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1 1. Purpose o f  the Llctfvd t ies  Eval u a t d  

The ac t iv i t ies  evaluated are part s f  USAIB/Dowinican Republic Project 
517-0216, Development Training, and are intended t o  t ra ln  professional, 
technical and manager1 a1 personnel needed t o  m e t  the manpower needs o f  

P export activi t i e s  in the agricultural and Industrial sectors o f  the private 
sector economy. Activf t t  es In the progect 4ncl ude grovidf ng short-term 
technf cal training i n  the US, t ra jn ing undversity f;culty i n  areas related to  
curri cul urn devel opment for meet ng export re1 ated trai aiag needs, and 
1 ong- term t ra ln i ng i n US masters degree programs for private sector managers. 
R project supplement added programs o f  i n-country training and a1 so pri or3 ty  

b development related long-term and short-term trajning for  public sector and 
PVO insti tutions,  The project goal i s  t o  improve the huaan resources base 
required fo r  private sector export led growth and development. The project 
purpose i s t o  increase the number of tralned professional, technical, and 
managerial personnel needed t o  meet the manp,Her demands of an export 
or i ent ed economy. 

2. Purpose of  the Evaluation and Heth~dology Used 

ThSs i n i t i a l  project eraluatlon i s  i n  response t o  a project !requirement , for  a mid course assessment t o  compare what was achieved w i t h  what was 
pl anned, reassess assumptions underlying the project, and suggest cosrect3ve ' 

actions. Evaluation scope o f  work specified a focus on the ConseJo Nacional 
Qe Hombres de Empresas (CNME) , the imp1 ementing entity for psi vate sector 
training. Issues t o  be considered relate  t o  an evaluation o f  enterprise 
training plans, an impact analysis o f  returned participants, and a broad 
revi ev of project admi n i  s t r a t i  on. 

Eval uation method01 ogy i nc7 uded a revi ew o f  project documents, I 

interviews w i t h  USAID and CNHE project sta f f ,  discussions w j t h  trafntng 
providers, structured interviews w i t h  current and returned participants, and 
interviews w i t h  managers o f  the firms employing participants. The time lags 
involved since program completion re"bje2i red tha t  effectiveness and impact be 
assessed by document 1 ng specific cha;:gas 1 n participant f i rm behavior 

I 
considered to have the potential for export or productjvity enhancement and 
by obtaining management estimated costs and payback period. 

3 .  Findings and Coacl usions 

I A. O u t p u t  Goals 

The capabtli t y  o f  the project t o  manage the level o f  activities 
required i s  best measured by i t s  progress i n  meting the targets speciffed I n  
the original project grant, w i  tb PACD of June, 1991. As o f  Way, 1998 the 
project had essentially met a l l  o f  I t s  goals for number o f  persons trained. 
Concentrated eff~rts overcame a slow s t a r t  i n  placdng masters candidates. 
f n i  t ial  assumptf ons about the avail a b i l  i t y  of mid career managers as 
candidates and level of Engl i sh proficiency proved optimistic,  but necessary 
numbers have been pl aced and are mvi ng towa~d degree completion. Short-term 



t ra in ing targets have been met, with the exceptton o f  one psogxm at a HBCU 
now being arranged. Thi s performance suggests that  inst i tu t ional  structures 
and procedures are 9n glace and that  achdevSng ta rge ts  for additional 
ac t i v i t i es  under the  project amendment i s  t o  be expected. 

The project has been e f f i c i en t  i n  meeting financial targets. As sf 
January, 1990, 86.4% o f  the short-terra part icipants had been trained, but 
only 47% of the funds budgeted expended. Actual short- tern costs have 
averaged under USSZ95Q0 per part i s i  pant, versus US$5,200 budgeted, prlamarf l y  
because average program duration i s  2 1/2 weeks, instead o f  6, as budgeted. 
This duratlon I s  appropriate, as most part icipants are unable t o  be away f o r  
more t i m e  than this.  Assessing f inancial performance i n  masters degree 
t ra in ing i s  more d i f f i c u l t ,  since the f inancial  imp1 icatisns o f  student 
progress and the financial obl Igatfsns t n  complete programs are not routinely 
reported by the contractor. Budgeted amuats seem adequate, however. 

0. Enterprise Tradning Plans 

This document has proven less e f f i c i en t  than envisioned i n  project 
design as a device f o r  quali fying firms fo r  partSci pation or tdentifying 
sgecf f .ir: t ra in ing programs needs. f rr part  because o f  unfarnil i a r i  t y  with the 
concept, f ntensive e f f o r t  has been required t o  get f i r m  involvement and the 
nuinbe? o f  result ing plans has woS been as high as expected. Firms vjew it as 
l i t t l e  more than an elaborate application, and evidence low l eve ls  o f  
management i n b ~ l  venrent 4 n i t s  preparation. BRi s process could canstd tute a 
bottleneck i f  i t  i s  retadned as a prerequisite f o r  short-term in-country 
seminar participation. D i f f i c u l t i e s  encountered re1 ate only t o  the process 
o f  c~rnpleting the document, as fdms are enthusiastic and supportive o f  the 
project as a whole. 

C. Training Impact Analysis 

Participant sat i  sfactisn with the t ra in ing received 4s high and 
programs on the whole are del i vered by appropriate, competent, experienced 
supgt iers. Returning short-term particfpants report an average o f  8.8 actual 
changes 53 export re7 ated f inn a c t i v i t i e s  as a result sf the program. 
Participants estimate that the i r  c ~ s t s  are recovered i n  5.25 months and 
impute a f i r s t  year value o f  US$1,028 for the trabning. ThSs level o f  Impact 
i s  expt ained by the characteristics o f  the participant mix selected as wet 1 
as the topics and design o f  the t ra in ing offered. Current CMHE techniques 
f o r  assessing impact are unf i kely t o  measure project purpose level outcomes. 

D. Project Administration 

Enhanc? ng training management could contribute t o  increasing 
project impact, Short-tern seminars may not f u l l y  ref lect  the envjsioned 
range o f  togf cs or anticipated custmfsed t ra in1 ng responses to the unfque, 
ident i f ied  needs o f  specifjc sectors or industries. The mix o f  particfpants 
Is not suf f i c ien t ly  balanced toward t h ~ s ~  most I l kely t c  have direct, 
i m d i a t e ,  appropriate appl lcat ion o f  tht! skills taught. The p o ~ t  o f  
ava i lab le  candSQates f a r  masters trainins 4s smaller than project design 
anticipated. This, i n  turn, has made Sdentffication o f  suStable candidates 
mse d i f f i c u l t  than expected. Review o f  selection criteria, Including 



greater emphasis on academic qual i f  i c a t f  ons, could improve pt a c m n t  outcomes 
and progress for masters candidates. Courses o f  study selected do not 
ref l ect the intended range, s i  ace teehnd ca1 , production or1 ented programs are 
underrepresented. 

A. 1.0. project management perfomance is capable, responsive, and 
approprd ate. Reaff i mation of prc ject v i  s i  on and strategy i s appropriate at 
this time. Augmented contractor reporting of financial informatfon about 
1 ang - term part i ci pants would benefit project performance, Contractor 
expectations f o r  candidate qua1 1 f lcat tons and appropri ate unl versi ties for 
p l  acement need cl art fi cat ion i n react ion to the smal ler than expected 
candidate pool. 

4 Principal Recow~endations 

A. Output Taiyets 

1. Retain existing project targets, since adequate resources and 
capacity are present to meet very reasonable amendment requirements. 

2. Consider substituting i n  later project years additional US 
short-term training for masters training, reacting to results in attracting 
suitable masters candidates. 

8. Enterprise Training Plans 

1. Use the ETP concept as a selection and qual i f ica t ion  tool 
primarily for  rasters candidates and then secondarily short-term US training 
candidates. Convert the document into a nore traditfonal applfcation for 
In-country program selection. 

2. Consider rep1 acing the ETP process for US short-term programs 
with a proactive program of CNHE identification o f  training needs, 
cooperati we training program sgeci f ication, and contractor procurement o f  
customized programs against those trai nf ng requests. 

3. Strcaml ine and condense ETP format to facilitate completion. 
Consider substituting a detailed statement of exactly what the candidate will 
do I n  the fim on return for Section IIH o f  the form. 

4. kfonitor processes to insure that documents are complete, 
involve primarily employer input, and are completed before the selection 
decision i s  made. 

C. Tra!ning Impact Analysis 

1. Modify short-tern training program design to increase impact 
by using an industry focus that reacts to the expressed needs of a specific 
training group. Emphasize technical afid production topics, as well as 
specific comercia1 ization themes, to respond t~ the range o f  f dentified 
training needs. Design programs t o  f a c i l  i t a t e  business networkt ng, and t o  
Snclude Instruction in applyirg knowledge upon return. 

- iii - 
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A. NALUAT ION PURPOSE 

The purpose o f  this report i s  to provide a mid-term evaluation o f  the 
activities re1 ated to A. I .D. Project No. 517-0216, Development Training. As 
such the overall objective is to  assess the various components of the 
Development Training Project and to recommend methods to improve i t s  
implementation. In general terms t h i s  involves a review o f  the methods used 
and results achieved to date, as related t o  the assumptions, purposes, and 
intended outputs a t  the end of the project. The specific mandate for this 
evaluation i s  based on a requirement i n  the Pr~ject Paper for Amendment 
Number 4 to the original project  (page 43) that: 

The total number of planned evaluations shall be 
increased from two to three to r e f l e c t  the increased LOP 
period to eight years. The f l r s t  evat uatfon wQll be 
undertaken in early FY 1989, the second in FY 1991, and 
the final evaluatfon ~ 1 1 %  be conducted in FY 1994. The 
primary focus of the first evaluation will be on the 
i n i t i a l  private sector activities tha t  were undertaken 
prior to this amendment, while the second evaluation will 
focus more h e a ~ l a y  on the new training activities covered 
under t h i s  amendment. 

The basic nature o f  this evaluation, the first ~f the three mentioned, 
i s  unchanged from that specified on page 41 o f  the original project paper: 

The major objective of the evaluation will be to assess 
the impact of the training tn  furthering the strategy o f  
increased oxportat i on and agricultural dj  versi f 1 cation 
and the role o f  the CNHE in t h i  s context. The mid-tern 
evalua%ian will specifically measure the progress towards 
achieving the stated project goals and objectives, and 
will revalidate the project design based on 
implementation experience and grogressp participant 
records, and management system i n f o m a t i o n .  Any project 
design modifications or changes in imp1 ementation 
strategfes will be recommended at t h a t  time. 

b As a mid-term review the scope o f  t h i s  analysis is naturally Ilmited, 
focusing primarily on Consejo Nacional de Hombres de Emgresas (CNHE) 
activities deal ing with short-term and long-term U.S. training. The 
evaluation wi 1 I review progress toward project objectives, review project 
design and implementation procedures, and reconmend measures to improve 
project  design and project implementation. 

I 
The scope o f  work governing t h i  s eval uation i s  provided in Appendix A. 

Thi s workscope identifies 12 specific issues to be considered, grouped around 
three broad considerations: 

1. Enterprise/Insti tutional Training PI ans 
2. Impact Analysis of Returned Participants 
3. Project Administration 



For clarity o f  presentation the body o f  th ts  report f irst  reviews 
achievement sf project goals and then i s  organized jnta sections 
corresponding to  the three issues mentdoned above. Within each section the 
general format o f  f i r s t  present1 ng together f ind3 ngs and concl usi ons and then 
offering recommendations i s followed. 



B. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The activities ?.Mewed in this mid-tern evaluation are part o f  USAID/ 
Dominican Republ i c  Project S l f  -0216, Developnt Training. The purpose o f  
the project, as articulated in the initial project pager, is t o  train 
grofessi onal , t ~ c h n i  cal , and nanageri at personnel to meet the manpower 
demands o f  the export -ori enked agri cur tusal and i dustri a1 sectors of the 
economy. The project pager, approved on July 2, 1986, specdfied three 
distinct components far these training activities, i n  addition to project 
management activities: 

1. Masters level training in the U.S. for employees o f  the pr ivate 
sector. 

2. PhD or Masters level training for 8 university faculty members in 
f i e l d s  related to the manpower needs o f  the private sector. 

3.  Short-term training i n  the U.S. for private sector employees. 

A Grant Agreement and Letter o f  Understanding were signed between A. I. D. 
I and CMHE on August 5, 1986. CNHE project s t a f f  were hired, office space 

equipped, and initfal activities underway by October. Selection o f  
university faculty candidates f o r  the program was made on October 21, 3986 
and 9 individuals began English traf ning i n  the Dominican Republic on 
November 5. 

I Under the terns o f  the Grant Agreement technical assistance for the CNHE 
was to  be provided by a U.S. Contractor selected through A. I .D. procurement 
prdcad~:-es. Thds selection process was not completed until July 13, 1987, 
when k v e l  opment Associ ates was signed t o  a four year $3,600,000 Contract 
(Contract No. 517-0216-6-OQ-7089-00). Prior to t h i s  time participant 
management activities were done directly and jointly by CNHE and A.I.D. 

I Seventeen participants (13 from universities and 4 frm private sector f i rms)  
were thus placed and administered by OIT, through i t s  contractor, Partners 
fgr International Education and Training, a1 though CNHE retains 
responsibility fo r  coordination and f o l l o w  up wjthin the Domfnican Republic. 
Consequently CNHE, w i  tR the assi  stance o f  i t s  contractor, Bevel o p n t  
Associates, is directly responsible for the recruitment and placement of 46 

1 masters level candfdates and 235 short-term participants. 

The Project Activities Completion Date (PACD) for the project was 
August 5, 1991. In August 1988, a Project Supplement was signed increasing 
funding f o r  the CNHE by USS3.8 million, for a total o f  USS16.8 million 
dollars, increasing trajning outputs, and extending the PACD to kigust 24, 

I 1994. An additional 36 Kasters degree, and 263 short-term participants were 
added to project outputs. 

The Project Supplement also authorized a USSL2 mill ion dollar grant to 
the Educational Credit Foundation (FUWDAPEC) to carry out a simS l ar project 
with public and non-profit institutions and organizations supportive of USAID 

I strategy. 



TraIni ng outputs  establ i shed under the agreement with FUNDAPEC are an 
estimated: 

a) 54 pub1 i e  and non-proflt sector employees trained at the Hasters 
degree 1 eve7 ; 

b) 135 employees trained in short-term programs i n  the United States 
or third countries. 

f n  addition, an in-country training component was fnctuded in the 
Project Supplement. The CNHE budget f o r  In-country training was established 
a t  US$975,080 for 54 training programs averaging 25 participants each. The 
FUMQAPEC budget for  i n-country traini ng was establ i shed at US$456,800 for an 
estimated 32 programs averaging 25 participants each. 

