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CODEL EVALUATION 

I. I n t r o d u c t i o n  

T h i s  is a r eco rd  o f  an e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  work be ing  c a r r i e d  

o u t  by CODEL (Coord ina t ion  i n  Development, I n c . )  t o :  

1 .  Promote c o l l a b o r a t i o n  o f  i ts member a g e n c i e s ;  and 

2. Support  development by p rov id ing  p r o j e c t  funding  and 

o t h e r  s e r v i c e s .  

The e v a l u a t i o n  f o c u s e s  on CODELts c u r r e n t  p r o j e c t  p o r t f o l i o  a s  l i s t e d  

i n  t h e  A p r i l  1981 Comprehensive P r o j e c t s  Review and as suppor ted  by t h e  

Program Development and Genera l  Support  f unds  from A I D .  

About CODEL 

CODEL d e s c r i b e s  i t s e l f  a s :  

a un iqus  consor t ium o f  U.S.-based P r o t e s t a n t ,  Roman C a t h o l i c  
and o t h e r  C h r i s t i a n - i n s p i r e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  CODELts pr imary 
g o a l  i s  t o  encourage and b u i l d  upon ecumenical  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  
among pe r sons  and i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  r e sponse  t o  and i n  s u p p o r t  of 
t h e  s e l f -de t e rmined ,  r e a l i z a b l e ,  s e l f - d i r e c t e d  and environmen- 
t a l l y  sound development a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h e  s o c i a l l y ,  economica l ly  
and p o l i t i c a l l y  d i s e n f r a n c h i s e d  peop le s  o f  deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s .  

Through t h i s  c o n c r e t e  e x p r e s s i o n  o f  C h r i s t i a n  c o o p e r a t i o n ,  
CODEL a s s i s t s  t h e  d i s e n f r a n c h i s e d  i n  t h e i r  p roces s  o f  a c h i e v i n g  
human d i g n i t y  and s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y .  I n  c a r r y i n g  ou t  i ts  



CODEL1s Commitment t o  Eva lua t i on  

CODEL h a s  s e t  a  h igh  t a s k  f o r  i t se l f ,  n o t  o n l y  i n  terms o f  b r i n g i n g  

t o g e t h e r  g roups  which may neve r  b e f o r e  have worked c o l l a b o r a t i v e l y ,  bu t  

a l s o  w i th  r ega rd  t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  which t h i s  work is des igned  t o  achieve-- 

v i a b l e  development p r o j e c t s  c a r r i e d  o u t  by people  h e r e t o f o r e  l e f t  o u t  of 

t h e  deve lopmGt  p roces s .  

A s  CODEL n o t e s  i n  i t s  p l an  f o r  t h e  n e x t  t h r e e  y e a r s ,  "p lanning  and 

e v a l u a t i o n  o f  i ts  programs are e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  cont inued  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

and s u c c e s s  o f  t h i s  consor t ium.n2  CODEL invo lves  i t s  membership, 

p r i m a r i l y  through t h e  Board o f  D i r e c t o r s ,  i n  s e l f - e v a l u a t i o n s  of its 

work a s  i t  d i d  i n  t h e  fo rumula t ion  o f  t h e  p lan  f o r  t h e  coming t h r e e  

y e a r s .  CODEL should  be c r e d i t e d  w i t h  p e r i o d i c a l l y  unde r t ak ing  t h e s e  

e v a l u a t i o n s  and w i t h  i n v o l v i n g  i t s  membership i n  them. 

CODEL h a s  exper ienced  some d i f f i c u l t y  i n  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  

e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  program however. A s  t h e  Execut ive D i r e c t o r  n o t e s  i n  

h i s  r e p o r t  t o  t h e  Board o f  D i r e c t o r s  whi le  speak ing  o f  t h e  eva lua-  

t i o n  and implementat ion o f  t h e  p l an  f o r  1978-81: "The e v a l u a t i o n  

o f  bo th  t h e  plan and i t s  implementat ion i s  d i f f i c u l t  due t o  d e f i n i -  

t i o n s ,  changing c i r cums tances ,  t h e  mix ture  o f  p roces s  w i t h  c o n t e n t ,  

and impor t an t  i n t a n g i b l e  f a c t o r s  which cannot  be q u a n t i f i e d  o r  
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e a s i l y  measured." 

These o b s e r v a t i o n s  a r e  i n d i c a t i v e  o f  a  s t a g e  a t  which many PVOs 

have ?rr ived--an a p p r e c i a t i o n  o f  t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  coupled 

w i th  an awareness  t h a t  e v a l u a t i o n  needs  t o  be sharpened and improved. 

CODEL made t h e  same t y p e  o f  o b s e r v a t i o n  on t h e  p r o j e c t  l e v e l .  

Eva lua t ion  o f  p r o j e c t s  by CODEL Coord ina to r s  is based on t h e  
r e c e i p t  o f  n a r r a t i v e  s e l f - e v a l u a t i o n  and f i n a n c i a l  r e p o r t s ,  
an annua l  a u d i t  o f  a c c o u n t s ,  and o n - s i t e  v i s i t s .  P r o j e c t s  
a r e  reviewed by t h e  Coord ina to r s  and t h e  P r o j e c t s  Committee 
i n  terms o f  t h e  CODEL Development C r i t e r i a ,  Development 

2 



I m p a c t ,  and  e c u m e n i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  While t h e  number o f  
r e p o r t s  f rom e a c h  p r o j e c t  i s  few,  t h e  compl iance  i n  1979-80 
is  g r e a t e r  t h a n  1978-79 a l t h o u g h  f u r t h e r  improvement i s  
needed b e f o r e  r e v i e w  and e v a l  t i o n  o f  a l l  CODEL-supported 'T p r o j e c t s  a r e  done w i t h  e q u i t y .  

It i s  h i g h l y  commendable t h a t  CODEL h a s  ach ieved  t h e  l e v e l  o f  

e v a l u a t i o n  t h a t  it h a s  and t h a t  i t  h a s  been a b l e  t o  i n v o l v e  its 

membership i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  and p l a n n i n g  o f  i ts program. Now t h a t  

CODEL h a s  v o i c e d  t h e  need t o  improve e v a l u a t i o n  a t  b o t h  t h e  program 

and p r o j e c t  l e v e l s ,  i t  w i l l  need t o  t u r n  i t s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  ways i n  

which t h i s  c a n  b e  a c h i e v e d .  T h i s  e v a l u a t i o n  is i n  agreement  w i t h  

t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  q u o t e d  above  and a d d r e s s e s  i t s e l f  t o  ways i n  which 

p l a n n i n g  and e v a l u a t i o n  can b e  improved a n d ,  i n  t u r n ,  t h e  h i g h  

g o a l s  which CODEL h a s  s e t  f o r  i tself  c a n  become i n c r e a s i n g l y  I 
r e a l i z a b l e .  

CODEL was s t a r t e d  i n  1969 and c u r r e n t l y  h a s  38 members ( S e e  

Appendix 1  ) . I t s  h e a d q u a r t e r s  are a t  79 Madison Avenue, New York, N Y  I 



A s e a r c h  f o r  p a r t n e r s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h o s e  who can a c t  a s  an  

i n t e r - f a i t h  forum f o r  t h e  d i c u s s i o n  o f  development i s s u e s ;  

I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and promotion; and 
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Development educa t i on .  - 
I P r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  i n c l u d e :  

I n i t i a l  c o n t a c t  o f  CODEL and p r o j e c t  proponent ;  

Rece ip t  and rev iew o f  p r o j e c t  p roposa l ;  

Dialogue w i t h  t h e  proponent  t o  improve t h e  p roposa l ;  

Ana lys i s  and p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  P r o j e c t  Summary ( i n c l u d i n g  

recommendation);  

Review o f  P r o j e c t  Summary and recommendation by P r o j e c t s  and 

Execut ive  Committees; 

Approva l / cond i t i ona l  app rova l / r eques t  f o r  more 

N o t i f i c a t i o n  o f  outcome s e n t  t o  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r ;  

F ~ n d i n g  a c t i o n  (commi tment , f u n d - r a i s i n g ,  and t r a n s m i t t a l )  ; 

Monitor ing o f  implementat ion ( v i a  p r o g r e s s  and f i n a n c i a l  

r e p o r t s )  ; 

Responses t o  p r o g r e s s  i n fo rma t ion  ( i e .  a d d i t i o n a l  

t r a n s m i t t a l s ) ;  

Eva lua t ion  ( v i a  e v a l u a t i o n  and a u d i t  r e p o r t s ) ;  

Sha r ing  o f  l e a r n i n g  w i th  members and f u n d e r s  (semi-annual 

Comprehensive P r o j e c t s  L i s t ) ;  

Main ta in ing  p r o j e c t  f i l e s  and follow-up s chedu le s ;  

Trave l  t o  t h e  f i e l d  t o  deve lop  (and mon i to r / eva lua t e  p r o j e c t s ) ;  

and 

L ia i son  w i th  spotrsors  and donors .  

lEL1s p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  t h e  main r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  t h r e e  



Area Coord ina to r s  (except  f o r  t h e  Committee rev iews  and funding  a c t i o n ) .  

Unl ike  o t h e r  development a s s i s t a n c e  a g e n c i e s ,  CODEL does  n o t  ma in t a in  

f i e l d  s t a f f ,  r e l y i n g  on t h e  Area Coord ina tors '  t r i p s  and t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  

o f  member agency f i e l d  s t a f f .  

a Purcose of t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  

Simply s tated,  t h i s  e v a l u a t i o n  i s  in tended  a s  an o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  

a l l  t h e  p a r t n e r s  i n  t h e  development p roces s  which t a k e s  p l a c e  th rough  

CODEL t o  r e f l e c t  on what t h e y  a r e  t r y i n g  t o  accompl i sh ,  what h a s  

happened and why, and what might  be done t o  make improvements. The 

reason  f o r  do ing  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  a t  t h i s  t ime  i s  p r a c t i c a l :  a  d e c i s i o n -  

making p o i n t  f o r  a l l o c a t i n g  r e s o u r c e s  i s  approaching  i n  t h e  

AIDKODEL r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

In  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  work o f  CODEL wi th  emphasis on t h e  p r o j e c t s  

i n  which i t  p a r t i c i p a t e s ,  i t  is  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  l ook  a t  t h e  p r o j e c t s  

from t h e  viewpoint  o f  t h e  PVO Commi t t ee :  

1 .  I d e n t i f y ,  d u r i n g  t h e  l i f e  o f  a p r o j e c t ,  i ts  s t r e n g t h s ,  
weaknesses and r e l e v a n c e  t o  l o c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  s o  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
and p r o j e c t  d e s i g n e r s  can make sound d e c i s i o n s  concern ing  modi- 
f i c a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  and o t h e r  p r o j e c t s ;  

2. Assess  t h e  impact  o f  a  p r o j e c t  on t h e  l i v e s  o f  l o c a l  community 
members s o  dono r s ,  implementors and p a r t i c i p a n t s  can make 
informed judgments concern ing  t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  worth;  and 

3. Analyze t h e  r e s u l t s  and apply  t h e  l e s s o n s  l e a r n e d  t o  p r o j e c t  
and program p l ann ing ,  PVO p o l i c i e s  and development s t r a t e g i e s .  6 



1 .  j e o ~ l e  beinn h e l ~ e d .  disadvantaned. Do projects  

reach them effect ively? Do they participate? How? 

2.  Ecumenical collaboration develo~ment (among member 

agencies, collaborating or colleague agencies). What a re  

the c r i t e r i a ?  Does it work? How? Whet are  the e f fec ts?  

What a re  the needs/expectations of U.S. and indigenous 

agencies for ecumenical collaboration? How well does 

CODEL serve/meet them? 

3 .  Pronramminsc Procem. Is i t  effect ive? How might i t  be 

improved? Do members learn? Do project holders? Is it useful? 

4,  Proiects. What k i n d s  of projects does CODEL fund ( types,  

s i zes ,  i n  what countr ies)?  Why do they fund these 

p a ~ t i c u l a r  projects (s ignif icance)? What is the quality? 

What impact do they have? Do projects serve as  vehicles 

for learning? How? What i s  C O D E L 1 s  ( spec ia l )  ro le  in  

shaping projects (actual ;  hoped for by CODEL; 

perceived/desired by project holder)? What about small 

grant funds? 

5. Indiaenou aaencies.  A s  a  r e su l t  of interact ion with 

CODEL, do they grow i n  capacity for  development? 

leadership? Participatory approach? Is there an 

insti tution-building ef fec t?  What a re  the pros/cons of 

involving church agencies i n  development? How do 

indigenous agencies perceive CODEL, USAID? 

6.  F u n d i n q .  What i s  the funding his tory of CODEL? Strategy 

and potent ial  for private sector  fundraising (especial ly  

seeking funds for a par t icular  project with undesignated 



f u n d s ) ?  P o l i c y  on governmer~t -pr iva te  funding  r a t i o ?  R e a l i s t i c  

ou t l ook  f o r  t h e  s h o r t  term ( 3  y e a r s ) ?  CODELts p e r s p e c t i v e  on 

OPGs and t h e  Development Support  Gran t?  

It would be a r r o g a n t  and i r r e s p o n s i b l e  t o  r e a c h  hard and f a s t  

conc lu s ions  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  such a  l i m i t e d  examinat ion.  Never- 

t h e l e s s ,  t r e n d s  can be no ted  and l i s t e d  a s  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  an eva lua-  

t i o n  o f  r e s u l t s .  T h i s  r e p o r t  shou ld  be r ead  a s  an a t t emp t  t o  

c a p t u r e  t h e  emerging shape  o f  CODEL o p e r a t i o n s  from t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  

o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  eeen i n  t h e  f i e l d  as d i s c u s s e d  w i th  t h e  p r o j e c t  



p l a c e s  emphasis on t h e  way i n  which CODEL p roces se s  p r o j e c t s  and 

r e l a t e s  t o  t h e i r  p roponents  and sponsors .  CODEL1s own s t a t emen t  o f  

o b j e c t i v e s ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  comments from t h e  f i e l d ,  s e r v e  a s  t h e  measure 

a g a i n s t  which t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  work and r e f l e c t  on how i t  might  be 

improved. 

W a u a r t e r s  Visits 

Two day-long c o n s u l t a t i o n s  were h e l d  a t  h e a d q u a r t e r s  p r i m a r i l y  

t o  r e v i s e  and r e f i n e  t h e  p o i n t s  t o  be addressed  i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  

and t o  g a t h e r  some p r e l i m i n a r y  i n fo rma t ion .  Two weeks were s p e n t  

i n  New York on a rev iew o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  p r o j e c t  p o r t f o l i o  and an 

a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  programming p roces s .  

F i e l d  Visits 

The e v a l u a t o r  v i s i t e d  p r o j e c t  s i tes  i n  I n d i a ,  S r i  Lanka, Kenya and 

t h e  Dominican Republ ic ,  most o f t e n  i n  t h e  company o f  t h e  CODEL Area 

Coord ina tor  and always w i t h  a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  t h e  implementing 

o r g a n i z a t i o n  ( g r o j e c t  h o l d e r ) .  The p r o j e c t s  were chosen by CODEL I 



On one occas ion  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  made a  d e c i s i o n  n o t  t o  v i s i t  a p a r t i -  

c u l a r  p a r t  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  t o  speak  wi th  p a r t i c i p a n t s  because i t  seemed 

it would have made an alreac!y t r o u b l e d  s i t u a t i o n  more d i f f i c u l t  ( s e e  

P r o f i l e  #4 i n  Attachment A ,  P r o j e c t  P r o f i l e s ) ;  i n  a n o t h e r  c a s e  t h e  

e ~ a l u a t ~ o r  dec ided  a g a i n s t  making c o n t a c t  w i th  a  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  (NCCK, 

Nai rob i )  because i t  had n o t  been p r e v i o u s l y  a r ranged  f o r  and because t h e  

Area Coord ina to r  was no t  p r e s e n t .  

CODEL had s e t  up f i e l d  s chedu le s  o f  a l l  t h r e e  Area Coord ina to r s  i n  

advance;  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  was i n v i t e d  t o  accompany them a s  d e s i r e d .  The 

p r o j e c t s  v i s i t e d  are t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a con junc t i on  o f  CODEL1s s chedu le ,  

t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  e v a l u a t o r ,  and A I D 1 s  s chedu l ing  o f  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n .  

P r o j e c t  e v a l u a t i o n s  were conducted i n  an i n fo rma l  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  way 

wh i l e  t r a v e l i n g  t o  and v i s i t i n g  t h e  si tes and involved  pe r sonne l  from 

t h e  implementing o r g a n i z a t i o n  ( p r o j e c t  h o l d e r ) ,  t h e  CODEL Area Coordina- 

t o r ,  t h e  A I D  e v a l u a t o r ,  and t h e  p r o j e c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  On one occas ion  a  

USAID r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t e d  ( S r i  Lanka).  

A s  t ime  and c i rcumstances  p e r m i t t e d ,  mee t ings  were h e l d  t o  d i s c u s s  

t h e  p r o j e c t  i n  a  more formal f a s h i o n ;  sometimes c o n s i s t i n g  o f  p r o j e c t  

s t a f f  and o t h e r  times i n c l u d i n g  a w i d e r  group such as t h e  board o f  

d i r e c t o r s .  The meet ings  were s p e n t  i n  working th rough  some o r  a l l  o f  

t h e  CODEL Eva lua t i on  C r i t e r i a  (See  Appendix 1 .2)  o r  i n  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  

s o l v e  a  p a r t i c u l a r  problem. 

One o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  f i e l d  v i s i t s  was t o  a s s e s s  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 

!I  t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r s ,  on t h e  one hand, and CODEL, on t h e  o t h e r ,  engage i n  

e v a l u a t i o n  on a  r e g u l a r  b a s i s ,  how t h e y  do  i t ,  and what u se  t h e y  make o f  

t h e  i n fo rma t ion  ga the red .  P a r t l y  f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  d i d  n o t  

p r epa re  fo rma t s  b e f o r e  go ing  i n t o  t h e  f i e l d .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  n o t  wish ing  

t o  mask t h e  e x i s t i n g  e v a l u a t i o n  mechanisms, i t  was n e c e s s a r y  t o  l e a r n  





of a long, painstaking and sometimes f rus t r a t ing  process t o  replace fear  I 
w i t h  trust. I 

The merits of collaboration a re  evident: much more can be accom- I 
plished when more resources are  available and human energies a re  chan- 

neled toward a  common goal. Separate e f f o r t s ,  no matter hc - out- 

standing, cannot reach the proportions of common e f fo r t s .  The synergy 

which r e su l t s  from wholehearted collaboration sparks the human s p i r i t  t o  

new achievements. 

The importance of development, which CODEL defined i n  i t s  proposal 

to  A I D  fo r  program funding from 1978-81 as:  

the process through which is  generated self-sustaining growth . . . an increased loca l  capabi l i ty  t o  ident i fy and solve problems 
which impede growth . . . a process which involves a  commitment 
of loca l  time and resources, eriergy, of leadership,  land, 
labor,  materials and cap i t a l ,  YF 

I 
was t o  have been given special  a t tent ion.  I 

I n  projecting i ts  a c t i v i t i e s  for  the next three years,  
special  a t tent ion is  given by CODEL t o  the importance of 
linkages between a l l  involved i n  a  s ingle  development 
a c t i v i t y  and to  the r e t r i eva l  of information r e l a t ' ng  t o  
the development impact of the collaborative s ty l e .  S 

I 
C O D E L 1 s  c r i t e r i a  were revised i n  1978 " to provide firmer 

guidahce to  project proponents w i t h  respect t o  coordinated devel- 
9 

opment act ivi ty . l l  The c r i t e r i a ,  which are  the keystone of 

C O D E L 1 s  plan, are  an expression of the most advanced development 

philosophy. Many development agencies, including A I D ,  have as- 

pired to  some or a l l  of these pr inciples;  other development assis tance 

agencies have fal len f a r  short  of a t ta in ing  them. That CODEL has also 

fal len short  should not be interpreted as  an indication of CODEL1s  

insufficiency nor should i t  become a temptation t o  lower the s ights  t o  



and maintain a r e a l i s t i c  vision of how and why the gap between 

the r e a l  and i d e ~ l  has occurred, and how tha t  gap might be 

closed. CODEL1s  commitment t o  development as  expressed i n  the 

c r i t e r i a  can be maintained i n  a mode of operation which CODE 

characterizes as  working with member agencies i n  a non-directive 

fashion. It is a slow process, but well worth the time and 

e f f o r t  necessary, t o  interface with members and colleague agencies 

about the development process s o  tha t  the merits of t h i s  approach 

become apparent. The necessary ingredients for  s u c h  a dialogue 

are  be t te r  informaion about how the process unfolds aild a deeper 

analysis  of why i t  takes place. CODEL has the potent ial  t o  move 

closer  t o  its idea ls .  

I 
Renewed Directions: L r J u l v  1981 - 30 June 1984. CODEL 1981- 

84 Plan Approved July 20, 1981. p. 7 .  
2 

Ibid.  p.  1 .  
3 

"Executive Director ls  Report t o  the CODEL Board of 
Directors," October 9 ,  1980, p .  1. 

4 
Ib id . ,  p. 7 .  

5 
ItNovember 1980 Self-Evaluation." p. 2 .  See a l so  Renewed 

Directions, the 1981-84 plan. 
6 
See the ItEvaluation i n  the PVO Community," American Council 

of Voluntary Agencies for Foreign Service, Inc. ,  February 18, 
1980. 

7 : 

"CODEL Request t o  the Agency for  Internat ional  Development 
for  Program Funding 1978-81," revised October 1 1 ,  1978. p. 3. 

8 
Ibid.  

9 
Ibid.  p. 4. 



C O D E L 1 s  first principle of development assistance is: 

t o  a s s i s t  the socio-economically disadvantaged to  
par t ic ipate  more fu l ly  i n  the economic and p o l i t i c a l  l i f e  of 
t h e i r  country and develop insofar a s  possible, community se l f -  
reliance. (Appendix 1 . 3 )  

The application of t h i s  pr inciple  a s  a c r i t e r ion  by which t o  eval- 

uate the intended and/or actual e f fec t  of a project acti;ity goes beyond 

the question 

group. This 

of the r e l a t ive  socio-economic advantage of the target  ' 

single  pr inciple  has a t  l e a s t  three s igni f icant  components: 

1.  The socio-economically disadvantaged; 

2. Economic and p o l i t i c a l  par t ic ipat ion;  and 

3. Community self-rel iance.  

A s  CODEL applies t h i s  pr inciple ,  there is a tendency t o  l i m i t  

the  application to  a consideration of whether or  not the project 

reaches "the disadvantaged," and even then supporting data is 

rare ly  given. This limited application of the c r i te r ion  may 

merely indicate  that i t  is  necessary t o  break down the 

flprinciplesll i n to  their component par t s  s o  they can be more eas i ly  

addressed. 

For example, i n  t h e i r  f i e l d  v i s i t  t o  the Dominican Republic Rural 

Water Resource Development, Project ,  the Area Coordinator for  Latin 

America and the Caribbean and the Executive Director conducted a jo in t  

evaluation w i t h  the project holder. They used the Principles of Develop- 



T h i s  project is def in i te ly  designed t o  a s s i s t  the soc ia l ly  and 
economically disadvantaged. Provision of potable water in  the  
area of San Juan de l a  Maguana a s s i s t s  the economically 
disadvantaged .l 

No evidence is presented to  support the statement. 

There is another pract ical  problem i n  the application of t h i s  

principle a s  a project-evaluation cr i te r ion .  The category usocio-econo- 

mically disadvantagedf1 i s  qui te  broad and requires fur ther  def in i t ion  

w i t h i n  the context of a project before i t  becomes a meaningful tool .  

The evaluation of whether or not the CODEL-assisted projects  reach 

the poor ( the  shorter  term for socio-economically disadvantaged) can, i n  

f a c t ,  be handled i n  a summary fashion by those who use the c r i t e r i a .  

Since the members of CODEL are  organizations of Christian inspirat ion 

and have a mandate t o  minister t o  the poor, i t  may be assumed by project  

proponents tha t  reaching the poor is  a given. 

Nevertheless, the question of the r e l a t ive  disadvantaae a r i s e s  i n  

some projects which have been v is i ted  and can af fec t  the way i n  which 

project resources a re  delivered a s  well a s  the amount. For example, i f  a 

project attempts t o  create  self-rel iance through provision of loaas 

rather than grants  (see Attachment A ,  Projects 4 and 5 ) ,  i t  is possible 

tha t  the poorest w i l l  not be able t o  par t ic ipa te  i f  the amount loaned i s  

beyond the i r  a b i l i t y  t o  repay. A s  developmmt assistance organizations 

know f u l l  well, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  reach the people who most need help 

because t h e i r  disadvantage creates  a gap tha t  is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  bridge. 

The discovery by the board of the PCDT i n  Coahin ( # l l )  t ha t  the 

poorest i n  the community could not afford to  repay the cost of new 

housing came as a shock t o  them; they f e l t  they had no a l te rna t ive  but 



t o  cancel tha t  (major) portion of the project and drop back t o  concen- 

t r a t e  on t raining for income-generating a c t i v i t i e s .  I n  the S r i  Lanka 

Small Grants Fund (#5) which is primarily a  loan fund, the a b i l i t y  t o  

repay the loan i s  a  strong factor in  ti12 decision t o  give the loan, but 

the loans have been kept small. 

Limited f i e l d  evaluations indicated t h a t  more description and 

analysis of the socio-economic condition of the beneficiar ies  would 

be useful i n  matching the project intervention t o  the needs of the 

people t o  be ass i s ted .  T h i s  observation was affirmed i n  the 

examination of the f i l e s  containing CODEL1s current project 

portfol io .  

Economic and Pol i t i ca l  P a r t i c i ~ a t i o n  

The second element of t h i s  pr inciple ,  f u l l e r  economic a p o l i t i c a l  

par t ic ipa t ion ,  i s  the r e a l  heart  of the matter. It is the tlwhatlt of the 

statement. A s  w l t h  the f i r s t  element (socio-economically disadvan- 

taged) ,  i t  i s  s tated i n  a general way which necessi ta tes  def ini t ion and I 



It may be as  simple (and d i f f i c u l t )  a s  ge t t ing  resources from I 
India ,  the government w i l l  make crown land available to  the disadvan- 

taged under cer tain conditions. In the Jeevadeen Landed Poor Project,  

the question can legitimately be raised wi th  the project holder whether 

the land was acquired on behalf of the harijans or whether they were 

able  t o  exercise t h i s  power on t h e i r  own behalf. Such subt le  but cru- 

c i a l  d e t a i l s  of the dynamics of a  project are d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  not 

impossible, t o  see a t  a  distance o r  during a  br ief  v i s i t .  

Viewed i n  the l i g h t  of the projects v i s i t ed ,  i t  seems extremely 

doubtful tha t  t h i s  element of C O D E L t s  f i r s t  development pr inciple ,  

f u l l e r  economic and p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i ~ a t i o n ,  i s  the core of most 

project holder 's  e f fo r t s .  Emphasis is  given t o  meeting needs for  health 

care ,  housing, education, water, land and agr icu l tura l  inputs. I n  one 

of the projects ( / / 4 )  where the poor evidently thought i n  terms of 

receiving benefi ts ,  the project foundered not so much because i t  was 

seen a s  not leading t o  the goal of fu l l e r  economic and p o l i t i c a l  par t i -  

c ipat ion,  b u t  ra ther  because i t  would mean tha t  only a  few could benefit  

before the project resources would be exhausted. 

Communitv Seif-Reliance 

The t h i r d  element of CODEL1s first development pr inciple  is commu- 

n i t y  self-rel iance.  T h i s  element echoes the part ic ipatory,  a c t i v i s t  

nature of the core concept, for  how could someone be se l f - re l ian t  w i t h -  

out acting on h i d h e r  own behalf? It also introduces other elements-- 

the idea of group act ion,  cooperation, working together,  sharing 

resources--embodied i n  wcommunity.n Additionally, i t  can be read as a  



caution t o  CODEL and i t s  colleague agenaies t h a t  they not program 

t h e i r  ass i s tance  i n  ways which might diminish community se l f - re l i ance .  

Generally, when people go i n t o  the  f i e l d  t o  evaluate a p ro j ec t ,  

they spent a l o t  of time looking a t  things--hospitals ,  schools,  houses, 

community cen t e r s ,  water systems, wel l s ,  l a t r i n e s ,  roads,  demonstration 

p l o t s ,  warehouses, equipment and business premises. None i s  an indica- 

t o r ,  per s e ,  of community s e l f - r e l i ance ,  even though community resources 

may have been used i n  pa r t  t o  acquire ,  const ruct  o r  repa i r  those 

mater ia l  ob jec t s .  

Although community s e l f - r e l i ance  is  in tang ib le ,  appropr ia te  indica- 

t o r s  can be devised. Not only must they r e l a t e  t o  the  p ro jec t  a c t i v i -  

t i e s  and r e s u l t s ,  but they should be s e t  a s  t a r g e t s  which a r e  judged by 

the  project  pa r t i c ipan t s  t o  be des i rab le  and feas ib le .  Community s c l f -  

re l i ance  w i l l  take a d i f f e r en t  shape fo r  "beginnersn than f o r  those who 

have already had experience a t  working together.  The project  p a r t i c i -  

a pants of  p ro jec t s  2 ,  3 ,  o r  4--the ha r i j ans ,  o r  lowest c l a s s e s ,  who have 

not been accustomed t o  asp i r ing  t o  improve t h e i r  socio-economic s t a t u s  



pro jec t  ( # 4 )  a s  presented t o  CODEL has never got ten o f f  t he  ground; i n  

f a c t ,  severa l  f a l s e  s t a r t s  have been made, and t he  question can be 

ra ised a s  t o  whether the  project  ho lder ' s  re la t ionsh ip  with the  p ro jec t  

pa r t i c ipan t s  has not been irremediably damaged, c rea t ing  not only a  

c r i s i s  of confidence but a l so  re inforcing expectations of  dependency. 

Nevertheless, CODEL bel ieves  t h a t  the  de s i r e  expressed by the  board and 

the  s t a f f  t o  turn  the  p ro jec t  around makes a  case fo r  giving them a  

chance t o  redesign the p ro j ec t ,  e spec ia l ly  i n  l i g h t  of the  needs. 

Another example of CODEL1s v i l l ingness  t o  " s t i ck  w i t h f t  a  group 

which seems t o  be doing a  good job is  seen i n  the provision of 

add i t iona l  resources t o  a  group through the  s e r i a l  funding of p ro j ec t s  I 
(marked B i n  the code) ,  c l u s t e r i ng  pro jec t s  (var ious  g ran t s  t o  same 

pro jec t  holder a t  t h e  same s ike  fo r  d i f f e r en t  a c t i v i t i e s ) ,  o r  of adding 

resources t o  an ex i s t i ng  pro jec t .  (Project  P ro f i l e  # I ,  See 

Attachment A , )  

The three  p ro jec t s  grouped under Project  P ro f i l e  # I  (Appendix 

A )  a r e  f o r  d i f f e r en t  a c t i v i t i e s  begun a t  d i f f e r e n t  times by the  

same project  holder. Two a r e  i n  implementation, and one is f in -  

i shed.  Similar ly ,  t he r e  is  a  c l u s t e r  of two pro jec t s  w i t h  the  YMCA I 
a t  Paranthon i n  S r i  Lanka plus another w i t h  t he  same group (#6). 

The same s i t ua t i on  holds t r ue  fo r  the  Meru pro jec t s  ( #8 ) .  A number 

of exam~les  of i n c r e a s i n ~  pro jec t  resources a f t e r  the  project  has 

gone i n t o  implementation can be found i n  the  Comprehensive Projects  

Review. 

In a l l  of the  p ro jec t s  v i s i t ed  by the  evaluator ,  i t  was noted 
I 

t h a t  the  needs which the  p ro jec t  was designed t o  meet a s  well a s  t he  

ways i n  which they would operate were i n i t i a l l y  determined by the  

organizations which a r e  the  project  holders.  This mode of p ro jec t  



development does not give enough scope t o  the beneficiar ies  t o  design 

and control the implementation of projects and does not lead t o  the 

self-determination and self-rel iance which CODEL asp i res  t o  f a c i l i t a t e .  

A Good P r i n c i ~ l e  Inadeauatelv A ~ ~ l i e d  - 

The project holders interviewed i n  the f i e ld  are grateful  for t h i s  

f l e x i b i l i t y  and constancy on C O D E L 1 s  par t  and tend t o  view the relation- 

s h i p  between them more i n  terms of a partnership than a s  donor- 

implementor. S t i l l  it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  escape the dynamics of a giver- 

receiver relationship and the tendency t o  create c i r c l e s  of influence 

around the ins t i tu t ion  which ac t s  a s  implementor or project holder; 

giving way t o  these tendencies be l ies  a f i r a  dedication t o  par t ic ipat ion 

and self-reliance. It is  l ike ly  tha t  most of the implementing 

organizations and people working i n  them ascribe t o  the principles of 

participation and self-rel iance,  though they may not know how t o  apply 



111. Ecumeni cal Collaboration Develo~ment 

Collaboration around a shared developmental object ive  13 

necessary i f  a l l  the  resources ava i l ab l e  a r e  t o  be brought t o  bear 

on improving the  qua l i ty  of l i f e  of  people whose resources a r e  

severely l imi ted .  

continue t o  convince its member and colleague agencies of  the  benef i t s  

of joining fo rces  i n  s i t e s  where more than one r e l i g ious  organization is  I 

Collaboration among ind iv idua l s  and i n s t i t u t i o n s  adhering t o  

d i f f e r en t  r e l i g ions  is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a t t a i n  a s  cen tur ies  of  enmity 

have hardened the  d iv i s ions  among them. Often a major s t e p  is 

ge t t i ng  people i n t o  the  same room t o  t a l k  with one another. The 

l eve l  of ecumenical col laborat ion throughout the  world is very low, 

i n  s p i t e  of  t a l k s  which have been held and the  attempts which have 

been made. Among Chr i s t i ans ,  the  cur ren t  l eve l  of ecumenical 

col laborat ion i s  usually an agreement t o  divide  the  t u r f  and avoid 

competition. It is the  general  r u l e  t h a t  Protes tant  denominations 

agreed t o  divide the  t e r r i t o r y  i n  developing countr ies ;  t h e  Roman 

Catholics might o r  might not  be found i n  those areas .  Where united 

churches were formed, the  l i n e s  were blurred,  but not  removed. 

CODEL has made s ign i f i c an t  advances i n  these  preliminary s tages  of 

col laborat ion.  Laying the  groundwork i s  a long process, and t he  r e s u l t s  

a r e  often not tangible .  I n  the context  of  p ro j ec t s ,  the re  a r e  very few 

in  which i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  j o i n t l y  operat ing a p ro jec t .  CODEL must I 



Ecumenical col laborat ion fo r  development i s  the  s i ng l e  most 

d is t inguishing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of CODEL, the  f ea tu r e  which s e t s  

CODEL apar t  from other  church o r  p r iva te  voluntary organizations 

working overseas i n  development. This c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  is addressed 

in  t h i s  sect ion through the  following questions:  

1 .  What a r e  C O D E L 1 s  expectations and requirements fo r  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  col laborat ion among i t s  member agencies within 

the framework of a  project?  . . . Among member-related agencies 

i n  developing countr ies  who may be p ro jec t  implementors? 

2 .  How does ecumenical collaboration fo r  development work--that 

is ,  what forms does it take? 

3 .  What a r e  the  r e s u l t s  i n  terms of improved project  performance? 

. . . I n  broader terms? 

How Does It Work? 

The perspective from the f i e l d  is t h a t  CODEL pushes hard fo r  co l la -  

boration among Pro tes tan t  and Catholic i n s t i t u t i o n s  within a  p ro jec t  

context .  However, neithel* i t s  s t a t ed  policy nor i t s  funding decis ions  

ind ica te  adherence t o  such hard and f a s t  r u l e s .  In i t s  statement of 

p r inc ip les ,  (Appendix 1.3) the ecumenical col laborat ion t o  which CODEL 

a sp i r e s  i s  much broader: 

Development p ro jec t s  should demonstrate a  pos i t ive  and com- 
plementary working re la t ionsh ip  between l o c a l  churches and 
development organizat ions ,  a s  well a s  CODZL members and t h e i r  
l oca l  counterpar ts ;  extending t o  and including regional  and 
nat ional  development organizat ions ,  p r iva te  a s  well a s  govern- 
mental, involved i n  any country 's  development process. Such 
re la t ionsh ips  may occur i n  the  pre-planning, planning and i m -  
plementation ahases of a  p ro j ec t ,  and may include con t r ibu t ions  
by way of consu l ta t ive  se rv ices ,  contr ibut ion of personnel, 



Appendix D o f  t h e  new th r ee -yea r  p l a n ,  "Renewed D i r e c t i o n s . "  

I n  p l a c e s  where C h r i s t i a n  r e l i g i o n s  are p r a c t i c e d  by a  s m a l l  

m i n o r i t y ,  a s  i n  I n d i a  and S r i  Lanka, two d i v e r g e n t  c a s e s  can be  found: 

1 .  Li t t le  o r  no a c t i v e  co l l abo ra t i o i ?  e i t h e r  among C h r i s t i a n  o r  

non-Chris t ian o r g d n i z a t i o n s  (111 and 2 )  o r  

2 .  Co l l abo ra t i on  which i n c l u d e s  C h r i s t i a n  and non-Chr i s t i an  i n d i -  

v i d u a l s  w j  t,h i n s t i t u t i o n a l  t i e s  (#4  and 5 ) .  

While e i g h t  p r o j e c t  s i tes  i s  an a d m i t t e d l y  s m a l l  sample,  some conclu- 

s i o n s  may b e  t e n t a t i v e l y  drawn. 

P o s i t i v e  and Nenat ive F a c t o r s  

It almost  goes  w i thou t  s a y i n g  that  t h e  most impor t an t  f a c t o r  i n  

s u c c e s s f u l  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  is t h e  p e r s o n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  

working i n  t i le f i e l d .  Some peop le  a r e  more i n c l i n e d  t han  o t h e r s  t o  

d i s r e g a r d  s e c t a r i a n  limits, ancompassing t h e  l e a d e r s h i p  e lements  and 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e s o u r c e s  o f  a whole community i n  an e f f o r t  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  

development.  However, what may b e  perce ived  as good f o r  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  

i n  a  p r o j e c t  may n o t  be t h o u g h t ' o f  as c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

growth o f  a sponso r ing  o r  implement ing o r g a n i z a t i o n .  I 
It seems, from i n i t i a l  i n s p e c t i o n  i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  t h a t  i n t e r - f a i t h  I 



d u a l s  who may n o t  b e  a f f i l i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  "owneru group.  

I n  a l l  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  v i s i t e d  i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  w i t h  t h e  p o s s i b l e  

e x c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  S r i  Lanka Smal l  G r a n t s  Fund ( # 5 ) ,  t h e r e  i s  s t r o n g  i n s t i  

t u t i o n a l  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  p r o j e c t .  Most o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  have  

been deve loped  by c a p a b l e ,  c h a r i s m a t i c  l e a d e r s  i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  t h o s e  

i n s t i t u t i o n s .  I n  some c a s e s  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  t h e  p e o p l e  has been 

b u i l t  up d u r i n g  t h e  l i f e  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  and an a t t e m p t  made t o  p l a y  down 

uownersh ipu  ( f o r  exatnple,  #8),  and i n  o t h e r s  ( # 4 )  t h e  l e a d e r  has l e f t ,  

b u t  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  "ownershipu l i n g e r s ,  even though  

t h e r e  is an i n t e r - f a i t h  board  o f  d i r e c t o r s  composed o f  c i t i z e n s .  

Ecumenical  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  f o r  development  i s  a  worthy g o a l ,  b u t  o n e  

which comes o n l y  w i t h  g r e a t  e f f o r t ,  





the  A p r i l  1981 Comprehensive Project  Review), c l ea r ly  the  highest  per- 

centage of projects  f a l l s  i n t o  the s ec to r  of  community development. 

Appendix 2 .2 ,  Seatoral  Dis t r ibut ion of  CODEL Projects  by Region, 

shows the  number of p ro jec t s  per sec tor  and t he  percentage of t he  t o t a l .  

Community development i s  highest  i n  the  Asia-Pacifis region a t  53 

percent.  It is  45 percent i n  Africa,  and 43 percent i n  Latin America 

and the  Caribbean. T h i s  d i s t r i bu t i on  has l imi ted  s ignif icance a s  t he  

category of community development seems t o  be a ca t cha l l  category f o r  

projects  which a r e  more i n  the  nature  of in tegrated r u r a l  devlopment 

p ro jec t s  o r  which do not f i t  i n t o  'che other  categories.  

In t he  ana lys i s  of  p ro jec t s  i n  the cur ren t  po r t fo l i o ,  the  evalua- 

t o r s  coded the type of  a c t i v i t y  from the information i n  the  p ro jec t  f i l e  

without reference t o  the  CODEL-assigned sec tor .  The community 

development designation has been given t o  p ro jec t s  which run the gamut 

from ag r i cu l t u r e ,  bridge-building, coopevatives, heal th  and nu t r i t i on  

t o  small business and wel ls .  The designation flcommunity developmentn 

may be read a s  " integrated development." 

It  i s  evident t h a t  even pro jec t s  which f a l l  i n t o  single-sector 

ca tegor ies  include a mix of a c t i v i t i e s .  In f a c t  they must, i f  they a r e  

t o  provide the  r e s u l t s  CODEL .jeeks according t o  i t s  pr inc ip les .  

People's needs a r e  not  l imi ted t o  one s ec to r ;  they a re  intertwined.  

CODEL a s  an agmdy w i t h  a par t i c ipa tory  grass-roots  approach t o  

development, acknowledges t h i s  by encouraging an in tegrated approach t o  

project  planning. 

There may be a tendency t o  place too much importance on s e c t o r a l  

emphases. The rank of s ec to r s  i n  two regions ,  Asia/Pacific and Latin 

America/Caribbean, i s  community development, education, agr icu l tu re  and 

medical. The Africa region reverses  the  posi t ion of  medical and educa- 



t i o n  w i th  a f a i r l y  h igh  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  ( 2 4  p e r c e n t  o f  p r o j e c t s )  i n  t h e  

medical  s e c t o r .  T h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  i s  i n d i c a t i v e  o f  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  o f  

CODEL1s member a g e n c i e s ,  c o l l e a g u e  a g e n c i e s  and o f  development r e a l i t i e s  

i n  t h e  r eg ion .  

Pro i e c t s  

The average  amount which CODEL h a s  approved per  p r o j e c t  i s  a m u n d  

$43,000. (See  Appendix 2 .3 ,  Analys i s  o f  Cur ren t  P r o j e c t  Funding.)  

Assuming t h a t  t h e r e  is  a  t h r ee -yea r  ave rage  l i f e  o f  p r o j e c t ,  t h e  annua l  

ave rage  would be $14,333 p e r  p r o j e c t .  The range  o f  amounts approved 

per  p r o j e c t  is between $2,800 and $210,000. T h i s  may be  a  l i t t l e  

mi s l ead ing  as CODEL h a s  t ended  t o  use  s e v e r a l  mechanical  d e v i c e s  t o  

s u p p o r t  a d d i t i o n a l  a c t i v i t y  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  group i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t e .  

