

(1) No
(2) Yes

What do you expect or recommend as changes in the
degree of priority of this function for PACT?

performance

Aspects of PACT performance of particular note.
Strong points.

Problems,

Recommended nolutions or changes.

process and criteria for selecting projects.
Strong pointe of PACT proceus,

Problems

Should PACT be more or less strict and chooa%tin

1ts selection of projects, or is it just rig
now?
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(1) Less strict
(2) Just about right
(3) More strict

Are you familiar with the PACT criteria for
selecting projects?

(review 1f necessary)

Do you think these criteria are the right ones for
selection of good development projects?

(1) No
(2) Yes

Limited access of beneficlaries
Locally determined need
Increased control of resources

Collective approach
Local share contribution

Suggested changes, additions,

(For agencies)

Have you cver had a project submitted to PACT --
Turned down by staff

(1)
(2) Turned down by the project review commite
Ltee,

Asgessment of PACT project portfolio.

How would you characterize in general the projects
which PACT hat funded 1n the last three years?

(1) Don't know

(2) Unsatisfactory, borderline
(3) Satiufactory, adequate

(4) Outstanding, excellent

Role of PACT funding in helping projects.

(We will dincuss olher kinds of I'ACT help in a fow
minuteu)

a,

How important do you think the funding of PACT
giver 1n for the operition and nuccese of Lhe
projact 3t funds? (For agencios, discussg in Lerms
of own ppacific projects funded 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) Wwould not.

c. Do you think these projects are improved or made
worse 1in the process of trying to get PACT fund-
ing? How?

PACT cost-effectiveness.

wWhat do you consider indicators of cost-effectivenesi
of an organization like PACT which funds pTOJCCta in

developing countrien? How does PACT rate by thes
indicators?

How would you rate the cost-ctfectaivenens of PACT=-
funded projects wiith which vou are familiar?

(1) Don't know

(2) Unsatasfactory, borderline
(3) Adequate, satisfactory

(4) Outntanding, cexcellent.

Give spucific examplen,
Comparison with olher funding organizations,
How would you rate PACT cost-ef{fectiveness ag a funder

of good VO projects i comparinon with other funding
organisations?

(1) Don't know

{2) Novt as qgoud

(3) Typically same

(4) Bolley

(1) With olher UL PVOB

(2) With USALD Ve

(3) with U‘hlu COURLEY MIBE1ONS

{4) With U.4%, and interpational fourdations

(b)) wWith LbL fouhidations, funding organizations
{(6G) Give wpocifiv exampleos,

Raelated JAUT seivices

Ag yuu knov, FPACT's tole a8 a fuhdel 6f projects
1avolves Jelated activities i addition to gelecting
projectes ahd distgibuting fuhds,  Fleate jndjcate your
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assessment of which of the following tasks (that have
been mentioned in various PACT documents, especially in
its relations with USAID) you believe 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)

Ascistance 1n project
design and t.a. 1in
project development

Monitoring and evaluat-
1ng projects

Stamulating funds from
private scctor

Encouraging and arrang-
ing for collaboration
among pvos

Giving supportive
activitlies grants

Information and teche-
nical assistance to
members

Supporting development
of consortia in develop-
1Ng countyies

Froviding PVO member

agencies a mediating

role (even acting at

a bufler) 1n telation
to USALD funding and

regulations:

Nervicen Lo tMembers
(1nsurance, accounting,
personnel)

How would denciibe your
expectations for PACT in iUs
and your 1elationships with
ULALL and with tae U, G,
Govelnment?



10.
11.

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

Total organization budget
. From private sources
. F.om USAID PVC
. Other USAID country missions
. Other USAID
. Other Federal Government
Total expenditures
Administration

In U.S.

In LDCs
Funds for LDC programs

Funds for programs not in LDCs

Other comments

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. Reg:on
(1) Urban
(2) Rural
(3) Both
5. Activity
a. Describe main project activities (one or two
sentences)
b. Sector
(1) Agriculture
(2) Cooperatives
(3) Small businegn
(4) Health and nutrition
(5) Community development
(6) Training education
(7) Enecrqgy, conservation, appropriate
Lology
(8) Hov ng
(9) Othes

6. Beneficiatinn

a. Type
(1) Individuals/Household
(2) Family enterpride
(3) Community group
(4) Community ag a whole
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Special role of women
(1) No

(2) Yes

(3) Non-descriminatory

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)

Local Agency
(1) No local agency
(2) Yes, local only
(3) Yes, local

Year of founding
a. Agency (in country) 19
b. Project 19

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 communications with PACT in the pro-
posed submingion.

e. How reauonable and responsive do you consider PACT
grant procedures f{or project applications? In the
information required reasonable or too much?

(1) Reasonable
(2) Too nmuch

£. How much ntaff time (days) did you use in pre-
paring the propotal and follow=up until you got
the funding?

g. Suggested changes, additiona.
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h. PACT funding conditions
1. In the letter of grant agreement or any other
correspondence, did the PACT Selecticn Com-
mittiee 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 nad a projecc submitted to PACT
(1) Turned down by staff
(2) Turned down by the Project Review Committee.

1l. 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 thig?