To adjust for the consequences o f  t h i s  Project Supplement Amendment, the 
technical assistance contract with Developanent Associates was renegotiated, 
After compeli t i v e  responses to a RFP, Development Associates was awarded a 
US$3,360,000, 4- 112 year contract on January 27, 1990. Bri mary act i v l  t i es 
invol ve identifying appsopri ate pl acenents for approxf mtely 299 participants 
(36 graduate s tudents ,  263 short-term participants) and establishing a system 
to procure offshore technical asststance for the CMHE tn  up to 54 in-country 
training projects. 

This specific background is especially relevant to the purposes o f  t h i s  
report since it establishes constraints which are laportant f o r  understanding 
project performance t o  date, One additional backgr~und factor i s  the 
mobil i t y  o f  key :arsonnel. A1 I parties t o  t h i s  project have axperfenced what 
seems to be s~mewhs,~ high turnover o f  key personnel during its approximate 
four year 1 i f e. 

In USAID, the Project Officer and Chief o f  the Humn Resources 
Development D3vl sion, Hs . Toni Chri st1 ansen-Wagner, was rep1 aced by Mr. Paul 
A. Struharik i n  July, 1988, who was Joined by Hr. William Binfor4 I n  
November, 1988, t o  monitor the project. 

A t  the CNHE, Dr. Jorge Max Fernsndez began working as Project Manager i n  
June, 1988, replacing Lie.  Frank Gontflez who had l e f t  the project at the end 
of March, 1988. In turn,  Dr.  Fernandez l e f t  the CNHE i n  March, 1990, being 
rep7 aced by A~seni o 3 i  mhnez. 

At Devel opment Associ ates , Pr . Dondl d Swanson resigned as Project 
Director i n  August, 1988, far pessunal reasons. He was rep1 aced by Ms. Erich 
Hofmann, a Development Associates Vice-President and Corporate Treasurer. 
A1 so, Mr. Neil McConnel war replaced as AssSstant Project Director a t  
Devel ogrftent Associates by Mr. Steve Corbett. 

Each o f  these changes i s  explained by essentially personal, non- project 
related motives o f  the dndiv4duals involved. To i t s  credft the project does 
not appear notably affected by these changes, although some natural 
coordinatfon and learning curve consequences have occurred as replacements 
integrate i n t o  an ongoing project. 



C. AMIEVIMC PROJECT TARGETS 

1. Numerical Output Targets 

a .  F l  ndi ngs/Concl us1 sns 

The logical framework, copies o f  which are I n  Annex B for both 
the i n i t l a 1  project and the amendment, specify that  the goal of both the 
project and the amendment 3 s: 

To Improve the Human Resou+?ces base 
required for private sectar 
export -1 ed growth and devel ognaent . 

The purpose s f  both the proJect and amendment i s :  

To f ncrease the number o f  trained 
professional, technical, and 
managerl a1 personnel needed to meet 
the manpower demands o f  an 
export-oriented economy. 

The specf f i c  operational f zed training outputs are indicated in 
the CNHE Grant Agreement, Project Papers, and Devel opmnt Associates 
contract. Tab1 e I, following, sumari t es  key output expectatlons. 

As the table indicates, goals for number o f  participants (or 
number s f  programs i n  the case o f  In-country seminars) are the only 
quanti tat ive indicator f o r  each of the training sectors targeted. Owera11 
budget 1 iaits an a project basis are also a constraint. In contrast t o  other 
part ic ipant  training programs involving seminars, a specific participant 
month target Js n ~ t  set ,  Thus only numbers trained, and not amount o f  
t raining,  counts f o r  meeting project goals. It should be pointed c - ~ t ,  
however, t h a t  i nit% a1 budgets were developed assuming average progra 
duration and average costs per participant week. For short-tern US training 
the budget assumptfon S w  the original project design i s  apgroxtmately 
US$6,800 f o r  an average 2 mnths ~ F O ~ P P I  dta~ation. tong Term US academic 
t ra in ing i s  budgeted a t  a b u t  $20,008 per year (wSth inflation adjustments), 
assuming 3 years for Ph3 training and 2 ,::>am for masters prqyws. 

Information prepared by Develcz1:ent Associates on January 15, 
1999 indicates the following outputs to d&e, 5:smpared against t h e i r  i n i t i a l  
contract obligation by PAC0 o f  the i n i t i a l  cohtra~t. 

Sector Goal PI aced 

Private Sector Masters 46 46 

Short -Term 235 207 



TABLE I 

DEVELOPHUCT TMIHIM, CWE 

Output and Budget Expectat i ons 

1 2 
Or! g i  nal Mew Tota l  

Authorization 

I .  OUTPUT EXPECTATIONS 

A. University Faculty 8 8 8 
$3. Pr iva te  Sector Masters 55 36 9 1 
C. Short-Te.m: Part icipants 250 263 513 
D. In-Country Seminars 0 54 54 

1 I BUDGET EXPECTATIONS, US$ 

A. Uni vers i ty Facul ty 63,000 - - 
8. Private Sector Hasters, each 32,490 48,937 - 
C. Short-Term Partfcipants 6,245 3,995 - 
D. In-Country Seminzrs 0 18,655 - 

I .  Based on Devel opmnt Associates Reports 
2. Based on CNHE Project Amendment Letter o f  Agreement 
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DOMINICAN REPUBLIC DEVELOPMENT TRAINING 

T r a i  n i nq Proararn Corn~l eted and In Prosress 

1987 - 1990 

&OUD Traininq 

ROGRAM 
TOTAL COST 

DATES LOCATIOM/SUPPL I ER PARTS - COST PER PART 

urni ture 

gri.  Mgt. 

extiles 

i n .  Restr. 

C r , n ~ l  eted 

A ~ r i l  5 - 27, 89 (23) Miami , Ben Cruz 30 

March 4 - 18, 9 (14) Miami ,  INCAE 19 

Feb. 6 - 2 4 ,  89, ( 1 9 )  Bogoth, FEPEC 14 

Jan. 19 - Feb. 10, 89 Boston, AD Little 7 
(23) 

x. Hkt. 
ntry 

Oct. 17 - 28, 88 (12) New York, KFf 2 

Oct. 2 - 15, 88 (14) Miami, INCAE 24 

x. Plans July 25 - Aug. 13, 88 Miami, INCAE 2 1 
(201 

. i vs .  Ag. June 1 - duly 30, 88 Davis, U - CAL 24 
(60) 

s t .  Tec. 

x. No Trd. 

x. No Trd. 

Feb. - April, 88 (56) Phoenix, AGSIM 10 

Nov. 15 - 27, 87 (13) H i m i ,  INCAE 19 

Aug. 17 - 30, 87 (14) Miami, INCAE 15 

Average Cost  Per Participant Week: $1,025 

Pend i nq 

Apr i l  16 - 28, 90 (13) Miami, INCAT 2 6 

March 25 - April 7, 90 (14) 84iami , M A E  4 

x .  t o  US 

g. Mgt. 

BCU 

Best Available Copy 



Individual Trainfnq 

Corn~l eted 

COST 
P E W E R  PROGRAM 

Project Adm. 

Micros 

Bank Mktg. 

eagt . 
Ex. Stra t .  

DATES PERSON 

Harch 1987 A. Garcia 

April 6 - May 7 A. Severino 

May 29 - June 5, 87 (7)  IM. L. de Ruiz 

June 1 - 16, 87, (14) N. Pichardo 

COST - 

June 22 - July 3,  87 
(12) 

Fert. Mktg. Au 10 - Sep. 18, 87 
(2% 

Budgets 

Mgt . 
Jan. - Feb., 88 (21) F. Bdez 

Jan. 17 - Feb. 12, 88 M. Wajri 
(26) 
March 28 - May 28, 89 R. M. UreAa 3,680 
($0) 

Systems 

Manuf. 

Computers 

Crops 

Dai ry  

Sep. 5 - May 5, 89 (180) C. Pacheca 7,180 

July 4 - 29, 88 (25) R. S f l f a  I .615 

July 11, Jan. 6 (175) B. Acusta 8,108 

Aug. 21 - Sep. 23, (SO) H. De Los Santos 5,173 

Sep. 18 - 5ct .  22, 88 E. Rivero 5,788 
(34) 

Mktg . 

Actg . Oct. 10 - Nov. 4, 88 B. Portes 1,840 
r(W 

Computers Oct. 24 - Dec. 23, 88 N. de Cabrera 6,958 
(61 1 

Fin. 

Audit 

Qct. 30 - Nov. 4, 88 (5) F. Rodriguez 2,750 

!BE j 18 - Oct. 13, 89 R. J .  Cantizano 1,635 

Capital Oct, 9 - Nov. 3, 89 (30) F. D. Garcia 4,500 

Average Cost Per Week, based on available data: $589 



The budget s i  tuation for short-term traindng under the project 
amendment i s sl i g h t l  y Qi fferent . As Table One Indicates, approximately 
USf 4,000 i r avai 3 able per gar t i  c i  pant under tki s new budget,  which seems 
adequate given 1 i kel y seminar 1 ength. As di scussed be1 ow, future programs 
may be somewhat different. Future prograa design should emphasize more 
speci a1 i zed, focused, programs greater technical, customi red content, and a 
specific industry target. This, i n  turn, my imply smaller groups and mare 
tailor made programs. This all wf  11 l ikely  increase costs slightly from 
present leve ls ,  but i s  be1 ieved necessary for program impact and qua1 i t y .  

Individual programing has proven t o  be exceptional 1 y cost 
effective. In large part t h i s  i s  due to t ight  budget control by the 
contractor, i .e. a maximum CNME cost contribution is negotiated, with the 
empl oy i ng f i rm expected to coves any remai n i  wg costs. Indi v i  dual programing 
i s  also at t rac t ive  for its flexibility, aBSlity to respond t o  specific, 
unique training needs, and relative ease o f  administration. Evaluat4ons 
Indicate tha t  such training can be very positively received by participants, 
although there is also s a w  risk that some jndividual arrangements wjll be 
much less successful than others. This project has recently used fewer 
individual programs than grevi ousl y. Given demonstrated cost effectiveness, 
CWHE may wish t o  consider more uttlization of this training mode in the 
future. 

F i  nanci a1 performance for long-term candidates 1 s more 
difficult to evaluate. The amounts budgeted (approximately US$SO,QOQ per 
masters candidate) seem adequate under iboth the original and amended project. 
However, these amounts seem to assume only tm, months o f  Engl i sh  training in 
the US and normal progress toward completing the degree on schedule. There 
i s  some evidence that some participants require laare English training than 
planned and that  transfers t o  different programs or universities af ter  
initdal enrollment have been more c o m n  than one would expect (at least 5 to 
date). Since even minor deviations from a o m l  progress can easi ly add 1 or 
2 semesters to a course o f  study, the possib i l i ty  o f  cast overruns may be 
present. Hit igat ing against t h i s  possibility i s  the fact  t h a t  DA has k e n  
at tent ive  t o  t u i t i o n  costs i n  student placement. Students interviewed 
frequently report bef ng counseled away from a high cost university. Al so, 
the tuition supplement fund provided i n  the i n i t i a l  budget t o  pay for higher 
than average cost enrollments has not been ut i l i zed  for this purpose, which 
also indicates attent ion to costs in placement. 

The f f  nanc i a1 information provided by Bevel spment Assocf ates 
i n  i t s  semi -annual reports does not report iraining expenditures 3n a 
consistent format. A1 so, more importantly, only expenses actually paid out 
are reported against t h e  budgeted aggregates. The mount of funding 
necessary far the conc7usion of a student's program (against either planned 
or actual progress) is not indicated. The lack of this information 
represents an impediment to eval uati ng financial performance and effective 
management ~f th9s component. Notwithstanding t h i s  problem, some estimates 
are possI ble based on data appearing f n the January-July, 1989 and July 1989 
- January 1990 semi-annual reports submitted by Development Associates. 
These reports indicate about 5650,008 remains i n  the long-term training 
account, Th i s remaining amount seems adequate, assuming tha t  the 



expenditures reported i n  January, 1990 Included prepaid t u i t f o n  through May 
and tha t  students remain on schedule: 

Traf nf ng Budget Cumul a t  i ve Expenditures as 
Category US$ July, 1989 o f  January, 1990 

Short -Term I ,  467,657 681,123 690,000 * 

Long -Term 1,434,856 296,595 850,038 

TOTAL 2,962,523 977,738 1,540,038 

(*) Estdmated by author based on a c t t v i t i e s  reported i n  the period. No 
actual f igu te  was reported. 

The key point  o f  t h i s  analysis i s  that  although sub~ectively 
the f igures " fee l "  on target, no objectjve judgement i s  possible, based on 
the data made available. Ye t  more complete knowledge i s  c r i t i c a l  f o r  pro ject  
management and eval ua t i  ng the f inanc i  a1 consequences o f  student transfer 
requests. 

b Recomendat i ons  

1. CNHE should review seminar duration targets. To assist  
fn the budget and cost  control  process imp1 i c i  t i n  proJect design, 
programni ng shout d i ncl ude a f l  ex1 bl e, suggested durat ion guide1 i ne o f  
approx3mately two working weeks, as an average, This i s  cons1 stent w i t h  
amendment budget assumptions and a1 so gartf cipant expectations. Since th i s  
i s  an average target, seasonable varfatisn between programs can be tolerated. 

2. CNHE should cont i  nue reasonable amounts o f  individualized 
programni ng , i ncl  udf ng past c o s t  sharf ng practices with specf f i c  CNHE 
cont r ibut jon l i m i t s .  This t r a i n j ng  mode has proven e f f ec t i ve  i n  the past. 
I t  a1 so provides needed fl exi bi I i t y  f o r  unf que or speci a1 i zed training 
si tuat ions,  especial ly appropriate f o r  top managers. 

3, A.1.D. should require more deta i led f.inanciia1 report ing 
f o r  long-term training expenditures. To expedite management toward EOP 
status a l l  parties should monitor the variables o f  budgeted amount, actual 
amounts, and expected expenditures un t i l  degree completion f o r  masters 
candidates. The new Oevel ~pment Associates contract requires that  "p i  pel ine  
f inanc5aln information be submitted 9n al 1 subsequent semi -annual reports, 
but does not specify i n  operational terms what tha% information actually i s .  
A spec i f i c  format should be agreed upon now, before the f i r s t  report under 
t h i s  requirement i s  due. Enformat4oa o f  the type discussed above should be 
included, as well as any other data necessary t o  measure the training 
expenses which the  project  night incur  u n t i l  pa r t i c ipan t  degree compl e t i  on. 
To ass is t  i n  t h i s  process at1 requests f o r  approval o f  program or univers i ty  



t rans fe r  should include an estimate o f  possible effects on student progress 
and resulting funding imp1 Stations. 
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realities o f  training needs (a good orlentation at t h i s  stage o f  the project) 
and also for "selling" the project and disseminatfng Information. 
Interviewee participation, especf a1 ly in indd vidual grogramiwg, was reported 
as frequent, with the requlred t rafnfng plans being completed an the spot. 

