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. CODEL EVALUATION

I. Introduction

‘This is a record of an evaluation of the work being carried
out by CODEL (Coordination in Development, Inc.) to:

1. Promote céllaboration of its member agencies;.énd

2. Support develqpmeht‘by providing project fundihgband |

other services.

The evaluation focuses on CODEL's current project portfolio as listed

in the April 1981 Comprehensive Projects Review and as supported by the

Program Development and General Support funds from AID.

About CODEL
CODEL describes itself as:

a unique consortium of U.S.-based Protestant, Roman Catholic
and other Christian-inspired organizations. CODEL's primary
goal is to encourage and build upon ecumenical = collaboration
among persons and institutions in response to and in support of
the self-determined, realizable, self-directed and environmen-

" tally sound development activities of the socially, economically
and politically disenfranchised peoples of developing countries.

Through this concrete expression of Christian cooperation,
CODEL assists the disenfranchised in their process of achieving
human dignity and self-sufficiency. In carrying out its :
activities and :programs, CODEL reflects its commitment to
Christian principles by emphasizing those working relaionships
which are collaborative and complementary, with organizations
of a like mind, be they at the level of the local churches and
development organizations, CODEL members and theif local
counterparts, or private and governmental groups.: '




CODEL's Commitment to Evaluation

CODEL has set a high task for itself, not only in terms of bringing
together groups which may never before have worked collaboratively, but
also with regard to the results which this work is designed to achieve--
"viable development projects carried out by people heretofore left out of
the developﬁgﬁt process. |

As CODEL nctes in its plan for the next three years, "planning and

evaluation of its programs are essential to the continued efféctiveness

and success of this consortium."2 CODEL involves its membership,

primarily through the Board of Directors, in self-evaluations of its
work as it did in the forumulation ofvthe plan for the coming three
years. CODEL should be credited with periodically undertaking these
evaluations and with involving its memberéhipvin them.

CODEL has experienced some difficulty in satisfactorily
evalhating the program howeyeb. As the Executive Director notes in
his report to the Board of Directors while speaking of the evalua-
tion and implementation of the plan for 1978-81: "The evaluation
of both the plan and its implementation is difficult due to defini-
tions, changing circumstances, the mixture of process with content,
and important intangible factors which cannot be quantified or @
easily measured."3

These observations are indicative of a stage at which many PVOs
have arrived--an appreciation of the usefulness of evaluation coupled: -
wiﬁh an awareness that evaluation needé to be sharpened and improved.
CODEL made the same type of observation on the project»level.

Evaluation of ﬁrojects by CODEL Coordinators is baséd on the
receipt of narrative ‘self-evaluation and financial reports,

an annual - -audit of accounts, and on-site visits. Projects

are reviewed by the Coordinators and the Projects. Committee
in terms of the CODEL Development Criteria, Development




Impact, and ecumenical participation. While the number of

reports from each project is few, the compliance in 1979-80

is greater than 1978-79 although further improvement is

needed before reviey and e?alg?tion of all CODEL-supported

projects are done with equity.

It is highly commendable that CODEL has achieved the level of
evaluation that it has and that it has been able to involve its
membership in ﬁhe evaluation and planning of its program. Now that
CODEL has voiced the need to improve evaluation at both the program
‘and project levels, it will need to turn its attention to ways in
which this can be achieved. This evaluatidn is in agreement with
the observations quoted above and addresses itself to ways in which
planning and evaluation can be improved and, in turn, the high
goals which CODEL has set for itself can become increasingly
realizable.

CODEL was started in 1969 and currently has 38 members (See
Appendix 1). Its headquarters are at 79 Madison Avenue, New York, NY
10157, Full-time professional staff include: Rev. Boyd Lowry,
Executive Director; Sr. Margaret Rogers, Coordinator for Africa; Dr.
James J. Thomas, Coordinator for Asia and the Pacific, Mr. Kenneth E.
Brown, Jr., Coordinator for Latin America and the Caribbean; Ms. Lydia
Rodriguez, Projects Assistant; and Ms. Emma Thomas, Financial Manager.

CODEL describes program activities as "the catalyst and the
most important part of the work done" including:

1. Meetings of (10) committees;

2. Coordinators' pre-field travel meetings;

3. Overseas workshops and seminarsj

4. Selected training for member organizations including consulta-

tions (e.g. or development issues and project managment) and

workshops. (e.g. on environmetal and financial concerns);




- A search for partners, especially those who can act as ah
inter-faith fdrum for the‘dicussion of development issues;
Interpretation and pri?otioﬁ; and

7. Development education.
Project activities include:

Initial contact of CODEL and project proponent;‘
Receipt and review of project proposal;
Dialogue with the proponent to improve the proposal;
Analysis and preparatidn of Project Summary (including»
recommendation);
Review of Projecp Summary and recommendation by Projects and
Executive Committees; | |

. Apprdval/cénditional approval/request for more
information/rejection;
Notification of outcome sent to project holder;
Funding action (commitment, fund-raising, and tranéhittal);

. Monitoring of implementation'(via progress and financial
reports);‘ '
Responses to progress infgrmation (ie. additidnal
transmittals);
Evaluation (via evaluation and audit reports);

| Sharing of learning'with members and funders (semi-annual
- Comprehensive Projects List);

Maintaining project files and follow-up schedules;
Travel to the field to develbp (and monitor/evaluate projects);

and

15. Liaison with spomnsors and donors.

CODEL's project activities are the main responsibility of the three




Area Coordinators (except for the Committee reviews and funding action).
Unlike other development assistance agencies, CODEL does not maintain
 field staff, relying on the Area Coordinators' trips and the assistance

of member agency field staff.

lﬁ_e_ Pgr‘noge of the Evaluatio

Simply atated, this evaluation is intended as an‘opportUnity for
all the partners in the development process whiqh takes place through
CODEL to reflect oa what they are trying to accomplish; what has
happened and why, and what might be done to make improvements. The
reason for doing the evaluation at this time is practical: a decision-
.making point for allocating resources. is approaching in the
AID/CODEL relationship. |

In evaluating the work of CODEL with emphasis on the projects
in which it participates, it is appropriate‘td look at the projects
from the viewpoint of the PVO Commmittee:

1. Identify, during the life of aiprdject, its strengths,
weaknesses and relevance to local conditions so participants
and project designers can make sound decisions concerning modi-
fications of this and other projects;

Assess the impact of a project on the lives of local community
members so donors, implementors and participants can make

informed judgments coricerning the project's worth; and

3. Analyze the results and apply the lessons learned to project
and program planning, PVO policies and development strategies.

}This evaluation is an atﬁempt to'sample the project goals and
development objectives fixed by CODEL and‘the project implemantors,‘draw
a representative portrait of the work of CODEL} and indicate areas where
improvements‘might:be made. | |

Points to be addressed in the evaluation have been discussed

among AID, CODEL and the evaluator, with the agreement to include:




1.

2.

3.

u.

5.

6.

The people being helped, th_giggﬁggnggggg. Do projects
reach them effectively? Do they participate? How?
Ecumenical collaboration for development (among member
agencies, coilabbrating or colleague agencies). What are
the criteria? Does it work? Hok?‘ What are the effecté?
What are ﬁhe needs/expectations of U.S. and indigenous
agencies for ecumenical collaboratioh? How well does
CODEL serve/meet them?b

Programming Process. 1Is it effeétive? How might it be
improved? Do membgrs learn? Do project holders?i Is it useful?
Projects. What kinds of projects does CODEL fund (types,
sizes, iﬁ what countries)? Why do they fund these
particular projects (significance)? What is-the quality?
What impact do they have? Do projects serve'as vehicles

for learning? How? What is CODEL's (special) role in

" shaping projécts (actual; hoped for by CODEL;

perceived/desired by project holder)? What about small
grant funds?

Indigenous agencies. As abresult of interaction with
CODEL, do théy grow in capécity for development?
leédership? Participatory approach? 1Is there an
institution-building effect? What are the pros/cons of . .
involving church agencies in development? How db

indigenous agencies perceive CODEL, USAID?

Funding., What is the funding history of CODEL? Strategy

and potentialifor private sector fundraising (especially

seeking funds for a particular project with undesignated




funds)? Policy on governmént-private funding ratio? Realistic
éutlook for the short. term (3 years)? CODEL's perspective on
OPGs and the Development Support Grant? |
It would be arrogant and irresponsible t§ reach hard and fést
conclusions on the basis of such a limited examination. Nevef-
theless, trends can be noted and listed as fhe basis for an evalua-
tion of results. This report should be read as an attempt.to
capture- the emerging shape of COﬁELvoperations from the perspective
of the projects seen in the field as‘discussed with the project
holders, field-side member-related organizations, and participants

in the projects.

Methodology

Evaluation methodology used in this case is constfucted on two
bases:

1. Participation by all parties to the extentipermitted by time

constraints;

Devising formats used to collect and anaiyze information
in a way that builds on the systems already in' use, yieldé
desired information, and is'suitable.for‘continuing use.

Half of the sixty person da&é allotted for this evaulatioh has been
spent in the field, primarily in Asia, visiting projects funded by CODEL
in thé company of the Area Céofdinator, One project 3site wasbalso
visited in Kehya and another in the Dominiéaanepublic} Oné-quarter of
the time was spent‘ét CODEL headqﬁaréers reviewing the brojects files,
while the other quarter was used for analjsis of' data, ﬁriting and

consultations with CODEL and AID.

Another part of the picture--the organizational perspective--




places emphasis on the way in which CODEL procesées projects and
relates to their proponents and gponsors. CODEL's own statement of
objectives, tbgether with comments.from the field, serve as the measure

against which to evaluate the work and reflect on how it might be

improved.
Headquarters Visits

Two day-long consultations were held at headquarters primarily

to revise and refine the points to be addressed in the evaluation
and to gather some preliminary information. Two weeks were spent
in New York on a review of the current project portfolio and an

analysis of the programming process.

Field Visits

The évaluator visited project sites in India, Sri Lanka, Kenya and
the Dominican Republic, most often in the coﬁpany of the CODEL Area
Coordinator and always with a rebresentative of the implementing
organization (project holder). The projedts were chosen by CODEL
for evaluatioh in the normal course of events. A few‘projeét sitesu
were visited because they were in the éame area andfeasy ;o’
include."

The project holder had been informed in advance of thé‘evaluatidn‘
visit, and the purpose and}participatory nature of the_evaluétion were
discussed as the first item of business. (iJ its General Grant Provi- -
sions CODEL requires the grantee to "sumbit to.CODEL, on a éemi-annual

basis, and at completion of the grant activity, an evaluation‘repbrt5,as

conducted by grantee . . . . CODEL may also request.the right, upon .

0y
‘\~a>

prior arrangement, to partcipate in'mid-term or final evaluation activities.")




On one occasion the evaluatof made a decision not to visit a pérti-
cular part of the projeét to speak with participants because it séemed
it would have made an already troubled situation mbre difficult (see
Profile #4 in Attachment A, Project Profiles); in another case the
evaluator decided against making contact with a brojeot holder (NCCK,
Nairobi) beoause it had not béen‘préviously arranged for and bécause the

Area Coordinator was not present.

CODEL had set up field schedules of all three Area Coordinators ih
advance; the evaiuator was invited to accompany them as desired. The
projects visited aﬁe the result of é conjunction of CODEL's schedule,
the availability of the evaluator, and AID's scheduling of the evaluation.

Project evaluations were conducted in an informal participatory way
while traveling to and visiting the sites and involved personnel from
the implementing organization (project holder), the CODEL Area Coordinaj
tor, £he AID evaluator, and thé project participants. On 6ne occasion a
USAID repreéentative‘participated (Sri Lanka).l

As time and circumstances permitted, meetings were held to discuss
the project in a more formal fashion; sometimes consisting of project
staff and other times including a wider group such as the béard of

" directors. .The méetings wére'spent in working through some or all of
»thé CODEL Evaluation»Critefia (See Appendix 1.2) or in attemptingvpo
.éolve a particular problém. |

One objective of the‘field visits was to assess the extent to which
 the project holders, on the one hand, and CODEL, on the other, engage in
evaluation on a regu;ab baéis, how they do it, and what use they make of
‘the informaﬁion gathefed}' Partly for this reason, the evaluator did: not

prepare formats befpre’goingvinto the field. In addition to not.wishing

to mask the existing evaluation mechanisms, it was necessary to learn




what they were before choosing or constructing one which seemed most

uSeful and aporopriate'to the conﬁext.

1'"The "raw material“ for the format‘ﬁas drawn from the stated and
nnstated objectives of projects‘and implementing organizations. .To zhis
ﬁé‘;}- added CODEL's Fvaluation Criteria (Appendix 1.2), Principles of
Development Assistance to Guide'CODEL Memhers in Project Planning
(Appendix 1.3), and'Crlteria for Pnojeot'Support/ﬂsia-Pacific Region
(Appendii 1.4), A'working'outlineHWas deveioped in the fieif;.refined
with the Asia-Pacific Area Coordlnator, and is used in the Project
Profiles \Attachment A)

The reason for developlng thls outline is that the fleld evaluation
questions in use in the Asia-Pacific region (the flrst visited) did not
prove to be inclhsive of all key aspects;'CODEL's~Eva1uation Criteria
were not arranged in a way that made it easy to'deal with them. The
'Crlterla for Project Support (1 ) were dupllcatlve and confusing when
used in conjunction with the Evaluation Criteria\ The field evaluation

'craterla used in the Asia-Pa01flc Reglon follow: | |
lv‘t o | 'l R Are the poor belng helped to help themselves?

M .n!}f' 2. What dlfferences has the project made in the lives of the
o ' _poor? ' , ,

""3.f D1d the prOJect help improve the quality of life? .

Y, What 1mpact did the project have on the lives of the poor°
;?[.llf ‘ B These questlons are good but as- used they evoked answers that were
‘1'general and superflclal and thus not very satisfactory for purposes
T:Fof.evaluatlon.‘

: ‘CODEL‘has done a,comnendable job of making progress in collabo-

" ration--a very difficult achievement. Not only is there collaboration
;:across'organizationai and national lines, but- deross religious
R i : _

iy




boundaries as well. The readily visible indicators of such collabora-

tion do not really tell the whole story; they are but the final fruits

of a long, painstaking and sometimes frustrating process to replace fear

with trust.

The merits of collaboration are evident: much more can be accom-
plished when more resources are available and human energies are ¢han-'
neled toward a common goal. Separate efforts, no matter hc ' out-
standing, cannot reach the proportions of common efforts. The synergy

which results from wholehearted collaboration sparks thé human spirit to

new achievements.

The importance of development, which CODEL defined in its préposal
to AID for program funding from 1978-81 as:
the process through which is generated self-sustaining growth
. . an increased local capability to identify and solve problems
which impede growth . . . a process which involves a commitment

of local time and resources, 9? eriergy, of leadership, land,
labor, materials and capital,

was to have been given special attention.

In projecting its activities for the next three years,
special attention is given by CODEL to the importance of
linkages between all involved in a single development
activity and to the retrieval of information relaténg to
the development impact of the collaborative style.

CODEL's criteria were revised in 1978 "to provide firmer
guidance to project proponents with respect to coordinated devel-

9

opment, activity." The criteria, which are the keystone of
CODEL's plan, are an expression of the most advanced development
philosophy. Many development agencies, including ALD, have as-
pired to some or all of these principles; other developmeht assistance
agencies have fallen far short of attaining them. That CODEL has also
fallen short should not be interbreted as an indication of CODEL's

insufficiéncy nor should it become a temptation to lower the sights to

11




other objectives which can be easily attained.

CODEL‘should retain its pfinciples of development assistance
and maintain a realistic vision of how and why the gap between
the real and ideal has occurred, and how that gap might be
cldsed. CODEL's commitment to development‘as expressed in the
criteria can be maintained in é mode of operation which.CODE"
characterizes as working with member agencies in a non-directive
fashion. It is a slow proceés, but well worth the time and
effort necessary, to interface with members and colleague agencies
abéut the development process so that the merits of this approach
becomé apparent. The necessary ingredients for such a dialogue

are better informaion about how the process unfolds and a deeper

analysis of why it takes place. CODEL has the potential to move

closer to its ideals.

1
Renewed ;rggtioQS' July 1981 - 30 J June 1984, CODEL 1981~
84 Plan Approved July 20, 1981 p. 7.
2 .
Ibid. p. 1.
3 ,
"Executive Director's Report to the CODEL Board of
Directors," October 9, 1980, p. 1.
n _
Ibid., p. 7.

5
"November 1980 Self- Evaluatlon." p. 2. See also Renewed

D recti ons, the 1981-84 plan.

6 : :
See the "Evaluation in the PVO Community," American Council
of Voluntary Agencies for Foreign Service, Inc., February 18,
1980.

7 _ _
"CODEL Request to the Agency for International Development
for Program Funding 1978-81," revised October 11, 1978. p. 3.

8

Ibid.
9 ,
Ibid. p. 4.




II. The People Being Helped--The Disadvantaged

CODEL's Primary Objective
CODEL;s first principle of development assistance is:
to assist the socio-eodnomically disadvandaged to
participate more fully in the economic and political life of
their country and develop insofar as possible community self-
reliance. (Appendix 1.3) . o i”
The application of this principla as a criterion by which to éval-
uate the intended and/or actual effect of a project acti;ity goes beyond
the question of the relative socio-economic advantage of the target .
group. This single prlnclple has at least three 51gnificant components‘
1. The socio-economically disadvantaged; “ |
2. Economic and political participation; and
3. Community self-reliance. |
As CODEL applies this principle,‘there is a tendency to limit
the applicatidn to a consideration of whether or not the project
reaches "the disadvantaged," and even then sdpporting data is
rareiy given. Tdis limited'applicatibn of the criterion may

- merely indicaté that it is necessary to break down the

“brinciples" into their component parts so they can be more'easily

addbessed.

Foh'eXampla;dih their field visit to the Dominican Republic Rural
Water Resource Development'Projecﬁ{A'the Area Coordinator for Laﬁin
‘America.and the Caribbean and the Execugive Director ddhducted a joint

evaluation with the project holder. They used the Principles of Develop-




ment Assistance and the Criteria for Evaluation. In response to the
first principle they replied:

This project is definitely designed to assist the socially and
economically disadvantased. Provision of potable water in the
area of San Juan de la Maguana assists the economically
disadvantaged.1 S

No evidence is presented to support the statement.

There is ahother practical problem in the application of this
principle as a projeét—evaluation criterion. The category "“socio-econo-
mically‘disadvantaged" is quite broad and requires further definition
within the context of a project before it becomeé a meaningful tool.

The evaluation of whether or not the CODEL-assisted projects reach
the poor (the shorter term for socio-economically disadvantaged) can, in
fact, be handled in a summary fashion by those who ﬁée the criteria.
Since the members of CODEL are organizations of Christ.ian inspiration
and have a mandate to minisver to the poor, it may be assumed by project
proponents that reaching the poor is a given.

Nevertheless, the question of the relative disadvantage arises in
some projects which have been visited and can affec£ the way in which
project resources are delivered as well as the amount. For example, if a
project gttempts to create seif-reliance through provision of loaas
rather than grants (see Attachment A, Projects Y4 and 5), it is possible
that the poorest will not be able to participate if the amount loaned is
beyond their ability to repay. Aé development'assistance organizations
know full well, it is difficult to reach the people who most need help
because their disadvantage creates a gap that is difficult to bridge.

The discovery by the board of the PCDT in Cochin (#l) thai fhe
poorest in the community could not afford to repay the cost of new

housing came as a shock to them; they felt they had no alternative but

14




to cancei that (major) portion of the project and drop back to concen-
trate on trainiﬁg for income-genérating activities. 1In the Sri Lanka
Small Grants ¥und (#5) which is primarily a loan fund, the ability to
repay the loan is a strong factéf in the decision to give the loan, but
the loans have been kept small. |

Limited field evaluétions indicated that more descbiption and
analysis of the socio-economic condition of thé beneficiaries would
be useful in matching the project intérvention to the needs of the
people to be assiéted. This observation was affirmed in the
examination of the filés containing CODEL's current project

portfolio.

Economic and Political Participation
The second element of this principle, fuller economic and goli;ical
articipation, is the real heart of the matter. It is the "what" of the
statement. As wiﬁh.the first elément (socio-economically disadvan-
taged), it is stapéd in a general way which necessitates definition and
elaboration‘withiﬁ the context of a project before it can be very useful
as an indicator.

Since’moét of the projects to which CCDEL provides funding have
been designed in resbonse to basic needs, which are almpét invariably
stated in terms of physical needs, the concept of ecénomic and political
"participation is not often addressed. Such increased participation may
occur as a by-product, of secondary effect, of the project activities.

For example,‘persons may iﬁcrease their eéonomic participation with
increased income which results from %he project intervention (Project
#5). As a result of having accbmplished a taék within a project, the

participants may be motivated to undertake other activities which re- -

15




quire the exercise of political power previously unused.

It may be as simple (and difficult) as getting resources from
‘government programs, for example, land. (See Projects #1 and #2.) In
India, the government will make crown land available to the disadvan-‘
taged uhder certain cgnditions. In the Jeevadeen Landed Poor Project,
the question can legitimately be raised with the project holder whether

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

able to exercise this power on their own behalf. Such subtle but cru-

cial details of the dynamics of a project are difficult, if not
impossible, to see at a distance or during a brief visit.

Viewed in the light of the projects visited, it seems extremely
doubtful that this element of CODEL's first development principle,
fuller economic and political participation, is the core of most
project holder's efforts. Emphasis is given to meeting needs for health
carg, housing, education, water, land and agricultural inputs. In one
of the projects (#4) where the poor evidently thought in terms of
receiving benefits, the project foundered not so much because it was
seen as not leading to the goal of fuller economic and political parti-
cipation, but rather because it would'mean that only a few could benefit

before the project resources would be exhausted.

Community Seif-Reliance
The third element of CODEL's first development principle is commu-

nitv self;rgligggg. This element echoes the participatory, activist
nature of the éore concept, for how could someone be self-reliant with-
out acting on his/her own behalf? It also introduces other elements--
the idea of group action, cooperation, working together, sharing

resources--embodied in "community." Additionally, it can be read as a




caution to CODEL and its colleague agencies that they not program
their assistance in ways which might diminish cdmmunity self-reliance.

Generally, when peopie go into the field to evaluate a project,
they spent a lot of time looking at things--hospitals, schools, houses,
community centers, water systems, wells, latrines, roads, demonstfation
plots, warehouses, equipment and business premises. None is an indica-~
tor, per se, of community self—reliance, even though community resources
may have been used in part to'acquire, construect or repair those
material objects. |

Althpugh community self-reliance is intangible, appfopriate indica-
tors can be devizsed. Not only must they relate to the project activi-
ties and results, but they should be set as targets which are judged by
the project participants to be desirable and feasible. Community self-
reliance will take a different shape for "beginners" than for those who
have already had experience aﬁ‘working together. The‘projeét partici-

- pants of projects 2, 3, or U-=the harijans,'or lowest classes, who have
not been accustomed to aspiring to improve ﬁheir socio-economic status
individually, much less ﬁogether--will of necessity set more modest |
goals for themselves than project partiqipants who are accustomed to
working tbgether because of kinship, reiigious or political ties.

This setting of objectives in terms of éommunity Self-reliance by
project participants demands extensive and intensive work with them by
the project implementors. In short, participatory modes of programming i
require more resources in terms of time, personnel and finances--even

‘more so where the "soclo-economically disadvantaged" are concerned.

There is evidence that CODEL is providing project implementors with

additional time and financial resources in cases which show promise of

movement in the direction of this principle. For example, the PCDT
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project (#M)vas presented to CODEL has never_gotten off the ground; in
fact, several false starts have been made, and the question can be
raised as to whether the project holder's relationship with the project
participants has not been irremediably damaged, creating not only a
crisis of confidence but also reinforcing expectations of dependency.
Nevertheless, CODEL believes that the desire expressed by the board and
the staff to turn the project around makes a case for giving them a
chance to redesign the projeoﬁ, especially in light of the needs.
Another example of CODEL's willingness to "stick with" a group
which seems to be doing a good job is seen in the provision of
additional resources to a group through the serial fundiﬁg of projects
(marked B in the code), clustering projects (various grants to same
| project holder at the same site for different activities), or of adding
resources to an existing project. (Projéct Profile #1, See |
Attachment A.)
The three projects grouped under Project Profile #1 (Appendix
A) are for differen£ activities begun at different times by the‘
same project holder. Two are in implementation, and one is fin-
ished. Similarly, there is a cluster of two projects with the YMCA

at Paranthon in Sri Lanka plus another with the same group (#6).

The same situation holds true for the Meru projects (#8). A number

of examples of increasing project resources afteh the project has
gone into implementation can be found in the ComprehensiVe Projecps
Reviewf |

| In all of the projécts visited by the evaluator, it was noted
that the needs which the project was designed to meet as well as the
ways in which they would operate were initially determined b& the

organizations which are the project holders. This mode of project
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development does not give enough scope to the beneficiaries to design
and control the implementation of projects and does not lead to the

self-determination and self-reliance which CODEL aspires to facilitate.

A Good Principle Inadequately Applied

The project holders interviewed in the field are grateful for this

flexibility and constancy on CODEL's part and tend to View the relation?
ship between them more in terms of a partnership than as donor-
implementor. Still it is difficult to escape the dynamics of a giver-
receiver relationship and the tendendy to create circles of infihence
around the institution which acts as implementdr or project holder;
giving way to these tendencies belies a firm dedication to participation
and self-reliance. It is likely that most of the implementing
organizations and people working in them ascribe to the principles of
participation and self-reliance, though they may not know how to apply
them in practice. This suggests a roie fqr CODEL in cfeating and
maintaining a dialogue with’project proponents/holders and colleague

and member organizations about both the improved development

effects which can accrue from the application of CODEL's first

principle of development assistance and ways in which it can be

applied in each case.

1 o
April 10, 1981 Memo: Brown to Lowry.




ITII. Ecumenical Collaboration for Development

Collaboration around é shared developmental objective is
necessary if all the resources available are to be brought to bear
on improving the quality of 1life of‘peoble whose- resources are
severely limited. |

Collaboration among individuals and institutions adhering to
differént religions is difficult to attain as centuries of enmity
have hardened the divisions among them. Often'avmajor step is
getting people into the same room to‘talk with one another. The
level of ecumenical collaboration throughout the world is very low,
in spite of talks which have been held and the aﬁtempts which have
been made. Among Cﬁristiads, the current level of ecumenical
collaboration is usually an agfeement to divide the turf and avoid
competition. It is the genéral rule that Protestant denominations
agreed to divide the territory in developing countries; the Roman
Catholics might or might not be found in those areas. Where united
churches were formed, the lines were blurred, but‘not remo?éd.

CODEL has made significant advances in these preliminéry stagés of
collaboration. Laying the groundwork is a long process, and the results
are often not tangible. In the context bf’projects, there aré véry few
in which institutions are jointly‘oberaﬁing a project. CODEL must |
continue to conQince its member ahd colleégue ggéncies of the benefits

“of joining forces in sites where more than.one_reiigious organizaﬁibn is

working.




Ecumenical collaboration for development is the single most
distinguishing characteristic of CODEL, the feature which sets
CODEL apart from other church or private voluntary organizations
working overseas in development. This characteristic is addressed
in this sectibn ﬁhrough the following questions:

1. What are CODEL's expectations and requirements for
institutional collaboration among its member agencies within
the framework of a project? . . . Among member-related agencies
in developing countries who may be project implementors?

How does ecumenical collaboration for development work--that
is, what forms‘does it take?
What aré the results in terms of improved project performahce?

« « « In broader terms?

How Does It Work?

The perspective from the field is that CODEL pushes hard for colla-
‘boration among Protestant and Catholic institutions within a project
context. However, neither its stated policy nor its funding decisiong
indicate adherehce to such hard and fast rules. In its statement of
principles, (Appendix 1.3) the ecumenicai collaboration to which CODEL
aspires is much broadér:

Development projects should demonstrate a positive and com-
plementary working relationship between local churches and
development organizations, as well as CODEL members and their
local counterparts; extending to and including regional and
national development organizations, private as well as govern-
mental, involved in any country's development process. Such
relationships may occur in the pre-planning, planning and im-
plementation phases of a project, and may include contributions
by way of consultative services, contribution of personnel,
funds or buildings and equipment, as well as joint participa-
tion in the implementation of the project itself.

of interes£ is the all-encompassing definition of "ecumenical" given in




Appendix D of the new three-year plan, "Renewed Directions."
In places where Christian religions are practiced by a small
minority, as in India and Sri Lanka, two divergent céses can be found:
1. Little or no activé collaboration either among Christian or
non-Christian organizations (#1 and 2) or
2. Collaboration which includes‘Christian and non-Christian indi-
‘viduals with institutional ties (#4 and 5).
While eiéht'project sites isvan admittedly small sample, some conclu-

sions may be tentatively drawn.

Positive and Negative»Factors

- It almost goes withdut saying that the most important factor in

éqccessful collaboration is the personal dispositipﬁ of individuals
working in the field. Some people are more inclined than others to
disregard sectarian limits, éncompassing the leadership elements and
organizational resources of a whole community in an effort to faciiitate
development. However, what may be perceived as good for the participants
in a project may not be thought of as contributing to the institutional
growth of a sponsoring or implementiqg‘organization,

It seems, frém initial inspectioh in the field, that inter-féith
qollaboration occurs in inverse proportion to tﬁe extent to which a
project implementor is identified as having "ownership" gf the pfoject
and the extent to which he/she is atiéched to a religious institutioh;
In cases where there aré strong, charismatic leaders within the~0hurch,'
the projects developed are more likely to be regarded,by the people gs-f»
not theirs, but the leader's broject. ‘When the leader is idenﬁifiéd
with‘an institution, it is the institution which "gets the credit" for

the préject. Such perceptions of institutional "ecredits" or'owneréhip ofn;x




a project by a strong, capable leader of an institution create barriers

to the participation of'other; similar institutions or even of indivi-
duals who may ndt be affiliated with the "owner" groub.