(b) How would you rate your project accord-
ing to this criterion?
(1) Don't know

2) Unsatisfactory/borderline

3) Satisfacrory/adequate

4) Excellent

2. "The project should addrest a locally deter-
mined nced."

(a) How does your project achieve this?

(b) How would you rate your project accord-
ng to this criterion?

1) Don't know

2) Uneatiefactory/borderling

3) Satiefactory/adequate
4)

i
(
(
(
( Excellent



3. "The project should contribute to the capacity
of the beneficiaries to plan and 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) Ssatisfactory/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) How would you rate your project accord-
ing to this criterion?
(1) Don't know
(2) Unsaticfactory/bordearline
(3) Satisfactory/adequate
(4) Excellent

12. Narrative rega:ding technical design and performance

Design

(e WeReg |

Aspecte of design reaspondenc identifies as key?
Direct relationship of activity to need?
Expected outcome?

wWays outcomes have boen assessed?
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Performance

13.

14.

a.

a0 v

Results and benefits related to these expecta-
tions?

Unanticipated benefits?

Problems and how they were dealt with?

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?

Communications with PACT

a.

How reasonable do you consider the PACT reporting
requirements?

Financial?

Program?

How much staff time (days) do you usually use in
preparing the financial and program reports?

Have you prepared an evaluation (1) No (2) Yes
Have you shared 1t with PACT (1) No (2) Yes

Tell about follow-up visits with PACT, here or in
New York.

Role of PACT funding in helping your project

(We will discuss other kinds of PACT help in a few
minutec)

b.

Has relationship with PACT influenced your project
operations? Explain.

Do you believe your project would have developed
in much the same way without PACT funding?
Explain,

Do you think your pro)ect was 1mproved or made
worne 1in the procests of trying to get PACT funding?
How?

what other projects doesn you organization have (in
this country)?



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

£. 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. “upported
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, PACT's role as a {under of projects involves
related activities in addition to selecting projects and
digtributing fundn. Please indicate your assessment of which
of the following tasks you believe are important; and for
the important one give your assessment of P CT's helpful-
neos:
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Importance Performance

Assistance in project design
and t.a. in project develop-
ment

Stimulating furds from
private sector

Monitoring and evaluating
projects

Encouraging and arranging
for collaboration among
PVOs

Giving supportive activities
grants

Information and technical
asgsistance to memberg

Supporting development of
consortia in developing
countrien

Serving an advocate of PVO
members' interects in general
and in relati»n to USAILD

Providing PVO member agencies
mediating role (even acting

as a buffer) in relation

to USAID funding and requlation

Other commenty

a. what i6 vour rclationship (or feeling) of confi-
dence in working wath PACT?

b. How do you pee PACT having changed 1in its process
o7 working with you?

c. How hat your perception of PACT (then and now)

chanqged?

Interviewer Summary of Key Items
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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

l. Targeting to beneficiaries

"The project should aim at improving the conditions
of life of beneficiaries who have limited access to
resources." How does the project do thig?

Criterion met if any of the "a. Low=-income indicators"
apply to main bensficiary group (approximately, in tenas of
best available estimates 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) 1In lowent half of country population in terms of
houtehold or per capita income.

(3) In lowent quarter of urban population in terms of
household or per capita income.

(4) Within USAID low=-income criteria for continent,

(5) Unemployed or only employed lesp than three monthe
per year,

(6) In rural village situation, is part of majorily
peagant or subsistence farming qroup or part of a
landlens ox tenant group (3.e., are 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 determined need."
How does the project do this?

a. Beneficiraries determine project selection and/or design
in clearly defined way.

b. Sponsoring organization has a process for including
beneficiaries' ideas and opinlons 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. Benel.ciaries have alrecady participated extensively in
control of and contribution to this project or a
similar uncompleted project 1n the same location,

d. Other indicators suggested by ficeld respondents.

3. Increaned beneticiary capacity

"The project chould contribute to the capacity of the
beneficiarier to plan and manage the use of their own and/or
outtide renource." How does the project do thin?

a. Specafic plan inteqral to the project design and
activity -- for beneficiaries Lo increane control of
project operations and resourcen,

b, Important uee of previously unusecd communily resources
gtimulated by project,

c. Increane 1 human resources; Liaining, education, or
contcioushent=raiting ihteqgral to project,

d. Subrtantial tncreate ih community and/sor individual
incomer (canh and in=kind),

Q. OLher indicators suggested by field reaspondants,
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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 1i1deas, time and materials." Hod does the
project do thign?

Criterion met 1f one of the following applies:

a. Local coentribution in cach amounts to 20 percent of
proj=nt cach resources,

b. Locally contiibuted materiale or in-kind resourcesn are
ennential resources of the project (enpecially land;
contributed burlding 1 less impresgive),

c. Locally contributed time it greater than patd staff
Lime,

d. AcCtivily can continue after project with decreannd
proportion of outside funds,

Q. Othar indicators suggested by f{ield respondents,
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6. Proiect design and performance (not a PACT criteria
directly)

Design

‘Design (at time of proposal) is adequate if the following
applies: Project activity 1s directly related to defined
need; and expected outcome as result of this ac%tivity 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 dealt with.
c. Describe the assensable outcomes in terms: of expectations.

d. Describe other outcome field respondent consdders
important.