As d i s c u s s e d  i n  an e a r l i e r  c h a p t e r ,  CODEL may fund s e v e r a l  p r o j e c t s  ( a  

c l u s t e r )  wi th  t h e  same p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  a l t hough  

t h e y  o p e r a t e  w i t h i n  t h e  same program. 

S i z e  i s  r e l a t i v e ;  $43,000 f o r  a  3-year p r o j e c t  is n o t  c o n s i d e r e d  

l a r g e  i n  t e rms  o f  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  o r  b i l a t e r a l  f und ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  bu t  

i t  would be cons ide red  a  h e a l t h y  amount by some P V O s  and by many g r a s s -  

r o o t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s .  

CODEL r a r e l y  f u l l y  funds  a  p r o j e c t .  The approximate ly  11 p e r c e n t  

o f  fu l ly - funded  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  p o r t f o l i o  is a f f e c t e d  by t h e  

much h ighe r  f requency o f  ful ly-funded p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  Africa Region. 

The range  o f  t o t a l  v a l u e  o f  a  p r o j e c t  i s  between $6,098 and $605,000 

i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  p o r t f o l i o .  Some o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  h a s  a l r e a d y  been 

committed by o t h e r  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  donors  o r  by l o c a l  s o u r c e s .  

CODEL sometimes r e q u e s t s  t h e  p r o j e c t  ho lde r  t o  f i n d  a n o t h e r  s o u r c e  

t o  s h a r e  t h e  e x t e r n a l  funding .  It can be  a rgued  t h a t  t h i s  d e c r e a s e s  



leading t o  increased col laborat ion of  funding agencies. It may a l s o  

work a hardship on the  p ro jec t  proponent who must spend l imi ted  time and 

resources seeking other  funding, following various i n s t ruc t i ons  f o r  

appl icat ion and repor t ing,  and receiving agency represen ta t ives  who wish 

t o  learn  from the p ro jec t .  Zor example, i s  development well served by 

the IAF and CODEL both supporting the Dominican Republic Water Project  

(P ro f i l e  # 9 ) ?  

A danger lurks  i n  the  capab i l i t y  of CODEL t o  a l l w a t e  s i gn i f i c an t  

amounts of funds t o  a p ro jec t .  A s i gn i f i c an t  amount f o r  a small 

community group may be very l i t t l e  t o  a l a rge r  i n s t i t u t i o n ;  the  

absorptive capacity of small groups can be e a s i l y  overwhelmed. Pro jec t s  

which br ing i n  much higher l e v e l s  of resources and technology than can 

be generated l oca l l y  of ten decrease the power of  the  people t o  dominate 

and con t ro l  the  a c t i v i t y  and increase t h e i r  dependence on o thers .  While 

espousing the  p r inc ip le  of  se l f - re l i ance ,  C O D E L t s  p ro jec t s  exh ib i t  a 

tendency toward building i n f r a s t ruc tu r e s  which cannot read i ly  be main- 

tained by l o c a l  resources. 

The average s i z e  of a p ro jec t  approved by CODEL may seem 

subs t an t i a l  t o  some, but i t  does not  mean t h a t  CODEL g ives  only 1arg~:r 

gran t s .  The bottom of the  range is approximately $3000 (which could be a 

multi-year grant . )  T h i s  would come t o  a very modest amount--$I000 per 

year per p ro jec t  a t  the  very l e a s t .  The main determination of  CODEL'S 

pa r t i c ipa t ion  is the  extent  t o  which the  project  meets i t s  c r i t e r i a ,  

e spec ia l ly  corrcerning ecumenical col laborat ion.  I n  a number of cases ,  

CODEL g ives  sums of  money which a r e  meant t o  be granted i n  yet  smaller  

amounts t o  groups or  ind iv idua l s  by col laborat ing organizations.  CODEL 



CODEL made a p o l i c y  de t e rmina t i on  i n  1975 a f t e r  c o n s u l t a t i o n  i n  

A f r i c a  t o  suppor t  small g r a n t s  funds .  It s e e s  s m a l l  g r a n t  f und ing  as 

meaning: 

. . . t h e  t r a n s f e r  o f  power o f  d e c i s i o n  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  t h e  
a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  g r a n t s  f o r  modest development p r o j e c t s  t o  a competent 
body i n  accordance  wi th  mutua l ly  approved c r i t e r i a  and agreed  
accoun t ing ,  r e p o r t i n g  and e v a l u a t i o n  p rocedu re s ,  t o  encourage 
l e a d e r s h i p  and p r o g r e s s  i n  development.  2 

CODEL h a s  a  number o f  p r o j e c t s  i n  i ts  c u r r e n t  p o r t f o l i o  which i t  

c a l l s  sma l l  g r a n t  f unds .  (See  Appsndix 2 .4 ,  Small  Gran t s  Funds,  A p r i l  

1981 P o r t f o l i o . )  Smal l  g r a n t  f unds  are u s u a l l y  provided t o  e n a b l e  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  working wi th  t h e  d i sadvantaged  t o  respond immediately  w i t h  

sma l l  amounts o f  money t o  i n i t i a t i v e s  which have a  r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  

impact  on development f o r  t h e  people  conerned.  Otherwise t h e  oppor- 

t u n i t y  i s  o f t e n  l o s t  i n  t h e  t ime s p e n t  s o u r c i n g  funds .  

O f  t h e  e i g h t  p r o j e c t s  l i s t e d  i n  Appendix 2.4,  none seem t o  r e a l l y  f i t  

t h i s  d e s c r i p t i o n .  Four a r e  a c t u a l l y  s m a l l  l o a n  funds  and a r e  f a i r l y  

w e l l  focused on c e r t a i n  z c t i v i t i e s  such as small bus ines s  and ~ g r i c u l t u r e  

({Is 4, 5 ,  7 and 8, which i s  c a l l e d  a  l oan  fund ) .  Two (!Is 1 and 2 )  cou ld  have 

been r e g u l a r  p r o j e c t s  s i n c e  t h e  purposes  were known and t h e  budge t s  

cou ld  have been formula ted  i n  advance,  even i f  t h e r e  were some 

subsequent  v a r i a t i o n .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e  p l ann ing  might have been a u s e f u l  

e x e r c i s e .  There is n o t  enough in fo rma t ion  abou t  p r o j e c t  a3 t o  know how 

those  funds  a r e  i n t ended  t o  be used .  If t h e  g r a n t  f o r  p r o j e c t  /I6 is ,  i n  

f a c t ,  funding  bo th  seminars  and p r o j e c t s ,  i t  would probably be  b e t t e r  t o  

d i v i d e  t h e  two a c t i v i t i e s .  It would undoubtedly b e  a good l e a r n i n g  

expe r i ence  t o  compare t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e s e  g r a n t s  w i th  t h e  broad 



What do the a r r ay  of p ro jec t s  i n  C O D E L t s  current  po r t fo l i o  mean? Why has 

CODEL chosen t o  support the  projects  i n  i t s  por t fo l io?  Is CODEL 

responding t o  s t r a t e g i e s  and plans i t  has s e t  f o r t h  f o r  i t s e l f ?  In  

o ther  words, has i t  developed cer ta in  kinds of p ro jec t s  i n  ce r t a in  

places with conscious purpose? Or is CODEL responding t o  the i n i t i a t v e s  

of member and colleague oganizations,  a  group which is  widening year by 

year? 

CODEL has i n  the  pas t  proposed s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  project  development 

t h a t  favor concentration on countr ies  with g r ea t e r  needs using the  

physical  qual i ty-of- l i fe  i nd i ca to r s  a s  long a s  a t  l e a s t  two member 

organizations work t he r e .  CODEL has a l so  sought t o  increase  the  number 

o f  countr ies  per region i n  which it works. There i s  a  personnel 

l imi ta t ion  t o  be considered, a s  w i l l  be discussed l a t e r  i n  Chapter VIII, 

S t a f f .  The add i t iona l  amount of time t h a t  must be spent i n  working up 

and monitoring pro jec t s  i n  the  l e a s t  developed count r ies ,  e spec ia l ly  

when the  project  s i t e s  a r e  widely s ca t t e r ed ,  i s  formidable. 

The projects  i n  t he  cur ren t  por t fo l io  a r e  spread over an average 

of f i f t e e n  countr ies  per region.  (See Appendices 2.5.1, 2.5.2 and 

2.5.3, Projects  Per Country by Region.) There is only one pro jec t  per 

country i n  approximately one-half o f  t he  countr ies  l i s t e d .  I f  p ro jec t  

management, technical  ass i s tance  t o  p ro jec t  holders ,  and in-depth 

learning from the p ro jec t  a r e  t o  be e f f ec t i ve ly  accomplished, each 

pro jec t  s i t e  must be v i s i t e d  a  number of times. 



program needs  o f  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  w i t h  which it h a s  c o n t a c t .  The p ro j -  

e c t s  s e n t  t o  CODEL f o r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  emerge from t h e  e x p e r i e n c e s  of  

t h o s e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and u s u a l l y  s u p p o r t  t h e i r  r e g u l a r  c l i e n t  group.  

The sponso r ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n  may o r  may n o t  be implementing t h e  

p r o j e c t ;  t h i s  is somewhat d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s c e r t a i n .  There a r e  approxi -  

mate ly  16 member p r o j e c t  sponso r s  per  r eg ion .  (See Appendices 2.6.1,  

2 .6 .2  and 2.6.3,  Number o f  Cur r en t  P r o j e c t s  Sponsored by Member Agen- 

cies.) T h i r t y  o f  t h e  38 members sponsor  p r o j e c t s ,  a l t hough  15 sponso r s  

have p r o j e c t s  i n  on ly  one r e g i o n .  

Techn ica l  Ass i s t ance  

In  a s s i s t i n g  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o  fo rmu la t e  a p r o p o s a l ,  CODEL may b e  

s u c c e s s f u l  i n  s u g g e s t i n g  modi f ied  approaches  which have a b e t t e r  

development e f f e c t .  For  example,  CODEL can q u e s t i o n  t h e  a d v i s a b i l i t y  

o f  t r a i n i n g ,  whether it be  v o c a t i o n a l  o r  o t h e r  t r a i n i n g  such  a s  l i t e r a c y ,  

i n  s i t u a t i o n s  where t h e  t r a i n e e s  may have l i t t l e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  app ly  

t h e  s k i l l .  CODEL may be  a b l e  t o  i nduce  a  change i n  d i r e c t i o n  which, 

w h i l e  n o t  modifying t h e  major t h r u s t  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  may g i v e  i t  a 

l i t t l e  b e t t e r  chance t o  have some developmental  impact .  Another good 

sxample is t h e  r e shap ing  o f  medica l  a s s i s t a n c e  programs s o  t h a t  t h e  

p r e v e n t i v e  element is i n c r e a s e d  as compared w i th  t h e  c u r a t i v e .  

What is  most needed i s  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  p r o j e c t  p lanning .  Review o f  

t h e  p r o j e c t  f i l e s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a  l a r g e  number o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  p r o j e c t s  

cou ld  use  a good d e a l  o f  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  a r e a s  a" s e t t i n g  o b j e c t i v e s ,  

t e s t i n g  f e a s i b i l i i y ,  d r a f t i n g  implementat ion p l a n s  and budge t s ,  and 

s t r u c t u r i n g  t h e  p r o j e c t  s o  i t  can be eva lua t ed  f o r  achievement  o f  



The i n i t i a l  p l an  was t o  do a q u i c k  rev iew o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o r t f o l i o  

f o r  d a t a  t h a t  would i n d i c a t e  how t h e  funds  were be ing  s p e n t ,  t h e n  s e l e c t  

a t e n  p e r c e n t  sample f o r  more thorough a n a l y s i s ,  u s i n g  a c h e c k l i s t  

c o n s t r u c t e d  by t h e  e v a l u a t o r s  ( s e e  Appendix 2.7). The l a c k  o f  

i n fo rma t ion  i n  t h e  p r o p o s a l s  and r e p o r t s  l e d  t h e  e v a l u a t o r s  t o  c o n c e n t r a t e  

on t h e  t o t a l  p o r t f o l i o  r a t h e r  than  on a t e n  pe rcen t  sample i n  o r d e r  t o  

b e t t e r  ana lyze  t h e  shortcomings.  These w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  

fo l l owing  c h a p t e r .  

The developmental  impact o f  CODEL-funded p r o j e c t s  was a s s e s s e d  

u s i n g  t h e  CODEL c r i t e r i a  (Appendix 1 . 3 ) .  These c r i t e r i a  a r e  h e a v i l y  

weighted f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  s e l f - r e l i a n c e  and c o l l a b o r a t i o n .  A l l  o f  t h e  

p r o j e c t s  l i s t e d  i n  t h e  A p r i l  1981 Comprehensive P r o j e c t s  Review were 

examined f o r  t h e  t y p e s  o f  m a t e r i a l s  and a c t i v i t i e s  be ing  funded ,  u s i n g  

t h e  documentation i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  f i l e s .  S i n c e  most o f  t h e  CODEL fund ing  

i s  given i n  s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  o v e r - a l l  p r o j e c t  budget and n o t  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  

s p e c i f i c  l i n e  i t e m s ,  a l l  items l i s t e d  i n  t h e  budge ts  have been cons ide red  

as be ing  suppor t ed  by CODEL funding.  

The m a t e r i a l s  a cqu i r ed  and a c t i v i t i e s  suppor ted  i n  a p r o j e c t  a r e  

i n d i c a t i v e  o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  developmental  impact sough t .  Fo r  

example,  i f  t h e  p r o j e c t  s u p p o r t e r s  wish t o  f a c i l i t a t e  s e l f - r e l i a n c e ,  i t  

i s  n o t  l i k e l y  t h a t  t hey  w i l l  s uppo r t  t h e  p rov i s ion  o f  expens ive  ( f o r  t h e  

people  i nvo lved )  b u i l d i n g s ,  equipment and l a n d .  It is g e n e r a l l y  ag reed  

i n  development c i r c l e s  t h a t  do ing  s o  c r e a t e s  dependence and may even be  

counter-developmental  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  t h e  r e c i p i e n t s  a r e  o f t e n  unab l e  

t o  pay o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a  g i v e r - r e c e i v e r  dynamic is  set up 



equipment--are over one-third of the t o t a l  of the projects reviewed ( 46  

of 126).  It i s  generally agreed tha t  provision of c redi t  funds leads t o  

self-rel iance and independence, though t h i s  may not be so i n  a l l  cases. 

O n l y  ten percent of the  projects include credi t  funds (13  of 126). 

Evidence of par t ic ipat ion of the project " b e n e f i ~ i a r i e s ~ ~  i n  t h e i r  

own development i s  hard t o  detect from documentation i n  the  project 

f i l e s .  However, one sa t i s fac tory  indicator i s  the degree t o  which 

vbeneficiar iesu are  organized to  work on t h e i r  own behalf and the ro l e  

tha t  community organizations of the disadvantaged play i n  the planning, 

implementation and evaluation of the project.  

The Philippines projects had an unusually large number of community 

group project holders, b u t  evidence of poor people being i n  charge of 

t h e i r  own development was not found i n  the documentation. It is  l i k e l y  

tha t  increased at tent ion t o  the qual i ty  of participation w i l l  yield 

3.nformation on the ac tua l  dynamics a s  well a s  stimulate the growth and 

improve the qual i ty  of par t ic ipat ion.  I n  any event, i t  i s  an area which 

needs at tent ion and w i l l  take time t o  develop. 

More work is  needed so tha t  r%sources made available through chan- 

nels other than CODEL may a lso  eventually be u t i l ized  more ef fec t ive ly .  

A s  CODEL1s contacts i n  the f i e ld  expand, i t  would seem l ike ly  t h a t  the 

universe of projects from which t o  choose would include more projects 

which are  d i rec t ly  aimed a t  foster ing self-rel iance and part ic ipat ion 

( a s  opposed to  those which provide goods and services) even though the 

projects may still concentrate on the sa t i s fac t ion  of basic human needs. 

CODEL has s e t  a  high goal for i t s e l f  i n  the a r t icu la t ion  of i ts  

c r i t e r i a .  That i t  is currently funding projects  which may not fu l ly  



persuasion and demonstration are  necessary t o  modify t h e  way i n  which 

member and colleague agencies work i n  the f i e ld  to  make i t  

more developmental. 

Some of the kinds of a c t i v i t i e s  represented i n  C O D E L t s  current 

project portfol io  are  perhaps more appropriate for funding by member 

agencies rather  than CODEL. Life is l e s s  than perfect ,  and a s t a r t i n g  

point must be made somewhere. Hopefully the goal i s  a greater  awareness 

of ways i n  which CODEL s t a f f  and members could f a c i l i t a t e  increased 

participation and self-rel iance,  helping people t o  take responsibi l i ty  

for  the i r  own development. 

Qua l i ty  

In other sections of t h i s  report  there has been considerable 

comment on the degree t o  which projects i n  the current CODEL portfol io  

meet the c r i t e r i a  which CODEL has s e t  for i t s e l f ,  i t s  member agencies 

and potent ial  project holders for  qual i ty  a s  it r e l a t e s  t o  development. 

There is no doubt tha t  a gap ex i s t s  between the idea l  and the 

actual .  However, the process of change takes a long time, especially 

when done i n  a co l leg ia l  fashion with 38 member agencies, t h e i r  f i e l d  

s t a f f  throughout the world and a myriad of colleague agencies. 

The change required t o  meet the CODEL c r i t e r i a  more exactly is not 

primarily a question of moving from an emphasis on responding t o  

people's immediate and basic needs t o  the longer-term nurturing of t h e i r  

a b i l i t y  t o  grow and develop a s  people. Mission-sendins soc ie t i e s  have 

long had a strong commitment t o  human development. They were often the 

f i r s t  t o  serve the medical and educational needs of the developing 



world ,  a n d ,  i n  some c a s e s ,  a r e  s t i l l  i n  t h e  f o r e f r o n t  a f t e r  y e a r s  o f  

independence.  

I n  o r d e r  t o  a t t a i n  t h e  i d e a l s  CODEL h a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  i t s e l f ,  

change must be concen t r a t ed  no t  s o  much on t h e  k ind  o f  a s s i s t a n c e  as on 

t h e  way i n  which it  is  provided .  A s  a g e n t s  o f  change,  development 

a s s i s t a n c e  workers  must be c a r e f u l  t o  a c t  i n  a way which e n a b l e s  people  

t o  do t h i n g s  f o r  themse lves  and t o  make t h e i r  own cho i ce s .  I t  i s  a l l  

t o o  ea sy  f o r  someone who s e e s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  and l o v e s  t h e  people  t o  a c t  

i n  t h e i r  b e h a l f .  If t h e  work i s  on ly  FOR t h e  people ,  n o t  OF and BY t h e  

peop le ,  i t  cannot  endure no r  does  i t  c o n s t i t u t e  t r u e  development.  

The o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  CODEL, was founded s p e c i f i c a l l y  because o f  an 

awareness  o f  t h a t  r e a l i t y ,  coupled w i th  an awareness  o f  t h e  need f o r  

people  who work i n  o t h e r  c o u n t r i e s  from a  r e l i g i o u s  c o n v i c t i o n  t o  work 

t o g e t h e r ,  no t  s e p a r a t e l y ,  and c e r t a i n l y  n o t  a g a i n s t  one a n o t h e r .  

Improving t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  CODEL p r o j e c t s  th rough  improving t h e  

q u a l i t y  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  an on-going p roces s  which CODEL can on ly  

s eek  t o  i n f l u e n c e  through i t s  d i a l o g u e  w i t h  i t s  members and w i th  t h o s e  

i n  t h e  f i e l d  wi th  whom i t  c o l l a b o r a t e s .  The q u a l i t y  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by 

t h e  people  whom t h e  p r o j e c t  i s  in t ended  t o  h e l p  cannot  be judged wi thout  . 

both  a  v i s i o n  o f  how t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  should  man i f e s t  i tself  and t h e  

t ime and a b i l i t y  t o  obse rve  t h e  development p roces s  t a k i n g  p l a c e  w i t h i n  

t h e  p r o j e c t .  Although CODEL ha s  set f o r t h  e x c e l l e n t  c r i t e r i a ,  and even 

though t h e  q u e s t i o n s  which i t  a s k s  people  t o  t h i n k  about  w h i l e  

e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  p r o j e c t  speak  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  t h a t  i s  n o t  enough. 

C O D E L 1 s  v i s i o n  o f  a  "h igh -qua l i t y  development p r o j e c t u  i s  i n  many c a s e s  

n o t  t h e  v i s i o n  of t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  no r  perhaps o f  t h e  sponso r ing  and 

c o l l a b o r a t i n g  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

It seems t h a t  CODEL h a s  a  r e s p o s i b i l i t y  t o  t a k e  t h e  t ime  and I 



words of the c r i t e r i a  must take shape--must be ref lected i n  the deeds 

and actions w i t h i n  the project--and must be communicated and analyzed 

w i t h i n  the CODEL community so tha t  the awareness level  of both the group 

and the project implementors can be raised. 

It mus t  be noted tha t  some organizations do not even include par t i -  

cipation i n  t he i r  guidelines for development assistance. Others include 

it without understanding the implications fo r  t rans la t ing  i t  in to  

action. CODEL i s  t o  be commended for i t s  high goals and to  be assis ted 

i n  the process of changing t o  meet them. I n  f a c t ,  CODEL w i l l  only 

achieve i t s  desired impact on the process of development t o  the degree 

t o  which the awareness of the importance of t rue  participation in  

development is  enhanced i n  member organizations, project holders and 

colleague agencies i n  the f i e l d .  

ImPact 

I n  the process of evaluation, we need t o  not only specify the 

resources, services and a c t i v i t i e s  provided, but a lso the i r  impact on 

the l ives  of the people tha t  were involved i n  the project ,  on the l i v e s  

of t h e i r  leaders,  on the ins t i tu t ions  delivering the development ass i s -  

tance and on the la rger  context--the community, the nation, and the 

government. 

The changes which have occurred and the learning which has taken 

place because of the project a lso need t o  be surveyed, especially w i t h  

a view t o  ideas which can be applied t o  other s i tua t ions .  CODEL 

attempts t o  lead the project holders i n  an exercise of simple impact 

evaluation by asking a se r i e s  of questions (see Appendix 1 , Figure 2. ) 





Such second-level e f f ec t s  which energize the people of a  community 

to  do things for  themselves have an impact which is fa r  more important 

than t h a t  of the f i r s t  level of the projeot,  be i t  the acquisit ion of an 

improved water supply, the poss ib i l i ty  of be t te r  health care or  even 

s k i l l s  t ra ining.  

Impact on ins t i tu t ions  which channel development assistance is a l so  

important. Project experience builds in s t i tu t iona l  knowledge and s k i l l s  

about cer tain k i n d s  of projects ,  t h e i r  technical aspects,  and, perhaps 

most importantly, the organizational dynamics of the project .  I f  such 

development assistance ins t i tu t ions  are  sensi t ive t o  projeot dynamics, 

they can learn how they may help to  induce such ef fec ts  w i t h i n  a  commu- 

ni ty  by, for example, the approach tha t  is made, the way assis tance i s  

offered, and the relationships the agency s e t s  up w i th  the people who 

are  to  benefit  from the project.  

Sometimes more can be learned from an experience which has not 

resulted i n  the meeting of project objectives;  often such l t fa i luresv  are  

hidden from view out of a  sense of embarrassment, t h u s  destroying an 

opportunity for  learning. CODEL may be able t o  f a c i l i t a t e  a  consid- 

eration of some of these experiences w i t h  a  number of implementing 

organizations or intermediate channels of development assistance and not 

only turn a  negative experience in to  a  posi t ive one, bu t  a l so  dissemi- 

nate the findings t o  a  wider audience. 

Often a  small project which allows the people t o  organize 

themselves and invent the i r  own solutions o f fe r s  a  breakthrough i n  

development technology. Traditional ways of doing things may be looked 

down upon by "modern" developed soc ie t i e s ,  but they are  often qui te  



which allow people t o  design t h e i r  own intervent ions  become the  model 

f o r  l a rge r  p ro j ec t s  and do have the p o s s i b i l i t y  of being rep l ica ted .  
I 

/ .. Replication is one of  the  t e s t s  of p ro jec t  success,  and i t  usually 
, I , \ 

happens,kpontaneously. I f  people i n  one v i l l age  a r e  doing well and 

improviig t h e i r  l i v e s ,  people i n  surrounding v i l l ages  hear about i t  and 
1 I 

I ' Segin t o  t r y  t o  copy. The same thing is t rue  fo r  governments. 

I \* , ' I I ,  The impact of CODEL-sponsored pro jec t s  around the  world on other  

\ agencies and on the  host,governments could be measured i f  more time and 

resources were spent and i f  there  was su f f i cen t  communication fo r  l o c a l  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  monitor the  s i t ua t i on .  For the moment, we need t o  

concentrate on assess ing the  impact on the  benef ic ia r ies ,  the  immediate 

i n s t i t u t i o n ,  the  intermediate i n s t i t u t i o n s  and espec ia l ly  CODEL 

members . 

Proiects  as Vehicles for L e a r n a  

I n  the o r i g i n a l  concept of CODEL a s  a  se rv ice  organization t o  i t s  

members, p ro jec t s  were regarded a s  vehic les  fo r  learning about develop- 

ment. A t  t h i s  time it i s  poss ible  t h a t  the  learning is  qu i t e  super- 
7 
i ' .- . . -. 

i . ~  f i c i a l  simply because of  t he  quant i ty  of  p ro jec t s  t o  be processed and t he  

l imi ted nurdber of  s t a f f .  

I Another consideration i s  t h a t  learning only occurs when people want 
I t o  l e a r n ,  a re  ready t o  l ea rn  and a r e  paying a t t en t i on .  Po ten t ia l  l ea r -  

, , ners  m u s t  a l so  have information ava i lab le  i n  a  form which they can 
4 .  

understand. Since t h i s  evaluation,  f o r  lack of time, d i d  not include 
\ 

interviews of member aqencies i n  the  co l lec t ion  of  da ta ,  i t  i s  not 

poss ible  t o  make a  ' de f in i t ive  statement about the  degree t o  which member 

I 

3 8 



A t  the present time, the information being shared on projects  i s  

l imited. The widest audience is member organizations, funders (when 

they are  d i f fe rent  from member organizations),  and perhaps some other 

development assistance agencies. The major way of sharing information 

about projects with t h i s  audience is through the semi-annual Com~rehen- 

sive Proiects Review. T h i s  is a l ist  of act ive projects which gives the 

project number, the t i t l e  a:ti ?%e location, together with a br ie f  s t a t e -  

ment of the project object ives ,  some financial  data and any outstanding 

features of the project .  Comments on the current s ta tus  a re  also 

included--whether the project has been funded, whether i t  has been 

reported on, or  whether i L  is about to  be closed. 

It is l ike ly  tha t  these br ie f  statements a re  read by the sponsoring 

member organizations a s  a s t a tus  report  on the project and by a l l  others  

i n  a cursory fashion to  get an over-all  view of CODEL1s portfol io .  

These project updates seldom provide much i n  the way of analysis ;  they 

a re  more i n  the nature of reporting f ac t s .  

Another way i n  which CODEL members can learn about projects is 

through participation i n  e i ther  the Projects Committee or  the Executive 

Committee. The Pro-iects Committee, according t o  the CODEL manual, has a 

role  which i s  I tvi ta l  t o  the success of CODEL," although i t  has only an 

advisory function. The members receive the Project Summary which con- 

t a ins  the recommendation of the Area Coordinator and, i n  turn,  make a 

recommendation of appropriate action t o  the Executive Committee. 

The Projects Committee i s  chaired by one of the CODEL Vice- 

Presidents,  and i t s  membership, a s  a ru l e ,  i s  drawn from the Board of 



Committee, Executive Committee, Secretary ,  President and Vice-president. 

The source of project  information, the Pro-lect Summarv, i s  usually 

a  b r i e f  document which includes the  bas ic  data  about a  project  such a s  

t i t l e ,  loca t ion ,  submitting organization,  f i e l d  represen ta t ive ,  

sponsoring member, cooperating members and organizat ions ,  t o t a l  cost  o f  

p ro j ec t ,  and amount requested from CODEL a s  well a s  a  b r i e f  descr ipt ion 

o f  the  project  and a  recommendation from the  Area Coordinator t o  thz  

Committees. In add i t ion ,  a  summary budget i s  usually included together  

w i t h  a  b r i e f  statement evaluat ing the  project  according t o  CODEL 

c r i t e r i a .  Members of the  Project  Committee a r e  sent  the  pnoject summary 

i n  advance of the  meeting. They do not receive any other  documents on 

the  project  although they may request  t h a t  the  Area Coordinator show 

them the f i l e  a t  the  meeting. 

Another way i n  which information i s  d i s t r i bu t ed  t o  the  membership 

about projects  is  through the d i s t r i bu t i on  of  the  Area Coordinators1 

f i e l d  t r i ~  r e ~ o r t s .  However, these  r epo r t s  tend t o  be s imi la r  i n  nature  

t o  the  p ro jec t s  review i n  t h a t  they pick up the  most i n t e r e s t i n g  aspects  

of  t he  current  p ro j ec t ' s  s t a t u s  r a the r  than providing a  f u l l  r epor t .  

Other ways i n  which membership can learn  about p ro jec t s  is  through 

the  CODEL News and s ~ e c i a l  b u l l e t i n s  t h a t  may be put out about p ro jec t s ;  

i n  t h i s  case ,  however the  information i s  even more l imi ted.  A l l  CODEL 

publ icat ions  a r e  shared w i t h  f i e ld -s ide  colleague agencies and 

pro jec t  holders on a  sporadic bas i s .  Sometimes t he r e  i s  a  spec i a l  i s sue  

t h a t  warrants spending the  postage t o  send a  document, and a t  o ther  

times the Area Coordinator c a r r i e s  CODEL documents with h i d h e r  i n t o  the  

f i e l d .  Obviously, these  ways of sharing learning about p ro jec t s  a r e  



CODELt_s. I S ~ e c i a l )  Ro le  I n  S h a ~ i n n  P r o j e c t s  

Based on t h e  impres s ions  ga ined  from t h e  f i e l d  v i s i t s ,  CODEL1s most 

n o t a b l e  q u a l i t y  is t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i t  h a s  e s t a b l i s h e d  w i t h  t h e  p r o j e c t  

h o l d e r s .  I n  a l l  c a s e s ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r s  expressed  a p p r e c i a t i o n  f o r  

t h e  c o l l e g i a l i t y  and p a r t n e r s h i p  which marked CODELts mode o f  deve lop ing  

p r o j e c t s .  

A t  t i m e s ,  t h e  t a s t e  o f  p a r t n e r s h i p  c r e a t e d  an a p p e t i t e  f o r  more. 

P r o j e c t  h o l d e r s  s t r e s s e d  t h e  need f o r  t h e  CODEL Area Coord ina tor  t o  

spend more t ime wi th  them i n  t h e  f i e l d .  The v i s i t ,  t h e y  s a i d ,  was t o o  

b r i e f  t o  a l l o w  f o r  a proper  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  d e t a i l s  o f  t r a n s -  

a c t i o n s  such a s  r e p o r t s  and t r a n s m i t t a l s  between CODEL and themse lves ,  

and some h e l p  wi th  problems t h e y  might  be hav ing  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

In  one c a s e  (See P r o j e c t  P r o f i l e  #l ) ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  had been 

a b l e  t o  deve lop  a  r e l a t i o n  wi th  fund ing  a g e n c i e s  i n  Europe which i t  f e l t  

CODEL was n o t  y e t  ready  f o r .  T h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  e n t a i l e d  a  coming- 

t o g e t h e r  o f  F i r s t  and Thi rd  World development a s s i s t a n c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  t o  d i s c u s s  l i n e s  o f  i n f l u e n c e  and a r r i v e  a t  an under- 

s t a n d i n g  o f  one a n o t h e r ' s  p o s i t i o n s  s o  t h a t  g r e a t e r  e q u a l i t y  i n  t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  might be ach ieved .  

CODEL does indeed have a  s p e c i a l  r o l e  i n  shap ing  p r o j e c t s .  I ts  

miss ion  o f  b r i n g i n g  t o g e t h e r  d i v e r s e  r e l i g i o n s  and peop le s  f o r  t h e  sake  

o f  development makes i ts  c a t a l y t i c  r o l e  bo th  a  d e l i c a t e  and an e x c i t i n g  

one. It h a s  had some a s t o n i s h i n g  s u c c e s s e s .  The smal l  g r a n t s  fund i n  

S r i  Lanka (See  P r o j e c t  P r o f i l e  #3)  i s  admin i s t e r ed  by an o r g a n i z a t i o n  i n  

which a l l  t h e  r e l i g i o n s  i n  t h e  c o u n t r y  work harmoniously t o g e t h e r .  T h i s  



Ecumenical Collaboration 

Collaboration w i t h  loca l  churches and development organizations,  

including government, i s  also d i f f i c u l t  t o  measure from the evidence i n  

the f i l e s .  According t o  the CODEL c r i t e r i a ,  collaboration may occur a t  

any stage of project process and may take the form of various k i n d ?  

of inputs or  contributions: consultative services ,  personnel, funds, 

buildings or  equipment. Of the 136 projects i n  CODEL'S current portfo- 

l i o ,  82 percent a re  l i s t e d  a s  joint projects.  (See Appendix 2.5.1 - 
2.5.3 f o r  regional breakdowns.) Collaborating organizations a re  l i s t e d  

i n  the project summaries, although i t  is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  ascer tain the 

nature and extent of collaboration. Thus the quantity of collaboration 

i s  commendable, while the qual i ty  i s  not readi ly apparent because of a 

lack of precise information. 

Some of the types of a c t i v i t i e s  which CODEL has funded a lso  

indicate  that  there i s  more emphasis on soc ia l  welfare a c t i v i t i e s  than 

desirable.  Some of these a c t i v i t i e s  can be jus t i f ied  on the basis  of 

one or more of the  c r i t e r i a .  For example, feeding and clothing beggars 

i n  a soc ia l  service center i s  cer ta in ly  reaching the disadvantaged, and 

i t  can even be argued tha t  i t  is a loca l  pr ior i ty  need according t o  

those d i r ec t ly  affected.  However, i t  i s  questionable whether it a lso  

meets other c r i t e r i a  for foster ing self-rel iance and part ic ipat ion.  T h i  

i s  not t o  argue tha t  such projects do not have value and a place i n  the 

portfol ios  of the member oganizations. It does question whether they 

belong i n  the project portfol io  of an organization concentrating its 

e f fo r t s  on self-development. 



projects which do not measure up t o  the c r i t e r i a  s e t  by CODEL. Why is 

t h i s  so? What can be done t o  improve the s i tuat ion? 

Many of the i:rojects f a l l  w i t h i n  the a c t i v i t i e s  t rad i t iona l ly  

undertaken by church mission-sending soc ie t ies :  education, medical care 

and soc ia l  welfare. The member oganizations of CODEL are  by and la rge  

dedicated t o  these endeavors. I f  CODEL wishes t o  emphasize 

developmental a c t i v i t i e s ,  i t  has two main recourses--to a s s i s t  i t s  

members t o  move in to  developmental a c t i v i t i e s ,  supporting these ac t iv i -  

t i e s  t o  the exclusion of others ,  o r  to  develop contacts and consider 

project requests from non-member organizations which work i n  develop- 

ment. CODEL may wish t o  do both. 

T h i s  would mean tha t  projects e l i g i b l e  for  CODEL funding need not 

be sponsored by a member agency. T h i s  is not prejudicial ,  especially i n  

view of the Ta?t tha t  i n  a number of cases sponsorship is nominal and 

does not carry w i t h  i t  responsibi l i ty  for  involvement i n  the project.  

Other fac tors  possibly contributing t o  the projects t  f a i lu re  t o  

measure up t o  C O D E L 1 s  development c r i t e r i a  a re  the r e l a t ive  inexperience 

i n  development of personnel i n  the implementing agencies, the lack of a 

common development philosophy among the members of the CODEL s t a f f ,  and 

the fa i lure  t o  develop and implement country s t ra teg ies .  

' ~eques t  t o  A I D ,  1978-81, page 21. 
2 

CODEL, Small Grants Fund, September 10, 1975, p .  1 .  



development, funding, monitoring and evaluation, i t  is necessary t o  

out l ine the process used and the r e su l t s  desired. Then an examination 

can be made of the application of the process, the r e su l t s  achieved 

(together w i t h  the cost involved), and the recommendations made for any 

improvements indicated. 

Proiect Process j.n Use 

The CODEL Administrative Procedures for  Sub-Grants contains the 

following s teps which are  called the CODEL Project Process. 

I n i t i a l  Screening 

1 .  Acknowledgement by coordinator 
2. Determine sufficiency of information 
3. Determine relat ionships of request t o  CODEL c r i t e r i a  
4. Determination a s  t o  s t a f f  rejection or complete study for  

Project Committee review 
5. Open f i l e  and in t e rna l  control 

S taf f  Project Analysis 

1 .  Coordinator i n i t i a t e s  analysis  of f eas ib i l ty  according to  
CODEL c r i t e r i a .  The PAP i s  a development planning educa- 
t i ona l  tool  to  guide both s t a f f  and project holder i n  
reaching clear  and more detailed understanding of h i s  own 
proposal and an understanding tha t  of fers  larger  guarantees 
of achieving i t s  intended purpose and motivating support, 
a s  well a s  contributing t o  CODEL ecumenical objectives.  

2. Dialogue w i t h  applicant and principals of project ;  s i t e  
v i s i t  and workshop i f  necessary 

3. Coordinator completes proposal, exp l i c i t l y  d e t a i l s  an idea 
of data completeness t o  f a c i l i t a t e  evaluation of project 
efficacy i n  1 )  achieving i ts own purpose; 2) sharing i t s  
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projected impact and 3 )  contr ibut ing t o  more un i f ied  
(Chr i s t i an)  support of development e f f o r t s .  

Preparation of Proposal f o r  Pro jec t s  Committee Review 

1.  Summary of PROP f o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  advance of Pro jec t s  
Comai t t e e  meeting 

2.  Circulation t o  Committee w i t h  Log-Frame and other  agenda 
mate r ia l s .  

Projects  Committee Action 

1 .  Discusssion w i t h  coordinators  i n  l i g h t  of knowledge, 
experience and i n t e r e s t  of  o f f i c e r s ,  and of CODEL policy 

2. Committtee recommendation: 
a .  approval o r  re jec t ion  
b. approval w i t h  condi t ions  
c .  r e f e r r a l  back t o  s t a f f  f o r  fu r ther  study 

3. Applicant advised 

Executive Committee Action 

1. Review of Projects  Committee minutes and pro jec t  
recommendat ions  

2. Action on project  recommendations a t  formal Executive 
Committee session 
a .  approval o r  re jec t ion  
b. approval w i t h  condi t ions  

3. Applicant advised 

Funding Action 

1 .  Funding Search 
a .  membership 
b. undesiqnated funds CODEL 
c .  government 
d. foundations and corporations 

2. Applicant no t i f i ed  

Grant Agreement 

1.  Contract by which mutual r e s p o s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  defined,  
including the  de f in i t i on  of  c r i t e r i a  by which both i n t e r  
and f i n a l  evaluations w i l l  be shared, and forms t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  repor t ing 

2. Agreement on pay-out schedule, and f i nanc i a l  repor t ing  
(type of  form) 

3. Not i f icat ion t o  Financial  Officer t o  e f f e c t  t r ansmi t t a l  

Project  Evaluation 

1 .  Quar te r ly  f i nanc i a l  r epo r t s  
2. Semi-Annual evaluations which a re  shared w i t h  Board and 

donors 



3. Retr ieval  of  da t a  by coordinator on p ro jec t  f in i shed  i n  
r e .  p ro jec t  goals  and CODEL goals  

CODEL Evaluation 
1, Annual Report published by CODEL and made ava i l ab l e  t o  

Board and t o  publ ic  
2. Analysis and repor t ing  of sum of CODEL a c t i v i t y  impact 
3. I n  formation r e t r i e v a l  f o r  records  

Awwlicatiorl o f  t h e  Process 

The system s e t  f o r t h  i n  the  CODEL Administrative Procedures f o r  

Sub-Grants i n  the  CODEL Project  Process Chart is  no t  cur ren t ly  f u l l y  

used. It  seems t h a t  it was too de ta i l ed  and complicated f o r  a  small 

s t a f f  with a  heavy p ro j ec t  load t o  handle, and t h a t  some of  t he  d e t a i l s  

were not necessary f o r  adequate management; the re fore  t he  de t a i l ed  

appl ica t ion eroded with t he  passage of time. With a  few s imp l i f i c a t i ons  

e , g .  drop the  requirement f o r  a  Log Frame), the  process should be f u l l y  

u t i l i z e d .  

The consultant  interviewed two of the  t h r ee  Area Coordinators and 

constructed the  process t o  be followed. It c o n s i s t s  o f :  

1 .  I n i t i a l  Contact; 

2. Presentat ion of the  Project  t o  CODEL; 

3. Dialogue w i t h  t h e  Proponent (improvement of t h e  plan;  development 

impact); (Depends e n t i r e l y  on Area Coordinatorls  judgment) 

4. Analysis and Preparation of the  Project  Summary; 

5. Committees1 Deliberat ion and Action (Pro jec t s  and Executive); 

6. Funding Action (Commi tment , Fund-raising, Transmittal)  ; 

7 .  Implementation and Monitoring (Progress and Financia l  Reports);  

8. Responses t o  Progress Information (eg.  f u r t h e r  funding);  

9. Evaluation; and 

10.  Learning, (See Appendix 3, Figures 1 and 2 f o r  Notes on 

Project  Process and GLOA which were taken during t h e  eva lua t ion . )  
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1 .  The p lan  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  p r o p o s a l  f o r  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  

and u s e  o f  t h e  r e s o u r c e s  i s  f o l l o w e d  o r ,  i f  m o d i f i e d ,  t h a t  t h e  

r e a s o n s  a r e  j u s t i f i e d  by c h a n g e s  i n  c o n d i t i o n s  which a r e  

a c c e p t a b l e  t o  t h e  g r a n t o r ,  A I D ,  and CODEL, t h e  s u b - g r a n t o r ;  

members do  n o t  impose a d d i t i o n a l  c o n d i t i o n s .  Major c h a n g e s  

s h o u l d  be conveyed t o  CODEL and  a g r e e d  upon b e f o r e  t h e y  a r e  

i n i t i a t e d  by t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r ;  and 

2. The c o n d i t i o n s  imposed by A I D  on  u s e  o f  f u n d s  ( c a t e g o r i e s  

h a v i n g  flow-down a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  t h e  s u b - g r a n t e e s )  a r e  met 

( e .g .  p rocurement ,  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r a v e l ,  and  e a r n e d  i n t e r e s t  

r e f u n d e d  t o  CODEL and  AID) o r  t h a t  a  wa ive r  i s  o b t a i n e d  if s u c h  

a p r o c e d u r e  i s  a l l o w a b l e .  