~In ali of the ﬁrojects visited in the field, with the possible
exception of the Sri Lanka Small Grants Fund (#5), there is strong insti-
tutional identifiéétion witﬂ the project. Most 6f the projects have
been developed by capable, charismatic leaders identified with those
institutions. 1In some cases the participabion of the people has been
built up during the life of the project and an attempt made to play dowﬁ
"ownership" (for example, #8), and in others (#4) the leader has left,
‘but the perception of institutional "ownership" lingers, even though
there is an inter-faith board of directors composed of citizens.

Ecumenical collaboration for development is’a worthy goal, but one

which comes only with great effort.




- IV. PROJECTS

Three maéjor areas are of concern‘in evaluating CODEL's4project
'work: , ' | |
1. The developmental impact of'the projectsj'
22. The learning from project‘experience that accrues to'CODEL |
members and staff to project holders to project partlcipants
ﬂ(beneficiarles) and others, and |
d3. The management effectlveness of project planning,'funding,
implementation and evaluation by CODEL staff and project‘
holders.'

Thls chapter describes the projects in ‘CODEL's current portfollo
Q(Comprehensive Projects Rev1ew List-April 1981), discusses their signi-
e ffh4d 'd; flcance and. attempts to assess their impact both in terms of meeting
- u:the objectives set for the projects and in the broader context of

thODEL's criterla. One CODmL objective,‘learnlng from project experience
‘";w1ll also be described and evaluated. The‘third‘concern, management of
r»the prOJect process, will be.covered inrcnapter v, The Programming : |

< Process.

" Iypes of Projects

= CODEL has de01ded to categorize all of the’ projects to which it

N esponds 1n one of four ways. agriculture, ducation, medical or commu-

’jynlty development. Of the‘136_projects in CODEL's current portfolio (per



the April 1981 Comprehensive Project Review), clearly the highest per-
centage of‘projects falls iﬁto the sector of community development.

Appendix 2.2, Sectoral Distribution of CODEL Proujects by Region,
shows the number of projects per sector and the percentage of the total.
Community development is highest in the Asia-Pacifiz region at 53
percent.‘ It is 45 percent in Africa, and 43 percent in Latin America
and the Caribbean. This distribution has limited significance as the
category of communivy develobment seems to be a catchall category for
projects which aré more in the nature of integrated rural devlopment
projects or which do not fit into the other categories.

In the analysis of‘projects in the current portfolio, the evalua-
tors coded the type of activity from the information in the project file
without reference to the CODEL-assigned sector. The community
development designation has been given to projects which run the gamut
from agriculture, bridge-building, cooperatives, health and nutrition
t.o small business and wells. The designation Ycommunity development™"

may be read as‘"integrated development .M

It is evident that even projects which fall into single-sector

categories include a mix of activities. In fact they must, if they are
to provide the results CODEL .3eeks according to its principles.
" People's needs are not limited to one sector; they are interﬁwined.
CODEL as an agenuy with a participatory grass-roots approach to
development, écknoWledges this by encouraging an integrated approach to
project planning.
There may be a tendency to place too much importance on sectoral .

emphases. The rank of sectors in two regions, Asia/Pacific and Latin
America/Caribbean, is community development, education, agriculture and

medical. The Africa region reverses the position of medical and educa-
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tion with a fairly high concentration (24 percent ot projects’) in the

medical sector. This distribution is indicative of the interests of
CODEL's member agencies, colleague agencies and of development realities

in the region.

Size of Projects

The average amount which CODEL hag approved per project is around
$43,000. (See Appendix 2.3, Analysis of Current Project Funding.)
Assuming that there is a three-year average life of project, the annual
average wquld be $14,333 per project. The range of amounts approved
per project is between $2,800 and $210,000. This‘may be a little
misleading as CODEL has tended to use several mechanical devices to
support additional activity of a particular group in a particular site.
As discussed in an earlier chapter, CODEL‘may fund several projects (a
cluster) with the same project holder for differént activities although
they operate within the same program.

Size is relative; $43,000 for a 3-year project is not considered‘
large in terms of international or bilateral funding.organizations, but
it would be considered a healthy amount by some PVOs and by many grass;
roots organizations in developing countries.

CODEL rarely fully funds a project. The approximately 11 percent
of fully-funded projects in the current portfolio is affected by the
much higher frequency of fully-funded projects iﬁ the Africa Region.
The range of total value of a project is between $6,098 and $605,000
in the current portfolio. Some of the differencé has already been
committed by other international donors or by_local sources.

CODEL sometimes requests the project holder to find another source

to share the external funding. It can be argued that this decreases




dependence, enables agencies with other types of resources to pick up
costs that CODEL may not wish to cover, and encourages joint funding
leading to increased coilabpration of funding agencies. It may also
work a hardship on the project proponent who must spend iimited time and
resources seeking other funding, following various instructions for‘
application and reporting, and receiving agency representatives who wish
tc learn from the project. Tor example, is development'wellvserved by
the IAF and CODEL both supporting the Dominican Republic Water Project
(Profile #9)? |

A danger lurks in the capability of CODEL to allecate significant
amounts of funds to a project. 'A signifieent ameunf for a small
community gfoup may be very little to a larger institution; the
absorptive capacity of small groﬁps can be easily overwhelmed. Projects
which bring in much higher levels of resources and technology than can
be generated locelly often decreaee the power of the people to dominate
and control the activity and increase their dependence on others. While
espousing the principle of self-reliance, CODEL's projects exhibit a
tendency toward building infrastructures which cannot readily be main-
tained by local resources.

The average size of a project approved by CODEL may seem
substantial to some, but it does not}mean that CODEL gives only‘largfr
grants. The bottom of the range is approximately $3000 (which could be

multi-year grant.) This would come to a very modest amount--$1000 per

‘fyear per project at the very ieast. The main determination of CODEL's

participation is the extent to which the project meets its criteria,
especially concerning ecumenical collaboration. In a number of cases,
CODEL gives sums of money which are meant to be granted in yet smaller

amounts to groups or individuals by collaborating organizations. CODEL
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calls such grants a "small grant fund."

Small Grant Funds

CODEL made a policy determination in 1975 after consultation in
Africé to support small grants funds. It sees small grant funding as
meaning:

...the transfer of power of decision in respect of the .
application of grants for modest development projects to a competent
body in accordance with mutually approved criteria and agreed
accounting, reporting and evaluation procedures, to encourage
leadership and progress in development.

CODEL has a number of projects in its current portfolio which it
calls small grant funds. <(See App2ndix 2.4, Small Grénts Funds, April
1981 Portfolié.)‘ Small grant funds are usually provided to enable
organizations working with the disadvantaged to respond immediatély with
small amounts of money to initiatives which have a relatively large

impact on development for the people conerned. Otherwise the oppor-

tunity is often lost in the time spent sourcing funds.

Of the eight projects listed in Appendix 2.4, none seem to really fit

this description. Four aré actually small loan funds and are fairly

well focused on certain zcotivities such as small business and agriculture-l
(#s ¥4, 5, 7 and 8,‘whiéh is called a loan fund). Two (#s 1 and 2) could have
been regular projects since the purposes were known and the budgets

could have been formulated in advancé; even if there were some

subsequent variation.vyln fact, the planning might have beén a useful
eiercise. There is not enough information about project #3 to Know how

those funds are intended to be used. Ifithe graht for project #6 is, in
fact, funding both seminars and projects, it would probably be‘better to
divide the two activities. It would undoﬁbtedly be a gdod learning

experience to compare the results of these grants with the broad




objectives stated in the policy determiration.

Significance
What do the array of projects in CODEL's current portfolio mean? Why has

CODEL w¢hosen to support the projects'in its portfolio? Is CODEL

responding to strategies and plans it has set forth for itself? 1In

othervwords, has it developed certain kinds of projects in certain
places with conscious purpose? Or is CODEL responding to the initiatves
of member and colleagué oganizations, a group which is widening year by
year?

CODEL has in the past proposed strategies for project development
that favor concentration on countries with greater needs using the
physical quality-of-life indicators as long as at least two meﬁber
organizations work there. CODEL has also sought to increase the number
of countries per region in which it works. There is a personnel
limitation to be considered, as will be‘discussed later in Chapter VIII,
Staff. The additional amount of time that must be spent‘in working up
and monitoring projects in thé least developed countries, especially
when the project sites are widely écattered, is formid;ple.

The projects in the current portfolio are spread ovér an average
of fifteen countries per region. (See Appendices 2.5.1, 2.5.2 and
2.5.3, Projects Per Country by Region.) There is only one project per
country in approximately one-half of the countries listed. if‘project
management, technical assistance to project holders, and in-depth '
learning from the project are to be effectivelyvaccomplished, eaéh

project site must be visited a number of times.




Member Sponsors

CODEL seems, in its selection of projects, td be responding to the
program needs of the organizations with which it has contact. The proj-
ects sent to CODEL for consideration emerge from the experiences of
those organizations and usually support their regular client group.

The sponsoring organization may or may not be implementing the
project; this is somewhat difficult to ascertain. There are approxi-
mately 16 member project sponsors per region. (See Appendices 2.6.1,
'2.6.2 and 2.6.3, Number of Current Projects Sponsored by Member Agen-
cies.) Thirty of the 38 members sponsor projects, although 15 sponsors

have projects in only one region.

Technical Assistance
In assisting organizations to formulate a proposal, CODEL may be
successful in suggesting modified approaches which have a better

development effect. For example, CODEL can question the advisability

of training, whether it be vocational or other training such as literacy,

in ‘situations where the trainees may have little opportunity to apply
the skill. CODEL may be able to induce a change in direction which,
while not modifying the major thrust of the project, may give it a
little better chance to have some devélopmeﬁtal impact. Another good
example is the reshaping of‘mediCal.assistance programs so that the
preventive element is increased as compared with the curative.

What is most needed is assistance in project planning. Review of
the project files indicates that a large number of the current projects
could use a good deal of assistance in the areas ¢“ setting objectives,
testing feasibiliiy, drafting implementation plans and budgets, and

structuring the project so it can be evaluated for achievement of
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objectives and developmental impact (or goal achievement).

Developmental Impact
The initial plan was to do a quick review of the total portfolio

for data that would indicate how the‘funds were being spent, then select
a ten percent sample for more thorough analysis, usiﬁg a checklist
constructed by the evaluators (See Appendix 2.7T). The lack of
information in the proposals and reports led the evaluators to concentrate
on the total portfolio rather than on a teh percent sample in order to
better analyze‘the shortcomings. These will be discussed in the
following chapter. |
The developmental impact of CODEL-fundedvprojects was assessed

using the CODEL criteria (Appendix 1.3). These criteria are heavily
weighted for participation, self-reliance and collaboration; All of tﬁe
projects listed .in the April 1981 Comprehensive Projects Review were
examined for the types of materials and activities being funded, using
the documentation in the project files. Since most of the CODEL funding
is given in support of the over-all project budget and not restricted to
specific line items, all items listed in the budgets have been considered
as being supported by CODEL fﬁnding.. |

| The materials acquired and activities supported inja project are
indicative of the nature of the develepmental impact sought. For
example, if the project supporters wish to facilitate‘self-reliance, it

is not likely that they will support the provision of expensive (for the

people involved) buildings, equipment and land. It is generally agreed

in development circles that doing so creates dependence and may even be
counter~developmental in the sense that the recipients are often unable

to pay operating costs. In addition, a‘giver-receiver dynamic is set up
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which leads to further expectations and dampens initiative.

The projepts including capital expenses-~land, buildings and
equipment--aré over one-third of the totai of the projects reviewed (46
of 126). It is generally agreed that provision of credit funds ieads to
self-reliance and independence, though this may not be so in all cases.
Only ten percent of the projects include credit funds (13 of 126).

Evidence of participatioﬁ of the project "beneficiaries" in their
own development is hard to detect from documentation in the project
files. However, one satisfactory indicator is the degree to which
"peneficiaries" are orgaﬁized fo work on their own behalf and the role
that community organizations of the disadvantaged play in the'planning,
implementation and evaluation of the project.
| The Philippines projects had an unusually‘large,number of communiﬁy
group project holders, but evidence of poor people being in charge of
their own development was not found in the doéumentatién. It is likely
that increased attentionvto tﬁé quality of participation will yield
information on the actual dynamicsbas well as stimulate the groﬁth and
improve the quality of participation. 1In any event, it is an area whicb
needs attention and will take time to develop.

More work is needed so that vaSoufces made available through chan-
nels other than CODEL may also eventually be utilized moré effectively.
As CODEL's contacts in the field expand, it would seem likely that the
universe of projects from which to choose would include more projects
which are directly aimed at fostering self-reliance and participation
(as opposed to those which provide goods and services) even though the
: projeéts may still concentrate on the satisfaction of basic human needs.
CODEL has set a high goal for itself in the articulation of its

criteria. That it is currently funding projects which may not fully
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meet those criteria signifies both that the job is not easy to do,
especially with so few resources, and that time and a combination of
persuasion and demonstration are’necessary to modify the way in which
member and oolleague‘agencies work in the field to make it

more developmental.

Some of the kinds of activities represented in CODEL's current
project portfolio are perhaps mbre appropriate for funding by member
‘agenCies rather than CODEL. Life is less than perfect, and a starting
point must be made somewhere. Hopefully the goal is a greater awareness

of ways in which CODEL staff and members could facilitate increaséd
participatiqn and self-reliance, helping people to take responsibility

for their own development.

alit

In other sections of this report there has been considerable
comment.on the degree to which projects in the current CODEL'portfoiio
meet the criteria which CODEL has set for itself, its member agencies
and potential project holders for quality as. it relates to development.

. .There is no doubt that a gap exists between the ideal and the
actual. However, the process of change takes a long time, esﬁecially‘
when done in a collegial fashion with 38 member agencies, their field
staff throughout the world and a myriad of colleague agenéies.

The change required to meet the CODEL criteria more exactly is not
primarily a question of moving from an emphasis on respoﬁding to
people's immediate and basic needs to the lohger-term nurturing of their
| ability to grow and develop as people. Mission-sending societies have
long had a strong‘commitment to human deveiopment. They were often the

first to serve the medical and educational needs of the developing
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world, and, in some cases, are still in the forefront after years of
independence.

In order to attain the ideals~CODEL has established for itself,
change must be concentrated not so much on the kind of assistance as on
the way in which it is provided. As agents of change, development
assistance workers must be careful to act in a way which enables people
to do things for themselves and to make their own choiqes. It is all
too easy for someone who sees»the potential and loves the people to act
in their behalf. If the work is bnly FOR the people, not OF and BY the

people, it cannot endure nor does it constitute true development.

The organization, CODEL, was founded specifically because of an

awareness of that reality, coupled with an awareness of the need for
peéple who wofk in other countries from a religious conviction to work
together, not separately, and certainly not against one another. |

Improving the quality of CODEL projects through improving‘the
quality of participation is an on-~going process which CODEL can only
seek to influence through its dialogue with its members and with those
in the field with whom it collaborates. The quality of participatioﬁ by
the people whom the project is intended to help cannot be judged without
both a vision of how that participation should manifest itself and the
time and ability to observe the development process téking place within
the project. Although CODEL has set forth excellent criteria, and even
though the questions which it asks people to think about while
evaluating the prdject speak to participation, that is not enough.
CODEL's vision of a “high-quaiity development project" is in many cases
not the visibn of the broject holder nor perhaps of the sponsoring and
éollaborating organizations.v

It seems that CODEL has a resposibility to take the time and
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resources to enter into a dialogue to raise the awareness level of the
organizétions which are closer in the helping process ﬁhan CODEL. The
words of the criteria must take shape--must be reflected in the deeds
and actions within the pfoject-—and must be communicated and analyzed
within the CODEL community so that the awareness level of both the group

and the project implementors can be raised.

It must be noted that some organizations do not even include parti-

cipation in their guidelines for development assistanée. Others include
, it without understanding the implications for translating it into
action. CODEL is to be commended for its high goals and to be assisted
in the process of changing to meet them. In fact, CODEL will only
achieve its desired impact on the process of development td’the degree
to which the awareness of the importance of true participation in
‘development is enhanced in member organizations, project holders and

colleague agencies in the field.

Impact

In the process of evaluation, we need to not only specify the
resources, services and activities provided, but also their impact on |
the lives of the people that were involved in the project, on the lives
of their leaders, on the institutions delivering the develbpment assis-
tance and on the larger context--the community, the nation, and the
govefnment. |

The changes which have occurred and the learning which has taken
place beoause‘of the project also need to be surveyed, especially with

a view to ideas which can be applied to other situations. CODEL
attempts to lead the project holders in an exercise of simple impact,

' evaluation by'asking a series of questions (éee Appendix 1, Figure 2.)
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To generalize on the basis of projects visited in>the field and, to some

extent, from evaluation reports read in the project files of the current
‘portfolio, impact occurs on several 1evels;

Most notable are the changes in the lives of the disadvantaged;
Their physical Situation is oftgn improved through the provision of
improved water supply, immuniiation, medical and dental services, and
agricultural imputs which increase production both forvsale and-
consumption.

Other projects provide péople Qith increased skills, most often in
the area of vocational training. These skills may either help people

organize their lives to become more productive and more able to sqlvé

their problems, or they offer new skills the disadvantaged may use to

earn an income such as carpentry or dressmaking. The vooationalvcompo-
nent often also offers training in the management skills needed to
effectively run a small business.

Sometimes the impact of a project is not limited to these first-
level results. In addition to bringing clean water to a cémmunity, a
project may provide an opportﬁnity for interaction and leadership which
did no£ exist in the community before the project.v This is what
happéned in the water supply project in the Dominican Republic (See
Attachment A, Project Profiles.) | |

People in that particular community had never participated in a
common effort before. ‘They were so pleased at the experience of |
organizing a well with a pump and the resources to help pay for it that
they continued to provide other needé forvthe community after the well
project was completed. At the time of the fieid visit, for eXémple, a
school was half-way constructed, and another project was in the planning‘

stage.




Such second-level effects which energize the people of a community
to do things for themselves have an impact which is far more important
_ than that of the first level of the project, be it the acquisition of an
improved water supply, the possibiiity of better heélth care or even
skills training.

Impact on‘institutions which channel development assistance is also
important. Project experience builds institutional knowledge and skills
" about certain kinds of projects, their technical aspects, and, perhaps
most importantly, the‘organizational dynamics of the project. If such
development assistance institutions are sensitive to project dynamics,
they can leaﬁn how they may‘help to induce such effects within a commu-
nity by, for example, the apprdach that is made, the way assistance is
offered, and the relationships the agency sets up with the people who
are to benefit from the prpjectQ

Sometimes more can be learned from an experience»which has not
resulted in the méeting‘of project objectives; often such "failures" are
hidden from Qiew out of a sense of embarrassment, thus destroying an
opportunityvfor‘leérning. CODEL méy be able to facilitate a consid-
‘eration of some of these expefiences with a number of implementing
drganizations or intermediatebchannels.éf development assistance and not
only turn a negéhive‘experience into a positive one, but also dissemi-
nate the‘findinés to a wider audienée.

| Often a émallvprojeét which allows the people to organize

themselves and invent their own solutions offers a breakthrough in

development technblogy. Tradiﬁional ways of doing things may be looked

down upon by "modern" developed societies, but they are often quite
appropriate to the needs and resources of a particular groupQ

People at similar levels of developmeht, no matter what their
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cultural background, share certain realities. Their resources are
scarce; they must guard them and use them wisely. Often small projects
which allow people to design their own interventions become the model
for‘larger projects and do have the possibility of being replicated.
Replieation is one of the‘tests of project success, and it usually
nappens{gpentaneously, If people in one village are doing well and
impnoving theirﬂlives, people in surrounding villages hear ‘about it and
beginﬁto try to copy. The same thing is true for governments.

.1 The impact of CODEL-sponsored projeets‘around the world on other
‘agencies and on the hostngovernments could be measured if more time and
resources were spent ang if there was snfficent communication for local
institutions to monitor the Situation;. For the moment, we need to
concentrate on assessing the impact on the beneficiaries, the immediate

"institution, the intermediate institutions and especially CODEL

members.

. Projects as Vehicles for Learn

in the original concept of CODEL as a service organization to its
membens, projects were regarded as vehicles for learning about develop-‘
ment. At this time it is possible that the leanning is quite super-
ficial simply‘because of the quantity of projects to be processed and the
limited nuiiber of staff. | | |

“Another consideratlon is that learnlng only occurs when people want

. to learn are ready to 1earn and are paying attention. Potential lear-

‘,fnens must also have information available in a- form which they can

"understand Slnce this evaluatlon, for lack of t1me did not include
intenviews of memben ~agencies in the collection of data, it is not

possible to make a deflnitive statement about the degree to which member

1
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agencies have increased their knowledge about development, changed their
attitudes about it, or, most importantly, started to act in a different
way.

At the present time, the information being shared on projects is
limited. The widest audience is member orgahizations, funders (when
they are different from member organiiations), and perhaps some other
development assistance agencies. The‘major way of sharing information
about projects with thié audience is through the semi-annual Comgrghen-‘
sive Projects Review. This is a list of active'projecté which gives the
project number, the title and~&h¢ location, together with a brief state-
ment of the project objectives, some financial data and any outstanding
features of the project. Comments on the current status are also
included--whether the project has been funded, whether it has been
reported on, 6r whether it is about to be closed.

It is likely thﬁt these brief statements are read by the sponsoring
member organizations as a status report on the project and by all others
in a cursory fashion to get an over-all view of CODEL's portfolio.

These project updates seldom provide much in the way of analysis; they
are more in the nature of reporting facts.

Another way in which CODEL members can léarn about projects is
through participation in either the Projects Committee or the Executive
Committee. The Projects Committeé, according to the CODEL manual, has a
role which is "vital to the success.of CODEL," although it has only an
advisory function. The members receive the Project Summary which con-
tains the recommendation of the Area Coordinator and, in turn, make a
recommendation of appropriate action to the Executive Comﬁiﬁtee;

The Projects Committee is chaired by one 6f the CODEL Vicef

Pﬁesidents, and its membership, as a rule; is drawn from the Board of
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Directors. There are currently twelve members on the Projects
Committee, including persons with other responsibilities such as Finance

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

The source of project information, the Project Summary, is usually

a brief document which includes the basic data abbut a project such as
title, location, submitting organization, field representative,
sponsoring member, cooperating members and organizations, total cost of
project, and amount requested from CODEL as well as a brief description
of the project and a recommendation from the Area Coordinator to the
Committegs. In addition,va‘summary budget is usually included together
with a brief statement evaluating the projecf according to CODEL
criteria. . Members of the Project Committee are sent the project summary
in advance of the meeting. They do not receive any other documents on
the project although they may request that the Area Coordiﬁator show
them the file at the meeting.

Another way in which information is distributed to the membership
about projects is through the distribution of the Area Qoordigatbrs'
field trip reports. However, these reports tend to be similar in nature
"to the projects review in that they pick up the most interesting aspects
of the current project's status rather than providing a full repoﬁt.

Other ways in which membership can léarn about projectsvis through
the CODEL News and special bulletins that may be put out about projects;
in this case, however the information is even more limited. All CODEL
publications are shared with field-side colleague agencies and
project holders on a sporadic basié, Sometimes theré is a special issue
that warrants spendihg the postage to send a document, and at other‘
times the Area Coordinator carries CODEL documents with him/her into the

field. Obviously, these ways of sharing learning about projects are
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limited; the information available tends to be factual and the analysis

superficial.,

CODEL's (Special) Role in Shaping Projects
Based on the impressions gained from the field visits, CODEL's most

notable quality is the relationship it has established with the project

holders. In all cases, the project holders expressed appreciation for

the collegiality and partnership which marked CODEL's mode of developing
projects.

Aﬁ tihes, the taste of partnership created an appetite for more.
Project holders stressed the need‘for the CODEL Area Coordinator to
spend more time with them in the field. The visit, they said, was too
brief to allow for a proper discussion of the project, details of trans-
actions such as reports and transmittals between CODEL and themselves,
and some help with problems they might be having in the project.

| In one case (See Project Profile #1), the phoject holder had been
able to develop a relation with funding agencies in Europe which it felt
CODEL was not yet ready for. This relationship entailed a coming-
together of First and Third WOrid development assistance organization
representatives to discuss lines of influence and arrive at an under-
standing of one another's positions so that greater equality in the
relationships might'be achieved.

CODEL does indeed have a special role in shaping projects. 1Its
mission of bringing togetheb diverse religions and péoples for the sake
of development makes its.catalytic role both a delicate and an exciting
one; It has had some astonishing succesSes; The small grants fund in
Sri Lanka (See Project Profile #3) is administered by an organization in

which all the religions in the country work harmoniously together. This




ad hoc grouping is becoming an institution whose influence may well be

felt in ways which cannot be measured.

Ecumenical Collaboration

Collaboration with local churches and development organizatidns,
including government, is also difficult to measure from the evidence.in
the files. According to the CODEL criteria, collaboration nay‘occur at
any stage of the project process and may take the fdrm of various kindfz
of inputs or contributioné: consultative services, personnel, funds,
buildings or equipment. Of the 136 projects in CODELfs current portfo- |
lio, 82 percent are listed as Jdint projeeﬁs. (See Appendix 2.5.1‘-
2.5.3 for regional breakdowns.) Collaborating organizations are listed
in the project summaries, although it is difficult to ascertain the
nature and extent of collaboration. Thus the quantity of collabdration
is commendable, while the quality is not readily apparent because of a
lack of pnecise information..

Some of the types of activities which CODEL has funded also
indicate that there is more enphasis on social weifare actiyities than
desirable. Some of these activities can be justified on tne basis of
one or more of the criteria. For example, feeding and'clothing beggars
in a social service center is certainly reaching the disadvantaged, and
it can even be argued that .it is-'a local priority need according to
those dineetly affected. However, it is questionable whethen it also
meets other criteria for fostering self-reliance and participation. This
-is not to}argue that such projects do not»have value and-a plade in nhed

portfolios of the member oganizations. It does question whether they

Cbelong in the project portfolio of an organization.concentnating its

efforts on self—development.




Although there are outstanding bright spots in the current list of
CODEL-funded projects, on tHe whole there seems to be a preponderance of
" projects which do not measure up to the criteria set by CODEL. Why is
this so? What can be done to improve the situation?

Many of the projects‘fall within the activities traditionally
undertaken by church mission—sénding societies: -education, medical care
and social welfare. The member oganizations of CODEL aré by and large
dedicated to these endeavors. If CODEL wishes to emphasize
developmental activities, it has two main recourses--to assist its
members to move into developmental activities, supporting these activi-
ties to the exclusion of others, or to‘develop contacts and consider
project requeéts from non-member organizations which work in develop-
.ment. CODEL may wish to do both.

This would mean that projects eligible for CODEL funding need not
be sponsored by a meﬁber agency. This is not prejudicial, especially in.
view of the fact that in a number of cases sponsorship isnnominal and
does not carry with it responsibility for involvement in the project.

Other factors possibly contributing to the projects' failure to
measure up to CODEL's development criteria are the relative inexperience
in development of personnel in the implementing agencies, the lack of a
common development philosophy émohg the members of the CODEL staff, and

the failure to develop and implement‘country strategies.

lRequest to AID, 1978-81, page 21.
2

CODEL, Small Grants Fund, September 10, 1975, p. 1.
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V. Programming Process

In order to evaluaté the effectiveness of the management of project
development, funding, monitoring and evaluation, it is necessary to
outiine the process used and the results desired. Then an examination
can be made of the application of the process, the results achieved

(together with the cost involved), and the recommendations made for any

improvements indicated.

Project Process in Use

The CODEL Administrative Procedures for Sub-Grants contains the

following steps which are called the CODEL Project Process.

Initial Screening

Acknowledgement by coordinator
Determine sufficiency of information
Determine relationships of request to CODEL ecriteria
Determination as to staff rejection or complete study for
Project Committee review _

5. Open file and internal control

Staff Project Analysis

1. Coordinator initiates analysis of feasibilty according to
CODEL criteria. The PAP is a development planning educa-
tional tool to guide both staff and project holder in
reaching clear and more detailed understanding of his own
proposal and an understanding that offers larger guarantees
of achieving its intended purpose and motivating support,
as well as contributing to CODEL ecumenical objectives.
Dialogue with applicant and prlncipals of project; site
visit and workshop if necessary
Coordinator completes proposal, explicitly details an idea
of data completeness to facilitate evaluation of project
efficacy in 1) achieving its own purpose; 2) sharing its
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projected impact and 3) contributing to more unified
(Christian) support of development efforts.

Preparation of Proposal for Projects Committee Review

1. Summary of PROP for distribution in advance of Projects
Committee meeting

2. Circulation to Committee with Log-Frame and other agenda
materials,

Projects Committee Action

1. Discusssion with coordinators in light of knowledge,
experience and interest of officers, and of CODEL policy
2. Committtee recommendation:
a. approval or rejection
b. - approval with conditions
c¢. vreferral back to staff for further study
3. Applicant advised

Executive Committee Action

1. Review of Projects Committee minutes and project
recommendations

2. ‘Action on project recommendations at formal Executive
Committee session
a. approval or rejection
b. approval with conditions

3. Applicant advised

Funding Action

1. Funding Search
a. membersnip
b. undesignated funds CODEL -
¢c. government
d. foundations and corporations
2. Applicant notified

Grant Agreement

1. Contract by which mutual resposibilities are defined, :
including the definition of criteria by which both interim
and final evaluations will be shared, and forms to
facilitate reporting

2. Agreement on pay-out schedule, and flnancial reporting

(type of form)
3. Notification to Financial Officer to effeot transmlttal

Project Evaluation
1. Quarterly financial reports

2. Semi-Annual evaluations which are shared with Board and .
donors - :




3. Retrieval of data by coordinator on project finished in
re. project goals and CODEL goals

CODEL Evaluation _
1. Annual Report published by CODEL and made available to
Board and to publie ‘

2. Analysis and reporting of sum of CODEL activity impact
3, . Information retrieval for records

Application of the Ppggggs
‘The system set forth in the CODEL Administrative Procedures for
Sub-Grants in the CODEL Project Process Chart‘is not currently fully
used. It seems that it was too detailed and complicated for a small
staff with a heavy project load to handle, and that some of the details
were not necessary for adeduate management ; therefore the detailed
application eroded with the passage of time. With a few simplifiéationSv
e.g. drop the requirement for a Log Frame); the process should be fully
utilized.
The consultant interViewed two of the three Area Coordinators and
constructed the pﬁocess to be followed. It consists of:
1. Ihitial‘Contact;
2. Presentation of the Project to CODEL;
Dialogue with the Proponent (improvement of the plan; development
impact); (Depends entirely on Area Coordinator's judgment)
‘Analysis and Preparation of the Pfoject Summary: |
Committees' Deliberation and Aétion (Projects and Executive);
Funding Action (Commitment, Fund-raising, Transmittal);
Implementation and Monitoriﬁg (Progress_and Financial_Reports);
Responses to Phogress Information (eg. further funding);
Evaluation; and

Learning{ (See Appendix 3, Figures 1 and 2 for thés on

Project Process and GLOA which were taken during the evaluation.)
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Results Desired

Minimum results desired include the verification that:

1. The plan outlined in the project proposal fdr implementation
and use of the resourcés is followed or, if modified, that the
reasons are justified by bhanges in conditions which are
acceptable to the grantor,‘AID, and CODEL, the sub-grantor;
members do not impose additional conditions. Major changes
shquld be conveyed to CODEL and agreed upon before they are
initiated by the project holder; and

2. The conditions imposed by AID on use of funds (categoﬁies
having flow-down application to the sub-grantees) are met
(e.g. procﬁrement, international travel, and earned interest
refunded to CODEL and AID) or that a wéiver‘is obtained if such

a procedure is allowable.