Q. Describe utte of resources of project (more or less used
than budgeted). Dincust perceived coil-ctflectiveness, 18
there an apparently less expentive way L¢ meel Uhe tame
kind of need in the future?
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Accion International (AITEC)

Mr. Jeff Ashe, Deputy Director (phone)

Goodwill Industries of America, 1lnc.

Mr. Robert Ransom, Director for International Development
Ms., Susan Koche, Director for Afr ‘ca, International
Operations

International Educational Development, Inc.

Ms. Caridad Indes, former contract consultant

International Voluntery Services (1VS)

Mr. John Kigby, former Executive Dircctor
Ms. Heather Clark, Program Officer

Meals For Millionn/Freedom {rom Hunger Foundation

Mr. Feter Davieus, FPresident
Mr. Kichard Kedder, P'rogram Director (phone)
Mr. Leslie Temanson, KRegilonal Director, Africa (phone)

Mr., Andiew Oetrke, Execulive Director
Ms. Cheryl A. lLasten, Small Enterprise Program, Design
and Ivaluation

Mr. David Guyer, FPresident
Me., larbatra Bakas

Mr. John Grant

Me, Fretita Kale

Tochnosesve, Inc.

Mr. Edward 3. bullard, PFresident
VITA, 1ne,

Mr. Hensy lorman, Dxeculive Diroctor

Mr. Kichard J. Pera, Director, Regional Operations, Latin
AmericasCaribbean, AsiasFacific
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Wworld Education

Mr. George Baldino, President
Ms. Mary Rita Zeleke, Regional Representative for Africa
Mr. Russ Mahan

Dominican Republic

Federacion Dominicana de Desarrollo (FDD)

Stafi:

Mr. Jaime R. Fernandez, Acting Executive Director
Mr. Francisco Oliva, Director, Artisan Project

Beneficiaries:
Participants of doll-making preojects in Bani and Sombrero.

Mujures en Desarrollo Dominicana (MUDE)

Staff:

Ma. Luz Abreu, Executive Director

Ms. Maria Jimenez, Administrative Director
Ms. Elpa Alcontara, Promotion and Development
Beneficiaries:

Participants in goat-raising projects in El ALey and
Carreton.

Solidarion

Staff:
Mr. Enrique A, Fernandez, Socretary General

USAID/Dominican Republic

Mr. Jack Francis, Program Officer
Ms. Rose M. Veith, Ausistant 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. Olairo Rendon Cano, Sub-Director
Me. Katherin Frost de Rodriguez, Promotion and Development
FUNDAEC

Staf{:

Dr. Farzam Arbab, Director

Mr. CGustavo Correro

Ms. Francia Valarcel, Anthropologist
Beneficiaries:

Training graduates and program participants in a number of
villages.

FUNDES

staff:

Ms. Cocilia Montalvo de Moreno, Executive Director

Ms. Myriam Sacveda, Assistant Executive Director

Mr. Henry Cardona, Director, Project Administration
Beneficiariesn:

Mr. Fab'o Crisales M., Director, Industria Gaby, Ltda.
Coli (Froprietor of furnitule repasir shop)

Proprietor of Cement Tile DBusiness.

Fundacion Carjaval (DESAI'DY)

Staff:

Dr. Pedro fards 4., Director
Mr. Weimar Escobar, Chief of Projects Department
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Beneficiaries:

Mr. ¢ d Mrs. Luis Enrique Ossa, Proprietor and family employee,
Cam.sas Leossar, Cali

Proprietor of Small Yurniture Business, Cali

Hogar Escuela

Staff:

Sister Maria Esperanza Briceno, Director
Sister Julia Fues Cordovez, Assistant Director

IMCA

Staff:

Mr. Gustavo Kkamirez, Director
Beneficiaries:

Participants in IMCA's community development program
in Cerro Verde.

Save/Colombia

Staff:

Mr. Jaime Victoria, Director

Mr. Humberto Rivera, Program Advisor

Mr. Javier Martinez, Program Director

Mr. Bautista Jacanemejoy, Project Coordinator, Sibunooy
Ms. Ligia Marina Jua)ibiloy, Promoter

DBeneficiarion:

Ms. Socorro Castillo Ch., Coordinator, Social Development
Atociaciones de Lideres Kurales de Narino (Cafeteros)

Membere of Women's clubn: Laws lalmitag (lLag Falmas,
Sibundoy area)

Jabotiyama (Tamabioy, Sibundoy area)

El Progrepsso (Loe Cauchops, Cafoleros area)

Servivienda

Fr. Alberto Ramirez, Director
Fr. Jaime Martinez '
Plant Manager, Bervivienda Housing Factory
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Beneficiaries:

Mr. Odinga, Proprietor, bakery, Luanda

Mr. Geoffrey Maderu Akala, Chairman, Chekalini Vegetable
Growers

Mr. Z2ebedayo Waryonyi, Member, Chekalini Vegetable
Crowers

Mr. Charles Lipuku, Proprietor, Wheel Chair/Window Frame
Assembly Shop

Technoserve/Kenvya

staff:

Mr. Tom Giddings, General Manager

Mr. Gregory Wiifala, Program Manager, Agriculture and Livestock

Mr. Joreph Mingyuti, Assistant Manager and Shareholder, Farmers'
Society, Ltd., Drumvale Cooperative

Mr. Peter Mailu Maingi, Bookkeeper, Drunmv.le Cooperative

Beneficiary:

Mr. P. Maitha, General Manager, Neli Cooperative Savings and
Credit Society, Ltd.