R e s u l t s  Achieved 

I n  many o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  f i l e s  r ev iewed  i n  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  t h i s  

e v a l u a t i o n ,  i t  was n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  a s c e r t a i n  whe the r  e i t h e r  of  t h e  

minimum r e s u l t s  was f u l l y  a t t a i n e d  a s  r e p o r t s  were  e i t h e r  c o m p l e t e l y  

l a c k i n g  o r  d e f i c i e n t  i n  i n f o r m a t i o n .  (Minimum r e q u i r e m e n t s  i n c l u d e :  

f i n a n c i a l  and p r o g r e s s  r e p o r t s  s e m i - a n n u a l l y  and mid-term and end-of- 

p r o j e c t  e v a l u a t i o n  r e p o r t s .  

I n  f i e l d  v i s i t s  t o  s e l e c t e d  p r o j e c t  s i t e s  it was n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  

p r o j e c t  h o l d e r s  were n o t  f u l l y  aware  o f  CODEL'S c o n d i t i o n s  and  r e q u i r e -  

men t s  a l t h o u g h  t h e s e  had b o t h  been a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  L e t t e r  o f  Agreement 

(GLOA) . (Note  t h a t  t h e  GLOA and i t s  a t t a c h m e n t s  a r e  p r o v i d e d  i n  

E n g l i s h ;  t h i s  may pose  a p rob lem f o r  some g r a n t e e s . )  The burden  is on  

t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  and comply w i t h  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  upon 



The p resumpt ion  by CODEL t h a t  t h e  g r a n t  c o n d i t i o n s  and r e p o r t  

o u t l i n e s  a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  GLOA a r e  "o f  t h e  t y p e  r e q u i r e d  for y o u r  own 

i n t e r n a l  management p u r p o s e s .  . . . (wh ich)  you w i l l  c o m p i l e  i n  a n y  c a s e u  

i s  p r o b a b l y  n o t  r e a l i s t i c .  These  c o n d i t i o n s  and r e p o r t i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s  

need t o  be  r ev iewed  w i t h  g r a n t e e s  b e f o r e  t h e y  s i g n  t h e  GLOA so t h a t  t h e y  

have  a f u l l  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  b e f o r e  a g r e e i n g  t o  them. 

Areas  Which Need S t r e n a t h e n i n ~  --- 
T h e r e  d o  n o t  seem t o  be  any  b a s i c  r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  p l a n n i n g ;  pe r -  

h a p s  t h e s e  s h o u l d  be  c r e a t e d .  (By a c c e p t i n g  p r o p o n e n t s q  p r o p o s a l s ,  t h e  

g u i d a n c e  g i v e n  i n  t h e  P r o j e c t  A p p l i c a t i o n  Form i s  n o t  u s e d . )  T h e r e  i s  

a l s o  a l a c k  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  some p r o j e c t  documents which i n d i c a t e s  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  p rob lems  i n  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  which migh t  b e  a v o i d e d .  I n  

some c a s e s ,  e x c e p t i o n s  t o  t h e  CODEL c r i t e r i a  a r e  g r a n t e d  which p r e d i s -  

p o s e  t h e  p r o j e c t  t o  p rob lems  i n  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ,  b u t  s i n c e  t h e  e x c e p t i o n s  

a r e  n o t  n o t e d ,  s t e p s  c a n  n o t  be  t a k e n  t o  c u s h i o n  t h e  e f f e c t .  (Exampls: 

s e r i o u s  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n . )  

Another  g e n e r a l  problem i s  t h e  a p p a r e n t l y  i n a d e q u a t e  communicat ion  

between CODEL and  t h e  p r o j e c t  p r o p o n e n t / h o l d e r .  A t  times t h i s  c a n  b e  

h a r r o w i n g ;  i n  o n e  c a s e  t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  u n d e r s t o o d  t h a t  t h e  g r a n t  was 

f o r  $40 ,000  a y e a r  f o r  t h r e e  y e a r s  r a t h e r  t h a n  f o r  $40 ,000  t o  be  s p r e a d  

o v e r  t h r e e  y e a r s .  CODELts communication was u n c l e a r .  The G r a n t  L e t t e r  

o f  Agreement n e e d s  t o  be  r e v i s e d  t o  a l l e v i a t e  t h i s  problem.  

Mechan ica l  p r o c e s s e s  a r e  n o t  a l w a y s  a d h e r e d  t o  w h i l e  

o p e n i n q / c l o s i n g  p r o j e c t s  and  t r a n s m i t t i n g  f u n d s .  These  " t r i g g e r s t 1  need 

t o  be s h a r p e n e d ,  p e r h a p s  by i n s t a l l i n g  a s y s t e m  of  r e m i n d e r s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  



t i ng  on the progress of a  p ro j ec t ,  i n  evaluat ing i ts  impact, o r  i n  

understanding the  regu la t ions  t o  be followed i n  the case of an A I D  sub- 

g ran t .  Sending out p ieces  of paper i s  not su f f i c en t ,  e spec ia l ly  when 

they a r e  sent  t o  a  non-English speaker wri t ten  i n  English. The Area 

Coordinator needs t o  personally review these  items w i t h  each pro jec t  

holder.  It is a l so  recommended t h a t  CODEL a s s i s t  the  proponent i n  

devising an evaluation plan t a i l o r ed  t o  each pro jec t  and t ha t  both 

p a r t i e s  agree upon i t  a s  par t  of the  program. 

I m ~ l i c a t  ions 

One of the general  problems i s  t hc t  not enough qua l i t y  time is 

invest;:: i n  the preparation of the  project  plan. T h i s  is an area  

which can g r ea t l y  benef i t  from technical  ass i s tance  provided t o  the  

p ro jec t  proponent by the  Area Coordinator. The project  load per 

Coordinator must be s i gn i f i c an t l y  reduced, however, t o  make t h i s  

f ea s ib l e .  

Implied i n  t he  above f indings  is the  need f o r  CODEL t o  re tu rn  t o  

the  use of the Project  Process a s  out l ined i n  the  Administrative 

Procedures fo r  Sub-Grants, w i t h  a  few minor changes such a s  the  

el imination of the requirement fo r  a  Log Frame. In order t o  do s o ,  i t  

w i l l  be necessary f o r  the  Area Coordinators t o  spend more time i n  the  

development, monitoring and evaluation of each project  than they have 

been ab le  t o  do w i t h  t h e i r  present project  loads .  

T h i s ,  i n  t u rn ,  implies t he  reduction of p ro jec t  loads per 

Coordinator, o r  the  addi t ion of  Coordinators o r  o ther  s t a f f  t o  a s s i s t  

them. Probably both approaches could be e f f ec t i ve ly  combined. Fewer 





V I .  Indigenous Organ i za t i ons  

In  t h e  d e s i r e  t o  r e a c h  t h e  d i sadvantaged  w i t h  a s s i s t a n c e  s o  t h a t  

t h e y  may improve t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h e i r  l i v e s  i n  a  way t h a t  t h e y  may n o t  

o n l y  HAVE more, bu t  BE more, t h o s e  who h e l p  o f t e n  d e s p a i r  o f  t h e  g r e a t  

gaps  which e x i s t  between t h e  d i sadvantaged  and themselves .  It i s  even 

more f r u s t r a t i n g  t o  t r y  t o  r each  t h e  d i sadvantaged  i n  a  c o u n t r y  on t h e  

o t h e r  s i d e  o f  t h e  world where t h e  c u l t u r e s  a r e  f o r e i g n  t o  t h e i r  

expe r i ence .  I n d i v i d u a l  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  a i d ,  i f  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  limits t h e  

scope o f  i n t e r v e n t i o n .  

Governments which are organized  t o  s e r v e  t h e i r  people  o f t e n  have 

t h e  same problems i n  r e a c h i n g  and r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  d i sadvantaged ,  espe-  

c i a l l y  i n  view of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  d i sadvantaged  n o t  o n l y  w ie ld  l i t t l e  

p o l i t i c a l  i n f l u e n c e ,  bu t  r a r e l y  are a b l e  t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  bespeak t h e i r  

need and t h e r e f o r e  most o f t e n  become r e c i p i e n t s  o f  "what i s  good f o r  

themw a s  perce ived  by o t h e r s .  

CODELts s o l u t i o n  t o  t h i s  seemingly insurmountab1.e problem is  t o  u se  



The nine p ro jec t  s i t e s  and organizations v i s i t e d  during t he  course 

of  t h i s ,  evaluation provide a sample of ibdigenous agencies which were 

examined t o  learn  something about t h e i r  nature and function. T h i s  is 

not a represen ta t ive  sample; it i s  heavily weighted fo r  India  and S r i  

' ~ a n k a ,  but the  organizations a r e  surpr i s ing ly  diverse and c rea t ive .  

One wouldf t h i n k  t h a t  CODEL p ro jec t  holders would tend t o  be C O D E L t s  

member oganizst ions;  i n  none of the  nine cases is t h i s  t r u e ,  although i n  

two cases t he r e  a r e  counterpart  re la t ionsh ips .  Church World Service 
I 

r e l a t e s  t o  the SSID i n  the  Dominican Republic, and the  YMCA i n  S r i  Lanka 
I < 

r e l a t e s  ' to  the " Y t t  i n  the  United S ta tes .  

It might a l s o  be assumed t h a t  many of CODEL1s  projects  would be 

placed with church h ie ra rch ies  i n  developing countr ies ;  t h i s  is  t rue  fo r  

only one of  the  nine  cases.  The list of  project  s i t e s  and pro jec t s  

v i s i t ed  i n  Appendix 4, Figure 1 ,  together w i t h  the  list of p ro jec t  

holders and spmsor ing  organizations i n  Appendix 4, Figure 3 ,  give an 

idea of t he  way i n  which networking through CODEL member agencies has 

provided an opportunity t o  pa r t i c ipa t e  i n  work w i t h  the  disadvantaged. 

The kind of  r e l a t i onsh ip  between the  American sponsor and the  l o c a l  

project  holder ranges from a knowledge of each o the r ' s  work because they 

a r e  doing s imi la r  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  the  same par t  of a country t o  a re la -  
<. 

t i ve ly  close r e l a t i onsh ip  a s  a counterpart  agency. 

The 'character and scope of these  nine organizatons a r e  var ied.  , 

of them a re  inter-denominational o r  in te r - re l ig ious  organizat ions .  

(See Appendix 4 ,  Figure 2.) Often they a r e  organizations s t a r t e d  by 

. missionaries o r  churches t o  ca r ry  out development work. Four of the  

organizations and f a c i l i t i e s  a re  nat ional  in  scope; f i v e  a r e  l oca l .  Of 

t he  nine,  ,qm; work i n  both urban and r u r a l  a r ea s ,  and one organization 



organizations work within the  p ro jec t s  with other  l oca l  and na t iona l  

organizat ions ,  including governments. Thus, the  foca l  point of a proj- 

e c t  br ings  together a number of l o c a l ,  na t iona l  and i n t e rna t i ona l  orga- 

n izat ions .  

Not many of the  p ro jec t s  funded by CODEL received t h e i r  t o t a l  

support from CODEL o r  the f u l l  amount of  funding requested. This seems 

t o  be a policy of CODELts--supportiug o r~ ly  pa r t  of the p ro jec t  cos t s .  

Therefore, the  indigenous agencies a l so  maintain re la t ionsh ips  with 

funding agencies outs ide  t he  CODEL network, primarily i n  Europe. The 

capaci ty  f o r  even g rea t e r  networking is evident.  

In one case ,  the  l o c a l  implementing organizations ( t h e  Catholic 

diocese of Meru) joined with a European donor t o  f a c i l i t a t e  a develop- 

ment education experience i n  which funders, implementors, and benefi- 

c i a r i e s  were ab l e  t o  discuss  development from t h e i r  var ious  perspec- 

t i v e s .  This is  an i n t e r e s t i n g  approach which CODEL might wish t o  

consider fo r  fu tu re  work. 

CODEL and other  foreign development ass i s tance  agencies seek ways 

i n  which t o  pa r t i c ipa t e  more f u l l y  with t h e i r  cooperating 

organizations--those which implement and pa r t i c ipa t s  i n  t he  p ro jec t  

work. Similar ly ,  t he  implementing organizatons,  i n  order t o  be effec-  

t i v e ,  seek ways i n  which t o  f a c i l i t a t e  par t i c ipa t ion  of t he  people with 

whom they work . 
Many of the implementing oganizations were s t a r t e d  by dynamic, 

charismatic people whose very nature  i t  is t o  dare t o  dream and t o  lead 



accomplished, f o r  which people a r e  usually g ra te fu l .  They look t o  

l eaders  t o  make decis ions  f o r  them and t o  ca r ry  them along on the  wave 

of ac t ion .  If promises and expectations do not become r e a l i t y ,  they may 

f e e l  b i t t e r  o r  discouraged, but very seldom do they th ink of the possi- 

b i l i t y  t ha t  they could have taken some act ion.  Power i s  invested i n  the  

l eader ,  of ten weakening the  f ee l i ng  of power i n  the  followers.  

Some of the  organizations which a r e  implementing the  p ro jec t s  

v i s i t e d  during the  course of the  evaluation have recognized, and a r e  

da i l y  recognizing, the  long-term negative e f f e c t  of taking too s t rong a 

leadership r o l e ;  i n  the  Dominican Republic p ro j ec t ,  f o r  example, t he  

cornrnmunity which par t i c ipa ted  very l i t t l e  i n  the  decision t o  dig  a well 

had breakdowns w i t h  i ts  pump more of ten than other  communities. It i s  

presumed tha t  the  people who par t i c ipa ted  more f u l l y  took b e t t e r  care  of 

t he  pump. 

SSID real ized t h a t  i t  was necessary f o r  the  people i n  the community 

t o  pa r t i c ipa t e  more f u l l y  i n  the  decision and i n  t he  work of digging a 

well .  They, the re fore ,  decided t o  inaugurate a program of hand-dug 

wel l s ,  choosing not t o  use the  wel l -d r i l l ing  r i g  i n  cases where i t  was 

unnecessary t o  do t e s t  bores or  where the  water was ea s i l y  access ible .  

In addit ion t o  lowering the  cost  of the  wel l ,  the  community organization 

and  commitment needed t o  get  the work done made a l l  the  di f ference i n  

the  development impact of t he  p ro jec t .  

Likewise, lessons  a r e  evident within the  p ro jec t s  v i s i t ed  in  Kenya. 

The water system which was planned and is being constructed by mission- 

a r i e s ,  is not considered by the  people t o  be t h e i r  own pro jec t .  While 

it  is a marvel which opens up a val ley t o  t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  of c a t t l e  and 
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The p r o j e c t s  working w!th o u t c a s t s  i n  I n d i a  have y e t  a n o t h e r  dimen- 

s i o n  t o  them. The m i s s i o n a r i e s  working w i t h  P r o j e c t s  #1 and 112 a r e  

I n d i a n  n a t i o n a l s ,  b u t  t h e y  come f rom K e r a l a ,  a q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t  o f  

I n d i z  t h a n  t h e  p l a c e s  i n  which t h e y  a r e  working--Andhra Pradesh  and 

Tamil  Nadu. They a r e  looked upon by t h e  m a j o r i t y  p o p u l a t i o n  a s  o u t s i -  

d e r s  a n d ,  moreover ,  a s  s o c i a l  s u b v e r s i v e s  because  t h e y  work w i t h  t h e  

h a r i j a n s .  I n  t u r n ,  t h e  h a r i j a n s ,  s o  accustomed t o  t h e i r  s t a t u s ,  f i n d  i t  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e y  can  and  s h o u l d  t a k e  a c t i o n  t o  improve 

t h e i r  l i v e s .  I n  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  t h e  work i s  markedly more d i f f i c u l t  and 

t h e  t e m p t a t i o n s  even g r e a t e r  t o  d o  t h i n g s  f o r  p e o p l e ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  w i t h  

them. 

P r o v i d i n g  m a t e r i a l  and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  b e n e f i t s  f o r  p e o p l e  when 

t h e i r  n e e d s  a r e  many and p a i n f u l l y  e v i d e n t  i s  somet imes  n o t  t h e  b e s t  way 

t o  a c c o m p l i s h  long- te rm development ,  even  though it is  q u i t e  human t o  

 ant t o  a l l e v i a t e  h a r d s h i p s  as q u i c k l y  as p o s s i b l e .  The c a s e  o f  t h e  

PCDT i s  i n s t r u c t i v e .  It began w i t h  a  C a t h o l i c  t r a i n i n g  f a c i l i t y  which 

was n o t  b e i n g  f u l l y  u t i l i z e d  and which was l o c a t e d  c l o s e  t o  a poor  

neighborhood.  It was t h e  dream o f  t h e  t h e n - d i r e c t o r  t o  c o n v e r t  i t  i n t o  

a  model community 'development c e n t e r ,  t o  open i ts  g a t e s  t o  t h e  ~ e o p l e  o f  

t h e  neighborhood who migh t  u s e  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  and  t o  b r i n g  i n  o t h e r s  t o  

work i n  t h i s  development  l a b o r a t o r y .  

The S i s t e r s  a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  C e n t e r  had f o r  some y e a r s  been d o i n g  

s o c i a l  work i n  t h e  community, and t h e  mode o f  c o n d u c t i n g  a n e e d s  a s s e s s -  

ment was t o  g e t  p e o p l e  t o g e t h e r  and a s k  them what t h e y  needed .  T h e i r  

most p r e s s i n g  concern  was f o r  h o u s i n g  which,  i n d e e d ,  was q u i t e  poor .  

They a l s o  spoke  o f  w a t e r  t a p s .  The C e n t e r  had a l r e a d y  embarked on a  
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o f  mothers  and c h i l d r e n  under f i v e ,  p r o v i d i n g  PL 480 food f o r  a nominal 

fee. The S i s t e r s  had a l s o  a r ranged  a c o u r s e  i n  sewing and had begun a 

moiiey-saving system which encouraged people  t o  pu t  a s i d e  some o f  t h e i r  

funds  i n  a bank. 

The members o f  t h e  community who se rved  as t r u s t e e s  o f  t h e  o rgan i -  

z a t i o n  came from t h e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  l e a d e r s h i p  o f  t h e  neighborhood, a s  

mig9t be expec ted .  The members o f  t h e  l a d i e s  a u x i l i a r y  were a lso  b e t t e r -  

o f f .  P a r t l y  due t o  t h e  h igh  e x p e c t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  people  and t h e  l a c k  o f  

p l ann ing ,  i t  q u i c k l y  became e v i d e n t  t h a t  t h e r e  was no way i n  which funds  

cou ld  be used on a  r e v o l v i n g  b a s i s  t o  p rov ide  housing. The people  were 

t o o  poor t o  ever  pay back such l a r g e  amounts. To make a !onq s t o r y  

s h o r t ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  s t a l l e d  from be ing  unab l e  t o  d e v i s e  ways o f  working 

toward i t s  o r i g i n a l  o b j e c t i v e s  and not knowing what e l s e  t o  do. 

The l eng thy  d i s c u s s i o n  which took  p l a c e  d u r i n g  t h e  f i e l d  t r i p  o f  

t h e  Area Coord ina tor  w i th  t h e  Board o f  T r u s t e e s  revolved around t h e  

f a i l u r e  o f  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  i n  t h e  

p lanning .  The funds ,  l a r g e l y  unused,  were l e f t  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  by CODEL 

t o  g i v e  t h e  Board an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  r e d e s i g n  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  t h i s  t ime  w i th  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s .  Th i s  might e v e n t u a l l y  be  a  

resounding  s u c c e s s  a l t hough  i t  w i l l  come o u t  l ook ing  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  

t han  a t  t h e  beg inn ing .  

Most o f  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n c l u d e  people  o f  v a r i o u s  f a i t h s ,  some- 

t imes  i n  areas where such coope ra t i on  was unheard o f  i n  t h e  p a s t .  Par- 

t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  is t h e  c a s e  o f  SAMAGI i n  S r i  Lanka, a group 

s t a r t e d  i n  r e sponse  t o  CODEL1s c a l l  f o r  working t o g e t h e r .  The pe r sons  



c a l l  upon them periodical ly ,are  dedicated people who know a l o t  about 

development and are  learning even more from one another. 

The development o f f i ce  of the Catholic diocese of Meru i n  Kenya has 

a problem. It says i t  wants to  work i n  an ecumenical fashion w i t h  the 

Methodists i n  the area on i t s  agr icu l tura l  project ,  which has been qui te  

innovative. Circumstances, distances,  misunderstandings and fears  seem 

t o  have been responsible for the fa i lure  t o  work i n  an ecumenical 

fashion. It is  qui te  possible that CODEL could help soothe the fears  

and straighten out the misunderstandings. 

I n  any event, the experiences of the Catholic church i n  development 

have been growing and may of fer  the membership of CODEL an opportunity 

for  learning. The team approach and the highly participatory nature of 

development work which i s  being used throughout the country can be 

copied by others  and, indeed, t h i s  has been done by projects i n  two 

other countries.  CODEL might well ava i l  i t s e l f  of t h i s  resource in  an 

ecumenical fashion not only w i t h i n  the Africa region, but perhaps i n -  

cluding neighbors across the Indian Ocean such a s  India and S r i  Lanka who 

would undoubtedly benefit  from the experience. 

The one organization on the list which does not work d i rec t ly  w i t h  

the grass roots ,  b u t  ra ther  provides services t o  other organizations 

involved in  such a c t i v i t i e s ,  is  the Inter-Church Service Agency i n  

Madras. The capabili ty and track record of t h i s  organization i s  

admirable. Its capacity for  project design and evaluation, f e a s i b i l i t y  

s tudies ,  t ra in ing ,  management consultation and engineering services 

provides a great resource t o  anyone working i n  the area. 

T h i s  resource i s  not being tapped extensively, par t ly  due t o  a lack 



of knowledge about i t ,  but mostly due t o  a  lack of resources.  As with 

any consul t ing organizat ion,  i t  must charge f ee s  i n  order t o  cover i ts  

expenses. The organizations most i n  need of such se rv ices  tend t o  f e e l  

tha t  they cannot afford them. 

CODEL i s  i n  an extraordinary posit ion t o  f a c i l i t a t e  the  use of 

these  resources by organizing discuss ions  of common problems i n  develop- 

ment fo r  i ts  own project  holders and those col laborat ing organizations 

working i n  India .  This would be a  s t a r t i n g  point  fo r  the  b e t t e r  u t i l i -  

zat ion of ICSA1s se rv ices  which could r e s u l t  i n  g r ea t l y  improved plan- 

ning and management of development p ro jec t s .  It would a l s o  enable I 
people t o  seek b e t t e r  so lu t ions  t o  common technical  problems such a s  

the  problem of drylands ag r i cu l t u r e  i n  a  habi tual  drought zone or  t h a t  

of minimal-cost housing fo r  the  very poor. 

ICSA has developed a  sect ion on appropriate technology and is very 

in te res ted  i n  promoting consideration of the  ro l e  of women in  develop- 

ment, but i t  requ i res  resources t o  enable i t  t o  accomplish these  goals .  

It would seem tha t  providing such se rv ices  t o  project  holders  would 

build i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  which a re  well within C O D E L t s  objec- 

t i v e s .  The use of such indigenous se rv ice  organizations would a l so  

r e s u l t  i n  decreasing the load fo r  CODEL s t a f f  and loca t ing  the technical  

ass i s tance  c loser  t o  the  p ro jec t  holder ;  these a r e  both highly des i rab le  

object ives .  

P e r c e ~ t i o n s  of CODEL and USAID 

During the evaluation,  indigenous agencies were queried about t h e i r  

I a t t i t u d e s  and perceptions of  U.S. development ass i s tance  agencies,  espe- 

c i a l l y  CODEL and USAID. In a l l  cases ,  CODEL was perceived a s  a  highly- 

respected par tner ,  but one which was very difficu1.t t o  reach when help 





How. CODEL G e t s  Its Fundinn--History aid 

CODEL was founded i n  1969 i n  r e sponse  t o  a  need t o  c o o r d i n a t e  t h e  

fund - r a i s i ng  e f f o r t s  o f  miss ion  s o c i e t i e s .  From 1970 t o  1975, CODELts 

s o u r c e s  o f  income were e n t i r e l y  p r i v a t e .  I n  1971 p r o j e c t s  and j o i n t  

development a c t i v i t i e s  were added t o  CODEL1s scope  o f  work, and i n  1974, 

1 t h e  y e a r  o f  t h e  Development Program Grant  ( D P G )  from A I D ,  p r i v a t e  

funding  i n c r e a s e d  c o n s i d e r a b l y .  (See  Appendix 5 ,  F igu re  1 . )  

I I n  t h e  3-year pe r iod  of t h e  DPG, member o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o f  CODEL I 
c o n t r i b u t e d  a  t o t a l  o f  a lmos t  $2 m i l l i o n ,  more t h a n  double  t h e  DPG o f  

$775,000. During t h a t  pe r iod  membership expanded from 31 t o  41 o rgan i -  

z a t i o n s .  A I D  funding  provided a  c o n s i d e r a b l e  boos t  t o  CODEL as an 

o r g a n i z a t i o n .  

The Agency f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Development fol lowed t h e  DPG w i t h  a 

Genera l  Support  Grant  which d i d  n o t  make funds  a v a i l a b l e  u n t i l  August,  

1979 because o f  p r o c e d u r a l  d e l a y s  and which is about  t o  t e r m i n a t e .  A 

t o t a l  o f  $1.4 m i l l i o n  was g r a n t e d  t o  CODEL under  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  f o r  t h e  

purpose o f  p rov id ing :  

suppo r t  f o r  t h e  g r a n t e e ' s  program i n  sponso r ing  development 
~ r o j e c t s  i n  s e l e c t e d  deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s .  . . . CODEL . . 

I 
. w i l l  sponsor  approximate ly  155 development p r o j e c t s  i n  about  
50 s e l e c t e d  deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s  i n  Africa, L a t i n  America, Asia  
and t h e  P a c i f i c  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  r u r a l  development,  h e a l t h ,  
n u t r i t i o n ,  f a m i l y  p l a n n i n g ,  non-formal educa t i on  and women's 

1 developmental  a c t i v i t i e s .  
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Using i t s  own pr inc ip les  of development a s s i s t ance  t o  guide 
p ro jec t  se lec t ion  and development, CODEL reviews and funds 
p ro jec t  proposals of i ts member agencies and encourages t he  
col laborat ion of the  members i n  p ro jec t  design and implemen- 
t a t i o n  a s  well a s  i n  t h e  shar ing of exper t i se  and t a l e n t s .  The 
CODEL project  programming system provides f o r  documentation and 
procedures f o r  p ro jec t  monitoring, r epor t ing  and evaluation.  
CODEL s t a f f  provides consul ta t ion ass i s t ance  t o  p ro jec t s  on 
request .  The funds provided under t h i s  grant  s h a l l  be u t i l i z e d  
without r e s t r i c t i o n  by the  grantee  for  allowable cos t s  of t he  
a c t i v i t i e s  described above. . . 1 

CODEL a l so  receives  o ther  monies from A I D .  There a r e  th ree  Opera- 

':'.anal Program Grants ( O P G s )  and a  grant  f o r  environment and development 

workshops. Thtse a r e  outs ide  the  scope of t h i s  evaluation.  CODEL 

regards these  ds i n t e g r a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  The Executive Committee meeting 

i n  September, 1979 

reaffirmed the  policy of matching o r  exceeding project  
suppart  by A I D  funds from the p r iva te  s ec to r  and paying program 
and administrat ion c o s t s  60% A I D  and 40% pr iva te  con t r ibu t ions .  
T h i s  policy i s  not appl icable  t o  OPGs o r  t o  the  grant  f o r  
environmental and development workshops. It i s  appl icable  only 
t o  the  A I D  general  support grant  t o  COD EL.^ 

The reason i s  t h a t  p r iva te  con t r ibu t ions  t o  both OPG and environment do 

not go through CODEL books; they go d i r e c t l y  t o  the  p ro jec t .  To include 

them would r e s u l t  i n  double matching. 

Expense da ta  f o r  FY 1980 (Appendix 5 ,  Figure 2 )  shows t h a t  CODEL 

has indeed followed t h i s  policy.  CODEL1s  contr ibut ion t o  p ro jec t s  was 

$675,710, while A I D ' S  was $539,349. The A I D  grant  covered operating 

expenses of  the program, ( d i r e c t  support f o r  p ro jec t  management), while 

CODEL covered general  adminis t ra t ive  expenses which they c a l l  support .  

CODEL paid 41 percent of  t he  t o t a l  operat ing expenses and A I D  59 

~ e r c e n t  . 
The amount of matchins funds from the p r iva te  s ec to r  exceeds 50 

percent i f  one does not  include funds fo r  programs CODEL considers t o  be 

i n d i r e c t l y  re la ted  t o  i t s  p ro jec t  work. Excluding Operati .onal Program 



member agencies and col laborat ing organizat ions ,  CODEL i s  con t r ibu t ing  a 

t o t a l  of  $809,818 o r  53 percent of t h e  t o t a l  program and operat ing 

expenses. Appendix 6 ,  Figure 3 shows program and adminis t ra t ive  support 

a s  a  percentage of t o t a l  p ro jec t s  a t  27 percent .  When OPGs and the  Environ- 

mental Development Program a r e  added t o  t he  t o t a l ,  the  overhead per- 

centage drops t o  16.  None of these  f i gu re s  is  extremely high f o r  an 

overhead r a t e .  

CODEL has made severa l  at tempts a t  r a i s i n g  funds from foundations 

and corporations.  It has h i red consu l tan t s ;  i t  has spent l a r g e  amounts 

of s t a f f  time on fund-raising and development work and has es tab l i shed  a  

committee of members t o  a s s i s t  i n  making contacts  and r a i s i n g  funds. 

There has not been a  g rea t  deal  of  success i n  t he  past, with the  r e s u l t  

t h a t  the Board of Advisors, a t  t h e  d i r ec t i on  of the  membership, i s  

no longer looked upon a s  t he  major source fo r  C O I G ~ L  funding, 
but r a t h e r  a s  an a rea  f o r  a  communication minis t ry .  This does 
not  preclude t ang ib le  suppor t ,  but  does lower expecta t ions  t o  a  
l eve l  r e a l i s t i c  in  the  l i g h t  of experience and e ~ o n o m y . ~  

There a r e  two major problems i n  fund r a i s i n g  for  an organization 

such a s  CODEL. The most se r ious  problem i s  t h a t  the re  a r e  very few 

United S t a t e s  foundations and corporat ions  which express an i n t e r e s t  i n  

funding i n t e rna t i ona l  p ro jec t s .  Of those which do, the  funding amounts 

a r e  usually f a i r l y  small and a r e  o f ten  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  programs o ther  than 

the  kind fo r  which CODEL seeks funds. 

One th inks ,  f o r  example, of t h e  Ford and Rockefeller Foundationsv 

programs i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  research,  t he  development of educat ional  i n s t i -  

t u t i ons  and the  encouragement of  improved management on t h e  pa r t  of  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  so  they can be self-support ing.  A l l  of these  programs a r e  



c l ea r l y  a t  a  higher l e v e l  than C O D E L t s  b ene f i c i a r i e s  a r e  ab l e  t o  use. 

Other foundation3 with an i n t e rna t i ona l  focus already have a z l i en-  

t e l e ;  the re  a r e  many more people knocking on t he  door than the re  i s  

money on the  o ther  s i de .  The s i t u a t i o n  w i l l  undoubtedly become worse i n  

the  current  c l imate  of reduced f ede ra l  support f o r  a l l  kinds of programs 

and t he  poor economic cl imate which inf luences  the  s i z e  of funds ava i l -  

able t o  corporat ions  fo r  char i t ab le  purposes. 

How CODEL Uses Its Funds--Pro.lects vs. Over-all Pronram 

CODEL spends the  g r ea t e r  pa r t  of  i ts  budget i n  d i r e c t  support of  

overseas p ro jec t s .  Taking the  budget without regard t o  the  OPGs  and t h e  

Environmental Development Program, $1,215,059 were spent on p ro j ec t s  

from a  t o t a l  budget o f  $1,540,595 (Appendix 5 ,  Figure 2 ) .  The g r ea t e s t  

port ion of program and adminis t ra t ive  support is  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  

management of p ro jec t s .  

Although CODEL i n  some places speaks o f  i t s  program i n  terms of 

a c t i v i t i e s  d i rec ted  toward the  members, i n  o the rs  it regards the  program 

t h i s  is an accurate  p ic tu re  of  r e a l i t y .  CODEL i s  not very ac t i ve  i n  

I sponsoring l a rge  meetings o r  workshops overseas o ther  than those funded 
I 
I 

I under the  Environmental Development Program. CODEL channels the  

I 
resources of  members i n t o  p ro j ec t s ,  i n  many cases  mixing A I D  and non-AID 

money. 

The a b i l i t y  t o  be f l e x i b l e  in  t he  app l ica t ion  of p ro jec t  funds is 

one of C O D E L t s  g rea t  s t r en th s .  The A I D  grant  permits CODEL t o  begin 

remainder from i t s  membership. More un re s t r i c t ed  funds a r e  now made I 



a v a i l a b l e  by t h e  membership than  i n  t h e  beginning,  bu t  a c e r t a i n  c o n t r o l  

and a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  h a s  been kept  by t h e  member agenc ie s .  For t h e  most 

p a r t  they respond on a  case-by-case b a s i s  t o  t h e  CODEL approved p r o j e c t s  

l i s t .  It would f a c i l i t a t e  management and improve development 

impact i f  members were t o  u n t i e  t h e i r  funds ,  but i t  is u n l i k e l y  

t h a t  t h i s  w i l l  occur  soon. Also,  member donors  do n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

c o n t r i b u t e  t o  program suppor t .  It would be more e q u i t a b l e  and a  b e t t e r  

long-term arrangement f o r  CODEL i f  members would a g r e e  t h a t  a percentage  

o f  p r o j e c t  funds could  be a l l o c a t e d  toward program suppor t .  

Grantee Pe r s rwc t ives  CODEL Funding 

Genera l ly  t h e  g r a n t e e s  in te rv iewed du r ing  t h e  cou r se  o f  t h i s  

e v a l u a t i o n  l i k e  t h e  idea  t h a t  CODEL is a b l e  t o  save them work by 

sou rc ing  funds from a number o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The r e a l i t y ,  however, is  

t h a t  t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  of  a  b roke r ing  func t ion  i s  i n  many c a s e s  n o t  f u l l y  

accomplished. CODEL r a r e l y  f u l l y  funds  a  p r o j e c t .  Th i s  means t h a t  t h e  

p r o j e c t  ho lde r  m u s t  go t o  o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  must comply wi th  t h e i r  

r e g u l a t i o n s  about  proposa l  w r i t i n g  and r e p o r t i n g ,  and must s a t i s f y  

d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s  o f  donors--al l  o f  which means more work f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  

ho lder  . 
The o t h e r  s i d e  o f  t h i s  co in  i s  t h a t  t h e  va r ious  development a s s i s -  

t ance  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  which p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  can become 



have a  church background t o  CODEL, of ten without regard t o  whethsr o r  

not t h e i r  request  would comply with C O D E L t s  o r i t e r i a ,  This same kind of 

c l i e n t  r e f e r r a l  i s  done by AID/Washington and missions i n  the  f i e l d .  I f  

CODEL could f ind a  middle ground between channeling the  major par t  of 

the  resources f o r  a  project  and the  sharing of project  support with 

other  development ass i s tance  agencies who may bring d i f f e r e n t  t a l e n t s  

and concepts t o  the  project  holder,  t h i s  would improve C O D E L 1 s  se rv ice  

t o  grantees.  

Prosoects - f o r  the  Future 

It is qu i t e  l i k e l y  t h a t  CODEL w i l l  be ab le  t o  maintain a  growth i n  

i t s  budget based on donations from A I D  and from its member agencies.  

The A I D  funds have had a  pos i t ive  drawing e f f e c t  on the  p r iva te  sec tor .  

A t  t he  same time i t  is not l i k e l y  t h a t  CODEL w i l l  be ab le  t o  t ap  s ign i -  

f i c an t  amounts of foundation and corporation resources. 

Steady growth i s  preferable  t o  ups and downs i n  the  budget, and if 

some way could be found t o  get  longer term pledges from the membership, 

i t  would considerably ease C O D E L t s  project  funding a b i l i t y ,  especia l ly  

with regard t o  the uncertainty of funding which must  be passed on t o  the  

project  holder when a  search is i n i t i a t e d .  The project  holder does not 

know when, through no f a u l t  of h i s  own, he might no longer receive  the 

funds which CODEL has approved fo r  h i s  p ro j ec t ,  simply because CODEL is 

unable t o  r a i s e  the  funds i t s e l f .  

~t tachment A ,  Grant # AID/SOD/PDC-G-01 65 and amendments. 
2 

I CODEL Self  Evaluation, October 1979, pages 5-6. 
3 
Memorandum Report of  the  Executive Director t o  

Representatives of CODEL Member Organizations, April 8,  1980. 
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VIII. S t a f f  

T h i s  sec t ion  w i l l  analyze the  present s t a f f  composition i n  

comparison w i t h  t h e  implied work load necessary t o  meet CODEL'S objec- 

t i v e s ,  It w i l l  attempt t o  resolve  the  di f ference between the  t asks  s e t  

f o r t h  fo r  the coming period and the  s t a f f  resources cur ren t ly  ava i lab le ,  

f i r s t  on t he  ba s i s  of re ta in ing  the  same number of ful l - t ime s t a f f  and 

then suggesting the  minimum addi t iona l  s t a f f  required. .  The object ive  of 
\ 

t h i s  ana lys i s  w i l l  be t o  improve the qua l i t y  of s t a f f  wbrk without 

. adding s u b s t a n t i a l l y  t o  operat ional  cos t s .  
I I 

Present Personnel, a n d  Job D e s c r i ~ t i o n  

The present full- t ime s t a f f  of CODEL cons i s t s  of the  Executive 

. .) I ,  

t h e  f i e l d  widh member and other organizations col laborat ing i n  develop- 
,) 

1 , :  \ -  > '  . 
4 

>-; (1 ,$ 
1 .  

ment a c t i % i t i e s ;  'le'sirn, of t h e i r  developmental object ives  , pro j ec t s  and 
t: 

r ,, ,' \ 

1 3  ' . resourdds; i n t k r p r e ~ t  t& them tkie CODEL mission and method of  operat ion;  



CODEL1s  c r i t e r i a ,  decide whether the  proposal is appropriate f o r  CODEL, 

and, if no t ,  no t i fy  the  proponent and possibly r e f e r  them t o  another 

agency . 
Coordinators a l so  provide t echn ica l  ass i s tance  i n  conceptual izat ion,  

planning and presentation of the  proposal; study and evaluate the  pro- 

posal;  prepare project  summaries together w i t h  recommended act ion f o r  

consideration of the Projects  and Executive Committees; present and 

defend proposals i n  Committee meetings; maintain l i a i son  w i t h  and corre-  

spond w i t h  ( p o t e n t i a l )  project  holder a t  a l l  s t ages  of the  project  

process,  providing information and technica l  ass i s tance  a s  needed; 

manage schedule of funding and repor t ing and no t i fy  p ro jec t  holder i f  

r epor t s  a r e  not received; prepzre semi-annual repor t s  t o  CODEL 

rnembers/funders; from time t o  time pa r t i c ipa t e  i n  f i e l d  evaluations w i t h  

p ro jec t  holders;  a s s i s t  the Executive Director i n  sourcing funds, and 

maintain l i a i son  w i t h  U.S. o f f i c e s  of organizations col laborat ing i n  the  

p ro jec t .  In add i t ion ,  the  Africa Area Coordinator is  responsible fo r  

managing the th ree  OPGs i n  t he  Africa region. 

The Financial  Manaaer i s  responsible fo r  bookkeeping and f o r , a l l  

aspects  of f i nanc i a l  con t ro l  a s  well a s  compilation of periodic finan- 

c i a l  repor t s  t o  CODEL and t o  t he  funding sources ,  pa r t i cu l a r l y  A I D .  

The Office Manaaer/Pro.iect Assis tant ,  i n  addit ion t o  her d u t i e s  of  

managing the  o f f i c e ,  is responsible  f o r  updating and maintaining in for -  

mation on pro jec t s  i n  cooperation with *;he Area Coordinators. This 

includes.compi1ation of summary data  and the  production of  semi-annual 

comprehensive p ro jec t s  lists. 

I n  add i t ion ,  CODEL has the  se rv ices  of  part-time personnel: t he  



i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ;  and two c o n s u l t a n t s  i n  t h e  environment and develop- 

ment program. 

P r e s e n t  Overload on Area C o o r d i n a t o r s  

The a r e a  c o o r d i n a t o r s  a r e  a l r e a d y  c a r r y i n g  a  h e a v i e r  p r o j e c t  l oad  

than  i s  p o s s i b l e  f o r  any person t o  handle .  I f  CODEL seeks  t o  a t t a i n  i t s  

t a r g e t  o f  deve lop ing  an a d d i t i o n a l  f i v e  p r o j e c t s  p e r  r eg ion  p e r  y e a r  as 

p r o j e c t e d  i n  t h e  new 3-year p l a n ,  i t  might be n e c e s s a r y  t o  add a d d i t i o n a l  

pe r sonne l  t o  c a r r y  t h e  workload f o r  t h e  Af r i ca  and A s i a / P a c i f i c  r e g i o n s .  

Appendix 7 ,  F igu re  1 ,  Est imated Annual P r o j e c t  Load o f  Area Coordi- 

n a t o r s ,  c i t es  t h e  number o f  p r o j e c t s  be ing  monitored and developed by 

t h e  A f r i c a  Coord ina tor  a s  7 5  p e r  y e a r ,  w i t h  83 f o r  t h e  As ia /Pac i I ' l c  

Coord ina tor  and 44 f o r  t h e  L a t i n  Arnerica/Caribbean Coord ina tor .  The 

l oad  f o r  t h e  first two r e g i o n s  i s  more than  double  t h a t  o f  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  

l oad  o f  t h e  Inter-American Foundation f i e l d  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  who i s  respon-  

s i b l s  f o r  on ly  one coun t ry  a n d . u s u a l l y  h a s  an a c t i v e  p r o j e c t  list o f  

30, w i t h  10 new p r o j e c t s  developed a n n u a l l y .  

The 1979 Annual Report  o f  PACT, which a l s o  h a s  t h r e e  f i e l d  

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  i n d i c a t e s  a  t o t a l  o f  21 new p r o j e c t s  p l u s  12 yeviewed 

f o r  second and t h i r d - y e a r  funding  f o r  a t o t a l  o f  33 a c t i v e  p r o j e c t s  p l u s  

48 s u p p o r t i n g  g r a n t s  (which a r e  handled s e p a r a t e l y  and do  n o t  r e q u i r e  

f i e l d  i n v e s t i g a t i o n )  . PACT p r o j e c t s  , however, ave rage  $70,000 p e r  y e a r  

a s  opposed t o  CODEL1s $14,000 average .  