Results Achieved

‘In many of the project files reviewed in the course of this

evaluation, it was not possible to ascertain whether either of the

minimum results was fully attained as reports were either completely

lacking or deficient in information. (Minimum requirements include:
financial and‘progress reports semi-annually and mid-term and end-of-
project evaluation reports,

In field visits to selected project sites it was noted that the
ﬁroject holders were not fully aware of CODEL's conditions and require-
ments although these had both been attached to the Letter of Agreement
(GLOA). (Note that the GLOA and its attachments are proQided in‘
English; this may pose a proslem for some grantees.) The burden is on

the project holder to understand and comply with the requirements upon
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written notification; this is somewhat unrealistic given the skill
levels and experience of most of them.

The presumption by CODEL that the grant conditions and report
outliﬁes attached to the GLOA are "of the type required for your own
internal management purposes. . . .(which) you will compile in any case"
is probably not realistic. These conditions and reporting requireménts
need}po be reviewed»with_grantees before they sign the GLOA so that they

have a fuli understanding of the implications before agreeing to them.

Areas Which Need Strengthening

There‘do not seem to be any'basié requirements for planning; per-
haps these should be created. (By accepting proponents' proposals, the
guidance given in the Project Application Form is not used.) There is
also a lack of information in some project documents which indicates the
possibility of problems in implementation which might be avoided. 1In
some cases, exceptions to the CODEL criteria are granted which predis-
pose the project to broblems in implementétion, but since the exceptions
are not noted, steps can not be taken to cushion the effect. (Exampla:
serious questions about particibation.)

Another general problem is the apparently inadequate communication
between CODEL and the project proponent/holder. At times this can be
harrowing; in oné case the‘project holder understood that the grant was
for $40,000 a year for three years rather than for $H0,000 to be spread

over three years. CODEL's communication was unclear. The Grant Letter

of Agreement needs to be revised to alleviate this problem.

Mechanical processes are not always adhered to while
opening/closing projects and transmitting funds. These "triggers" need

to be sharpened, perhaps by inétalling a system of reminders, especially




in the cases of progress and financial reports.

CODEL does not provide the project holder much assistance in repor-
ting on the progress of a project, in evaluating its impact, or in
understanding the regulations to be followed in the case of an AID sub-
grant. Sending out pieces of paper is not sufficent, especially when
they are sent to a non-Edglish speaker written in English. The Area
Coordinator needs to personally review these items‘with each project
holder. It is also recommended that CODEL assist the proponent in
devising an evaluation plan tailored to each project and that both

parties agree upon it as part of the program.

Implications

One of the general problems is that not enough quality time is

investc:l in the preparation of the project plan. This is an area
which can greatly benefit from technical assistance provided to the
project proponent by the Area Coordinator. The project load per
Coordinator must bé significantly reduced, howe?er, to make this
feasible.

Implied in the above findings is the need for CODEL to return to
the use of the Project Process as outlined in the Administrative »
Procedures for Sub-Grants, with a few minor changes such as the
elimination of the réquirement for a Log Frame. In order to do so, it
will be necessary for the Area Coérdinators to spend more time in the
development, monitqring and evaluaﬁion of each project than they have
been able to do with their present project loéds.

This, in turn, implies the reduction of project loads per
Coordinator, or the addition of Coordinators or other staff to assist

them. Probably both approaches could be effectively combined. Fewer
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projects in fewer countries, but with higher amounts of funding for
longer.periods of time might be a parget which will give CODEL the
development impact it seeks.

The quality of CODEL-funded projects could be improved with the
provision of objective, disinterested, critical review, esbecially'at
the selection stage. The‘project rejection/approval process does not
now guarantee impartiality. Area Coordinators control project infor-
’matioh as they prepare the material seen by the Executive Director, the
Projects and Executive Committees and the membership. They may alsd turn
down proposals without going through higher channels and may approve
changeé in grant conditions. -

Information received by the Committees‘is not only screéned, it is
limited. The Project and Executive Committees are made up of members
who may be sponsors of the projects brought before them for approvél.,
It is hoped and expected that the Area Coordinators and spohsorsvact in .
the place of project proponents who may not be able to be‘present to

. advocate their support of a project.' At the same time, thé decision-
making prooess‘would benefit from the critical review of an §Utsider.

CODEL should take steps to include persons other than staffvand

members in the project review, perhaps by setting up a pre-Committee

indepéndent review or by constituting the Projects Committee with outside

development practitioners. The advantages of an independent projecﬁs
committee with power to approVe projects. should be weighed against the
learning benefits now received by members sitting on the'Projeqts

Committee. Perhaps the learning function can be continued in another

context.




VI, Indigenoﬁs Organizations

In the desire to reach the disadvantaged with assistance so that
they may‘imprer the quality of their lives in a way that they may not
only HAVE more, but BE more,‘thosenwho help often despair of the great
gaps thch exist between the'disadvantaged and. themselves. It is even
moﬁe,frustrating to try to beabh the disadvéntaged in a country on the
‘other'side of the world where the cultures are foreign to their
experience.’Individuél'to'individual aid, if it is possible, limits the

scope'bf intervention.

Governments which are organized to serve their people often have

‘the same problems‘in reaching and reléting to the disadvéntaged, espe-
'cially in view of phe fact that the disadvantaged not only wield little
poiiﬁical influence; but harely are ablé to effectively bespeak their
need and therefore most oftén_become rediﬁients of "what is good for
thém" as peréeivéd by others.

| CObEL's solution io fhis_seéminély insurmoﬁntable problem is to use
its 38-member agencies wohking throughout the world who are most often
 sbecifically dediCatedbto serve the diSadvéntaged. The network is built
1througﬁ»conta§ts, discussions ofvdevelopment and sharing of mutual
cénéerns.‘ CODEL iswable to link not only people, who are the true
V-catalysts of deVelopment,«but also insﬁitutions which have the resources

to_help facilitate thaﬁ prodess.
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The nine project sites and organizations visited during the course
ofrthis'evaluation provide a sample of indigenous agencies which were
examined to learn something about their nature and‘funotion. This is

.not a representative sample; it is.heavily weighted for India and Sri
(Lanka; but tne organizations are snrprisingly diverse and creative.

' Onevwou1d’think that CQDEL project holders would tend to be CODEL's
member oganizations; in none of the nine cases is this trne, although in
two oases there:are‘eounterpart relationships. Church World Service
relates to the SSID in the Dominican Republic, and the YMCA in Sri Lanka
relates'to the "y" in the United States.

f;‘ o | It might also be assumed that nany of CODEL's projects would be
) ’placed with churoh hierarchies in developing countries; this is true'for
only one of‘the nine cases. The list of project sites and projeots

Visited in Appendixvu, Figure 1, together with the .list of project

holders and sponsoring organizations in Appendix Y4, Figure 3, give an

~ 1ldea of the way in which networking through CODEL member agencies has

provided an opportunity to participate invwork with the disadvantaged.

The kind of relationship between the American sponsor and the local

project holder ranges‘from a knowledge of eaoh other's work because they

‘gﬁe doing similar activities in the same part of a country to a rela-

5 tively close relationship'as a oounterpart agency.

‘ ' The character and scope of these nine organizatons are varled

Many of them are 1nter denominational or inter-religious organizations

(See Appendix y, Figure 2.) Often they arelorganlzations started by

‘ a{‘ missionaries or churches to- earry out development work. Four of the
) organizations ‘and fa01lities are national in scope,’five are local. of

the nine, |0me work in both urban and rural areas, ‘and one organization
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(ICSA) provides services to organizations working in both rural and
urban areas. The focus is about evenly divided. These implementing
organizations work within the projects with other local and national
organizations, including govérnments. Thus, the focal point of a proj-
ect brings together a number of local, national and inﬁernational drga—

nizations.

.Not many of the projects funded by CODEL received their total

support from CODEL or ‘the full amount of funding requested. This seems
to be a policy of CODEL's--supporting only part of the project costs.
Therefore, thé indigenous agencies also maintain relationships with
funding agencies outside the CODEL network, primarily in Europe. The
capacity for even greater networking is evident.

In one case, the local implementing organizations (the Catholic
diocese of Meru) joined with a European donor to facilitate a develop-
ment education experience in which funders, implementors, and benefi—
ciaries were able to discuss development from their various perspec-
tives. This is an interesting approach which CODEL might wish to

consider for future work.

Capacity in Development

CODEL and other foreign development assistance agencies seek ways
in which to parpicipate more fully with their cooperating
organizations--those which implement and participate in the project
work. Similarly, the implementing organizatons, in order to be effec-
tive, seek ways in which td facilitate participation of the peoplé with
whom they work.

Many of the implementing oganizaiions were started by dynamic,

charismatic people whose very nature it is to dare to dream and to lead
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with the full expectation that others will follow. Sometimes they end
up doing things singlehandedly. Zeal is a fuel which really gets things
accomplished, for which people are usually grateful. - They look to
leaders to make decisions for them and to carry them'along on the wave
of action. If promises and expectations do not become reality, they may
feel bitter or discduraged, but very seidom do they think of the possi-
bility that they could have taken some action. Power is invested in the
leader, often weakening the feeling of power in the followers.

Some of the organiiations which are implementing the projects
visited during the course of the evaluation have recognized, and are

daily recognizing, the long-term negative effect of taking too strong a

leadership role; in the Dominican Republio'projeot, for example, the

commmunity which participated very little in the decision to dig a well
had breakdowns with its pump more often than oﬁher communities. It is
presumed that the people who participated more fully took better care of
the pump.
SSID realized that it was necessary for the people in the community

to participate more fully in the decision and in the work of digging a
well. They, therefore, decided to inaugurate a program of hand-dug -
wells, choosing not to use the well-drilling rig in cases where it was
unnecessary to do test bores or where the water was easily accessible.
In addition to lowering the cost of the well, the community organization
and commitment needed to get the work done made all the difference in
the development impact of the project. | |

.~ Likewise, lessons are evident within the projects visited in Kenya.
The water system which was planhed and is being constructed by mission-
aries, is not considered by the people to be their own project. While

it is a marvel which opens up a valley to the possibility of cattle and
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even cultivation, the people look upon it as an externally-sponsored
public works project.

The projects working with outcasts in India have yet another dimen-
sion to them. The missionaries working with Projects #1 and #2 are
Indian nationals, but they come from Kerala, a quite different part of
India than the places in which they are working--Andhra Pradesh and
Tamil Nadu. They are looked upon by the majority population as outsi-
ders and, moreover, as social subversives because they work with the
harijans. 1In turn, the harijans, so accustomed to their status, find it
difficult to believe that they can and should take action to improve

their lives. 1In these cases, the work is markedly more difficult and

the temptations even greater to do things for peoplé, rather than with

them.

Providing material and organizational benefits for people when
their needs are many and painfully evident is sometimes not the best way
to accomplish long-term development, even though it is quite human to
#ant to alleviate hardships as quickly as possible. The éaSe of the
-PCDT is instructive. It began with a Catholie training faoiliﬁy which
was not being fully htilized énd which was located close to a poor
neighborhood. It was the dream of the then-director to convert it into
a model community development center, to open its gates to the pesople ofy
the neighborhood who might use the facilities and to bring in others to
work in this development laboratory. |

The.Sisters attached to the Center had for some years been doing
social work in the‘community; and the mode of conducting a needs assess-
ment was to get peopie together and ask them what they needed. Their
most pressing concern was for housing which, indeed, was quite poor.

They also spoke of water taps. The Center had already embarked on a.
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clinic program which offered free medical care and medicines as well as

a maternal child health program which offered nutritional surveillance
of mothers and children under five, providing PL 480 food for a nominal
fee. The Sisters had also arranged a course in sewing and had begun a
moriey-saving system which encouhaged people to put aside some of their
funds in a bank.

The members of the community who served as trustees of the organi-
zation came from the distinguished leadership of the neighborhood, as
might be expected. The members of the ladies auxiliary_were also better-
off. Partly due to the high expectations of‘the people and the lack of
plénning, it quickly becamé evident that there was no way in which funds
could be used on a revolving basis to provide housing. -The people were
too poor to ever pay back such large amounts. To make a ong story
short, the project stalled from being unable to devise ways of working
toward its original objectives and not knowing what else to do.

The lengthy discussion which took plaée during the field trip of
the Area Coordinator with the Board of Trustees revolved around the
failure of the organization to include the beneficiaries in the
planning. The funds, largely unused, were left in the project by CODEL
to give the Board an opportunity to redesign the project, this time with
participation of the beneficiaries.‘ This might eventually be a
resounding success although it will come out looking quite different
than at the beginning. | |

Most‘of the organizations include people of various faiths, some-
times in areas where such cooperation was unheard of in the past. Par-
ticularly interesting is the case of SAMAGI in Sri Lanka, a group

started in response to CODEL's call for working together. The persons




who form the Board of SAMAGI, and especially those who volunteer to
develop the subprojects for yrants, to personally back them up and to
call upon them periodically,are dedicated people who know a lot about
development and are learning even more from one another.

The dévelopment office of the Catholic diocese of Meru in Kenya has
a problem. If says it wants to work in an ecumenical fashion with the
Methodists in the area on its agricultural project, which has 5een quite
innovative. Circumstances, distances, misunderstandings and fears seem
to have been responsible for the failure to work in an ecumenical
fashion. It ié quite possible that CODEL could help soothe the fears
and straighten out the misunderstandings. |

In any event, the experiencés of the Catholic church in development
have been growing and may offer the membership of CODEL an opportunity
for learning. The team approach and the highly participatory nature of
development work which is being used throughout the country can be
copied by othérs and, indeed, this has been done‘by projects in two

other countries. CODEL might well avail itself of this resource in an

ecumenical fashion not ohly within the Africa region, but perhaps in-

cluding neighbors across the Indian Ocean such as India and Sri Lanka who
would undoubtedly benefit from the experiencg.

The one organization on the list which does not work directly with
the grass roots, but rather provides services to other oﬁganizations
linvolved in such activities, is the Inter-Church Service Agency in
Madras. The capability and track record of this_organization is
admirable. Its capacity for project design and evaluation, feasibility
studies, training,'management consultation and engineering services
provides a great resource to anyone working in the area.

This resource is not being tapped extensively, partly due to a lack
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of knowledge about it, but mostly due to a lack of resources. As with

any consulting organization, it must charge fees in order to cover its

expenses. The organizations most in need of such serviceé tend to feel
that they cannot afford them.

CODEL is in an extraordinary position to facilitate the use of
these resources by organizing discussions of common problems in develop-
ment for its own project holders and ﬁhose collaborating organizations
working in India. This would be a starting point for the better utili-

zation of ICSA's services which could result in greatly improved plan-

ning and management of development projects. It would also enable

people to seek better solutions to common technical problems such as
the problem of drylands agriculture in a habitual drought zone or that
of minimal-cost housing for the very poor.

ICSA has developed a section on appropriate technology and is very
interested‘in promoting consideration of the role of women in develop-
ment, but it requires resources to enable it to accpmplish these goals.
It would seem that providing such services to project holders would
build institutional capabilities which are well within CODEL's objec-
tives. The use of such indigenous service organizations would also
result in decreasing the load for CODEL staff‘and locating the technicalv
assistance closer to the project holder; these are boﬁh highly desirable

objectives.

Perceptions of CODEL and USAID

During the evaluation, indigenous agencies were queried about their
attitudes and perceptions of U.S. development assistance agencies, espe-
cially CODEL and USAID. In all cases, CODEL was perceived as a highly-

respected partner, but one which was very difficult to reach when help
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was needed. Every implementing organization compiained of the small
amount of time being spent with them, voiced their need for more advice
and discussion about project implementation and e?aluation, and, in one
case, even became angry at the frustration of not receiving it.

It was easy to see from these reactions that CODEL‘is not Just
another funding agency. With thé exception of two organizaticns, SAMAGI
and SMASH, everyone had dealt with a number of other funding sources,
both in the United States and in Europe. They clearly regardéd CODEL as
different. CODEL would be miésing.a great opportunity, and even would
be remiss, if it did not explore a way by which it might better serve
these needs which it seems called to do.

In only one case was there the slightest question raised about

USAID. Most often AID was looked upon as a governmental co-partner

about whom people often said bad things, but who was thought to be not

so bad after all. The financial and political difficulties that
occurred because of AID's participation or potentiai participation in
project funding did not even seem to be serious. That was probably
becausé CODEL was able to provide private funding so that the projects
could be implemented. Feelings might have been quite different had the
case been otherwise. Because CODEL is regarded as independent, AID's

participation in the project is made palatable and even is welcomed.




VII. Funding

How CODEL Gets Its Funding--History and Trends

CODEL was founded in 1969 in respdnse to a need to coordinate the
fund-raising efforts of mission societies. From 1970 to 1975, CODEL's
sources of income were entirely private, In 1971 projects and joint
development activities were added to CODEL's sc&pe of work, and in 1974,
the &ear of the Development Program Grant (DPG) from AID, private‘
funding increased considerably. (See Appendix 5, Figure 1.)

In the 3-year period of the DPG, member organizations of CODEL
contributed a total of almost‘$2 million, more than double the DPG of
$775,000. During that period membership expanded from 31 to 41 organi-

"~ zations. AIb funding provided a considerable boost to CODEL as an
‘organiiation.

The Agency for International Developmentrfollowed the DPG wiﬁh a

General Suppoft Grant which did not make funds available until August,

1979 because of procedural delays and which is about to terminate. A

total of $1.4 million.wés granted to CODEL under this category for the

‘purpose of providing:

support for the grantee's program in sponsoring development
projects in selected developing countries. ... . CODEL . .
.will sponsor approximately 155 development projects in about
50 selected developing countries in Africa, Latin America, Asia
and the Pacific in agriculture, rural development, health,
nutrition, family planning, non-formal education and women's
developmental activities. ‘ ’




Using its own principles of development assistance to guide
project selection and development, CODEL reviews and funds
project proposals of its member agencies and encourages the
collaboration of the members in project design and implemen-
tation as well as in the sharing of expertise and talents. :The
CODEL project programming system provides for documentation and
procedures for project monitoring, reporting and evaluation.
CODEL staff provides consultation assistance to projects on
request. The funds provided under this grant shall be utilized
without restriction by the grantee for allowable costs of the
activities described above. . .

CODEL also receives other monies from AID. There are three Opera-
“tonal Program Grants (OPGs) and a grant for environment and development
workshops. These are outside the scope of this evaluation. CODEL
‘'regards these as integral activities. The Executive Committee meeting_
in September, 1979

reaffirmed the policy of matching or exceeding project

support by AID funds from the private sector and paying program

and administration costs 60% AID and 40% private contributions.

This policy is not applicable to OPGs or to the grant for

environmental and development workshops. It is applicable only

to the AID general support grant to CODEL. »
The reason is that private contributions to botb OPG and environment do
not go through CODEL books; they go directly to the project. To include
them would result in double matching.

Expense data for FY 1980 (Appendix 5, Figure 2) shows that CODEL
has indeed followed this policy. CODEL's contribution to projects was
$675,710, while AID's was $539,349. The AID grant covered operating
expenses of the program, (direct support for project management), while
CODEL covered general administrative expenses. which they call support.

- CODEL paid 41 percent of the total operating expenses and AID 59

percent.

The amount of matching funds from the private sector exceeds 50

percent if one does not include funds for programs CODEL considers to be

indirectly related to its projéct work. Excluding Operational Program
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Grants which CODEL is responsible for administering and the environ=-

‘mental development program which provides:workshops and information to
member agencies and collaborating organizations, CODEL is contributing a
total of $809,818 or 53 percent of the total program and operating
vexpenses. Appendix 6, Figure 3 shows program and administrative support

as a percentage of total projectsvat‘27 percent. When OPGs‘and the Environ-
mental‘Development Program are added to the total, the overhead per-

centage drops to 16.‘ None of these figures is extremely high for an
“overhead rate.

CODEL has made several attempts at raiéing funds from foundations
and cobporations. It has hired consultants; it has spent large amounts
of staff time on fund-raising and development work and has established a
committee of members to assist in making contacts and raising funds.
There has not‘been a great deal of sucéess in the past, with the result
that the Board of Advisors, at the direction of the membership, is

no longer looked upon as the major source for CO: %L funding,
but rather as an area for a communication ministry. This does
not preclude tangible support, but does lower expectations to a
level realistic in the light of experience and economy.

There are two major problems in fund raising for an organization
such as CODEL. The most serious problem is that there are very few
Uniﬁed States foundations and corporations which express an interest in'
funding international projects. Of thoée whibh do, the funding amounts

are usually fairly small and are often restricted to programs other than

the kind for which CODEL seeks funds.

One thinks, for example, of the Ford and Rockefeller Foundatibns'

programs in agricultural research, the development of educational insti-
tutions and the encouragement of improved management on the part of

institutions so they can be self-supporting. All of these programs -are




clearly at a higher level than CODEL's beneficiaries are able to use.

Other foundations with an international focus already have & 2lien=-
tele; there are many more people kndcking on the door than there is
money on the other side. The situation will undoubtedly become worse in
the current climate of reduced federal support for all kinds of programs
and the péor economic climate which influences the size of fuhds avail-

able to corporations for charitable purposes.

How CODEL Uses Its Fundsé-Projecgs vs. Over-all Program

CODEL spends the greater part of its budget in direct support of

overseas projects. Taking the budget without regard to the OPGs and the
Environmental Development Program, $1,215,059 were spent on projects
from a total budget of $1,540,595 (Appendix 5, Figure 2). The greatest
portion of program and administrative support is directly related to the

management of projects.

 Although CODEL in some places speaks of its program in terms of
activities directed toward the members, in others it regards the program
budget as the money spent in support of the project work. Conceptually
this is an accurate picture of reality. CODEL is not very active in
sponsoring large meetings or workshops overseas other than those funded
under the Environmental Development Program. CODEL channels the
resources of members into projects, in many cases mixing AID and non-AID
monies and, as the situation warrants, funding totally‘witﬁ private

money.

The ability to be flexible in the abplication of project funds is

one of CODEL's great strenths,vThe AID grant permits CODEL to begin
funding a project immediately, while it "raises" the funds for the

remainder from its membership. More unrestricted funds are now made




available by the membership than in the beginning, but a oertain control
and accountability has been kept by the member agencies. For the most
part they respénd on a case-by-case basis to the CODEL approved projeéts
list. It»would facilitate management and improve development

impact if members weré to untie their funds, but it is unlikely

that this will occur soén. Also, membeb donors do not significantly
contribute to program support. It wduld be more equitable and a better
long-term arrangement for CODEL if members would agree that a percentage

of project fuhds could be allocated toward program support.

Grantee Perspectives on CODEL Funding

Generally the grantees interviewed during the course of this
evaluation like the idea that CODEL is able to save them work by
sourcing fundé from a number of organizations. The reality, however,‘is
that the efficiency of a brokering function is in many cases not fully
accomplished. CODEL rarely fully funds a project. This means that the
project holder must go to other organizations, must coﬁply'with their

regulations about proposal writing and reporting, and must satisfy

different kinds of donors--all of which means more work for the project

holder.

The other side of.this coin is that the various develobment assis-
tance organizations which participate ih the project cah become |
colleagues, supplying resources and developmént expertise that some.
agencies may not have. This, of course, implies that theré is
contact, exchange of'informatién and sharing of develdpment cpn~‘

- cepts among donor agencies;
This is the case'in CODEL only to a limited extent. More ofteﬁ

what happens is that other donor agencies "pass along" applicants who -




have‘a}churoh background to CODEL, often without regard to whether or
not theib request would comply with CODEL's oriteria._ This same kind of
client referfal is done by AID/Washington and missions in the field. If
CODEL could fihd a middle ground between channeling the major part of

| the resources for a project and the sharing of project support with
other develqpment assisténce agencies who may bring different taients

and concepts to the project holder, this would»improve CODEL's service

to. grantees.

Prospects for the Future
It is quite likely that'CODEL will be able to maintain a growth in

its budget based on donations from AID and from its member égencies.

The AID funds have had a positive drawing effect on the private sector.
At the same time it is not likely that CODEL will be able to tap signi-
ficant amounts of‘foundafion and corporation resources.

Steady growth is preferable to ups and downs in the budget, and if
some wa& could be found to get longer term pledges from the membership,
it would considerably ease'CODEL's project funding ability, especially

ikith regard to the uncertainty of funding which must be passed on to the
project holder whenva search is initiated. The pfojeot holder does not
know when, through‘no fault of his own, he might no longer receive the
fﬁnds'which CODEL has approved for his project, simply because CObEL is

unable to raise the funds itself.

- Lattachment A, Grant # AID/SOD/PDC-G-0165 and amendments.
+ CODEL Self Evaluation, October 1979, pages 5-6.
3 v

Memorandum Report of the Ekecutive Director to
- Representatives of CODEL Member Organizations, April 8, 1980.




_ This section will analyze the present staff‘composition in
.comparison with the implied work load necessary to meet CODEL's objec-
tives. It uill-attempt to resolve the difference between the tasks set
forth for the coming peridd‘and the staff resources currently available,
first on the basis of retaining the. same number of full-time staff and
then suggesting the minimum additional staff requ*red., The objective of
ivthis analysis will be to improve the quality of staff work without

. adding substantially to operational costs,

‘ Pgeggnt Personnel guui_iih.gesgnia_ign

The present full-time staff of CODEL consists of the Executive
Director, -three Area Coordinators; the Office Manager/ProJect Assistant,
=:Athe Financial Manager two secretaries and one clerk/typist. .
A The Ezecutive Director directs the work of the CODEL staff, works

“*',wlth the Executive Committee in developins and implementing policy,

"‘frelates to" members, and develops ecumenical collaboration. The Executive

"'{Director lS also responsible tor' fund raising; over-all planning,

i'rmanagementjand EValuation, and general representation of the agency.

The Areg Coordinatgr has the responsibllity to develop contacts in
= the field wrth member and other organizations collaborating in develop-
‘ment activities,_learn of their developmental objectives, projects and

-;iresourcés' interpret to them the CODEL miss;on and method of operation;




assess the potential for ecumenical collaboration in a CODEL-assisted
project; encourage formulation of a project proposal in keeping with
CODEL's‘oriteria, decide whether the proposal is appropriate for CODEL,
and, if not, notify the proponent and possibly'refer them to another
agency.

| Coordinators also provide technical assistance in conceptualization,
planning and preséntation of the proposal; study and evaluate the pro-
posal; prepare project summéries together with recommended action for
consideration of the Projects and Executive Coﬁmittees; present and
defend proposals ih Committee meetings; maintain liaison with and corre-
spond with (potential) project holder at all stages of the pfoject
process, providing information and technical assistance as needed;
manage schedule of funding and reporting and notify project holder if
reports are not received; prepare semi-annual reports to CODEL
members/funders; from time to time participate in field evaluations with
project holders; assist the Executive Director in sourcing funds, and
maintain liaison with U.S. offices of organizations collaborating in the
project; In addition, the.Africa Area Coordinator is responsible for

managing the three 0PGs in the Africa region.

The Financial Manager is responsible for bookleeping and for-all

aspects of financial control as well as compilation of periddic finan-
cial reports to CODEL and to the funding sources, partioulafly AID.

The Office Manager/Project Agsistant, in addition to her duties of
managing the office, is responsible for updating and maintaining infor-
mation on projects in‘coopération with the Area Coordinators. This
includes. compilation of summéry data and the production of semi-annual
comprehensive projects lists.

In addition, CODEL has the services of part-time personnel: the
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editor of the public information materials such as the CODEL News;
liaison with the United Nations; a corporation consuitant; a consultant

in interpretation; and two consultahts in the environment and develop-

ment program.

Present Overload on Area Coordinators

The area coordinators are already carrying a heavier project load
than is possiﬁle for any person to handle. If CODEL seeks to attain its
target of developing an additional five projects per region per year as
prejected in the new 3-year plan, it might be necessary to add additional
personnel to carry the workload for the Africa and Asia/Pacific regions.

Appendix 7, Figure 1, Estimated Annual Project Load of Area Coordi-

nators, cites the number of projects being monitored and developed by

the Africa Coordinator as 75 per year, with 83 for the Asia/Pacific,

Coordinator and 4l for the Latin America/Caribbean Coordinator. The

load for the first two regions is more than double that of the estimaﬁed
load of the Inter-American Foundation field representative who is respon-
sib]e for only one country and usually has an active project list of

30, with 10 new projecﬁs developed annually.