Freedom From Hunger/Kenya

Staff{:

Mr. Moses G. Mbugua, GCeneral Secretary
Mr. James Aremo, Asgistant General Secretary (Projects)

USAID/Kenya

taff:

Mr. willsam &. Lefes, Program Of{ficer
Mr., Ned Greely, Projoct Manager

Liberia

PFP/Liberia

Staff:

Mr. George Butler, General Manager

Mr. Frank Manley, Business Management Advisor
Mre. Anne Ritchie, Uredit & Financial Advisor
Mr. Tom Meyer, Extension Coordinator/Peace Corpe
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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 Ailde, Zualay Key
Village

Mr. G. William Kangor, Agricultural Extension Aide, Zorgowee
Key Village

Mr. Joseph Bonga, Agricultural Extension Aide, Sencan Key
Village

Beneficlaries:

Mr. Savar Mahon, Personnel Officer, Nimba Corporation, Logging
and Sawmilling/Spin-off of LAMCO

Mr. Jura Kromah, General Manager, Mount Nimba Transportation
Company/Spin-of{ of LAMCO

Mr. James Paye, Business Manager, Wala-Laakeh Multipurpose
Farmers' Coop

Mr. and Mrs Paul Barchue, Reciplents of PFP loan {or a
power saw, seeking a second loan for another naw

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 Darwigson, Principal of Glorglor Suah Memorial High
School, recipient of loan to resurface classroom floor

Liberia,AlD

Staf{:
Mr. Jack M, Cornelius, Rural Development Officer

TOGO/CONGAT

Staff:

Mr. Akpalo Kouassivi, Executive Director, CONGAT Servics,
Former Presidant ol CONGAT

Board and Members:

Dr. R. Mossan Ajih, Presjident, National Caritaws; President,
CONGAT

Mr. Wetti, Directeur du Centre Sociale et de )1'Evangelization
de )l'Animation Hurale

Mr. Fli Kofi Ajivi, FPasteur, Moderateur Mission Evangelique,
ler Conteilles CONGAT
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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/Toqo
Staff:

Dr. J.A. Lundgren, AID Representative
Mr. Sid Bliss, Development Officer

OFADEC/Seneqal

Stafy:

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, Pharmacint-Nurse 1n Bantantinting

Mr. Mamadou Sana, Grain Specialist

Mr. Mamadou Toure, President of Farming Cooperative,
Bantantinting/seneqgal

Mr. Boubakar Low, Ccop P'resident in Adjaff{/Seneqgal

Mr. Seydou Yord Sow, Vegetable Specialist, Adjaff/Senegal

Mr. Amadou Soudne, Coop Membar, Surveyor, Adjaff

FNASS /Seneqgal

Htaffl:

Mr. Egeune NH'diaye, Former Project Director

Mamadou Diop, Nandicapped Shoe Makers in Dakar/Senegal
Moustapha Ndiaye, Handicapped Shoe Makers in Daker/Senegal
Denis Coly, Mandicapped Shoe Makers sn bakar/Senagal
Mamadou Gaye, Handicapped Shoe Makers in Dakar/Senegal
Mouspa Diouf, Handicapped Shoe Makers in Thies/Senegal
Maleck Mboup, (“tote name: Cordonnherie Moussante)

TITTTXX

AID/tereqgal

Staff:

Mr. Mamadou £. Diallow, Assistant Program Officer
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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) 1is
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 activitieo and contributions to each proj-
ect. This information ig noted in each description. Also,
field staff of the projects identified and discussved PACT's
contribution to their projects. From these usources, RRNA
evaluatorr summarized PACT=-Project relationo.

The projecte reviewed are as followr, including CONGAT,
which received the firast PACT "large" conportium support

grant:

Latin America

Handcraft Development (M019) ¥FDD Dominican Republic
social Zervices and Small Loans _ »
(W036) MUDE Dominican Republic

Housing, Urbanization and
Serranlas (W051, #0%2, Wl04,
"o2. Servivienda Colombin
Social Services (#1000, H021)
CIDES Colombria
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Integrated Development
Program (#021) Hogar

Escuela, CECIL Colombia
Integrated Rural Development

(#097) IMCA Colombia
Training of Village Women

(#063) Save the Children Colombia
Appropriate Technology (#053)

FUNDAEC VITA Colombia

Micro-Enterprises Development
(#033) Carvajal Foundation/

AITEC Colombia
Radio School Curriculum (#057)

ACPH, 1ED Honduras
wWater Resource Development

(#063) CEDEN, 1VS Honduras

Africa

Nutrition Training (#588) MIM Kenya
Small Business Development (#055)

P{P/Kenya , P{P/USA Kenya
Small Business Development (#027)

Technoserve Kenya
Small Business Development P{F/Liberia

LAMCO Liberia
Participatory Training (#076)

weorld Education, P{P/Liberia Liberia
Integrated Rural Development (#035)

OFADEC tenegal
Vocational Training (#045) FHASS,

GCondwill Industrien of America Senegal

CONGAT Service, CONGAT 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 thelr project, in intro-
ducing the FDD to outside technical assistance, and in
providing funds for 1981 evaluation.