Several problems were a1 so seen as inherent in this approach: 

1. The uniqueness and i nnovati veness o f  this formal i zed, 
f i m 1 eve1 human resource gl annlng perspective m n g  l ocal busl nesses wars 
underestimated. Bus! nesspeopl e, a1 th~ugh support4 ve o f  the concept, had 
little experience in actual ly drafting such documents. This meant tha t  
personal v i  sits were necessary for motivation and assistance. Further, only 
general pl ans would result, given know1 edge and time constraf nts. 

2. Coupling plancompletlon with a v f s i t  by prodect 
representatives suggested tha t  the document was more o f  an application form 
than a l egi timate diagnostic instrument, and conditioned responses. 

3.  Efforts required to obtain completed glans were 
substantial. This, in turn, greatly reduced the universe o f  eldgible firms 
for participation and represented a bottleneck. 

4. Training needs statements were seldom sufficiently 
specif ic to be translated into training program design, and, hence, were not 
meeting one critfcal purpose. 

5. Format design appeared somewhat intimidatjng, thereby 
suggesting substantial effort to complete. 

6. Format focused on overal I ,  genera? f i m t raining needs, 
with no specif ic tie to project purposes o f  economic development enhancement. 

In August, 1987, the ETP format was redesigned, which marks 
the second phase o f  i t s  use. The new form (which continues i n  bask use 
t d a y  and i s  presented i n  ANNEX C) d j f fe rs  from the old i n  several key 
respects : 

I .  More specific information i s  sought about firm 
limitations and constraints, i . e .  problems that can be resolved by training 
are more clearly identified. 

2. Much less information about current personnel practices 
is sought. 

3. A description o f  export activities i s  required, 

4. The presentation fol lows a logical sequence to lead the 
preparer through the process: 

a) Basic firm descriptive data 

b) Analysis o f  l i m i  t r  and problems 



c) Development of the training plan 

d) Presentation o f  training candidates 

In addition, the precess was made much more "user frlendlya by 
developing more detailed directdons and also providing a "case study" of a 
plan completed by a Dominican firm to serve as an example and guide. 

Another important change was i n  the development o f  a series of 
5 workshops, attended by a total o f  28 f im. These workshops were desfgned 
to assist f i r m s  in completing and ETP and e r e  intended t o  produce the 
desired document a t  the end o f  the 1 day program. 

The net result was the generation o f  an additional 60 ETPs by 
January, 1988. CNHE reports tha t  a total o f  283 completed plans are dn i t s  
files as o f  January, 1990. 

This second period was character4red by a strong need to 
increase project output, especially o f  masters candidates, to  meet numeric 
targets. Project personnel report that  these pressures resulted in a subtle 
shift toward an individual focus, instead of an enterprise orientation. In 
this stage CNHE approached individuals directly, developed their interest i n  
the program, and then re1 ied upon these dndividuals to motivate their firms 
to participate by completing the necessary documentation and agreedng to 
provide the counterpart sponsorshi p required. In retrospect, t h i  s second 
phase was effective in obtaining the number o f  candidates necessary, This 
may Rave not been possible without dramatic action, given the previous pace. 
At the same time, as Qocumnted below, it i s  the judgement o f  this evaluation 
that this was accomplished at a cost in two important areas that  resulted 
directly from that  change i n  focus: 

1. The relationship o f  some candidates with the i r  sponsoring 
firms may be tenuous, raising questions o f  both gart icf  pant el 4gi bil ity and 
impact on firm actdvit ies upon return. 

2. The speci f ic  programs o f  study proposed may r e f l e c t  
fndividual interests as much as demonstrable firm human resource needs for 
groductivi ty  enhancement. 

The third phase o f  E l ?  utilization i s  prompted by the prospect 
o f  in-country training programs, which implies a much larger number of 
participants, i .e., about 1,350 versus 300 previously, and represents an 
attempt to accomdate the ETB process t~ tha t  activity. The elements o f  
tki s process are described i n  the document 'La Actual Izaci6n de 1 as Planes de 
Desarrojl~ de Recursos Humanos: Eje Primordial del Proyectow prepared by Hax 
Fernandez in Juf y, 1989. 

The heart o f  this phase is the use o f  a series o f  1 day 
workshops, totaling perhaps as many as 64, where groups o f  25 participants 
would receive basic orientation about needs for human resource development, 
project infomation, and assistance i n  completing the EBP and other project 
documents. These workshops would then be followed by visits (by a team o f  4 
hired for this purpose) t o  f i n a l i z e  the ETP, 



Each type of training (masters and short-term) would be 
approached in a slightly different way. Masters candidates would be 
approached as individuals, complete the ETP v i a  the workshop process, 
determine thef r training needs, and then enter Into the selection process. 
Short-term candidates (both in the U.S. and in-country) would make contact on 
an individual bas1 s, c~mpl ete prel t m i  nary appl i cati on gate~t a1 s, b~ aidardsd 
the training scholarship, and then participate in the workshops to develop 
the EVB which would be incorporated fntc tho  CNME data base. 

This process was implemented for the selection of the 1990 
group o f  masters candidates, but has not been continued for short-term 
programs. In the judgement of t h t s  reviewer the process did not twiu1-t in 
d i  scerni b l  y better documents, el  ther when judged against previous1 y comgl eted 
glans or against the absolute criteria used dn the canteet analy%I% described 
below. Indeed, one concern is that in sgi t e  s f  t b s e  efforts only 20% o f  the 
plans examined appear to contain the discussion o f  the supplemental 
infomation asked for i n  Section IIH, 

This review of the evolution o f  the E f P  process suggests t h a t  
CNHE has been responsive, aggressive, and f lex ib le  in putting forth 
substantial efforts to make this process work. A continuous, Intensive and 
very real response is evddent. On a conceptual basis the process remains 
at t ract ive  far several reasons. Ff rst, its emphasis on the firm and not the 
individual i s  consistent with the ~roject's vision o f  improving firm 
capacity. It i s  a l s ~  consistent with the implicit policy o f  traindng 
currently employed individuals,  Second, ft helps to insure that  training i s  
responsfve t o  firm needs and will be employed upon comptetfsn i n  a way t h a t  
i s  likely to lead directly to the impact needed. Third, it can be effective 
in pointing out training needs and thus lead to identification or design of 
appropriate training programs. However, the process also implbes duplicatdon 
o f  previous training need identification efforts. Both project papers as 
well as the I S A  study contracted by the CKHE identify training needs in terms 
that seem at least as specdflc as those identffied i n  the ETBs, These 
studies also have the advantage of a national focus and somewhat greater 
methods1 ogical rigor. A1 though these studies do not identify sgecif i c  
candidates for training, they are, in the judgement o f  this evaluator, 
suff iciently directive to identify prior4 ty industries, topics, and technical 
skill area needs. ThSs, in turn, can establish CNHE tsaining targets and 
initiate training program development. Thus, at the project level the ETP 
process seems most useful for recruiting and enabling f f  ms to judge the 
re1 evance o f  avail able training than in providing new guidance for program 
bdentf fication. 

In practice the process has a1 so jllustrated a number of 
disadvantages. First, it has proven time consuming and effort intensive to 
guide f ims through this process. Consequently, the number of plans 
developed (243) has been low, relative both to the number ~f fims identified 
as potenti at  project benef ici arSes ( I ,  $00) and the number o f  el lgi bl  e firms 
needed to m e t  project goals. The sesul t has been a bottleneck which may be 
untenable if  the process continues t o  be required for in-country programs. 
Sec~nd, the qual i ty o f  the infomation generated i s  not especially good. As 
discussed below, completed documents sometimes omi t  some sectjons and are not 



adept at i dentifying training needs or translating these needs to appropriate 
training activities. This is to be expected givan the novelty ~f the concept 
i n  this environment and compet~tioa for the attentfon o f  those completing the 
document. Third, there are some tndlcations that in practlce the process has 
not been used as effectively as possible. Some plans appear to have been 
completed after the fact  of selection, or done by the candidate with only 
token firm input. In short, the ETBs sem t o  be viewed by some as an 
agprdcatd~n requirement instead of an analytical document. Fourth, the 
process seems t o  condition the candidate nomination base, especf a1 ly for 
master: programs. Since most firms are small, there are probably only 1 or 2 
candidates who are even remotely 1 d kely t o  particjpate. Thus ETPs seem to 
s m h o w  frequent1 y accomdate thel r personal interests in Srai ni ng as much 
as those of the fim. 

Flnally, the strongest critlcjs~ o f  the process may be that 
the information provided is not extensively utblized. The content analysfs 
described below indicated t h a t  for the masters candidates the training 
recommended or provided could be directly 1 Inked to identified firm needs i n  
only 20 percent o f  the plans examined. Further, examination o f  the seminars 
1 dsted i n  Table I I  suggests that few o f  them Rave been customized or tallor 
made to the extent t h a t  would be expected by utilization of the document 
according to its potential. In part, this may be due to the fact  that this 
information i s not comunicated t o  the training supgf iers. 

A f i n a l  observation is that the process treats all training 
candidates alike, irrespective of the type of t raining sought. Yet these are 
clear differences in cost, potential Impact, and training nature. This 
suggests that  the same degree o f  analysis may not be necessary for each type 
o f  trainfng and could vary for short-term or masters degree programs. 

The FUNDAPEC Plan De Entrena~lienta tnstitucional (ANNEX C) i s  
an almost verbatim ad0ption of the current CNHE process and documents, with 
only three modifications: 

I ,  Instl tutional descriptive infomation requested i s  
formatted i n  appropriate non prf vate sector terms. 

2. A general description o f  the principal objectives o f  the 
institution is requested, instead o f  an export plan. 

3. The TP process is not strongly emphasized for short-tern 
programs. Ii.;tead a more tradi tlonal appl icatlon, 1 ncorporating much o f  the 
TP infomation, i s  used for selection by a technical cornittee. 

Discussions with project oFfPcials indicate that some 
experiences have not been too different f r m  thase o f  the CNHE. The 
uniqueness of the concept has meant that significant persuasion and 
assistance i s  required to produce finished glans. Some see i t  as a forced 
exercise and participate only t o  meet a requirement and not as a true plan. 
Some difficulty i s  a1 so evidenced in trans1 ating training needs into specific 
training programs. Management attention, especially at small PVBs, i s  
sometimes difficult to get. The small PVOs also report few available 
candidates for long-term training, In such case, the exercise becomes 1 i t t le  



more than a Just i f ica t ion  o f  individual t ra ln ing and hence loses some o f  i t s  
sal  i ence . 

FUNDAPEC also exhibits sane characteristics which set i t s  
experience apart from that  o f  the CNHE. First, target institutdons were 
first ddenti f fed and prior1 t t zed, theseby pregual f by4ng only the m s t  
promi sd ng target  C n s t i  tu t f  ons . Second, htaman resource o f f  ici a7 s, and not 
candidates, were used to complete the plans, at least i n  the larger 
institutions. Their presumed greaxes fmf 1 i a s i  ty and sympathy could have 
facil f t ~ t e d  the process. Third, the plans were not used as a tool to qua1 dfy 
f o r  short-term programs. This enabled ef for ts  t o  ibe focused on more critical 
and plan relevant long-term traf ning. Results s f  the short-term training 
process are be1 ieved by FUNDAPEC officials t o  be a t  least as good as would 
have been obtained through the plan process, yet achfeved with l ess  e f for t .  
Ff nally, completion o f  plans seems reasonably ef f ic ient .  Sow 7Q have been 
approved, with about 50 indicating the potenftal to benefit from long-term 
trainjng. With only reasonable additional e f f o r t s  t h i s  should represent an 
adequate number fo r  devef opi ng a candidate pool . 

A b r i e f  content analysis o f  16 plans revealed the fof  towing: 

Criteria Percent Plans Judsed to Meet Criteria 

1. Completeness 90 

2. Identified Project Relevant 
Needs 

3. Training Sought Flows 
From Needs 

4. Analytical Rigor 40 

5. Suppl@mental Training Plan 
1 nc1 uded 

6. Original Language Used 60 

7. Presentation 1 OQ 

8. Useful fo r  Placement 50 

C 
The specific procedures and definitions used i n  t h i s  content analysis 

procedure are those described i n  the section which discusses CNHE training 
$1 an effectiveness. 

This analysis suggests that  the FUNMPEC process is functionjng at an 
1 acceptable 1 eve1 , Thf s i s  t o  be expected given the opportunity l o  

incorporate CNHE experiences into these procedures, and strong A.I.D. urging 
that  t h i s  be done. 



2. Receptivity To Training Plans 

Given the fmportance a f  ETPs in the project, i t  i s  desirable 
tha t  f i m s  be act ive,  receptjve participants. Firm recegtIvi ty was assessed 
us1 ng several approaches : 

1. Interviews with fim officials who had signed the 
document t o  gauge their reactions. 

2.  A content analysis o f  completed ETPs, assuming that  high 
levels of receptivity ncc!d be reflected Sn the characteristjcs o f  the 
resul tl ng document. 

3 .  Discussions with project o f f i c i a l s  to  summarize 
experiences i n dew1 sping the process. 

As the basis f o r  ~ 0 n d I l c t i ~ g  the interviews a sample consistfng 
o f  executives from a l l  18 flms o f  the masters candidates for the 1998 cycle 
and 20% (8) o f  previous cycles was :dentffied. ANNEX D contains a l i s t  of 
the persons interv5ewed. Mineteen executtves were avai l  able f o r  interviews. 
A standard intervfew protocol was developed and served as the gulde for the 
discussion and framework for structuring results. [ANNEX 6). Table HI1 
sumnariees these results. As these data suggest f i m s  80 not have highly 
positive attitudes toward the ETP process. On a 3 &Q 10 scale fims rank the 
usefulness o f  the process to them at  4.8. Semantic dif ferentla1 scale items 
jndicate tha t  f irms strongly view the process as not useful t o  them, quite 
general, but o f  medium ease t o  complete. Reinforcing t h i s  feeling i s  the 
fact  tnat not one o f  the firms reports using the document for any purpose 
&her than applying for t h i s  program, not withstandSng tha t  an average o f  2.1 
people and 5.6 person hours were involved i n  i t s  preparation. 