'The 1979 Annual Report of PACT, which also has three field
representatives, indicates a total of 21 new projects plus 12 reviewed
for second and third-year funding for a total of 33 active prejects plus
48 supporting grants (which are handled separately and do not require
field investigation); " PACT projects, however, average $70,000 per year
as opposed to CODEL's $1u,000‘aVerage5

When CODEL first started funding projects under the DPG, the
clearly etated objective was to learn about development, using those

projects as live case studies. Demand, in terms of funding requests,
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was the major reason for the increase in numbers of projects and
countries. The practical effect has been that broject management

and opportunities for learning have diminished as projects per person
have increased. Other CODEL staff are similarly working at an over-
normal capacity. Despite the fact. that staff is overloaded with current
tasks, CODEL is planning to take on additional work with the same number

of personnel.

Increased Wordload Implied by 1981-84 Plan and Evaluation Findings

The following is the list of new tasks that CODEL is setting for

itself in the next three-~year period as well as improvements that are

suggested in the course of this evaluation. 'They fall naturally under
several headings: the project development, learning, funding, member
participation, communication with a broader constituency, and

administration.

Project Development

.1. More profound reflection on how CODEL criteria apply to the
 development processs as reflected in the projects;

Independent critical review of proposals and project perfor-
mance at key points in the process (second and third-year
funding);

Improved management of projects both as individual projects
and over-all;

More technical assistance to project holders and project
planning and management including evaluation plans;

More and better information from the field on projects (back-
ground information, analysis, monitoring and evaluation);

Feedback from CODEL to the project holder on the content.of
reports analyzing and raising key questions and providing
information helpful on improving project implementation and
impact;




Learning

7. Field-based meetings of organizations collaborating in a
number of projects to discuss and propose solutions to common
project problems, draw knowledge from project experience, and
consider development process and philosophy, with documen-
tation to enable broader sharing of experience;

Improved learning in the CODEL community through analysis of
the development process based on CODEL-project experience for
discussion by colleague agencies primarily in the U.S.

but also in the field;

Funding

9. New thrust in tapping foundation sources especially selected
list of 25, as well as developing a list of corporations and
the possibility of United Nations participation (implications
for increased staff time to ensure coverage and continuity);

Member Parcicipation

10. More institutional commitments of membar oganizations (as
opposed to individuals) and even more profound engagement in
the work of CODEL;

11. Develop new partnerships with U.S.-based ecumenical groups;

- 12. Use of volunteers of member organizations in projects;

Communication

13. Increase and improve communication with broader constituency;
and

Administration
14, Improved internal planning, monitoring and evaluation.
The above listed objectives and the magnitude of work implied are
in addition to the current work load of the staff, although the lines

are not sharply drawn in some cases.




Matching Personnel Resources to Increased Work Load

Without Additional Full-Time Staff

Sevefal ways toicongider increaéing the quantity and improving the
quality of work without‘adding full—ﬁime staff are: |

1. Restructure present slots to take advantage of present staff

strengths;

Increase efficiency by improving systems and providing more
support;

Reduce the work load which does not directly contribute to the
objectives; and

Use consultants, volunteers, indigenous organizations and mem-
ber organizations to supplement full-time staff work. |

With regard to project development, the area coordinators need to
spend more time on project cevelopment and need better analytical tools
to work with. A coﬁsultant with a lot of experience in project develop-
ment and evaluation could work with the staff on the reformulation of
the various sets of criteria and formats that CODEL uses in thé project
process so that they would be easier to work with, easief to communicate
to potential project holders and be suitable for i onversion into indicaf
tors which could be used for project evaluation.

The case load is too high and could easilf be cut back without
diminishing the impact of CODEL assistance while enhancing the learning
value. It is suggested that each Area Coordinator gradually cut the
number of countries ovefseen to 10 from the current average of 15. The
primary candidates for cutback would be those countries in which only

one project is currently being assisted, and/or those countries where

the needs are not so great nor the resources and interests of CODEL




members so high,

Another consideration in diminishing the countries targeted for
project development should be whether the conditions are favorable for
development work or whether relief and social welfare assistance are
priority needs (e.g. Uganda). The member agencies, themselves, and
other organizations are better left to repond to those needs.

It nas been noted before in this report that the average project loed
for an Inter-American Foundation field representative, who has primary

responsibility for only one country, is approximately 30 active projects

with 10 new projects per year and that in 1979 PACT processed 21 new

projects in three regions. -

The project load for the Latin Amerioan/Caribbean'Coordinator is
acceptable at 44, but the other two regions are far over the U40 figure
at 75 and 83. (See Appendix 7, Figure 1.) Even in projects where there
was additional funding to the same project holder, the files did not
indicate that planning assistance from the Coordinator was unnecessary.

‘The travel schedules.of Area Coordinators are unduly burdensome,
even when targets for visitation, projeoted in the new three-year plan,
are reduced to one visit during the life of the project. 1In addition,
Area Coordinators can improve their efficiency by having better support
from others on the staff. At present they are doing most of their own
clerical work and some of the eecretarial work in addition to trans-
lation, where applicable.

By reducing the number of countries and consolidating the pnoject
loads by cleaning out the old projects from’the'activeblist, they would
have mone time to spend on analysis and communication with project
holders. Points 1, 4, 5, and 6 above could be.satiefactorily dealt with

by making more time in the schedule through a decreased travel and
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préjeot load aﬁd with the addition of avconsultant for guidance and
training. Number 2 can not be dealt with in this way and number 3 only
partially so: there would be an improvement in individual project
management, but not necessarily over-all. |

The possibility of using volunteers, indigenous organizations and
member organizations to share some of this work load would require
additional staff resources to develop and guide their work. 1In the
short term, this does not seem to be of help although it should be
considered as a long-term goal.

The Executive Director has primary responsibility for the work
listed under points 9, 10, 11, 12 and 14. Some of ﬁhis wbrk can be
shared with the Executive Committee and taken by consultants to a
greater extent than is now the case, but particularly in the mattef of
fund raising this would have the effect of diminishing returns.

The function of Improved Communication with a Broader Constituency,
number 13, is currentiy handled by part-time personnel with the colla-
boration of Area Coordinators who must provide the information. It is
probably possible to continue on this basis. |

The areﬁ of Learning, numbers 7 and 8, calls for a mix ofidevelop-
ment experience and management skills which»may or may not be évailable
on a part-time basis through CODEL's current consultants. Some
consideration should be given totthe goal of involving member énd indi-
genous collabobating organizations more fully in the learning prbcess, |
while balancing it with'ﬁhe need'for CODEL to institutionalize the
process of'learning. The serious undertaking of structured‘refléction
on development experience, espeqially when conducted in the field,
-implies increased expenditures (for staff, for travel, and for asso-

" ciated expenses). Since this learning is a major objective for CODEL,
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it is well worth considering making such an investment.

Thus we estimate that points 7 and 8 (Learning) cannot be covered
using existing staff, nor cén’point 9 (funding), while possibilities do
exist to cover points 10, 11, 12 and 14 with the assistance of committeé

members. The communicatinns task may or may not be handled effectively

by continuing to use a part-time editor.

Using Additional Staff Resources
It is clear from the above analysis that the consideration of
additional staff resources is inescapable. The plan for concentrated,
long-term attention to fund raising from foundations énd corporations
takes the task outside the potential of the Executive Director to assume
in addition to his other duties. A full-time fund-raising person is
needed unless CODEL abandons its plan to tap foundations and corporations.
Similarly,steady attention io the learning process clearly calls
for another full-time person. The need for independent critical review of
proposals coupled with the need for over-all coordination of project
development suggests that it may be feasible to combine project manage-
ment tasks anl learning tasks in the same staff person. This, of
course, assumes that CODEL can locate an individual with the background

and the skills needed for those two tasks. To combine them in one

person would be advantageous because the data from which learning is

drawn is the same data which the individual would bé processing as a
function of project management.

The quality of secretarial and clerical staff has often been
neglected in reviews of staff effectiveness, yet much more can Be
accomplishéd with excellent support staff than without them. The

Area Coordinators are so accustomed to doing everything for them-




selves when out in‘the field that they may not be aware of the
possibility of depending more heavily on support staff.

From the other side, it is likely that secretarial and clerical
staff have been hired to function as a pool so that is not planned that
they take major responsibility for any particular regional coordinator.

The possibiliiy of assigning secretarial Staff to Coordinators should be

‘considered in light of cost/bénefit“ It is likely that upgrading of

secretarial staff and the restructuring of their duties would help

improve effectiveness and efficiency.




IX. Bgléhignﬁnin§.EQ&E&QQ.QQDEA.anQ.AlQ

| As CODEL 1is wdrking in partnership with its member agencies and
collaborating organizations in the field, so is CODEL working in
partnership with the Agency for International Development through its
support of CODEL's activities via the mechanism of a Development Support
Grant. At the request of CODEL, this evaluation includes CODEL's rela-
tionship with AID and, in turn, AID's relationship with CODEL, not only
at the headquarters level but also at the mission level in countries

where CODEL is‘working.

AID Provdes Needed Flexibilty

On the whéle,_CODEL staff and members are pleased with the working
relationship they have had with AID/PVC, the Office of Private and
Voluntary Cooperation which:provides funds through the Development Sup-
port Grants. Because the application of these funds tO'specific
projects is left to CODEL, using its criteria and project process, CODEL
has the flexibility to respdnd with funding as soon as a projéct is

approved. The availability of AID money has a demonstrated drawing

power as member dontributions have risen gradually over the years.

Member Funding

Headway has been made in getting members to untie their funding.
The Maryknoll Fathers, Saint Columbans Foreign Mission Society and the

White Fathers have all provided project funds‘which, by and large, are
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undesignated. CODEL would have more flexibility if. more membér organi-
zationé would follow this lead, but the current feeling is thgt most
would prefer to respond td a specific project.

Member agencies have not.yet seen thelr way clear to providing

operating expenées as part of the grant funds. CODEL should consider

the feasibility of requesting that 30 percent of all project funds be

available for costs of grant deveopment and management. The effect of
equitable sharing of costs would be to increase member awareness of the
necessary costs of grant management and give CODEL more independence
from AID.

AID's feeling that they‘are carrying a disproportionate share of
the operating expenses (see the Inspector General's draft audit dated
July 2, 1981) seems to be based on a misunderstanding and lack of
specific agreement in the Development Support Grant. It is only fair to
note that PACT, an organization similar to CODEL, regeives most of its
project and operating funds from AID. 1In that case the membérs do not

contribute funds.

Drawbacks to Funding Arrangements

Assuming the project holder does not objecﬁ to.government funding,
AID funding permits CODEL to supply the first payment so the project can:
get underway while CODEL solicits responses to the'proposal from its
member organizations. Since CODEL's approval is always conditional upon
their ability to raise funds, this dces cause some uneasiness on the
part of the prbject holder and may occasionally jeopardize the smooth

implementation of a project.




Operational Program Jrants | |

CODEL's attitude towﬁrd the Operational Program Grants is, however,
another matter. According to a 1980 survey of member and colleague
organizations both in the United States and overseas commissioned by the

Executive Committee of CODEL, there are significant drawbacks to OPGs

insofar as CODEL programs are concerned. The consultants made six

recommendations for policy considerations that were accepted by the
Executive Committee in 1980 "with the understanding that the procedures
recommended are open to further ramifications." These are listed below
as an indication of CODEL's resources for grant administration measured
against the needs of their clients according to the consultants. No
action has been taken to date by the Executive Committee to implement

the recommendations.

1. CODEL should develop its capacity to support programs which
involve longer-term, comprehensive planning, considering OPGs
as an option for funding projects which meet CODEL's criteria;

The most appropriate role for CODEL is that of a facilitator of
OPG resources directly to implementing organizations, and it
~should be a signatory on OPG project agreements only when no
other alternative is available;

CODEL should ensure that any larger project it presents as an
OPG has a clear, verifiable contribution from other sources of
at least 25 percent of the budget requested from AID; -

Any further involvement of CODEL in OPG-type funding requires
that an explicit procedure be established to ensure a more
extensive review of potential projects and clear administrative
procedures both for the benefit of CODEL and the implementlng
organizations.,

In the planning of any larger project, CODEL should provide up
to 10 percent as a contingency fund;

CODEL should consider all alternatives to fund larger, long-
term proposals that it commits itself to supporting, including:

a. Create the necessary communications with European funders to

make the possibility of co-financing more coordinated and
- rational.
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b. Encourage members to contribute to these larger programs
through CODEL, thereby making it possible to use AID funds
received from the General Support Grant on a matching
basis.1

The current climate within CODEL indicates that when the three OPGs
terminate, it is highly unlikely that CODEL will seek any others. The
staff load to administer these grants has been a burden to the Africa
Area Coordinator, especially considering the‘special problems which have
arisen during the course of implementation and evaluation. CODEL and
many of its member nrganizations and colleague agencies in the field

have needs for resources provided in a different mode.

Project Holder Atttitudes Toward CODEL and AID

During the evaluation, eight project sites were visited in the
field--some of them receiving AID funding and others'nbt. (See Appendix
4, Figures 1 and 2.) When the question was raised with the project
holders about their feelings toward AID funding, a number of answers
were given, Genébally, project holders were satisfied with the arrange-
ment CODEL maintains of providing the option to receive private funding
-dnly. They were not especially troubled by the mixture of AID funds ‘
within the project and were not parficularly fearful or suspicious of
U.S. government influence via project funding. Of course, countries
where this is a more serious consideration were not visited.

Therebwere two pfoblems with AID funding which surfaced in the
field. One in:iﬁdié concerned the requirement by AID/India at the time
éf‘éhe éward of the grant that excess currency funds be used. 1In
wader;to use excess currency funds, it is necessary to gain approval

from'the'host cduntry government which, in many cases as indeed in this
W ) '1/'4

one; pﬁd}gd impossible to attain. (Often host country governments take

ANy
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the position that allooation of oounterpart funds to foreign PVOs con-
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ment. The project’ holders ﬁiéunderstood the situation and, even though
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private’funds were provided the projeot implementation was delayed, so

:‘"‘they thought by barriers created by the\UTS government. The actual

situation as explained to them by the Area Coordinator was so compli-
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Lankd/and Ken élcatés that even though CODEL keeps the mission _
informed of its aot1v1t1es within the oountry, prlmarily through sharing

?~o’ ‘documents, rission personnel may not be aware of the program nor

perhaps very appreciative of it.

Whén an attempt was made_to discover the reason for this attitude,
it séé@ed as thhngh several faotofs may be combining to create it: the
extreme pressure‘on USAID staff whicn does not permit even the PVO |
officer to gaii: an in-depth knowledge of“the’small projects undertaken

by CODEL; the mind-set of mission personel toward PVO programs in




general, which in some cases is negative because the programs are seen
as being outside the purview pf the mission director; and last, but not
least, a life's accumulation of sometimes negative ideas about vol' tary
organizations and their contribution to development.

CODEL, although quite satisfied with its relationships under the
Development Support Grant, and having assuaged some members' fears of
government influence by the Centef of Concern study,2 nevertheless
fe=1ls that it has been the undue center of AID attention this past year.
The'very limited staff resources of CODEL have been taxed, not only by
this evaluation, but also by an Inspector General's audit in addition to
CODEL's own financial éudit. This may have resulted from lack of plan-

‘ning and coordination among government agencies; it has been burdensome

for CODEL.

For the Future

It is hoped that in the future AID and other government bureaus
which are responsible for administering public monies will better coor-
dinate their plans so that all the audits and evaluations of a partiec-

ular project or prbgram are not conducted in the same year.‘
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The question of CODEL's choosing to work in countries which are not
on the AID list for cooperation is, CODEL believes, a matter which is
properly left for 1t to decide. CODEL intends to maintain its
criteria for selection of countries in which to work and for selection:
of development projects to assist, CODEL hopes that AID will continue

to give it the freedom to work in countries where there may be extreme

poverty although those couuntries may not be on the AID list.

1
Daniel:.Santo Pietro and Kenneth McDowell, CODEL OPG Survey: An
Analysis of CUJDEL Involvement in Operational Program Grants from AID,
CODEL, Inc., September 1930, page 7.

L2

Elizabeth Sehmidt, Jane Blewett and Peter Henriot, Religious

Private Voluntary Organizations and the Question of Government Funding--
Final Report, Probe, Third World Studies, 19807%.




General
CODEL has set a high task for itself--to respond to the needs of

the disadvantaged in developing countries in ways thét affirm‘théir
autonomy, self-reliance and independence; to work together ecumenically;
and to learn together about the process of déveldpment. Other
development assistance agencies, both governmantal and private, haVe

aspired to some of these goals; no one has attained them all,

i )

CODEL has always spoken of itself in terms that do not limit it to
chénneling resources, but_include roles as a catalyst, demonstrator,
learner, provider of information and technical advisor in collaboration.
with others working in the field of human development.

CODEL works through its member organizétibns, striving for collabo-
ration among all groups whioh seek to help the poor, but most especially
between Protestant and Catholic 6rganizahions. That its goals are not
always fully meﬁ attests to the difficulty‘of the tésk. Developmént,
the process by which people change their social and economic conditidnsa
with the prectation of improving théir daily lives, is, by definition,
| ‘not a one-time event but a continuous process. When one seeks to better
understand the process of development as CODEL as an insﬁitution does,
time to observe, listen, discuss, experience, reflect énd act must be
part of the process.

x.As participants in the process of development, CODEL must give of
igs,expefience as well as learn from those with whom it works. Buiiding“

the.capacity to plan and manage their own development after the termina-
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tior. of outside involvement assures that, ﬁhatever the initial material
resource situation, the participants wiil be able to manage better than
~they could before the CODEL intervention.

Learning requires‘spending time with the participants and implemen-
tors associated with the project as well as with the sponsoring organi-
zation's staff in headquaﬁtera. The quality of time spent must ve
enhanced by gding beyond ﬁhe often unavoidable and sometimes valuable
ceremonial aspects of a visit to a sharing of the tasks of planning and
‘managing the imbiementation of the project, responding to the problems
of the moment as best one ran, and cdnstantly quéstioning the reéults.
Evaluation then becomes a constant in the process of technical assist-
ance so that it is as natural as breathing for everyone involved in a
project to raise questions about the value of the work and to use the
answers to modify the implementation of the project.

” In its most recent period of growth, CODEL has invested more of
its besources in the funding of projects and less in the provision of

management, technical assistance and learning.

General
Recommendation i1

Re-examine CODEL's role to determine whether primary emphasis
should be placed on funding projects or on using'projects which it
supports as learning laboratories for the improvemenﬁ‘of development
assistance as expressed in CODEL's criteria and its three-year plan.

Should CODEL make a commitment to the latter course, it will be

necessary to provide more resources for collaboration with project

proponents, members and colleague agencies in:

a. The initial information gathering, analysis and goal setting




which will facilitate the formulation of projects which more
closely adhere to CODEL's criteria;
'b. Implementation planning, management and monitoring; and

¢. In-depth evaluation, learning and sharing of that learning.

Recommendation #2

Shift a portion of the monies presently allocated for funding
projects into program support over the next three years so that CODEL's
development assistance is improved in terms of: |

a. Project 'uality measured acoﬁrding to CODEL's criteria;

b. Project documentation and management; aﬁd

¢. Project evaluation, learning and sharing of that learning among

project holders, members and colleague agencies.

Reaching the Disadvantaged.

Donors to CODEL are getting quite a bargain, CODEL's projects
reach the disadvantaged, an accomplishment that is difficult for most
deveiopment assistance agencies to achieve, especially at such a low
operatingvcoSt. Member donors, on the one hand, and AID, on the other,
are getting the benefiis of the other's matching funds. However, there
is a lack of specific information about the beneficiaries and analysis
of progrém objectiveﬂ and resuits. |

In most projéct documents the‘analysis of the condition of the‘
people to be helped is limited to a‘statement that they are poor or
disadvantaged: littlé supporting evidence is provicad, nor is thére much
analysis as to the reasons Jor this status. Additional information and
anélysis would improve the effective allocation of hésources and consid-
erably facilitate the evalhation.of résults. It would also enhance the

criticial ability of the Project Commmittee amd facilitate learning
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about the process and dynamics of development.

The documents also indicate a failure in many projects to focus on
the process by which people will be enabled to take charge of their own
development in the course of project implementation. Pfoject proponents
tend to focus on the provision of material goods (e.g. agricultural inputs
and services such as héalth and education) and their resulting impact on
the physical condition of the target group.

vThis emphasis is acceptable to AID and many other development

assistance agencies, but it does not fulfill CODEL's own objectives.

Recommendation #3
In order. to be consonant with CODEL's criteria, CODEL staff, in
collaboration with members, colleagues and project proponents/holders,

should gather and analyze information on the socio-economic situation of

the people to be helped and the manner in which development is to take

place.

Thls can be approached on three levels:. (1) regional strategies
bcan be ilevised after gathering and analyzing basic data on countries;
(2) countries chosen for focus can be further analyzed for needs,
resources and conditions favoring development; and (3) projects within
thesé countries can refer to the larger context while providing
information and analysis on the iocal situation in greater detail.

Inférmation at all levels shohld be specific‘to the types of
projects 'UDEL participates in (community development, education,
medical and agricultural). Basic country data‘might therefore include
population disaggregated by sex‘and'age (M/F under 14, over 14), per
capita Grouss National Product, Physical Quality of Life Index, life

expectancy (M/F), literacy (M/F), school enrollment (M/F), population in
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urban areas, major subsistence and cash crops, population of labor force
in ariculture (M/F), land owned by top 10% and bottom 10% of the popula-
tion, population growth rate, infant deaths (during first years of
life), major causes of disease'and‘death, per capita célorie supply as a
percentage of requirements, and percentage of population with reasonable
access to a safe water supply. This data is being gathered by other
agencies so it is readily availéble.

CODEL also néeds to incluae data on its member and colleague
resources in that country, a list of projects it has participated in,
‘énd field contacts made in the past. Other resources and
favorable/unfavorable conditioﬁs may be noted--e.g. government policy,
presende of other donor agencies, U.S. PV0s, etc.

_When strategies are devised, they should be compared across
regions; to the extent there are common areas of focus (é.g. provisién of
water) experiences should be exehanged and a bédy of knowledge
develope' from project and other sources. In addition to improving
commqnication among CODEL staff, efforts can be’made to involve Project
Committeea @embers (and others who are interested) in topical informution
exchange sessions.

CODEL may choose several ways to involve its member ageﬁcies in the
formulation of country, regional and agency-wide'strategies for project
development and learning: staff might do the work; a task force might be
named; or ideas might be solicited from the general memhership. However
it is done, the better the quantity and quality of participation, the
" better the product.

Involvement of field-side persons is also important énd can
probably best be done through a combination of written commnications and

their participation in topical meetings in the field.
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Ecumenical collaboration has grown within thé context of CODEL~
funded projects: 65 percent of the projects funded in the first five
years of project involvement were jointly sponsored, compared with 82
percent in thé current portfolié.' The collaboration Qf local organiza-
tions also seems to be higher, although it could not be measured quanti-
tatiQely. Ihe quality of collaborétion is even more difficult to
evaluate, although project holdérs interviewed in the‘field spoke §f the
value of such collaboration despite a stated initial skepticism based on
the difficulties of breaking down barriers.

Among members, collaboration has improved from the perspective of
quality, although the number has remained steady. The best measurement
is the amount of funds contributed to projects, especially in cases
Qhere the funder and the implementor are of different faiths. The
increase in the amount of undesignated funds also indicates a greater
trust and willingness to work together. According to the staff, member
participation in the work of CODEL has improved és measured by
attendance at méetings of committe=s and participation in other taéks..

More time needs to be devoted to learning‘abqut the processes by
~which collaboration is achieved and barriers overcome. On the basis of
visits to projéct sites, it seemé that inter-faith collaboration may be
hindéred in cases where the project holder is attached to a religious
instituticn, is a strong leader and is identified (by him/herself or t.

the community) as "owning" the project.

 Recommendation #4
The understanding of the dynamics of ecumenical collaboration

should be explored in discussions Ly thosé who have worked togetheb on
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projects., In situations where such collaboration has been tried, but
not achieved, CODEL might be able to lend its good offices to bring

people together for discussion.

Recommendation #5

CODEL should continue to encourage collaboration of its member
and colleague agencieé in situations where the project proponent is an
organization with a particular religious emphasis.“ln addition CODEL
needs to wield its powers of persuésion to fosteﬁ the creation of new
organizations which are ecumenical iﬁ nature and can facilitate commu-

nity participation in project planning, implementation and evaluation.

- Project Documentation and Management
| Project management has suffered because of the increase in project
load and the decrease in personnel coupled with staff turnover which
adverseiy affected project development and management. The burden of
administering Operational Program Grants has‘also been a factor.

Neither the process for project developmeht defined by the
Administrative Procedures for Sub-Grants nor the formats for data
collection and analysis are being used‘in theirientirety. Although some

'simplification is helpful, thorough analysis has become the victim of

the pared-down systém.

Recommendation #6
Improve project documentation by following the existing project

process, by using existins formats such as the Project Application Form
and‘new formats such as those developed for this evaluatioh (eg Check~-

list), and by recording data in th~ files.
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Recommendation #7

Strengthen project management by impnoving:F

a. Information gathering and analy2is;

b. Technical assistance with the objective of capacitating the
project holders in planning, financiel and progress reporting
and evaluation;

Feedback to project holders;
Control; end

Support to Area Coordinators.

Specific measures might include:

Information gathering and information.

1) Use a Country Profile and Country/Area Strategy to place
each project into a larger context;

2) Refine and simplify the CODEL criteria in a more concise
and complete manner. Do not use a multitude of criteria as
it is burdensome and confusing to the proponent;

Add other criﬁeria to those now being used (see Appendix
2.6, Checklist);

Broaden the use of indigenous institutional resources for
both the generation and the evaluation of project
proposals;

Use the Project Application Form, even if it means that the
Area Coordinator has to fill it .in from the proposal. It

" has the vital questions for analysis that are now being
missed, e.g. who will be responsible for 1mplementing the
project and a list of qualifications;

If possible, make a field visit before accepting the pro-
posal if the group is new to CODEL, if the amount requested
is large, or if there are any questions; _

Attach the proposal to the Project Summary so the Commit-
tees have more information upon which to base their
decisions;

Have the Arva Coodinator bnepare a memo (Issues Paper)
citing the important issues in the prOJect in preparation
for the staff critique; :




9)

Use the staff c¢ritique to further refine issues and recom=-
mendations to be presented to the Committees; and

10) Project holders should be encouraged to report in Spanish

or French, and CODEL should provide translations for its
membérs,

1) When needed, give technical assistance on planning, review

2)

implementation plans for feasibility, and devise an evalua=-
tion plan taillored to the projent;

More time on the project site (suggest a minimum of 2 - 3
days) should be scheduled in travel plans to allow more in-
depth analysis and the provision of technical assistance.
Better use of the time should be made by structuring the
visit, perhaps by using a checklist which could become the
basis for the report; and

The "agenda" of project management matters to be taken up
during the Area Coordinators' field visit should be pre-
pared in advance and the project holder notified so as to
prepare for working on those points which need strength-
ening (such as financial and progress reporting).

edb

1) Send the proponent a copy of the Project Summary, and

invite feedback to assure that both sides view the project
in the same: jay;

Revise the Grant Letter of Agreement to make it more speci-
fic and to include all the terms of the contract (such as
the proposal);

Legal (GLOA) agreements and attachments should be written
in Spanish or French in cases where the project holder does
not speak English. (If absolutely necessary, the English
translation can be attached and signed also; both forms
should be cleared by legal counsel so they can be used
interchangeably); and

Substantive feedback on reports and evaluations should be
given in writing to project holders with suggestions for
improvement of reporting questions to elicit missing infor-
mation. 1lidication shculd be made whether the reports are
satisfactory.

Control

1) Assure that no fuﬁds are transmitted before the signed
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drant Letter of Agreemant 1ls received;

2) Include the costs of auditing in the budget of each propo-
sal which exceeds $5000 per annum; ,

3) Review the usefulness of audit information, and consider
alternative. financial reporting which might yield more
valuable information; ‘

4) Tighten the quality control and timeliness of reporting;
consider making subsequent-year funding conditional on
satisfactory reporting; if reports are a condition of the
grarit, do not transmit additional funds unless the reports
are satisfactory: send technical assistance if needed;

5) Maintain project information in files in the designated
format. File field trip report on project in that file as
part of the record. Regard forms more positively--not as a
hindrance but as a management tool; and

6) Clearly designate the beginning and ending dates of the
project as well as reporting dates; set up an automatic
notification system to give project holders six weeks no-
tice of reports due. If time extensions are given, they
should be expressed in dates. The proponent should know in
advance that he/she has to ask for an extension or 'a major
change in the use of the funds; this should be discussed,
not sent only as a written notice. '

Support : P

1) CODEL should consider hiring a Projects Manager to develop
and coordinate these activities. He/she should be experi-
enced in projent :evelopment and evaluation and be well-
grounded in a development philosophy consonant with
CODEL's; and

2) Responsibilty for progect processing should be shared by
other staff members; at present it rests almost exclus1vely
with the Area Coordinators.

3) Give Area Coordinators more clerical and secretarial
support; ‘

4) CODEL should include persons other than staff and members
in the project review, either as an independent review or
as a Projects Commitiec consisting of non-members.

_These improvements imply a need for the allocation of additional

resources to successfully implement this recommendation.
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Development. Iupaot,

Considering the state of the art in measuring the impact of project
interventiohs to develoément and in applying that knowledge on develop~
ment projeots,‘cbdpled with the relativgly small amounts of resources
that are channeled to projects through CODEL, a balanced conclusion
wéﬁld be that CODEL's projects are not doing too badly in terms of
contributing to devélopment.as charadterized.by improvements in the
quality of life and the provision of basic human needs. This statement
is subjective,.domparative énd largely a matter of judgment.

'The sﬁgte&ent‘is ﬁecessarily unsubstantiated because the
‘ggpompliéhment of project objectives, and, in turn, their contribution
to adhié&ément Sr a higher~order goal, is difficult to ascertain in most
CObEL;funded pn;jects; One of the characteristics of the poor is that
thgyjlack:resoubces, both: material resources to use in development as
well as humanvresqurces to plan and manage the implementation of

P E . )
develqpment} Thus the lack of well-conceived objectives and the indica-

bﬁpré:necessary to measure achievement are indicative of the level of

deVelopment of‘CODEL's clientele. In many cases reports are either not
:provided or tend to focus on activities and inputs/outputs rather than
, ", on results achieved. | | |
Field visits by CODEL staff tend to focus on the same level, while
';‘attempting{ét the same time to assess by observétion and interviews |
whether ﬁhe ﬁérticibants are better off after the prbjeet intervention
théﬁ they were before. Visits also prbvide an opportunity to talk about
p?&blems"in phojeetiimplementation which necessitate modifications to the
iﬁplementaﬁion plan. Given the level of deveiopment, the lack of objec;

tives and base-line data, this is about all anyone could do.