RRNA evaluators interviewed the Acting Director of FDD,
Mr. Jaime Fernandez, and the 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.






- 174,

funding; PACT analysis and feed-back has greatly influenced
the project's redirection; and PACT has continued its
flexibile funding through difficult periods of the project.

RRNA evaluators intervieved the Executive Director of
IWDE, Srt., Luz Abreu; the Administrative Director, Srta.
Maria Jiminez; and the Chief of Promotion and Development,
Srta. Elsa Alcantara. The following day the RRNA team
visited two goat-raising projects in the villages of Carreton
and Laa Tablas, both of which have suffered from serious
losses to disease.
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become more involved in community action projects within the
housing sector. PACT staff 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 1in
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.
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Project Title

and Number: Training and Cooperative Education
(#100)

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 carlier grant, the Integrated
Development Project, #0U21 (see Hogar Escuela). Since 1977
CIDES has provided 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 CiIDES
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. Morecover, the popularity of the credit program is
evidenced in the membership 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 preiect, the collaborative project,
SERVIVIENDA wan the adminictrating agency, and coordinated
relations among the other three 1nsitutions and PACT. In
submitting the current proposal, PACT provided technical
aggigstance to CIDES in the formatting and organization of
the report. In addition, the PACT fiecld represcntatave
vigited the project and attended training sensionsn. PACT
funds are approximately 50 percent of the CILES budget,

The RRNA team met with the Director, Sr. Alvaro Perilla,
and Assistant Director, Sra. Fanny Gamia Gamboa, of CIDES
and visited the credit union and training classrooms.
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Hogar Escuela in locating other outside funds, Hogar Escuela
is not experienced in locating funds, writing a proposal,
and other steps critical in fund-raising. The outcome of
the funding problem may determine the future of the Hogar
Escuela project.

RRNA interviewed Sisters Maria Esperanza Briceno, the
Director, and Julia Ines, an employee, and visited the Hogar
Escuela headgquarters in Funza, Cundinamarca.




130.

Project Title
and Number: Integrated Rural Development (#100)

Sponsoring Agency: Instituto Mayor Campersino (IMCA),
Buga Columbia

Date Funded: November, 1981
Authorized Funding: $90,360, lst 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
xesolve the problems of the community. IMCA staff f{irst
sdentifies key leaders (promoters) in the community who will
generate group activity, and then offlers classes on community
motivation, group dynamics, religious as studies, well as
more specific skill classes in nutrition, preventative
health, and ecology. The methodclogy adopted by IMCA focuses
on the self-reliance of communities. The use of this
methodology 1n contrast to the ecarlier IMCA Rural University
program which until the late 19705 offered a more formal
curriculum of sccondary and higher education to campesino
students. IMCA believes that its current methodology 15 the
most cost-effective strategy of rural develcpment an this
region. This is an established program with a professional
staff of a variety of disciplines, and an outceach into more
than 100 communities.

IMCA's relations with PACT began as of mid-1981 when a
PACT field officer visited IMCA. The 15 PACT questiont in
regponse the project proposal were answered by IMCA in a
50-page reply. IMCA reports that this questioning process
encouraged i1tn ntaff to reevaluate and strenqgthen their
project strategy, Due to the chort time in which IMCA and
PACT have been working with each other, IMCA hats not partie-
cipated 1n other PACT activitiesn, such ag temipars,
evaluations, ete. PACT ntaff alvo ydentifier encouraging an
IMCA meeting with the PACT-funded project FUNDAEC, to
compare Jlrategier and methodologiern.

RRNA  evaluatore vigited IMCA headquarterr. in Buga,
Colombia, and divcunsed the project with Father Gustavo
Jimene:x, Following the discussion, Father Jimehe: euscorted
the RRNA team Lo Cerro Verde, a community one hour away from
Buga on an improved 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
S 496,260 Total

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 1in group formation and technical ckills,
the project provides the base for the clubs to carry ouc
agricultural, livestock, and sewing projects. The clubs
decide on the type of project through a participatory deci-
sion process. Approximately one-haif of the PACT grant
funds supported a small revolving loan program to whir - the
Women's Clubs applied for short-term loans for their ICspec-
tive projects. Loans have ranged from $130 to $550. The
collaboration between the three sponroring agencies has
worked well. Save the Children/Colombira, the primary mple-
menting agency, has worked with the Cafeteror project,
sharing information and i1deas through a serier of workshops.
World Education provided the technical assintance in partici-
patory evaluation methods to the project.,

Save the Children Federation and World Education are
PACT membern, and this collaborative project qrew out of the
reiationship. In the project selection approval of the
projact, there wan concerni regarding the loan credit quide-
lines. During the firul year of implementation, ecach
club needed to approve the guidelsiner through a particys-
patory process, an exlremely Uime=contuming procecs, For
that reacon, the loan program was not started until the
gecond year, and the disbursement of FACT funde was delayed,
PACT alro identifies jtn encouragement of the formal evalua-
tion as important 1o the project.,

