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PRGVECT CRSCALPTICY The project was designed to create and institutionalize an applxed research
and demonstration capability in renewable energy development to contribute to national
energy policy .and planniag. This objective is to be achieved via : (1) the building and
equipping of a Center for Renewable Energy Development (CDER)}; (2) training of staff by
resident and short-term AID-financed host country contract T. A. and U. S. and 3rd country
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achieving a long-term objective of market penetration; and (4) a Small Projects Fund to
promote the use of Renewsole Energy Technologies (RET) in Morocco through funding private
sector activity.

Reason for evaluation - This regularly scheduled evaluation was undertaken to determine
the extent to which project objectives are being or can be met, given delays in GOM
funding, start of building construction, and adequate staffing. An immediate decision on
desirability of a  full year's replenisnment of the host country contract was a key
reason for the evaluation. (As a result of the evaluation, sufficient funds were added
to the contract to carry on activities through September 1984.)

Status - The 2valuation found the project to be promising due to: evidence of GOM support
in cthe form of 1983 budget approvals, under conditions of austerity and heavy cuts in the
parent MEM budget; rapid progress on technical tasks over the 9 months since the T.A. team
was fielded; strong CDER leadership and contract team support; availability of renewable

| resources in.Morocco and applicable technologies for exploiting them. The status of
individual elements is as follows:

o] CDER

- staff - one-third of gnal met
i

- building - start of construction still delayed
- lab equipment - procurement begun for installaticn in replacement laboratories

o Pilot Projects
- biomass project in operation
~ CP's met for disbursements for 3 of S solar/wind projects
- remaining pilot projects can be complered within PACD

o Small Projects Fund o
- ‘several USAID decisions needed to meet CP for first disoursements

Kevy Findings - The evaluation team, however, predlcatﬂd izs view of che project's pot=nfial
ror success on timely MOF approval of CDER's 1984 budget and improved salary plan, since
staffing needs for the new parastatal are cTitical and lack of staff was constraining
training and other activities. Fundamental questions were raised about pilot pTOjects

zalactad, mainly because of market penetration issues. Delays in building construction
irers found to have delayed lab 2quipment procursment.

earned - (USAID remarks) 1) 4 Host Councry Conuract mode was not the best way to
LAL To CDéR, a new agsncy, Given the compiexity of this project and the fact that
sn inexperienced instituzmion. USAID would 2robably have besn more aslpful with a
catract mechanism. 2) ?:o;u.“ guals wevz overly aabizious and desizn not well
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10.

13.

14.

15.

16.

PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY (PES)

Allow RTI staff to assist CDER in any
renewable energy activities, not’ just
those financed Hy the project.

-~ USAID will send PIL agreeing with
this in principle but clarifying
advisory role of contractors.

Cultivate tecnnlcal and scientific
collaboration butwaer CDER and Moroccan
universities ani technical instictutes.

Give first priority to provision of RTI
technical assis:azce in Morocco, with U.S.-
based effort by Morocecan staff a secornd
choice and U.S. work by RIL persornnel a
last resort.

Small -Projects Tunds:

a. Count matchlng funds provided by
businesses iz lieu of GOM certribution.

be Maximize local market procurement to
extent possible.

c. Direct grants toward larger amounts and
substantial busicesses to reduce admini-
strative burden.

Accelerate equipment procurement (countingent
ou availability of adequate space acd staff)

Transfer responsibility for procurement of
some items currently to be bougnt by USAID
to the RTI contract.

Introduce aicro-computerized inveutory
procedures for equipment procured from
all sources.

Improve communications betweem CDER/RTI
and USAID.

Provide short-term comsultancies by
advisers with experience in developing
a remewable energy center.

Extend renaewable cenergy techunologles to
other USAID projects.

USAID

CDER

RTI

USAILD

CDER

CDER

RTI/CDER

CDER/RTI/
USAID

RTI

CDER/RTL/
USAID

RTI/CDER

USALD
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PES - Part IL

13. Summary

This evaluation found that the project is a promisiug one due to the
following factors: evidence of GOM support, in the form of 1983 budget
approvals, under counditions of austerity and heavy cuts in che !EM
oudget; rapid progress on technical tasks over che nine months since T.4.
team was fielded; abundance of renewable energy resources in Morocco,
coupled with availability of applicable technologies for exploiting thenm;
strong CDER leadership and contractor team support.

Nevertheless, the evaluation team was forced to pradicate its view
of the project’s potential for success oa MCF approval of CDER's 1934
operating budget and improved salary plam, still peunding as of 23/14/34,
since staffing needs for the new parastatal are criticzl. The team &lso
£lagged needs foc development of staffing and training plams, strategic
plans, and updatsd procuvement plans reflecting the realities impnsed by
delays in buildizy construction. The team spent considerable time in
working with CDER and RTI to refine suggestions ocu this latter issue.
They also raised Zundamental questions about the pilot projects selected
for implementaticn, based mainly on market penetratioun issues, znd
suggested 2 different method for selecting future pilot projects. The
team additionally nade recommendations for changes ia USAID positiouns
vis~3-vis the Sma’.l Projects Fund in order to =nhance the potential for
commercialization.

l4. Evaluation Methodology

This was an annual evaluatiow scheduled slightly earlier than
nlanned in order to address questions vaised abour the advisability of
replenishing the host country contract for a full twelve months.