This fact does not let CODEL off the hook, however, for CODEL

aspires to higher accomplishments:

CODEL's primary goal is to encourage and build upon
ecumenical collaboration among persons and institutions in
response to, and in support of, the self-determined,
realizable, self-directed and envircnmentally-sound development
activities of the socially, economically and politically disen-
franchised peoples of developing countries.!

CODEL can assist the disenfranchised not only by providing material
resources, but also by helping people learn how to better manage their
existing resources. CODEL aspires to assist people to take charge of
their own development and to achieve self-reliance. In short, CODEL
wants its clients not only to have more and to Know more, but to be
more. The projects visited in the field and the review of project files

indicate that CODEL must invest more time, energy and resources if it is

to fully achieve the results it expects.

Recommendation #8
CODEL might begin to focus on these issues by reconsidering its
criteria--how they aﬁply to particular projects and how a more profound
impact on development could be achieved using staff, members, indigenous .
! . .organizations, the beneficiaries and the occasional use of others witﬁ

similar philosophical positions and experience in working in the field.

‘Recommendation #9

To improve the developmental impact of the projects in which it
participates, CODEL should seek ways to respond to the needs of its
project holders for technical»assistance, especially in projeét
planning, management and evaluation, specifically:

a. Develop a‘common_staff philosophy about the workings of develop-

ment through discussion and interchange on proposed projects,
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and apply this philos..phy to the project process as well as
communicating it to memuérs and applicants. For example, it
»would be beneficial to define exactly what is meant by 'parti-
cipation' and to develop some indicators for acceptable levels
of activity in this area.

b. Provide for improvéd technical assistance and more in-depth
dialogue between CODEL staff and project proponents/hoiders.
This can be facilitated by refining the criteria, developing
strategies, and planning travel sghedules to allow fof more
time at each project site. Some staff training might also
be helpful. |

c. Improve the application of existing”ciiteria to project com-
ponents. Include time in the work plsns for in-depth staff
critiques of proposed projects before they are sent to the
Projects Commitﬁee. Such reviews might benefit from the
participation of a facilitator who is experiencéd in projéct
analysis.

“d. The improvement in quality of projects should be given pri-
ority over an increase in the humber:of projects handled by

CODEL. .

Learning and Sharing

The learning within CODEL is primarily drawn from its project
experience which, as noted above, provides iimited information, subjec-

tive impressions of the effect on the lives of the beneficiaries, and

vV

~little in the way of analysis of CODEL's deeper development aspirations.
Information is gleaned from proponent's proposals and reports, from trip
reports of the Area Coordinators, and occasionally from members.

\ : Sharihg of this information is done through the Proiect Summary
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provided to members who sponsor the project and review prépoéals (on the
Projects and Executive Committtes), as well as to thise who may be
interested in funding the project. Semi-annual updates in the Compre-
hensive Project List are disseminated to the same audience. Interesting
reports are occasionally shared among members or highlightad in the

. CODEL News.  When Area‘Coodinators travel, they usualiy carry‘these
»pﬁblications to project holders and collaborating oréanizations,-at
'léést to those who speak English. Some are on the regular mailing list.

CODEL f'eels that the main learning takes place in the context of
project review by the Projects and Executive Committees. Yet it can be
seen that the information and analysis provided in the Project Summary
is very limited. Moreover, due to the press of committee business, only
fifﬁeen or twenty minutes are usually spent considering.each project.

It is apparent that CODEL has been a partner in a number of effec-
tive programs. Probably the most critical issue which a development
organization must face is determining the value and most beneficial use
of a ﬁgood" program. Of course, it has an intrinsic worth as an examplé
of the accomﬁlishment of the agency to support thé requests for
continuing and increased‘support from funding groups.

The most difficult problem which an orgénization such as CODEL must
face is how this success can be beneficial to other on-going and future
programs. The temptation is to replicate the program in various other
1ocations because it is successful and therefore must be the answer to
the problem which it solves. Experience has shown that it is not
the brogram design which made it successful, but rather the process 6f
““planning and development which took ihto account the unique‘probléms,

resources, needs, objectives and participant characteristiecs. The

program design will only work in that setting--but the planning and
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‘development process can be replicated although it will pfoduce a dif-
ferent program design, but one which has a high probability of being

successful.

Recommendation #10

CODEL should take steps to analyze effective successful programs to
ascertain the developmental and planning processes which were undertaken
and define these methodologies so that they may be offered to other
existing and prospective proponents for guidance aﬁd even replication.

If it is impossible to permit the Area Coordinators to concentrate
their attention on a limited number of "demonstration" projects, then it
is recommended that CODEL utilize knowledgeable eonsultants in the field
of program planning to do case studies of selected successful programs
wbich would provide an ﬁistorical account and analysis of the process
which was undertaken and led to the programmatic end producﬁ.‘ These
studies could then serve not‘only as guides to other groups seeking to
develop programs to meet their needs, but as a basis for‘a program
planning review system which could be applied in screening future

funding candidates by CODEL.

Recommendation #11

 Workshops, seminars and colloquia should be held in the U.S. and in
the field to exchange,experience and explore ways in which the quality
of development assistance can be improved. Funds should be made avail-
able by both efivate and govefnment donors to CODEL and regarded‘as a

part of CODEL's regular program.
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Recommendation #12

The quantity and gquality of information and analysis in the docu-
ments distributed to members should be improved, per the preceding
reéommenﬂations. Project holders and collaborating institutions should
receive these documents, or at least those pertaining to their projects,

on a regular basis and be invited to comment on them.

"Funding and the Use of Resources

Based on FY 1980 data (the latesﬁ year for which data was available
at the time of the evaluation), funding levels for projects are abqut
evenly matched between AID and member contributions (AID $539,349;
members/others $649,345), | |

CODEL established atithe time of the Development Program Grant the
target of matching or exceeding AID's contribution to project costs and
splitting program and administrative support costs Lo percent‘CODEL, 60
percent AID. (Note: this does not include‘OPGs or the Environmental
Development Grant.) No proportion was fixed in the Development Support
Grant. This target was met in FY 1980.

 The average amount of funding CODEL approves per project per year,

using the April 1981 Comprehensive Project Review as thé currenf project
portfolio and assuming a three—&ear project_life, is $1U;333. Tﬁe 136
projects in thé portfolio (according to the evaluator's count) are |
distributed among three regions: 51 in Africaw(including 3 OPGs), 57 in
vAsia-Pacific, and 28 in Latin‘America—Caribbean.' This project portfolio

is appboximately equivalent to the number of projects in the first five
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years of CODEL's project work.

Plans for‘the 1981-84 period are to increase the number of projects
in the portfolio by 15 per year. One Area Coordinator per region is
handling the project work. Plans for the coming period are to
raise increasing amounts of funds from the members and to develop

foundation and corporate sources.

Recommendation #13
Consolidate project work, developing fewer projects in fewer coun-

tries, but funding projects for higher amounts and longer periods of

time.

Recommendation #1U

Allocate more funds to project management and learning functions,

including the use of indigenous organizations.

Recommendation #15

Increase the amount of undesignated member contributions, giving

CODEL the ability to pledge %the total amount approved at the time of

approval, rather than keeping the project holder in a state of uncer-
tainty until the funds can be sourced. |

Increase member contributions to program costs by having members
agree to assign a portion of the funds they contribute for projects to
cover program coots, giving CODEL the ébility to pay half of the com-
bined program and support costs from private funds. This would be more
realistic, would result in a more equitableﬁéharing of costs, and would

give CODEL more independence.

Recommendation #16

In view of the current financial climate and scarcity .of foundation
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. funding for international activities, cohcentrate fund-raising efforts
on membership while building up contacts for long-term development of

foundation and corporation funding‘sources.

Staff

Full-time professional staff has not been increased as planned in
the 1978-81 proposal which suggested the addition of project analysis
and communication slots. The positién of Chief of Operations is open
(or has been eliminated). These duties have been divided among the
three Area Coordinators and the Office Manager who has been given the
joint title of Projects Assisﬁant. This is currently an overload for
two regions which makes in-depth project dévelopment, adequate management
and appropriate learning from projects impossible. Project load has
increased and is projected to grow by 15 projects per year over the next
three years. Communications responsibilities rest with the part-time
editor of CODEL News and interpretation consultant. One clerk--typist

_ hés been added to the secretarial staff, making‘a total of three support
staff,

CODEL needs to concentrate, intensify and deepen work on projects

in a way whichnimproves and increaseé:

a. Provision of technical assistance,by CODEL ﬁd its .clientele
(project proponents/holders, member agencies and colleague
agencies) éspecially in project plénning; manégement.and"
monitoring/evaluation; |
Learning about the process of development from project
experiencesj ahd

Sharing that learning with CODEL clientele so that not only

CODEL's projects, but also those in which only member and
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colleague agencies participate, are impreved in terms of effec~
tiye and efficient use of resouces in ways which result in
increased self-determination, self-reliance and improved capa-
bility of project beneficiaries to direct their own develqpment;
and |

Quality control of the develOpment, selection and monitoring of
projects in CODEL's portfolio.

In order to achieve these results, CODEL must consider: (a) chang-
ing the area coordieator projects-ratio, either by adding staff or
subtracting projects; (b) cutting dowﬁ the number of countries each
person covers; (c) delegating project development and learning work o
member and colleague agencies in the field (which will nonetheless
require CODEL management); and (d) setting up different categories of
projects, some with intensive participation and perhaps others with
merely adequate management and monitoring.

The same intensity of CODEL participation is required whether a
project is funded for $é,000 or for $200,000 if learning is to occur.
Often smaller projects (in terms of funding) require even more technical

assistance than larger ones due to lack of management experience among

the relatively poorer beneficiaries. Sometimes smaller projects have

relatively higher development impact than larger projects which may
dampen self-reliance through the provision of outside resources'in‘
quantities and ways‘which are excessive or inappropriate to the local

situation.

Recommendation #17
Provide for quality controi, coordination, cohtinuity and

comparisen of pfojeet work across regions. Although it would be pos-‘




sible to éoordinate and compare across regions by instituting regular
staff projects review sessions, it is doubtful that the quality control
function can be provided witiout adding a person to the existing staff.
This person would be in a good position to handle the learning and

technical assistance planning as well as management.

Recommendation #18

Improve CODEL's capacity to provide technical assistance énd to

gather and disseminate learning froh projects by:

a. Improving staff kndwledge and skills (for example, through
learning from other organizations which operate in the same
mode) ;

Using persons outside the staff with pertinent development
experience for special short-term tasks (such as

independent project review);‘and

Developing the use of indigenous institutions and members for

these functions.

Recommendation #19

Gradually shift the focus for project development to the poorer
countries (and the poorer areas within them) which have at leést two
member agencies working there, and consider instituting funding ceilings

on countries with high levels of funding.‘

ATD-CODEL Relationships
Arrangements for unrestricted project funding serve the common

development goals of AID and CODEL well. In most dases, they enable

CODEL to provide funding as'soon‘as the projects are approved (excep-

tions are project holders who indicate they prefer only private




fuhding). This enables the project to get underway while CODEL sources
private contributions among its members.

AID is able to participate in assistance to the disadvantaged atv
costs far lower than possible in government-to-government arrangements.
~In terms of impact on CODEL, the ability‘to source private and
government funding and develop projects without the implications of
government interest has eased the fears of some project holders and
members. However, CODEL has had an unusual number of audits and evalua-

tions from government this year which has taxed their small staff.

Recommendation #20
AID should continue its partnership with CODEL and encourage the

organization to develop in the direction of its objectives.

Recommendation #21

If at all possible, the Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation

should coordinate audits and evaluations so that they do not take place

during the same period of time.
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CODEL MEMBERS
May 1, 1981

%American Leprosy Mission

Atonement Friars

Capuchin Fathers

Christian Brothers Conference

Christian Children's Fund
*#Comboni Missionaries "The Verona Fathers"

Communication Foundation for Asia

Congregation of the Holy Ghost
%*Congregational Christian Service Committee
*Divine Word Missionaries

- #Division of Overseas Ministries/NCC
#Episcopal Church

Erie Diocesan Mission
¥Franciscan Fathers ‘
%*Franciscan Missionaries of Mary
%*Holy Cross Fathers

International Voluntary Services, Inc.
*Lutheran World Rellef
#Marist Missions
*Maryknoll Fathers
¥Maryknoll Sisters

Meals for Millions/Freedom from Hunger Foundation
¥Medical Missionaries of Mary. :
#Medical Mission Sisters
¥Mill Hill Missionaries
#Missionaries of Africa "The White Fathers"
#National Catholic Rural Life Conference
*p , I.M.E. Fathers

Precious Blood Fathers
%Secretariat for Latin America/NCCB
¥Society of the Holy Child Jesus
#St ., Columbans Foreign Mission Society

St. Patrick Fathers -

Technoserve, Inc.

UCBWM - United Church Board for World Ministries
%United Methodist Committee on Relief
#YMCA - International Division

YWCA

Members at Large

#Dr. James MacCracken ~
#Mr, Ellsworth G. Stanton, III

#Board of Directors
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EVALUATION CRITERIA

The grantee shall submit to CODEL, on a semi-annual basis and at
completion of the grant activity, an evaluation report, as conducted by
grantee in accordance with the evaluation criteria mutually agreed upon
by CODEL and grantee within the next six months. CODEL criteria are
listed below. CODEL may also request the right, upon prior arrangement,
to participate with grantee in mid-term or final evaluation activities.

1. What has been accomplished by the project to date (Qbservable
evidence)?

2. What has the project accomplished in terms of affecting
" individuals or families; informal or formal groups or local
organizations? '

What differences exist between what wés accomplished and what
you feel might have been achieved?

What major problems were encountered in the process to date?

What unexpected results (positive or negative) have occurred as
a result of the progress to date?

How will the projert activity continue to function and/or
expand when outside support has diminished (ceased)?

How wili local support and leadership relate to continued
project activity and/or growth?

Can you draw any lessons from the project experience thus far
that would be important in assisting other projects?

What difference has the CODEL contribution made, thus far, in
terms of': ’

a. Encouraging cooperation among local organizaions, churches
and persons? ,

- b. Provision of technical assistance, introduction of a new

thrust or development approaches? ,
The provision of pboject assistance which no one else‘could
provide?

Source: RENEWED DIRECTIONS, 1 July 1981 - 30 June 1984, Appendix I.
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PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
TO GUIDE CODEL MEMBERS IN PROJECT PLANNING
(CODEL CRITERIA)

1. The primary goal of a development project should be to assist the
socio-economically disadvantaged to participate more fully in the
economic and political life of their country and develop, insofar as
possible, community self-reliance. ’

2. Projects should be designed to meet needs which have been accorded
the highest priority by the local community and should be implemented in
~ cooperation with those persons who will be directly affected by the
anticipated results of the projects.

3. To insure that development projects are interwoven with the socio-
economic fabric of a community and ultimately become the responsibility
of the community after a limited and prescribed period of outside
support, it is essential that the potential of local resources to meet
project needs are carefully surveyed and clearly defined in the planning
of the project.

4, To insure the effective participation of local personnel in
development projects and in public service programs, adequate
educational training programs shall be provided whenever necessary.
Special attention should also be given to increasing the effective
utilization of indigenous natural and material resources. All such
programs should be designed to foster initiative, self-determination and
self-reliance.

5. Development projects should demonstrate a positive and complementary
working relationship between local churches and development
organizations, as well as CODEL members and their local counterparts,
extending to and including regional and national development
organizations, private as well as governmental, involved in any
country's development process. Such relationships may occur in the pre-
planning, planning and implementation phases of a project, and may
include contributions by way of consultative services, contribution of
personnel, funds or buildings and equipment, as well as joint
participation in the 1mplementatlon of the projec+ itself.

6. Projects should take cognizance of existing and potential problems
of the physical environment. Where problems are recognized, project
holders should seek to implement the program in such a way that remed1es
can be applied where approprlate.‘ S

T. While development projects are act1v1t1es in witness of our
Christian faith, they are to be directed toward the resolution of socio-
economic problbms, and are to be distinctly separate from proselyt121ng
or evangelistic goals.

Source: RENEWED DIRECTIONS, 1 July 1981 - 30 June 1984, Appendix H;




APPENDIX 1 - Figure 4

PRINCIPLES OF EXCLUSION

Certain categories of projects are excluded frdm.consideration by CODEL
at this time. The major categories to be excluded are:

1.. Projects which are principally designed to serve sectarian
purposes.

Education projects which train nationals for purposes other than
specific roles in the development process, or which prepare U.S.
citizens for careers other than in specific development projects or
programs. ‘ :

frojects which represent duplication of efforts of other development
programs in the same area. ‘

Projects which call principally for building funds, unless it is
clearly demonstrated that there is no other way to meet the related
socio-economic need, and unless it can be shown that the costs of
operating these facilities will be met from local contributions
within a limited and prescribed period of time.

REV 3/80
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CRITERIA FOR PROJECT SUPPORT
ASIA/PACIFIC REGION

The primary vehicle which will be employed by CODEL in its relationship
with development agencies and people involved in development programs'
will continue to be through project development and support. The
criteria for CODEL's project support and implementation as was shared in’
my recent visit to Asia and the Pacific are as follows:

1.

It

L]

The project should show some evidence of ecumenical
collaboration. .

ALl projects should be designed with and/or by persons and
structures at the grass-roots level.

Projects accepted must show evidence of having as part of their
objectives, the development of leadership at the grass-roots
level.,

There should be a clear indication and commitment of local
resources as part of the over-all contribution to the project
for which funds are being requested.

As much as possible, the prOJect should be reflective of the
local and national priorities.

Projects should have a potential for demonstrating:
The uniqueness of a local'population's'initiative;'

a. r
b. The potential to be replicated in other communities and
other areas, and other nations.

- ¢. The potential for learnlng some new and 1mproved procedure

Source:

in project design.

All projects funded by CODEL should have a built in educational
quotient so that those who participate in the project buildlng
and executlon will learn from the involvement.

All projects accepted for funding will be with the clear
understanding of the project holder that there will be an
evaluation of the project which will be required by CODEL.  The
terms of the evaluation will be agreed upon prior to.the
granting of funds. ‘

Several ‘but soe Appendix II A, "Report on ‘Field Trip," Dr.

James J. Thomas, April 17 - May 17, 1981.
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" COMPARISON OF PROJECTS IN
CURRENT PORTFOLIO WITH
5-YEAR PERIOD.1975-79

"~ Number of Number of Number of Percentagé of
Country Countries Projects Joint Projects Joint Projects

15-719 81  15-719 81 15-19 81 15-79 81

Africa

Asia/
Pacific

Latin Am./
Caribbean

Intl.

TOTALS

PERCENTAGE

Sources: HReport of the ExecutivevDiréétor,_&pril 8, 1980, data oh five |
years 12/1/74 - 12/31/79.

Comprehensi#e Projects Revieﬁ, April 1981.
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SECTORAL DISTRIBUTION OF CODEL PROJECTS
BY REGICN

Community . Agri-
Region Development [Education culture Medical

Africa

Asia-Pacific

Latin America/
Caribbean

Source: Comprehensive Projects Review, April 1981.




ANALYSIS'DF CURRENT PROJECT FUNDING*

Total Amount ' High-Low Range Average
o - Approved by - Percentage of Approved - Approved - -.Percentage Number in CPR
- Region ‘ CODEL _ Total Budget Per Project Per Project - Fully Funded Portfolios
: Affica E '1,203,998 : 37% - 3000 - 160,110 $38,839 233 51
~ (n=31) o o '
Asia/Pacific 1,670,581 36% 2900 - 167,500 - $39,776 B 7 57
(n=37) o ' : E
" Latin America/ _ , '
Caribbean 1,207,385 - 32% 2800 - 210,000 $50,308 Y ] 28
(n=24) , , v , ,
‘" TOTAL - - : S ‘
(n=92) 4,081,964 K 2 | - $42,974 ng 136

: (68% of total)

*Prbjects‘listed in the Comprehensive Projects Review and the Project Fund Status Report; June 3G, 1981 (fewer
“than in Review list). o B : -

o *RMulbi-yesc.

'ESourCe: Project Fund Status Report, June 30, 1981
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SMALL GRANTS FUNDS
APRIL 1981 PORTFOLIO

" Country Amount Project Holder/Use

1. Botswana $15,000 Botswana Christian Council
CD/J146-IVS $10,000 for school fees and uniforms
- : $ 5,000 for water scheme (ending)

Malawi $15,000 Christian Service Committee

CD/J14B-WF 2 Vocational Training Centers -
materials, equipment, salaries, etc.
(ending) |

Tanzania $20,000 Christian Council of Tanzania and
CD/J147-MM Tanzania Episcopal Conference Joint
: ‘ Committee (not yet operational; no
funds used)

Zaire $15,000 Basankusu Area Cooperative Movement

. CD/J 144-MHM Revolving Loan Fund (no funds used
yet - difficulty in transmittal)

Philippines $50,000 Diocesan Sisters Multipurpose Center

Cb/J192-SCFMS : Loan Fund for small farmers, tenant
farmers, agricultural workers, fish-
ermen, small business, cottage
industries (starting)

Philippines  $65,000 Kapapaguria (Muslim-Christian Bro-
CD/J111(B)-SCFMC therhood) Joint seminars and commu-
‘ = nity development projects (continua-
tion of 1978 project $5,700 to hold
Christian/Islam seminars)

Sri Lanka = $26,250 SAMAGI (organization formed to admin-
CD/J67-CCSC $20,000 . ister fund includes Buddhist, Muslim,
‘ . Hindu, Protestant and Catholic repre-
" sentatives)Mostly small loans to
income-generating projects (continuing)

Dominican ‘ . Caritas (Catholie) and Social Service
Republic of the Dominican Church (Protestant)
 CD/Ji102-CRS |  Joint Revolving Loan Fund for far-
' mers along Haitian border. (Church
~ World Service and Catholic Relief
Services made direct contributions
$50,000) NOTE: This is not called
small grants or loans but has.
characteristics.

Source: ComprehenaiyéfProjects Review, April 1981 and project files.
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PROJECTS PER COUNTRY -
JOINT AND SECOND GENERATION PROJECTS

AFRICA REGION

: S Number of Number of
Number of Percentage of Joint Second Genera-

Country Projects Total Projects - Projects  tion Projects

¥Botswana
*Cameroun
*Egypt
Ethiopia
¥Ghana-
*Kenya
Madagascar
- (Malagasy
Republic)
#Malawi
¥Nigeria
South Africa
*Sierra Leone
¥Sudan
*Swaziland
*Tanzania
¥Jganda
#Zaire.
. *Zambia

DWW =W
VW W = L) —

-—
N
-

-

——
N OO E e Wm

6

2

2

5 1
;

8

1

1

3

TOTAL (17)

W

—-—
—
O

4 TOTAL PROJECTS

N
S This is coded as Uganda pPOJect UG—MC/MMM—11' funds ‘were
transferred to Swaziland.

¥Listed as countrles a531sted FY 1980-81 pageA7,‘AID,Congressional .
- Presentation, FI 1981, Main Volume.-. ! S

Source: YCQmprehensive Projects Review, April 1981g
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PROJECTS PER COUNTRY
JOINT AND SECOND GENERATION PROJECTS .

ASIA/PACIFIC REGION

: Number of Number of |
, Number of Percentage of. Joint 2nd Generation
Country Proijects Total Projects Projects Projects

¥Bangladesh
*Burma

Fiji

*India
*Indonesia
¥Nepal

¥Pakistan

Papua New Guinea
¥Philippines
Samoa, Western
Solomon Islands
Tonga -

Hong Kong

¥Sri Lanka
*Thailand
Vietnam

PN

s s =
o Co 3 o

.
O oOUI U oWVl W

.

PP O R LW HWWS = a1 =W
. »

O~ 000 OVNO 2000 —~00

COVIm 2 a DN — = 0= WW

fa—
o

-—‘—50\-—*—*1'\)!—'0[\)5'—*-—\\0—!{.”“)

=
O

TOTAL (16) 57 9946

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PROJECTS 865 2%

%.isted as countries assisted FY 1980-81, page 7, AID
Congressional Presentation, FY 1981, Main Volume.

Source: Comprehensive Projects Review,‘April 1981.
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PROJECTS PER COUNTRY
JOINT AND SECOND GENERATION PROJECTS

LATIN AMERICA/CARIBBEAN REGION:

Number of Number of
Number of Percentage of Joint 2nd Generation -

Country Projects Regional Total Projects ‘Projects

14
21
3.5

#¥Bolivia
Brazil
Chile
Colombia

¥Dominican Republlc

¥Ecuador
Grenada

*Guatemala

*Honduras
Mexico

¥Nicaragua

¥Paraguay
¥Peru

-
N
w U

BB OWN - NN 00w

U

OO0~ 00000 CO -

" TOTAL (13) 28

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PROJECTS

, % isted as countries assisted FY 1980-81, page 7, AID Congre531onal
Presentation, -¥Y 1981, Ma1n Volume

Source: Comprehen51ve PrOJects Rev1ew, Aprll 1981
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NUMBER OF CURRENT PROJECTS
SPONSORED BY MEMBER AGENCIES
AFRICA REGION (TOTAL: 51)

Name

Maryknoll Fathers
Mill Hill Missionaries
White Fathers
Saint Patrick Fathers
Division §f Overseas‘Ministrieé
Episcopal Church
International Voluntary Services
Society of the Holy Child Jesus
Cohgregationavahristian Service Comﬁittééé'
Erie Dioéesan Mission |
United Methodist Committee on Reliéf
Meéls for Millions/Freedom from Hunger
Medicai Missionaries of Mary
Technoserfe |
‘ Méryknéllisisters.
Capuchin Fathers .

CPPS

Source: Comprehensive Projects Reviéw, April 1981
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NUMBER OF CURRENT PROJECTS :
SPONSORED BY MEMBER AGENCIES
ASIA/PACIFIC REGION (TOTAL: 57)

Hame Total  Joint Sole

Cohgregational Christian Service COmmittee ‘ 1
St. Columbans Foreign Mission Society : 8
Marist Missioﬁs | |
MCA

Division of Overseas Ministries

Maryknoll Febhere'

United Methodist Commiﬁtee on Relief

Mafyknoil Sisters |
'Mill Hill Missionaries

Luﬁheran World Relief

YWCA

- American Leprosy Missions

. Franeiscan‘Missionaries of Mary

Interhational‘Veluntary'Services

Divine Word Missiqﬁaries

UPCUSA

. CCSR (HolymCross Fathers )

* Source:. Comprehensive Projects ReView; April‘1981

14
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NUMBER OF CURRENT PROJECTS
SPONSORED BY MEMBER AGENCIES |
LATIN AMERICA/CARIBBEAN REGION (TOTAL: 28)

Name ’ Total

_Luﬁneran World Relief

Division of Overseas Ministries

Erie Diocesan Mission

Congregational Christian Service Committee
International Voluntary Services .

Maryknoll Sisters

Meals for Millions/Freedom from Hunger

%CRS

Secrétariat for Latin America
CCSR (Holy Cross Fathers)

FCC |

Maryknoll Fathers
‘MafistvMissiOns

Mediéal Miééion Sisters

St. Patrick Fathers

Technoserve

Source: Comprehensive Projects Review, April 1981.

¥Not current member.
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Project Number
Project Title
Project Holder
Duration 19 to 19__

Amount: full, requested CODEL, others.

1. RECEIPT (Evidence)
Date Received
How? From whom (member,»pnoponent, other)?

Kind of information format (letter, proposal, application form)?

ADDITIONAL INFORM AIIQN REQUESTED (Evidence)
Letter - what kind of information?

'Field‘tr;p - what resulpe according to report?_
Any prior knowledge of project evident? 1

PRESENTATION (Ev1dence - Project Summary and Commzttee
Recommendatlon)

Date of presentation to Projects Committee

Recommendation:

Full or partial‘funding'(and additional funding? Why?)

How many years (any timevextension)?,
Variance from request (why)? L

Targeted to specific activ1t1es and/or llne items°
Or general support°
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4, ANALYSIS (include supporting data)
 CODEL Criteria
a. Disadvantaged, pabticipation, community self-reliance
b. Local priority needs according to those directly affected
. Potential of local rescurces to meet project needs

Inclusion of women (What are the current roles of women with
reference to project objectives?) ‘

Training of loéal personnél; use of indigenous resources;
self-reliance

Collaboration with local churches and development
organizations: pre-planning, planning, implementation;
consultative services, personnel, funds, buildings and
equipment; joint participation in implementation.

Environmental problems (pdﬁential harm; what measures need to
be taken to avoid, to lessen)

Socio-economic emphasis; not proselytizing or evangelical

Not pbincipally seétarian

Not train foreign nationals or U.S. citizens for other than
specific development

No duplication of efforts

Not principally building, unless no other way to meet socio-
economic needs and operating costs can be borne locally

Criteria

Are objectives, as stated, clear; concrete, measurable, fea-
sible? Do they relate to the solution of priority development
problem? Is the target group specifically identified?

Is implementation glanbincluded which schedules actiVities
and allocates project resources (personnel, financial, in-kind)?

Is there evience of managerial competence (in the degree to
which the project is planned, in the relation between
personnel and activities/objectives, in terms of quantity and
quality; who is legally responsible?) ‘

17~




5.

6.

APPENDIX 2 - Figure 7.3

Is budget realistic (are all costs included, ie. audit,
evaluation; are costs reasonable; is there provision for
inflation/contingency; are costs in line with local economy?
Is total income noted?) ‘

Is there evidence of technical competence (in terms of
personnel, sourcing of technical consultants, work with

technically-equipped agencies?)

What is the nature of participation? Did participants/
beneficiaries design the project, formulate the goals? What:
mechanisms facilitate participation (community organizations,
meetings of participants)? Do participants have a voice in
decision making; control over allocation of resources?