The KKNA team vigited My, Jaime Vicluria and hie egtaff
al Lave the Children/Colombia headguatters in Rogota,  ‘they
then etcorted a HKNA repirgablative 1o fous field sitas heat
Fasto, Colombia (pleace Jouk to lirling of fisld wigite),
Algo., the gr@gtam officetr al LHavesWestport headqualtlelrs Wag
intervieved,
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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
$77,152 Total

The objective of the micro-enterprise project was to
assist 100 small businesses 1n Cali, Colombia through
financial and techn cal assistance. The approach adopted by
FUNDES was to integrate the services ottered by three
already-
existing organizations, and to coordinate a training and
credit system for small businesses. The training was pro-
vided by SENA (the National Training Service) and by students
in economics and promotion from a loca'! umiversity. The
loan program was adminictered by the Yopular Finance Corpora-
tion (CFP) under an arrangenment ain which PACT funds were
matched on a l-to=-1 basis by CFP. The promotional compunent
of the project wan not well-planned 1n the technical design,
and led to considerabile problems in the 1mplementation of
the project,

The FUNDLES project wati one of wwo micro-cnte:prige
projects funded by PACT in the Call area during 1977-78; the
other was Fundacién Carjaval. At the time of original PACT
tunding, there wan little discussion by project staff and
Project Sclection Committee. The PACT field representative
did provide angigtlance to the project in pianking and evalua-
tion. The minimal role of PACT during this grant period ie
in sharp contrast to the intense PACT questioning of a
recant FUNDES proposal.

RRMA vizmited the FUNDES office in Call, Colombia, and
intervievwed (vwo buxinessmen who participated in the FUNDES
training/credit program,


http:Cnriavt.al

Project Title
and Number: Approprizte Technology (#053)

Sponsoring Agency: Fundacion para la Aplicacion y la Ensenanza
de las Cientifica (FUNDAEC)
Volunteers in Technical Assistance (VITR)

Country: Colombia

Date Funded: February 1979

Authorized Funding: $89,265 - 1979
97,491 - 1980
90,000 - 1981
276,756 - Total

The objective of the FUNDAEC/VITA project is to infuse
traditional technical education and agricultural extencion
with concepts of community development, appropriate teci-
nology, and scientific method. In the last two yecars, the
main activity of the FUNDAEC has been creating a short-term
study program at 1ts Rural Univergity, a center previously
providing a Y-year course 1ln science and rocial studies,
The fairst 1% graduates of the program, receiving the certi-
ficate as "engineers of rural well-being,'" have now returned
to their native communlities 1n which they encourage come
munity action 1in agricultural and cocial development. They
are to find thely own entreprencurial sources ol self-support
within two yearn., PACT har funded varioiu activities within
thiz program: salarles of three profest:onals from the
multi-disciplinary stalf of mainly former umversity pro-
fegnott,  PACT also funds appropriate technoulogy experimen-
tation, and a emall loan fund fo! communmitienr to lesl new
agricultural practices. VITA has provided connulting and
information servicen Lo Lhe project through PACT funds,
VITA and FUNDAEC have sponsored Internal evaluations ol the
project; however, no athalysit hat been undertaken on the
cogtl=cffecliveners of Lhe progranm.

VITA, a PACT member aqgency, war lhe contacl organ-
ization for FUNDARC. In 1979, FUNDALC and VITA tepregens-
tatives met with PACT in New York to discuyss the FUNDALC
propoial. During this meeting, FACT encouraged a major role
for FUNDALC and a minot 1ole for VITA, thus deempharizing
the information diessemipal:on component of the project,
Before approving the project, PACT gentl a gtepiesentalive of
FICITEC (Colotdiian membeg agenty) to apeere The plojecty
Upoh spproval of the project, FACT jmmediatoly senl Lwo
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representatives to FUNDAEC headquarters in Cali. Since that
time, a PACT representative has visited the project annually.
PACT identifies the following involvements with the project:
PACT's role 1in working out relationships between FUNDAEC and
VITA and 1n shifting responsibility to FUNDAEC for project
administration.

KRENA visited the FUNDAEC headquarters in Cal: and the
Rural Un:versity just one hour outside of Cali. In ad-
dition, KKNA was escorted to two villages near the Kural
Univerecity and talked with two o!f 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 (IlED)

Country: Hondurasg

Date Funded: April 1979

Authorized Funding: $67,773 - 1979

The ACPH/IED project was a specific effort within a
large ongoing program. The project was aimed at revising
the formal radio school curriculum by incorporating non-
formal education techniques into the traditional curriculum,
thus increasing the interest and effectiveness of the radio
school program among poor rural farmers in Honduras. The
activaitien included the technical assistance of a curriculum
development specialist selected by ACPH and IED.  ACPH
terminated the project 6 months after beginning its imple-
mentation, Reasons for the termination of the project
differ between management and field staff: management
claims that the field personnel, feeling threatened by the
change, were resisting the curriculum revicion, and field
staff complained aboul the hierarchical and bureaucratic
gtructure of home-oftice management., However, in the two
years since this project, ACPH management has slowly adapted
curriculum change; and as of the beginning of 1982, ACPH has
almont completed the revision of its formal radio education
curriculum,

ACI'H contacts with PACT weie made through 1ED, a PACT
member. No PACT reprasentative visitied the project site
before or after the funding approval., The decision to
terminate the project war 1nitiated by ACPH.