Several other conclusions also emerge from the data. 



Survey Resporrses 

Source o f  Program Know1 edge 

Direct CNHE fn i  ti ated Personal Contact 
Scholarship Candidate 
Medi a 
Other 

Signatory Par t ic ipat ion  i n  Plan Preparation 

YES NO 

45% 55% 

No Knowledge 

4 respondents 

Becarfo Participation in Plan Preparation 

YES NO 

80% 20% 

Becario Sole Preparer - 50% 

Average Number o f  Participants, i f  Multiple - 2.1  

Preparation time Needed 5.6 man hours 

Recommended Programs or University OX 

Becario Task On Return 

Clear, speci f i c  10% 
General indications 30% 
Use ski l l s  40% 
No answer 20% 



ATTITUDES TO ETP 

Useful - Not Useful (4.5) 

Too X 
--13, - - Too 

General Speci f i c (2.3) 

Ward t o  - L - - Easy t o  
Compl ete Complete (3.3) 

ATTITUDES TO P R O G W  

Easy t o  X - Hard t o  
Inform Inform (3.3) 

Many J- Few Candi - 
~ a n d i  d a t e s  dates (4 .1)  

Cheap - X - Costly (2.3) 

ETP USED FOR OTHER PURPOSES 

YES: 0 X NO: 100% 

Usefulness o f  ETP process (1 - 10) - 4,8 

Time t o  Recover F i  m Investment: 

20.8 months, imputed valve US$17,800 

(assumes 30 months o f  f in  salary a t  ROS3,500 per month, 
pl us airfare) 

Note: Based on 19 interviews with the executive ident j f ied as 
responsible for approval o f  the candidate appl i ca t i  on. Sample based on a 
universe o f  all CNHE candidates in English trainfng and 10% o f  those now 
studying in the U.S. Percentages are based on responses t o  each question and 
are rounded to the nearest 5 percent. 



f irst, the interviews revealed that firms ape quite 
enthusiastic a b u t  the program as a whole. Interview results inddcate ftrms 
view their contributdon as quite inexpensive and expect a return on thedr 
expendl tures through f ncreased productiva t y  f n about 7.5 years after training 
completion, Caments during the interview indicate that executives are 
highly enthustastic about this CNHE project, view St as a significant 
contribution to devel opmnt and view the counterpart requi remnt as 
reasonable. Without exception executives requested more Infomation about 
other training opportun.8ties in short-term programs and were anxious for more 
comunication wltk C M E ,  %n part because infomatSon was viewed as somewhat 
hard to obtafn. This is a strong reaffirmation of support for the bas%c 
elements 0% the project. Although, as discussed below, fdms may not be 
especially profuse or proficient in generating ETP documents, they are, 
nonethel ess , strong1 y supportive and recept i ve to the project. The 
observation that costs ( f  .e. fim counterpart) appear cheap i s  especdall y 
encouraging, gfven the present economic envfrsnmnt. In this sense care 
should be taken to be sure that the observations made in t h i s  section are 
interpreted only i n  respect to the process sf completing the ETB document, 
and not i n  the context of overall support for the project . 

Second, interviews suggest that  some fims seem to have 
1 imited involvement in the ETB process. Four o f  the 19 executives 
interviewed reported no knowledge at all of the process, which suggests tha t  
some may merely have signed the document, with no rea l  involvement. A1 so, 
the candidate is reported to have been the sole greparer o f  the ETP i n  half 
the cases, and an active partkipant i n  an additional 30%. Finally, the 
plans do not do a good job o f  fndicating speclfic roles for the candidate 
upon return from training and grovjde I imi ted specf f Sc guidance for programs 
o f  study. Thus, l i t t f  e firm input in these areas i s  obtained. 

Conversations with DA, CNHE, and FUNDAPEC ofbicf a1 s conf inn  
t h i s  impression. They report that extensive efforts are required t o  obtain 
completed plans, as the CNHE experiences dl  scussed above bndicate. 
Development Assocfatas has suggested t h a t  this, coupled wi th  severe time 
pressures, may have resulted $BI as many as 50% sf the 1990 cycle masters 
candidates being approved without completed plans. 

3. Training Plan Effectiveness 

Training plan effectiveness was assessed by a content analysis 
of 20 ETPs submitted by CNHE masters program candidates. A set o f  8 criteria 
be1 ieved to represent critf zal dimensllons of ETP util i t y  and qua1 i ty were 
developed. The eval uatisn then fudged the extent t o  which each plan was 
believed to substantively met each of these criteria. The results of the 
analysis are presented i n  the table on the following page. 

As a group plans are presented in an attractive, professional 
format and the specific information requested I s  reasonably complete. The 
suppl ementat infomation requested (the original draft o f  &he training plan 
which corresponds t o  Section %I1 o f  the document) is present for only 20% o f  
the cases reviewed. 



Criteria 

CONTENT ANALYSIS RESULTS 

1. Completeness 

2. Identified Firm Needs Directly 
Re% ated to Exporting 

3. Training Sought f lows From Needs 
(Section II leads t o  Section I H I )  

4. Analytical Rigor 

5. Supplemental Infomat i on 

6. CMHE Prosetped Phrasing 
(Section III) 

7. Presentation 

8. Useful for Placement 

Plans Judged t o  Substantively 
Wet  Crtteria. (Base = 20) 

Notes: 

1. Based on content analysis by author o f  20 ETPs submitted by 1990 
Faaster's Program candidates. 

2. Two candidates were f rom I company. Two ETPs were submitted, but were 
identical i n  every respect. These were evaluated as two separate documents, 



Several other observations are relevant. Fbrst, plans do a 
g ~ o d  jab o f  identifying firm I imitations and constraints. Second, the 
translatfon o f  identified firm needs into specific training program requests 
Or done adequate1 y i n  only 20% o f  the cases. Frequently fa1 rly sp~c i  f i c  f im 
1 i ~ i t s  are noted, but only general training (a masters degree in computer 
science or  business) i s  suggested. Thus, the flow from Sections I I  and I I I  
t o  Section ZV is generally inadequate, This observation i s  reinforced by the 
conclusion that ETP bnfomation would be useful f o r  candidate placement in 
only 35% o f  the cases. Finally, the general analytical r Igor o f  the 
documents, including the specfficlty s f  statements and use o f  Bogie or 
evidence t o  support concl us i ons , i s "lose1 y judged acceptabl e S n re1 at d vel y 
few plans. Phrasing o f  key conclusions, for  example, often 1s prompted by 
wording in instructions, the case study example, or promotional materials, 
which suggests 14ttPe ~r ig jna l  thought. 

The above findings abut the receptivity and effectiveness o f  
ETPs suggest several overaf 1 conclus5ons: 

1. Firm receptivity (perhaps better phrased as cagabil i ty) 
for the process may have been overestimated I n  initial assumptions. F i m s  
are enthusiastic a b u t  the prodect but in practice view the ETP as a 
burcaucratlc requirement and act accordingly. I n  large measure this may be 
due t o  the novelty o f  the general concept, and hence lack s f  experience in 
its agpl tcatlsn. Thus, the amount o f  e f f o r t  necessary t o  f a c i l i t a t e  plan 
conpl et  ion seems ufidcrestimated and the qua1 i t y  o f  the resui t s  anticipated 
overstated i n  the t a i t f a f  project deslgn documents. 

2. The qua1 i t y  o f  the infornation derived from the process 
is not especial Jy high or useful. F i m s  themselves do not use the 
information and, except as general background or for the qualifying 
infomation on Section f ,  the infomation 3s used for l i t t le  more than 
potential pastfcipant identification by CNHE. 

3. Administrative implementation o f  the process by the CNHE, 
a1 though attemptdl w j  t h  considerable sesponsi veness and ef fort ,  may be 
somewhat l ax  recently, with indications that  there are saae instances o f  
bncomplete glans, p1 ans completed after the fact,  low f im involvement, and 
selectjan wf thout completed plans. Thds i s  perhaps best interpreted as a de 
facto admission that  the utility o f  the process does not fully just i fy  the 
effort i nvol ved . 

4. CNHE input and effort required to obtain a completed plan 
seemed to be underestimated in project  design. Processing the number o f  
candidates needed for the in-country programs does not appear feasible i f  the 
ETP process i s  retained as the primary qua3 i f  icat ion paechani sm. 

5. The ETP process may be seen by businessmen as somewhat 
abstract, Impersonal, and theoretical , at 1 east from the perspective o f  
current local practices. The interviews conducted suggest tha t  
businesspeople active1 y eons ider and are quite insightful  about the tsa i  ning 
needs sf their firm, especially the managernsent group with which they closely 
Sdentify. However, business people seem to  think a b u t  training on a level 
and In  a logical sequence quite different from tha t  suggested by the ETP. 



Business thinking usually starts with a partfcula~ Individual, evaluates tha t  
person's sk i l l s  and training needs, and then considers Row new skil ls  can be 
best util fzed by the f:m. Thf s 4s essentially the reverse o f  the f i n  
level, top d ~ w a  process expected by the EYP. Vdewed from t h i s  perspective 
the problems noted may reflect, as much as anything, dSfficulties in 
following a specific document through a new and unfa.mil iar pattern, rather 
than an inherent inabll i ty  to Identify valld trainfng needs and suggest 
appropriate training responses. 

b Recommendat 1 on s 

The foll owing sectf on presents reconmendat ions f o r  expediting 
the ETB process and also suggests altesnatdves to acconyrlish the purposes 
intended by other means. The reconmendations are grouped accordf ng to 
short-term traaning, long-term tratwing and In-country training, It should 
be noted t h a t  these reconmendations are directed at CNHE. However, given 
similarities On the fomats and procedures, these recoglgnendatfons may also 
apply t o  FUNDAPEC. 

For Short -Term Proarams 

1. Consfder replacing the ETP process for short-term 
programs with a program o f  CNHE Sdent i f i cat i on o f  training needs, cooperative 
trai nf ng program development , and selection of parti ci pantsif i ms agaf nst 
stated criteria. This process would require that  CNHE i tsel d use previously 
conducted need assessments, suppl emnted w l  t h  lntervf  ews o f  bus1 ness 
managers, knowledgeable industry leaders and potential gasticlpants, to 
identify training program opportunities on a sector or industry basis. Once 
such an ~pgortunity has been fdenti fled CNME could visit businesses and 
supporting institutions to discuss training issues and sector problems wDth 
appropri ate, know7 edgeabl e infomants . As part  o f  thS s pmcess a meting 
c s u l d  be convened w i t h  key persons and potential participants to make 
suggestions about training content, types o f  training, timing, training mix, 
and potential  training s i tes  i n  the US. 

This Infomation should then be tranfforrned f nto a several 
page training request which would serve as the prjmary vehicle for requesting 
course development assistance from Development Associates and as a starting 
p o i n t  for course desSgn by potentf a1 supgl iers. The infomatlon f n the 
training request could a1 so provide the basf s for developing p r o m t i  onal 
infamation and recruiting particf pants. 

This process should both improve the sgeci f icity o f  program 
design and result in programs that are more responsive to firm needs, 
Csmunicati ons between CNHE and training supgf i ers would a1 so be improved. 
The extra work i nvol ved at th f  s stage (much of which i s now done informal 1 y 
anyway) would be compensated by the seduced b~rden o f  ETP generation, Since 
the current pace of activities requires tha t  only 3-1 such programs be 
developed per year, adequate t irag and resources are avai I abl e. Participant 
selection could then be based on a set of simp1 e criteria that measure the 
e l i g i b i l i t y  o f  the fim for the pssject and demonstrate a likelihood of 
benefiting from the trafnfng. 



2. A1 low candidates from those 243 f f ms who have completed 
ETPs t o  qua1 i f y  for  short-term training by merely updating Section I and IV, 
and parts V and VII of Sectl6n 111. 

3 .  For long-term training, consider substituting a d e t a i l e d  
statement of what the candidate w i l l  do i n  the firm an return from training 
for Section I f f .  fkjs statemat,  about a sBngle spaced page i n  length, 
should be produced and negotiated jointly by the candfdate and employer. I t  
should focus on very specif ic tasks that  ~equdve t ra in ing for fmplemntati~n 
and are cr i t ica l  for flm performance. Examples would be conduct a market 
survey, design products, implement qua1 i t y  control, or the 1 ike. This would 
serve several purposes: 

a. provide a very clear basis for  judging the impact a f  
t h e  training. This is important for selection c r i t e r i a  and also the 
necessary f o l l  ow-up measures o f  project Impact. 

b. the task accomplishment discussion with the employer 
helps t o  focus training and also insure a supportive, relevant, and receptive 
environment for  applying training I n  t h e  bim. 

c. retain project emphasis on institutional 
devel opment . 

d.  offer guide1 ines for  selecting degree programs, 
courses, and even assignments during the academlc program. 

4. Primary emphasis and assistance i n  completing ETPs should 
be directed a t  f ims I i kely to  provide masters programs candtdates and then 
secondly on short-term US t raining candbdate employers. This i s  necessary to 
fnsure t h a t  the best plans are developed where the most costly and 
potentially higher impact training i s  directed, In doing so greater 
administrative care should be exercised t o  Insure t ha t  plans are complete, 
that  pl ans are f lnal ized before candidate sef ection deci sions are init iated,  
and that  plans are completed by a responsible f im off icial  and not  the 
candidate. I f  judged necessary the workshops can be continued for  t h i s  
group, but stream1 ined t o  about 1/2 day, wS t h  specific focus on document 
completion. 

5. Implement relatively minor changes i n  the document. 

a. Eliminate items 13, 14 and IS o f  Section I, which 
seem i rrel  euant . 

b. Require a statement o f  exactly who prepared the 
document. 

c. Request that  firms not exporting currently provide a 
statement sf plans and intentions for i tem 16, 
Section 1. Also require a comparable statement o f  
current or intended activities far support firms who 



do not export but offer facilitating servtces t o  
those who do. This section may require redrafting 
to accommodate other, non exporting, flms w h ~  are 
a1 so el 2gl b le  under the project amendment. 

d ,  Provide more detal l  ed instructions f o r  conpletlng 
Section Iff. 

e. Streamline Section I I I  by eliminating Part I and VI, 
which seem t o  add little relevant information. 

f. Resequence the logical f low t o  s ta r t  the process 
with individual training secamendations, and then 
back into firm level training needs. 