What impact is to be derived as a result of the project?

1) What are the benefits? Economic? Social? Basic needs
(food, water, health)? Group/community benefits?

2) For whom are the benefits intended? How many? ‘How will
project ensure that they benefit?

3) - What change is envisioned as a result of the project
activities? (From what to what, and how measured? ie.
more and better nutrition - diet includes more calories,
more variety, more protein than before the project?)

How is the project to be evaluated? What are the objectives?
What are the indicators to be used in measuring change over
the life of the project?

COMMITTEE ACTION
Projects Committee; Executive Committee

Did committees follow Area Coordinator's recommendation? Ask for
more information? Express doubts? Did they condition the grant?
How?

FUNDING

When was the project approved (date)? Date of Grant Letter of
Agreement? When was the first amount transmitted (date)?

What was the funding mix? (AID, member agencies; other - detail
who and the amounts) '

Note proponent, cooperants in the field, sponsor

How were the subsequent transmittals triggered? ie. receipt of
report, fulfilment of conditions?




g
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7. COMMUNICATION WITH PROJECT HOLDER

Grant Letter of Agreement - sent, signed, conditions clearly .
stated? . .

Were there any special conditions attached?
Are the responsibilities for reporting clearly stated?

Standard/special? (Would it help to set forth a reporting
schedule?)

8. REPORTS

Narrative progress report when due; when sent; quality

Financial report b " " "
Audit ‘ - " " "
Evaluation ' - " o "

/. (note whether coordinator participated in it)

9, JINFORMATION SHARING/LEARNING

Reports, field trip reports - shared with sponsors; donors, others?

Any response? Reaction?

10.  COMMENTS

Any special problems noted? How dealt with?
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NOTES ON PROJECT PROCESS

Initial Contact (may or may not be project specific)
Country Profile (conditions, problems/needs, resources)
Organizational Resources (member organlzations, ecumenical efforts)

Presentatlon of Project to CODEL
Proposal
Project Applloation Forn
Compare with Country Profile

Dialogue with Proponent
Write for additional information
Make field visit before presentation to Projects Committee (w1th
qualifications) by staff, by correspondents, by member
organization represertatives (with checklist or issues paper)
Send proponent a copy of -project summary and invite feedback o

Preparatlon - Analysis (Project Summary)

Project Application Form and Other Criteria = Checklist for
analysis

Attach Proposal to Project Summary (but consider negatlve effects*
turn-off, language, raise questions, overload) e

Use of Country Profiles in analysis

Area. Coordinators prepare issues paper 1ncluding history of experience
with project holder in preparation for

Staff crltlcal review and recommendations

5. Committees' Action (Project and . Executlve Committees
Project Committee Advisory to Executive Committee o ~
Record in minutes 'concerns' of Project & Executive Committees
System for follow-up by Area Coordlnators of concerns and issues
raised by the Committees S

6. Funding Action - :
‘Letter advising proponent of commmittees' action
.Executive Committee ‘decides commitment of undesignated
funds on recommendation of Executive Director and Area
Coordinator .
Amount Time - no expenditure untll funds on hand
Maximum 1-year fundlng commitment:
Member funders may pledge the whole amount, part'”
usually 1-year
Grant Letter of Agreement (GLOA) - when funds available (partlal)*
Funds sent upon receipt of GLOA signed by project holder
Include cost of audit and evaluation
Re-evaluate usefulness of the audit: ‘
Include minimum requirements of stewardship
Include 3-month funding cushion:
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Implementation - Monitoring of ‘
Need implementation plan, reporting outline tailored to project
Need to notify project holder of dates reports are due

Further Funding and Responses to Progress Markers

Evaluation ‘ ‘
Reporting Outline
Tailored to project
Agreed to by the project holder
Dates reports due

Learning - Recording of pertinent data
Comprehensive Project Reviews
Reports
CODEL News

#Change in procedure - GLOA now covers entirevgrant
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!

. NOTES ON GRANT LETTER OF AGREEMENT

Amount approved as grant (total)
No time period stated

Date Funds available (their signature)

In support of (Project Title) for approvéd project. Budget & Objectives

Submitted to CODEL (date)
May be date of submittal to Project Commitee :
Date received in New York by CODEL (date stamp governs)
Date of letter/proposal - latest correspondence

Amount of first transmittal
Sources of funding (for funds in hand)

Time limit 120 days - must start project (review; p0351b111ty of funds
recall) .

Reports - whatﬁver project holder generates in course of bu31ness

1. Evaluation of Progress - semi-annual, mid-term and final
- (CODEL reserves right to participate in mid- and final
evaluations) ;

2. Financial reports, records, audits - semi-annual

When -does project start? L

¢
iy

close?
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PROJECT SITES VISITED

Nizamabad District (north of Hyderatad, Andhra Pradesh), India

IND-AG/MHM 57 Jeevadan Landed. Poor
IND-ED/J124-MHM (PA) Community Health and Informal Education Center
IND-CD/J198-MHM (AA)* Community Wells for Drinking Water

(total CODEL commitment $116,510 of $173,150)

Mauurai District (Tamil Nadu), India
IND-MD/J53-ALM (NA) Comprehensive Community Health Rural
: Development Program
($124,200 of $1,160,000)
Madras, India
INDQED/J171—LWR (PA) The Inter-Church Service Agency (ICSA)
- Conference Center--Furnishings for Develop-

" ment Conferences and Workshops
($15,000 of $135,000)

Cochin {Kerala), India ‘
IND-CD/FMM-02 (PA) Palarivattom Community Development Trust (PCDT)

($143,941 of $740,900)

_JLL.LQQ_Q;.IQLAQMQ.§LL§§.1£H£§_ and urban)

SRI-CD/J67-CCSC (NA) Sri ‘Lanka Small Grants- bund (SAMAGI Fund Society)
o ($45,250 of $ub, 250)°

Paranthon Area, Sri Lanka

SRI-AG/J58-CCSC (?) YMCA Youth Training Centre ‘

SRI-AG/YMCA-02 (?) Water Development Scheme for Rural Youth
Training Centre

SRI-AG/JSB (B)-YMCA(PA)Youth Training Centre-Extension Service
($98,500 of $166,0u42)

¥Not all of approved funds have been transmitted; other donors may
participate. :
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Colombo Area, Sri Lanka (Nugegoda).

SRI-CD/J108-CCSC(AA)% SMASH-Center for Development of Body, Mind,
and Spirit (repeat of 1968 project for which
$31,840 granted; this project $74,920 of
$107,140)

8. Mery Area (north of Nairobi), Kenva

9.

»Key:

KEN-AG/J94-UMCOR (PA) Meru Inter-Church Dry Areas Agriculture
Program ($6,098 :
KEN-AG/TECH-06 Liliaba-Mula Ranching Group Water Supply .
Project
KEN-AG/J149-TECH (PA) Meru Irrigation Project ,
(These two projects are really Phases I and
II of the same scheme. $111,700 of
$103,265 Phase II only)

San Juan de la Maguana Area (northwest of Santo Domingg), Dominican
Republic » :

DR-CD/J172=CHS (PA) Rural Water Resoufce Development Program
' ($40,000 of $166,623)

AA A1l AID funds
PA Partial AID funds (Combined with member funds)
NA No AID funds
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RELATION OF SPONSOR TO PROJECT HOLDER
OF CODEL PROJECTS VISITED

Project Holder

Jeevaden Seva Samaj
Life Giving Service
Society

Christian Fellowship
Hospital

Inter-Church Service
Agency

Palarivattom
Community
Development Trust
(PCDT)

SAMAGI (Security
through Amity, Agri-
culture and Industry

YMCA of Sri Lanka

SMASH (Center for
Development of Body,
Mind and Spirit)

Development Office,
Catholic Diocese of
Meru

Servicio Social de
Iglesias Dominicanas
(SSID) (Social

Service of Dominican

Churches)

Sponsor

Mill Hill Missionaries

American Leprosy Missions

and ‘Division of Overseas

Ministries (DOM)

Lutheran World Relief

Franciscan Missionaries
of Mary

Congregational Christian
Service Committee (CCSC)

CCSC and YMCA

CcCsC

Relation

Working with

Working with
and supporting;
known to

Working with,
supporting,
using services

Working with

Working in same
area, known to

" Known to and

counterpart

Known to

United Methodist Committee Working in same

on Relief (UMCOR) and

Technoserve

Church World Service
(DOM)

area; known to

Counterpart




9,

NOTE:

L

IMPLEMENTING ORGANZATIONS (PROJECT HOLDERS)

Name

Jeevadan Seva Samaj
(Life Giving Service Society)

Christian Fellowship Hospital
Inter-Church Service Agency
(ICSA)

Palarivattom Community
Development Trust (PCDT)

SAMAGI (Security through Amity,

Agriculture and Industry)

YMCA of Sri Lanka“

SMASH (Center for Development
of Body, Mind and Spirit)

Catholic Diocese of Meru,
Development Office

Servicio Social de_IglesiaS
DominieanaS‘(SSID)

. OF CODEL PROJECTS VISITED

Unofficial Characterization:

Community Development organization
started by Indian Catholic Missionary

Facility with outreach service directed
by Indian Protestant medical missionary

Interdenominational consulting services to
churches .and voluntary agencies

Inter-religious community‘devélopment.
organization started by Catholic diocese

Inter-religious community-developméht

organization, started in response to CODEL

Inter-faith service organization

Community development facility started
by YMCA '

Office within Catholic Church structure
promoting developmént at diocesan level

Interdenominational social serv1ce and
and development organlzatlon

Interdenominational 1nd10ates organizational participation of Protestant denomlnatlons,
Interfaith--Protestant, Catholic and Jewish (when applicahle);
,Inter-rellglous--all religions, e.g. Buddhist, Hindu, Moslem, animist, etc.

All organizations provide services to people regardless of their religious affiliation.

= Local; = N = National; . R = Rural; U = Urban

Service
to U &R

U

€ 2an8Td - 4 XIANIdAV




APPENDIX 5 ~ Figure 1

CODEL'S FINANCIAL GROWTH BY SOURCE, AMOUNT, AND TOTAL INCOME PER YEAR -

. CODEL was founded in 1969. A compilation of annual total income for
program, projects, and administration is listed below by year. The
amounts of public income include the Development Program Grant suc-
ceeded by the General Support Grant plus three Operational Program
Grants and the Environmental Development Program Grant.

FISCAL ’ ) SOURCES ‘ TOTAL INCOME
YEAR PRIVATE PUBLIC PER YEAR

$ 62,316 | 5 62,376
78,087 | 78,087
111,338 111,338
57,489  s7,u89
73,966 - - 73,966
230,573 78,811 309,388
505,409 143,991 649, 500
658,361 205,666 864,027
567,416 521,232 1,091,648
715,397 | 849,117 1“,56}\,5114'
767,808 1,250,310 2,018,118

TOTALS $3,828,220 $3,052, 127 46,880,347

*Tn the year 1976, the fiscal year was changed, and hence the total
‘indicated is for a 10-months' period.

Source: CODEL Self-Evaluation, November 1980.
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EXPENSE DATA, FY 1980

Categories AID
Projects 539,3“9
Program Support ‘191,H28*
Administrative .
Support : -

Program and Admin-

istrative Support -
SUBTOTAL 730,777
OPGs | 404,080
Environmental

Development ‘
Program - 77,926

TOTAL 1,212,783

CODEL Members/
Other

675,710

134,108%

809,818

809,818

Total

1,215,059

325,536*

1 ,5“0’ 595

104,080

77,926

2,022,601

#NOTE: Per CODEL policy to pay Ho%lof progbam and -administrative sup-
port from private sources, 60% from government. This year CODEL
is paying U1%, AID 59%. '

- Manager.

28

Source: Financial Statement, Annual Report FY 1980, and Financial
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PROGRAM AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT
AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL EXPENSES

Total Program and Administrative Support as

Percent of Total Projects

Total Program and Administrative Support as Perceht of Total
Programs (total projects, OPGs, Environmental Development

Program)

AID-Charged Program Support

AID-Charged Pﬁogram Support
Projects and Programs

AID-Charged Program Support

AID-Charged Program Support

Percent

Percent

}Percent

‘ Percent

of AID-Funded Projects

of all AID-Funded

of Total Projects

of Total Program

‘Source: Calculations based on Appendix 7, Figure 2 data.
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ESTIMATED ANNUAL PROJECT LOAD
OF AREA COORDINATORS

Monitor ,
and Service - Develop ' Total
(Current (Replace 1/3 closed,
Portfolio) plus 10% for rejects
plus 5 growth)

hAfrica
Asia/Pacifice

Latin America/
Caribbean

Compare with estimated load of Inter-American Foundation Field
Representative with responsibility for one country: Portfolio of
30 projects; develop 10 new projects per year, for a total of 4o
projects. ‘ : -
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PROJECT PROFILES

The projects profiled in this section are those visited in the
field by the evaluator. The information in the profile comes from the
'Project Summary and reports which may have been provided by the project
holder, data in the April 1981 Comprehensive Projects Review, and field
observations and interviews. The format was developed by the evaluator
and the Asia Area Coordinator during the field visits and reflned after
the evaluator's return.

Béckground information includes the CODEL project code, the project
title, the project holder, project duration dates, and the funding
amount- CODEL has approved for the project

The CODEL code signifies the country (IND = India), the sector (ED
= education), ecumenical collaboration (J = joint; absence of J indicates
no ecumenical collaboration), and the member organization which has
sponsored the project within CODEL (MHM = Mill Hill Missionaries). The
project numbers run serially for all joint projects; for those in which
only one agency is involved, they are serial for the agency (e.g. SRI-
AG/UMCOR-02 = Sri Lanka, Agriculture, the second project sponsored by
‘the United Methodist Committee on Relief; BRA-CD/J208-LWR = Brazil,
Community Development, Joint, #208, Lutheran World Relief sponsored, but
was more recently funded by CODEL than KEN-AG/J149--TECH = Kenya ,
Agricultural, Joint, #1U49, sponsored by Technoserve.) The code also
indicates projects where additional funds have been put into a project
by (B) but does not indicate the project sequence of the subsequent:
allocation e.g. SRI-AG/J58 (B).




PROJECT PROFILE #1

Background
IND-ED/J 124-MHM
Community Health and Informal Education Center
Jéevadan Sevé Samaj (Life Giving Service Society)
Nizamabad District, India
1979-1982

$43, 140

IND-CD/J198-MHM
Community Wells for Drinking Water
Same project holder and location as above
1980-1982
- $46,220

Project Description
CODEL has committed a cluster of support to people in the Nizamabad

District (Andhra Pradesh, near Hyderabad, India) through these two

current projects and one earlier project (IND-AG/MHM-57 Jeevadan Landed

Poor). The project holder for the current projects is Jeevadan Seva
Samaj (Life Giving Service Society) through the Director of that organi-
“zation, Father Remigi Nadackal.
Father Nadackal is an Indian Catholic priest who started a mission
some ten years ago in this predominantly Hindu part of South India where

recurring drought has made life extremely difficult for the harijans,
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the lowest socio-éoonomic group.  His plan is to help people meet their
needs for water,_housing, health care, education, land and other means

of earning a living.‘ The mission is staffed by a number of Indian
Catholic Sisters who run the educational and health programs as well as
provide over-all management under Father Nadackal's direction. The
mission has been ablé to fund the construction of a church, rectory,
convent, clinic and some housing for resettled people, énd currently has
a school building under construction.

The goals of the first phase of the Community Health and'Infofmal
Education Center project are to build a center providing primary health
care and to set up a mobile team of medical personnel to provide care in’
the villages. in the second phase, villagers will be selected for
training in health care and occupational skills and then returned to
their villages to work. CODEL is providing funds for a vehicle, equip-

ment for the mobile team, and recurring expenses for three years.

The Community Wells for Drinking Water project plans to provide 40

hand-dug wells for‘drinking water based on a ground water feasibility
survey conducted during the drought in 1979 by AFPRO for the (Cétholic)
Archdiocese of Hyderabad. The sites were’identified as five ﬁubiic
institutions and fifteen villages occupied by the undérprivileged. CODEL
agreed to fund approximately‘tﬁo-thirds of the costs of diggihg‘and ‘ |
cbnstructing the sides andbﬁops of bhe wells, the otherythird to be
provided in the for@ of local donations of iabor and'materials. The

cost of one well is estimated at $1,740.

Results/Meeting Objectives (Stated Objectives)
Although all of the funds ($43,140) for the health project had been

transmitted and could be expected to have been used by the time of the
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field visit, it was not possible to ascertain whether the mobile
equipment had been purchased or whether the team was fuhctioning. The
time at the project siﬁé‘was limited to part of one day (approximately
four hours), the remainder of the time being spent in travel to and from
the site. According to the CODEL records, reports were furnished in
1980 and 1981; however these were not seen by the evaluator.

The wells project could not be expected to have been implemented
since the first part of the funding ($15,000) had been transmittedvin
February, and the field visit took place in April; The evaluator did
observe wells constructed on the mission, clinic and ;ghool grounds.

In short, it is not khown whether, or to what éxtent, the
objectives of tﬁe two projects have been met on the basis of the field

visit.

Mgnagerigl, Technical and Environmental Sougdnegg

Management is in the hands of Father Nadackal, supported by the
Sisters. .Nadackal perlodically visits Europe and North America to
raise funds. He hasﬂbeen quite succeszul, but his absences place an
additional burden dﬁ the Sisters. There is no indication of lay parti-
cipation in the planning and implementation of the various facets of ﬁhe
program. Altogether, there is a question whether,ﬁhe‘project may not‘be‘
too depen@ent dn Fr. Nada§kal for managemenﬁ. |

Technical and environmental soundness must be judged on the basis of

the technical studies undertaken by AFPRO which constitute part of the

file and seem to meet professional standards.; The project proposal.
indicates that a government hydrologist would be used to select the well
sites.» The impact on the environment of reclaiming land for farming in

the first of the three'projects in the cluster has not been addressed.
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The normal considerations of area sanitation apply to the wells project
as far as use is concerned. The technical and environmental considera-

tions could be better addressed.

Leadership Capability

From the impressions gathered during the field visit, the project
is being completely run by Father Nadackal. He is diréotly involved in
all of the planning and implementstion aspeots of the total work which
encompasses health, education, wells, and land development as well as
some income-generating work which he has organized (stone breaking forv
construction and the collection and processing of leaves for é local
type of smoking material). He is also responsible for all fund-raising
and personnel functions.‘ He delegates a certain amount of the day-to-
day management to the Sisters working with him.

Thus the capability for the development of local leadership exists,
but there is probably too much wonk for too few people. This is another,v
matter which should be examined in subsequent communications negarding

the wells project.

‘Working Relations and Style

The first of the three pnojects in the cluster was sponsored by the
Mill Hill Missions, and the next two were jointly sponsored The Church .
of South Ind1a is making buildings available and is probably kept

informed of the prOJects progress. The government is also partlci—

pating, partieularly through the education and hydrology offices, and
»thene is community support including donations from non-Christians. ”
This pattern indicates an open, collabonative style. Nénertheless,.the‘

danger exists that Fr. Nadackal's ability to succeed with this ambitious

work will tend to be viewed as a personal accomplishment and that the
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complex of projects and infrastructure will become an "empire" identi-

fied with outsiders.

Impact on the Poor
The provision of land, water, agricultural implements, animals,
health care, education, skills training, jobs, and housing to ihe poor
(harijaﬁ) will't;doubtedly have an impact on them. Thét some of thesé
_planned activities have not yetbbeen implemented'and others only Started
in a small way is less important thathhé fact that some action has
occurred. | |
The impact on the local populace of resettling people from other
" areas on previously unused Government land should be addressed. ‘Do
people react negatively--either the pedple who are better off or those.
who may be just as poor but are not ihcluded in the progfam? Do thbse
in the program react with expectations df receiving assiétange, or do -
they take the opportunity to become self-reliant? Is there any obliga-
fidn on the part of the beneficiaries.to adhére to the faith of those
who providé assistahce, even though the idea is not‘cohveyed‘overtly‘or

intentionally?

CODEL Criteria

1. Ecumenical collaboration--Church of South India (Protegtant)‘

is providing a building for the use of the Sisters;
Participation--low; |

Learﬁing»ﬁhrough parti¢ipati¢n7;low;

Sharihg (appropriate level of) costs--labor contribﬁted;

.Consonande‘with local and national prioritiesefhigh.
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Comments
This was the first project seen by the evaluator in the field.

That it happened to be the first was due to a combination of the CODEL
Area Coordinator's travel schedule and the evaluator's availability. As
sﬁch it became the "observation" project, providing information on how
.CODEL. operates in a field visit to a project holder. ‘This experience
may be atypical of CODEL projects which receivé periodic visits sinqe‘
this project had nevér been visited beééuse of its inacéessibility, yet
" it demonstrated all too clearly the need for:
1. * Spending more time on site (pehhaps four days instead qf four
hours); and
.  Letting the project holder know in advance the objective and
the agenda of the visit: the type of information needed, the
documents to be reviewed, the placeé and people the evaluator
wishes to Qisit, the procedures fér working together, and other

items of that nature.

Without such preparation, the project holder does not know exactly

what is expected and tends to show the visitor the physical plant,‘
introduce some of the implementors énd'beneficiaries as thej are
aQailable, and provide hospitality; The ocgasiqn of the visit may be
taken to honor thé donor's part in the project and to reinforce‘the. '
,beneficiaries' and implementors' pride in their accomplishménts.‘

These activities leave very little time, if any, to review trans-
actions between the donor. and project holder (e.g. reporting, funding
‘trahsmittalé),,to gathér missing repoft informﬁtion, or to discuss
underlying concepﬁs‘and raise philosophical questions with‘both Ehe
implementors and beneficiaries. ‘Time‘is needed to undefstand the con-‘

text of a project, to think; to question, to observe. These processes
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are valuable for all parties and are critical to learning from and

improving project performance.
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PROJECT PROFILE #2

| Background
IV-IND-MD/J53-ALM

Comprehensive Community Health and Rural Development Program
- Christian Fellowship Hospital

Oddanchattram, India

Phase I Basé-line Survey and Organizatioﬁal Phase $3,000
Phase II Drought Rehabilitation Scheme : $12M,200.

1977 to 1981 (Five Years)

frbjggt Dgggrip;igg

‘~CODEL is partiéipating in a long-range, broad-based health care and.
community‘development program centered at the Christian Fellowship
‘Hospital in Oddanchattram, India. The medical progham is both.¢urative
‘aﬁd preventive,-with spécial emphésis on lepfosy, tuberculosis and
cancér treatment it the hospital and the tfaining of'village.health
workers who are also responéible‘for broader development needs such as
water, food, housing and animal ﬁuébandry. |

The area has suffered from drought for the last three.years S0
' supplies of watef and food. are éhort,‘especiélly”for the pqorest,
1¢west-caste harijan; with whom the project seeks to work. They are»in.»
‘need of everything - land, water, farming and brganizatiOnal skills,
agricultural ihputs, housing and oppoftunities to generate income

through raising animals, small busineés and artisan activities. .

‘CODEL . funding is currently being used for suppbrt of the repair and
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construction of dams and wells to provide water, the highest priority

identified by the people and local officials alike.

Results/Meeting Objectives (Stated Objectives)

The reduction of mortality and fertility and the increase in.
agricultural.produétion and income througﬁ the érovision of water, land,
improved housing, health care, literacy training, primary education,
loans/grants for animals and small business, and formation of qommunity
groups are among the objectives and interventions of this project. As
stated by the Project’Director, Dr. Jacob Cherian, the following
progress has been made toward meeting objectives:

1. Project‘area infant mortality is 69.§ per 1000 compared td 128

per 1000 for the entire state of Tamil Naduj

The fertility rate, formerly 3 per 1000, is now between 1.5 and
1.75 per 1000; |
Water supply has been improved through conservation (tanks,

and check dams) for approuximately one-half of the_population of
the project area (15Q,OOO people);

Agricultural produgtion has incréased over the last five years,
and farmers, who constitute 90 percent:of the population, are
better off. More cereals, ground nuts, vegetableé and cash
crops (e.g. sugar cane) are being produced. Smali and landless
farmers have more work and income, as do the women.

The literacy rate is currently 35 percent in Tamil Nadu State,

a 5 per cent increase since the institution of a government

literacy program; four primary schools have béen established in
remote, inaccessible areas of the project.'

Approximately 1,500 houses ﬁere provided to low-caste families
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at an average cost of 5,000 rupees (3000 extgrnal funds, 2,000
" people's conthibution); the program is currenily halted for
lack of funding, but attempts are being made to continue the
project with government and private funding from India.
Small—businéss grants and loans have been made, primarily for
the acquisition of cows, buffaloes, some sheep and goats, but

also for pig raising, basket making, weaving, tanning and small

shops.

‘Note: As far as the portion supported by CODEL is concerned,

it is not known how many dams were planned and built.

Managerial, Technical and Environmental Soundness

Management of the project is in the.hands of the
Chief Medical Officer of the hospital, assisted by the Development
Of ficer and with the‘cooperation of community and government persons.
From.the fieid inspection, management appears to function well, despite
the small‘number of people and their other duties, because it is well
organized.

Technically, the project has tapped both technical and goVernment
-assistance with the result that both dams and wells seem to be techni-
cally sound, and the project is not taking any action which has been
untested for the afea.

No specific consideration has been given to environmental impact,
and no new land use schemes have been initiated except the reclamation
of land previously untilled due to lack of water. |

Leadership Capability

~The project is working with people who have been indoctrinated with
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their own worthlessness--the low-caste people; consequently they can be
expected to take more time to arrive at a position of taking charge and
leading. Neﬁerthéless, there are individuals who have stepped forward
to work with their communities. A notable case is the schoolteacher who
was helped by Dr. Cherian, the Project Director, to attend school. He
was the first from his group to do so and.came back to work with his
people. Perhaps the project could be assisted to think more about the
means of fostering and developing leadership and/or provided with the
financial means of holding traihing courses for community leaders

(development/health workers and others).

.Working Relations and Style

At first glance, the impression is one of a self—contgined, pater-
nalistic, well-organized and dynamic project whicr is accomplishing ité
goals with little participation in the planning and implementation by
those being helped. Upon closer inspection, it can b2 said that perhaps
there are not many.people who want to cooperéte with the medical
missionaries from Keralé who have come to improve the lives of the Tamil
‘Nadu Harijans except the government, and they are‘already coopeﬁating.
There is local resistance in two areas: one is religious since the
State is strongly Hindu, and the missionaries are Christiah; the other
is socio-economic since the wealthier persons in the area do not wish to
see the pooreﬁ éaste fréed‘from their socio-economic limitations. (The
extent to which cooperation with the>other churches in the area may be
feasible has not been explored in conversations.) |

There are signs that the broject has moved closer to self-reliance

in that there is resistance to give-aways and an inclination to arrange

- loans that can be paid back. Ekternal cooperation in.support of this
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project is high-~-through the American Leprosy Missions and European

‘souroes as well as the Indian organizations,'CASA and AFPRO.
Impact on the Poor

This project reaches the poorést, most disadvantaged of the area.
The extent to which it is feaﬁible to effect a change in the attitﬁdes
of an oppressed class toward themselves is probably a function of thé
leadership of the project and of time. Although strong in technical and
managerial aspects, the project leadérship is not attuned to self-
development. The fact that there are so many pressing basic needs to be
met has prompted action on behalf of the people rather than preparing
them for action on their own behalf.

Such motivation is understandable, but now is the time for consid-
eration of ways in which participation, self-help and self-reliance can
be strengthened. The Inter-Church Service Agency in Madras could assist
by organizing a seminar oﬁ participation 6f the poorest. Training in
participatory techniques for project planners is also available from .
Kenya's Christian Development Education Services, which trains teams of

church development workers in a modified Paulo Freire method and has

- some experience in India.

. CODEL Criteria

1. Ecumenical collaboration--none with other churches; program

directed to all boor, regardless of affiliation;
2. Participation--low, see above; - |
3. Learning through participation--low;
i, Sharing (appropriate level 6f) costs~--labor contributed; and

5. Consonance with local and national priorities--high.
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Comments

CQDEL‘s participation in the over-all scheme is minimal from a
financial‘point of view, but their relationships with the Project Direc-
tor and the sponsoring organization ire good and should be exploited to

assist the project in moving toward a more participatory Style of opera-

tion. It should be noted that the original project was approved before

the formulation of the criteria.
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PROJECT PROFILE #3

round

IND-ED/J171-LWR

Fuﬁeishings‘for Development Conference and Workshops Center
The Inter-Church Service Agency (ICSA)

Madras, India |

1980

$15,000 -

Project D ription

The Inter-Church Service Agency constructed a new building to use
as its office and conference center‘in Madras. CODEL assisted with a
small amount of money for furnishings. The funds were used to purchase
air conditioners for‘meeting rooms.

Although thisiis not the type of project CODEL usuaily considebs
for funding, the work of this agency was considered important enough to
support; eSpecially since assistance was needed at the'time. ICSA, in
addition to its original work of accounting ser§ices; has-deveioped an
impressive capability in de&elopmentvconsulting, and now provides ser-
vices ranging from technical‘assistence, feasibilitybstudies and evalua-

tions to inter-faith seminars.

Sinee‘ehe nature of the projecﬁ does not lend itself to the

analysis usually provided for development projects, the remainder of )
this profile will be devoted to an analysis of the ICSA ability to

provide CODEL, its project holders and member agencies with field-side

by
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support services for improved planning, management of implementation énd
evaluation of projects as well.as for learning experiences. Special
effort was made by the evaluator to review a selected sample of ICSA's
work in an attempt to evaluate its capability to serve CODEL as an
indigenous insﬁitutional resource for technical assistance.

| A strong in-house capability in technical subjects such as agricul-
ture, water projects, engineering, rural development and fisheries is
matched by their over-all management capability. ICSA is developing a
library and contacts in appropriate technology and is interested in
learning more about women in development. Their personnel are retired
civil servants who are highly experienced and who have contacts through-
out the government. They can usually source expertise which they thenm-
selves.may not possess. Their work shows evidence of having kept up-to-
date with the technology and advances in their respective fields.