When CODEL f i r s t  s t a r t e d  funding  p r o j e c t s  under  t h e  DPG, t h e  

c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  o b j e c t i v e  was t o  l e a r n  about  development,  u s i n g  t h o s e  

p r o j e c t s  a s  l i v e  c a s e  s t u d i e s .  Demand, i n  terms o f  funding  r e q u e s t s ,  



and opportuni t ies  f o r  learning have diminished a s  p ro jec t s  per person 

have increased,  Other CODEL s t a f f  a r e  s imi l a r l y  working a t  an over- 

normal capacity.  Despite the  f ac? t . t ha t  s t a f f  i s  overloaded w i t h  current  

t asks ,  CODEL is  planning t o  take on add i t iona l  work with the  same number 

of personnel. 

Increased Wordload I m ~ l i e d  & 1981-84 P l a n &  Evaluation F i n d i r l g g  

The following i s  the  list of new tasks  t h a t  CODEL i s  s e t t i n g  fo r  

i t s e l f  i n  the  next three-year period a s  well a s  improvements t h a t  a r e  

suggested i n  the  course of t h i s  evaluation.  Thoy f a l l  na tura l ly  under 

several  headings: the p ro jec t  development, learning,  funding, member 

pa r t i c ipa t i on ,  communication w i t h  a  broader consti tuency,  and 

administrat ion.  

Project  Development 

1. More profound r e f l ec t i on  on how CODEL c r i t e r i a  apply t o  the  
development processs a s  r e f l ec t ed  i n  the  p ro jec t s ;  

2 .  Independent c r i t i c a l  review of proposals and pro jec t  perfor-  
mance a t  key points i n  t he  process (second and third-year 
funding) ; 

3 .  Improved management of p ro jec t s  both a s  individual  p ro jec t s  
and over-all ;  

4 .  More technical  ass i s tance  t o  project  holders and pro jec t  
planning and management including evaluation plans;  

5. More and be t t e r  information from the  f i e l d  on pro jeu t s  (back- 
ground information, ana lys i s ,  monitoring and eva lua t ion) ;  

6. Feedback from CODEL t o  the p ro jec t  holder on the content of 
repor t s  analyzing and r a i s i n g  key questions and providing 
information helpful  on improving pro jec t  implementation and 



number o f  p r o j e c t s  t o  d i s c u s s  and p ropose  s o l u t i o n s  t o  common 
p r o j e c t  p rob lems ,  draw knowledge from p r o j e c t  e x p e r i e n c e ,  and 
c o n s i d e r  development  p r o c e s s  and  p h i l o s o p h y ,  w i t h  documen- 
t a t i o n  t o  e n a b l e  b r o a d e r  s h a r i n g  o f  e x p e r i e n c e ;  

8. Improved l e a r n i n g  i n  t h e  CODEL community t h r o u g h  a n a l y s i s  o f  
t h e  development  p r o c e s s  based  on CODEL-project e x p e r i e n c e  f o r  
d i s c u s s i o n  by c o l l e a g u e  a g e n c i e s  p r i m a r i l y  i n  t h e  U.S. 
b u t  a l s o  i n  t h e  f i e l d ;  

Funding 

9 .  New t h r u s t  i n  t a p p i n g  f o u n d a t i o n  s o u r c e s  e s p e c i a l l y  s e l e c t e d  
l ist  o f  25, a s  w e l l  as d e v e l o p i n g  a list o f  c o r p o r a t i o n s  and 
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  Uni ted  N a t i o n s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  ( i m p l i c a t i o n s  
f o r  i n c r e a s e d  s t a f f  t i m e  t o  e n s u r e  c o v e r a g e  and c o n t i n u i t y ) ;  

Flember P a r r i c i p a r i o n  

10. More i n s t i t u t i o n a l  commitments of member o g a n i z a t i o n s  ( a s  
opposed t o  i n d i v i d u a l s )  and even more profound engagement i n  
t h e  work o f  CODEL; 

11. Develop new p a r t n e r s h i p s  w i t h  U.S.-based ecumenica l  g r o u p s ;  

12. Use o f  v o l u n t e e r s  o f  member o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  p r o j e c t s ;  

Communication 

13. I n c r e a s e  and  improve communication w i t h  b r o a d e r  c o n s t i t u e n c y ;  
and  

A d m i n i s t r a t  i o n  

14. Improved i n t e r n a l  p l a n n i n g ,  m o n i t o r i n g  and e v a l u a t i o n .  

The above  l i s t e d  o b j e c t i v e s  and  t h e  magn i tude  o f  work i m p l i e d  are 

i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  work l o a d  o f  t h e  s t a f f ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  l i n e s  

a r e  n o t  s h a r p l y  drawn i n  some c a s e s .  



Several ways t o  consider increas ing the  quan t i ty  and improving the  

qua l i t y  of work without adding full- t ime s t a f f  a re :  

1. Restructure present  s l o t s  t o  take advantage of present  s t a f f  

s t reng ths ;  

2 .  Increase e f f i c iency  by improving systems and providing more 

support ; 

3. Reduce the  work load which does not d i r e c t l y  contr ibute  t o  t h e  

ob jec t ives ;  and 

4. Use consu l tan t s ,  volunteers ,  indigenous orqanizations a d  mem- 

ber organizat ions  t o  supplement fu l l - t ime s t a f f  work. 

With regard to  j r o i e c t  develo~ment ,  the  a rea  coordinators need t o  

spend more time on p ro jec t  d~~velopment and need b e t t e r  ana ly t i c a l  t o o l s  

t o  work w i t h .  A consul tant  w i t h  a  l o t  of  experience i n  p ro jec t  develop- 

ment and evaluation could work w i t h  the  s t a f f  on the  reformulation of 

the  various s e t s  of  c r i t e r i a  and formats t h a t  CODEL uses i n  t h e  p ro jec t  

process so  t h a t  they would be e a s i e r  t o  work wi th ,  e a s i e r  t o  communicate 

t o  po t en t i a l  p ro jec t  holders  and be s u i t a b l e  f o r  :onversion i n t o  indica- 

t o r s  which could be used fo r  p ro jec t  evaluation.  

The case load i s  too high and could e a s i l y  be cut  back without 

diminishing the  impact of CODEL ass i s t ance  while enhancing the  l ea rn ing  

value.  It is suggested t h a t  each Area Coordinator gradually cut  t he  

number of  coun t r i es  overseen t o  10  from the  cur ren t  average of 15. The 

primary candidates f o r  cutback would be those count r i es  i n  which only 

one p ro jec t  i s  cu r r en t l y  being a s s i s t e d ,  and/or those count r i es  where 

the  needs a r e  not  so  g r e a t  nor the  resources and i n t e r e s t s  of  CODEL 



project  development should be whether the condit ions a r e  favorable fo r  

development work o r  whether r e l i e f  and soc i a l  welfare ass i s tance  a r e  

p r i o r i t y  needs (e .g .  Uganda). The member agencies, themselves, and 

other  organizations a re  be t t e r  l e f t  t o  repocd t o  those needs. 

It has been noted before i n  t h i s  repor t  t h a t  the  average project  load 

for an Inter-American Foundation f i e l d  represen ta t ive ,  who has primary 

r e spons ib i l i t y  f o r  only one country,  i s  approximately 30 ac t i ve  p ro jec t s  

with 10 new pro jec t s  per year and t h a t  i n  1979 PACT processed 21 new 

pro jec t s  i n  th ree  regions. 

The project  load fo r  the  Latin American/Caribbean Coordinator is 

acceptable a t  44, but the  other  two regions a r e  f a r  over the  40 f igure  

a t  75 and 83. (See Appendix 7, Figure 1. )  Even in  p ro jec t s  where there  

was add i t iona l  fundins t o  the  same project  holder,  the f i l e s  d i d  not 

ind ica te  t h a t  planning ass i s tance  from the Coordinator was unnecessary. 

The t r a v e l  schedules of  Area Coordinators a r e  unduly burdensome, 

even when t a r g e t s  f o r  v i s i t a t i o n ,  projected i n  the new three-year plan,  

are  reduced t o  one v i s i t  during t he  l i f e  of the  p ro jec t .  In add i t ion ,  

Area Coordinators can improve t h e i r  ef f ic iency by having b e t t e r  support 

from o the r s  on the  s t a f f .  A t  present  they a re  doing most of  t h e i r  own 

c l e r i c a l  work and some of  the  s e c r e t a r i a l  work i n  addi t ion t o  t rans-  

l a t i o n ,  where appl icable .  

By reducing the  number of count r ies  and consolidating the  project  

loads by cleaning out the old p ro jec t s  from the  ac t i ve  l ist ,  they would 

have more time t o  spend on ana lys i s  and communication with p ro jec t  

holders.  Points 1 ,  4 ,  5 ,  and 6 above could be s a t i s f & ? t o r i l y  d e a l t  w i t h  

by making more time i n  the  schedule through a  decreased t r a v e l  and 



project  load and w i t h  the  addit ion of  a consul tant  f o r  guidance and 

t ra in ing .  Number 2 can not be d e a l t  w i t h  i n  t h i s  way and number 3 only 

p a r t i a l l y  so: the re  would be an improvement i n  individual  p ro jec t  

management, but not necessar i ly  over-a l l .  

The pos s ib i l i t y  of using volunteers ,  indigenous organizat ions  and 

member organizations t o  share  some of  t h i s  work load would requ i re  

add i t iona l  s t a f f  resources t o  develop and guide t h e i r  work. I n  the  

shor t  term, t h i s  does not  seem t o  be of help  although it  should be 

considered a s  a long-term goal.  

The Executive Director has primary r e spons ib i l i t y  f o r  the  work 

l i s t e d  under points  9 ,  10, 1 1 ,  1 2  and 1 4 .  Some of t h i s  work can be 

shared w i t h  the Executive Committee and taken by consul tants  t o  a 

g rea te r  extent  than i s  now the  case ,  but part , icularly i n  the matter of 

fund r a i s i ng  t h i s  would have the  e f f e c t  of  diminishing re tu rns .  

The function of Improved Communication with a Broader Constituency, 

number 13, i s  cur ren t ly  handled by part-time personnel with t he  co l la -  

boration of Area Coordinators who must provide the  information. It is 

probably poss ible  t o  continue on t h i s  ba s i s .  

The area  of Learning, numbers 7 and 8,  c a l l s  fo r  a mix of develop- 

ment experience and management s k i l l s  which may o r  may not be ava i lab le  1 
part-time bas i s  through C O D E L 1 s  current  consul tants .  Some 

consideration should be given t o  t he  goal  of  involving member and ind i -  1 
genous col laborat ing organizations more f u l l y  i n  the  l ea rn ing  process,  

while b a l a n c i ~ ~ g ' i t  with t he  need f o r  CODEL t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e  the  

process of learning.  The se r ious  undertaking of s t ruc tured  r e f l ec t i on  

on development experience, espec ia l ly  when conducted i n  t he  f i e l d ,  

implies increased expenditures ( f o r  s t a f f ,  f o r  t r a v e l ,  and for  asso- 

c ia ted expenses). Since t h i s  learning is a major object ive  f o r  CODEL, 



i t  is well worth considering making such an investment. 

Thus h d  estimate t h a t  points  7 and 8 (Learning) cannot be covered 

using ex i s t i ng  s t a f f ,  nor can point 9 (funding),  while p o s s i b i l i t i e s  do 

e x i s t  t o  cover points  10 ,  1 1 ,  12  and 1 4  w i t h  t he  ass i s tance  of committee 

members. The communicatims task may o r  may not be handled e f f ec t i ve ly  

by continuing to  use a part-time ed i to r .  

Using Additional S ta f f  Resources 

It i s  c l e a r  from the  above analysis  t h a t  the  consideration of 

add i t iona l  s t a f f  resoarces  is inescapable. The plan fo r  concentrated, 

long-term a t t en t i on  t o  fund r a i s i ng  from foundations and corporations 

takes  the  task outs ide  the  po ten t ia l  of the  Executive Director t o  assume 

i n  addit ion t o  h i s  o ther  du t i e s .  A fu l l - t ime fund-raising person i s  

needed unless CODEL abandons i t s  plan t o  tap foundations and corporat ions ,  

Similarly,steady a t t en t i on  t o  the  learning process c l ea r ly  c a l l s  

f o r  another full- t ime person. The need f o r  independent c r i t i c a l  review of 

proposals coupled w i t h  the  need fo r  over-al l  coordination of p ro jec t  

development suggests t h a t  i t  may be f ea s ib l e  t o  combine project  manage- 

ment tasks  an1 learning tasks  i n  the  same s t a f f  person. This,  of 

course,  assumes t h a t  CODEL can loca te  an individual  w i t h  the  background 

and the  s k i l l s  needed fo r  those two tasks .  To combine them i n  one 

person would be advantageous because the data  from which learning is  

drawn i s  t he  same data which the  individual  would be processing a s  a 

function of project  management. 

The qua l i t y  of s e c r e t a r i a l  and c l e r i c a l  s t a f f  has of ten been 

neglected i n  reviews of s t a f f  e f fec t iveness ,  ye t  much more can be 

accomplished w i t h  exce l len t  support s t a f f  than without them. The 

Area Coordinators a r e  so accustomed t o  doing everything f o r  them- 





IX, Relationshing, &!tween CODEL and 

As CODEL is  working i n  pa r tne r sh ip  with i ts member agencies  and 

co l l abora t ing  o rgan iza t ions  i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  s o  is CODEL working i n  

pa r tne r sh ip  with t h e  Agency f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Development through i ts 

support  of  C O D E L 1 s  a c t i v i t i e s  v i a  t h e  mechanism of a  Development Support 

Grant. A t  t h e  reques t  o f  CODEL, t h i s  evaluat ion  inc ludes  C O D E L 1 s  r e l a -  

t ionsh ip  with A I D  and, i n  t u r n ,  A I D 1 s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  with CODEL, not  only I 



undesignated. CODEL would have more f l e x i b i l i t y  i f  more member organi- 

zations would follow th i s  lead, b u t  the aurrent feeling is tha t  most 

would prefer to  respond t o  a  specif ic  project.  

Membor agencies have not yet seen t h e i r  way clear  to  providing 

operating expenses a s  par t  of the grant funds. CODEL should consider 

the feas ib i l i ty  of requesting tha t  30 percent of a l l  project funds be 

available for cos ts  of grant deveopment and management. The e f fec t  of 

equitable shwing of costs  would be t o  increase member awareness of the  

necessary coe~ts of grant management and give CODEL more independence 

from A I D .  

AID'S feeling tha t  they are  carrying a  disproportionate share of 

the operating expenses ( see  the Inspector General's draf t  audit dated 

July 2 ,  1981) seems t o  be based on a  misunderstanding and lack of 

spec i f ic  agreement i n  the Development Support Grant. It i s  only f a i r  t o  I 
note tha t  PACT, an organization similar t o  CODEL, receives most of i t s  I 
project and operating funds from A I D .  I n  tha t  case the members do not 

contribute funds. 

Drawbackg Pundina Arranqementg 

Assuming the project holder does not object t o  government funding, 

A I D  funding permits CODEL t o  supply the f i r s t  payment so the project can 

get underway while CODEL s o l i c i t s  responses t o  the proposal from i t s  

member organizations. Since C O D E L 1 s  approval is  always conditional upon 

the i r  a b i l i t y  to ra i se  f u n d s ,  t h i s  dcss cause some uneasiness on the 

part  of the project holder and may occasionally jeopardize the smooth 

implementation of a  project ,  



QrEcauQI1ELL. Br_ol;zram. Branta 

C O D E L 1 s  a t t i t u d e  towdrd t he  Operational Program Grants is ,  howover, 

another mat ter ,  According t o  a  1980 survey of member and colleague 

organizat ions  both i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  and overseas commissioned by the  

Executive Committee of CODEL, t h e r e  a r e  s i gn i f i c an t  drawbacks t o  OPGs 

insofa r  a s  CODEL programs a r e  concerned. The consul tants  made s i x  

recommendations fo r  policy considera t ions  t h a t  were accepted by t he  

Executive Committee i n  1980 I1with the  understanding t h a t  t he  procedures 

recommended a r e  open t o  f u r t he r  ramificat ions. l1 These a r e  l i s t e d  below 

a s  an ind ica t ion  of C O D E L 1 s  resources fo r  g ran t  adminis t ra t ion measured 

agains t  the  needs of t h e i r  c l i e n t s  according t o  the  consul tants .  No 

act ion has been taken t o  da te  by t he  Executive Committee t o  implement 

the  recommendations. 

CODEL should develop i ts  capacity t o  support programs which 
involve longer-term, comprehensive planning, considering OPGs  
a s  an option fo r  funding p ro jec t s  which meet CODEL1s c r i t e r i a ;  I 
The most appropr ia te  r o l e  f o r  CODEL is t h a t  of  a  f a c i l i t a t o r  of 
OPG resources d i r e c t l y  t o  implementing organizat ions ,  and it  
should be a s iena to ry  on OPG project, agreements only when no 
other  a l t e r n a t i v e  is ava i l ab l e ;  I 
CODEL should ensure t h a t  any l a rge r  p ro jec t  i t  presents  a s  an 
OPG has a c l e a r ,  v e r i f i a b l e  contr ibut ion from o ther  sources of 
a t  l e a s t  25 percent of  the  budget requested from AID; 

Any fu r t he r  involvement of  CODEL i n  OPG-type funding requ i res  
t h a t  an e x p l i c i t  procedure be es tab l i shed  t o  ensure a  more 
extensive review of po t en t i a l  p ro j ec t s  and c l e a r  adminis t ra t ive  
procedures both for  t he  benef i t  of  CODEL and the  implementins 
organizat ions .  

In the planning o f  any l a r g e r  p ro j ec t ,  CODEL should provide up 
t o  10  percent a s  a  contingency fund; 

CODEL should consider a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  fund l a r g e r ,  long- 
term proposalv t h a t  it commits i t s e l f  t o  support ing,  including:  



b, Encourage members t o  con t r ibu te  t o  these Larger programs 
through CODEL, thereby making i t  possible t o  use A I D  funds 
received from the  General Support Grant on a  matching 
ba s i s .  I 

The cur ren t  cl imate w i t h i n  CODEL i nd i ca t e s  t h a t  when t he  th ree  OPGs 

terminate,  i t  is  highly unl ikely  t h a t  CODEL w i l l  seek any o the r s .  The 

s t a f f  load t o  administer  these  g ran t s  has been a  burden t o  t he  Africa 

Area Coordinator, e spec ia l ly  considering the  spec i a l  problems which have 

a r i sen  during t he  course of  implementation and evaluation.  CODEL and 

many of i t s  member nrganizations and colleague agencies i n  t he  f i e l d  

have needs fo r  resoullces provided i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  mode. 

Pro.lect Holder A t  t t i  tudes Toward. CODEL A I D  

4 

order t o  use excess currency funds, i t  i s  necessary t o  gain approval 
' , 

from the  host  country government which, i n  many cases  a s  indeed i n  t h i s  
,Y 

one, pr&7d impossible t o  a t t a i n .  (Often host country governments take 
4 , *  3~ ' 

\ I 

During the  evaluat ion,  e igh t  p ro jec t  s i t e s  were v i s i t e d  i n  the  

field--some of them receiving A I D  funding and o thcrs  not .  (See Appendix 

4 ,  Figures 1 and 2.) When the  question was ra i sed  w i t h  the  p ro jec t  

holders about t h e i r  f ee l ings  toward A I D  funding, a  number of answers 

were given. Generally, p ro jec t  holders  were s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t he  arrange- 

ment CODEL maintains of providing the  option t o  receive  p r iva te  funding 

only.  They were not  espec ia l ly  troubled by the  mixture of A I D  funds 

w i t h i n  the p ro jec t  and were not pa r t i cu l a r l y  f e a r f u l  o r  suspic ious  of 

U.S. government inf luence v i a  p ro jec t  funding. Of course,  coun t r i es  

where t h i s  is a  more se r ious  considera t ion were not  v i s i t e d .  

There were two problems w i t h  A I D  funding which surfaced i n  the  

f i e l d .  One i n  & d i a  concerned t he  requirement by AID/India a t  t h e  time 
4 4 

of t he  award of the  grant  t h a t  excess currency funds be used. In I 



e s s f u l  i n  having A I D  l i f t  t h i s  r e q u i r e -  

d:rstood t h e  s i t u a t i o n  and ,  even though 
,, 

pr ivace ' funds  were p i b h d e d ,  ;he p r o j e c t  implementat ion , , was de l ayed ,  s o  
\ ,' '. ' , I '  

t hough t ,  by b a r r i e r s  c r e a t e d  by t h e -  U .  S'. government. The a c t u a l  .7 \ ,  
I 

6y t h e  ~ r e a  Coord ina tor  was s o  compli- 

ifl, was comple te ly  unders tood .  

e n t i n g ,  a g e n c i e s 1  a t t i t u d e  toward U.S. 

sed  i n  S r i  Lanka, i t  was r e c a l l e d  

? t i c a l  r e l z 2 i o n s  between t h e  two 

use  o f  A I D  f unds  would have jeopar -  

d e r  was t h e r e f o r e  g l a d  t h a t  on ly  . . 

s t  view o f  CODEL, acco rd ing  t o  t h e  i n fo rma t ion  

F c a l l s  on t h e  mi s s ions  i n  S r i  

ough CODEL keeps t h e  miss ion  

informed of i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  w i th in  t h e  c o u n t r y ,  p r i m a r i l y  th rough  s h a r i n g  

u f  documents, r d s s i o n  personne l  may n o t  be aware o f  t h e  program no r  

perhaps v e r y  a p p r e c i a t i v e  o f  i t .  

Wh~q an  a t t e m p t  was made t o  d i s c o v e r  t h e  reason  f o r  t h i s  a t t i t u d e ,  

i t  seemed as thnugh s e v e r a l  f a c t o r s  may be combining t o  c r e a t e  it: t h e  

extreme p r e s s u r e  on USAID s t a f f  which doea n o t  permi t  even t h e  PVO 

o f f i c e r  t o  gai;. an in -dep th  knowledge o f  t h e  sma l l  p r o j e c t s  under taken  

by CODEL; t h e  mind-set o f  miss ion  pe r sone l  toward PVO programs i n  

\ 
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l e a s t ,  a  l i f e ' s  accumulation of sometimes negative ideas about vo l*  tary 

organizations and t h e i r  contribution t o  development. 

CODEL, although qui te  sa t i s f i ed  w i t h  i t s  relationships under the 

Development Support Grant, and having assuaged some members1 fears  of 
2 

government influence by the Center of Concern study, nevertheless 

f e ? l s  tha t  i t  has been the undue center of A I D  a t tent ion t h i s  past year. 

The very limited s t a f f  resources of CODEL have been taxed, not only by 

t h i s  evaluation, but a lso by an Inspector General's audit i n  addition t o  

C O D E L 1 s  own f inancial  audi t .  This may have resulted from lack of plan- 

ning and coordination among government agencies; i t  has been burdensome 

for CODEL. 

For the Future 

It i s  hoped that  in the future A I D  and other government bureaus 

which are responsible for administering public monies w i l l  bet ter  coor- 

dinate the i r  plans so tha t  a11 the audi ts  and evaluations of a  partic- 

ular  project or prigram are  not conducted in  the same year. 



The ques t ion  o f  C O D E L f s  choosing t o  work i n  c o u n t r i e s  which a r e  n o t  

on t h e  A I D  l i s t  f o r  coopera t ion  i s ,  CODEL b e l i e v e s ,  a  ma t t e r  which is  

p rope r ly  l e f t  f o r  i t  t o  dec ide .  CODEL i n t e n d s  t o  main ta in  its 

c r i t e r i a  f o r  s e l e c t i o n  o f  c o u n t r i e s  i n  which t o  work and f o r  s e l e c t i o n  

o f  development p r o j e c t s  t o  a s s i s t .  CODEL hopes tha t  A I D  w i l l  cont inue  

t o  g i v e  it t h e  freedom t o  work i n  c o u n t r i e s  where t h e r e  may be extreme 

poverty al-though those  c o u n t r i e s  may n o t  be on t h e  A I D  l i s t .  

1 
Daniel  :anto P i e t r o  and Kenneth McDowell, CODEL OPG Survey: An 

Analys is  o f  UDEL Involvement i n  Opera t iona l  Program Grants  from A I D ,  
CODEL, I n c . ,  September 1980, page 7. 

2 
El i zabe th  Schmidt,  Jane  Blewett  and P e t e r  Henr io t ,  Re l ig ious  

P r i v a t e  Voluntary Organ iza t ions  and t h e  Ques t ion  o f  Government Funding-- 
F i n a l  Report,  Probe,  Third World S t u d i e s ,  19801. 





they could before t he  CODEL in tervent ion.  

Learning requ i res  spending time with t he  par t i c ipan ts  and implemen- 

t o r s  associated w i t h  the  project  a s  well a s  with the  sponsoring organi- 

z a t i o n l s  s t a f f  i n  headquarters. The qua l i t y  of time spent must be 

enhanced by going beyond the  of ten unavoidable and sometimes valuable 

ceremonial aspects  of a v i s i t  t o  a sharing of the t asks  of planning and 

managing the  imp'iementation of the  praoject, responding t o  the  problems 

of the moment a s  bes t  one can, and constant ly  questioning the  r e s u l t s .  

Evaluation then becomes a constant  i n  the  process of technical  a s s i s t -  

ance so t h a t  i t  is a s  na tura l  a s  breathing for  everyone involved i n  a  

project  t o  r a i s e  questions about' the  value of the work and t o  use the  

answers t o  modify t he  implementation of the  project .  

I n  i t s  most recent  period of 6rowth, CODEL has invested more of 

i ts  resources i n  the  funding of projects  and l e s s  i n  the  provision of 

management, t echn ica l  ass i s tance  and learning.  

General 

Recommendat ion # I  

Re-examine CODEL1s r o l e  t o  determine whether primary emphasis 

should be ,)laced on funding pro jec t s  o r  on using pro jec t s  which i t  

supports a s  learning labora tor ies  fo r  the  improvement of development 

ass i s tance  a s  expressed i n  C O D E L 1 s  c r i t e r i a  and i t s  three-year plan.  

Should CODEL make a commitment t o  the  l a t t e r  course,  i t  t v i l l  be 

necessary t o  provide more resources fo r  col laborat ion with p ro jac t  

proponents, members and colleague agencies i n :  

a.  The i n i t i a l  information gather ing,  ana lys i s  and goal  s e t t i n g  



b .  Implementation planning, management and monitoring; and 

c. In-depth evaluation, learning and sharing of that  learning. 

Recommendat i o n  #2 

Shif t  a  portion of the monies presently allocated for  funding 

projects in to  program support over the next three years so tha t  C O D E L t s  

development assistance is improved i n  terms of:  

a .  Project ua l i ty  measured according t o  CODEL1s  c r i t e r i a ;  

b .  Projeot documentation and management; arid 

c. Project evaluation, learning and sharing of tha t  learning among 

project holders, members and colleague agencies. 

Reachinq Disadvantaaed. 

Donors to  CODEL are  ge t t ing  quite a  bargain. CODELts  projects 

reach the disadvantaged, an accomplishment that  is d i f f i c u l t  for most  

development assistance agencies t o  achieve, especially a t  such a  low 

operating cost .  Member donors, on the one hand, and A I D ,  on the o ther ,  

are  get t ing the b e n e f i ~ a  of the o ther ' s  matching funds. However, there 

i s  a  lack of spec i f ic  information about the beneficiar ies  and analysis 

of program objectives and resv i t s .  

I n  most project documents the analysis of the condition 9f the 

people t~ b 2  helped i s  l imited to  a  statement tha t  they are  poor or 

disadvantaqed; l i t t l e  supporting evidence i s  provitad, nor is there much 

analysis  as to  the reasons Por t h i s  s ta tus .  Additional information and 

analysis  would improve the effect ive allocation of r'esources and consid- 

erably fac; . l i ta te  the evz.luation of r e su l t s .  It would also enhance the 

c r i t i c i a l  a b i l i t y  of the Project Commmittee amd f a c i l i t a t e  learning 



about the process and dynamics of development, 

The documents also indicate a fa i lure  i n  many projects t o  focus on 

the process by which people w i l l  be enabled t o  take charge of t h e i r  own 

development i n  the course of project implementation. Project proponents 

tend to  focus on the provision of material goods (e .g.  agr icu l tura l  inputs 

and services such as  health and education) and the i r  result in^ impact on 

the physical condition of the target  group. 

T h i s  emphasis i s  acceptable t o  A I D  and many other development 

assistance agencies, b u t  i t  does not f u l f i l l  CODEL1s  own objectives.  

Recommendat ion #3 

I n  order t o  be consonant w i t h  C O D E L 1 s  c r i t e r i a ,  CODEL s t a f f ,  i n  

collaboration w i t h  members, colleagues and project proponents/holders, 

should gather and analyze information on the socio-economic s i tua t ion  of 

the people t o  be helped and the manner i n  which development is t o  take 

place. 

Thls can be approached on three levels :  ( 1 )  regional s t r a t eg ie s  

can be (ievised a f t e r  gathering and analyzing basic data on countries;  



urban areas ,  major subsistence and oash crops, population of labor force 

i n  a r icu l ture  (M/F), land owned by top 10% and bottom 10% of the popula- 

t i o n ,  population growth r a t e ,  infant  deaths (during f i r s t  years of 

l i f e ) ,  major causes of disease and death, per capita ca lor ie  supply a s  a 

percentage of requirements, and percentage of population w i t h  reasonable 

access t o  a safe  water supply. T h i s  data is being gathered by other 

agencies so i t  is readi ly available.  

CODEL a lso needs to  include data on i t s  member and colleague 

resources i n  tha t  country, a l i s t  of projects i t  has participated i n ,  

and f i e ld  contacts made i n  the past. Other resources and 

favorable/unfavorable conditions may be noted--e.g. government policy, 

presence of other donor agencies, U.S. PVOs, e tc .  

When s t r a t eg ie s  a re  devised, they should be compared across 

regions; t o  the extent there are common areas of focus (e .g .  provision of 

water) experiences should be exchanged and a body of knowledge 

develope' from project and other sources. I n  addition to  improving 

communication among CODEL s t a f f ,  e f f o r t s  can be made to  involve Project 

Committea members (and others who are  interested)  i n  topical  information 

exchange sessions,  

CODEL may choose several ways t o  involve its member agencies i n  the 

formulation of country, regional and agency-wide s t ra teg ies  for  project 

development and learning: s t a f f  might do the work; a task force might be 

named; or  ideas might be so l ic i ted  from the general meni5ership. However 

i t  i s  done, the be t te r  the quantity and qual i ty  of par t ic ipat ion,  the 

bet ter  the product. 

Involvement of field-side persons i s  also important and can 

probably best be done through a combination of written commnications and 

the i r  par t ic ipat ion in  topical  meetings in the f i e ld .  



f  ecumenical col laborat ion 

should be explored i n  d iscuss ions  Lj thosb who have worked together  on 

8 8 
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Ecume.nical, .CaLlabcrrat;lon. ;Ln D e ~ ~ ~  

Ecumenical co l l abora t ion  has grown within the  context  of  CODEL- 

funded pro jec t s :  65 percent  of  the  p ro jec t s  funded i n  the  f irst  f i v e  

years of p ro jec t  involvement were j o i n t l y  sponsored, compared w i t h  82 

percent i n  the cur ren t  po r t fo l i o .  The col laborat ion of l o c a l  organiza- 

t i o n s  a l so  seems t o  be higher ,  although it  could not be measured quanti-  

t a t i v e l y .  The qua l i t y  of col laborat ion is even more d i f f i c u l t  t o  

evaluate ,  although pro jec t  holders  interviewed i n  the  f i e l d  spoke of the  

value of such col laborat ion desp i te  a  s t a t ed  i n i t i a l  skepticism based on 

the d i f f i c u l t i e s  of breaking down b a r r i e r s .  

Among members, col laborat ion has improved from the  perspective of 

qua l i t y ,  although the number has remained steady.  The best  measurement 

is t he  amount of  funds contr ibuted t o  p ro jec t s ,  e spec ia l ly  i n  cases  

where t he  funder and t he  ivplementor a r e  of  d i f f e r e c t  f a i t h s .  The 

irlcrease i n  t he  amount o f  undesignated funds a l s o  i nd i ca t e s  a  g r ea t e r  

trust and wi l l ingness  t o  work together .  According t o  the  s t .af f ,  member 

pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  t h e  work of CODEL has improved a s  measured by 

attendance a t  meetinqs o f  committqrs and pa r t i c i pa t i on  i n  o the r  t a sk s .  

More time needs t o  be devoted t o  learning about t he  processes by 

which col laborat ion is achieved and b a r r i e r s  overcome. On the  ba s i s  of  

visits  t o  project  s i t e s ,  i t  seems t h a t  i n t e r - f a i t h  col laborat ion may be 

hindered in  cases  where t h e  p ro jec t  holder is at tached t o  a  r e l i g ious  

i n s t i t u t i c 2 ,  i s  a  s t rong leader  and is i d e n t i f i e d  (by him/l~erse l f  o r  t.. 

the  community) a s  ttowninstt the p ro jec t  . 

Recommendat ion 84 

The understanding o f  t he  dynamics o  



projeats.  I n  s i tua t ions  where such oollaboration has been t r i e d ,  b u t  

not achieved, CODEL might be able t o  lend i ts  good of f loes  t o  bring 

people together for disaussion. 

Recommendat ion /I5 

CODEL should continue to encourage collaboration of i t s  member 

and colleague agencies i n  s i tua t ions  where the project proponent i s  an 

organization with a par t icular  rel igious emphasis. I n  addition CODEL 

needs t o  wield i t s  powers of persuasion t o  fos te r  the creation of new 

organizations which are ecumenical in nature and can f a c i l i t a t e  commu- 

n i t y  participation i n  project planning, implementation and evaluation. 

Prolea t Documentation a n d  M~nanement 

Project management has suffered because of the increase i n  project 

load and the decrease i n  personnel coupled w i t h  s t a f f  turnover which 

adversely affected project development and management. The burden of 

administering Operational Program Grants has also been a factor .  

Neither the process for  pvoject development defined by the I 



a ,  Information gather ing and ana lyz i s )  

b. Technical a ss i s t ance  with the  objeot ive  of oapac i ta t ing  the 

p ro jec t  holders i n  planning, f i nanc i a l  and progress repor t ing  

and evaluat ion;  

c ,  Feedback t o  p ro jec t  holders ;  

d .  Control; and 

e .  Support t o  Area Coordinators. 

Specif ic  measures might include:  

Information ga ther ing  a j.nformatiott. 

1 )  Use a  Country P ro f i l e  and CountrylArea Stra tegy t o  place 
each project  i n t o  a  l a r g e r  context ;  

2 )  Refine and s impl i fy  t he  CODEL c r i t e r i a  i n  a  more concise 
and complete manner. Do not use a  mult i tude of c r i t e r i a  a s  
i t  is burdensome and confusing t o  t he  proponent; 

3 )  Add other  c r i t e r i a  t o  those now being used ( s ee  Appendix 
2.6, C h e c k l i ~ t )  ; 

4 )  Broaden the  use of indigenous i n s t i t u t i o n a l  resources f o r  
both t he  generation and the  evaluation of p ro jec t  
propouals; 

5 )  Use the Project  Application Form, even i f  it means t h a t  the  
Area Coordina.tor has t o  f i l l  i t  i n  from the  proposal.  It 
has t he  v i t a l  questions fo r  ana lys i s  t ha t  a r e  now being 
missed, e.g. who w i l l  be responsible  fo r  implementing t he  
p ro jec t  and a  l ist  of qua l i f i c a t i ons ;  

6 )  I f  poss ible ,  make a f i e l d  v i s i t  before accepting t he  pro- 
posal i f  t h e  group is new t o  CODEL, i f  the  amount requested 
i s  l a r g e ,  o r  i f  t he r e  a r e  any quest ions;  

7 )  Attach t he  proposal t o  t h e  Project  Summary so  the  Commit- 
t e e s  have more informatioh upon which t o  base t h e i r  
dec i s ions ;  

8 )  Have t he  Area Coodinator prepare a  memo ( I s sue s  Paper) 
c i t i n g  the  important i s sue s  i n  t he  p ro jec t  i n  preparation 
fo r  the  s t a f f  c r i t i q u e ;  



9 )  Use the s t a f f  o r i t iquo  t o  fu r ther  r e f i ne  issues and reoom- 
mendations t o  be presented t o  the  Committees; and 

10)  Projsc t  holders should be enoouraged t o  repor t  i n  Spanish 
or  Frenoh, and CODEL should provide t r ans l a t i ons  f o r  i t s  
membors. 

1 )  When needed, give technical  ass i s tance  on planning, review 
implementation plans fo r  f e a s i b i l i t y ,  and devise an evalua- 
t i on  plan t a i l o r ed  t o  the  p ro jec t ;  

2 )  More time on the  project  s i t e  (suggest a  min imum of 2 - 3 
days) should be scheduled i n  t r a v e l  plans t o  allow more i n -  
depth ana lys i s  and the provision of technical  ass i s tance .  
Bet ter  use of the  time should be made by s t ruc tur ing  the 
v i s i t ,  perhaps by using a  check l i s t  which could become the 
basis  fo r  the repor t ;  and 

3) The ftagenda" of project  management matters t o  be taken up 
d u r i n g  the  Area Coordinatorsf f i e l d  v i s i t  should be pre- 
pared i n  advance and the project  holder no t i f i ed  so a s  t o  
prepare fo r  working on those points  which need s t rength-  
ening (such a s  f i nanc i a l  and progress r epo r t i ng ) ,  

Feed back 

1 )  Send the proponent a  copy of t he  Project  Summary, and 
i nv i t e  feedback t o  assure t h a t  both s i d e s  view the  project  
i n  the same iay; 

2 )  Revise the  Grant Let ter  of Agreement t o  make i t  more speci-  
f i c  and t o  include a l l  the  terms of t he  contract  (such a s  
the  proposal) ; 

3)  Legal (SLOA) agreeinents and attachments should be wr i t t en  
i n  Spanish o r  French i n  cases where t he  project  holder does 
not speak English. (If absolute ly  necessary, the English 
t r ans l a t i on  can be attached and signed a l so ;  both forms 
should be c leared by l ega l  counsel so they can be used 
interchangeably);  and 

4 )  Substantive feedback on repor t s  and evaluations should be 
given i n  wri t ing t o  project  holders w i  t h  suggestions fo r  
improvement of repor t ing questions t o  e l i c i t  missing infor-  
mation. S;;Jication s h ~ u l d  be made whether the  repor t s  a r e  
s a t i s f ac to ry .  

Control 

1 )  Assure t h z t  no funds a r e  transmitted before the  signed 



t Le t te r  of AgreemcsnC i s  reoeived ; 

2 )  Inoludo the  oos t s  of aud i t ing  i n  the  budget of  eaoh propo- 
s a l  which exceeds $5000 per annum; 

a .  

3)  Review the  usefulness of audi t  information,  and oonsider ' 

a l t e r n a t i v e  f i nano i a l  r epor t ing~which  might y ie ld  more 
valuablo information ; 

4) Tighten the  qua l i t y  control. and t~ .mel iness  of  repor t ing ;  
' 

consider making subsequent-year funding oondit ional  on 
s a t i s f ac to ry  repor t ing;  i f  r epo r t s  a r e  o aondit ion of the  
g r an t ,  do nct  t ransmit  add i t iona l  funds unless the  r epo r t s  
a re  s a t i s f a c t o r y ;  send technioal  a ss i s t ance  i f  needed; 

5 )  Maintain p ro jec t  information i n  f i l e s  in  the  designated 
format. F i l e  f i e l d  t r i p  repor t  on p ro jec t  i n  t h a t  f i l e  a s  
par t  of  the  record.  Regard forms more posit ively--not  a s  a  t 

hindrancs b u t  a s  a  management t o o l ;  and 

6 )  Clearly designate the  beginning and ending da tes  of the  
project  a s  well a s  repor t ing  da tes ;  s e t  up an automatic 
no t i f i c a t i on  system t o  give  p ro jec t  holders s i x  weeks no- ' ,  

I 

t i c e  of repor t s  due. If time extensions a r e  given,  they 
should be expressed in  da tes .  The proponent should know i n  
advance t h a t  he/she has t o  ask fo r  an extension o r  a  major 
change i n  t h e  use of the  funds; t h i s  should be discussed,  
not sent  only a s  a  wri t ten  no t ice .  

1 )  CODEL should consider h i r i ng  a  Projects  Manager t o  develop l 
and coordinate $hese a c t i v i t i e s .  He/she should be experi-  
enced i n  projcnt  :;evelopment and evaluation and be well- 
grounded i n  a  development philosophy consonant w i t h  1 ' 

CODELts; and . A  . 

2) Responsibilty f o r  p ro jec t  processing should be shared by 
other  s t a f f  members; a t  present  it r e s t s  almost exclus ively  
w i t h  the  Area Coordinators. 

3 )  Give Area Coordinators mors c l e r i c a l  and s e c r e t a r i a l  I 
4) CODEL should include persocs o ther  than s t a f f  and members 

i n  the  p ro jez t  review, e i t h e r  a s  an independent review o r  
a s  a  P ~ o j e c t s  CommitLee cons i s t ing  of non-members. 

These irnprr~vements imply a  need f o r  t he  a l loca t ion  of add i t i ona l  

I 
r'osources t o  succ~?s s fu l l y  implement t h i s  recommendation. 



in te rven t ions  t o  development and i n  applying t h a t  knowledge on develop- 

ment p r o j m t s ,  coupled w i t h  the  r e l a t i v e l y  small amounts of  resources 

t h a t  a r e  channeled t o  projeots  through CODEL, a balanced conclusion 

would be t h a t  C O D E L t s  p ro jec t s  a r e  not  doing too badly i n  terms of 

contr ibut ing t o  development a s  characterized by improvements i n  t h e  

qua l i t y  of l i f e  and the provision of bas ic  human needs. T h i s  s tatement 

is sub j ec t i ve ,  comparative and l a rge ly  a matter  of judgment. 

The statement i s  necessa r i ly  unsubstantiated because the  

accomplishment of  p ro jec t  ob jec t ives ,  and, i n  t u r n ,  t h e i r  contr ibut ion 

t o  achievement of a  higher-order goa l ,  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s ce r t a i n  i n  most 
(I t 

CODEL-funded pqojects .  One of the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  poor is t h a t  

they lack resources ,  both mater ia l  resources t o  use i n  devel.opment a s  
I '  

wel1,as  human resources t o  plan and manage the  implementation of 
I 

development. ~ h b s  the  lack of well-conceived ob jec t ives  and the  indica- 

to r s 'necessa ry  t o  measure achievement a r e  ind ica t ive  of the  l e v e l  of 
I I 

development o f  C O D E L 1 s  c l i e n t e l e .  I n  many cases  r epo r t s  a r e  e i t h e r  not  

'provided o r  tend t o  foous on a c t i v i t i e s  and inputs /outputs  r a t h e r  than 

on r e s u l t s  achieved, 

Field v i s i t s  by CODEL s t a f f  tend t o  foous on t he  same l e v e l ,  while 

a t ternpt ing,a t  t he  same time t o  assess  by observation and in terviews 

whether t h e  pa r t i c i pan t s  a r e  b e t t e r  off  a f t s r  the  p ro jec t  in tervent ion 

than they were before. Visits a l s o  provide an opportunity t o  t a l k  about 
\ 

problems i n  p ro jec t  implementation which nece s s i t a t e  modificat ions t o  t h  

implementation plan. Given t he  l e v e l  of  devel.opment, t he  lack of objec- 

t i v e s  and base-line da t a ,  t h i s  is about a l l  anyone could do. 