6. Stream1 ine the format to facilitate the volume s f  
candidates anticipated under the i n-country train1 ng program. ThS s should 
f o l l o w  the lead o f  FUNDAPEC and convert the document i n t o  a more traditional 
agglbcation, which could then be judged against suitable criterla by the 
selection corn9 ttee. A suggested form would retain Section I, as modified 
above, and parts V and YII o f  Section I1 1. This assumes that  CMHE has 
ident i f ied an appropriate seminar topic and the task I s  t o  qua? ify/select 
f irms and individuals for participation. 



I he g r m t  agreement requires t h a t  CNHE conduct periodic Smpact 
analys~; o f  4ts programs to measure o u t c m s  at the profeet goal and purpose 
level described i n  the log frames. Tsadnjng impact, in t h i s  sense, i s  thus  
defined by progect documents i n  terms o f  primarily: 

Improved productive capacl ty and expanded 
export marketing i n the participating 
enterpr i ses ; 

and 

A trained pool o f  professional Eanagers and 
technicians in key sectors s f  the econorny. 

CPYE has developed, w i t h  DA assistance, a questionnaire instrument 
that collects both program satisfaction and training impact information at 
the same time, ANNEX F contains this instrument. The instrument solicits 
opinions about three progrm areas: satisfaction with pre-departure 
pr~cedures (the 3 series o f  questions), sat isfact ion wi th  the training 
experience i t s e l f  (the 4 series o f  questions], and impressions o f  impact (the 
5 series of questions). The tabulated average responses t o  each af these 
questions for the 11 group seminars and also individual programing appear on 
the next page. 

Impact i s  measured by yes/no responses to six questions and coded 
as yes = 2, no = 1 for tabu1 ation. As the table indicates average response 
for all f ive  series questions at a71 BP seminars was 1.7. Interpretatfun o f  
forced choice, yes/no, responses i o extreme1 y d i f f i c u l t  when the concep%s 
measured are actually continuous and multidimns~oaal , as i s  the case here. 
Far thB s reason such questi ans are usual 1 y not c~nsidered apgsopri ate for 
measuring training impact. The 1.7 average response mans that 3E6 o f  the 
responses were no and 70% yes. There are no absolute or comparative 
standards against which t o  interpret t h i s  response level. Considering the 
very general nature of the guestbons asked, and natural por l t i ve  response 
tendencies, the feeling here i s  that th f  s represents a somewhat low 
participant impression of impact, but thds js not much more than a subjective 
opinion, given the nature of the wthodo7ogy employed. 

Two other observations are relevant, based on t h i s  data. First, 
there i s  1 i t t l e  difference between impact evaluation for  seminars (1.7) and 
indfvidual programing (1.6). Both training nodes seem equally effective in 
this respect, a t  Beast based on these measures. Second, there i s  no evidence 
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NOTES : 

SEMINAR NUMBERS 

1 -  E x p a r t .  de Muebles &I-26 a t s r i l ,  1989 
2. G e r e n r i a  Agroi.nd~_~strial, INCAE, 5-18 rnarzo, 1989 
3. E x p o r t .  de Textiles, 2-25 iebrera, 1989 
4. Financial Restructuring, 20 enero-10 febrara, 1989 
5. Export  Entry Strategies, o c t . ,  1988 
6. Estrategias de E s p o r t a c i n ,  INCAE, 2-15, ock. 1988 
7. Est .  y Planes d e  Expartacian, INCAE, .juI.io 25-agosto 13, I9H8 
8 .  Divers, de la P r o d r ~ c c i o n  Agr i c o l . ~ ,  D a v i , s ,  jLtn-,jul io, 1988 
9. ks. Gerenc j.al y M~rcadea, Thunderbi r d ,  Feb--abr*i 1, 19b8 
1B. Adm, y Financ. a las Expo r t . ,  INCAE, agnsto 1987 
1 Adrn. y Financ. a l a r  Exportacionec,, INCAE, nov." 1987 
12. Frogramacion Individual 

Evaluation questions correspond to t.hose appearing on' '&he CNHE administered f c  
Results arc as r e p o r t e d  by CNHE cdmptlter tabul.ation, rounded t.a the nearest t . ~  

I This computer  program, however, cnrrt.ain5 an apparent logic errar in handling 
missing data (nan responses) which does not correctLy a d . j ~ s t  for  the smaller 
denominator resulting from non responses. Conseqt~ences b e l j . v e d  minor, however 
given f e w  instances o f  m i s s i n g  data. 

Best Available Copy 



of experience effects among group seminars. The avenge impact o f  the f i r s t  
ha1 f of the seminar series (1 . a )  ds exactly that ~f the second ha1 f (1.7). 
One would normal 1 y expect improvement in outcomes over project l i fe, based on 
repetition and improvemnts. Tha s suggests that impact evaluation 
infomation i s  not being used as feedback or that programs are not actively 
designed and managed f o r  impact enhancement over time. 

A review o f  the Instrument and procedures used to collect responses 
was conducted. This review raised several questions f o ~  consideration: 

1. As discussed above yes/no responses do not completely capture 
the dS stinct ions necessary and are extremely dl  f f i cu l  t to f nterpret. 
Specific quantitative i nformatlon, frequency counts, or scaled responses are 
not used, but would be usef~l . 

2. Questions have no d!rect link to project goals and purposes, 
as I f  sted above, Four o f  the s i x  questions deal only wfth impact on the 
individual, or the individual's role In the firm. Although quite mean.ingfu1 
for the f ndividual partjeipant, there is no direct impact on the f i r m ,  which 
i s  the focus of t h i s  project. Only 2 questions (D and F) relate to  firm 
consequences and even then fmpacts measured are extremely general (usefulness 
and knowledge sharing). No questions deal with Sssues o f  firm sales, output, 
groductivi ty, or efficiency. 

3. A17 responses were collected on approximately the same date 
(January, 1989), notwi thstandl ng the f ac t  that seminars were conducted over a 
several year period. For some progranas t h i s  meant that it nay have k e n  too 
soon to expect impact and for others that the re1 atively long tfne 1 apse 
could have introduced confounding variables that i nfl uenced resul ts. 

I .  Although base1 ine data on f i m  sales, exports, and export 
activities are collected as part o f  the UP, the questionnaire does not 
request any comparable updated data for comparative purposes as an indication 
o f  impact. Yet the rationale for developing the ean\ptater data base af  ETP 
data was t o  make such analysis possible. 

For this reason the conclusion here i s  that  current procedures may 
n ~ t  produce the depth o f  evat uat 1 on i nfomation required. Correction of 
this situation i s  one consideration For CNHE management. 

An independent impact evaluation was undertaken as part o f  this 
review. Telephone interviews were conducted with 41 o f  the 205 participants 
i n  US short-term training. Participants were selected using a random 
stratified quota sampling technique, d . e m ,  an attempt was made to get an 
approximate 20% sample of each training group (and individual programs) 
se l  eeting intervi czwees at random within each group untf 1 the required number 
o f  responses was obtained. A structured interview protocol (ANNEX E) was 
devel oped to el ici t informati on i w two areas : 

1. Participant satisfaction with the training delivery process, 
This aspect focuses on the training experience i t s e l f  and i s  intended t o  
supplement and confirm the program evaluations conducted by CNHE, The 
assumption i s  that  a satisfactory training experience i s  required to lead to 



the f i r m  level activity necessary for increased performance, but, by itself, 
f s not conclusive or suf f i c ien t  for such Impacts. These results are reported 

I el sewhere. 

2. Training Impact, designed to masure the direct increase i n  
firm export productivity attributed to the trafnlng experience. Given the 
lack o f  systematic baseline data and a vide range o f  time lags since 
compl et i ng tsai n i  ng , specif ic export 1 ncreases and Individual sal ary changes 

I could not be masused or interpreted. Consequently, f adirect measures were 
used to itemize activity changes which, $f successful, would lead to 
mean1 ngf ul project purpose l eve1 resul t s  . 

As i s  true i n  any Interview situation, not all o f  the potentla1 
respondents could be contacted. The fol loari ng data Indka te  the relevant 

L information for t h i s  survey: 

SHORT-?EM PARTICIPANT SURVEY CONTACTS 

I P a r t i  c i  pant Universe 205 

Phone Contacts Attempted 126 

Interviews Camp1 eted 4 1 

I Telephone d i  sconnecf ed, out o f  service 2 1 

Business never at that number 9 

Participant unknown at that h s i  ness 8 

Participant no 1 onger employed there 8 

Away, out o f  country, did not return call 39 

Approximately three respondent contacts were in t ti ated to resuf t in 
one completed interview. Although somewhat high this rath i s  not 
unreasonable. About 45% of the unsuccessful attempts (39 out o f  85) were due 
t o  the individual being away, occupied, or not returning messages; 25% were 
attributed t o  d i  sconneeted or out ~f service te f  ephones. Surpri singl y 14% o f  
the 826 calls revealed that the business never did exist  at that number o r  
that the indjvidual cat led was unknown a t  that  number. This suggests that 
CNHE records may be inaccurate i n  some cases or tha t  the selection process 
may have included some participants with only tenuous business l inks .  

Results o f  t h i s  interview process are sumarized on the followf ~q 
page. These results show that most fndividuals are doing different tasks for 
the firm after training. Forty-four percent report that  they now perform 



SHORT-TERM CNHE P6RTICLPANTS 

Program Satisfactian 

Suppart Conoidor&tionst 

Average response an a scale of  1 t o  3 (h ighest)  

Hatel 4-55 

Food 3.97 

Orientat ion 4.51 

Se1ect;ian 3.36 

Re l ovan ce 4.17 

Program Considerations 

Shor t  

Boring - - - -- >: - L ive ly  (3.533 

Excellent Frafessars --_ - x .- --. - - Poor Professars (2.301 

Defficient 8 u p p ~ r - t  -- -. - - .. -..-- 2: - Exceflent Support (3.7) 

fidvan ced -- -- - ;.I - - .- - Elementary ( 2 . 5 )  

Local - - -- x - - - Foreign (3.4) 

Slaw Pace - --. -- -- :i --- - - Rapid Pace ( 3 . 0 )  

Much V a r i e t y  - - - . ... ..-... , - - tittle V ~ r i e t y  ( 2 . 9 )  

Good Topics -- -+ x .,- --- -- - Poor Topics (2.3) 

H~mogeneous O r a ~ p  - - - - x - Heteraqenous grclup (3.7) 

Satisfied -- -- x .-- - Dissatisfied (2.3) 



SHORT-TERM CNHE F'ARTICIFCINTS 

P r o a r s m  Sa?isfartion 

Support Considerations: 

Average respcnse an a scale of 1 ta S ( h i g h e s t )  

H o t e l  4.. 56 

F'oad 3-97 

Or ienta t ion  4 - 3 1  

Selection 3.26 

Relevance . 4.17 

Program Ccnsidarations 

Shor t  

Baring 

. , - -- -- -.  - - Long ( 2 . 8 2 )  

7 - - -- - - X Lively 13.53)  

Exccl l a n t  prof ecssa~s - - 

Dmffirient Support  - .- 
Ud van ced -- 

Lacal -,- 

g1:3w Face +- . .. 

Much V a r i e t y  - 
Goad Topics . - -. 

Horcsyeneous G r o w  .- - 

S a l i s f  i e d  -- 

Boor Professars (2.301 

Excellent Support ( 3 . 7 )  

Elementary ( 2 . 5 )  

Fore ign ( 3 . 4 )  

Rapid  face 13 .0 )  

Little Variety ( 2 . 9 )  

Poor T o p i c s  (2.3) 

Heteragsnous group I 3 . 9 1  

Dissatisfied (2.31 



additional duties, carry ou t  new t a s k s  o r  have increased functions tha t  they 
a t t r i b u t e  t o  having part icipated f n  t raining.  For these fndividuals the new 
activdtles represent job enlargement with no associated formal change i n  
position. An additional 17% report  now holding new positions within the 
business, almost a9 1 involv-ing l a t e r a l  mves t o  posi t ians with dif ferent 
resgonsibil  i t i e s .  O f  course, some t a sk  and posit ion mbSY Sty i s  noma1 among 
any work group. The levels  of change suggested here are I wdicative tha t  
flms are  making e f f o r t s  t o  put t r a in ing  outcomes into pract ice.  The most 
c o m n  new a c t i v i t i e s  reported i nvol ved pa anai ng , stuciyf ng markets, or 
carrying out tasks tha t  had been done by others previously. 

The survey results also indieate t h a t  the t r a in ing  is having so=, 
but perhaps 1 imi ted, Impact OR dim Bevel production efficiency and expor t  
capabil i ty.  On the average each part  Pclpant was able t o  Identify 0.80 things 
that  are  re la ted  directly t o  productivity or export capabil f t y  that  the f irm 
1 s doing d i f fe ren t ly  as a r e s u l t  o f  the t raining.  

The average reported number o f  new suppliers  o r  customer leads  
generated through the program i s  0.83. Part icjgants  also estimated the  time 
needed t o  recover %he counterpart co s t s  through t ra in ing  benefi ts .  f i ms 
spent an average of about US$450 f o r  sa lary  and airfare durdng the programs, 
and estimated that t h i s  could be returned i n  5.25 months through benefbts 
imputed t o  t raining.  This impl ies t h a t  on average t h e  Imputed va lue  o f  the 
t ra in ing  9s US$1,028 durdng the f i r s t  year. 

By  anda ate o f  project design a l l  program were t o  consider export 
capabil Sty enhancement, a t  least untjl August, 1988, &en the project 
amendment broadened t h i  s mandate t o  a1 so i ncl ude f i rsl product i v5 t y  and 
economic dew1 opment contsf but i on a s  we1 l as  fac i?  3 tating f unct i ons such a t  
banking. In spi te  o f  th is  broader mandate since August, 1988, a11 short-term 
US seminars, except one involving 7 participants, Rave still explicitly 
targeted exports and included exportdng In course design. Thus, 
consideration o f  effects on fim export perfomnce 1s one addftlonal 
criteria for measuring program impact. The par t ic ipant  interviews reported 
t h a t  only about 113 o f  participant firms export and over B/2 have no plans t o  
d~ so. 

To put these r e su l t s  i n  content a comparable t r a in ing  projec t  i n  
Costa Rica reported per pa r t fc f  pant averages o f  6.4 a c t i v i t y  changes, 9 
customer contacts, 75% of f i m s  exporting, and an imputed benefit value o f  
58,108 f o r  the t raining.  