ICSA's develbpment philosophy is compatib;e with CODEL's and is
also rooted in Christianity. From the evidence available at head-
duarters, one of the best field meetings in which CODEL ever partici-
pated was a meeting sponsored with ICSA at which development issues and
philosophy were given serious and thoughtful consideration. ICSA's
services are undérutilized because the churches and voluntary agencies
which constitute its target clientele do not always fully appreciate
their need for assistance, nor are they always in a position to pay for
the service.

That this resource exists, but is being underutilized, presents
CODEL with a perfect opportunity to simultaneously provide technical
assistance, facilitate the learning process, and develop indigenous
institutional capability. CODEL could help to fill this gap by providing

én opportunity for its project holders in South India to meet with ICSA,
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exchange experiences and develop a schedule for technical assistance

which CODEL could support.
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PROJECT PROFILE #4

Bagkground
IV-IND-CD/FMM-02

Palarivattom Community Development Trust (PCDT)
Cochin, India
1978 - 1981

$143,941

Project Description

The PCDT was formed in 1976 as an inter-faith (Catholic; Perés?
tant, Hindu) community oganization to extend the use of‘tbe facilities
and programé of the Pﬁstorél Orientation’CenQre (POC - Catholic) to thé
surrounding coﬁmunity in Cochin. At that time, the POC'was,running‘a

MCH program with foodstuffs (PLU80) which was transferred to land

arranged by the PCDT and‘operated under PCDT sponsorship by the Catholic

Sisters.,

A meeting‘qf people from the community Was‘held tovdgtermine‘the'
most pressing needs, and a field survey of 1808 familieévwas‘conductéd.‘
The results showed that tﬁe péople wahted improved housing, water, 
sani*-ation, health sérviges, education and jobs. Thé PCDT forﬁulated a
 'progfam.whigh atﬁempted.to meet ail these needs'and‘sought fundshfof
land and building donsthuction to house a clinic,.offices'and training/
meeting space. The.project was conceived by_itsvdesigner, Ef. stepb
Kannath,’to‘servevas a model/laboratory in community development. -

A medical ciinié was‘opehedzbo offer éervices and medicines (in-

cluding innoculations) free to poor families. Home visits were made,

g
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latrines constructed, a course in sewing offered for young women, and a

small savings scheme initiated. Fr. Kannath left the project to do

advanced study abroad; his replacement as director of the POC assumed

responsibility for the project.

Résults[ﬂgggjgg Objectives

The stated aims of the project follow:

1. To establish a hodel community development centre in the
vieinity of the POC to improve the social, economic and health
conditions of the people in the locélity.

To orgaﬁize the community and to help the people living in the
community to help themselves.

To concentrate on adult education and literacy programs.

To orgénize educational programs Qn‘nutrition, health, hygiene,
home management, budgeting and responsible parenthood.

To improve the health conditions of children under five in
collaboration with other voluntary and governmental agencies.
project had planned, within three years, to:

Build a center of 1950 square feet;

Build 344 houses at 300 square feet each;

Build 300 latrines with bath;

Build one water tap for eaéh famiiy;

Hold courses in health, literacy, nutrition and'vocationalv
training; and

6. _Conduct a medicai'program.

These targets were revised to exclude thé_conspruction of houses and

water systems, substituting a woodworking course and the construction of

a building to house the shop.
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Actual accomplishments to date include:

1. Construction of a centre (used for medical and MCH clinics,
warehouse for PL 480 foodstuffs, and the sewing course);
Construction of a building for woodworking course (not being
used);

Construction of approximately 100 latrines;

Medical clinic held regularly;

MCH clinig held regularly, 300 beneficiaries;

Home visits done;

Courses in sewing held; and

Small savings scheme running--participation dropped from 900 to

500. |
It should be noted that the courses in sewing are'paid for by the fees
charged, and the latrine construction is done with Food for WOrk1 30
these have not incurred project expenditures. Some projeet.funds were
spent for medicines (the amount requested $2,176), but currently medi-
cines are either being purchased from other funds or foregone.

The project was unable £o atﬁain its Qriginal goals since the

poorest would be unable to repay loans for improved housing; therefore
rapidly‘decapitalizing the housing fund; therefore the:Committee‘deciﬁed

tg‘cancel the housing and water supply components. The woodworking shop

and training course proved unfeasible due to the current political

r

climate.

Imglemgngggigﬁ Plan
As noted above, there have been several changes in the objectives of
the project, resulting in a changed schedule of activities and therefore

use of budget resources. The project is due to end shortly, but there
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are still monies remaining in the budget.

The CODEL coordinator instructed the project holder to scale down
the project so that there wquld be provision for gaihing true
participation by the people and an opportuniﬁy to show benefits in a
modest way; this means stretching out the project over a longer time

period and making it relevant to the needs of the people in ways'that-

are conducive to self-help and self-reliance.

Managerial, Technical and Epvironmental Soundness

Management of‘the project is nominally in the hands of the
Committee, but really remains the responsibilit& of the Sister(s) and
Father who operate out of the POC. All are conscientious, but there is

‘just too much to do, and it is too much to expéct'ﬁhe volunteer
Committee to take more responsibility. At the time of the field visit,
there was only one Sister available to carry the full.load,’with the
part-time back-up of the POC‘Difeotor. |

No salaries are included in the project fdr administration, which
is also a limiting factor. The best the Committee could do was to
suggest that another priest be sought to work on the project. The:
medical and MCH programs are technically sound, with volunteer doctors
and MCH program supervision provided. If and when training for produc-
tive activities is undertaken on a large scale, care must be taken to
conduct adequatn feasibility studies, the lack of which has been a weak

point of the project to date.

No information is available on whether environmental

considerations were taken into account.
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Leadership Capability

The community elected local leaders to sit 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 into feasible
programs. At least it can be said that the Committee has been able to
prevent the implementation of unfeasible programs. Although.an earlier
report_indicated that community leaders received training at the POC,

the evaluator could not assess their cépability, having elected not to

visit the community so as to avoid raising expectations of a new wind-

fall.

Nevertheless, at least one of the persons‘attending-the MCH clinic
remarked on the evaluator's presence in terms of hopes for houses.
After a chat with the mothers at the clinie, it séemed feasible to
consider identifying and capacitating some of them as community leaders.
(It seems that the Women's Wing‘of'the PCDT, which had done volunteer
work in visiting homes, may also have consisted of the better-off ﬁemA

bers of the community; it collapsed ﬁhen the leader left the area.)

Working Relations and Style
The coliaboration of the Catholics with other faiths, members of

the cqmmunity, political leaderé, government personnel and business
people has been good. .A question éould Qe raised,‘h0wever, concerning

- the image of the project. It appears that the people do hot think of it

as 'their! projeot--onebto-which they contribute time and effort
 'expecting to‘beﬁefit_from a common venﬁure. It appears that the people
view it as a give-away, social welfare project run by a'churcﬁvwhich is
~ in that business. They’thought, when asked their needs, that they had

only to articulate them, and they would be met. As one of the Committee




ATTACHMENT. A

said, "It is not possible to satisfy people unless we give them money as

charity."

Mm'mm

The project is trying tq‘involve the socio~economically disadvan-

‘tagéd; ‘Sd far it has not found a way to help ﬁeople help themselveé:
there is a small fee charged for participation in the MCH program; labor
is contributed in the latrinefbuilding program; and a fee is charged for
tuition.in the sewing course. “

Somé consideration should be given to charging for the medical

clinic or a way found to screen out peopie who may abuse the program.

(I saw a qhart of a person who received so many different medicines that
he/shé should have be@n referred to another facility.) The participants.
| interviewed said théy;iiked the clinic because the medicines were'frée,
and-the attention was better than in goverhment'clinics; In ﬁost casés,
even very poor peopie find it worthWhile to pay for medical care.

The image that free treatmént‘créates in this group should be
~explored. The project needs to avoid the temptation to become aﬁ.em-
aployer,vwhich iS'whatvwas being considered in the two employment-
genenating schemes--woodworking aﬁd_sewing.' Not oniy would this exacer-

bate the image of péterﬁalism, but the project is'not technically,

.manageriaily, and‘finéncially competent to undertake Sﬁqh an enterprise.

CODEL Griteria
1. ,Ecuménical collaﬁoﬁation: bnone with other churches on é 6né4
tp-oﬁé basis; but tﬁe'Thﬁst'iS diﬁeéted:by;énﬂinﬁér-féiﬁﬁ‘ ,
board, aﬁd pr§5ram bénéfits andlparticipatioh arefektendéd to

everyone regardless of faith, "wealﬁh, colour or caste;“ ‘

Participation: low;
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3. Learning through participation: low;
4, Sharing (appropriate level of) costs: low; and

5. Local/national priorities: high.

Comments

The success of the project seems to have been dependent on the

leadership of certain people, notably the designer, Fr. Kannath. When

he left, the project began to show stress. It is probably just as well
that a highly-motivated, dynamic, charismatic leader be‘abéeht in o?der
that the people learn to depepd more dn themselves.

If this project is for the benefit of the whole community, is it
desirable that the members of the community who are better off dominate

the Committee?

1

Food for Work allows the sale of commodities amd the use of the
proceeds to purchase materials. Contribution plus sale. of the
containers pays transport costs. ‘ -
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PROJECT PROFILE #5

Background
SRI-CD/J67-CCSC

Small Grants Fund

SAMAGI Fund Society (YMCA)
Sri Lanka

1976-1981

$46,250

Project Description

This small grants fund is primarily a small loans fund administéred
by a Societj composed of leaders from various religious organizations.
The grants are made to community organizations (SAMAGI member and client
groups who‘need assistance in their sociallwelfare/sociai development
activitieé). If repayment is thougﬁt‘remotely'poésible»by the SAMAGI'
Society members, pressure is put 6nithe organizétion to pay back the
funds. For example, this is the case wih the Buddhist agricul@ural and

~vocational training farm for destitute boys which is using thevfunds to.
install a_wéﬁer pump‘and irrigation system.‘ By Qay pf exanmple, other
'.grants include: fraining in agricﬁlture, handicrafts and poultry
raising by a girls' school; dairy_and coconut farming by the Natibnél-
Yoﬁth Ser&ice Councii; and a handloom project by a Muléim girls'.”

society.

As of May 1981 the SAMAGI Fund Society had a case load of 50.
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Loans (at 3% interest per year) total $491,861, grants $70,525. Total
repayments equalled $83,966.1 Twenty (of U4l active loan cases) have
made repayments; three are fully paid. The Fund has been operating
since 1977. The default rate has not been establisﬁed since the members
of the Society are most insistent that loans be repaid and have even
voted to take legal acti - - some cases. In addition, the economic
situation has wo:

In the beginni.g, loan: .were ﬁade primarily to member organizations
and their client grours (e.é.‘YMCAs throughout the country) which either
invested in a project (e.g. 2gricultural prodﬁction).or made sub-loans
to individuals. In 1978 loans werenmadé to individuals and their asso-
cilates engaged in Qmall business and agriculture. The array ranges from
animal raising and production of cash crobs (e.g. chilies) to manufac-
ture (e.gf bricks, rope, paper bags and envelopes) to tailoring, electrical
repair and welding.

_There is a ceiling of Rs 25,000 per léan, although it is rare for

the loans to individuals to exceed Rs 10,000. The smallest loan was

Rs 750 for purchase of barber equipment.

Results/Meeting Objectives (Stated Objectives)

The Society's objective is to improve the quality of life‘and.
relieve poverty by lending/granting funds to promote:
1. Food and crop productioh, processing, and distribution;
2. Job creation including small industry;
Pracﬁicél education leading to employméht including sélf-
employment ;
Pfogbams of nutrition, home economics, public health and family

planning; and
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In addition, to provide technical assistance in business
management and other fields by the projects assistant, members

and a panel of advisers.
The grants and loans given to date fall within the éategories

listed above, primarily within the first two. The financial success of

the clients can be judged by the repayment record which is difficult to

quantify as data is lacking on the amounts due. ‘It should be noted,
however, that the repayment record of loan funds has not been good since
Sri Lanka is a society accustomed to receiving many free handouts from

government.

Managerial, Technigal and Environmental Soundness

The success of this project is due to the volunteer management
by the members of the SAMAGI Fund Society supported by the YMCA. The
key person is Mr. Lionel da Siiva, who is hetired from a career in
social welfare and development work, His last post was with the Freedom
From Hunger national organization.

-Thé Soclety has seen the heed to hire a part-time projects officer
to follow up on loans and to investigate applications‘as well as to
require that Society members be pérsonally responsible.for applicants.
A1l of these efforts seem to be having a positive impaét on the quélity
of review, technical assistance and the repa&ment performance of
clients. A further institutionélization df management is needed, how-

.ever, as well as some consideration of how costs can be covered.

Leadership Capability

The same persons who founded the Society have taken an active role
in running its business and providing leadership. Their relationship

with clients is usually a persohal one. It was observed during the
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field visits that they have a good rapport with people as well as the
ability to motivate them and connect them with other sources of
assistance. In one case, the lender took the occasion of the visit to
act in his capacity as community leader,calling a meeting to consider,
with the SAMAGI Fund representatives, the larger problems of the commu-

nity and how they might be tackled.

Horking Relations and Style

The Society was formed in response to CODEL's call for ecumenical
collaboration for development and includes leaders of religious organi-
zations with social action goals (National Council of YMCAs of Sri
Lanka,‘All-Ceylon Buddhist Congress, Hindu and Muslim organizations,}the
‘Catholics and Methodists, and the National Christian Council plus a few
members who serve in an individual capacity).
| It is interesting thét the members of the Society have agreed‘to
place the emphasis on loans rather than grants and on small business
rather than on the training and production programs of their own insti-
tutions. They are to be commended, as is CODEL,Vfor the way this

organization has been developed.

Impact on the Poor
The very ﬁoor are not usuélly those persons in the society who are

successfully engaged in small business. With that Qnderstanding,'it

must be stated that, with the exception of a civil servant or two

engaged in an_income-generating project on the side, the loan recipients

visited were poor people trying to make a living in a pﬁecariousiclihate.

Many of the small businesses are located in the Colombq area, as

might be expected, but there is a very good spread into‘other parts of

the country. This is mostly due to networking.among member organiZations
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and the personal contacts made by very active Society members during the
course of their other duties. Some‘of the loan recibients are former
insurgents who are being rehabilitated as productive members of society,
thanks tc SAMAGI. Again, there is the personal connection from the
experience of the Projects Officer ih counseling them in prison in his
former capacity as a government employee. The SAMAGI Fund Sociéty is
pléying not only an economic development role, but is instrumental in

bringing elements of society into a more harmonious political and reli-

gious relationship.

CODEL Qri;erig
1. Ecumenical collaboration--high;
2. Participation--partibipation of sponsors high;‘not much
participation of clientele (lendeps);
'Learning through participation--sponsors high, clientele low;
Sharing (appropriate level of) costs--costs of running SAMAGI
paid by small fee levied on member organizations; and

Consonance with local and national priorities--~high.

Comments

This is a highly innovative and interesting development vehicle

which probably wouid‘not haQe developed without CODEL's intervention.
Thus CODEL has a special duty to help the Society institutionalize ité
capability and secure its future. bThe sum_granted té date, $U6,250, has
been‘m§re than well used. It will be worth watching to see whether the
Society is>able.to recoup enough of the funds to‘establish a revolving
loan fund. If so, it will signal a‘major breakthrough in chahging the
consciousness of the population. If not, the effort was still

worthwhile.
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CODEL can further aid this project by providing some technical

assistance in management and perhaps some additional funds for

management.

1
Exchange rate at time of visit was Rs 18,2 = $1.00.
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PROJECT PROFILE #6

Bagkground
SRI-AG/J58-CCSC - YMCA Youth Training Center
SRI-AG/UMCOR-02 Water Devélopment‘Scheme for Rural Youth Training
Centre
SRI-AG/J58 (B) YMCA Youth Training Centre-Extension Service
YMCA
Paranthan, Sri Lanka
1976 - 1982

‘Total for the three projects: $98,500

Pnojécp Description

The Paranthan area of Sri Lanka lies on the norﬁhern end of the
island, on the opposite side from Colombo.‘ The training center is in a
rural area‘énd is a farm_wiﬁh workshops used for‘the dual purpose of
training youth ih‘skillé With ﬁhich they ¢an eérn a livihg, either ih
rural or urban settings, and for generating income for.the‘YMCA SO-thét
it can be self-Suppbrting. Subsequently, the facility came to bé viéwed
as a community facility and extension service to the sUrroundiné
(resettled) residents. -

" The facility was built by'the Germans who cahéﬁtokthe area to

provide.diéaster reiief aSsistancetaftér akstorm which séverely damagedv
the éreavsome years ago. Thg faciliy waé suﬁsequentlybmade availablevtb“

the Y and was developed as a farm with the assistance of'CODEL and other
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donors, primarily German and Canadian.

Funds in the first grant wére used to purchase seven and one-half
acres of land, a tractor with accessories, assorted agricultural inputs,'
and a revolving loan fund with which the graduates could be set up in
farming. About 160 were trained, of which U40% returned to their vil-
lages to farm. In the course of developing the farm, water was needed
to irrigate the fields so wells had to be constructed; CODEL assisted
with the second projegt. The Center then:fealized that the improved
livestock and agricﬁltural praotiées which it was using on the farm
could be useful to persoﬁs resettled nearby on land which the government
made available for residential and small farm use but which was not
being exploited, primarily due to lack of water.

In the létest project, CODEL approved $72,000 over three years for
a project which totals $131.542 and whiéh includes line items for dairy
and animal husbandry, agriculture, pasture lahds, irrigation, building
and equipping‘a community development center, equipment and materials

- for the center workshop, and administrative and personnel costs.

Rgsg;téZMquigg Objectives (Stated Objectives)

"In briéf, this project has not been able to achieve its objectives
'of‘(I) pb@vidingAtraining which‘leads to income for bpys in ei@her o
agriculﬁuré or urban trades, or (2) making the farm an income-generating
business which can provide the facility with a means-of self-support.

It has been difficult for the YMCA to get trainees sinée boys from
the capitél (primarily) are not willing to go to Paranthan for airgQident
tfainingbprogram which lasts an average of nine months. 1In addiﬁion,
there is}some difficulty with placement. The farm trainees did not

return in very high numbers to farming. The second objective is
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probably not feasible because of the poor land and lack of good ground-
water and rainfall. The marketing aspect may also be a factor as the
major population center is at the oppnsite end of the island.

The main reason that these difficulties occurred is that the YMCA
was provided with a facility by the Germans and then attempted to put it
to uses for which it was not really suited. Thus the center has turned
to other uses as a community facility and for extension of agricultural
training coupled with thé provision of inputs. .The feasibility of this
séheme is not adequately established since the resettled population is
not primarily oriented toward. farming. The firét phase, the provision
of wells, is proceeding, and the watér is being used for drinking pur-
poses and for small gardens dedicated to consumption and cash crops
(chilies).

Before additional investments are made, the Y needs to reassess
the possibility of reaching all its goals on this project site, and look
at the alternatives. The Job training aspect should be studied for
feasibility oﬁ another site closer to tﬁe population centers and
industry (Colombo), and the income-generating aspect will either need to
be relocated to.a better agricultural site §r the operating‘budget |
decreased to an amount which the revenue can sustain. Another

alternative ié to decide whether the operation has deVelopmental

benefits which the other Ys wish to subsidize.

‘Managerial, Technical and Environmental Soundness

The director and staff of the center are well trained, highly
motivated and dedicated to making the center a success. That they have
not been able to make it function as expected is due to their having to

proceed without extensive preplanning because they were provided with
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the facllity. ‘They would be able to use technical assistance in
planning and in reassessing their position and'making decisions about:
resource éllocation. It may be that the benefits of the extension
program will be judged worthwhile and a decision taken to carry out the
program. It may be that the resources can be used in other ways which

will benefit more people for the cost involved.

Leadership Capability

The leadership of the center personnel is quite good; coupled with
the support of community and religious leaders it has sparked the
community around the center to a new sense of purpose. This may be
indicative that the program has finally found a purpose which is
‘validated by community respoqse. The time spent at the center was too
short to fully aésess the extent of community involvement and the poten-

tial for promotion of self-reliant development.

Working Relations and Stvle
The participation of éommunity leaders on the board of the center
and of the church leaders in its activities attests to a collaborative

style which forms a good basis for continuing community development.

“Impact on the Poor
The extension program is mainly reaching people who have been

motivated to resettle on poor land. One assumes that their former

conditions were not as favorable. They are not necessarily the poorest,

but they are not very well off either.
The training program was mainly reaching boys who could not afford

formal schooling or vocational education.
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CODEL Criteria
Ecumenical collaboration--good cooperation with the Protestant
and Catholic churches of the area;
Participation--increasing;
Learning tﬁrough participation--incipient;
Sharing (appropriate level of) costs--probably not as high as
it could be; and
Consonance with local and national priorities--high.
ggmmeggg

This is a classic case of building a project on available resources

© without an adequate feasibility study. This project could well benefit

from technical assistance which CODEL might help to provide.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT PROFILE #7

Background
SRI-CD/J 108-CCSC

SMASH-~Center for Development of Body, Mind and Spirit
Nugegoda, Sri Lanka

Repeat of 1968 project for which $31,840 granted; this project is
from 1978 ~ 1983 (five years)

$74,920

| Project bgégrip&ign ’
| SMASH is a faciiity, primarily a day'care and‘vocational training
bcenter, in the densely populated and primarily.pporer'fringe area of
Colbmbo dalled‘Nugegoda. It is run under the auspices 6f the YMCA and
'was begun by oné'of thé members who had contact with pebple in the area
and saw that they lacked a means of helping their children‘prepare
themselves for a better life{ In addition to day care for pre-schqol
children of working parehts and training in'éffice,'health, séwing ;ﬁd“3

artisan skills, the SMASH program offers pfimary health care using

volunteer and library facilities, including a mobile unit which serves

adjacent areas.

The classes are full in the déy care operation, and the small house_
used as the fécility is being enlarged so that more éhild;én can bév ‘
accqmodated. A small fee per student is charged, and ﬁdtritional snécks

‘are provided at the same time that’parents and children are taught the

. nutritional value of the‘various foods available to their families. Thg

65




ATTACHMENT A

day care faciliy is providing high-quality instruction in motor skills,
socialization, and other subjects usually taught in kindergarten. The
vocational training was not observed.

CODEL is supporting the salaries of day care, library and
vocational training pebsonnel, furniture, rent, bdoks,,equipment

(including a van for the mobile library) and administrative costs.

Results/Meetine Objectives (Stated Objectives)
The stated objectives include:
1. Sensitizing thelpoor of Nugegoda to the possibilities of
attaining a higher quaiity of life through their own "self-
help" methods;

Upgrading the techniques of child care and mothercraft, thus

lifting the health standards of the poorest of the poor in

Nugegoda; ahd

Aiding in the provision of facilities for the care of pre--
kindergarten children in order that the parents may have an
opportunity to work, thefeby upgrading their socio-ecbnomic
status.

The brief observation (2 hours) devoted to this project did not
allow sufficient time to measure the achievement of'the'above objectives.
In order to carry out such an evaluation, it would be necessary to
devise indicators with the participation of the staff. Since this
project has not been providing written reports, it can be assumed that
" they require assistance in thinking through a means of evaluating their

impact on the community.

Managerial, Technical and Environmental Soundness

The staff on hand at the day care operation seemed to be quite
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competent, both managerially and technically. . The head of the local
YMCA and other community leaders on hand for the visit spoke
knowledgeably about the operation of the center, which leads one to
believe that they are involved on a continuing basis. The provision of
volunteer professional assistance (medical and other) helps to keep the

quality of services provided at a high level,

Leadership Cgpgbiligx

This project is one sponsored by the better-off members of the
community for the not-soQQell-off. CODEL intervehed to sugges! that the
beneficiaries be brought into participation in the planning‘aﬁd
management of the center, and this has apparently been done with gréat
success and much to the satisfaction of the sponsors. During the visit
the evaluator spoke with several mothers and one father who had<téken an
ihterest in the operation of the facility, and they were enthusiaséie‘
and knowledgeable. . Since the adult training portion of the project was
‘not observed, it may be that the leadership skills are included aé part

of that curricula.

' Working Relations and Style

In spite of‘the féct that beneficiaries are participating more than
in the past, it would be useful for the projectbholder to:explore ways
in which the quality of.participation as Qell'as the quantityicould be
increaéed. The project has a féeling similar to that of a standard
educational facility in which people are‘aﬂcustomed to receiving services
wiihout putting much effort into it theﬁselves. ‘in oﬁher words; the
top-down, rather than the bottom-up, bype of development seems to be the
style. Somé Quéstions could be raised about the degree to which this

project, for all its worth, meets the CODEL criteria for self-reliance
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and participation.

Impact on the Poor

More information is needed before a Judgment can be made on this
factor. It is failrly safe to guess that the facility is providing poor
people in the neighborhood who are motivated to improve their 1lives with

the opportunity to receive help for themselves and their children.

CODEL Criteria
1. "Ecumenical collaboration--good with ChriStians and non-
Christian groups affiliated with the YMCA as well as with
government bureaus; |
Participation--good beginning, canvbe improved;
Learning from participation--evident in the daj care oenﬁer on
the part of participating parents; | |
Sharing (appropriate level of) costs--this aspect needs more
attention than could be given during the visit. Perhaps the
beneficiary community could do more to provide staff time at
the center even iflﬂhey cannot pay feés; and
Consonance with local'and hational priorifiés--probably high;
including as it'does health, job training, education and day
care. o |
Comments
It does not look as though this project will ever be self-
supporting. CODEL has been the primary outside donor,,and1some thought
.should‘be given to the possibiliy that dependénce is being reinforced--

'dependence of the project holder on CODEL and dependence of the'behefi-

ciaries on SMASH. This project needs a careful and thoughtful look by a

~. group with representatives from all three parties.
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PROJECT PROFILE #8

Bacgkground
KEN-AG/J9H-UMCOR Meru Inter-Church Dry Areas Agricultural P°rogram

(Catholic) Diocese of Meru

Meru, Kenya

1978 1979-1981

$21,000 $6,098

KEN-AG/TECH-O6 - Liliaba~-Mula Ranching Group Water Supply Project
KEN-AG/J149-TECH Meru Irrigation Project (Phase II of above)
Consolata Fathers

Kenya

$111,700

‘Project Description
The cluster is for‘two different types of intervéntions, in the
same zone but not in the same location, brought on byfthé Séme.pnoblem
(lack of water) and responded to by the same group,of‘people-(Cathblic
church) although represented by two differént project holders: the
‘Consolata Fathers working as missionaries in the area on the water
projéct and the_development office of the_Diocese of Merg_pn the
agricﬁltural»project. | |
| The two responses to a lack of water illustrate two different
approaches to development-;one whiéb is heavily'baéed,on the prdvisioh

of infrastructure (a water system) to the needy community and the other
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which is predicated on talloring an intervention which had been tried
successfully elsewhere (Kitui-Machakos). This intervention was the
provision of seeds in a post-drought situation to get agriculture
started again. Nelther was participatory at the beginning, but the
agricultural project has become so.

If the two projects are compared for development oost/benefiti the
result clearly gives the agricultural project investment of $6,000 the
edge over the water project ($111,700 total). It should be noted,

however, that the $27,000 is a portion of the (unknown) total,

Agricultural Project

This project was a "replication" of a project in the neighbofiﬁg
district where, after drought relief operations were phaéed out, the
churches decided to help farmers start their crops again, but in a
better way using improved (drought-resistant) seeds and growing more
diversified and nutritious crops, hopefully with an improvement in
~agricultural practices. The farmers were to reimburselthe "seed bank"
by'returning twice the amount they had received; this was to.be used the
following season by additional farmers and to cover thé costs of inputs

such as fértilizer.

ﬂatgr Project

The Consolata. Fathers are Italian missionaries working throughout
Kenya. The fathers in the Meru Diocese had the assistance of a Brother
who‘is a "wizard" at construction of all sorts, including water systems,

although he has never had formal training.

- One of the main problems of this area is>lackvof sufficient rain-

fall, aggravated by a long drought in the late 70's. Lack of water
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prevented use of a beaufiful valley as grazing and crop land, keeping it
the preserve of wild animals. People did not settle there because of

| the lack of water and a fear of lions. CODEL helped Brother Argesi
construct a water system which tapped a stream faather up in the hills,
conducted the water into a silting tank so that the worst sediment would
settle out, and delivered the water to a series of outlets. |

The second project was designed to pipe the water to outlets at the

various valley sites where use-points were established. The local
authorities were to participate with a sum of money for the outlet
system which they agreed would be feasible and a small way to assure the
provision of water where none was previously available. They were also
to organize a water-use fee-collection system and maintain the service.
The water was primarily for agricultural purposes, although people were
beginning to think of settling in ﬁhe area after seelng that the first
established outlet permitted the Fathers to grow fruit trees and a full

range of crops.

Results/Meeting Ob jectives

_Neither project has yet-been able to achieve its 6bjectives. The
agricultural project was not able to attain the number of demonstration
plots originally projected (90 projects in three locations), nor was it
possible to get the seed returned as‘projected. The 79-80 season was
low in rainfall, and there was a major problem with timely plaﬁting and
weeding, not to mention predation from animals,

Nevertheless, the field visit showed that the level of awéreness of

the people in one‘of the groups (Njuruta) was high concerning both

cooperation and participation. The evaluator spent about 3 hours with the

group at their communal field; the group consisted of the sub-chief‘and
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appro¥imately six women and five men from the committec. The'British
teohnioian from the project accompanied the evaluator. The group,
approximately 200 members, had an average of 15 acres allotted to each
of them and were farming from 5 to 10 acres each. In addition, they had
the two communal plots we were visiting where they were growing maize,
sorghum, beans (green and black), sunflowers (not doing well), green
gramme and lentilé.

When asked what they had learned from the experience of the group
‘shamba (plot), the women said they had learned how to plant in réws and
how to work together. The group then asked the evaluator for a tractor
which they said would enable them to farm more land.