The team consisted of Jamec Y. ({lowe, former Intermstional Division
Manager of the So.ar Energy Research IZastitute (SERI), Team Leader;
Terence J. fdart, current resident renewable energy adviser to the
Laboracoire de l'Eaergie Solaire in Mali; and Kennell J. Touryan, former
Deputy Director of SERI.

Prior to departure, the team interviewad AID/W officials and
contractor persounel at RTI/NC. In-country, the team interviewed CDER
officials and staff, coutractor staff, pertinent officials of the
Ministry of Enerzy and Mines and Ministry of finance, -epresentatives of
other agencies such 3s Office Natiomal de l'Zlectricitd (ONE) and
SOCOCHARBO, and (SAID staff. USAID files and CDEX documents were other
sources of informazion.

L5. Extarnal Factors

a2 cucrear flscal crisis in Morocco n cenditions of
1z zecley havae affected all GO agencies, .. =iz =dl=ses o TOER ave
z : c

ulaviy varnizious since L2 is a new .yanow cvoLmacining oS
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16. Inputs

The team recommended improved English language trainiag and
selection of more appropriate short-term techniczl training than that
provided by the University of Florida.

17. Qutputs
1. CDER:

- staff - one-third nf scaffing goal has been met;

-~ building - start of coustruction still delayed;

- lab-equipement - procuremcurn begun for installatiom in
replacement lab sites.

2. Pilot Project Program:

- bi.m3ss project in operation;

- CP's met for beginning equipment orocurement nn
J of 5 solar/wind projects;

- remaining solar/wind and micro hydro projects have deen
delayed due to difficulties in obtaining needed data.
(Evaluation team fournd no reasons to think projects could
not be realised withia project time frame).

18. Purpose

The project was designed to create and institutionalize zn applied
research and demonstration capability in renewable energy which will
contribute to natiomal energy policy and planning.

Progress toward EOPS has been delayed (see item 17) due to many
factors on both the GCM and AID sides bLut also due to unrealistic timing
envisioned in Project Paper. This schedule is currently beiag revised.

19. Goal/Subgoal

The project goal was to reduce dependence on imported Zuels by
making maximum use of the country's renewable rasources for the
production of usable energy while at the same time preserving these
resources from environmental degradation.

Evaluation tz2am did not deal wich this icem and, in Zact, the
project as designed is probably inadequate for the hypothesized impact.
In any case, meas:ring progress toward the goal will orodbably not ve
possible, and suc> measurement is clearly beyond the scope and resources
of :he projesct.

20, 3eneficiarises
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Projects Fund activities will bLenefit private entregreneurs direcily anc
a wide range of potential energzy consumers incirectly by virtue of their
impact on diffusion of renewable technologies.

21. Unplanned Effects

None so £far.

22. Lessous Learned

Althougn the evaluation team did not deal directly with this icem,
some lessons emerged during the evaluation process:

1. The host counrry contract mechanism is & partial explanation
for communication. problems among the cthree parties involved.
although the evaluation team Zound close and productive worling
relatiouships between CDER and its coatractor, USAID's vole
viz=-3- .5 the contractor and CDTR has uot alwavs been clear. Inm
retTtuspect, expecting the direcror of a newly-created agency o
act as contracting officer for .S.-baseu techulcal experts
while simultaneously fighting the inevitable domestic hattles
for scarcce resources and recogunition was uncealisztic. USALD
could probsbly have been mores helpful with a direct contract
mechanisa.

2. Project design and goals were overly ambitious gziven
what was kaown about GCl! capabilities even at the time the
project was planned. )

iver the vomplexity and innovative nature of the project, both
techinicaliy and managerially, in additiou to the expectad insti-
tutional problems and delavs associated with creating a new
governmental institution, the project delays should hazdly be
surprising.

23. Special Comrents or Remarks

Subsequent to the evaluation, a performance audit of the project was
conducted in February 1984 by RIG/A, Nairobi. Tha audit findings are
generally cousistent with the issues raised ia the evaluation report.

Two of the more important audit issues focused on (1) procedures for
determiaing GOM's contribution to the projecr arnd {2) subscancial delavs
in project implementation, parcticulariy with r2spect o bullding
construction, eq:ipment procurement, and s:a::;ng. Approoriate actions
nave already been or are teing taken tc zemply wich the audic
recommendacions.

Relevant to ihe issuss raised in toul chie evaluation and audit
wenorts is the Missioa's planned ohlizazisw .7 am additional 51,000,000
inr this project ia June 1284, USAITU/l:srocus aas conveyvz< co CDER :chat
tuls obligaciva «ill be comeiagent user I3 autions <o e taken by COER

v
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Given the delays 2ncounterad in precject implementation, it would
appear that exteasion of the PACD and the 2TI coantract (PES
Recommendations o. 5 and 6) will be required in order to achieve the
goals of the project. The major criterion for axtension will be the
degree of project progress between now and September {the manth by which
a decision must be made on the contract extension). Zvidence of progress
which will be reviewed includes approval and availabilicy of FY 1984
budget; firm de~":lon ca ccnstruction of a CDER facility for acquisition
of 2 suitabie altarnative); recruitment of 2 or 2 additional professional
staff; preparation of an adequate training plan; meeting C? requirements
for Small Projects Fund; and the development of an economic data
aonitoring system for pilot projects. If there is sufficient evidence of
orogress oy June, 1984, then the PACD will be extended in the pending
2roAg; and the contract will be amended by September.,