Two fac to r s  appear important i n  accounting for the level o f  impact 
obtained: 

1. Part icipant  Selec t i  on. Selecting the r i g h t  par t ic ipants  4 s  
one important f ac to r  i n  determining impact, and a1 so cos t  effect iveness.  
Review o f  short-term part! ci pant appl f e a t  ion mteri a1 s indicated t h a t  about 
ha8 $ were froa firms tha t  did not currently export or were involved i n  
f a c i l i t a t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s ,  such a s  banks, transportatfon, trade associat ions,  
or the l ike .  Such flms a r e  c l e a r l y  elSgiQle for the project and can be 
potential  high impact par t ic ipants  i n  some cases. The point i s  t h e  selatSve 



balance o f  partleipants may have become too heavfly weighted away those fims 
mostly likely to Rave immediate Srapact, 

2. Training Program Deslgn. The traini ng programs selected, for 
the most part, appear, based on a rev1 ew o f  course out1 i nes, quf te  standard 
and generlc, mostly emphasizing a general management orf entation on how to 
export. Little production or technical infomt4on i s  provided, at  least 
compared to the mt x of topics suggested In the proJect paper. #oreover, this 
basic theme, ~ 4 t h  some variation, has been repeated for about half o f  the 
programs. A1 though such training can be useful in grovidi ng understand4 ng 
and motivation, it i s  not likely t o  produce the direct impacts intended. 
Thus, t r a i  ni ng program design seems to oweremphasf ee management toplcs and 
underemghas 1 ze pruduct f on topics . b t k  are necessary, but the bal ance, once 
agal n , appears heavi 1 y uneven. 

Participant interviews also indicate that four other aspects o f  
training design may be influencing impact: 

a. Lack of industry or product focus, which makes It 
difficult t o  impart specific informatfan of inmediate apgf icabltity. 
Interestingly those seminars w l t h  an industry focus have all reported higher 
impac% . 

b. Diversity wfthin tra9nlng groups, i n  tern o f  partfcipant 
invol vement , experi ence, background, and a1 so 1 nterest . The f a1 rl y 1 ow 
experience level o f  some gartf cdpants was reported i n  interviews to result fn 
instructors reducing the pace and level o f  tralntng to accomnodate the least 
common denominator, and of necessd ty a general i st approach to materl a1 , 
Although s o m  diversity is valuable and inevitable gSven the need for 
econornles o f  scale, more balance nay be appropriate. This implies more 
attenti on to selection criteria and that such criteria may vary from group to 
group. 

c. LimSted opportunity for individual f ie ld  vfsits or 
industry contacts, due to grogramlng sanstrabnts. Participants reported 
benefi t lng from such contacts when possible. h s t  programs, however, did not 
build this into the program, offer assistance with arrangements, or allow 
post-program time for individual arrangements. 

d. Supplier briefings. Participants in some of the earlier 
programs and also the indivfdual programing ind3cateb that in some cases the 
trainfng supplier did not seem to have a clear, advance understanding s f  the 
nature o f  the group and i t s  specdfic needs and expectations. This resulted 
in  idp program changes and some loss o f  efficiency and relevance. 
Conununication seems t o  Rave improved in more recent programs, however, as 
CNHf has attempted to have suppl iers present at participant organi rat ion 
meetings. 

As the satisfaction aeasures reported In thes@ ~esults 
indicate, part 4 c i  pants are pleased with the t r a f  ning experience. One 
exception is the point about group diversity noted earlier. Thus, the 
training satisfaction prerequisite far impact seems i n  place. 



b. Recormendat ions 

1. Redesign Impact Evaluattons. CMHE should i m d i a t e l y  move t o  
develop a inore apgroprf ate instrument and methodology t o  measure project 
impact, as defined and suggested i n  the project pager. I t  f s suggested that 
outside assistance be contracted, preferably from someone conversant with 
A.I .D.  evaluation requirements. As a sinisurn the impact evaluation should 
attempt t o  relate back t o  the extensdve f tm basel i we data grevf ously 
collected, fscus on f i r m  level dmpaets, and exg% i cb t l y  consdder e x g ~ r t  or 
product iv4 t y  enhancement act1 v i  t i es. I n s t m n t a t i o n  should cola ect 
quantitat ive information that can be easi ly analyzed usfng appropriate 
response scales. 

2. Improve f rapact evaluation iaplementation. CNME evaluatf ons 
should be admind stered a b u t  one yeas a f te r  the conclusion o f  a t ra in ing 
program on a r o l l i n g  basis, not a l l  a t  one tfm, as appears the current 
practice. To Basi 11 tat@ t h i s  the impact evaf uat ion should be done separate1 y 
from the sat isfact ion evaluation o f  the t ra in ing program and departure 
procedures. Such satisfaction measures are m s t  I ogical ly adm%ni stered upon 
eoncf usfon of the training program. Wesul t s  should be tabu1 ated and analyzed 
within 2 weeks. Results should be disseminated on a program basis t o  b t h  
CNHE, DA, and the training supplier for iacsrporat~on i n t o  future programs. 
This i s  especially dmportant glven the number o f  program and supgl i e r  
regeti t tons. The error i n  the computes tabulation program, which does not 
exe7 ude Ron responses, shoul d be corrected. 

3. CNME should f ine  tune selection decf sions t o  emphasize impact- 
This would require preference and act ive recrui t f  ng t o  obtain mid level 
managerial or professional personnel brm f !ms and rducl ng the proportJon 
o f  candidates from non productfan or facll i ta%ing firms, even i f  t h i s  imp1 f es 
somewhat smafler tratning groups, 

8 .  CNHE should RlOdi fy training prqram desSgn t o  increase bmpact. 
Thl s recumendat1 on involver del.8 beratel y designing t ra in ing  t o  maximi re the 
impacts intended and should: 

a. Limit  presentation of addl t ional  general l st, open entry, 
basic or ientat ion type courses that  Bnvolve variants o f  the theme 'How t o  
Export." These are low impact potential, Rave exhausted the 1 i kely relevant 
market, and have been excessively domlnant i n  the programing m4x. 

b. Emphasi r e  programs that  feature technical and production 
topics, as well as sgecifdc marketing and conmercial ization thews related t o  
those p r i o r i t y  areas described i n  Annex D o f  the amendment Project Paper. 

c. Use an fndustry focus, along the 1 inas described i n  Part 
D, t o  develop customized tradning programs that react t o  the expressed 
tralning needs o f  a specific sector or Industry. This imp;$es t a i l o r  made 
programs whose design w i l l  require interaction between participants, CNHE, DA 
and the training suppliers. The s l ight  addftfonaf e f fo r t ,  higher costs, and 
possible smaller group size shall be accepted as a necessary trade-off for 
higher dinpact. 



d.  Expand the range o f  training suppliers and training sites 
from the few current1 y utd l i zed t o  i ncorgosate a1 ternati vs approaches. DA's 
response t o  the RFB indicated an exceptionally broad gaol o f  potentdal 
suppl iers, only several o f  whf cR have k e n  used t o  date. 

e. Design program to actively bacb 1 l tate bus1 ness contacts 
and networking with potential  customers and suppliers as an int@gral part  o f  
each program. BhSs could be accomplished in r variety o f  ways, ranging f r m  
initiating contacts and schduldnq appointments f o r  gartfc!pants, t o  merely 
providing u m g s o g r ~  tBme (perhaps 112 day Bn mdd grogram) for partdcipants 
to follow-up on individual arrangements. I f  possible, programs should be 
scheduled t o  over1 ap with trade shows, exhibf t s  or assocjation meetings t o  
facilitate t h i s  process. 

f. Design a standard "apgl f cat1 ons Atodule" which would 
prepare participants %0 introduce changes in thet r organi zati on upon return. 
Such a module could Include basic techniques on the adoption of dnnovations, 
force f i e l d  analysis, promoting change and feature speci f l c  d i  stussion on how 
to employ these techniques i n  the DR context. Such a one teachfng u n i t  
module (1 B/2 - 2 hours) could easily be incorporated i n t o  each program by 
any trafnfng supplbes. The phjlosophy behind the reconmendation 1s that I f  
participants are to change institution performance they should be prepared 
~ 4 t h  the t a ~ l s  and processes t o  do so. 



IF. PROJECT CIDIII[WISTWCITION 

Thi s sect don assesses project management efficl ency for  the CMME port f on 
o f  the Development TrainSng Project. following the instructions o f  the work 
scope, i t  i s  n ~ t  intended to be an exhaostdve admini strative rev1 ew, but is 
o f  sufficient depth t o  hPgh1 igRE areas where improvement ean be achieved. 
For ease o f  presentation it is divided Into two parts: 1) training 
management and 2) project wanagewnt . 

1. Trainlng Management 

Training managent refers t o  the logiat~cal and administrative 
tasks related to de% iverdng the actual t~alntng activities which are the 
heart o f  the prof ect. Conceptual By th t  s process ccmsdsts o f  a sequential 
series of tasks involving trafning needs assessment, prajeet promutian, 
participant recruj t i ng and selection, trai n i  wg del i very, and gar%$ ci pant 
evaluation and follow-up. The project paper does a creditable job o f  
describing an imp1 i c i t  strategy for relating training actdvi t i es  to the 
overall project, Key elements of thf s intended strategy include: 

I ,  A firm level focus on private sector institutions as the 
prdmary beneficiaries o f  the traindng recei wed, i .e. training is for the 
purpose o f  Qevel opi ng organi zat % onal , and not individual , eagati ty. 

2. Purposive training intended to be directly supportive o f  
A. I .Dm's  development strategy, primarily by ffacil i tating pr ivate  sector 
exports and product f vi ty . 

3. Targeting current; y employed mid level mnagers and 
professional s i n  private sector f i ms that are currently exporting, have 
potential far exporting, or are othervi se supportive o f  A. I A ' s  private 
sector development ef for ts .  

4. U t i l i z i n g  a relatively broad mfx o f  training and topics, which 
incl udes technical aspects of production and distribution, as we1 1 as general 
management skflls. 

The project design specifies that this process is essentially 
shared between CNHE and the US contractor. Although cooperation i s  
encouraged at a l l  stages, CNME i n i t i a tes  the process I n  the Domi aican 
Repubt i c by request4 ng training programs and identify%ng psrtici pants, passes 
responsi b i l  ity to Devel apwnt Associates for the actual training development 
and del i very, and then receives pasti c i  pants upon return for fa1 1 ow-up 
act iv i ty .  As such there i s  some inherent potential for conflict, since what 
is essential fy one gsocess sequence i s  carrhxi out by separate parties. 
Dysfunctional cenfl i c t  has been avoided to date; t o  the credjt o f  al l  
invol ved the process i n  functioning adequate1 y. 

This evaluation focuses on the tw CNHE training actfvit ies which 
have been m s t  active to date, long-term masters degree training dn the US 
and short-term US seminars. Since the implentation o f  the training process 
varies for each grogram type they are discussed separately, in turn. 



-8 
s

e
a

 
(I) 

m
a

r
0

 
u
 

PI 
(U

 
r
 

Q
) 

v
o

 
o

m
 

.G
 

=
rb

a
 2:x 

&
 

*-, 
Q

# 
* 

L
C
 

m
-
 
a
 c
 

L
C
 

9
~

 
=

 
e: 

a
n

 
a
0
 

L
L
 

U
S
-
-
@
 

L
a
 

W
W

@
w

-
Q

 
-

0
a

L
C

Q
Q

)
 *

u
)C

c
L

*
.,u

, 
%

 
Z

c
C

 h
 =

a&
 

C
L

L
 
an ask- 

B
8
w

F
 

.*
s
 

3
 

&
9

.
,
-

~
-

K
r

#
W

b
 

d
W

&
b

)
(
d

d
 





may be appropri ate i n  unusual circumstances, t h i s  practice should be very 
limited. Approximately 20% o f  short-term participants are female, which 
seems reasonable, considering that 5 of 13 programs have an agricultural 
focus, an area i n  which women are underrepresented. 

4. Training Program Design and Del i very 

In some cases once a program top ic  was suggested, DA 
would develop a RFP which would be given to potentdal suppliers for a 
technical and ccst response. The process appears to also include a number of 
repeats or variants o f  previously offered courses, Inserts into open 
enrol 1 ment programs, or responses to programs offered by trainers. This nay 
result i n  a portfolio o f  training that is narrower and less dynamic than 
envisioned or possible. Correction o f  t h i s  tendency could increase training 
impact. Key elements involve a wider range o f  training providers and sites, 
a greater emphasis on productf on topics, an industry focus, and customized 
programs that respond So specific industry needs. The pofnt i s  that  no one 
mode i s  appropriate for a71 si tuat ions and t h a t  the project may benefit  from 
a greater variety of approaches. 

CNHE appears to be getting good qua1 i t y  training del i very 
from i t s  suppliers. Most of the suppliers (IMCAE, AGSIM, U- CAL-DAVIS, WTI, 
AD LITTLE) are established, experienced, and have very good International 
reputations for producing good educati on programs, Th t s favorabl e impression 
is confirmed by the CMME satisfaction measures reported earlier. With the 
possible exception o f  1 program (AGSHH) , participants are quite sat isf ied 
with the training recei wed. More important1 y, sati sfacti on is i nc~easi ng 
over time, as the followfng figures calculated from the CHHE survey results 
suggest: 

CNWE P R O G M  EVALUATION SUMMARY 

Predeparture Arrangements (1) Program Sat 1 sfaction (1)  Impact (2) 

Averages 1 I seminars 
3.5 

Average first 6 seminars 
3.3 1.7 

Average 1 a s t  5 seminars 
3.7 1.7 

Notes: 

Averages fndividual Programming 
3.2 3.0 1.6 

Based on a scale o f  0 - 4 (higRest) 
2. Bases on YES (2) NO (I) responses 





4, CNHE should revitalize groarstfon efforts, to offset the 
break f n programing , counteract decaying awareness o f  the prof ect, and meet 
desires for information. Such ef for ts  should be based on newspaper pub1 l c i t y  
and specific prograa advertf sements, working through appropriate trade or 
1 ndustry associ aei ons (especi a1 1 y CMME constf tuenks) , and perlodl c general 
in fomat ion dS sseminatfon to f ims wdth c-1 eted ETBs. 

5. Enhance CNHE sea ect ion procedures by m d i  fyi ng criteria 
so as to weight more heavlly in favor  o f  l i n e  managers and not facilitating 
actdvities firms. I f  the industry focus 1s used, criteria should be adjusted 
accordingly. Additional efforts should be made to Insure that  all 
participants are approved by the sel ectdon cmml ttee. Selection should be 
against criteria, and not adjusted to reach an arbitrary number sf  
part i ci pants, even t f somewhat higher per past i c i  pant costs resul t . 