The water project has been held up in the last phase of
vconstructioné-that of constructing the piping from the silting tank and
providing outlets. The local authorities did not come up with their
share of the money, and there was a problem between the priest and the
local chief. It was deemed wise not to try to do anything further until
after ﬁhe elections. ‘Elections have been held, and there is a new
chief. Now it may be possibhle to continué the project. The evaluator
paid a courtesy call to the town council offices with the development
coordinator from the Meru Diocese. The council indicated a willingness

to participate,

Managerial, Technical and Environmental Soundness

Both the agricultural project and the water project have fdreign
technicians assigned to them‘and are feasonably well assisted by local
governmental technical personnel. The agricultﬁral project has |
recently been successful in having an extension officer seconded from

the government to work in the project, and it is envisioned that
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managerial and technical responsibility will shortly be fully in the
hands Qf the Kenyané. The water project continues under the manaéement
and technical direction of the Consoiata Fathers.

The agricultural project is understaffed; the lack of fieid
personnel is a limiting factor in extending the broject to the
number of groups originally targeted, but there is no prospect in sight
for alleviating this shortage. Organizing and training the farmer
groups took more wérk than planned. The water project has not provided
comparable group formation.

Although it may be gathered from the above that environmental
considerations were generally considered by both projects, there is no

indication that an in-depth study was conducted,

Leadership Capability

It is rather difficult to judge whether the projects have had any
impact on the formation of leaders. If persons have emerged as leaders
inbfhe projects, they are very likely individuals who were already
leaders in the community and church. The agricultural project is

offering more scope to local persons to exercise leadership than the

water project.

Workinz Relations and Style

The agricultural project was intended as an ecumenical project with

the leadership in implementation provided by the Catholics with the
participation of the Methodists. This plan seems to have beeh
unsuccessful, probably due to a combinatidn of factors. On the one
hand, it was easier to effect Catholic-Methodist collaboration in the
Kitui projeot'upon which this was modeled because Nairobi, where joint

meetings were held, was easily accessible from the project Site. This
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~1s not the case with Meru, which is too far from Nairobi to make an easy

return trip in one day. In addition, some misunderstanding seems to
have arisen between the two groups at the diocesan lével. The project
implementors report that they are eager to have Methodist collaboration,
but have not been able to find a way to involve appropri;te personnel or
to participate in the joint meetings that the Kitgi project holds.

The water project has worked with the community at large, as has
the agricultural project, but it has not really been working in a
collaborative'style with other religious institutions. Participaﬁion of
the benefi:iaries has been minimal in the planning and control of the
water project and may be the basis for some of the difficulties which
have caused this project to be suspended fur over a year,

Both projects would very likely benefit from CODEL's good offices

~in helping to improve the degree and kind of collaboration of both

institutions and participants. This would alsc help alleviate the aura
of the church doing and providing things to help the people, thus

improving the likelihood of fostering self-reliance.

Impact on the Poor
No hard data can be presented in support of the observation that
both projects are workj{; with people who are not the poorest in the
area. The situalion that‘both projects are trying to improve is c¢ne of
scarcity of rainfall and water Supply. This is chroniec to the project
areas and wés brought to the atfsntion of the implementors by a sevebe
drought~§pveral years ago. Hélping peqnle to better coupe with such

importanx]fesource constraints is well within CODEL's guidelincs.
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- CODEL Criteria

5.

Ecumenicai collaboration--needs quite a bit of work in both
projects;

Particlipation--fairly good in the agricultural‘prdject; not
good in the water project. Limitations to even 5etter partici- |
pation are imposed by the lack of trained field personnel in

the agricultural project;

Learning through participation--the agriculural project pro-

duced evidence of such learning. One of the women farmers said
that her group had learned several things from their experience
in the project, the most important being to work together and
to plant in rows. Such learning was missing from the water:
project;

Sharing (appropriate level of) costs--the agricultural project
rates fairly well, but has had difficulties in recouping the
seeds which were supposed to be returned to the project‘by
participant farmers. The water project is quite different{ an
éxpensive (compared to locai resources) infrastructure was
provided from outside sources with very little sharing of costr
by the beneficiaries. Goverhment was supposed to contribute a
certain amount to finish the system, but has not yet done so.
The reasons for this stalemate go beyond those given (person-
alities and political difficulties) and may be rélated to the
(non-participatory) way in which tne project was planned and
implemented; and

Consonance wich local and national priorities--high.
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. Comments

The relationship btween CODEL and the project holders of both
projects seems to be difficult. Reports are not provided as agreed to
in the Grant Letter of Agreement, and there seems to be some misunder-
standing on the part of the project holders as to the reason for re-
porting even though no progress may have taken place. The perception of
the evaluator is that the church organizations in Kenya are relatively
developed. organizationally and may be éxhibiting a desire common to moré
experienced groups to receive funds without any stfings attached. At

the same time, a desire was expressed on the part of the Meru Diocesan

Development Office forvcooperation with CODEL on a much deeper level.
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PROJECT PROFILE #9

Background
DR-CD/J 172-CWS
Rural Water Resource Development Program
Social Service of nginican Churches (SSID)
San Juan de la Magu;na, Dominican Republiq
1979 - 1981 |

$40,000

Project Description

The Protestant Churches ip the Dominioan Republic jointly engage
in developmént activities through the Servicio Social de Iglesias
Dominicanas (SSID;-Sociél Service of Dominicén Chuhches). This organi-
zation is a counterpart to the Church World Service/Division of Overseas
Ministries in the United States, a member of CODELL |

Aridity is a chronic prohlem fér the valley of San Juén de la
Maguana; whiéh lies near the:border with Haiti; many water-borne )
diseases contribute to the poor health aﬁd nutrition which is'préva}ent
among the people of this area. Government programs to provide water“
suppliés never were made available to the people of this area. In
their work in the San Juan area, the S>ID detérmined that lack of‘éafei
water sources was a health problem, and thé lack of water for agricul-

ture was a limiting factor in produbtionx

In 1977'Church World Service provided a well-digging rig and other
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equipment to speed the provision of water Lo the area. According to the
CWS Project Update (ﬁndated, but‘probably the beginning of 1979); the
project had not met its goals "due to the lack of awareness of the
complexity and requirements of a successful well-digging program (in

terms of administration, equipment purchases, personnel and promotion).
What has been achieved is a thorough awareness of the program's needs
through trial by fire." In 1978 Church World Seryice provided a technical
advisor who administered the project and trained a Dominican driller and
three technicians,

At the time CODEL was approached, CWS provided equipment at a cost

of $25,000, had trained the Dbminicans to do the work, and were turning

over the project to the full control of SSID. The operating budget was
quite high, and although attempts were made to interest the AID Mission
in Santo Domingo, the hoped-for OPG suppoft did not develdp.

This budget, which wa: = ; at approximately $67,000 for 1979,
included salaries and per diem for four full-timeipersons, a truck and
miscellaneous equipment, construction materials, pumps, énd fuel and
maintenance‘for the equipment. The project activity includes site\b
selection (hydro-geologic and human needs surveys), villager conscienti;
2ation and organization, well-drilling, installation of handmill or
windmill powered pumps, and maiﬁtenancé. A new budget was drawn up for
three years, and the construction of a maintenance facility was added
in lieu of the truck, for a total cost of $166,623.

The staff recommendation to the committee was to fund_haif of the
.Eequest, or $83,312, ver three years with the condition that the SSID
fund the other half from other sources before CODEL funding would be
gived. The Project Summary prepared by CODEL staff noted that "in terms

of just the installation of water systems, the project will not have a
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substantial dévelopment impact," but that one might hope for the
strengthening of community organization, a matter which should be dis~
cussed with the project holder and made the "constant concern of
evaluation." |

The Grant Letter of Agreemeut (dated August 21, 1980) granted "the .
sum of US$14,000 of a totai of US$40,000." In a 1etter‘dated June 10;
1981; SSiD sent a project report and requested that CODEL send the rest
of the grant, $26,000, which they had budgeted for project operations
in 1981. SSID had understood that the $40 000 was for one year, while
. CODEL had intended the $H0,0QO to be spread over three years. SSID-
noted that they were preparing a new project for the years 1982, 1983
and 1984, which they hoped "can be financed in combination by CODEL, the

Inter-American Foundation and the Church World Service."

Results/Meeting Objectives (Stated Objectives)
The objectives set by the project are unclear. A CWS staff person
prepared the proposal which listed the following objective:

To improve the health and nutriticnal status of village '
" populations through the installation of well-drilled water
systems.

The Project goals were listed as follows:

1. To construct water systems with the use of drilling
equipment to provide an adequate supply of potable water to
village populations;

2. To establish community support of construction activities and
commuriity responsiblity for the maintenance of the water system;

3. To provide health education;

L4, To evaluate the developmental and health impact of the watér
resources in the communities;

5. To transfer all program administration and implementation
capability to SSID staf.; and

6. To train Dominican technicians to become competent drillers.

9 o | | =
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In the only progress report furnished (progress to May, 1981), the

following resultr are listed:
1. Three wells drilled and one in process; and
2. Four wells hand dug.
The fihanciél information given is:

1. Detail and monthly total of salary and per diem for six
personnel;

2. Average cost of materials and labor for each well drilled
with the rig, including the community portion;

No difference between what was accomplished and what has been
achieved; ‘

No major problems, and

Project is ahead of schedule in terms of the numbers of wells
completed. Original projections called for 8 - 10 wells to be
completed by April 1981. In late February 1981, 24 wells had
been completed. ,

Community groups participating in this project pay for 50% of
the total cost of the installati;n and assume 100% of the
responsibility for maintenance. The 50% community effort

is not part of the written progress report, however. Total
costs--$6,620; community share--$787. (It may be possible that

the report refers to the cost of the pump only, but this is
not evident from the documentation.)

‘Managerial, Technical ggi Environmental Scuggngss'

The reporting did not cover these aspecis,Jso the fieid visii of
‘the evaluator was geared to examining them. The'manégement is
decentralized to a great extent; the team iﬁ San'Juan having.élhostb
complete responsibility for planhinv aﬁd management and the SSID
headquaarters bearing responsibillty for providing resouces as needed _f
and for reportlng on‘phe project.. Team management. is good, but the
communications betweéh the team and headquarters is somewhat limited,_

consisting primarily of dsta on numbers of wells projected and compleﬁed'

- as well as the re$ources used. Thus headquarters is able to pass on
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only these data to the donors.

The team seems to be technically competent with regard to the
hydﬁologio and needs assessments. They are cpmpetent to do test
drillings,'to survey sites for the likelihood of finding water (only one
hand-dug well visited was not yielding water at the projected depth).
The technicians had counseled stopping the digging, but the local group
wished to continue for a few more feet. The site had been chosen with
regard to convenience and somewhat against the advice of the
technicians.)

Environmental soundness is takén into account, especially with

regard to sanitation;

Leadership Capability

The team has strong community promotion skills and‘has learned thaf
it 1s necessary to spend a fair aﬁouht of time in deQéloping community
support for the well project before it is undertaken. Otherwise, the
maintenance of the well ahd pump is not well managed by the éommunity.
There is 2 need for strengthening thié aspect, as well as for follow-up
on sanitation, health and nutrition education. This has not yet been.
organized, although the team seems to be aware of the improved impact‘
that the provision of well water would haye if follow-up were provided.

Community leadership has been strengthened and even, in some

~ places, defeloped where none existed before. One community group said
that they had never before worked together; they were following‘up the
wells project with the building of a school (to be funded by the IAF
grant) and were thinking of a clinic as the next project. It was this
saqe community which indioated that the people had never befope thought‘

of ﬁhg possibility of digging a well. This seemed at first inchedible,
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but after discussion and observation the evaluator came to see how this
might very well be true.

People of this area had always gathered water from nearby streams
which were periodically dry and almost always polluted both from human
"wastes and from the'runoff of agricultural chemicals, Since people had
always thained water from these sources, it did not really occur to
them ﬁhat é well could be dug near the stream»which would provide »

a steady supply of unpolluted water, even during the dry months. The
government programs for provision of water had never reached this area,
and there was no experienée with wells--hence the 1ack of knowledge.

The SSID started the progfam after it became apparent that no
amount of pressure was'going to change'the situation. SSID still hopes ‘
to get the government interested in taking over this responsibility. The
‘field visit was made during preparations for an election, and some of
the politicians represent;ng the area in the legislature were attempting
to claim credit for the wells. If their interest can be continued after
the elections, some inroads may‘be made, but it seems doubtful that the
situa£ion thch made the SSID intervention necessary in the first place

will change greatly.

Working Relations and Stvyle

In its 18 years of work with poor people in the Dominican Republie,

the SSID is evolving from a position of providing people‘with assistance
to assisting them to organize thémSelves, to develop skills and leader-
_ship, and to improve family and community life (nutrition/health/family.
plannins, manual skills, literacy, agficulbural production and fish
.culture; and community infrasﬁructre projects such:as wells, roads,

~sanals and housing reconstruction after the hurricane.)
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The past lingers on, with remnants of the old ways of providing
people with assistance still evident in the wells program, but this
reality is being noted and dealt withi The program was modified to
include hand-dug wells because the team ‘found that bringing in a well-
drilling rig and quickly making a well seemed to hamper the formation of
community commitment. More time is being spent on advance preparation
of the community, and the need for follow-up work nct currently being
done 1is acknowledged by the team. In short, there is change and
movement toward the kinds of development principles which CODEL aspires

to support.

Impact on the Poor

SS.D has chosen to work among the poor, and the region of San Juan
de la Maguana is one of the areas which is neglected by many development
programs at the same time that it is disfavored by nature. 1In addition, -
the existence of large landowners (rice and cattle) and the potential of
an oil find do not favor the development of the podr.

‘As the CODEL Project Summary noted, the simple provision of water
will not have much of a development impact unless it provides a starting
‘point for integral human development. SSID has begun with the provision
-of water, which is the most basic of human needs, and wants to do more;

CODEL has a role in helping SSID to think about how best to expand their

' efforts and then to provide some resources to do it.

CODEL Criteria
1. Ecumenical collaboration--in principle wiih”Catholic Caritaé,
but in practice limited to Protestant churches. SSID as an
wgency is vocal and very-comﬁibted to working with the

Catholics, but there is resistance from the other side;
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Participation--uheven, somewhat'low, but improving;
Learning through partidipation--much improved through the
hand-dug wells projects;

Sharing (appropriate level of) costs~--this 1s ambiguous, and

does not appear to be too high, but 1s probably being improved.

Needs to be discussed with SSID; and

5. Consonance with local and national priorities--high.

Comments
Séveral learnings can be gleahed from this broject, and several
qﬁestions about developmént can be asked. For example:
1. Was it wise 'in the first place to send such expensive and
highly technical equipment to this project?: If this level of
assistance was inappropriate to the levels of resources
available to the poor in 1977, is it not still inappropriate and
does it not still create dependence on ouvside sources ofv
funding? |
How could the combined investment of CWS, CODEL and IAF, which
must, émount to qlose to $200,000 since 1977 (including
personnei, shipbing and other costs which may not be included
in the project budget), have been used so as to achieve the same
effect (the provision of potable water) in a way that would be
more in Xeeping with CODEL prineciples (to which the other
agencies also ascribe)?
Is there any way to diminish dependence under the present set
of circumstances--the dependence of SSID on ovlaide sources and
the dependence of the‘people on SSID?

Is there any plan which SSID can undertake now to phase out of‘
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this operation (machine-drilled wells) and turn it over to a
‘more appropriate agenoy, e.g. government?

Do the funding agencies see thelr contributions as a stopgap

" measure, or are they oommitted to a long-term partnership? The
existence of the project and‘its evident success is creating
more demand than the present budget can meet. What will the
situation be a year from now? |

It was evident from the field visit that SSID requires
technical assitance from its funding agencies on project
reporting and evaluation as well as on management, How do ihe

funding agencieé see this, and what can they do to respond?
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PROJECT EVALUATIONS

The project evaluations in this section are the result of an
‘examination of project files for compliance with project management and
documentation procedures set up by CODEL. A checklist (See Appendix 2 =
Figure 7) was devised to collect and briefly note the presence/absence

of basic data and analysis.

These four projects are part of a 10% sample chosen because they
had been visited in the field by the evaluator (#1, #2 and #3) or
because they met the following criteria: recently funded, in implemen-
tation, with reports due/received, "good" projects, and good documenta=-
tion. The full ﬁO% sample was not evaluated because the evaluator opted
to review the entire portfolio for each project wﬁen it became apparent
that many projects had failed to fully cohply with the standards set for

data collection, analysis and management.

Recommendations for improving the programmatic process are based on

these general ahd“specific prcject file reviews.
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PROJECT EVALUATION {1

Background

II-IND~CD~J198-MHM

Community Wells for Drinking Water

Jeevadeen Project, Fr. Remigi Nadackal, Director
1981 -1982 (2 yearsj

Total $69,600

CODEL $46,220 for 2 years ($25,000 first, $21,220 second) =~ Full
Local $23,380

Evaluation Checklist

a. MApplication dated June 17, 1980 (written while proponent was
visiting CODEL)

b. From proponent (who had previous and other CODEL funding)

c. Application form with technical study on wells

a. No additional information requested

b. No field trip indicated

¢. Presume earlier knowledge since two other projects by CODEL .
to this project holder

Date of project summary September Y4, 1980
" " Project Committee application September 10, 1980
" " Executive Committee application September 11, 1980

a. Full funding $46,220; $25,000 first year

b. Two years
¢. Same a+ - “est
d. General port for well-digging proiect-—labor and materlals

though bu. et does not break these down

.CODEL Criteria ‘

a. "Poorest of the poor" (application says "family income one
dollar per day insufficient for food") 60% under-employment,
caste victims of social injustice, malnutrition, 1 - U
acres/family, illiteracy over 70% for towns, over 95% villages,
no technical schools, hospital limited to 50 patients '

b. Water "basic and essentlal need"

c. Application says people "have nothing to contrlbute but their
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labor"

d. No mention of women

e. Training local personnel--use indigenous resources and sclf-
reliance

f. Catholic and Protestant "smooth and harmonious relations,"”
AFPRO did technical feasibility study; application says
state of Hyderabad government gave legal sanction

g No mention of environmental concerns

h. Not proselytizing

i. Not sectarian

J. Information unavailable on foreign national training

k

1

No duplication
No construction

Other Criteria

a. Objectives are clear, concrete, measurable, and address a
priority development problem. 40 wells "to provide
sufficient drinking water to 1000 families and 5 institutions in
15 villages" assumes 30 persons per familiy. Selection of 15
villages from total population of 275,000 in the area was based
on technical feasibility study identifying likely water
sources. o ‘

b. No implementation plan; "can do 40 wells in 9 months," but
project spans 2 years

¢. Says Jeevadan can manage, but gives no details as to personnel

d.  No provision for inflation, but targets 9 months to finish.
Only materials and labor included--no costs for evaluation and
aulit. . v o '

e. Technical study recommended 40 wells and pumpsets at 27 sites
at $100,000--$81,000 to drill wells and housing. Are the
pumpsets coming from another source? Field visit did not
cover talks with technical personnel, but government
hydrologist was to assist the project. '

f. No details available except that beneficiaries will contribute
© .labor

: _lect summary does not state impact except to say "provide
- wawer for people and animals;" project application says impact
is better health and the breaking up of caste and religious.

differences for 1,000 families

h. No evaluation plan

'Full funding was granted, but over two years instead of one as
requested by proposal. Staff recommendation that funding be

contingent on receipt of evaluation for first year's work was
approved by both the Project and Executive Committees
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Approved 9/11/80
No grant letter in file
Transmitted $15,000 AID mu.iey 2/9/81

Grant Letter of Agreement not in file. Cover letter (to transmittal)
does not state requirement for evaluation report

Report due in July--not received (a little early perhaps)

No information in file on whether reports were shared with
donors and sponsors

This project has fairly detailed application which was not fully -
used in the Project Summary, missing the opportunity to communicate
with Projects Committee and potential funders. Catholic Archdio-
cese of Hyderabad got AFPRO to do a technical study for sites "to
help about 350 small and marginal farmers in five districts to sink
irrigation wells (cost $100,000 in pumps)." This is not discussed
in the application or Project Summary.
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PROJECT EVALUATION {2

ro ,d

IV-SR-Cﬁ

SMASH Center for Development of Body, Mind and Spirit
YMCA - Nugegoda, Sri Lanka

1981 -~ 83 1nclu51ve (Grane Letter of Agreement for 2 years starting
July 7, 1981)

Requested $43,080

CODEL Grant $43, 080 ‘
Other (local) volunteer labor, dues, sales $17, 760 (two years)

Evaluation

1. General appeal dated 7 October 1980 received 23 October 1980
= " " acknowledged 23 October 1980
" " response 15 October not in file

Received 17 November 80
YMCA - Nugegoda
Letter '

No additional information requested

Maybe field trip, but not indicated in file '
Although the information is not in the file, the application
letter indicates previous funding by CODEL-- $10,000 (March
79), $14,610 (December 1979), $7,230 (July 1980). Project
Summary says total funding since 1978 has been $31, 8“0.

Date of Project Summary - January 22, 1981
March 26, 1981 (resubmitted)
" Letter of January 26th says January 22nd meeting of Projects’
Committee deferred, needing information on local contributions.
Resubmitted March 26 Executive committee approved u/1/81

. Full funding - $u3,080f

. Two years ($23,000 in first year)
No variance
General support.
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CODEL Criteria

a.

Poor, but no supporting data; statement that "all planning and
implementation have been with the participation of those. .
benefitting. . ."; no evidence of community self-reliance
Local priority needs - no evidence

This project was supposed to be self-supporting after first two
years; now running another two years

No reference to women

Training of local personnel - no available 1nformatlon

Y is "natural forum for ecumenical relations and collaborative
programs."” No details available on inter-faith coordination
Environmental - no information

Socio-economic, not proselytizing

Sectarian - no information

Train other than for development

Duplication of efforts - no information

Building - n> evidence

Other Criteria

a.
b.
c.

No. objectives stated, only services

No implementation plan stated, only services

No evidence of managerial competence stated in analysis

No budget for evaluation or audit; income noted ,

No evidence of technical competence except proposal says have
qualified professionals

Beneficiaries plan and implement, but no specifics

Impact is to "raise the standard of living" (no specifics) for
"the poor of Nugegoda" (no spe01flcs)

No comment on evaluation

Recommended full funding for two years
January 22, 1981 Committee asked for details on local contributions
March 26, 1981 Resubmitted and approved

a.

Approved April 1, 1981 by Executive Committee
Grant Letter of Agreement - June 26, 1981, signed 7 July 1981
Funds transmitted June 24, 1981 ($10,000)
(Why so long to send GLOA? Why transmitted before receiving
signed GLOA?) .
Funding mix - information not in files
Proponent 'is YMCA, Sri Lanka local

‘Cooperants are government and religious groups

Sponsor.is Congregational Christian Service Commlttee
No subsequent transmittals yet

GLOA sent and signed with conditions .
Year one - first installment; year two ?

-However, funds were transmitted before GLOA was signed

Standard reporting

No reports due yet

Not applicable
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10. This project is a re-funding at a relatively high level~--$20,000 a
year--of a project that was supposed to be self-sufficient. Is
this not against CODEL's development principles?
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PROJECT EVALUATION #3

Background
BRA-CD/J208-LWR
Agriculture and Community Development
FUNDIFRAN - Brazil
1981 - 1982
$408,000 requested

CODEL $168,000 for two years. Previous CODEL support for 1979-80
was $210,000, of which $150,000 has been transmitted as of
9/4/00--balance also has since been transferred.

LWR will fund balance of first year amounting to $42,000 for total
of $84,000

Evaluation
1. " No date of receipt

FUNDRIFAN via Diaconia and LWR - on own form
Detailed proposal on FUNDIFRAN form

No additional information requested
Field trip planned for fall, 1981 .
Funded previously by CODEL but no indication in file of
“lessons learned or of accomplishments except in summary

Projeht Summary - 9/4/80

Presented to Projects Committee 9/10/80

a. $168,000 approved of a total budget of $408,000
b. Two years--January.1981 to December 1982

¢. No variance from request ‘

d. General support

CODEL Criteria (only suppporting data‘*s two—year pPOJeCt plan
of FUNDIFRAN in Portuguese). i .

a. -No base line data to verify general descrlptlon of needs in
target area

.b.& c¢. If FUNDIFRAN's methodology is followed local priorities
will be paramount and local resources will have maximum use

d. No details on women; they are just.part of the community
groups :




ATTACHMENT B

Constant training, use of local resources, and self-reliance
according to project file
No collaboration
No information, although probably will be considered in
meetings and dialogue between teams/communities
Socio-economic emphasis OK ,
Non-sectarian emphasis OK--no longer "official" Catholic
church organization

J. Doesn't train foreign nationals for other than specific
development

k. No duplicatinn of efforts

1 Not principally building

Other Criteria '

‘a. Objectives are clear and measurable in general terms; they do
relate to priorities as J01ntly 1dentif1ed by
teams/communities

b. Implementation is by process not by dates
c. Managerial competence evidenced only by inference after

reading the project. FUNDIFRAN is established as a legal entity

Budget very complete except for audits, evaluation and

inflation

.. Technical competence appears satisfactory although there are

no. curriculum vitae for the staff

Over-all project does not involve participants/beneficiaries;

however, sub-projects do, and in all aspects

1. Project covers all socio-economic aspects-—qualitatlve and
quantitative; benefits will be eV1dent if proposed evalua-
tion plan is followed

2. 1500 families are directly involved through community
groups. T7-10 villages, 21-30 communities; small farmers,
landless peasants, fishermen

3. .Specific changes expected will be delivered at the sub-
project level by teams/communities

Evaluated by joint sessions between teams/communities w1th

very detailed methodology; alsc 1ntensive evaluation at team

and entity levels

Projects Committee - September 10, 1980

Executive Committee - Septemper 11, 1980 ($84,000 1981, $84,000
1982) '

Coordlnator s recommendation followed

Approved 9/11/80; first tranche for $42,000 3/24/81

LWR (AID) $90,000; UMCOR $35,000

Proponents, cooperants - no information

Second tranche for $42,000 on 6/19/81 by disbursement schedule :

of CODEL. No direct tie-in to reports, but donors will receive

semi-annual reports. No financial reports yet received. Com-

pliance should be obligatory before funds are transmitted

information
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First reports due September, 1981

Coordinator visited June 80 before approval and will visit again
in September 1981

No comments.
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PROJECT EVALUATION {4

Background

DR-CD/J 172 CHS
Rural Water Resource Development Program

Servicio Social de Iglesias Dominicanas (SSID - Social Service of
Dominican Churches)

1979 to 1981
Reqnested $83,312 over three years

Total amount : $166,623 over three years
CODEL approved $40,000 over three years

Evaluation

1!

a. Received September 23, 1979

b. Direct from project holder (CWS counterpart)

c. Application form with covering letter. Previously some
correspondance between CODEL/CWS/project holder. Proposal
eventually sent to CODEL at suggestion of CWS

No additional information requested

Received from Church World Service (CODEL member)

CWS has been involved since 1976. Also CODEL had funded a
Revolving Loan Fund project with SSID, indiecating prior
knowledge of project

- Submitted to Prbject Committee on 11/17/79

a. Partial funding approved . - $uo 000, contingent on recelpt of
_other funds- ‘

b. Three years

¢. Coordinator recommends same sum ($83 312) as requested by
- project holder : :

~d. General support

CODEL Crlterla (supportlng data consists of project proposal and
file on previous project with SSID)

a. No specific information on project group, Just general
country statistics. Target group is involved in decision
making, ie. agrees to do a wells program, provides local resources
(money and labor), and maintains the water systems. However,
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communities do not particpate in over-all project decision
making. Apparently there is no networking between communities.
Local priority needs

Potential of local resources to meet project needs is verified
before each individual project is initiated at the

community level

Women are just considered as part of community

Training in management and maintenance of water systems is
provided to well committee

Various local churches and groups are involved in collaboration
Water level potential is studied before implementation
Definitely socio-economic in field

Non-sectarian

Training is only for nationals

No duplication of efforts

Complied with building limitation

Other Criteria

a.

Objectives are satisfactorily stated in general terms, but

target group is not specifically identified, only as poor commu-

nities in one geographical area

No schedule in implementation plan except in general terms

Managerial competence evidenced by SSID

Budget realistic except no audit or evaluation costs are

included nor are any contingency funds. Expected income from

communities is not listed '

Technical competence is evident, although some curriculum

vita information on the technical perscnnel would be helpful

Participation is at sub-project level and, at this level, it

is excellent. No participation at SSID level

Direct impact is in improved health for villagers because of

potable water availability

1. Benefits are improved health and less water-borne disease.
" Group participation and self-reliance enhanced

2. 8-10 viilages annually. Water systems only for organized

community groups
3. Improved health, stronger community organization
Activities will be evaluated. However, since there is no
evidence of initial base line data, health improvement will

zlbe difficult to ascertain

‘Projects Committee approved November 27, 1979

Projects Committee reduced Coordinator's recommendation from
$83,312 to $40,000. Also the Committee made approval
contingent upon receipt of other funds from other donors

Executive Committee approved December 13, 1979
GLOA dated August 21, 1980
First transmittal September 16, 1980
Funding mix: DOM/UPC $ 4,000
- AID $10,000
Field cooperants -~ Peace Corps, INAPA CWS CARIIAS
U.S. sponsor - CWS
Subsequent transmittals will be triggered upon receipt of
final narrative reports
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GLOA does not specify time frame of first transmittal or the
special conditions, only standard conditions in GLOA

No special conditions, only GLOA standard ones

Standard reporting requirements

General narrative report for January-June 1981 period
received August 1981. This report can also be considered a
very incomplete evaluation
First report due March 1981, received June 10. It covers
~period to May 20, 1981 and is just a financial report; it
does not contain narrative on progress
Audit report for FY 1977 has been received. Plan for future
audits requested by CODEL in April 1981; no reply in file
CODEL field evaluation conducted in February 1981. Field
trip report on this visit very perfunctory and not really an
evaluation v .

Field trip reports apparently shared with all board(members and
some donors; however nothing in file to verify this

Due to poor communication, project holder thought $40,000 was
approved for each year when actual approval was $40,000 for three
year period. CODEL dealt with problem by promising to obtain
$14,000 in September 1981 and asking project holder to submit a new
project request for 1982 to 1984 in November of 1981
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