T h i s  f a c t  does not  l e t  CODEL o f f  the  hook, however, f o r  CODEL 

asp i res  t o  higher accomplishments: 

CODELfs primary goal is t o  encourage and build upon 
ecumenical collaboration among persons and i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  
response t o ,  and i n  support o f ,  the  self-determined, 
r ea l i z ab l e ,  se l f -d i rec ted  and envirozxntally-sound development 
a c t i v i t i e s  of the  soc i a l l y ,  economically and p o l i t i c a l l y  disen- 
franchised peoples of  developing countr ies .  1 

CODEL can a s s i s t  t he  disenfranchised not only by providing mater ia l  

resources,  but a l s o  by helping people l ea rn  how t o  b e t t e r  manage t h e i r  

ex i s t ing  resources. CODEL a sp i r e s  t o  a s s i s t  people t o  take charge of 

t h e i r  own development and t o  achieve se l f - re l i ance .  I n  sho r t ,  CODEL 

wants i t s  c l i e n t s  not  only t o  have more and t o  know more, but t o  k 

more. The pro jec t s  v i s i t e d  i n  the  f i e l d  and the  review of project  f i l e s  

ind ica te  t h a t  CODEL must invest  more t ime, energy and resources i f  i t  is 

t o  f u l l y  achieve the  r e s u l t s  it expects,  

Recommendation #8 

CODEL might begin t o  focus on these  i s sues  by reconsidering i ts  

crit'eria--how they apply t o  pa r t i cu l a r  p ro jec t s  and how a  more profound 

impact on development could be achieved using s t a f f ,  members, indigenous 

organizat ions ,  the  benef ic ia r ies  and the  occasional use of o the r s  with 

s imi la r  philosophical  posi t ions  and experience i n  working i n  the f i e l d .  

Recommendat ion #9  

To improve the developmental impact of the  p ro jec t s  i n  which i t  

pa r t i c ipa t e s ,  CODEL should seek ways t o  respond t o  the  needs of i ts  

project  holders fo r  technical  ass i s tance ,  espec ia l ly  i n  project  

planning, management and evaluation,  spec i f i c a l l y :  

a .  Develop a  common s t a f f  philosophy about the  workings of develop- 

ment through discussion and interchange on proposed p ro j ec t s ,  



and app ly  t h i s  philos..qhy t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  process  as w e l l  as 

communicating it t o  memoers and a p p l i c a n t s .  For example, i t  

would b e  b e n e f i c i a l  t o  d e f i n c  e x a c t l y  what is meant by ' p a r t i -  

c i p a t i o n '  and t o  develop some i n d i c a t o r s  f o r  accep tab le  l e v e l s  

of a c t i v i t y  i n  t h i s  a r e a .  

b. Provide  f o r  improved t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  and more in-depth 

d i a logue  between CODEL s t a f f  and p r o j e c t  proponents /holders .  

This  can be f a c i l i t a t e d  by r e f i n i n g  t h e  c r i t e r i a ,  developing 

s t r a t e g i e s ,  and planning t r a v e l  schedules  t o  a l l ow f o r  more 

time a t  each p r o j e c t  s i te .  Some s t a f f  t i a i n i n g  might a l s o  

be h e l p f u l .  

c .  Improve t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of e x i s t i n g  c r i t e r i a  t o  p r o j e c t  com- 

ponents .  Inc lude  time i n  t h e  work p l sna  f o r  in-depth s t a f f  

c r i t i q u e s  of proposed p r o j e c t s  b e f o r e  they  a r e  s e n t  t o  t h e  

P r o j e c t s  Committee. Such reviews might b e n e f i t  from t h e  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of a  f a c i l i t a t o r  who i s  experienced i n  p r o j e c t  

a n a l y s i s .  

Id. The improvement i n  q u a l i t y  of p r o j e c t s  should b e  g iven  p r i -  

o r i t y  over  an i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  number of p r o j e c t s  handled by 

Learning & Shar ing  

The l e a r n i n g  w i t h i n  CODEL i s  p r i m a r i l y  drawn from i t s  p r o j e c t  

exper ience  which, a s  no ted  above, provides  l i m i t e d  informat ion ,  subjec-  

t i v e  impressions of t h e  e f f e c t  on t h e  l i v e s  of t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s ,  and 

l i t t l e  i n  t h e  way of a n a l y s i s  of CODEL's deeper  development a s p i r a t i o n s .  

Informat ion  i s  gleaned from proponent 's  p roposa ls  and r e p o r t s ,  from t r i p  

r e p o r t s  of t h e  Area Coordina tors ,  and o c c a s i o n a l l y  from members. 

Sharing of t h i s  in format ion  i s  done through t h e  ProAect Summary 



i n t e r e s t ed  i n  funding the  p ro jec t .  Semi-annual updates i n  the  Compre- 

hensive Project  L i s t  a r e  disseminated t o  the same audience. I n t e r e s t i ng  

r epo r t s  a r e  occasionally shared among members o r  highlightad i n  the  

CODEL News. When Area Coodinators t r a v e l ,  they usual ly  ca r ry  these  

publ icat ions  t o  p ro jec t  holders and col laborat ing organizat ions , .  a t  

l e a s t  t o  those who speak English. Some a r e  on the  regular  mailing list. 

CODZL f e e l s  t h a t  the  mam learning takes  place i n  the  context of 

p ro jec t  review by the  Pro jec t s  and Executive Committees. Yet it  can be 

seen t h a t  the information and ana lys i s  provided i n  t he  Project  Summary 

i s  very l imi ted.  Moreover, due t o  the press of committee business,  only 

f i f t e e n  o r  twenty minutes a r e  usually spent considering each pro jec t .  

It is  apparent t h a t  CODEL has been a  par tner  i n  a  number of  effec-  

t i v e  programs. Probably the most c r i t i c a l  i s sue  which a  development 

organization must face is determining the  value and most benef ic ia l  use 

of a  ttgood" program. O f  course,  i t  has bn i n t r i ~ s i c  worth a s  an example 

of  the  aco,omplislunent of t he  agency t o  support the  requests  f o r  

continuing and increased support from funding groups. 

The most d i f f i c u l t  problem which an organization such a s  CODEL must 

face is how t h i s  success can be benef icfa l  to  other  on-going and fu ture  

programs, The temptation i s  t o  r ep l i ca t e  the  program i n  various o ther  

loca t ions  because i t  is  successful  and therefore  must be the  answer t o  

the  problem which i t  solves .  Experience has shown t h a t  i t  is not 

the  program design which made it success fu l ,  but r a t h e r  t he  process of 

planning and development which took i n t o  account t he  unique problems, 

resources ,  needs, ob jec t ives  and par t i c ipan t  cha rac t e r i s t i c s .  The 

pronram design w i l l  only work i n  t h a t  setting--but t he  planning and 







i n  t h e  p o r t f o l i o  by 15 p e r  y e a r .  One Area Coord ina tor  per  r eg ion  is 

h a n d l i n g  t h e  p r o j e c t  work. P l a n s  f o r  t h e  coming pe r iod  a r e  t o  

r a i s e  i n c r e a s i n g  amounts o f  f unds  from t h e  members and t o  deve lop  

founda t ion  and c o r p o r a t e  s o u r c e s .  

Recommendation # 1 3 

Conso l ida t e  p r o j e c t  work, deve lop ing  fewer  p r o j e c t s  i i ~  fewer  coun- 

t r i e s ,  bu t  fundin3  p r o j e c t s  f o r  h i g h e r  amounts and l onge r  p e r i o d s  o f  

time . 

Recommendation # I  4 

A l l o c a t e  more funds  t o  p r o j e c t  management and l e a r n i n g  f u n c t i o n s ,  

i n c l u d i n g  t h e  u se  o f  i nd igenous  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

Recommendation # 1 5 

I n c r e a s e  t h e  amount o f  undes igna ted  member c o n t r i b u t i o n s ,  g i v i n g  

CODEL t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  p ledge  t h e  t o t a l  amount approved at t h e  t ime  o f  

a p p r o v a l ,  r a t h e r  than  keep ing  t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d s r  i n  a s t a t e  o f  uncer-  

t a i n t y  u n t i l  t h e  funds  can be  sourced .  

I n c r e a s e  member c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  program c o s t s  by having members 

a g r e e  t o  a s s i g n  a p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  funds  t hey  c o n t r i b u t e  f o r  p r o j e c t s  t o  

cover  program c o s t s ,  g i v i n g  CODEL t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  pay h a l f  o f  t h e  com- 

bined program and s u p p o r t  c o s t s  from p r i v a t e  funds .  T h i s  would be more 

r e a l i s t i c ,  would r e s u l t  i n  a more e q u i t a b l e  3haring o f  c o s t s ,  and would 

g i v e  CODEL more independence.  

Recommendation #16 

I n  view o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  f i n a n c i a l  c l i m a t e  and s c a r c i t y . o f  founda t ion  



funding for internat ional  a c t i v i t i e s ,  concentrate fund-raising e f fo r t s  

on membership while building up contacts for long-term development of 

foundation and corporation funding sources. 

Staff 

Full-time professional s t a f f  has not been increased as  planned i n  

the 1978-81 proposal which suggested the addition of project analysis 

and communication s l o t s .  The position of Chief of Operations i s  open 

( o r  has been eliminated). These dut ies  have been divided among the 

three Area Coordinatorz and the Office Manager who has been given the 

joint  t i t l e  of Projects Assistant. T h i s  is currently an overload for 
t 

two regions which makes in-depth project development, adequate management 

and appropriate learning from projects impossible. Project load has 

increased and i s  projected to  grow by 15 projects per year over the next 

three years. Communications respons ib i l i t ies  r e s t  w i t h  the part-time 

edi tor  of CODEL News and interpretat ion consultant. One clerk-typist  

has been added to the sec re t a r i a l  s t a f f ,  making a  t o t a l  of three support 

s t a f f .  

CODEL needs t o  concentrate, intensify and deepen work on projects 

i n  a  way which improves and increases: 

a. Provision of technical assistance by CODEL t o  i t s - c l i e n t e l e  

(project  proponents/holders, member agencies and colleague 

agencies) especially i n  project planning, management and 

moni toring/evaluat ion ; 

b. Learning about the process of development from project 

experiences; and 

c.  Sharing tha t  learning w i t h  CODEL c l i en te l e  so tha t  not only 

CODEL1s projects ,  but a l so  those i n  which only msmber and 





s i b l e  t o  c o o r d i n a t e  and  compare a c r o s s  r e g i o n s  b y  i n s t i t u t i n g  r e g u l a r  

s taff  p r o j e c t s  r e v i e w  s e s s i o n s ,  it is d o u b t f u l  t h a t  t h e  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  

f u n c t i o n  can  b e  p r o v i d e d  wit:.out a d d i n g  a p e r s o n  t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s taff .  

T h i s  pe r son  would be  i n  a good p o s i t i o n  t o  h a n d l e  t h e  l e a r n i n g  and 

t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  p l a n n i n g  a s  w e l l  as management. 

Recommendation #18 

Improve CODELts c a p a c i t y  t o  p r o v i d e  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  and  t o  

g a t h e r  and  d i s s e m i n a t e  l e a r n i n g  from p r o j e c t s  by:  

a .  Improving s taf f  knowledge and s k i l l s  ( f o r  example ,  t h r o u g h  

l e a r n i n g  from o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  which o p e r a t e  i n  t h e  same 

mode) ; 

b. Using p e r s o n s  o u t s i d e  t h e  s t a f f  w i t h  p e r t i n e n t  development  

e x p e r i e n c e  f o r  s p e c i a l  s h o r t - t e r m  t a s k s  ( s u c h  as 

i n d e p e n d e n t  p r o j e c t  r e v i e w ) ;  and 

c .  Deve lop ing  t h e  u s e  o f  i n d i g e n o u s  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and menbers  f o r  

t h e s e  f u n c t i o n s .  

Recommendation #19 

G r a d u a l l y  s h i f t  t h e  f o c u s  f o r  p r o j e c t  development  t o  t h e  p o o r e r  

c o u n t r i e s  ( a n d  t h e  p o o r e r  areas w i t h i n  them) which have  st l e a s t  two 

member a g e n c i e s  work ing  t h e r e ,  and  c o n s i d e r  i n s t i t u t i n g  f u n d i n g  c e i l i n g s  

on c o u n t r i e s  w i t h  h i g h  l e v e l s  o f  f u n d i n g .  

AID-CODEL R e l ~ t i o n s h i ~ s  

Arrangements  f o r  u n r e s t r i c t e d  p r o j e c t  f u n d i n g  s e r v e  t h e  common 

development  g o a l s  o f  A I D  and CODEL w e l l .  I n  most  c a s e s ,  t h e y  e n a b l e  

CODEL t o  p r o v i d e  f u n d i n g  a s  soon  as t h e  p r o j e c t s  are approved  (excep-  

t i o n s  are p r o j e c t  h o l d e r s  who i n d i c a t e  t h e y  p r e f e r  o n l y  p r i v a t e  
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CODEL MEMBERS 
May 1 ,  1981 

*American Leprosy Mission 
Atonement Fr ia rs  
Capuchin Fathers 
Christian Brothers Conference 
Christian Children1 s Fund 

*Comboni Missionaries "The Verona Fathers" 
Communication Foundation for  Asia 
Congregation of the Holy Ghpst 

*Congregational Christian Service Committee 
*Divine Word Missionaries 
*Division of Overseas MinistriedNCC 
*Episcopal Church 
Erie  Diocesan Mission 

*Franciscan Fathers 
*Franciscan Missionaries of Mary 
*Holy Cross Fathers 
Internat ional  Voluntary Services,  Inc. 

*Lutheran World Relief 
*Marist 3 l i s s ions  
*Maryknoll Fathers 
*Maryknoll S i s t e r s  
Meals for Millions/Freedom from Hunger Foundation 

*Medical Missionaries of Mary 
*Medical Mission S i s t e r s  
* M i l l  H i l l  Missionaries 
*Missionaries of Africa "The White Fathersu 
*National Catholic Rural Life  Conference 
*P,I.M.E. Fathers 
Precious Blood Fathers 

*Secretar iat  for Latin America/NCCB 
*Society of the Holy Child Jesus 
*St. Columbans Foreign Mission Society 

S t .  Patrick Fathers 
Technoserve, Inc. 
UCBWM - United Church Board for  World Ministries 

*United Methodist Committee on Relief 
*YMCA - Internat ional  Division 

YWCA 

Members a t  Lame 

*Dr. James MacCracken * 
*Mr. Ellsworth G. Stanton, 111 

#Board of Directors 
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EVALUATION CRITERIA 

The g r a n t e e  s h a l l  submit  t o  CODEL, on a  semi-annual b a s i s  and a t  

1 complet ion of  t h e  g r a n t  a c t i v i t y ,  an  e v a l u a t i o n  r e p o r t ,  a s  conducted by 
g r a n t e e  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i a  mutua l ly  agreed  upon 
by CODEL and g r a n t e e  w i t h i n  t h e  n e x t  s i x  months. CODEL c r i t e r i a  a r e  
l i s t e d  below. CODEL may a l s o  r e q u e s t  t h e  r i g h t ,  upon p r i o r  a r rangement ,  
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  wi th  g r a n t e e  i n  mid-term o r  f i n a l  e v a l u a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  

1. What h a s  been accomplished by t h e  p r o j e c t  t o  d a t e  ( o b s e r v a b l e  
ev idence)  ? 

2. What h a s  t h e  p r o j e c t  accomplished i n  t e r m s  o f  a f f e c t i n g  
i n d i v i d u a l s  o r  families; i n fo rma l  o r  fo rmal  groups o r  l o c a l  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s ?  

3. What d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t  between what was accomplished and what 
you f e e l  might  have been ach ieved?  

4. What major problems were encounte red  i n  t h e  p roces s  t o  d a t e ?  

5. What unexpected r e s u l t s  ( p o s i t i v e  o r  n e g a t i v e )  have occu r r ed  as 
a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  p r o g r e s s  t o  d a t e ?  

6. How w i l l  t h e  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t y  c o n t i n u e  t o  f u n c t i o n  and/or  
expand when o u t s i d e  suppor t  h a s  d imin ished  ( c e a s e d ) ?  

7. How w i l l  l o c a l  s u p p o r t  and l e a d e r s h i p  relate t o  cont inued  
p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t y  and /o r  growth? 

8. Can you draw any l e s s o n s  from t h e  p r o j e c t  expe r i ence  t h u s  f a r  
t h a t  would be impor t an t  i n  a s s i s t i n g  o t h e r  p r o j e c t s ?  

9. What d i f f e r e n c e  h a s  t h e  CODEL c o n t r i b u t i o n  made, t h u s  f a r ,  i n  
t e rms  o f :  

a .  Encouraging coope ra t i on  among l o c a l  o r g a n i z a i o n s ,  chu rches  
and persons?  

b .  P rov i s ion  o f  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  a  new 
t h r u s t  o r  development approaches? I 

c .  The p rov i s ion  o f  p r o j e c t  a s s i s t a n c e  which no one e l s e  cou ld  
prov ide?  

Source:  RENEJED DIRECTIONS, 1 J u l y  1981 - 30 June 1984, Appendix I. 
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PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 
TO GUIDE CODEL MEMBERS I N  PROJECT PLANNING 

(CODEL CRITERIA) 

1. The pr imary g o a l  o f  a  development p r o j e c t  should  be  t o  assist t h e  
socio-economical ly  d i sadvantaged  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  more f u l l y  i n  t h e  
economic and p o l i t i c a l  l i f e  o f  t h e i r  coun t ry  and deve lop ,  i n s o f a r  as 
p o s s i b l e ,  community s e l f - r e l i a n c e .  

2. P r o j e c t s  should  b e  des igned  t o  meet needs  which have been accorded 
t h e  h i g h e s t  p r i o r i t y  by t h e  l o c a l  community and shou ld  be implemented i n  
coope ra t i on  wi th  t h o s e  pe r sons  who w i l l  be d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  
a n t i c i p a t e d  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s .  

3. To i n s u r e  t.hat development p r o j e c t s  a r e  interwoven w i th  t h e  soc io -  
economic f a b r i c  o f  a community and u l t i m a t e l y  become t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
o f  t h e  community a f t e r  a l i m i t e d  and p r e s c r i b e d  pe r iod  o f  o u t s i d e  
s u p p o r t ,  i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  o f  l o c a l  r e s o u r c e s  t o  meet 
p r o j e c t  needs  a r e  c a r e f u l l y  surveyed  and c l e a r l y  d e f i n e d  i n  t h e  p l ann ing  
o f  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

4. To i n s u r e  t h e  e f f e c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  l o c a l  pe r sonne l  i n  
development p r o j e c t s  and i n  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e  programs, adequa t e  
e d u c a t i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  programs s h a l l  be provided whenever neces sa ry .  
S p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n  should  a l s o  be  g iven  t o  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  e f f e c t i v e  
u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  i nd igenous  n a t u r a l  and material r e s o u r c e s .  A l l  such 
programs should  be des igned  t o  f o s t e r  i n i t i a t i v e ,  s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n  and 
s e l f - r e l i a n c e .  

5. Development p r o j e c t s  should  demons t ra te  a p o s i t i v e  and complementary 
working r e l a t i o n s h i p  between l o c a l  churches  ~d  development 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  as well a s  CODEL members and t h e i r  l o c a l  c o u n t e r p a r t s ;  
ex t end ing  t o  and i n c l u d i n g  r e g i o n a l  and n a t i o n a l  development 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  p r i v a t e  a s  w e l l  a s  governmental ,  i nvo lved  i n  any 
c o u n t r y ' s  development p r o c e s s .  Such r e l a t i o n s h i p s  may occu r  i n  t h e  pre-  
p l ann ing ,  p l ann ing  and implementat ion phases  o f  a  p r o j e c t ,  and may 
i n c l u d e  con t r i bu t . i ons  by way o f  c o n s u l t a t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  
p e r s o n n e l ,  f u n d s  o r  b u i l d i n g s  and equipment,  a s  w e l l  as j o i n t  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  implementat ion o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  i t s e l f .  

6. P r o j e c t s  should  t a k e  cognizance  o f  e x i s t i n g  and p o t e n t i a l  problems 
o f  t h e  p h y s i c a l  environment.  Where problems a r e  r ecogn ized ,  p r o j e c t  
h o l d e r s  should  s eek  t o  implement t h e  program i n  such  a way t h a t  remedies  
can be a p p l i e d  where a p p r o p r i a t e .  
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PRINCIPLES OF EXCLUSION 

Certain categories of projects a re  excluded from consideration by CODEL 
a t  t h i s  time. The major categories t o  be excluded are:  

1 .  Projects which are  principally designed to  serve sectarian 
purposes. 

2.  Education projects which t r a i n  nat ionals  for  purposes other than 
specif ic  ro les  i n  the development process, o r  which prepare U.S. 
c i t i zens  for  careers  other than in  s ~ e c i f i c  development projects or  
programs. 

3. Projects which represent duplication of e f f o r t s  of other development 
programs i n  the same area.  

4. Projects which c a l l  principally for  building funds, unless it  i s  
clear ly demonstrated tha t  there is no other way t o  meet the related 
socio-economic need, and unless it  can be shown that  the costs  of 
operating these f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be met from local  contributions 
w i t h i n  a l imited and prescribed period of time. 



ASIA/PACIFIC REGION 

Ths pr imary v e h i c l e  which w i l l  be employed by CODEL i n  i ts r e l a t i o n s h i p  
wi th  development a g e n c i e s  and people  involved  i n  development programs 
w i l l  con t i nue  t o  be  th rough  p r o j e c t  development and suppor t .  The 
c r i t e r i a  f o r  CODEL'S p r o j e c t  suppo r t  and implementat ion a s  was sha red  i n  
my r e c e n t  v i s i t  t o  As ia  and t h e  P a c i f i c  a r e  as fo l l ows :  

1 .  The p r o j e c t  should  show some evidence o f  ecumenical  
c o l l a b o r a t i o n .  

2. A l l  p r o j e c t s  should  be des igned  w i t h  and /o r  by pe r sons  and 
s t r u c t u r e s  a t  t h e  g r a s s - r o o t s  l e v e l .  

3 .  P r o j e c t s  a ccep t ed  must show ev idence  o f  having a s  p a r t  o f  t h e i r  
o o j e c t i v e s ,  t h e  development o f  l e a d e r s h i p  a t  t h e  g r a s s - r o o t s  
l e v e l .  

! There shou ld  b e  a  c l e a r  i n d i c a t i o n  and commitment o f  l o c a l  
r e s o u r c e s  as part o f  t h e  o v e r - a l l  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  
f o r  which f u n d s  a r e  be ing  r e q u e s t e d .  

5. As much as p o s s i b l e ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  should  be  r e f l e c t i v e  of t h e  
l o c a l  and n a t i o n a l  p r i o r i t i e s .  

5 .  P r o j e c t s  shou ld  have a p o t e n t i a l  f o r  demons t ra t ing :  

a .  The un iqueness  o f  a  l o c a l  p o p u l a t i o n l s  i n i t i a t i v e ;  
b. The p o t e n t i a l  t o  be r e p l i c a t e d  i n  o t h e r  communities and 

o t h e r  a r e a s ,  and o t h e r  n a t i o n s .  
c .  The p o t s n t i a l  f o r  l e a r n i n g  some new and improved procedure  

i n  p r o j e c t  de s ign .  

7. A l l  p r o j e c t s  funded by CODEL should  have a b u i l t - i n  e d u c a t i o n a l  
q u o t i e n t  s o  t h a t  t h o s e  who p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  b u i l d i n g  
and execu t ion  w i l l  l e a r n  from t h e  involvement .  

8. A l l  p r o j e c t s  accep ted  f o r  f und ing  w i l l  be  w i th  t h e  c l e a r  
unde r s t and ing  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  be an 
e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  which w i l l  be r e q u i r e d  by CODEL. The 
terms o f  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  w i l l  be ag reed  upon p r i o r  t o  t h e  
g r a n t i n g  o f  f u n d s ,  

Source:  S e v e r a l ,  bu t  s e e  Appendix I1 A ,  "Report  on F i e l d  T r i p I 1 '  Dr. 
James J .  Thomas, A p r i l  17 - May 17,  1991. 



CURRENT PORTFOLIO WITH 
5-YEAR PERIOD 1975-79 

Number of  Number of Number of  Percentage of 
Country Countries Pro.iects Jo in t  Projects  Jo in t  Pro jec t s  

Africa 1 4  17 60 5 1 5 4 40 90 78 

Asia/ 
Pac i f i c  1 4  

Latin Am./ 
Caribbean 17 

I n t l .  - - 

Sources: Report o f  t he  Executive Director,  h?t.il  8 ,  1980, da t a  on f i v e  
years  12/1/74 - 12/31/79. 

Comprehensive Pro jec t s  Review, April 1981. 
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A P R I L  

Coun t r v  Amount 

1 .  Botswana $1 5,000 
CD/J146-IVS 

2. Malawi $15,000 
CD/J 148-WF 

3. Tanzania $20,000 
CD/J 147-MM 

4. Z a i r e  $15,000 
CD/J 14'4-MHM 

................................ 
5. P h i l i p p i n e s  $50,000 

CD/J 192-SCFMS 

6. P h i l i p p i n e s  $65,000 
CD/J111(B)-SCFMC 

7. S r i  Lanka $26,250 
CD/J67-CCSC $20,000 

8.  Dominican $ 2,187 
Republ ic  $ 2,500 
CD/J ;02-CRS 

Source : Comprehen~i~ve P r o j e c t s  

198 1 PORTFOLIO 

P r o j e c t  HolderlUse 

Botswana C h r i s t i a n  Counci l  
$1 0,000 f o r  school  f e e s  and uniforms 
$ 5,000 f o r  water  scheme (ending)  

C h r i s t i a n  S e r v i c e  Committee 
2 Voca t iona l  T r a i n i n g  Cen te r s  - 
m a t e r i a l s ,  equipment,  s a l a r i e s ,  e t c .  
(ending)  

C h r i s t i a n  Counci l  o f  Tanzania and 
Tanzania Episcopa l  Conference Jo i n t  
Committee ( n o t  y e t  o p e r a t i o n a l ;  no  
funds  used)  

Basankusu Area Cooperat ive Movement 
Revolvirlg Loan Fund (no  funds  used 
y e t  - d i f f i c u l t y  i n  t r a n s m i t t a l )  ----------------------------------------- 
Diocesan S i s t e r s  Mult ipurpose Center  
Loan Fund f o r  sma l l  f a rmer s ,  t e n a n t  
f a rmer s ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  workers ,  f i s h -  
ermen, small b u s i n e s s ,  c o t  Lage 
i n d u s t r i e s  ( s t a r t i n g )  

Kapapaguria (Muslim-Christian Bro- 
therhood)  J o i n t  seminars  and commu- 
n i t y  development p r o j e c t s  (cont inua-  
t i o n  o f  1978 p r o j e c t  $5,700 t o  ho ld  
C h r i s t i a n / I s l a m  seminars )  

SAMAGI (o rgan iza t ion  formed t o  admin- 
i s t e r  fund i n c l u d e s  Buddhis t ,  Muslim, 
Hindu, P r o t e s t a n t  and Ca tho l i c  r ep re -  
s e n t a t i v e s ) M o s t l v  small l o a n s  t o  
income-generating p r o j e c t s  ( c o n t i n u i n g  ----------------------------------------- 
C a r i t a s  ( C a t h o l i c )  and S o c i a l  S e r v i c e  
o f  t h e  Dominican Church ( P r o t e s t a n t )  
J o i n t  Revolving Loan Fund f o r  far: 
mers a l o n g  Ha i t i an  border .  (Church 
World S e r v i c e  and C a t h o l i c  R e l i e f  
S e r v i c e s  made d i r e c t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  o f  
$50,000) NOTE: T h i s  is  n o t  c a l l e d  
sma l l  g r a n t s  o r  l o a n s  b u t  ha s  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

Review, A p r i l  1981 and p r o j e c t  f i l e s .  





JOINT AND SECOND GENERATION PROJECTS 

ASIA/PACIFIC REGION 

Number of  Number of  
Number of  Percentage of Jo in t  2nd Generation 

Country Proiects  Total  Projects  Pro-iects Pr elect s 

*Bangladesh 3  5 3  0 
*Burma 3  5 3  0 
F i j i  1 1.8 1 1 

*India 9 15.7 8 0 
*Indonesia 1 1.8 1 0 
*Nepal 1 1.8 1 0 
*Pakistan 4 7 2 1 
Papua New Guinea 2 3 . 5  2 0 

*Phil ippines 20 3 . 5  18 3  5  
Samoa, West ern 1 1.8 1 0 
Solomon I s lands  2 3 . 5  1 0 
Tonga 1 1.8 1 0 
Hong Kong 1 1.8 1 0 

*Sri  Lanka 6 10.5 5 1 
*Thailand 1 1.8 0 0 

V i  e t  nam 1 1.8 0 1.8 

TOTAL (16) 5 7 99.6 49 7 

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PROJECTS 86% 12% 

*Listed a s  coun t r i es  a s s i s t e d  FY 1980-8 1 ,  page 7, A I D  
Congressional Presenta t ion,  FY 1981, Main Volume. 

Source: Comprehensive Pro jec t s  Review, April  1981. 
\ 

- - -. 



JOINT AND SECOND GENERATION PROJECTS 

LATIN AMERICA/CARIBBEAN R E G I O N  

Number of  
Coun t r v  Pro.iects 

*Bolivia 4 
Brazi l  6 
Chile 1 
Colombia 2 

*Dominican Republic 2 
*Ecuador 2 
Grenada 1 

*Guatemala 1 
*Honduras 2 
Mexico 4 

*Nicsragua 1 
*Paraguay 1 
*Peru 1 

Number of 
Percentage o f  Jo in t  
Renional Total  P ro iec t s  

14 3 
2 1 6 
3.5 0 
7 1 
7 2 
7 2 
3.5 1 
3.5 1 
7 2 

14 3 
3.5 0 
3.5 1 
3.5 1 

Number o f  
2nd Generat ion 
Pro jec t s  

TCTAL (13) 28 98 2 3 

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PROJECTS 8 2% 

*Listed a s  coun t r i es  a s s i s t e d  FY 1980-81, page 7,  
Presentat ion,  EY 1981 , Main Volume. 

Source: Comprehensive Pro jec t s  Review, April  198 

A I D  Congres:sional 
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NUMBER OF CURRENT PROJECTS 
SPONSORED BY MENBER AGENCIES 

A F R I C A  R E G I O N  (TOTAL: 51 ) 

Name Total Joint  &Lk 

Maryknoll Fathers 7 5 .  2 

M i l l  H i l l  Missionaries 7 5 2 

White Fathers 5 5 0 

Saint Patrick Fathers 5 

Divisio? of Overseas Ministries 4 

Episcopal Church 3 

International Voluntary Services 3 

Society of the Holy Child Jesus 3 

Congregational Christian Service Committee 2 

10. Erie Diocesan Mission 2 ' 2 0 I 



APPENDIX 2 - Figure 6 .2  I 

NUMBER OF CURRENT PROJECTS 
SPONSORED BY MEMBER AGENCIES 

ASIA/PACIFIC R E G I O N  (TOTAL: 57 ) 

Name Total  J o i n t  Sole 

Congregational Chr is t ian  Service Committee 11 11 0 

S t .  Columbans Foreign Mission Society 8 7 1 

Marist Missions 6 5 I 

YMCA 5 4 1 

Division of Overseas Min is t r i e s  

Maryknoll Fathers 4 4 0 



SPONSORED BY MEMBER AGENCIES 
LATIN AMERICA/CARIBBEAN R E G I O N  (TOTAL: 28) 

Name Total Jo in t  Sole 

1 .  Lutheran World Relief 

2 .  Division o f  Overseas Min is t r i es  

3 .  Erie Diocesan Mission 

4. Congregational Christ ian Service Committee 2 

5. In te rna t iona l  Voluntary Services 2 

6 .  Maryknoll S i s t e r s  

7. Meals fo r  Millions/Freedom from Hunger 2 

9.  Sec re t a r i a t  f o r  Latin America 2 

10. CCSR (Holy Cross Fathers)  1 

1 1 .  FCC 

12. Maryknoll Fathers 1 

13. Marist Missions 1 

14 .  Medical Mission S i s t e r s  1 

15. S t .  Pat r ick Fathers 1 

16. Technoserve 1 

Source: Comprehensive Projects  Review, April  1981. 

*Not current  member. 



APPENDIX 2 - F i g u r e  7.1 

CHECKLIST FOR EVALUATION OF 10% SAMPLE OF ACTIVE CODEL PROJECTS 

P r o j e c t  Number 

P r o j e c t  T i t l e  

P r o j e c t  Holder 

Durat ion 19- t o  19- 

Amount: f u l l ,  r e q u e s t e d ,  CODEL, o t h e r s .  

1 .  RECEIPT (Evidence) 

Date Received 

How? From whom (member, p roponent ,  o t h e r ) ?  

Kind o f  i n fo rma t ion  format  ( l e t t e r ,  p r o p o s a l ,  a p p l i c a t i o n  form)? 

2.  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED (Evidence) 

L e t t e r  - what k ind  o f  in format ion?  

F i e l d  t r i p  - what r e s u l t s  a cco rd ing  t o  r e p o r t ?  

Any p r i o r  knowledge o f  p r o j e c t  e v i d e n t ?  

3 .  PRESENTATION (Evidence - P r o j e c t  Summary and Committee 
Recommendation) 

Date  o f  p r e s e n t a t i o n  t o  P r o j e c t s  Committee 

Recommendat i o n  : 

a. F u l l  o r  p a r t i a l  funding  (and a d d i t i o n a l  funding? Why?) 



CODEL 

Other 

Cr i te r ia  

Disadvantaged, par t ic ipa t ion ,  community self-rel iance 

Local p r io r i ty  neem according to  those d i r ec t ly  affected 

Potential  of loca l  resources t o  m e t  project needs 

Inclusion of women (What are  the current ro les  of women w i t h  
reference t o  project objectives?) 

Training of loca l  personnel; use of indigenous resources; 
self-reliance 

Collaboration wi th  loca l  churches and development 
organizations: pre-planning, planning, implementation; 
consultative services ,  personnel, funds, buildings and 
equipment; joint par t ic ipat ion i n  implementation. 

Environmental problems (po'cent,ial harm; what measures need t o  
be taken t o  avoid, t o  lessen) 

Socio-economic emphasis; not proselytizing or  evangelical 

Not principally sectar ian 

Not t r a in  foreign nat ionals  o r  U.S. c i t i zens  for  other than 
specif ic  development 

No duplication of e f f o r t s  

Not principally building, unless no other way t o  meet socio- 
economic needs and operating costs  can be borne local ly  

Cr i te r ia  

Are ob.iectives, a s  s t a t ed ,  c l ea r ,  concrete, measurable, fea- 
s ib le?  Do they r e l a t e  t o  the solution of p r io r i ty  development 
problem? Is the ta rge t  group spec i f ica l ly  ident i f ied? 

Is im~lementation Dlan included which schedules a c t i v i t i e s  
and a l loca tes  project resources (personnel, f inancia l ,  in-kind) ? 

Is there evience ot' manaaerial competence ( i n  the degree t o  
which the project is  planned, i n  the re la t ion  between 
personnel and ac t iv i t ies /objec t ives ,  i n  terms of quantity and 
qual i ty;  who i s  lega l ly  responsible?) 
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d .  Is J u d ~ e t  r e a l i s t i c  ( a r e  a l l  co s t s  included, i e .  a u d i t ,  
evaluat ion;  a r e  cos t s  reasonable; i s  there  provision fo r  
inflat ion/contingency; a r e  cos t s  i n  l i n e  w i t h  l o c a l  economy? 
I s  t o t a l  income noted?) 

e.  Is there  evidence of t e chn i ca l  competence ( i n  terms of 
personnel, sourcing of t echn ica l  consul tants ,  work w i t h  
technically-equipped agencies?) 

f .  What is the  nature of  p a r t i c i ~ a t i o ~ ?  Did par t i c ipan ts /  
benef ic ia r ies  design the  p ro j ec t ,  formulate the  goals? What 
mechanisms f a c i l i t a t e  par t i c ipa t ion  (community organizat ions ,  
meetings of pa r t i c ipan t s ) ?  Do par t i c ipan ts  have a  voice i n  
decision making; con t ro l  over a l loca t ion  of resources? 

g .  What i m ~ a c t  is t o  be derived a s  a  r e s u l t  of the  project?  

1 )  What a r e  the  benef i ts?  Economic? Social? Basic needs 
(food,  water, h e a l t h ) ?  Group/comunity benef i ts?  

2 )  For whom a re  the benef i t s  intended? How many? How w i l l  
project  ensure t h a t  they benef i t?  

3) What change i s  envisioned a s  a  r e s u l t  of  t he  p ro jec t  
a c t i v i t i e s ?  (From what t o  what, and how measured? i e .  
more and b e t t e r  nu t r i t i on  - d i e t  includes more c a l o r i e s ,  
more va r i e ty ,  more protein than before the  p ro jec t? )  

h .  How i s  the  project  t o  be evaluated? What a r e  the  object ives?  
What a r e  the  ind ica tors  t o  be used i n  measuring change over 
the  l i f e  of the  project?  

5. COMMITTEE A C T I O N  

Projects  Committee; Executive Committee 

Did  committees follow Area Coordinator's recommendation? Ask f o r  
more information? Express doubts? Did  they condition the  grant? 
How? 

6.  FUNDING 

When was the  project  approved (da t e ) ?  Date of  Grant Le t te r  of  
Agreement? When was the  first amount transmitted ( d a t e ) ?  

What was the  funding mix? ( A I D ,  member agencies; other - d e t a i l  
who and the  amounts) 

Note proponent, cooperants i n  the  f i e l d ,  sponsor 

How were the  subsequent t r ansmi t t a l s  t r iggered? i e .  r e ce ip t  of 
r epo r t ,  fu l f i lment  of  condit ions? 



G r a n t  L e t t e r  o f  Agreement - s e n t ,  s i g n e d ,  c o n d i t i o n s  c l e a r l y  
s t a t e d ?  , 

Were t h e r e  a n y  s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s  a t t a c h e d ?  

Are t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  r e p o r t i n g  c l e a r l y  s t a t e d ?  
S t a n d a r d / s p e c i a l ?  (Would it  h e l p  t o  set f o r t h  a r e p o r t i n g  
s c h e d u l e ?  ) 

REPORTS 

N a r r a t i v e  p r o g r e s s  r e p o r t  - when d u e ;  when s e n t ;  q u a l i t y  

F i n a n c i a l  r e p o r t  - 11 11 11 

A u d i t  

E v a l u a t i o n  - I t  I1 11 

( n o t e  w h e t h e r  c o o r d i n a t o r  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  i t )  

INFORMATION SHAR ING/f,EARNING 

R e p o r t s ,  f i e l d  t r i p  r e p o r t s  - s h a r e d  w i t h  s p o n s o r s ,  d o n o r s ,  

Any r e s p o n s e ?  R e a c t i o n ?  

COMMENTS 

Any s p e c i a l  p rob lems  n o t e d ?  How d e a l t  w i t h ?  

e r s ?  





Need implementation plan, reporting out l ine ta i lored  t o  
Need t o  notify project holder of dates reports  are  due 

Further Funding and Responses t o  Progress Markers 

Evaluation 
Reporting Outline 

Tailored t o  project 
Agreed t o  by the project holder 
Dates reports  due 

Learning - Recording of pertinent data 
Comprehensive Project Reviews 
Reports 
CODEL News 

*Change i n  procedure - GLOA now covers en t i r e  grant 

project 







SRI-CD/J108-CCSC(AA)* SMASH-Center f o r  Development o f  Body, Mind, 
and S p i r i t  ( r e p e a t  o f  1968 p r o j e c t  f o r  which 
$31,840 g ran t ed ;  t h i s  p r o j e c t  $74,920 of 
$1 O7,l.r)O) 

Meru Areq berth af Nairobi), Kenva 

KEN-AG/J94-UMCOR (PA) Meru Inter-Church Dry Areas A g r i c u l t u r e  
Program ($6,098 

KEN-AG/TECH-06 Li l iaba-Mula Ranching Group Water Supply 
P r o j e c t  

KEN-AG/J149-TECH (PA) Meru I r r i g a t i o n  P r o j e c t  
(These two p r o j e c t s  a r e  r e a l l y  Phases  I and 
I1 o f  t h e  same scheme. $111,700 of 
$103,265 Phase I1 o n l y )  

San Juan d e  l a  Maauana, Area (nor thwes t  of -- ~ o m i n a o ) .  ~ o m i n i c a r l  
R e ~ u b l i c  

DR-CD/J172-CWS (PA) Rura l  Water Resource Development Program 
($40,000 o f  $166,623) 

I 

: AA A l l  A I D  f unds  
PA P a r t i a l  A I D  f u n d s  (Combined w i th  member funds)  
N A No A I D  f unds  





IMPLEMENTING ORGANZATIONS (PROJECT HOLDERS) 
OF CODEL PROJECTS VISITED 

Name Unof f i c i a l  Charac te r i za t ion  

1 . Jeevadan Seva Sama j Community Development o rgan iza t ion  
( L i f e  Giving Se rv ice  Soc ie ty )  s t a r t e d  by Indian  Cathol ic  Missionary 

2. C h r i s t i a n  ~ e l l o w s h i ~  Hosp i t a l  F a c i l i t y  wi th  ou t reach  s e r v i c e  d i r e c t e d  
by Indian P r o t e s t a n t  medical missionary 

3.  Inter-Church Service  Agency Interdenominational  consu l t ing  s e r v i c e s  t o  
(ICSA) churches and voluntary  agencies  

4. Pa lar iva t tom Community I n t e r - r e l i g i o u s  community development 
Development Trus t  (PCDT) o rgan iza t ion  s t a r t e d  by Ca tho l i c  d iocese  

5. SAMAGI (Secur i ty  through Amity, I n t e r - r e l i g i o u s  community development 
Agr icu l tu re  and Indus t ry )  organizatioxi , s t a r t e d  i n  response t o  CODEL 

6 .  YMCA o f  S r i  Lanka I n t e r - f a i t h  s e r v i c e  o rgan iza t ion  

7. SMASH (Center f o r  Development Community development f a c i l i t y  s t a r t e d  
o f  Body, Mind and Sp i r i t . )  by YMCA 

8. Cathol ic  Diocese of Meru, Office wi th in  Cathol ic  Church s t r u c t u r e  
Development Of f i ce  promoting development a t  diocesan l e v e l  

9.  S e r v i c i o  S o c i a l  d e  I g l e s i a s  In terdenominat ional  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  and 
Dominicanas (SSID) and development o rgan iza t ion  

Se rv ice  
t o U & R  

NOTE: In terdenominat ional  i n d i c a t e s  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  P r o t e s t a n t  denominations; 
I n t e r f a i t h - - P r o t e s t a n t ,  Cathol ic  and Jewish (when a p p l i c a 5 l e ) ;  
In t e r - r e l ig ious - -a l l  r e l i g i o n s ,  e.g. Buddhist,  Hindu, Moslem, a n i m i s t ,  e t c .  
A l l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  provide s e r v i c e s  t o  people r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e i r  r e l i g i o u s  a f f i l i a t i o n .  