RRNA vigited headquarters in Tegucigalpa, Yonduras.
Also, an RRNA evaluator discuseed the project in the United
States with the former consultant.
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Project Title
and Number: wWatnr Resources Development (#063)

Sponsoring Agency: Comite Evangelico de Desarrollo y
Emergencia Nacional (CEDEN)
International Voluntary Service (1VS)

Country: Honduras

Date Funded: June 1974

Authorized Funding: $101,700 - 1979
137,132 - 1980
135,600 - 1981
ST ,430 ‘total

The purpose of the CEDEN Water Resources Development
project is to improve the health of the rural pcopulation
through potable water and latrine projects. CEDEN assists
communitien 1nstall gravity or pump water systemsn and trains
the community action agroup: 1n the operation and maintenance
of the water syntem., Hequenls for the Water projectss must
come from the community qgroup to which CEDEN reuponds by
conducting an engineering aussessment of allerpative waleyd
syntems., An of December 1981, 32 communitiex in the
northern region and 1n Lhe Choluteca noutheln region have
been astisted. CEDEN views the community waler project as &
firgt step 1n a communily Jdevelopment progiam, and offers
other types of health, cducation, and agricultural projects,

The CEDEN=-TACT relations: beqgan through VS, which ¢ a
member of PACT.  The VO Honduras tepresentalive had pro=
viounly administetred the CEDEN program, ‘The proposial was a
Joint effort between IVH-CEDEN, All reports and cortespon-
dence from CLDEN are channeled through the (Vi-Wanhington
office., In 19N, FACT provided funds for an inhterhial evalu-
ation of Lhe CEDEN waler project by the partivipants,.  The
findings highlighted managen-nt and progeame.tig bottlienecks,
igpyer whicl, have conCetned all Whiee orqgantdationg ==
CEDEN, 1V, anu FACT, In the pagt year, CEPEN has focused
on refolving lhese probleme by inCrearing Lhe hunbet of
fi0ld graff and improving CEDEN's managetent and networking
technigues,  PACT statf aleo 1denlifies Lhe lechhical akgifs
tance by tha tegional teplesentative th evalusliofn derign
and implenentation,

HUWA vigitled the CLDEN headguatlers in Teguo.galpa,
inteiviewing VL “oluliteess, M. Chet Thotas, abd CELEN
project mapager, Mr. Jacobo Hune?, The WhNA leats Mae Theh
@8colted Lo thiee project siltes i the Choluteca atea, Ll
Marial., Los Llanitos, ahd Guahacasville,
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Project Title
and Number: Community Food and Nutrition
Training (#088)

Sponsoring Agency: Meals for M.llions/Freedom from
Hunger Foundation

Country: Renya

Date Funded: February 1981

Authorized Funding: $26,400-1981

refund:ng-March 1982

Thait program in Kenya, and a similar effort in Sierra
Leone, provides trainng to communily workers 1in planning
small projects for nutrition improvement 1n the villages,
The training course 18 01 two weeks and Las 29 participants,
mainly governtent employeen. ‘The program it directed by a
Meals for Millions employee who terven as head trainer and
who 1t resident an Kenya as the head of the MFM Africa
of{fice.

The Lraining program includes componentti of nutrition
education and food production and field work i1n communities
Lo prepare, propoue, and implement a nutrition project. The
program hat a fund for gQrants of about 5100 to the projects
developed.  The MIM Afrsicn office uses office space provided
by the Kenya Freedom f1om Hunger Poundation. The Fenya
Froeduts f1or Hunge: Foundaltion aspisls ih recruiUienht of
Coursze pattidipants, Lul i1 not anvolved much 1 the planning
¢f Wie coutne and the relatod communily projects.

Meals for Millions proposed a eight-country training
program tao PACT, which appioved funding for four prugrama,
Including lrenya FACT pays only for Jdirect costs and Moals
for Milliuns pays all developmental and inditect copls.

The Mea.s foy Millions progtam staff war in the United
States for meelingr duiihg the lime of the field vigit, A
KRRA evaluator dizcusesed the prograt by phone ot ove, Lwo
houss with The MIM program ditectlor and Uhe ditector of the
Africa program,  in Kenya, evaluatotg mel with Uhe Xenya
Freedon From Nlunger Lanagers, but did not meel with parlicys-
DANLE in the traihing progiqm and did not visit any of the
field vorh copmunitios,



190.

Project Title

and Number Small Pusiness Development (#055)

Sponsoring Agency: Partnership for Productivity
(USA/Kenya)

Country: Kenya

Date Funded: 1979

Authorized Funding: $167,600 1973 through 1978

72,820 1979
102,948 1980
25,737 1981
$369,105 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 P{P program has extended well beyond the
limits of its original program under the direction of Mr.
Khaminwa and now includes projects in Women in Devzlopment,
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, 1s still not able to collect fees from 1ts 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 FfP/USA; in 1979 the staff was fully
Kenyanized and the project holder became PfP/Kenya. In 1981
third-yecar tunding of PfP by PACT was interrupted as a
recult of communication problems between the organizations.
Nonetheless, PACT provided two months of funding to PfP in
1981 in order to give the organication an opportunity to
maintain its activities and scecure other funding.