6. CNHE procedures f o r  conduct S ng post progrm eval uations 
of participant satisfaction with the training process should be modified so 
that evaluations are conducted upon or close t o  the conclusion o f  training 
and that results are analyzed and communicated t o  at 1 parties for timely 
feedback. 

b. Masters Candidates 

Fi ndi ngs/Concl usions 

The project has 46 participants who have been selected and 
currently enrolled in US masters degrees. These students have Been processed 
in 3 groups, as follows: 

1. FY 87 (I) 6 students, one o f  which temfnated 
on 1/13/90 

2. FY 88 (11) 19 students 
3. FY 89 (1 11) 21 students 

This i s  i n  addition t o  the unlversfty faculty and others (17 
i n  a1 1 ) who were processed before the BA contract started, A1 so, 18 have 
been accepted far  Fall, 1990 and are currently i n  English training or 
awaiting the start o f  classes i n  the US. ANNEX 6 lists these students and 
thelr universf ties, along with basic academic tes t  scores and GPA's as 
reported i n  CNHE files. Following the format developed previously each of  
the elements o f  the training process will be reviewed In turn, 

1. Needs Assessments 

The project paper and previous needs assessments appear 
t o  provide an adequate starting point for identifying priority training 
areas. As wi th  short-term training, there 1s evidence that performance may 
not reflect the breadth and focus sf training actually Intended. A revdew of 
the major f i e l d  o f  study listed far current participants supports th is  
comclusion. O f  the 46 placements, 12 (26%) are i n  computer science, 30% in 
general international business, and 33% 4n some functional area of bus1 ness. 
The speci f i c tec hni cal , product t on or f ented program suggested i n the project 
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Consejs Nracionai de Hombres de Ernpresra, tnc. 

EVALUACION DE LA EMPMSA Y CANDIDATOS 

NUMBRE DEL CANDIDATO 

FECHA DE LA EVALUACION 

EMPRESA 

1. Evaluacidn d e l  Plan de Enfrenamkento 
de la Empresa 

PUNTQS 

2. Relacidn de la empresa y sus actfvidades 
de expartacidn con 10s objetfvos deh Proyecto 25 

CANDIDATO 

3 .  Evidencia que 61 adiestrambenta daP candidaka 
ests relaci:.nado con el Plan dc Entrenamiento 
de la empresa y que se puedc aprovechar el adies - 
trarnients para mejorar las exportaciones y la 
eficiencda de la empresa. 20 

4 .  ~xperiencia del eanaidato y su puests como 
evidencia de su capacidad de p d e r  aprovechar 
el adiestrazi ento 10 

5 .  Entrevista con CNHE para exglicax sus planes 
de adiestramients y gosibilidades para el futuro 20 

TOTAL 100 

Ave. A Ltncdn No. 1056. 7ms. Plsu, Santo Oarntngo, R. R e A p u l d o P ~ t r l  22023 
T - I ~ # - - .  C C ~ ~ Y L I A  I ec9-IECC # c ~ 7 - 1 ~ ~ 0  , ~ 9 - 1 ~ 2 ~  
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In the last analysis the gualdty o f  any selection process 
must be judged by #to output, in t h i s  case appropriate candidates for US 
graduate degrees. BA reports document that suttability o f  some candidates t n  
the 1988 and 1989 groups for graduate study i s  low, If measured by US 
universtty admtssion criteria, which q k a s j r e  TBEFL and G R E / W T  test scores 
and undergraduate GPA. kvelopment Assoef ates reports that at the t ime  it 
was to f a f t f a t e  the placement process 12 o f  40 candidates had GRE/WT scores 
which met minimum levels for most acsredited unlvessities; 27 of 40 had 
reported TQEFL scores above 500, the comaow minimum, with many universtties 
requiring 550. 1% must be not@d, however, -that placement starts before 
students complete Engl f sh traf n l  ng . The test  scores used are, therefore, not 
fan1 ty reflective o f  eventual attainment, since later testing should result  i n  
better scores and hence easier placement (a1 though psobl ems of t l m i  ng do 
arbse). This ptcture 3s confirmed by examinfng the unlverslties in which 
candidates have been placed. Students with g o d  credentials have, by and 
large, been placed at good schools, Hawever, about 25% are also in "third 
tier" programs that one would not normally associate with a project o f  t h i s  
nature. Prospects appear brighter for the 8990 group. O f  the eleven 
currently in English Training, 8 have predicted TQEFL scores over 500, and 
appear 1 i kely to do adequately for the upcoming TOEFL exam In the Dominican 
Republ ic.  

In t h i s  sense, the sef ectfon process i n  sonre respects may 
not be serving the pr~ject we? I .  Some participants wdth wrgfnal credentials 
(at least as viewed by US admission c m i  ttees) have k e n  accepted. t h i s  
results in placement at less desirable universities, restricted opttons for 
courses o f  study, longer comgletlon tlws [wi th  hdgher costs) and ultimately 
di  I uted project impact. Since candidate selesti~n t s usually the primary 
determinant for both impact and cost containmat, fsnprovemnt o f  th is  
function may be useful before any s f  the remaining 16 slots are filled. 

Two factem seem to account for most o f  the selection 
problems. First, the ewaluatisn sheet u s 4  by the technical c m i t t e e  may 
not reflect i n  sufficient detail the specific rriterda o f  the project pager, 
More fyortant ,  applfcations may not be evaluated slgosously against these 
cri teri a. Second, select 1 on procedures do not adequate1 y csnsi der the 
academic crjteri a of  US undversf ty admission. The only academic csSter3a 
considered Is undergraduate GPA. Even this i s  not admlnb stered rigorous1 y, 
as 3 o f  the 1990 group have GPAs below 3.0 (one as low as 2.76) when mast US 
universities view 3.0 as a m5nimuw. GRE or W T  scores are not required and 
1 ogieal Ty so. However, i t  may be advi sable t o  fo% 1 ow the FUNQAPEC pol S cy and 
require the PAEG test as an ind4catos o f  academic aptftude. This Spanish 
language test correlates reasonably with the English GRE and would o f f e r  a 
prediction o f  admissabil i ty .  Since thf s Is a FUWDhPEC requirement, 
1 sgi stieal detai l s sf schedul ing frequent offerbngs would be reduced. 

Engl l sR 1 anguage prof  i ci eney i s a more problematic 
mauiremnt. Experience suggests that the c d i  nation o f  ICDA 4 n-country 
traiming and "topping o f f n  a t  AhI6U i n  Georgetown for two months i s  
seasonab1 e, grsvidBng entranee with minimal ski l ls .  Those with no abil j ties 
at entry have di f f icul ty  reaching the kxpected levels. The ICDA program I s  
desfgned t o  develop students t o  the Bevel o f  a 450 TOEFt score. The ALIGtJ 
experience should move the score t o  525 - 550. Wequ%ring English proficiency 





4. Program Del i very 

In t h I s  context grogran dellvery refers t o  the process of 
obtainjng admission to US unfversitbes. A general evaluation o f  this 
act i vd ty  was presented in the context o f  part icipan? select f on. Several 
addi t i oaal observati sns are re1 evant, however. F i r s t ,  s a w  students report 
having 'little input for the university selection psocosr. I t  1s certainly 
understandable that preferences can not be a c c m a t d  i n  al l  cases. Sjnce 
participatton in universfty choice is an important detembnant of 
satisfaction, and also project impact, wf ms student input should be 
encouraged. Host students report heavy mldance on ECO and ICM for 
fnfomatbon and assdstance f n  locattng suftable undwessit~es. A recent 
A. f . D. eva? uat i  on o f  EC0 has documented the g o d  qua1 8 ty of i t s  performance 
and the appropriateness o f  i t s  materials for t h i s  task. 

Second, a need ex is ts  for TOEFt and GR&#'M!AP test 
coaching. ICDA has voluntar$ly provided extra TBEFL prep sessions, but a 
more formal arrangement could be benef i c i  a1 . t 1 kewf se, % nformal MAT test  
coaching f s in the process of k 9 n g  arranged, and should be expeddted. 

Third, the ICOA English training, by a11 accounts, i s  
functioning we1 1 . Students agpeap mtf vated and are enthus1 ast f  e in tke i  r 
praise for the instruction, professors, personal attentfon and organization 
exhibited. 

Fourth, the project currently does not all ow enrollment 
i n  MBA programs, justified by overlap with local offerings. CIA has urged 
that  th%s  grohibitfon be relaxed, suggesting that  it would mke placefflents 
easfer. Several reasons suggest that  thds ban should be continued. First, 
the local MBA was desf gned after the CIS model and incorporates al I of the 
"core currieulwa" or c m n  Body o f  knowledg2. Host US M s  at low far no 
more than 4 free electfves, a f te r  prerequisites and core requirements have 
been met. Thus, those Besirhg a MBA could obta4w it bn the Dominican 
Republic,  and i f  %Re additional specialization i s  desired obtain that through 
a one semester US business school certificate program. Second, by design the 
US MBA 3s a general management degree, with little Sn-depth specialization or 
international content and, thus, seems f nconst stent w5 t h  the spec3 f i c  
training envisioned. Fi  wal By, adequate amounts o f  general business training 
have been provided by previous plaeemnts, at least from the perspective o f  
the project. 

Fifth, there i s  some evidence tha t  the cycle o f  Engl i s h  
training may start somewhat Fate fo r  easy placement. Students may not have 
official TBBEFL test scores until their  arrival 5-n the US for Engl .Hsh topping 
off (0s even worse may be relying on scores from early in the process) which 
does not  allow sufddcient time for placement or addStisnaf study, i f  needed. 
The A l l G U  test scores, adrainBstered three times during English training in 
the Dominican Republ Sc, are available and promptly reported to Development 
Associates. However, these scores are predfctive only and most US university 
admissions committees wfll not act without o%%.Hcial TQEFL or TSE scores. 
From the viewpoint of  DA, th4s means that  placement i n  border1 ine cases can 
be rushed. Also, sjrsce all move i n  lock step, there may be downtime for 
those who dew1 sp proficiency a t  dif ferent rates. Host participant's 



currently receive topping o f f  at Georgetown. It aay be advantageous to allow 
plat-nt I n  English tra3ning a t  the gartic8gants Idkely universdty, since 
these programs usually have a strong osleata%$on t o  academic EnglBsh, often 
allow attendance at one or two academic classes, a d  facil j%ate the 
t r a n s j t i o n  t o  an academic program. A full semester o f  sush traf ning may be a 
preferable option over the 2 month Georgetown grogram f o r  those with 
border1 i ne t e s t  scores. 

Sixth, only llwited t h i r d  country placements have 
occurred, which Ss appropriate. Thf s i s  clearly permitted by the prodect 
pager and several countries (Mexico, Chile, Costa Wlca) have programs that 
are espect a1 l y  approprl a te  t o  grogect purposes. Thus, sl ightl y more 
extensive use o f  thds optton (say about 3 o f  the 16 rea~dning placerwents) 
should be explored. PI %cements should be solely on the basis o f  grogratmatic 
needs, and not a default option f o r  US placement dlf f tcul ty .  Thls imp76es 
that  these participants will not requfre English t ra infng and should be 
placed directly dnto those programs tha t  are Judged unjquely sulted t o  t he i r  
t ra in ing needs. 

5. Eva1 uat  i on and Fol 1 ow-Up 

No systematic evaluations of part jcipant satisfaction 
have been undertaken. GIven present th ing ,  5t may be appropriate t o  briefly 
monitor part icipant reaction t o  the process t o  provide feedback for the 
management o f  the remajnf ng candidates, L9keni se, no process f o r  masraring 
the impact o f  returnees has been developed. This i s  not a pressjng dssue, 
but development o f  an impact evaluatton system w i l l  be required l a t e r  Bn the 
project, This should be regarded as a part  o f  project sesgonsibilltles, and 
not re1 egated t o  the mandated external eval uat i sns. 

Recomnendati ons 

1. CNHE should become more directive i n  Insuring t h a t  study 
programs are responsive to ident l f id project (and not i ndivf dual ) needs. 
Monitor future student programs to  insure that they refleet the mix 
envisioned. This  implies more emphasis on technlcai, instead o f  general 
management, degrees. Increase the wedght given bn oalectb~n crfterda to the 
match between the progrm proposed and project targets. 

2. CMHE should modify the selection process t o  introduce 
addi ti onaf academic sea ection c r i  ter la.  Fortunately the re1 at ive ly  small 
number o f  placements remaining, and the w u a t  sf time available all  indicate 
t ha t  improvements are possbble. Priority attention i s  needed in these areas: 

a. Require specfflcdocumentation of A.I.D., elfgibiltty 
requirements (empl o m n t  , c i  t i zenshi p, etc. 1 &fore candidates are accepted 
or Begin any part o f  the program. 

b. Revise the technical cornit tee evaluation sheet t o  
reflect directly the specif ic c r i t e r i a  envisioned i n  the project pager and 
supplement . 



c. RevSse selectton crf t e r i a  t o  include mare measures 
of potentt a1 for academic success. 

1. Continue using a GPA c r i t e r i a ,  but rigidly 
enforce a 3.0 minimum, a t  least for the last 2 years o f  study. 

2. Require a PAEG t e s t  and expect a total  scaled 
score of 500 (equivalent t o  a 50 percentile rank). 

3. Contfnue the present policy ~f no formal 
requi renrent for Engl i sh prof iciemcy, but rmdi fy the present 1 sckstep Engl ish  
training program t o  accommodate different 1 eve1 s o f  prof bciency, especially 
a t  the extremes. 

3. A, f .Do should mni tor progra  placements t o  insure t h a t  
they ref1 ect project needs and reinforce the requlseslent that gartici  pants 
are expected t o  complete the grograkw i n  the area for  which they were 
selected. Curtail  future pl acemnts a t  Webster Undvessd ty  and the University 
o f  I1 1 islois (which together ascount for close t o  30% o f  al 1 placements) since 
such cancentrat i on does not ref1 ect the di  vessi ty agpropri ate. 

4. CNHE should fact1 i t a t e  preparatf on o f  students by 
colat?*act i ng for enhanced support fo r  TOEFt test preparation, and GRE/GklAV 
preparation. 

5. CNHE should measure satisfaction levels sf current 
p w t i  c i  pants t o  aid i n  f mproving procedures fur the searaining p l  acernents. 
Devel up procedures for  measuring program impact upon the return o f  students 
t o  thedr jobs. 