L = Local;  N = Nat ional ;  R = Rural ;  U = Urban 





C a t e s o r i e g  

P r o j e c t s  

Program S u p p o r t  

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
S u p p o r t  

Program and Admin- 
i s t r a t i v e  S u p p o r t  

SUBTOTAL 

Envi ronmenta l  
Development 
Program 

TOTAL 

*NOTE: P e r  CODEL 
p o r t  from 

APPENDIX 5 - 

EXPENSE DATA, FY 1980 

CODEL Members/ 
AID 

F i g u r e  2 

p o l i c y  t o  pay 40% o f  program and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  sup- 
p r i v a t e  s o u r c e s ,  60% from government .  T h i s  y e a r  CODEL 

i s  p a y i n g  418,  A I D  59%. 

Source :  F i n a n c i a l  S t a t e m e n t ,  Annual  Repor t  FY 1980,  and  F i n a n c i a l  
Manager. 





OF A R E A  COORDINATORS 

Monitor 
GSUdZ.Y - and Service Deve lo~  Total. 

(Current (Replace 1/3 closed,  
Po r t fo l i o )  plus 10% fo r  r e j e c t s  

plus 5 growth) 

Africa 

Latin America/ 2 8 
Caribbean 

Note: Compare with estimated load of  Inter-American Foundation Field 
Representative with r e spons ib i l i t y  f o r  one country: Por t fo l io  of  
30 p ro jec t s ;  develop 10 new pro jec t s  per year ,  f o r  a t o t a l  of 40 
pro jec t s .  



ATTACHMENT A 

PROJECT PROFILES 

The pro jec t s  p rof i l ed  i n  t h i s  sect ion a r e  those v i s i t e d  i n  t he  
f i e l d  by the evaluator ,  The information i n  the  p r o f i l e  comes from the 
Project  Summary and repor t s  which may have been provided by the  project  
holder ,  data i n  the  April 1981 Comprehensive Projects  Review, and fie1.d 
observations and interviews.  The format was developed by the  evaluator 
and the  Asia Area Coordinator during the  f i e l d  v i s i t s  and ref ined a f t e r  
the  eva lua to r l s  re tu rn .  

Background information includes the  CODEL p ro jec t  code, the  project  
t i t l e ,  the  p ro jec t  holder,  p ro jec t  duration da t e s ,  and the  funding 
amount CODEL has approved f o r  t he  p ro jec t .  

The CODEL code s i g n i f i e s  t he  country ( I N D  = I n d i a ) ,  the  s ec to r  ( E D  
= education),  ecumenical col laborat ion ( J  = j o in t ;  absence of J ind ica tes  
no ecumenical co l labora t ion) ,  and the  member organization which has 
sponsored the  project  within CODEL (MHM = M i l l  H i l l  Missionaries) .  The 
pro jec t  numbers r u n  s e r i a l l y  f o r  a l l  j o in t  p ro jec t s ;  f o r  those i n  which 
only one agency i s  involved, they a r e  s e r i a l  f o r  the  agency (e .g .  SRI- 
AG/UMCOR-02 = S r i  Lanka, Agriculture,  the  second pro jec t  sponsored by 
the United Methodist Committee on Re l ie f ;  BRA-CD/J208-LWR = Braz i l ,  
Community Development, J o i n t ,  #208, Lutheran World Relief sponsored, b u t  
was more recent ly  funded by CODEL than KEN-AG/J149--TECH = Kenya 
Agricul tura l ,  J o i n t ,  #149, sponsored by Technoserve. ) The code a l so  
i nd i ca t e s  p ro jec t s  where add i t iona l  funds have been put i n t o  a pro jec t  
by ( B )  but does not ind ica te  the project  sequence of' t h e  subsequent 
a l loca t ion  e.g. SRS-AG/J58 ( B ) .  



PROJECT PROFILE # l  

Backaround 

I N D - E D / J  124-MHM 

Community Hea l th  and Informal  Educat ion Center  

Jeevadan Seva Samaj ( L i f e  Giving S e r v i c e  S o c i e t y )  

Nizamabad D i s t r i c t ,  I n d i a  

1979- 1982 

$43,140 

I N D - C D / J  198-MHM 

Community Wells  f o r  Drinking Water 

Same p r o j e c t  ho lde r  and l o c a t i o n  a s  above 

1980- 1982 

$46,220 

P r o i e a t  D e s c r i ~ t i o q ,  

CODEL has  committed a c l u s t e r  o f  suppo r t  t o  people  i n  t h e  Nizamabad 

D i s t r i c t  (Andhra Pradesh ,  n e a r  Hyderabad, I n d i a )  th rough  t h e s e  two 

c u r r e n t  p r o j e c t s  and one e a r l i e r  p r o j e c t  (IND-AG/MHM-57 Jeevadan Landed 

Poor; .  The p r o j e c t  ho lde r  f o r  t h e  c u r r e n t  p r o j e c t s  is Jeevadan Seva 

Samaj ( L i f e  Giv ing  S e r v i c e  S o c i e t y )  th rough  t h e  D i r e c t o r  o f  t h a t  o rgan i -  

z a t i o n ,  F a t h e r  Remigi Nadackal. 

F a t h e r  Nadackal i s  an Ind i an  C a t h o l i c  p r i e s t  who s t a r t e d  a miss ion  

some t e n  y e a r s  ago i n  t h i s  predominant ly  Hindu p a r t  o f  South  I n d i a  where 

r e c u r r i n g  drought  ha s  made l i f e  ex t remely  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  h a r i j a n s ,  



n e e d s  f o r  w a t e r ,  h o u s i n g ,  h e a l t h  c a r e ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  l a n d  and o t h e r  means 

o f  e a r n i n g  a l i v i n g .  The m i s s i o n  is s t a f f e d  by a  number o f  I n d i a n  

C a t h o l i c  S i s t e r s  who run  .;he e d u c a t i o n a l  and h e a l t h  programs a s  well as 

p r o v i d e  o v e r - a l l  management u n d e r  F a t h e r  N a d a c k a l l s  d i r e c t i o n .  The 

m i s s i o n  h a s  been a b l e  t o  fund t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a  c h u r c h ,  r e c t o r y ,  

c o n v e n t ,  c l i n i c  and some h o u s i n g  f o r  r e s e t t l e d  p e o p l e ,  and c u r r e n t l y  h a s  

a s c h o o l  b u i l d i n g  u n d e r  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

The g o a l s  o f  t h e  f i rs t  p h a s e  o f  t h e  Community H e a l t h  and  I n f o r m a l  

E d u c a t i o n  C e n t e r  p r o j e c t  a r e  t o  b u i l d  a c e n t e r  p r o v i d i n g  p r i m a r y  h e a l t h  

c a r e  and t o  set  up a  mobi l e  team o f  m e d i c a l  p e r s o n n e l  t o  p r o v i d e  c a r e  i n  

t h e  v i l l a g e s .  I n  t h e  second  p h a s e ,  v i l l a g e r s  w i l l  b e  s e l e c t e d  f o r  

t r a i n i n g  i n  h e a l t h  c a r e  and  o c c u p a t i o n a l  s k i l l s  and t h e n  r e t u r n e d  t o  

t h e i r  v i l l a g e s  t o  work. CODEL i s  p r o v i d i n g  f u n d s  f o r  a  v e h i c l e ,  e q u i p -  

ment f o r  t h e  m o b i l e  t eam,  and r e c u r r i n g  e x p e n s e s  f o r  t h r e e  y e a r s .  

The Community Wells f o r  D r i n k i n g  Water p r o j e c t  p l a n s  t o  p r o v i d e  40 

hand-dug w e l l s  f o r  d r i n k i n g  water based  on a  ground w a t e r  f e a s i b i l i t y  

s u r v e y  c o n d u c t e d  d u r i n g  t h e  d r o u g h t  i n  1979 by AFPRO f o r  t h e  ( C a t h o l i c )  

A r c h d i o c e s e  o f  Hyderabad.  The s i t e s  were i d e n t i f i e d  as f i v e  p u b l i c  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  and  f i f t e e n  v i l l a g e s  o c c u p i e d  by t h e  u n d e r p r i v i l e g e d .  CODEL 

a g r e e d  t o  f u n d  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t w o - t h i r d s  o f  t h e  c o s t s  o f  d i g g i n g  and 

c o n s t r u c t i n g  t h e  s i d e s  and t o p s  o f  t h e  wells, t h e  o t h e r  t h i r d  t o  b e  

p r o v i d e d  i n  t h e  form o f  l o c a l  d o n a t i o n s  o f  l a b o r  and  m a t e r i a l s .  The 

c o s t  o f  one  well is e s t i m a t e d  a t  $1 ,740 .  

R e s u l t s / M e e t i n a  O b i e c t i v e s  ( S t a t e d  O b j e c t i v e s )  

Al though a 1 1  o f  t h e  f u n d s  ( $ 4 3 , 1 4 0 )  f o r  t h e  h e a l t h  p r o j e c t  had been 

t r a n s m i t t e d  and c o u l d  be e x p e c t e d  t o  have  been used  by t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  



equipment had been purchased o r  whether t h e  team was func t ion ing .  The 

time a t  t h e  p r o j e c t  s i t e  was l i m i t e d  t o  p a r t  o f  one day (approximately 

fou r  h o u r s ) ,  t h e  remainder o f  t h e  t ime being spen t  i n  t r a v e l  t o  and from 

the  s i t e .  According t o  t h e  CODEL r e c o r d s ,  r e p o r t s  were fu rn i shed  i n  

1980 and 1901; however t h e s e  were no t  seen by t h e  e v a l u a t o r .  

The w e l l s  p r o j e c t  could  not  be expected t o  have been implemented 

s i n c e  t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  t h e  funding ($15,000)  had been t r a n s m i t t e d  i n  

February,  and t h e  f i e l d  v i s i t  took  p l a c e  i n  A p r i l .  The e v a l u a t o r  d i d  

observe  w e l l s  cons t ruc t ed  on t h e  miss ion ,  c l i n i c  and rohool  grounds. 

In  s h o r t ,  i t  is n o t  known whether ,  o r  t o  what e x t e n t ,  t h e  

o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  two p r o j e c t s  have been met on t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  f i e l d  

v i s i t .  

M a n a ~ e r i a l ,  Technica l  and Environmental Soundness 

Management is i n  t h e  hands o f  Fa the r  Nadackal, supported by t h e  

S i s t e r s .  F r .  Nadackal p e r i o d i c a l l y  v i s i t s  Europe and North America t o  

r a i s e  funds .  He h a s  been q u i t e  s u c c e s s f u l ,  bu t  h i s  absences p l ace  an 

a d d i t i o n a l  burden on t h e  S i s t e r s .  There is  no i n d i c a t i o n  o f  l a y  p a r t i -  

c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  p lanning  and implementation o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  f a c e t s  o f  t h e  

program. Al toge the r ,  t h e r e  i s  a  ques t ion  whether t h e  p r o j e c t  may n o t  be 

t o o  dependent on Fr .  Nadackal f o r  management. 

Technica l  and environmental  soundness must be judged on t h e  b a s i s  o  

t h e  t e c h n i c a l  s t u d i e s  undertaken by AFPRO which c o n s t i t u t e  p a r t  o f  t h e  

f i l e  and seem t o  meet p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t anda rds .  The p r o j e c t  proposa l  

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a government hydro log i s t  would be used t o  s e l e c t  t h e  w e l l  

s i t e s .  The impact on t h e  environment o f  r ec l a iming  land f o r  farming i n  

t h e  f i r s t  o f  t h e  t h r e e  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  c l u s t e r  has  n o t  been addressed .  
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The normal c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  o f  area s a n i t a t i o n  a p p l y  t o  t h e  wells p r o j e c t  

a s  far  a s  u s e  is  c o n c e r n e d .  The t e c h n i c a l  and e n v i r o n m e n t a l  consider*a-  I 
t i o n s  c o u l d  be b e t t e r  ac ldreased.  

leaders hi^ C a m b i l i t v  

From t h e  i m p r e s s i o n s  g a t h e r e d  d u r i n g  t h e  f i e l d  v i s i t ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  

is b e i n g  c o m p l e t e l y  run  by F a t h e r  Nadackal .  He i s  d i r e c t l y  i n v o l v e d  i n  I 
a l l  o f  t h e  p l a n n i n g  and i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  t o t a l  work which 

encompasses  h e a l t h ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  wel ls ,  and l a n d  development  as  w e l l  a s  

some i n c o m e - g e n e r a t i n g  work which he  h a s  o r g a n i z e d  ( s t o n e  b r e a k i n g  f o r  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  and t h e  c o l l e c t i o n  and p r o c e s s i n g  o f  l e a v e s  f o r  a loca l  

t y p e  o f  smoking m a t e r i a l ) .  He i s  a l so  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  a l l  f u n d - r a i s i n g  

and p e r s o n n e l  f u n c t i o n s .  He d e l e g a t e s  a c e r t a i n  amount o f  t h e  day-to-  

day management t o  t h e  S i s t e r s  work ing  w i t h  him. 

Thus  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  development  o f  l o c a l  l e a d e r s h i p  e x i s t s ,  

b u t  t h e r e  i s  p r o b a b l y  t o o  much work f o r  t o o  few p e o p l e .  T h i s  i s  a n o t h e r  

matter which s h o u l d  be  examined i n  s u b s e q u e n t  communicat ions  r e g a r d i n g  

t h e  we l l s  p r o j e c t .  

Working R e l a t i o n s  and S t v l e  

The f i r s t  o f  t h e  t h r e e  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  c l u s t e r  was s p o n s o r e d  by t h e  

M i l l  H i l l  M i s s i o n s ,  and t h e  n e x t  two were  j o i n t l y  s p o n s o r e d .  The Church 

o f  S o u t h  I n d i a  is  making b u i l d i n g s  a v a i l a b l e  and i s  p r o b a b l y  k e p t  

informed of  t h e  p r o j e c t s '  p r o g r e s s .  The government is a l s o  p a r t i c i -  

p a t i n g ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h r o u g h  t h e  e d u c a t i o n  and h y d r o l o g y  o f f i c e s ,  and 

t h e r e  i s  community s u p p o r t  i n c l u d i n g  d o n a t i o n s  from n o n - C h r i s t i a n s .  

T h i s  p a t t e r n  i n d i c a t e s  a n  open ,  c o l l a b o r a t i v e  s t y l e .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  t h e  

d a n g e r  e x i s t s  t h a t  F r .  N a d a c k a l t s  a b i l i t y  t o  s u c c e e d  w i t h  t h i s  a m b i t i o u s  

work w i l l  t e n d  t o  be  viewed as a p e r s o n a l  accompl ishment  and  t h a t  t h e  



f i e d  w i t h  o u t s i d e r s .  

The p r o v i s i o n  o f  l a n d ,  w a t e r ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  implements ,  a n i m a l s ,  

h e a l t h  c a r e ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  s k i l l s  t r a i n i n g ,  j o b s ,  and h o u s i n g  t o  t h e  poor  

( h a r i j a n )  w i l l  !r d o u b t e d l y  have an  impac t  on them. Tha t  some o f  t h e s e  

p lanned  a c t i v i t i e s  have n o t  y e t  been implemented and o t h e r s  o n l y  s t a r t e d  

i n  a s m a l l  way is  less i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  t h e  fact  t h a t  some a c t i o n  h a s  

o c c u r r e d .  

The impac t  on t h e  l o c a l  popu lace  o f  r e s e t t l i n g  p e o p l e  f rom o t h e r  

a r e a s  on p r e v i o u s l y  unused Government l a n d  s h o u l d  b e  a d d r e s s e d .  Do 

p e o p l e  r e a c t  n e g a t i v e l y - - e i t h e r  t h e  p e o p l e  who a r e  b e t t e r  o f f  o r  t h o s e  

who may b e  j u s t  as  poor  b u t  are n o t  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  program? Do t h o s e  

i n  t h e  program r e a c t  w i t h  e x p e c t a t i o n s  o f  r e c e i v i n g  a s s i s t a n c e ,  o r  do 

t h e y  t a k e  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  become s e l f - r e l i a n t ?  Is t h e r e  any  o b l i g a -  

t i o n  on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  t o  a d h e r e  t o  t h e  f a i t h  o f  t h o s e  

who p r o v i d e  a s s i s t a n c e ,  even though t h e  i d e a  is n o t  conveyed o v e r t l y  o r  

i n t e n t i o n a l l y ?  

CODEL Cr iteri8 

1. Ecumenical  c o l l a b o r a t i o n - - C h u r c h  o f  Sou th  I n d i a  ( p r o t e s t a n t )  

is p r o v i d i n g  a  b u i l d i n g  f o r  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  S i s t e r s ;  

2. P a r t i c i p a t i o n - - l o w ;  

3 .  L e a r n i n g  t h r o u g h  p a r t i c i p a t i o n - - l o w ;  

4. S h a r i n g  ( a p p r o p r i a t e  l e v e l  o f )  c o s t s - - l a b o r  c o n t r i b u t e d ;  and 

5. Consonance w i t h  l o c a l  and n a t i o n a l  p r i o r i t i e s - - h i g h .  



This was the  f i r s t  project  seen by the  evaluator i n  the f i e l d .  

That i t  happened t o  be the  f i r s t  was due t o  a  combination of the  CODEL 

Area Coordinator's t r ave l  schedule and the  eva lua to r l s  a v a i l a b i l i t y .  As 

such it became the ttobservationlt p ro j ec t ,  providing information on how 

CODEL operates i n  a  f i e l d  v i s i t  t o  a  p ro jec t  holder. T h i s  experience 

may be a typ i ca l  of CODEL pro jec t s  which receive  periodic v i s i t s  s ince  

t h i s  project  had never been v i s i t ed  because of  its i n a c c e s s i b i l i t y ,  yet  

i t  demonstrated a l l  too c l ea r ly  the  need fo r :  

1. Spending more time on s i t e  (perhaps four days ins tead of four 

hours);  and 

2. Let t ing the project  holder know i n  advance the  object ive  and 

the  agenda of  the v i s i t :  the type o f  information needed, t h e  

documents t o  be reviewed, the places and people the  evaluator 

wishes t o  v i s i t ,  the  procedures f o r  working together ,  and o ther  

items of t h a t  nature.  

Without such preparation,  the  p ro jec t  holder does not know exact ly  

what is expected and tends t o  show the v i s i t o r  t he  physical  p l an t ,  

introduce some of the  implementors and benef ic ia r ies  a s  they a re  

ava i l ab l e ,  and provide hosp i t a l i t y .  The occasion of the v i s i t  may be 

taken t o  honor the  donorls  par t  i n  the  p ro jec t  and t o  re inforce  the  

benef ic ia r ies '  and implementors' pride i n  t h e i r  accomplishments. 

These a c t i v i t i e s  leave very l i t t l e  t ime, i f  any, t o  review t rans -  

ac t ions  between the  donor and project  holder (e.g. repor t ing,  funding 

t r ansmi t t a l s ) ,  t o  gather  missing repor t  information, o r  t o  discuss  

underlying concepts and r a i s e  philosophical  questions with both the  

implementors and benef ic ia r ies .  Time i s  needed t o  understand the con- 

t ex t  of a  p ro j ec t ,  t o  th ink ,  t o  question,  t o  observe. These processes 
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PROJECT PROFILE 112 

Backaround 

Comprehensive Community Hea l th  and Rural Development Program 

C h r i s t i a n  Fe l lowship  H o s p i t a l  

Oddanchattram, I n d i a  

Phase I Base- l ine  Survey and Organ i za t i ona l  Phase $3,000 

Phase I1 Drought R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Scheme $1 24,200 

1977 t o  1981 (F ive  Years)  

P r o i e c t  D e s c r i ~ t i o a  

CODEL is p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  a long-range,  broad-based h e a l t h  c a r e  and 

community development program c e n t e r e d  at t h e  C h r i s t i a n  Fe l lowship  

H o s p i t a l  i n  Oddanchattram, I n d i a .  The medical  program is  bo th  c u r a t i v e  

and p r e v e n t i v e ,  w i t h  s p e c i a l  emphasis on l e p r o s y ,  t u b e r c u l o s i s  and 

cance r  t r e a t m e n t  i r 1  t h e  h o s p i t a l  and t h e  t r a i n i n g  o f  v i l l a g e  h e a l t h  

workers  who are a l s o  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  b roader  development needs  such as 

wa te r ,  f ood ,  hous ing  and an imal  husbandry. C 
The a r e a  h a s  s u f f e r e d  from drought  f o r  t h e  l a s t  t h r e e  y e a r s  s o  I 

s u p p l i e s  o f  wa t e r  and food a r e  s h o r t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  t h e  p o o r e s t ,  
I 



i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  people  and l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  a l i k e .  

Resu l t s /Meet inq  Ob i e c t i v e s  ( S t a t e d  0b . i ec t i ve s )  

The r e d u c t i o n  o f  m o r t a l i t y  and f e r t i l i t y  and t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  p roduc t ion  and income through  t h e  p rov i s ion  o f  w a t e r ,  l a n d ,  

improved hous ing ,  h e a l t h  c a r e ,  l i t e r a c y  t r a i n i n g ,  pr imary e d u c a t i o n ,  

l o a n s / g r a n t s  f o r  an ima l s  and small b u s i n e s s ,  and format ion  o f  community 

groups a r e  among t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  and i n t e r v e n t i o n s  o f  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  A s  

s t a t e d  by t h e  P r o j e c t  D i r e c t o r ,  Dr. Jacob  Che r i an ,  t h e  fo l l owing  

p rog re s s  h a s  been made toward meet ing o b j e c t i v e s :  

1. P r o j e c t  a r e a  i n f a n t  m o r t a l i t y  is  69.9 p e r  1000 compared t o  128 

p e r  1000 f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  s t a t e  o f  Tamil Nadu; 

2. The f e r t i l i t y  rate,  former ly  3  p e r  1000, is now between 1 .5  and 

1.75 p e r  1000; 

3. Water supp ly  h a s  been improved th rough  conse rva t i on  ( t a n k s ,  

and check dams) f o r  approximate ly  one-half  o f  t h e  popu la t i on  o f  

t h e  p r o j e c t  a r e a  ( l5O,OOO people )  ; 

4. A g r i c u l t u r a l  p roduc t ion  h a s  i n c r e a s e d  over  t h e  l a s t  f i v e  y e a r s ,  

and f a r m e r s ,  who c o n s t i t u t e  90 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n ,  are 

b e t t e r  o f f .  More c e r e a l s ,  ground n u t s ,  v e g e t a b l e s  and ca sh  

c r o p s  ( e . g .  suga r  cane)  are be ing  produced. Small  and l a n d l e s s  

f a rmer s  have more work and income, as do t h e  women. 

5. The l i t e r a c y  r a t e  is c u r r e n t l y  35 pe rcen t  i n  Tamil Nadu S t a t e ,  

a  5  p e r  c e n t  i n c r e a s e  s i n c e  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n  o f  a  government 

l i t e r a c y  program; fou r  pr imary s c h o o l s  have been e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  

remote,  i n a c c e s s i b l e  a r e a s  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

6.  Approximately 1,500 houses  were provided t o  low-caste  f a m i l i e s  
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a t  an average cos t  o f  5,000 rupess (3000 e x t e r n a l  funds,  2,000 

people ' s  c o n t r i b u t i o n ) ;  t h e  program i s  c u r r e n t l y  h a l t e d  f o r  

l ack  of  funding, but a t tempts  a r e  being made t o  continue t h e  

p ro jec t  with government and p r i v a t e  funding from Ind ia .  

Small-business g r a n t s  and loans  have been made, pr imar i ly  f o r  

t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  cows, buf fa loes ,  some sheep and g o a t s ,  but I 
a l s o  f o r  p i g  r a i s i n g ,  basket  making, weaving, tanning and small  

shops. 
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t h e i r  own worthlessness--the low-caste people; consequently they can be 

expected t o  take more time t o  a r r i v e  a t  a  posi t ion of taking charge and 

leading.  Nevertheless, t he r e  a r e  ind iv idua l s  who have stepped forward 

to  work with t h e i r  communities. A notable case is the  schoolteacher who 

was helped by Dr. Cherian, t he  Project  Director ,  t o  a t tend school. He 

was t h e  f i r s t  from h i s  group t o  do so  and came back t o  work w i t h  h i s  

people. Perhaps t he  project  could be a s s i s t ed  t o  th ink more about the  

means of f o s t e r i ng  and developing leadership  and/or provided w i t h  the  

f i nanc i a l  means of holding t r a i n i n g  courses f o r  community l e ade r s  

(development/health workers and o the r s ) .  

Workina Relat ions and S tv l e  

A t  f i r s t  glance,  the impression is one of a  se l f -conta ined,  pater-  

n a l i s t i c ,  well-organized and dynamic project  whic? i s  accomplishing i t s  

goals  w i t h  l i t t l e  pa r t i c ipa t ion  in  the  planning and implementation by 

those being helped. Upon c lo se r  inspect ion,  i t  can b?  s a id  t h a t  perhaps 

the re  a r e  not many people who want t o  cooperate w i t h  t he  medical 

miss ionar ies  from Kerala who have come t o  improve the  l i v e s  of  t he  Tamil 

Nadu Hari jans except the  government, and they a r e  a l ready cooperating. 

There is  l o c a l  r es i s t ance  i n  two areas :  one i s  r e l i g i o u s  s i nce  the  

S t a t e  i s  s t rongly  Hindu, and t he  miss ionar ies  a r e  Chr i s t i an ;  t he  o ther  

is socio-economic s i nce  the  weal th ier  persons i n  t h e  a rea  do not w i s h  t o  

see t he  poorer c a s t e  freed from t h e i r  socio-economic l im i t a t i ons .  (The 

extent  t o  which cooperation with t he  other  churches i n  the  a rea  may be 

f ea s ib l e  has not  been explored i n  conversations.)  

There a r e  s igns  t h a t  t h e  p ro jec t  has moved c lo se r  t o  s e l f - r e l i ance  

i n  t h a t  the re  is r e s i s t ance  t o  give-aways and an i nc l i na t i on  t o  arrange 

loans t h a t  can be paid back. External cooperation i n  support  of  t h i s  
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project  i s  high--through the  American Leprosy Missions and European 

sources a s  well a s  t h e  Indian organizat ions ,  CASA and AFPRO. 

This p ro jec t  reaches t he  poorest ,  most disadvantaged of the  a rea .  

The extent  t o  which i t  is  f e a s i b l e  t o  e f f e c t  a  change i n  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  

of an oppressed c l a s s  toward themselves is probably a  function o f  t he  

leadership  of the  p ro jec t  and of time. Although s t rong i n  t echn ica l  and 

managerial a spec t s ,  the  p ro jec t  leadership  is not at tuned t o  s e l f -  

development. The f a c t  t h a t  t he r e  a r e  so  many pressing bas ic  needs t o  be 

met has prompted ac t ion  on behalf of  t he  people r a t he r  than preparing 

them for  ac t ion on t h e i r  own behalf .  

Such motivation i s  understandable, but now is t h e  time f o r  consid- 

era t ion of ways i n  which pa r t i c i pa t i on ,  se l f -help  and s e l f - r e l i ance  can 

be strengthened. The Inter-Church Service Agency i n  Madras could a s s i s t  

by organizing a  seminar on par t i c ipa t ion  o f  t he  poorest.  Training i n  

pa r t i c ipa to ry  techniques fo r  p ro jec t  planners i s  a l so  ava i l ab l e  from 

Kenya's Chr is t ian  Development Education Services ,  which t r a i n s  teams of 

church development workers i n  a  modified Paulo F r e i r e  method and has 

some experience i n  India .  
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Comrnen t s  

CODEL1s  pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  the over-a l l  scheme is minimal from a  

f i nanc i a l  point of view, but t h e i r  re la t ionsh ips  w i t h  the  Project  Direc- 

t o r  and the  sponsoring organization I r e  good and should be exploited t o  

a s s i s t  the project  i n  moving toward a  more par t i c ipa tory  s t y l e  of opera- 

t i on .  I t  should be noted t h a t  the  o r i g i n a l  p ro jec t  was approved befors 

the  formulation of the c r i t e r i a .  
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PROJECT PROFILE #3 

IND-ED/J 171-LWR 

Furn i sh ings  f o r  Development Conference and Workshops Center  

The Inter-Church Se rv i ce  Agency (ICSA) 

Madras, I n d i a  

P r o i e c t  D e s c r i ~ t i o n  

The Inter-Church Se rv i ce  Agency cons t ruc t ed  a  new b u i l d i n g  t o  use 

a s  i ts  o f f i c e  and conference c e n t e r  i n  Madras. CODEL a s s i s t e d  wi th  a  

smal l  amount of mon2y f o r  f u r n i s h i n g s .  The funds were used t o  purchase 

a i r  c o n d i t i o n e r s  f o r  meeting rooms. 

Although t h i s  i s  n o t  t h e  type  o f  p r o j e c t  CODEL u s u a l l y  c o n s i d e r s  

f o r  funding ,  t h e  work o f  t h i s  agency was cons idered  impor tan t  enough t o  

s u p p o r t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  s i n c e  a s s i s t a n c e  was needed a t  t h e  t ime.  ICSA, i n  

a d d i t i o n  t o  i t s  o r i g i n a l  work o f  account ing  s e r v i c e s ,  has  developed an 

impress ive  c a p a b i l i t y  i n  development c o n s u l t i n g ,  and now p rov ides  s e r -  

v i c e s  ranging  from t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s  and evalua-  

t i o n s  t o  i n t e r - f a i t h  seminars .  

S ince  t h e  na tu re  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  does n o t  lend i t s e l f  t o  t h e  

a n a l y s i s  u s u a l l y  provided f o r  development p r o j e c t s ,  t h e  remainder o f  

t h i s  p r o f i l e  w i l l  be devoted t o  an a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  ICSA a b i l i t y  t o  

provide  CODEL, i ts p r o j e c t  h o l d e r s  and member agenc ie s  w i th  f i e l d - s i d e  



ATTACHMENT A 

s u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s  f o r  improved p l a n n i n g ,  management o f  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  and 

e v a l u a t i o n  o f  p r o j e c t s  as  w e l l  a s  f o r  l e a r n i n g  e x p e r i e n c e s .  S p e c i a l  

e f f o r t  was made by t h e  e v a l u a t o r  t o  r e v i e w  a s e l e c t e d  sample  o f  ICSA1s 

work i n  an a t t e m p t  t o  e v a l u a t e  i ts  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  s e r v e  CODEL a s  a n  

i n d i g e n o u s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  r e s o u r c e  f o r  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  

A s t r o n g  in -house  c a p a b i l i t y  i n  t e c h n i c a l  s u b j e c t s  s u c h  a s  a g r i c u l -  

t u r e ,  w a t e r  p r o j e c t s ,  e n g i n e e r i n g ,  r u r a l  development  and  f i s h e r i e s  is 

matched by t h e i r  o v e r - a l l  management c a p a b i l i t y ,  ICSA i s  d e v e l o p i n g  a  

l i b r a r y  and c o n t a c t s  i n  a p p r o p r i a t e  t e c h n o l o g y  and is i n t e r e s t e d  i n  

l e a r n i n g  more a b o u t  women i n  deve lopment .  T h e i r  p e r s o n n e l  a r e  r e t i r e d  

c i v i l  s e r v a n t s  who a r e  h i g h l y  e x p e r i e n c e d  and who have c o n t a c t s  t h r o u g h -  

o u t  t h e  government .  They can u s u a l l y  s o u r c e  e x p e r t i s e  which t h e y  them- 

s e l v e s  may n o t  p o s s e s s .  T h e i r  work shows e v i d e n c e  o f  h a v i n g  k e p t  up-to-  

d a t e  w i t h  t h e  t e c h n o l o g y  and a d v a n c e s  i n  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  f i e l d s .  

ICSA1s development  p h i l o s o p h y  i s  c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  CODEL1s and i s  

a l s o  r o o t e d  i n  C h r i s t i a n i t y .  From t h e  e v i d e n c e  a v a i l a b l e  a t  head- 

q u a r t e r s ,  o n e  o f  t h e  b e s t  f i e l d  m e e t i n g s  i n  which CODEL e v e r  p a r t i c i -  

p a t e d  was a m e e t i n g  s p o n s o r e d  w i t h  ICSA a t  which development  i s s u e s  and  

p h i l o s o p h y  were g i v e n  s e r i o u s  and t h o u g h t f u l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  ICSA1s 

s e r v i c e s  a r e  u n d e r u t i l i z e d  because  t h e  c h u r c h e s  and  v o l u n t a r y  a g e n c i e s  

which c o n s t i t u t e  i ts  t a r g e t  c l i e n t e l e  do  n o t  a lways  f u l l y  a p p r e c i a t e  

t h e i r  need f o r  a s s i s t a n c e ,  n o r  a r e  t h e y  a lways  i n  a p o s i t i o n  t o  pay  f o r  

t h e  s e r v i c e .  

T h a t  t h i s  r e s o u r c e  e x i s t s ,  b u t  is b e i n g  u n d e r u t i l i z e d ,  p r e s e n t s  

CODEL w i t h  a  p e r f e c t  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  p r o v i d e  t e c h n i c a l  

a s s i s t a n c e ,  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  l e a r n i n g  p r o c e s s ,  and d e v e l o p  i n d i g e n o u s  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c a p a b i l i t y .  CODEL c o u l d  h e l p  t o  f i l l  t h i s  gap  by p r o v i d i n g  

an  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  i t s  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r s  i n  S o u t h  I n d i a  t o  meet  w i t h  ICSA, 





Palarivattom Community Development T r u s t  (PCDT) 

Cochin, India 

1978 - 1981 

$143,941 

Pro.iec_t. D e s c r i ~ t i o r l  

The PCDT was formed in  1976 a s  an i n t e r - f a i t h  (Cathol ic ,  Protes- 

t a n t ,  Hindu) community oganization t o  extend the  use of the  f a c i l i t i e s  

and programs of the Pastoral  Orientation Centre (POC - Catholic)  t o  the 

surrounding community i n  Cochin. A t  t h a t  t ime,  the  POC was running a 

MCH program with foods tuf f s  (PL480) which was t rans fe r red  t o  land 

arranged by the PCDT and operated under PCDT sponsorship by the  Catholic 

S i s t e r s .  

A meeting'of people from the community was held t o  determine t h e  

most pressing needs, and a f i e l d  survey of 1808 fami l ies  was conducted. 

The r e s u l t s  showed t h a t  t he  people wanted impr.oved housing, water,  

s an f ' a t i on ,  heal th  s e rv i ce s ,  education and jobs. The PCDT formulated a 

program which attempted t o  meet a l l  these  needs and sought funds fo r  

land and building construction t o  house a c l i n i c ,  o f f i c e s  and t r a in ing /  

meeting space. The pro jec t  was conceived by i t s  designer,  Fr. Joseph 

Kannath, t o  serve a s  a modelllaboratory i n  community development. 

A medical c l i n i c  was opened to  o f f e r  se rv ices  and medicines ( in -  

cluding innoculations) f r ee  t o  poor famil ies .  Home v i s i t s  were made, 



small savings scheme i n i t i a t e d .  F r .  Kannath l e f t  the  p ro jec t  t o  do 

advanced study abroad; h i s  replacement a s  d i r ec to r  of  the  POC assumed 

r e spons ib i l i t y  f o r  the  p ro jec t .  

The s t a t ed  aims of the p ro jec t  follow: 

1 .  To e s t ab l i sh  a model community development cen t re  i n  the  

v i c i n i t y  of the  POC t o  improve the  s o c i a l ,  economic and heal th  

condit ions of the  people i n  the  l o c a l i t y .  

2. To organize the community and t o  help the  people l i v i n g  i n  the  

community t o  help  themselves. 

3. To concentrate on adu l t  education and l i t e r a c y  programs. 

4. To organize educational  programs on n u t r i t i o n ,  hea l t h ,  hygiene, 

home management, budgeting and responsible parenthood, 

5. To improve the  heal th  condi t ions  of chi ldren under f i v e  i n  

col laborat ion w i t h  o ther  voluntary and governmental agencies. 

The project  had planned, w i t h i n  th ree  years ,  t o :  

1 .  Build a center  of  1950 square f e e t ;  

2. Build 344 houses a t  300 square f e e t  each; 

3. B u i l d  300 l a t r i n e s  w i t h  bath;  

4, Build one water t a p  f o r  each family; 

5. Hold courses i n  hea l th ,  l i t e r a c y ,  nu t r i t i on  and vocational  

t r a in ing ;  and 

6 .  Conduct a medical program. 

These t a r g e t s  were revised t o  exclude the  construction of houses and 

water systems, subs t i t u t i ng  a woodworking course and the  construction of  

a building t o  house the  shop. 



1 .  Construction of a cen t re  (used fo r  medical and MCH c l i n i c s ,  

warehouse f o r  PL 480 foods tuf f s ,  and the  seving course ) ;  

2. Construction of a building fo r  woodworking course (not  being 

used) ; 

3 .  Construction of  approximately 100 l a t r i n e s ;  

4 .  Medical c l i n i c  held regu la r ly ;  

5. MCH c l i n i c  held regu la r ly ,  300 benef ic ia r ies ;  

6. Home v i s i t s  done; 

7 .  Courses i n  sewing held;  and 

8 .  Small savings scheme running--participation dropped from 900 t o  

It should be noted t h a t  the  courses i n  sewing a r e  paid f o r  by the  f ee s  
I 

charged, and the l a t r i n e  construction is done w i t h  Food fo r  Work so  

these have not incurred project  expenditures.  Some project  funds were 

spent f o r  medicines ( t h e  amount requested $2,176), but cur ren t ly  medi- 

c ines  a r e  e i t h e r  being pwchased from other funds o r  foregone. 

The project  was unable t o  a t t a i n  i t s  o r ig ina l  goals  s ince  the  

poorest would be unable t o  repay loans  f o r  improved housing, the re fore  

rapidly  decap i ta l i z ing  the housing fund; the re fore  the Committee decided 

t o  cancel the  housing and water supply components. The woodworking shop 

and t r a in ing  course proved unfeasible  due t o  the  current  p o l i t i c a l  

cl imate.  

Im~lementatioq. Plan 

As noted above, the re  have been severa l  changes i n  the  ob jec t ives  of 

the p ro j ec t ,  r e su l t i ng  i n  a  changed schedule of  a c t i v i t i e s  and there fore  

use of budget resources.  The project  is due t o  end sho r t l y ,  but there  



The CODEL c o o r d i n a t o r  i n s t r u c t e d  t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  t o  s c a l e  down 

t h e  p r o j e c t  s o  t h a t  t h e r e  would be p r o v i s i o n  f o r  g a i n i n g  t r u e  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by t h e  people  and an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  show b e n e f i t s  i n  a  

modest way; t h i s  means s t r e t c h i n g  o u t  t h e  p r o j e c t  ove r  a l o n g e r  t ime  

per iod  and making i t  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  needs  of t h e  people  i n  ways t h a t  

a r e  conducive t o  s e l f - h e l p  and s e l f - r e l i a n c e .  

Manaaer ia l  . Techn ica l  and Environmental  Soundness 

Management o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  is nominal ly  i n  t h e  hands o f  t h e  

Committee, bu t  r e a l l y  remains  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  S i s t e r ( s )  and 

Fa the r  who o p e r a t e  o u t  of t h e  POC. A l l  a r e  c o n s c i e n t i o u s ,  bu t  t h e r e  is 

j u s t  t o o  much t o  do ,  and it  is t o o  much t o  expec t  t h e  v o l u n t e e r  

Committee t o  t a k e  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  A t  t h e  time o f  t h e  f i e l d  v i s i t ,  

t h e r e  was on ly  one S i s t e r  a v a i l a b l e  t o  c a r r y  t h e  f u l l  l o a d ,  w i t h  t h e  

pa r t - t ime  back-up o f  t h e  POC D i r e c t o r .  

No s a l a r i e s  a r e  i nc luded  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  f o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  which 

is  a l s o  a  l i m i t i n g  f a c t o r .  The b e s t  t h e  Committee cou ld  do was t o  

sugges t  t h a t  a n o t h e r  p r i e s t  be sought  t o  work on t h e  p r o j e c t .  The 

medical  and MCH programs a r e  t e c h n i c a l l y  sound,  w i t h  v o l u n t e e r  d o c t o r s  

and MCH program s u p e r v i s i o n  provided.  I f  and when t r a i n i n g  f o r  produc- 

t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  undertaken on a  l a r g e  s c a l e ,  c a r e  must be t aken  t o  

conduct adequatc  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s ,  t h e  l a c k  o f  which has  been a weak 

p o i n t  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  t o  d a t e .  

No in format ion  is a v a i l a b l e  on whether env i ronmenta l  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  were taken  i n t o  account .  



The community elected loca l  leaders t o  s i t  on the Committee, but 

these persons do not come from the ranks of the poor and have not 

accurately transcribed the expressed needs of the poor in to  feasible  

programs. A t  l e a s t  i t  can be said tha t  the Committee has been able t o  

prevent the implementation of unfeasible programs. Although an e a r l i e r  

report  indicated tha t  community leaders received t ra in ing  a t  the POC, 

the evaluator could not assess  t h e i r  capabi l i ty ,  having elected not t o  

v i s i t  the community so a s  t o  avoid rais ing expectations of a new wind- 

f a l l .  

Nevertheless, a t  l e a s t  one of the persons attending the MCH c l i n i c  

remarked on the evaluator 's  presence in  terms of hopes for houses. 

After a chat with the mothers a t  the c l i n i c ,  i t  seemed feasible  t o  

consider identifying and capacitating some of them a s  community leaders,  

(It  seems tha t  the Women's Wing of the PCDT, which had done volunteer 

work i n  v i s i t i ng  homes, may also have consisted of the better-off mem- 

bers of the community; i t  collapsed when the leader l e f t  the area.)  

Workina Relationg a d  Stvle  

The collaboration of the Catholics with other f a i t h s ,  members of 

the  community, p o l i t i c a l  leaders ,  government personnel and business 

people has been good. A question could be raised,  however, concerning 

the image of the project.  It appears tha t  the people do not think of i t  

a s  ' t h e i r '  project--one t o  which they contribute time and e f f o r t  

expecting t o  benefit from a common venture. It appears tha t  the people 

view i t  as  a give-away, soc ia l  welfare project run by a church which i s  

i n  tha t  business. They thought, when asked the i r  needs, tha t  they had 

only to  a r t i cu la t e  them, and they would be met. A s  one of the Committee 



charity." 

ImaactmmPoor 

The project is trying t o  involve the socio-economically disadvan- 

taged. So f a r  i t  has not found a  way t o  help people help themselves: 

there is a  small fee charged for participation i n  the MCH program; labor 

is  contributed i n  the latrine-building program; and a  fee is charged for 

tu i t ion  i n  the sewing course. 