PACT cstaff also identifies the followinc involvements
with this project: providing technical asnistance over the
years and arranging to cover conts of other technical
ascistance (program planning, proposal preparation, staff
development, evaluation), and encouraging the organization
1.0 Kenyanize its staff and cshift the decision-making respongi-
bilities to Kenya.
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The RRNA 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

Authcrized 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 reen 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 becen 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 Te~hnoserve, 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 beneficiariecs and salaried employces. In
the afternoon Mr. Giddings accompaniced the RRNA team to the
Reli Suvings and Credit Cooperative Society in Nairobi where
the evaluators interviewed the President of the Socicety.
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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 1s 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, wlen
the 'experiment' started, through 1978. 1In 1979 and 1980,
PACT provided PfP with "bridge funds" to keep their opera-
tions going during difficult funding periods. 2fP/Liberia
is currently receiving no PACT fundc for business develop-
ment projects, but has received cizable monies from other
donors.

PACT staff alco identifies the following involvementsg
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.1.D OPG wap delayed.



194.

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. 1initiated 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 1living and working in rural communities with
noticeable enthusiasm and dedication to stimulating community
participation. However, no new cl.sses 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 P{P/Liberia staff members involved
in the rural development. The evaluator travelled with a
PfP team to a day of meetings and visits 1in the rural area,
especially a meeting cf three rural extension workers to
assist a PfP/U.S.-hired consultant in the establishment of
baseline information on community 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 1is 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
regior. 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 funderc 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 lant four years, while PACT's financial
assistance has fallen from 50 to 0 percent cf the total
budget over the same period. PACT seems to have puccens-
fully fundecd an adolescent I'VO and to have cut off assistance
at a time when it appeared to be succesnful and ovelf-
pustaining.

The RRNA team visited four willage integrated rural
development projects in the Tambacunda region: Bantantinting,
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Adjaff, Sankagne 1, 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: Vocr tional Training (#045)

Sponsoring Agencies: Fondation Nationale d'Action Sociale
dv Senegal (FNASS)
Goodwill Industries of America

Country: Senegal
Date Funded: September, 1978
Authorized Funding: $23,000 1978

26,400 1979-81
$49,400 Total

CNASS 1is 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 1in shoemaking and shoe
repair skills, and to the establishment of small cooperative
workshops, each with three or four handicapped workers.
This pilot project was desianed to provide marketable skills
to people who had none before, and to offer them the chance
to demonstrate to the community-at-large that handicapped
people can become productive members of socirety. The workers
were cxpected to be earning approximately $85 per month and
to spend most of thelr time making shoes; at the moment
average monthly incomes range {rom 535 to $45, and mosnt of
the shoemakers' efforts go 1into shoe repairs.  FNASS
originally hoped to establich a National Center for Handi-
capped Training. The expanded program 1is in abeyance and
the training program for handicapped choemakers 1 currently
without funding.

PACT involwement with the FHASS shoemakling project came
through Goodwill Industrier Interpational. An agreement Was
recached where PACT would provide money for the repair,
trancportation, and 1nctallation of equipment provided by
Goodwill Industries Lo Dakar, in addition to providing funds
for nalarics, trainee ctaipends, and the ettablinhment of
workohops.

PACT wtaff alno identifien the following involvements
with this project: providing a supportive Activitien grant
for FNALS ntaff{ to vinit other handicapped programe ih West
Africa, initiating an extensive progress evaluation which
included FNALS and Goodwill Indurtries and produced a sel of
recommandations (April 1960), and providing a 3-month interim
grant to allow the continuation of training and the prepaeta=-
tion of a second-year funding request.
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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)
Country: Togo
Date Funded: 1981
Authorized Funding: $ 8,260 1977 (Supportive Activities
Grant)
$ 5,000 1978 (Supportive Activities
Grant)

$§€3,750 1981 (Consortium Grant)

CONGAT is a consortium of non-government local agencies
that plays a complementary role with the goverfment in the
economic and social development of the country. The member
agencies are invclved 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 i1ts 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, was
established in 1980 by a decision of thea CONGAT General
Ase mbly. Its goals 1include improving the capacity of
meaer agencies to plan and manhage thelr resources and to
facilitate the process of obtaining outside funds for pro-
jects,

PACT provided small grants to CONGAT 1n 1977 for general
consortia support and for travel to a PACT member housing
project in Colombia. Another nmall grant was made in 1978
for the organtization of a seminar on programs for the handi-
capped in Africa. PACT made 1ts first large consortium
Crant to CONGAT in 1981, The decision to wnet up CONGAT/
Service in 1900 required additional funds and CONGAT has
managed to attract contributions from teveral other inter-
national organizatsons 1ncluding: 1CCO (a Duteh Protestant
Davelopment Agency), Misiereor of Germany and the Alqgemach
Diakoral DBureau of the Keformed Church in the Netherlande.
OXFAM haw# beel a frequent contributor in the past, bhut jis
not supporting the activitien of  CONGAT/Lervice,

1. From Alan T, Miller's Report, "PVO Consortia in Africa,"
Doecember 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 includinrng: Mr.
Ajivi Eli Kofi, Mr. Sodji Quam, Executive Secretary, and Dr.
Messan R. Ajih, President.



