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RESPONSES TO ISSUES MEETING FOR SAVE THE CHILDREN FEDERATION/COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
FOUNDATION, (SCF/CDF), February 11, 1980 

In reference to Issue Number 1, the SCF representatives responded by saying 

that priorities for program development were based on the needs of the communities 

in which they would be working. The Community Based Integrated Rural Development 

(CBIRD) m~~cl is based on the local target group being fully involved from the 

program concept, prioritization, implementation, development and into evaluation.' 

SCF's field coordinators are third world people that have been trained to work 

under the CBIRD model. All SCF's efforts are directed toward training and 

encouraging the local people and government to assume responsibility for the 

program. Reaching this latter level takes a number of years with programs taking 

on their own variations but each being evaluable. 

Questions Two and Three will be answered by SCF in the pending issues. The 

main purpose in raising the questions is to understand how SCF charges which 

program activity costs to the Matching Grant or an OPG when they exist stmultaneously. 

Also, there is the need to be able to indicate clearly the private and public 

sources that support the expected match as opposed to using the Financial Status 

Report that is normally submitted. The Additional Question List was used as 

supplemental queries which were answered in part through the issues questions that 

were raised. Most of the questions can be self-answered by reviewing the Matching 

Grant first final report. 



ISSUES MEETING 
SAVE THE CHILDREN/COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 
FIRST YEAR EVALUATION OF THE MATCHING GRANT 

February 11, 1980 - Room 3886 (NS) 

1.	 How does SCF determine program priorities, and how are priority 
areas interrelated? 

2.	 What are the criteria for charging Matching Grant funds to a 
program that has an OPG? 

3.	 Clarify how the match was made in 1979. 



ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS: SCF/CDF
 

1.	 What kinds of child/youth development programs does SCF have? 

2.	 What kinds of "further systematic" support will be given to the 
sector related to child/youth development? 

3.	 What kinds of non-formal education programs are being planned? 

4.	 What kinds of activities currently exist in health and nutrition? 

5.	 What kinds of income producing project activities are being carried 
out? 

6.	 How are the community committees involved in the administration of 
program? 

7.	 In which countries is solar food drying being practiced or introduced? 

8.	 How important is the FORS in planning and reporting? 

9.	 What is the importance of the case study, "Flanning From the Bottom Up." 

10.	 What kind of revision and upgrading is still needed in SCF's internal 
evaluation? 

11.	 Why is there an interest in development in urban impact areas? 