Some consideration should be given t o  charging for the medical 

c l i n i c  or  a  way found to screen out people who may abuse the program. 

( I  saw a  chart  of a  person who received so many d i f fe rent  medicines tha t  

he/she should have bec;'n referred to  another f a c i l i t y . )  The part ic ipants  
\ 

interviewed said they liked the c l i n i c  because the medicines were f r ee ,  

and the at tent ion was be t te r  than i n  government c l in i c s .  In most cases,  

even very poor people find it worthwhile t o  pay for  medical care. 

The image tha t  f ree  treatment c rea tes  i n  t h i s  group should be 

explored. The prpject needs t o  avoid the temptation t o  become an em- 

ployer, which i s  what was being considered i n  the two employment- 

generating schemes--woodworking and sewing. Not only would t h i s  exacer- 

bate the image of paternalism, but the project is not technical ly ,  

managerially, and f inancial ly  competent t o  undertake such an enterprise .  

CODEL C r i t e r i a  

1 .  Ecumenical collaboration: none with other churches on a  one- 

to-one bas is ,  b u t  the Trust i s  directed by an in t e r - f a i th  

board, and program benefits and participation a re  extended to 

everyone regardless of f a i t h ,  "wealth, colour or cas te ;"  

2. Par t ic ipat ion:  low; 



4 .  Sha r ing  ( a p p r o p r i a t e  l e v e l  o f )  c o s t s :  low; and 

5. L o c a l / n a t i o n a l  p r i o r i t i e s :  h i g h .  

The s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  seems t o  have been dependent on t h e  

l e a d e r s h i p  o f  c e r t a i n  peop le ,  no t ab ly  t h e  d e s i g n e r ,  F r .  Kannath. When 

he l e f t ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  began t o  show stress. It i s  probably j u s t  as w e l l  

t h a t  a  h igh ly-mot iva ted ,  dynamic, c h a r i s m a t i c  l e a d e r  be a b s e n t  i n  o r d e r  

t h a t  t h e  people  l e a r n  t o  depend more on themse lves .  

If t h i s  p r o j e c t  is f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  t h e  whole community, i s  i t  

d e s i r a b l e  t h a t  t h e  members o f  t h e  community who a r e  b e t t e r  o f f  dominate 

t h e  Committee? 

Food f o r  Work a l l o w s  t h e  s a l e  o f  commodities amd t h e  use  o f  t h e  
proceeds t o  purchase  m a t e r i a l s .  C o n t r i b u t i o n  p l u s  s a l e  of t h e  
c o n t a i n e r s  pays t r a n s p o r t  c o s t s .  



Small  Gran t s  Fund 

SAWGI Fund S o c i e t y  (YMCA) 

S r i  Lanka 

1976-1981 

P r o j e c t  D e s c r i ~ t i o n  

T h i s  sma l l  g r a n t s  fund is p r i m a r i l y  a small l o a n s  fund admin i s t e r ed  

by a  S o c i e t y  composed o f  l e a d e r s  from v a r i o u s  r e l i g i o u s  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

The g r a n t s  a r e  made t o  community o r g a n i z a t i o n s  (SAMAGI member and c l i e n t  

g roups  who need a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e i r  s o c i a l  w e l f a r e / s o c i a l  development 

a c t i v i t i e s ) .  I f  repayment is thought  remote ly  p o s s i b l e  by t h e  SAMAGI 

S o c i e t y  members, p r e s s u r e  is put  on t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  t o  pay back t h e  

funds .  For example, t h i s  is t h e  c a s e  wih t h e  Buddhist  a g r i c u l t u r a l  and 

v o c a t i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  farm f o r  d e s t i t u t e  boys which is  u s i n g  t h e  funds  t o  

i n s t a l l  a  wa t e r  pump and i r r i g a t i o n  sys tem,  By way o f  example, o t h e r  

g r a n t s  i n c l u d e :  t r a i n i n g  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  h a n d i c r a f t s  and p o u l t r y  

r a i s i n g  by a  g i r l s 1  s c h o o l ;  d a i r y  and coconut farming by t h e  Na t iona l  

Youth S e r v i c e  Counci l ;  and a handloom p r o j e c t  by a  Mulsir.. g i r l s 1  

s o c i e t y .  

A s  o f  May 1981 t h e  SAMAGI Fund S o c i e t y  had a  c a s e  l oad  o f  50. 



ATTACHMENT A 

Loans ( a t  3% i n t e r e s t  per  yea r )  t o t a l  $491,861, g r a n t s  $70,525. T o t a l  
1 

repayments equa l l ed  $83,966. Twenty ( o f  44  a c t i v e  loan  c a s e s )  have 

made repayments;  t h r e e  a r e  f u l l y  p a i d .  The Fund has  been o p e r a t i n g  

s i n c e  1977. The d e f a u l t  r a t e  h a s  n o t  been e s t a b l i s h e d  s i n c e  t h e  members 

of  t h e  S o c i e t y  a r e  most i n s i s t e n t  t h a t  l o a n s  be r e p a i d  and have even 

voted t o  t a k e  l e g a l  a c t l r  , -, some c a s e s .  In  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  economic 

s i t u a t i o n  h a s  wor 

In t h e  beginnl,.g, loan: - e r e  made p r i m a r i l y  t o  member o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

and t h e i r  c l i e n t  g r o u l s  ( e .g .  YMCAs throughout  t h e  count ry)  which e i t h e r  

i nves t ed  i n  a p r o j e c t  ( e . g .  e g r i c u l t u r a l  p roduct ion)  o r  made sub-loans 

t o  i n d i v i d u a l s .  I n  1978 loans  were made t o  i n d i v i d u a l s  and t h e i r  asso-  

c i a t e s  engaged i n  smal l  bus iness  and a g r i c u l t u r e .  The a r r a y  r anges  from 

animal r a i s i n g  and product ion o f  cash  c rops  (e .g.  c h i l i e s )  t o  manufac- 

t u r e  ( e .g .  b r i c k s ,  rope ,  paper bags and envelopes)  t o  t a i l o r i n g ,  e l e c t r i c a l  

r e p a i r  and welding. 

There is a c e i l i n g  o f  Rs 25,000 p e r  l o a n ,  a l though it i s  r a r e  f o r  

t h e  l o a n s  t o  i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  exceed Rs 10,000. The s m a l l e s t  loan  was 

Rs 750 f o r  purchase o f  barber  equipment. 

Results/Meetit ia Ob iec t ives  ( S t a t e d  Ob jec t ives )  

The S o c i e t y ' s  o b j e c t i v e  is t o  improve t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e  and 



ATTACHMENT A 

5. I n  addition, t o  provide technical assistance i n  business 

management and other f i e lds  by the projects a s s i s t an t ,  members 

and a  panel of advisers.  

The grants and loans given t o  date f a l l  w i t h i n  the categories 

l i s t e d  above, primarily within the f i r s t  two. The f inancial  success of 

the c l i en t s  can be judged by the repayment record which i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  

quantify a s  data is lacking on the amounts due. It should be noted, 

however, tha t  the repayment record of loan funds has not been good since 

S r i  Lanka is a  society accustomed to receiving many free handouts from 

government. 

Manaaerial, Technical Environmentab Soundnm 

The success of t h i s  project is  due t o  the volunteer management 

by the members of the SAMAGI Fund Society supported by the YMCA. The 

key person i s  Mr. Lionel da Si lva,  who is re t i r ed  from a  career i n  

soc ia l  welfare and development work. H i s  l a s t  post was w i t h  the Freedom 

From Hunger national organization. 

The Society has seen the need to  h i r e  a  part-time projects of f icer  

to  follow up on loans and to  invest igate  applications as  well a s  t o  

require tha t  Society members be personally responsible for applicants.  

A 1 1  of these e f f o r t s  seem t o  be having a  posit ive impact on the qual i ty  

of review, technical assistance and the repayment performance of I 
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f i e l d  visits t h a t  they have a good rapport  w i t h  people a s  well  a s  the  

a b i l i t y  t o  motivate them and connect them with o ther  sources of 

ass i s t ance .  I n  one case ,  the  lender took t he  occasion o f  the  visit  t o  

a c t  i n  h i s  capaci ty  a s  community l e ade r , c a l l i ng  a meeting t o  consider,  

with the  SAMAGI Fund represen ta t ives ,  t h e  l a r g e r  problems of the  commu- 

n i t y  and how they might be tackled.  

The Society was formed in  response t o  CODEL'S c a l l  f o r  ecumenical 

col laborat ion fo r  development and includes l e ade r s  of  r e l i g ious  organi- 

za t ions  with s o c i a l  ac t ion  goa l s  (National  Council of  YMCAs of S r i  

Lanka, All-Ceylon Buddhist Congress, Hindu and Muslim organizat ions ,  t he  

Catholics and Methodists, and the  National Chr is t ian  Council plus a few 

members who serve i n  an ind iv idua l  capaci ty) .  

It i s  i n t e r e s t i ng  t h a t  the  members of t he  Society have agreed t o  

place t he  emphasis on loans  r a the r  than g r an t s  and on small business 

r a t he r  than on t he  t r a i n i n g  and production programs of t h e i r  own i n s t i -  

t u t i o n s .  They a r e  t o  be commended, a s  is CODEL, f o r  t he  way t h i s  

organization has been developed. 

I m ~ a c t  on t h e  ,lsux 

The very poor a r e  not usual ly  those persons i n  the  soc ie ty  who a r e  

successful ly  engaged i n  small  business.  With t h a t  understanding, i t  

must be s t a t e d  t h a t ,  with t he  exception of a c i v i l  servant  o r  two 

engaged i n  an income-generating project  on t he  s i d e ,  the  loan r e c i p i e n t s  

v i s i t e d  were poor people t r y ing  t o  make a l i v i n g  i n  a  precarious c l imate .  

Many of the  small businesses a r e  located i n  t he  Colombo a r e a ,  a s  

might be expected, but t he r e  i s  a very good spread i n t o  other  p a r t s  o f  

the  country. T h i s  i s  mostly due t o  networking among member organizat ions  
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and t he  personal contacts  mado by very ac t i ve  Society members during the  

course of  t h e i r  o ther  du t i e s .  Some of the  loan r e c i p i e n t s  a r e  former 

insurgents  who a r e  being r ehab i l i t a t ed  a s  productive members of  soc i e ty ,  

thanks t~ SAMAGI. Again, t he r e  is  t he  personal connection from the  

experience of the  Projects  Off icer  i n  counseling them i n  prison i n  h i s  

former capacity a s  a  government employee. The SAMAGI Fund Society is 

playing not only an economic development r o l e ,  but i s  instrumental  i n  

bringing elements of  soc ie ty  i n t o  a  more harmonious p o l i t i c a l  and r e l i -  

gious r e l a t i onsh ip .  

CODEL C r i t e r b  

1 .  Ecumenical collaboration--high; 

2. Par t i c ipa t ion- -par t i c ipa t ion  of sponsors high;  not much 

par t i c ipa t ion  of c l i e n t e l e  ( l enders )  ; 

3 .  Learning through part icipation--sponsors high,  c l i e n t e l e  low; 

4 .  Sharing (appropr ia te  l e v e l  o f )  costs--costs  of running SAMAGI 

paid by small fee levied on member organizat ions;  and 

5.  Consonance with l o c a l  and na t iona l  p r io r i t i e s - -h igh .  

I Comrnen t s I 

This i s  a  highly innovative and i n t e r e s t i n g  development vehic le  

which probably would not have developed without CODEL1s  in tervent ion.  
I 

Thus CODEL has a  spec i a l  duty t o  help the  Society i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e  i t s  

capab i l i t y  and secure i t s  .future.  The sum granted t o  d a t e ,  $46,250, has I 
been more than well used. It  w i l l  be worth watching t o  see  whether t he  

Society i s  ab le  t o  recoup enough of the  funds t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  revolving 

loan fund. I f  so ,  i t  w i l l  s i gna l  a  major breakthrough i n  changing the  

consciousness of  the  population. I f  n o t ,  t h e  e f f o r t  was s t i l l  

worthwhile . 



assistance in management and perhaps some additional funds for 

management. 

1 
Exchange rate at time of visit was Rs 18.2 = $1.00. 



Backaround 

SRI-AG/J58-CCSC YMCA Youth tt'raining Center 

SRI-AG/UMCOR-02 Water Development Scheme for  Rural Youth Training 

Centre 

SRI-AG/J58 (B) YMCA Youth Training Centre-Extension Service 

YMCA 

Paranthan, S r i  Lanka 

1976 - 1982 

Total  f o r  t he  t h r ee  projects :  $98,500 

The Paranthan a rea  of S r i  Lanka l i e s  on the  northern end of the  

i s l and ,  on the  opposite s ide  from Colombo. The t r a in ing  cen te r  i s  i n  a  

r u r a l  area  and i s  a  farm with workshops used fo r  the  dual purpose of 

t r a in ing  youth i n  s k i l l s  with which they can earn a  l i v i n g ,  e i t h e r  i n  

r u r a l  or  urban s e t t i n g s ,  and fo r  generating income fo r  the  YMCA s o  t h a t  

it can be self-supporting.  Subsequently, the  f a c i l i t y  came t o  be viewed 

a s  a  community f a c i l i t y  and extension se rv ice  t o  the  surrounding 

( r e s e t t l e d )  res iden ts .  

The f a c i l i t y  was b u i l t  by the  Germans who came t o  the  a rea  t o  ' 

provide d i s a s t e r  r e l i e f  ass i s tance  a f t e r  a  storm which severely damaged 

the area  some years  ago. The f a c i l i y  was subsequently made ava i lab le  t o  

the  Y and was developed a s  a farm with the  ass i s tance  of CODEL and other  



Funds i n  t h e  f i r s t  grant  were used t o  purchase seven and one-half 

ac res  of  l and ,  a  t r a c t o r  w i t h  accessor ies ,  assor ted  a g r i c u l t u r a l  i npu t s ,  

and a revolving loan fund w i t h  which the  graduates could be s e t  up i n  

farming. About 160 were t r a i ned ,  of  which 40% returned t o  t h e i r  v i l -  

lages  t o  farm. I n  the  course of  developing the  farm, water was needed 

to  i r r i g a t e  t he  f i e l d s  so  wells  had t o  bs constructed;  CODEL a s s i s t ed  

w i t h  t h e  second pro jec t .  The Center then rea l i zed  t h a t  t he  improved 

l ives tock and a g r i c u l t u r a l  p rac t i ces  which i t  was using on t he  farm 

could be use fu l  t o  persons r e s e t t l e d  nearby on land which t he  government 

made ava i lab le  fo r  r e s i d e n t i a l  and small  farm use but which was not 

being exploi ted ,  pr imar i ly  due t o  lack of water. 

I n  the  l a t e s t  p ro j ec t ,  CODEL approved $72,000 over t h r ee  years  f o r  

a  p ro jec t  which t o t a l s  $131.542 and which includes l i n e  Stems f o r  da i ry  

and animal husbandry, ag r i cu l t u r e ,  pas ture  l ands ,  i r r i g a t i o n ,  building 

and equipping a  community development c en t e r ,  equipment and mate r ia l s  

f o r  the  center  workshop, and adminis t ra t ive  and personnel co s t s .  

R e s u l t s / M e e t u  Objectives (Sta ted Objectives)  

I n  b r i e f ,  t h i s  p ro jec t  has not  been ab le  t o  achieve i t s  ob jec t ives  

of ( 1 )  prsviding t r a i n i n g  which l e ads  t o  income for  boys in  e i t h e r  

ag r i cu l t u r e  o r  urban t r ade s ,  o r  ( 2 )  making t he  farm an income-generating 

business which can provide t he  f a c i l i t y  w i t h  a  means of se l f -suppor t .  

It has been d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t he  YMCA t o  ge t  t r a i n e e s  s i nce  boys from 

the  cap i t a l  (p r imar i ly )  a r e  not w i l l i ng  t o  go t o  Paranthan fo r  a r e s iden t  

t r a i n i n g  program which l a s t s  an average of nine ~oonths. In add i t ion ,  

the re  is some d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  placement. The farm t r a i n e e s  did not 

re tu rn  i n  very high numbers t o  farming. The second ob jec t ive  is 



water and r a i n f a l l .  The marketing aspect may also bs  a factor a s  the 

major population center i s  a t  the oppnsite end of the island. 

The main reason tha t  these d i f f i c u l t i e s  occurred is tha t  the YMCA 

was provided with a f a c i l i t y  by the Germans and then attempted t o  put it 

to  uses for  which i t  was not rea l ly  sui ted.  Thus the center has turned 

to other uses as  a community f a c i l i t y  and for extension of agr icu l tura l  

t ra ining coupled w i t h  the provision of i n p u t s .  The f e a s i b i l i t y  of t h i s  

scheme is not adequately established since the rese t t led  population is 

not primarily oriented toward farming. The f i r s t  phase, the provision 

of wells, i s  proceeding, and the water i s  being used for drinking pur- 

poses and for small gardens dedicated to  consumption and cash crops 

( c h i l i e s ) .  

Before additional investments a re  made, the Y needs t o  reassess 

the poss ib i l i ty  of reaching a l l  i t s  goals on t h i s  project s i t e ,  and look 

a t  the a l te rna t ives .  The job t raining aspect should be studied for  

f e a s i b i l i t y  on another s i t e  c loser  t o  the population centers and 

industry (Colombo), and the income-generating aspect w i l l  e i ther  need t o  

be relocated to  a be t te r  agr icu l tura l  s i t e  or  the operating budget 

decreased to  an amount which the revenue can sustain.  Another 

a l te rna t ive  i s  t o  decide whether the operation has developmental 

benefits which the other Y s  w i s h  t o  subsidize. 

Manaserial. Technical and Environmental Soundnesg. 

The director  and s t a f f  of the center are  well t ra ined,  highly 

motivated and dedicated to making the center a success. That they have 

not been able t o  make i t  function a s  expected i s  due to  the i r  having to  

proceed without extensive preplanning because they were provided w i t h  



planning  and i n  r e a s s e s s i n g  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  and making d e c i s i o n s  about  

r e s o u r c e  a l l o c a t i o n .  It may be  t h a t  t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  t h e  e x t e n s i o n  

program w i l l  be judged worthwhile  and a  d e c i s i o n  t aken  t o  c a r r y  o u t  t h e  

program. It may be t h a t  t h e  r e s o u r c e s  can be used i n  o t h e r  ways.which 

w i l l  b e n e f i t  more people  f o r  t h e  c o s t  involved .  

Leade r sh ig  C a ~ a i  l i t y  

The l e a d e r s h i p  o f  t h e  c e n t e r  pe r sonne l  is q u i t e  good; coupled w i th  

t h e  suppor t  o f  community and r e l i g i o u s  l e a d e r s  i t  h a s  sparked  t h e  

community around t h e  c e n t e r  t o  a  new s e n s e  o f  purpose.  T h i s  may be  

i n d i c a t i v e  t h a t  t h e  program h a s  f i n a l l y  found a  purpose which is 

v a l i d a t e d  by community r e sponse .  The time s p e n t  a t  t h e  c e n t e r  was t o o  

s h o r t  t o  f u l l y  a s s e s s  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  community involvement and t h e  poten-  

t i a l  f o r  promotion o f  s e l f - r e l i a n t  development.  

Workinq R e l a t i o n s  S t v l e  

The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  community l e a d e r s  on t h e  board o f  t h e  c e n t e r  

and o f  t h e  church l e a d e r s  i n  i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  a t t e s t s  t o  a  c o l l a b o r a t i v e  

s t y l e  which forms a  good b a s i s  f o r  c o n t i n u i n g  community development.  

The e x t e n s i o n  program i s  mainly r e a c h i n g  people  who have been 

mot iva ted  t o  r e s e t t l e  on poor l and .  One assumes t h a t  t h e i r  former 

c o n d i t i o n s  were n o t  a s  f a v o r a b l e .  They a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  p o o r e s t ,  

but  t h e y  a r e  n o t  very  well o f f  e i t h e r .  

The t r a i n i n g  program was mainly r e a c h i n g  boys who cou ld  n o t  a f f o r d  

formal  schoo1.lng o r  v o c a t i o n a l  educa t i on .  



1. Ecumenical collaboration--good cooperation with the Protestant 

and Catholic churches of the area;  

2. Participation--increasing; 

3 .  Learning through participation--incipient;  

4 .  Sharing (appropriate level  of )  costs--probably not as  high a s  

i t  could be; and 

5. Consonance with loca l  and national priorit ies--high. 

Comments 

This i s  a  c l a s s i c  case of building a  project on available resources 

without an adequate f e a s i b i l i t y  study. T h i s  project could well benefit  

from technical assis tance which CODEL might help t o  provide. 



SMASH--Center for Development of Body, Mind and S p i r i t  

Nugegoda, S r i  Lanka 

Repeat of 1968 project for  which $31,840 granted; t h i s  project i s  
from 1978 - 1983 ( f ive  years) 

$74,920 

Pro.Lect_ D e s c r i ~ t i o ~  

SMASH is a  f a c i l i t y ,  primarily a  day care and v o c ~ t ~ i o n a l  t ra ining 

center ,  i n  the densely populated and primarily poorer fringe area of 

Colombo called Nugegoda. It is run under the auspices of the YMCA and 

was begun by one of the members who had contact w i t h  people i n  the area 

and saw tha t  they lacked a  means of helping t h e i r  children prepare 

themselves for a  be t t e r  l i f e .  I n  addition t o  day care for  pre-school 

children of working parents and t ra in ing  i n  o f f i ce , ' hea l th ,  sewing and ; 

ar t i san  s k i l l s ,  the SMASH program of fe r s  primary health care using 

volunteer and l ibrary  f a c i l i t i e s ,  including a  mobile uni t  which serves 

adjacent areas. 

The classes  a re  f u l l  i n  the day care operation, and the small house 

used a s  the f a c i l i t y  is  being enlarged so tha t  more children can be 

accomodated. A small fee per student is charged, and nut r i t iona l  snacks 

a re  provided a t  the same time tha t  parents and children are  taught the 

nut r i t iona l  value of the various foods available t o  t h e i r  families. The 



soc i a l i z a t i on ,  and other  sub jec t s  usually taught i n  kindergarten.  The 

vocational t r a in ing  was not observed. 

CODEL is supporting the  s a l a r i e s  of day ca r e ,  l i b r a r y  and 

vocational  t r a in ing  personnel, f u r n i t u r e ,  r e n t ,  books, equipment 

( including a van fo r  the  mobile l i b r a r y )  and adminis t ra t ive  c o s t s ,  

R e s u l t s / M e e t i ~  Obiectives (Sta ted object ives)  

The s t a t ed  object ives  include: 

1 .  Sens i t i z ing  the  poor of Nugegoda t o  the p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of 

a t t a i n i n g  a higher qua l i t y  of l i f e  through t h e i r  own "se l f -  

helpn methods; 

2 ,  Upgrading the  techniques of ch i ld  care  and mothercraft ,  thus  

l i f t i n g  the  heal th  standards of the  poorest of the  poor i n  

Nugegoda; and 

3. Aiding i n  t he  provision of f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  the  care  of  pre- 

kindergarten children i n  order t h a t  the parents may have an 

opportunity t o  work, thereby upgrading t h e i r  socio-economic 

s t a t u s .  

The b r i e f  observation ( 2  hours) devoted t o  t h i s  p ro jec t  did not 

allow s u f f i c i e n t  time t o  measure the  achievement of the  above object ives .  

In order t o  ca r ry  out such an evaluat ion,  i t  would be necessary t o  

devise i nd i ca to r s  w i t h  the  par t i c ipa t ion  of the s t a f f .  Since t h i s  

project  has not  been providing wri t ten  r epo r t s ,  i t  can be assumed t h a t  

they require  ass i s tance  in  thinking through a means of  evaluat ing t h e i r  

impact on t he  community. 

Managerial. Technical, and EnvironqentaL Soundness 

The s t a f f  on hand a t  the  day ca r e  operation seemed t o  be qu i t e  
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competen t ,  b o t h  m a n a g e r i a l l y  and t e c h n i c a l l y .  The head o f  t h e  l o c a l  

YMCA and o t h e r  community l e a d e r s  on hand f o r  t h e  v i s i t  spoke  

knowledgeably a b o u t  t h e  ope lva t ion  o f  t h e  c e n t e r ,  which l e a d s  o n e  t o  

b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  i n v o l v e d  on a c o n t i n u i n g  b a s i s .  The p r o v i s i o n  o f  

v o l u n t e e r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  a s s i s t a n c e  ( m e d i c a l  and o t h e r )  h e l p s  t o  k e e p  t h e  

q u a l i t y  o f  s e r v i c e s  p r o v i d e d  a t  a h i g h  l e v e l .  

L e a d e r s h i p  C a ~ a b i l i t v  

T h i s  p r o j e c t  i s  o n e  sponsored  by t h e  b e t t e r - o f f  members o f  t h e  

community f o r  t h e  no t - so -wel l -o f f .  CODEL i n t e r v e n e d  t o  suggest t h a t  t h e  

b e n e f i c i a r i e s  b e  b r o u g h t  i n t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  p l a n n i n g  and 

management o f  t h e  c e n t e r ,  and t h i s  h a s  a p p a r e n t l y  been done w i t h  g r e a t  

s u c c e s s  and much t o  t h e  s z t i s f a c t i o n  o f  t h e  s p o n s o r s .  Dur ing t h e  v i s i t  

t h e  e v a l u a t o r  spoke  w i t h  s e v e r a l  m o t h e r s  and one  f a t h e r  who had t a k e n  an 

i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  f a c i l i t y ,  and t h e y  were e n t h u s i a s t i c  

and knowledgeable .  S i n c e  t h e  a d u l t  t r a i n i n g  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  was 

n o t  o b s e r v e d ,  i t  may b e  t h a t  t h e  l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l s  a r e  i n c l u d e d  a s  p a r t  

o f  t h a t  c u r r i c u l a .  

H o r k i n ~  R e l a t i o n s  a d  S t v l ~  

I n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  are p a r t i c i p a t i n g  more t h a n  

i n  t h e  p a s t ,  i t  would be  u s e f u l  f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  t o  e x p l o r e  ways 

i n  which t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  as w e l l  as  t h e  q u a n t i t y  c o u l d  be 

i n c r e a s e d .  The p r o j e c t  h a s  a  f e e l i n g  similar t o  t h a t  o f  a s t a n d a r d  

e d u c a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t y  i n  which p e o p l e  a r e  apcustomed t o  r e c e i v i n g  s e r v i c e s  

w i i h o u t  p u t t i n g  much e f f o r t  i n t o  it t h e m s e l v e s .  I n  o t h e r  words ,  t h e  



More information is  needed before a  Judgment can be made on t h i s  

fac tor .  It is f a i r l y  safe  t o  guess tha t  the f a c i l i t y  i s  providing poor 

people i n  the neighborhood who are  motivated t o  improve t h e i r  l ives  with 

the opportunity t o  receive help for themselves and the i r  childpen. 

CODEL C r i t e r i 3  

1. Ecumenical collaboration--good with Christians and non- 

Christian groups a f f i l i a t e d  with the YMCA a s  well a s  with 

government bureaus; 

2. Participation--good beginning, can be improved; 

3. Learning from participation--evident i n  the day care center on 

the part  of par t ic ipat ing parents; 

4. Sharing (appropriate leve l  of)  costs--this aspect needs more 

at tent ion than could be given during the v i s i t .  Perhaps the 

beneficiary community zould do more t o  provide s t a f f  time a t  

the center even i f  they cannot pay fees ;  and 

5. Consonance w i t h  loca l  and national priorities--probably high, 

including a s  i t  does heal th ,  job t ra in ing ,  education and day 

care. 

Comments 

It does not look a s  though t h i s  project w i l l  ever be se l f -  

supporting. CODEL has been the primary outside donor, and some thought 

should be given to  the possibi l iy  tha t  dependence is being reinforced-- 

dependence of the project holder on C3DEL and dependence of the benefi- 

c i a r i e s  on SMASH. T h i s  project needs a careful and thoughtful look by a  

group with representatives from a l l  three par t ies .  



Backaround 

KEN-AG/J94-UMCOR Meru Inter-Church Dry Areas Agricul tura l  ?rogram 

(Cathol ic)  Diocese of Meru 

Meru, Kenya 

1978 1979-1981 

$21,000 $6,098 

KEN-AG/TECH-06 Liliaba-Mula Ranching Group Water Supply Project  
KEN-AG/J 149-TECH Meru I r r i ga t i on  Project  (Phase I1 of above) 

Consolata Fathers 

Kenya 

$1 ll,7OO 

Pro lec t  D e s c r i ~ t i o ~  

The c l u s t e r  is f o r  two d i f f e r e n t  types of in te rven t ions ,  i n  the  

same zone but not i n  the  same loca t ion ,  brought on by the  same problem 

( lack of water) and responded t o  by t he  same group of people .(Catholic 

church) although represented by two d i f f e r e n t  project  holders:  the  

Consolata Fathers working a s  miss ionar ies  i n  the  a rea  on the  water 

project  and the  development o f f i c e  of  the  Diocese of Meru on the  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  p ro jec t .  

The two responses t o  a lack of water i l l u s t r a t e  two d i f f e r e n t  

approaches t o  development--one which is heavily based on the  provision 

of  i n f r a s t ruc tu r e  ( a  water system) t o  the  needy community and the  other  



successful ly  elsewhere (Kitui-Machakos), This in tervent ion was tha 

provision of seeds i n  a post-drought s i t u a t i o n  t o  get  ag r i cu l t u r e  

s t a r t e d  again. Neither was par t i c ipa to ry  a t  the  beginning, but t he  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  prloject has become so ,  

I f  the  two pro jec t s  a r e  compared fo r  development cos t /benef i t<  the  

r e s u l t  c l e a r l y  g ives  the  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p ro jec t  investment of  $6,000 t h e  

edge over the  water p ro jec t  ($111,700 t o t a l ) .  It should be noted,  

however, t h a t  the $27,000 i s  a  portion of the  (unknown) t o t a l .  

A ~ r i c u l t u r a l  .&oiect 

This p ro jec t  was a  f l r ep l i ca t ionu  of a  p ro jec t  i n  the  neighboring 

d i s t r i c t  where, a f t e r  drought r e l i e f  operat ions  were phased o u t ,  t h e  

churches decided t o  help f a r ~ e r s  s t a r t  t h e i r  crops again ,  but i n  a  

b e t t e r  way using improved (drought- res is tant )  seeds and growing more 

d ive r s i f i ed  and n u t r i t i o u s  crops ,  hopefully with an improvement i n  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r ac t i c e s .  The farmers were t o  reimburse t he  "seed banktt 

by re tu rn ing  twice the  amount they had received;  t h i s  was t o  be used the  

following season by add i t iona l  farmers and t o  cover the  c o s t s  o f  inpu ts  

such a s  f e r t i l i z e r .  

Water Project  

The Consolata Fathers  a r e  I t a l i a n  missionaries working throughout 

Kenya. The f a the r s  i n  the  Meru Diocese had the  ass i s t ance  of a Brother 

who i s  a  "wizardIt a t  construction of a l l  s o r t s ,  including water systems, 

although he has never had formal t r a i n ing .  

One of the  main problems of t h i s  a rea  is lack of s u f f i c i e n t  r a in -  

f a l l ,  aggravated by a  long drought i n  t h e  l a t e  70's .  Lack of water 
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prevented use of a beaut i ful  valley as  grazing and crop land, keeping i t  

the preserve of w i l d  animals, People d i d  not s e t t l e  there beoause of 

the lack of water and a fear  of l ions .  CODEL helped Brother Argesi 

construct a water system which tapped a stream faather up i n  the h i l l s ,  

conducted the water in to  a s i l t i n g  tank so tha t  the worst sediment would 

s e t t l e  out ,  and delivered the water to  a se r i e s  of out le t s .  

The second project was designed to pipe the water t o  ou t l e t s  a t  the 

various valley s i t e s  where use-points were established. The local  

au thor i t ies  were t o  par t ic ipa te  w i t h  a sum of money for  the out le t  

system which they agreed would be feasible  and a small way to  assure the 

provision of water where none was previously available.  They were a l so  

t o  organize a water-use fee-collection system and maintain the service.  

The water was primarily for  agricul tural  purposes, although people were 

beginning to  t h i n k  of s e t t l i n g  i n  the area a f t e r  seeing tha t  the first 

established out let  permitted the Fathers t o  grow f r u i t  t r ees  and a f u l l  

range of crops. 

Resu l t s /Mee tu  0b.iectives 

Neither project has yet been able t o  achieve i ts objectives.  The I 
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approximately s ix women and f i v e  men from the  comrnittec. The B r i t i s h  

technician frcm t;he project  acoompanied the  evaluator .  The group, 

approximately 200 members, had an average of 15 ac res  a l l o t t e d  t o  each 

of them and were farming from 5 t o  10 acres  each. I n  add i t ion ,  they had 

the  two communal p lo t s  we were v i s i t i n g  where they were growing maize, 

sorghum, beans (green and b l ack ) ,  sunflowers (not  doing w e l l ) ,  green 

gramme and l e n t i l s .  

When asked what they had learned from the experience of the  group 

shamba ( p l o t ) ,  the  women sa id  they had learned how t o  p lan t  i n  rows and 

how t o  work together .  The group then asked the  evaluator  f o r  a  t r a c t o r  

which they sa id  would enable them t o  farm more land.  

The water p ro jec t  has been held up i n  the  l a s t  phase of 

const ract ion-- that  of  const ruct ing t h e  piping from the  s i l t i n g  tank and 

providing o u t l e t s .  The l o c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  d i d  not come up w i t h  t h e i r  

share of  the  money, and the re  was a  problem between the  p r i e s t  and the  

l oca l  ch i e f .  It was deemed wise not  t o  t r y  t o  do anyt,hing fu r t he r  u n t i l  

a f t e r  t he  e l e c t i ons .  Elect ions  have been held ,  and the re  i s  a  new 

ch i e f .  Now i t  nay be poss ible  t o  continue the  p ro j ec t .  The evaluator 

paid a  courtesy c a l l  t o  t h e  tvwn council  o f f i c e s  w i t h  the  development 

coordinator from the  Meru Diocese. The council  indicated a  wi l l ingness  

t o  pa r t i c i pa t e .  

Mana~e r i a l .  Technical and Environmental. Soundness 

Both the  ag r i cu l t u r a l  p ro jec t  and the  water p ro jec t  have foreign 

technic ians  assigned t o  them and a r e  reasonably well  a s s i s t e d  by l o c a l  

governmental t echn ica l  personnel. Tlre ag r i cu l t u r a l  p ro jec t  has 

recen t ly  been successful  in  having a n  extension o f f i c e r  seconded from 

the government t o  work i n  the  p ro j ec t ,  and it i s  envisioned t h a t  
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managerial and t echn ica l  r eupons lb j l i ty  w i l l  s ho r t l y  be f u l l y  i n  the  

hands of the Kenyans, The water p ro jec t  continues under t he  management 

and t echn ica l  d i r ec t i on  of the Consolata Fathers.  

The ag r i cu l t u r a l  p ro jec t  is  understaffed;  the  lack of f i e l d  

personnel i s  a l im i t i ng  f ac to r  i n  extending t he  p ro jec t  t o  the  

number of groups o r i g ina l l y  t a rge ted ,  but the re  is  no prospect i n  s i g h t  

fo r  a l l e v i a t i n g  t h i s  shortage.  Organizing and t r a i n ing  the farmer 

groups took more work than planned. The water project  has not provided 

comparable group formation. 

Although i t  may be gathered from the  above t h a t  environmental 

considera t ions  were general ly  considered by both p ro jec t s ,  t he r e  is no 

indicat ion t h a t  an in-depth study was conducted, 

Leadershin C a ~ a b i l i t y  

I t  i s  r a the r  d i f f i c u l t  t o  judge whether the  p ro jec t s  have had any 

impact on t he  formation of l eaders .  I f  persons have emerged a s  l e ade r s  

in  the  p ro j ec t s ,  they a r e  very l i k e l y  ind iv idua l s  who were a l ready 

leaders  i n  t h e  community and church. The ag r i cu l t u r a l  p ro jec t  is 

of fe r ing  more scope t o  l o c a l  persons t o  exerc ise  leadership  than the  

water p ro j ec t .  

Workinq Relationg. S tv l e  

The a g r i c u l t u r a l  p ro jec t  was intended a s  an ecumenical p ro jec t  w i t h  

the  leadership  i n  implementation provided by the  Catholics w i t h  t h e  

pa r t i c ipa t ion  of the  Methodists. This plan seems t o  have been 

unsuccessful ,  probably due t o  a combination of f a c to r s .  On the  one 

hand, i t  was e a s i e r  t o  e f f e c t  Catholic-Methodist col laborat ion i n  the  

Kitui  p ro jec t  upon which t h i s  was modeled because Nairobi, where j o in t  

meetings were held ,  was e a s i l y  access ib le  from the  project  s i t e .  T h i s  

7 3 



return t r i p  i n  one day, I n  add i t ion ,  some misunderstanding seems t o  

have a r i sen  between the  two groups a t  the  diocesan l e v e l ,  The  prodeot 

implementors repor t  t h a t  they a r e  eager t o  have Methodist co l l abora t ion ,  

but have not been ab l e  t o  f ind a way t o  involve appropr ia te  personnel or  

t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the  j o i n t  meetings t h a t  the  K i t u i  p ro jec t  holds.  

The water p ro jec t  has worked with t he  community a t  l a rge ,  a s  has 

the  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p ro j eo t ,  but i t  has not  r e a l l y  been working i n  a 

co l l abora t ive  s t y l e  with o ther  r e l i g ious  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  Par t i c ipa t ion  of 

the  b e n e f i ~ i a r i e s  has been minimal i n  the  planning and con t ro l  of  t he  

water p ro jec t  and may be the  bas i s  f o r  come of the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  which 

have caused t h i s  p ro jec t  t o  be' suspended for  over a  year ,  

Both p ro j ec t s  would very l i k e l y  benef i t  from CODEL'S good o f f i c e s  

i n  helping t o  improve the  degree and kind of col laborat ion of both 

i n s t i t u t i o n s  and pa r t i c i pan t s .  This would a l s o  help a l l e v i a t e  the  aura 

of the  church doing and providing th ings  t o  help t he  people, thus  

improving t he  l ikel iho3d of  f o s t e r i ng  s e l f - r e l i ance .  

ImDactmmeoor 

No hard da ta  can be presented i n  support of the  observation t h a t  

both p ro jec t s  a r e  workj. ; v i t h  people who a r e  not  the  poorest i n  the  

s!-ea. The situa'vion t h a t  both p ro jec t s  a r e  t ry ing  t o  improve is one of 

s c a r c i t ~  of r a i n f a l l  and water supply, This is  chronic t o  t he  p ro jec t  

a reas  and was brought t o  the  a t t s n t i o n  o f  the  implementors by a  severe 

drought s eve ra l  years  ago. Helping pec?le t o  b e t t e r  cope with such 

importan:, resoiirce cons t r a in t s  is well within C O D E L 1 s  guidelir les,  



Ecumenical collaboration--needs qu i t e  a b i t  of work i n  both 

p ro jec t s ;  

Par t ic ipat ion--fa i r ly  good i n  t he  ag r i cu l t u r a l  p ro jec t ;  not 

good i n  the  water p ro jec t .  Limitat ions t o  even b e t t e r  p a r t i c i -  

pation a r e  imposed by the  lack of t ra ined  f i e l d  personnel i n  

the  ag r i cu l t u r a l  p ro jec t ;  

Learning through par t ic ipat ion-- the  agr icu lura l  p ro jec t  pro- 

duced evidence of such learning.  One of the women farmers s a id  

t h a t  her group had learned severa l  th ings  from t h e i r  experience 

i n  the  p ro j ec t ,  the  most important being t o  work together and 

to  plant  i n  rows. Such learning was missing from the water 

p ro jec t ;  

Sharing (appropr ia te  l e v e l  o f )  costs--the ag r i cu l t u r a l  project  

r a t e s  f a i r l y  wel l ,  but has had d i f f i c u l t i e s  in  recouping the  

seeds which were supposed t o  be returned t o  the  p ro jec t  by 

pa r t i c ipan t  farmers. The water p ro jec t  is qu i t e  d i f f e r e n t ;  an 

expensive (compared t o  l o c a l  resources) i n f r a s t ruc tu r e  was 

provided from outs ide  sources v i t h  very l i t t l e  shar ing of costr, 

by the  benef ic ia r ies .  Government was supposed t o  con t r ibu te  a 

ce r t a in  amount t o  f i n i s h  the  system, but has not yet  done so.  

The reasons fo r  t h i s  s talemate go beyond those given (psrson- 

a l i t i e s  and p o l i t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s )  and may be r e l a t ed  t o  the  

(non-part icipatory) way i n  which tne  project  was planned and 

implemented; and 

Consonance wiLh l o c a l  and nat ional  priorities--high, 





PROJECT PROFILE #9 

DR-CD/J 172-CWS 

Rural Water Resource Development Program 

Social  Service of  Dominican Churches (SSID) 

San Juan de l a  Maguana, Dominican Republio 

Proiect  Descriotiorl 

The Protes tant  Churches i n  the  Dominican Republic j o i n t l y  engage 

i n  development a c t i v i t i e s  through the  Servicio Social  de I g l e s i a s  

Dominicanas (SSID--Social Service of Dominican Churches). This organi- 

za t ion i s  a counterpart  t o  the  Church World Service/Division of Overseas 

Min is t r i es  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  a member of CODEL. 

Ar idi ty  is a chronic problem f o r  the  val ley of San Juan de l a  

Maguana, which l i e s  near the  border with Ha i t i ;  many water-borne 

diseases  con t r ibu te  t o  t he  poor heal th  and nu t r i t i on  which is  prevalent  

among the  people of t h i s  area .  Government programs t o  provide water 

suppl ies  never were made ava i lab le  t o  the  people of  t h i s  a rea .  In 

t h e i r  work i n  t he  San Juan a rea ,  the SsID determined t h a t  lack of sa fe  

water sources was a heal th  pmblem, and the lack of w s t w  f o r  agr icul-  

t u r e  was a l im i t i ng  f ac to r  i n  production, 

I n  1977 Church World Service provided a well-digging r i g  and other  
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equipment t o  speed t h e  p rov i s ion  o f  wa t e r  t3 t h e  a r e a .  According t o  t h e  

CWS P r o j e c t  Update (unda t ed ,  bu t  probably t h e  beg inn ing  o f  19791, t h e  

p r o j e c t  had no t  met i ts  g o a l s  Ifdue t o  t h e  l a c k  o f  awareness  of t h e  I 
complex i ty  and r equ i r emen t s  of a s u c c e s s f u l  wel l -d igg ing  program ( i n  

t e rms  o f  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  equipment pu rchase s ,  personne l  and promot ion) .  

What &s been  achieved lig. thorounh U a r e n e s s  Qf l& p r o n r a m l s  ~ e e Q  

throunh  t r i a l  4y f i r e . "  I n  1978 Church World S e r v i c e  provided a t e c h n i c a l  

a d v i s o r  who admin i s t e r ed  t h e  p r o j e c t  and t r a i n e d  a Dominican d r i l l e r  and 

t h r e e  t e c h n i c i a n s .  

A t  t h e  t ime CODEL was approached,  CWS provided equipment a t  a c o s t  

o f  $25,000,  had t r a i n e d  t h e  Dominicans t o  do t h e  work, and were t u r n i n g  

over  t h e  p r o j e c t  t o  t h e  f u l l  c o n t r o l  o f  SSID. The o p e r a t i n g  budget was I 
q u i t e  h i g h ,  and a l t hough  a t t e m p t s  were made t o  i n t e r e s t  t h e  A I D  Mission 

i n  Santo Domingo, t h e  hoped-for OPG suppor t  d i d  n o t  deve lop .  

This  budge t ,  which wa: .. ; a t  approximate ly  $67,000 f o r  1979, 

i nc luded  s a l a r i e s  and per  diem f o r  f o u r  f u l l - t i m e  pe r sons ,  a t r u c k  and 

mi sce l l aneous  equipment ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  m a t e r i s l s ,  pumps, and f u e l  and 

maintenance f o r  t h e  equipment.  The p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t y  i n c l u d e s  s i t e  

s e l e c t i o n  (hydro-geologic  and human needs  s u r v e y s ) ,  v i l l a g e r  c o n s c i e n t i -  

z a t i o n  and o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  w e l l - d r i l l i n g ,  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  handmi l l  o r  

windmil l  powered pumps, and maintenance.  A new budget was drawn up f o r  



ATTACHMENT A 

5. To t r a n s f e r  a l l  program a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  and implementat ion 
c a p a b i l i t y  t o  SSID s t a f * ;  and 

s u b s t a n t i a l  development impact,!! bu t  t h a t  one might  hope f o r  t h e  

s t r e n g t h e n i n g  o f  community o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  a  m a t t e r  whioh should  be d i s -  

I 

cussed wi th  t h e  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  and made t h e  " cons t an t  concern o f  

e v a l u a t i o n .  It  

The Grant  L e t t e r  of Agreemelit ( d a t e d  August 21,  1980) g r an t ed  " t h e  

sum o f  US$14,000 o f  a  t o t a l  o f  US$40,000.1t I n  a  l e t t e r  da t ed  June 10,  

1981, SSID s e n t  a p r o j e c t  r e p o r t  and r eques t ed  t h a t  CODEL send t h e  rest 

6 .  To t r a i n  Dominican t e c h n i c i a n s  t o  become competent d r i l l e r s .  I 

o f  t h e  g r a n t ,  $26,000, which t h e y  had budgeted f o r  p r o j e c t  o p e r a t i o n s  

i n  1981. SSID had unders tood  t h a t  t h e  $40 000 was f o r  one y e a r ,  w h i l e  

CODEL had in tended  t h e  $40,000 t o  be sp read  over  t h r e e  y e a r s .  SSID 

noted  t h a t  they  were p r e p a r i n g  a  new p r o j e c t  f o r  t h e  y e a r s  1982, 1983 

and 19b4, which t h e y  hoped "can be  f i nanced  i n  combinat ion by CODEL, t h e  

I n  ter-American Foundation and t h e  Church World S e r v i c e ,  " 

l?ee9ults/fileeting Ob-iectives- ( S t a t e d  O b j e c t i v e s )  

The o b j e c t i v e s  set by t h e  p r o j e c t  a r e  u n c l e a r .  A CWS s t a f f  person 

prepared  t h e  p roposa l  which l i s t e d  t h e  fo l l owing  o b j e c t i v e :  

l'o improve t h e  h e a l t h  and nu t r i t . l r .na1  s t a t u s  o f  v i l l a g e  
p o p u l a t i o n s  th rough  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  w e l l - d r i l l e d  wa te r  
sys tems .  

The P r o j e c t  g o a l s  were l i s t e d  a s  fo l l ows :  

1 .  To c o n s t r u c t  wa t e r  sys tems  w i th  t h e  u se  o f  d r i l l i n g  
equipment t o  p rov ide  an adequa t e  supply o f  p o t a b l e  wate r  t o  
v i l l a g e  p o p u l a t i o n s ;  

2. To e s t a b l i s h  community suppor t  o f  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  and 
community r e s p o n s i b l i t y  f o r  t h e  maintenance o f  t h e  wa te r  system; 

3. To p rov ide  h e a l t h  e d u c a t i o n ;  

4. To e v a l u a t e  t h e  developmental  and h e a l t h  impact o f  t h e  water 
r e s o u r c e s  i n  t h e  communities;  



fo l lowing  r e s u l t ?  a r e  l i s t e d :  

1. Three w e l l s  d r i l l e d  and one i n  process ;  and 

2 .  Four w e l l s  hand dug. 

The f i n a n c i a l  in format ion  given is :  

1 .  D e t a i l  and monthly t o t a l  o f  s a l a r y  and per diem f o r  s i x  
personnel  ; 

2. Average c o s t  o f  m a t e r i a l s  and l a b o r  f o r  each w e l l  d r i l l e d  
wi th  t h e  r i g ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  community p o r t i o n ;  

3. No d i f f e r e n c e  between what was accomplished and what has  been 
achieved ; 

4. No major problems; and 

5. P r o j e c t  is  ahedd o f  s chedu le  i n  terms o f  t h e  numbers o f  w e l l s  
completed. Or ig ina l  p r o j e c t i o n s  c a l l e d  f o r  8 - 10 w e l l s  t o  be 
completed by A p r i l  1981. In  l a t e  February 1981, 24 w e l l s  had 
been complet ed , 

6. Community groups p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h i s  p r o j e c t  pay f o r  50% of 
t h e  t o t a l  c o s t  o f  t h e  instal la ti;^ and assume 100% of  t h e  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  maintenance. The 50% community e f f o r t  
i s  n o t  p a r t  o f  t h e  w r i t t e n  progress  r e p o r t ,  however. T o t a l  
costs--$6,620; communit,y share--$787. (It may be  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  
t h e  r e p o r t  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  c o s t  o f  t h e  pump o n l y ,  bu t  t h i s  is 
n o t  ev iden t  from t h e  d t~cumenta t ion ,  ) 

Mananerial .  Technica l  & Environmental Scundness 

The r e p o r t i n g  d i d  no t  cover  t h e s e  a s p e c t s ,  s o  t h e  f i e l d  v i s i t  o f  

t h e  e v a l u a t o r  was geared t o  examining them. The management is 

d e c e n t r a l i z e d  t o  a g r e a t  e x t e n t ,  t h e  team i n  San Juan having almost  

complet,e r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  p1ann j .n~  and management and t h e  SSID 

headquaa r t e r s  bea r ing  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  provid ing  resouces  a s  needed 

and f o r  r e p o r t i n g  on t h e  p r o j e c t .  Team management is good, but  t h e  

communications between t h e  team and headqua r t e r s  is somewhat l i m i t e d ,  

c o n s i s t i n g  p r i m a r i l y  o f  ds.ta on numbers o f  w e l l s  p r o j e c t e d  and completed 

a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  r e s ~ u r c e s  used.  Thus headqua r t e r s  i s  a b l e  t o  pas s  on 

8 0 



ATTACHMENT A 

only t h e s e  d a t a  t o  t h e  donors .  

The team seems t o  be t e c h n i c a l l y  competent with regard  t o  t h e  

hydro logic  and needs assessments .  They a r e  competent t o  do t e s t  ' 

d r i l l i n g s ,  t o  survey s i t e s  f o r  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  f i n d i n g  water ( o n l y  one 

hmd-dug we l l  v i s i t e d  was n o t  y i e l d i n g  water a t  t h e  p ro j ec t ed  d e p t h ) .  

The t e c h n i c i a n s  had counseled s topping  t h e  d igg ing ,  but  t h e  l o c a l  group 

wished t o  cont inue  f o r  a  few more f e e t .  The s i t e  had been chosen wi th  

regard  t o  convenience and somewhat a g a i n s t  t h e  advice  o f  t h e  

t e c h n i c i a n s .  ) 

Environmental soundness i s  taken i n t o  account ,  e s p e c i a l l y  w i th  

regard  t o  s a n i t a t i o n .  

The team has  s t r o n g  community promotion s k i l l s  and has  l e a r n e d  t h a t  

i t  is necessary  t o  spend a  f a i r  amount o f  t ime i n  developing community 

suppor t  f o r  t h e  we l l  p r o j e c t  be fo re  i t  is undertaken.  Otherwise,  t h e  

maintenance o f  t h e  we l l  and pump i s  n o t  we l l  managed by t h e  community. 

There i s  s need f o r  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  t h i s  a s p e c t ,  as wel l  a s  f o r  follow-up 

on s a n i t a t i o n ,  h e a l t h  and n u t r i t i o n  educa t ion .  This  h a s  no t  y e t  been 

organized ,  a l though t h e  team seems t o  be aware o f  t h e  improved impact 

t h a t  t h e  provis ion  o f  we l l  water  would have i f  follow-up were provided.  

Community l e a d e r s h i p  has  been s t r eng thened  and even,  i n  some 

p l a c e s ,  developed where none e x i s t e d  be fo re .  One community group s a i d  

t h a t  they  had never be fo re  worked t o g e t h e r ;  t h e y  were fo l lowing  up t h e  I 
w e l l s  p r o j e c t  with t h e  bu i ld ing  o f  a  s choo l  ( t o  be funded by t h e  IAF 

g r a n t )  and were t h i n k i n g  o f  a  c l i n i c  a s  t h e  nex t  p r o j e c t .  It was t h i s  - 

same conmunity which i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  people  had never  be fo re  thought  

o f  t h s  p o s s i b i l i t y  of d igg ing  a  we l l .  Th i s  seemed a t  f i r s t  i n c r e d i b l e ,  
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b u t  a f t e r  d i s c u s s i o n  and o b s e r v a t i o n  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  came t o  s e e  how t h i s  

m i g h t  v e r y  w e l l  be t r u e ,  

Peop le  o f  t h i s  a r e a  had a lways  g a t h e r e d  w a t e r  from n e a r b y  s t r e a m s  

which were  p e r i o d i c a l l y  d r y  and a l m o s t  a lways  p o l l u t e d  b o t h  from human 

w a s t e s  and from t h e  r u n o f f  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  c h e m i c a l s ,  S i n c e  p e o p l e  had 

a lways  o b t a i n e d  w a t e r  from t h e s e  s o u r c e s ,  i t  d i d  n o t  r e a l l y  o c c u r  t o  

them k h a t  a well c o u l d  be  dug n e a r  t h e  s t r e a m  which would p r o v i d e  

a  s t e a d y  s u p p l y  o f  u n p o l l u t e d  w a t e r ,  even  d u r i n g  t h e  d r y  months.  The 

government programs f o r  p r o v i s i o n  o f  w a t e r  had n e v e r  r e a c h e d  t h i s  a r e a ,  

and t h e r e  was no e x p e r i e n c e  w i t h  we l l s - -hence  t h e  l a c k  o f  kncwledge.  

The SSID s t a r t e d  t,he program a f t e r  i t  became a p p a r e n t  t h a t  no  

amount o f  p r e s s u r e  was g o i n 3  t o  change  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  SSID s t i l l  h o p e s  

t o  g e t  t h e  government  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t a k i n g  o v e r  t h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  The 

f i e l d  v i s i t  was made d u r i n g  p r e p a r a t i o n s  f o r  an  e l e c t i o n ,  and some o f  

t h e  p o l i t i c i a n s  r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  a r e a  i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  were a t t e m p t i n g  

t o  c l a i m  c r e d i t  f o r  t h e  w e l l s .  If t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  can  be  c o n t i n u e d  a f t e r  

t h e  e l e c t i o n s ,  some i n r o a d s  may b o  made, b u t  i t  seems d o u b t f u l  t h a t  t h e  

s i t u a t i o n  which made t h e  SSID i n t e r v e n t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  i n  t h e  first p l a c e  

I 
w i l l  change  g r e a t l y .  

I n  i t s  18 y e a r s  o f  work w i t h  poor  p e o p l e  i n  t h e  Dominican R e p u b l i c ,  

t h e  SSID is  e v o l v i n g  f rom a p o s i t i o n  o f  p r o v i d i n g  p e a p l e  w i t h  a s s i s t a n c e  

t o  a s s i s t i n g  them t o  o r g a n i z e  t h e m s e l v e s ,  t o  d e v e l o p  s k i l l s  and  l e a d e r -  

s h i p ,  and t o  improve f a m i l y  and community l i f e  (nutrition/health/family 

plann!ss, manual  s k i l l s ,  l i t e r a c y ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c t i o n  and f i s h  

c u l t u r e ,  and community i n f r a s t r u c t r e  p r o j e c t s  s u c h  as w e l l s ,  r o a d s ,  

, > a n a l s  and h o u s i n g  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  a f t e r  t h e  h u r r i c a n e . )  
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The past  l i n g e r s  on, with remnants of  the old ways of providing 

people with ass i s t ance  s t i l l  evident  i n  t h e  wel ls  program, but t h i s  
I 

r e a l i t y  is being noted and d e a l t  with. T h e  program was modified t o  

include hand-dug wel ls  because the  team,found t h a t  bringing i n  a well- 

d r i l l i n g  r i g  and quickly making a  well seemed t o  hamper t he  formation of 

community commitment. More time i s  being spent on advance preparation 

of the  community, and the  need f o r  follow-up work nct cu r r en t l y  being 

done is acknowledged by the  team. I n  s h o r t ,  the re  i s  change and 

movement toward the  kinds of development p r inc ip les  which CODEL a sp i r e s  

t o  support .  

SSlD has chosen t o  work among the  poor, and t he  region of San Juan 

de l a  Maguana is one of the  a r ea s  which i s  neglected by many development 

programs a t  the  same time t h a t  i t  is disfavored by nature .  I n  add i t ion ,  

the  exis tence  of l a rge  landowners ( r i c e  and c a t t l e )  and t he  po t en t i a l  of  

an o i l  f ind do not favor the  development of  the  poor. 

As the  CODEL Project  Summary noted, the  simple provision of water 

w i l l  not have much of a  development impact unless i t  provides a  s t a r t i n g  

point  f o r  i n t e g r a l  human development. SSID has begun with the  provision 

of water ,  which is the  most bas ic  of human needs, and wants t o  do more. 

CODEL has a  r o l e  i n  helping SSID t o  th ink about how best  t o  expand t h e i r  

e f f o r t s  and then t o  provide some resources t o  do i t .  

CODEL C r i t e r i a  

1. Ecumenical collaboraLion--in p r i nc ip l e  with Catholic Ca r i t a s ,  



3. Learning through par t ioipat ion--much improved th rough  th,e 

hand-dug wells p r o j e c t s ;  

4 .  Sha r ing  ( a p p r o p r i a t e  l e v e l  o f )  c o s t s - t h i s  is ambiguous,  and 

does  n o t  appear  t o  be t o o  h i g h ,  bu t  is probably be ing  improved. 

Needs t o  be d i s cus sed  wi th  SSID; and 

5. Consonance wi th  l o c a l  and n a t i o n a l  p r i o r i t i e s - - h i g h .  

!22uWm 

S e v e r a l  l e a r n i n g s  can be g leaned  from t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  and several 

q u e s t i o n s  about  development can be asked .  For example: 

1 .  Was i t  wise i n  t h e  first p l a c e  t o  send such expens ive  and 

h i g h l y  t e c h n i c a l  equipment t o  t h i s  p r o j e c t ?  If t h i s  l e v e l  o f  

a s s i s t a n c e  was i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  t h e  l e v e l s  o f  r e s o u r c e s  

a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  poor i n  1977, is  i t  n o t  s t i l l  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  and 

does  i t  n o t  s t i l l  c r e a t e  dependence on ouLside s o u r c e s  o f  

fand i ng?  

2 .  How cou ld  t h e  combined inves tment  o f  CWS, CODEL and IAF, which 

must; amount t o  c l o s e  t o  $200,000 s i n c e  1977 ( i n c l u d i n g  

pe r sonne l ,  s h i p p i n g  and o t h e r  c o s t s  which may n o t  be i nc luded  

i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  b u d g e t ) ,  have been used s o  a s  t o  ach i eve  t h e  same 

e f f e c t  ( t h e  p rov i s ion  o f  p o t a b l e  wa te r )  i n  a  way t h a t  would be 

more i n  keep ing  wi th  CODEL p r i n c i p l e s  ( t o  which t h e  o t h e r  

a g e n c i e s  a l s o  a s c r i b e )  ? 

3. Is t h e r e  any way t o  d imin ish  dependence under t h e  p r e s e n t  s e t  

o f  c i rcumstances- - the  dependence o f  SSID on o ~ ' ~ . l i d e  s o u r c e s  and 

t h e  dependence o f  t h e  people  on SSID? 

4.  Is t h e r e  any plan which SSID can under take  now t o  phase o u t  o f  



more appropr ia te  agency, e , g ,  government? 

5, Do the  funding agenciea see t h e i r  oontr ibut ions  a s  a  etopgap 

measure, o r  a r e  they committed t o  a  long-term partnership? The 

exis tence  of tho project  and i t s  evident  sucoess is c r ea t i ng  

more demand than the  present budget can meet. What w i l l  t h e  

s i t u a t i o n  be a year from now? 

6 ,  It was evident  from the f i e l d  v i s i t  t h a t  SSID requ i res  

technical  a s s i t ance  from i ts  funding agencies on p ro jec t  

repor t ing and evaluation a s  well a s  on management, How do t h e  

funding agencies see  t h i s ,  and what can they d o  t o  respond? 
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PROJECT EVALUATIONS 

The project  evaluat ions  i n  t h i s  sec t ion a r e  tha  r e s u l t  of  an 

examination of prodect f i l e s  f o r  compliance with p ro jec t  management and 

documentation procedures s e t  up by CODEL. A check l i s t  (See Appendix 2 - 
Figure 7 )  was devised t o  c o l l e c t  and b r i e f l y  note the  presence/absence 

of basic data  and ana lys ia .  

These four p ro jec t s  a r e  pa r t  of  a 10% sample chosen because they 

had been v i s i t e d  i n  the  f i e l d  by the  evaluator  (#1 ,  112 and 83) o r  

because they met the  following c r i t e r i a :  r ecen t ly  funded, i n  implemen- 

t a t i o n ,  w i t h  r epo r t s  due/received, "good1' p ro j ec t s ,  and good documenta- 

t i on .  The f u l l  10% sample was not  evaluated because t he  evaluator  opted 

to  review the  e n t i r e  po r t fo l i o  f o r  each p ro jec t  when i t  became apparent 

t h a t  many pro jec t s  had f a i l e d  t o  f u l l y  comply w i t h  t he  s tandards  s e t  f o r  
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PROJECT EVALUATION #1 

11-IND-CD-J198-MHM 

Community Wells f o r  D r i n k i n g  Water 

Jeevadeen  P r o j e c t ,  F r .  Remigi Nadacka l ,  D i r e c t o r  

T o t a l  $69 ,600  

CODEL $46 ,220  f o r  2  y e a r s  ($25 ,000  f i r s t ,  $21,220 s e c o n d )  - F u l l  
L o c a l  $23 ,380  

E v a l u a t i o n  C h e c k l i s t  

1 .  a .  A p p l i c a t i o n  d a t e d  J u n e  17 ,  1980 (writ . tet1 w h i l e  proponent was 
v i s i t i n g  CODEL) 

b .  From p r o p o n e n t  (who had p r e v i o u s  and  o t h e r  CODEL f u n d i n g )  
c .  A p p l i c a t i o n  form w i t h  t e c h n i c a l  s t u d y  on w e l l s  

2 ,  a .  No a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e q u e s t e d  
b .  No f i e l d  t r i p  i n d i c a t e d  
c .  Presume e a r l i e r  knowledge s i n c e  two o t h e r  p r o j e c t s  by CODEL 

t o  t h i s  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  

3 ,  D a t s  o f  p r o j e c t  summary September  4,  1980 
" " P r o j e c t  Committee a p p l i c a t i o n  September  10 ,  1980 

E x e c u t i v e  Committee a p p l i c a t i o n  September  1 1 ,  1980 

a .  F u l l  f u n d i r g  $46 ,220 ;  $25 ,500  first y e a r  
b .  Two y e a r s  
C .  Same ac .:est 
d .  G e n e r a l  g o r t  f o r  w e l l - d i g g i n g  p r o j e c t - - l a b o r  and  m a t e r i a l s  

j h 0 ~ 5 h  d,' & d o e s  n o t  b r e a k  t h e m  down 

4. CODEL C r i t e r i a  \ 

a .  " P o o r e s t  o f  t h e  poor1' ( a p p l i c a t i o n  s a y s  " f a m i l y  income one  
d o l l a r  p e r  day i n s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  food t1 )  60% under-employment, 
c a s t e  v i c t i m s  o f  s o c i a l  i n j u s t i c e ,  m a l n u t r i t i o n ,  i - 4 
a c r e s / f a m i l y ,  i l l i t e r a c y  o v e r  70% f o r  towns,  o v e r  95% v i l l a g e s ,  
n o  t e c h n i c a l  s c h o o l s ,  h o s p i t a l  l i m i t e d  t o  50  p a t i e n t s  

b .  Water " b a s i c  and e s s e n t i a l  need t t  
c .  A p p l i c a t i o n  s a y s  p e o p l e  "have n o t h i n g  t,o c o n t r i b u t e  b u t  t h e i r  



r e l i a n c e  
f .  C a t h o l i c  and P r o t e s t a n t  "smooth and harmonious r e l a t i o n s , "  

AFPRO d i d  t e c h n i c a l  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d y ;  a p p l i c a t i o n  s a y s  
s t a t e  o f  Hyderabad government gave legal .  : janct ion 

g .  No mention o f  env i ronmenta l  concerns  
h .  Not p r o s e l y t i z i n g  
i. Not s e c t a r i a n  
j. Informat ion  u n a v a i l a b l e  on f o r e i g n  n a t i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  
k .  No d u p l i c a t i o n  
1. No c o n s t r u c t i o n  

Other  C r i t e r i a  

a .  O b j e c t i v e s  are c l e a r ,  c o n c r e t e ,  measurable ,  and a d d r e s s  a 
p r i o r i t y  development problem. 40 w e l l s  " t o  p rov ide  
s u f f i c i e n t  d r i n k i n g  wate r  t o  1000 f a m i l i e s  and 5 i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  
15 v i l l a g e s f 1  assumes 30 pe r sons  pe r  f a m i l i y .  S e l e c t i o n  o f  15 
v i l l a g e s  from t o t a l  popu la t i on  o f  275,000 i n  t h e  a r e a  was based 
on t e c h n i c a l  f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d y  i d e n t i f y i n g  l i k e l y  wa te r  
s o u r c e s .  

b. No implementat ion p l a n ;  "can do 40 w e l l s  i n  9 months," bu t  
p r o j e c t  spans  2 y e a r s  

c .  Says Jeevadan can manage, bu t  g i v e s  no d e t a i l s  a s  t o  pe r sonne l  

d .  No p r o v i s i o n  f o r  i n f l a t i o n ,  bu t  t a r g e t s  9 months t o  fin!sh.  
Only m a t e r i a l s  and l a b o r  included--no c o s t s  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  and 
au2i  t . 

e .  Technica l  s t udy  recommended 40 w e l l s  and pumpsets a t  27 s i t e s  
a t  $100,000--$81,000 t o  d r i l l  wells and hous ing .  Are t h e  
pumpsets coming from a n o t h e r  sou rce?  F i e l d  v i s i t  d i d  n o t  
cover  t a l k s  wi th  t e c h n i c a l  pe r sonne l ,  bu t  government 
h y d r o l o g i s t  was t o  a s s i s t  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

f .  No d e t a i l s  a v a i l a b l e  except  t h a t  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  w i l l  c o n t r i b u t e  
l a b o r  

- j c c t  summary does  n o t  s t a t e  impact excep t  t o  s a y  f fp rov ide  
bi.m- f o r  people  and an ima l s ; "  p r o j e c t  a p p l i c a t i o n  s a y s  impact 
i s  b e t t e r  h e a l t h  and t h e  b r eak ing  up o f  c a s t e  and r e l i g i o u s  
d i f f e r e n c e s  f o r  1 ,000 f a m i l i e s  

h .  No e v a l u a t i o n  plan 

F u l l  funding  was g r a n t e d ,  bu t  ove r  two y e a r s  i n s t e a d  o f  one as 
r eques t ed  by p roposa l .  S t a f f  recommendation that, funding  be 
c o n t i n g e n t  on r e c e i p t  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  f o r  f i r s t  y e a r ' s  work was 
approved by bo th  t h e  P r o j e c t  and Execut ive  Committees 



No g r a n t  l e t t e r  i n  f i l e  
T r a n s m i t t e d  $1 5 , 0 0 0  A I D  m~ ley 2/9/81 

G r a n t  L e t t e r  o f  Agreement n o t  i n  f i l e .  Cover l e t t e r  ( t o  t r a n s m i t t a l  
d o e s  not s ta te  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  r e p o r t  

R e p o r t  d u e  i n  Ju ly - -no t  r e c e i v e d  ( a  l i t t l e  e a r l y  p e r h a p s )  

No i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  f i l e  on w h e t h e r  r e p o r t s  were  s h a r e d  w i t h  
d o n o r s  and s p o n s o r s  

T h i s  p r o j e c t  h a s  f a i r l y  d e t a i l e d  a p p l i c a t i o n  which was n o t  f u l l y  
used  i n  t h e  P r o j e c t  Summary, m i s s i n g  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  communicate 
w i t h  P r o j e c t s  Committee and p o t e n t i a l  f u n d e r s .  C a t h o l i c  Archdio- 
c e s e  o f  Hyderabad g o t  AFPRO t o  d o  a t e c h n i c a l  s t u d y  f o r  s i t e s  " t o  
h e l p  a b o u t  350 s m a l l  and m a r g i n a l  farmers i n  f i v e  d i s t r i c t s  t o  s i n k  
i r r i g a t i o n  w e l l s  ( c o s t  $100,000 i n  pumps).ll T h i s  is n o t  d i s c u s s e d  
i n  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o r  P r o j e c t  Summary. 



Backaround 

IV-SR-CD 

SMASH Center  f o r  Development o f  Body, Mind and S p i r i t  

YMCA - Nugegoda, S r i  Lanka 

1981 - 83 i n c l u s i v e  (Grar.2 L e t t e r  of Agreement f o r  2 y e a r s  s t a r t i n g  
Ju ly  7 ,  1981) 

Requested $43,080 

CODEL Grant $43,080 
Other ( l o c a l )  vo lun tee r  l a b o r ,  dues ,  s a l e s  $17,760 (two y e a r s )  

Eva lua t ion  

1 .  General appea l  d a t e 3  7 October 1980 rece ived  23 October 1980 
tt " acknowledged 23 October 1980 
11 " response 15 October n o t  i n  f i l e  

a .  Received 17 November 80 
b .  YMCA - Nugegoda 
c .  L e t t e r  

2 .  a .  No a d d i t i o n a l  in format ion  reques ted  
b. Maybe f i e l d  t r i p ,  bu t  n o t  i n d i c a t e d  i n  f i l e  
c .  Although t h e  informat ion  is n o t  i n  t h e  f i l e ,  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  

l e t t e r  i n d i c a t e s  p rev ious  funding by CODEL-- $10,000 (March 
791, $1 4,610 (December 19791, $7,230 ( J u l y  1980). P r o j e c t  
Summary s a y s  t o t a l  funding s i n c e  1978 has  been $31,840. 

3 .  Date o f  P r o j e c t  Summary - January 22, 198.1 
March 26, 1981 ( r e submi t t ed )  

L e t t e r  o f  January 26th  s a y s  January 22nd meeting o f  P r o j e c t s  
Committee d e f e r r e d ,  needing informat ion  on l o c a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s .  
Resubmitted March 26, Execut ive committee approved 4/1/81 

,i a.  F u l l  funding - $43,080 
b. Two y e a r s  ($23,000 i n  f i  
c . NI 

. r s t  y e a r )  
9 v a r i a n c e  



Poor, but no supporting da ta ;  statement t h a t  " a l l  planning and 
implementation have been with t he  par t i c ipa t ion  of  those.  . . 
benef i t t ing .  . ."; no evidence of community se1.f-reliance 
Local p r i o r i t y  needs - no evidence 
T h i s  p ro jec t  was supposed t o  be self-supporting a f t e r  f i r s t  two 
years ;  now running another two years  
No reference t o  women 
Training of l o c a l  personnel - no ava i lab le  information 
Y i s  flhatural  forum for  ecumenical r e l a t i o n s  and co l labora t ive  
programs." No d e t a i l s  ava i lab le  on i n t e r - f a i t h  coordination 
Environmental - no information 
Socio-economic, not proselyt iz ing 
Sectarian - no information 
Train o ther  than f o r  development 
Duplication of e f f o r t s  - no information 
Building - n3 evidence 

Other C r i t e r i a  
a .  No object ives  s t a t e d ,  only se rv ices  
b. No implementation plan s t a t e d ,  only se rv ices  
c .  No evidence of  managerial conpetence s t a t e d  i n  ana lys i s  
d .  No budget f o r  evaluation or  a u d i t ;  income noted 
e .  No evidence of  technical  competence except proposal says have 

qua l i f i ed  profess ionals  
f .  Benef ic iar ies  plan and implement, but no s p e c i f i c s  
g. Impact is t o  " r a i s e  the  standard of living1' (no spec i f i c s )  f o r  

Itthe poor of  Nugegodafl (no spec i f i c s )  
h. No comment on evaluation 

5 .  Recommended f u l l  funding fo r  two years  
January 22, 1981 Committee asked fo r  d e t a i l s  on l o c a l  contr ibut ions  
March 26, 1981 Resubmitted and approved 

a .  Approved April 1 ,  1981 by Executive Committee 
Grant Le t te r  of Agreement - June 26, 1981, signed 7 Ju ly  1981 
Funds transmitted June 24, 1981 ($10,000) 

(Why s o  long t o  send GLOA? Why transmitted before receiving 
signed GLOA? 

b. Funding mix - information no t  i n  f i l e s  
c .  Proponent i s  YMCA, S r i  Larika l o c a l  

Cooperants a r e  government and r e l i g ious  groups 
Sponsor i s  Congregational Chris t ian  Service Committee 

d .  No subsequent t r a n s n i t t a l s  yet  

7 .  a .  GLOA s en t  and signed with condi t ions  
b .  Year one - f i r s t  ins ta l lment ;  year two ? 

However, funds were t ransmit ted before GLOA was signed 
c .  Standard repor t ing 

8 .  No repor t s  due yet  
I 

9 .  Not appl icable  
I 





Agr icu l tu re  and Community Development 

FUNDIFRAN - B r a z i l  

1981 - 1982 

$408,000 reques ted  

CODEL $168,000 f o r  two yea r s .  Previous CODEL suppor t  f o r  1979-80 
was $210,000, o f  which $150,000 h a s  been t r a n s m i t t e d  as o f  
9/4/o0--balance a l s o  has  s i n c e  been t r a n s f e r r e d .  

LWR w i l l  fund ba lance  o f  f i r s t  year  amounting t o  $42,000 f o r  t o t a  
o f  $84,000 

Eva lua t ion  

1 .  a .  No d a t e  o f  r e c e i p t  
b .  FUNDRIFAN v i a  Diaconia and LWR - on own form 
c .  Deta i led  proposa l  on FUNDIFRAN form 

2 .  a .  No a d d i t i o n a l  in format ion  reques ted  
b.  F i e l d  t r i p  planned f o r  f a l l ,  1981 
c .  Funded p rev ious ly  by CODEL but  no i n d i c a t i o n  i n  f i l e  of 

l e s s o n s  l e a r n e d  o r  o f  accomplishments except  i n  summary 

3 .  P r o j e c t  Summary - 9/4/80 
Presented  t o  P r o j e c t s  Committee 9/10/80 
a .  $168,000 approved o f  a t o t a l  budget o f  $408,000 
b. Two years--January 1981 t o  December 1982 
c .  No va r i ance  from reques t  
d .  General suppor t  

4. CODEL C r i t e r i a  (on ly  supppor t ing  d a t a  !s two-year p r o j e c t  plan 
o f  FUNDIFRAN i n  Portuguese)  

a .  No base l i n e  d a t a  t o  v e r i f y  g e n e r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  needs  i n  
t a r g e t  a r e a  

b.& c. I f  FUNDIFRANts methodology is fo l lowed,  l o c a l  p r i o r i t i e s  
w i l l  be paramount and l o c a l  r e sou rces  w i l l  have maximum use 

d. No d e t a i l s  on women; they  are j u s t .  p a r t  o f  t h e  community 
groups 
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accord ing  t o  p r o j e c t  f i l e  
No c o l l a b o r a t i o n  
No informat ion ,  a l though probably w i l l  be cons ide red  i n  
meet ings and d i a logue  between teams/communities 
Socio-economic emphasis OK 
Non-sectarian emphasis OK--no longe r  w o f f i c i a l w  C a t h o l i c  
church o rgan iza t ion  
Doesn't t r a i n  fo re ign  n a t i o n a l s  f o r  o t h e r  than  s p e c i f i c  
development 
No d u p l i c a t i o n  o f  e f f o r t s  
Not p r i n c i p a l l y  bu i ld ing  

er C r i t e r i a  t 

Objec t ives  a r e  c l e a r  and measurable i n  g e n e r a l  terms; t h e y  do 
r e l a t e  t o  p r i o r i t i e s  as j o i n t l y  i d e n t i f i e d  by 
teams/communities 
Implementation i s  by p r o c e s s ,  n o t  by d a t e s  
Managerial  competence evidenced only  by i n f e r e n c e  a f t e r  
r ead ing  t h e  p r o j e c t .  FUNDIFRAN i s  e s t a b l i s h e d  a s  a l e g a l  e n t i t y  
Budget very  complete except  f o r  a u d i t s ,  e v a l u a t i o n  and 
i n  f l a t  ion  
Technical  competence appea r s  s a t i s f a c t o r y  a l though t h e r e  a r e  
no cur r icu lum v i t a e  f o r  t h e  s t a f f  
Over-al l  p r o j e c t  does  n o t  i nvo lve  participants/beneficiaries; 
however, sub-pro jec ts  do ,  and i n  a l l  a s p e c t s  
1 .  P r o j e c t  c o v e r s  a l l  socio-economic a s p e c t s - - q u a l i t a t i v e  and 

q u a n t i t a t i v e ;  b e n e f i t s  w i l l  be ev iden t  i f  proposed evalua-  
t i o n  plan is followed 

2. 1500 f a m i l i e s  a r e  d i r e c t l y  involved through community 
groups. 7-10 v i l l a g e s ,  21-30 communities; s m a l l  f a rmers ,  
l a n d l e s s  peasan t s ,  f ishermen 

3. S p e c i f i c  changes expec ted  w i l l  be d e l i v e r e d  a t  t h e  sub- 
p r o j e c t  l e v e l  by teams/communities 

Evaluated by j o i n t  s e s s i o n s  between teams/communities w i th  
very  d e t a i l e d  methodology; alsc i n t e n s i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  a t  team 
and e n t i t y  l e v e l s  

P r o j e c t s  Committee - September 10, 1980 
Execut ive Committee - September 1 1, 1980 ($84,000 1981, $84,000 

1982) 
C o o r d i n a t o r l s  recommendation followed 
Approved 9/11 /8O; . f i r s t  t r anche  f o r  $42,000 3/24/81 
LWR (AID) $90,000; UMCOR $35,000 
Proponents ,  coope ran t s  - no information 
Second t r anche  f o r  $42,000 on 6/19/81 by disbursement  schedule  
o f  CODEL. No d i r e c t  t i e - i n  t o  r e p o r t s ,  bu t  donors  w i l l  r e c e i v e  
semi-annual r e p o r t s .  No f i n a n c i a l  r e p o r t s  y e t  r ece ived .  Com- 
p l i a n c e  should be o b l i g a t o r y  be fo re  funds a r e  t r a n s m i t t e d  

informat ion  





PROJECT EVALUATION #4 

DR-CD/J172 CWS 

Rural Water Resource Development Program 

Servicio Social  de I g l e s i a s  Dominicanas (SSID - Social  Service of 
Dominican Churches) 

1979 t o  1981 

Requested $83,312 over th ree  years  

Total amount: $166,623 over th ree  years  
CODEL approved $40,000 over th ree  years  

Evaluation 

1 .  a .  Received September 23, 1979 
b .  Direct from pro jec t  holder (CWS counterpar t )  
c .  Application form with c0verir.g l e t t e r .  Previously some 

correspondance between CODEL/CWS/project holder.  Proposal 
eventually sen t  t o  CODEL a t  suggestion of  CWS 

2. a.  No addi t iona l  information requested 
b. Received from Church World Service (CODEL member) 
c .  CWS has been involved s ince  1976. Also CODEL had funded a 

Revolving Loan Fund project  with SSID, ind ica t ing  p r io r  
knowledge of  p ro jec t  

3. Submitted t o  Project  Committee on 11/17/79 

a .  P a r t i a l  funding approved - $40,000, contingent on rece ip t  of 
o ther  funds 

b. Three years  
c .  Coordinator recommends same sum ($83,312) a s  requested by 

project  holder 
d. General support 

4.  CODEL C r i t e r i a  (supporting data  cons i s t s  of p ro jec t  proposal and 
f i l e  on previous p ro jec t  with SSID) 

a .  No s p e c i f i c  information on project  group, j u s t  general  
country s t a t i s t i c s .  Target group is involved i n  decision 
making, i e .  agrees  t o  do a wells  program, provides l o c a l  resources 
(money and l a b o r ) ,  and maintains t he  water systems. However, 



ATTACHMENT B 

communities do not par t icpate  i n  over-all project decision 
making. Apparently there is  no networking between communities. 
Local p r io r i ty  needs 
Potent ial  of loca l  resources t o  meet project needs is  verif ied 
before each individual project is in i t i a t ed  a t  the 
community level  
Women are  just  considered as  part  of community 
Training i n  management and maintenance of water systems is 
provided to  well committee 
Various loca l  churches and groups are  involved in  collaboration . 
Water leve l  potent ial  is studied before implementation 
Definitely socio-economic i n  f i e ld  
Non-sectarian 
Training is only for  nat ionals  
No duplication of e f f o r t s  
Complied with building l imitat ion 

Other Cr i te r ia  
a .  Objectives a re  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  s ta ted  i n  general terms, b u t  

target  group i s  not spec i f ica l ly  ident i f ied ,  only a s  poor commu- 
n i t i e s  i n  one geographical area 

b. No schedule i n  implementation plan except i n  general terms 
c. Managerial competence evidenced by SSID 
d .  Budget r e a l i s t i c  except no audit  or evaluation cos ts  a re  

included nor are  any contingency funds. Expected income from 
communities is  not l i s t e d  

e.  Technical competence i s  evident,  although some curriculum 
v i t a  information on the technical personnel would be helpful 

f .  Participation is  a t  sub-project level  and, a t  t h i s  leve l ,  i t  
is excellent.  No part ic ipat ion a t  SSID level  

g. Direct impact is  i n  improved health for v i l l age r s  because of 
potable water ava i l ab i l i t y  
1 .  Benefits are  improved health and l e s s  water-borne disease. 

Group part ic ipat ion and self-reliance enhanced 
2 .  8-10 vi i lages annually. Water systems only f o r  organized 

community groups 
3. Improved health,  stronger community organization 

h. Act ivi t ies  w i l l  be evaluated. However, since there is  no 
evidence of i n i t i a l  base l i n e  data ,  health improvement w i l l  
be d i f f i c u l t  t o  ascertain 

5 .  a .  Projects Committee approved November 27, 1979 
b. Psojects Committee reduced Coordinator's recommendation from 

$83,312 t o  $40,000. Also the Committee made approval 
contingent upon receipt  of other funds from other donors 

6 ,  a .  Executive Committee approved December 
GLOA dated August 21,  1980 
F i r s t  t ransmit ta l  September 1 6 ,  1980 

b. Funding mix: DOMAJPC $ 4,000 
A I D  $1 0,000 

c .  Field cooperants - Peace Corps, I N A P A  CWS, CAHIIAS 9 

U.S. sponsor - CWS 
d .  Subsequent t ransmit ta ls  w i l l  be triggered upon receipt  of 

f i n a l  narrative reports 



ATTACHMENT B 

a .  GLOA does  n o t  s p e c i f y  time frame o f  first t r a n s m i t t a l  o r  t h e  
s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  o n l y  s t a n d a r d  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  GLOA 

b.  No s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  on ly  GLOA s t a n d a r d  ones  
c. S tandard  r e p o r t i n g  r equ i r emen t s  

a. Genera l  n a r r a t i v e  r e p o r t  f o r  January-June 1981 p e r i o d  
r e c e i v e d  August 1981. Th i s  r e p o r t  can a l s o  be cons ide red  a 
ve ry  incomple te  e v a l u a t i o n  

b.  F i r s t  r e p o r t  due March 1981, r e c e i v e d  June  10. It c o v e r s  
pe r iod  t o  May 20, 1981 and is  &&a f i n a n c i a l  r e ~ o r t ;  it 
does  n o t  c o n t a i n  n a r r a t i v e  on p r o g r e s s  

c.  Audit r e p o r t  f o r  FY 1977 h a s  been r ece ived .  Plan f o r  f u t u r e  
a u d i t s  r eques t ed  by CODEL i n  A p r i l  1981; no r e p l y  i n  f i l e  

d .  CODEL f i e l d  e v a l u a t i o n  conducted i n  February 1981. F i e l d  
t r i p  r e p o r t  on t h i s  v i s i t  ve ry  p e r f u n c t o r y  and n o t  r e a l l y  an  
e v a l u a t i o n  

F i e l d  t r i p  r e p o r t s  a p p a r e n t l y  sha red  w i t h  a l l  board members and 
some donors ;  however no th ing  i n  f i l e  t o  v e r i f y  t h i s  

Due t o  poo,r communication, p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  thought  $40,000 was 
approved f o r  each  yea r  when a c t u a l  app rova l  was $40,000 f o r  t h r e e  
y e a r  pe r iod .  CODEL d e a l t  w i t h  problem by promising t o  o b t a i n  
$14,000 i n  September 1981 and a s k i n g  p r o j e c t  h o l d e r  t o  submi t  a new 
p r o j e c t  r e q u e s t  f o r  1982 t o  1984 i n  November o f  1981 



ABOUT THE CONSULTANTS 

MARYANNE DULANSEY, the principal author of t h i s  evaluation, heads 
Consultants i n  Development, a firm providing problem-solving services  t o  
d.S. and overseas development organizations, especially i n  programs of 
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and t raining.  Maryanne is a native of Johnstown, Pennsylvania. 
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National Council of Churches North Carolina Migrant Ministry. He has 
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the f a ~ u l t y  of New York University Graduate School of Social Work's 
Center for the Study of the Unemployed. He has served as the director  
of a la rge  upeople-owned" economic development corporation formed by a 
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ment projects.  
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research for  her thes i s  on the  Ruralization of Primary School Education 
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