6. CNHE should consider offering a 1 fmi ted  number (say 3 or 
4) o f  the remaining schot arships t o  high achieving recent graduates (say the 
top 10% o f  their  graduating class),  sestrfcted for study f n  specific, scarce 
ski l l ,  technical areas that  the project has identified as critfcal for  
enhancing export performance, but as o f  yet have not attracted any candidates 
(food process3 ng , qua1 i t y  control, el ectrentcs, etc. ) At though t h i s  may 
sacr if ice  the himediate employment link with a Pim, it could be an 
acceptable trade off i n  those few cases t o  a t t rac t  acadmlcal ly  superior 
students and, mare importantly, obtaf n coverage o f  necessary skills. To be 
ef fect ive the project must be highly selectfve and directive in the course o f  
study selected, i n s i s t  on exceptionally qualified students, and s t r ive  t o  
Pasure return upon completion. This project design deviation may be 
jus t i f i ed  as one alternative t o  enlarge the pool of el igible  candidates i n  
these skill areas. 

7. If, for  whatever reason, the project t s  not able t o  
generate the regui red number o f  cl early qua1 i f ied msters candidates with in  
the next two years, consf deration should be given t o  reprograming unused 
funds to short-term US training, The cost o f  one nrasters program i s  roughly 
equivalent to the cost of a US seminar program for 20 participants. 
Indications are that a t  present levels o f  impact, this would be an 
acceptable, almost equivalent, trade o f f ,  







3.  CNHE should develop a stated pot icy for procur?m~nt from 
dnst i  tut ions t h a t  emgl oy former project personnel. 

4. A.I.D. should i n i t f a t e  strategic planning discussions t o  
rea f f  i rn project v i  s i on and enhance shared understandf ng o f  the conceptual 
framework under which project a c t i v i t i e s  are implemented. 

5. A.1.B. should encourage contacts with  CIWDE, Costa Rica and 
EDC, Boston, t o  explore possibil f t i e s  o f  Jolnt  programs. 
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STATEMENT OF WORK 
I 

I. OBJECTIVE 

The objkctive of the evaluation will be to assess virious components of 
the Development Training Project and to recommend methods to improve its 
implementation. 

In August 1986, a U . S .  7.0 m i l l i o n  dollar Gxanc Agreement w a s  signed with 
the - National. Council of Businessmen (CNHE) t;o implement a project to improve 
the efficiency and praductiviry of persons employed by the ~omfnicai  private 
sector.  Training needs were .to be identified in enterprfse trainkg plans, 
and specific human resources constraints to enterprise growth were to be the 
focus of U.S. and third country academic and short-term training. 

Training outputs established under the Grant Agreement signed August 5 ,  
1986 w e r e  an estimated: 

a) 55 private sector employees trained at the masters level. 

b) 8 university faculty members at the P_h.D. or masters level in the 
United States or third countries. 

I c) 250 private sector employees trained in short-term programs in the 
United S t a t e s  or third countries. 

Under the terms of the grant agreement, technical assistance was to be  
provided by a U.S. firm selected through A I D  procurement procedures. Prior to 
the selection-and the comgacring of cechnical assistance, the CN'HE_ and the 

1 USAID were directly responsible f o r  the university subc6mponent of the project 
and for the placement of se-/era1 short-term candidates. The CNHE became 
directly responsible far che recruitment and placement of 4 7  masters level 
candidates and 235 short-term c a n d i d a t e s ,  w i t h  the assistance of Development 
Associaces , a U. S . contractor. 

The Project Accivicies C o m p l e t i o n  Dare (PACD) f o r  the projec t  referred to 
above was August 5 ,  1991. In August 1988, a Project Supplement w a s  signed 
increasing gunding for  the CNHE by USS3.8 million dol lars  for a total  of 
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USS10.8 million dollars, increasing training outputs, and extending the PACD 
to August 24, 1994. A n  aqditional 36 Masters degree, and 263 short-tenr 
participants were added to project outputs. 

The Project Supplement also authorized a USS4.2 mill ion dollar grant to 
the Educational Credit Foundation (NNDAPEC) t o  carry out a similar project 
with public and non-profit institutions and organizations supportive of USAID 
strategy. 

Training outputs established under the agreement w f t h  FUNDAPEC were an 
estimated: . 

a) 54 publtc and non-profit seccor employees trained at the Master's 
- degree l e v e l ;  . 

b) 135 employees erained in short-tern programs in the united States or* 
third countries. 

In addition, art in-count? training component was included in the Pro j ect 
Supplement. The CNHE budget for in-colrm~xy trainhg .'was estrablTshed at 
US$975,000 for 54 training programs averaging 25 participants each, and the 
FVNDAPEC budget for in-country training was established at US$450,000 for an 
estimated 32 prograns averaging 25 participants each. 

I 

The Development Training Project, as amended, calls for fhree evaluations 
durtng the life of the project. The first is scheduled for FY 90 and this 
scope of work establishes the parameters of fie first evaluation. 

I III, PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

The purpose of the evaluation w i l l  be to review the progress toward 
achievement of project obj ectives , to review project design and implementatLon 
procedufes, and . to recommend measures to improve project destgn and project 
implementation. - . 
I V .  SPECIFIC SCOPE OF WORK 

The contractor is requested to review and assess the following components 
of the Development Training Project.  Please note that for FUNDAPEC, the 
contractor is requegted to evaluate only the institutional training p lan  as 
described below: 

A. Enterprise/Iastirutional Training Plans 

Tine development of training plans Ls considered a key element to 

? 
project development. The contractor is requested to review: 
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I .  The receptivity to the C M E  enterprise training plan by privab' 
enterprises, and the understanding and receptiveness of institutional trainiq 
plans by public and non-prof it institutions worked with by FUNDAPEC. 

2. The effectiveness of training plans in identifying constraints cm, 
growth in both the private  sec tor  (CNHE) and the p u b l i c  and non-profit sectors ' 
(FUMIAPEC) . -d 

3 .  Review the formats and procedures; 

a. initially used by the CNHE to devei& training plans for 
participants financed lrnder the original project; 

b. c~rrrently used by the CNHE to develop training plans far 
participants financed under the praj e c t  supp?. ement ; 

c .  used by FUNDAPEC to develop t~atning plans; A l s o ,  t he  

.a, contractor is xeqaes ted t o  review the 'usefulness of the ins tit!utiorial traini 
plan for identifying academic,. overseas short-ccjrm and in-country trainiqi J 

needs. 3 

jcJ',- 

4. La the final report, the contractor 5s requested to report its: ' 
f lndings, and to recommend modifications to the trainrng plan and suggest 'ways. 
of using the plan to implement the project. 

B . Re turned Participants : Impact Arralys is 

This portion of the scope of work a p p l i e s  only to the CNHE portion of 
the project.  

The majority of academic p a r t i c i p a n t s  sponsored under the Development 
Training Project have not yet returned to the Dominican Republic. However, 
approximately 229 CNHE participants have completed short- tenn training in the 
United Staces or in third countries. A majority of these participants 
participated in group rather than in individual training. 

* - - .The contractor is requested to review and anaiyze: . 
a) The methodology used to identify short-term training programs for 

groups and individuals. 

b) The relevance and utilization of skills acquired in the training 
in relation to job performance, from both the view point of the participant 
and their sponsoring enterprises. 

( c )  Tie impact of training on participants' position within the 
enrerprise , changes in salary, and changes in the,  participant's effectiveness 
and productivity . 
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Where appl icable ,  sample survey methods are co be used to develcq 
information and documentation. 

C .  Project Administration 

This portion of the scope of work agplres only co the CNHE portion s£ 
the project, 

The contractor is requested to re 'ew the practices ar.d pro-edures 
used by 'the C m E  to implement the Develap=tnt  raining Project, ThZs 
component of fzhe evaluation is not intended to be an exhaustive administratiwe 
evaluation bur: one in sufficiehc depth to permit rhc contractor to E.ig'l:TigBt 
areas where impro-~ement can be achieved. 
. 

Administrative aspects of the proje_ct CG be reviewed are: 
< 

I, Project promotion 
4' 2. Participant screening 

3 .  Role of che CNHE Selection Committee 
4. Parcictpanr evaluation and follow-up 
5 ,  Relationships w i t h  the USAID a d  the U,S cc;.%-,ractor. Co inchde 

AID technical assistance and monitoring. 1 

The contractor is requested to employ a senior evafuation specialist who 
has previously conducted training and administrative evai-rations, and be 
fluent in the Spanish language. Tie evduation specislfst: m ~ s r  have no less 
than an FSX 3 rating %n speaking and reading in Spanish. Carstitdates chosen by 
the contractor for t h i s  position must have prior USAPD!DR ag3provai+ The 
contractor is authorized s ix  day work week. 

VI. CONTRACT IHPLEMENTATION 

In addition to the U . S .  evaluatfon spec ia l i s t ,  the contrzt-:cor i s  
.. authorized to employ ~ominican .c i t izens  t o  carry-ouc sssple s-uB-zyc sr fcnr 

other surveys and docuaent reviews, suGject to CNHE, and US 4 1 D  ';apgrtval. . 
VII . LEVEL OF EFFORT 

1 - Orie U,S. Evaluation spec ia l i s t  5 weeks /6  days per week 
2. ~ h r e k  local hire Evaluarion and 4 w e e k s / 6  days per week 

Survey Specialists 
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VILI. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

In order to accomplish che scope of work rhe contractor will: 

a .  review project information and f i les  at the CNHE, W D A P E C  and AID 
and incexview A I D ,  CNHE and FUNDAPEC representatives. 

b. develop an evaluation plan and implementation agenda for r e v i e w  w i ~  
the CNHE, T;ZTNDAPEC and AID prior to initiating the evaluation. 

c . develop intervf ew formats and institutional and participant 
evaluation formats or other instrments. for review with the GNHE, FUNDAPE 
and AID prior to use. 

d . conduct interviews/surveys w i t h  a representative sample of 
enterprises sponsoring long a& short- term candidates under the Proj ect . 

e. prepare the final report as described under Section X .  

IX. PROJECT DOCWENTATION 

The fillowing documents are included with the above scope of work. .. 

1. Project Papers 
2. O r i g i n a l  
b .  Supplement 

2. Grant Agreements 
a. GNHE original Grai-.t, signed 8/3/86 
b. GNHE Supplemental Agreement, signed 8/24/88 
c. IWDAPEC Grant 

All project f i les records and administrative or program formats and/or 
other available information, such as list of private firms, public and 
non-prof it- organizations, participants, training programs, - etc. will be 
pravided by the CNHE, FUNDAPEC or the USAID.  - . .. 
X. REPORTING REQUfREMENT 

The conrractor will prepare a draft evaluation report  in English and 
Spanish three days prior ro the end of the evaluation pried. The report w i l l  
contain information that w i l l  permit the USAID and the CNHE to review project 
progress, and to determine the apprcpiateness  of project design and 
implementation procedures. The report  is TO contain evaluative and r e v i e w  
information, observations and recommendations for each of the following 
componenrs of the scope of work: 

1. Ente rp r i s e  and Ins~itutional Training plans, to include the  
information requested in the scope of work for both the CNHE and FWDAPEC, 
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2. Returned Participants: An impact analysis of CNHE short-term 
participants. 

3 .  Project Administration: The appropriateness of the pracf ices and 
procedures used by the CNHE to *implement che project . 

The draft report will be discussed by the contractor w i t h  chs USAID and 
the CNHE at an exit  briefing prrior t o  departure from the Dominican Republic.  
Vritten comments w i l l  be provided by the USAID two days following ths 
contractsr*~ ex i t  briefing. 

The final report is due no later than 15 days after the close of the 
evaluation. The budget contains two days for final report preparation. 

XI, PA- 

Payment w L l l  be made by WSAID/DR Controllers office upon submissfun of 
invoices. 

The total contract time Is five weeks. E s t i m a t e d  starting date is Harch 
19, 1990. Estimated te.mination date is o/a April 20,  1990. 

Best Available Copy 
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CONSEJG NACIONAL DE HOMBRES DE EMPESA, INC. 

GUIA PARA LA PREfARACION DE SOLICITVQES DE 

~ I E S T ~ I E N T O  GERENCIAL 



1.2 ~ireccidn (postal, telgfono, cable, tELex1: 

1.5 T i p  de empresa (sagfin las leyes de incentivos a las cuales 
estd acogida) . 



2.2 Productos y Mercados de la Empresa: ( * , I  

... 
I . .-.. 

, . . *  . .  3. AFILU$XON A ASOCIACIONES, C L W S  DE COMERCIO, ETC. 
--:. . - .  . I .  'c. 0 r 

.- . * . 
4. Personal por Area 

I n f o d t i c a  
. . 

Otras 

* 

TOTAL 

PROPLEDAD DEL CAPITAL: Nacional % Extranj ero 7, 

(*)Favor agregar, de ser pos ib le ,  el volurnen y el valor de sus 
ventas y/o exportaciones en 10s 6ltimos tresI3) afias. 



b ORGANIZACION Y POLITICA DE PERSONAL 

1. Anexar Organfgrama de La empresa 

I 2- Pol~tfcas del Departamento de Personal relativas a: 

2.2 Adiestramiento y desarro lh  del personal: 
. . 

2-3 Evaluaei6n del desempefio y pronociCn: 

. - 
I 

3. Tiene la empresa manuales de organizaci6n y procedbientos vigentes 

4 

4 .  Rotacidn d e l  personal de gerencia media en los i i l t h o s  dos(2) afios: 

Indice de rotaci6n de la gerencia media 



Conforme al crecimiento de la empresa en l o s  Gltimos tres(3) a5os y a 10s obje- 
tivos y ke tas  de  su presupuesto anual, indique cudles  son sus necesldadcs de -- 
adiestramiento en las diferentes  Sreas o gerencias y la prioridad de las mismas: 

(A.P.:Alta Prioridad; P.M.: Prioridad Media; B.P.: Baja Prioridad) 

5. Sistemas de Infomaci6n y * 

Procesamiento de Datos 



P'L'ESTOS POX AREAS 
. .-: 4 

*. 

NO'HBKE DEL EESPONSABLE DEL PUESTO 



1. AREA 0 GERENCLA: L 

2. NOMBRE Y PUESTO DEL.CANDIDAT0: 

. 3 .  EXPERIENCXA DE TRABAJO: , 

Bentio de la Empresa: L - - 
e 

'-*~ue;e de'1ka;-~rntresa.; 
-.i '-.j* ' 

C .. e :+-trxo 
--0.-*.* - * - 4;: :- 

-'+C*. -. . -: * - . * 
4. EDUCACION ('ES t u ~ i o s  realizados a nivel  tgcnico, prof esional" ~ o t  ~ O S )  : 

. . 
, . 

-. ' .  . . . . 

5 .  CONOCIMIENTO DEL IDIOMA INGLES(Bueno, Regular, Insuficiente): 

6. TIEMPO DISPONIBLE DEL CANDIDAT0 PARA EL ADIESTRAMIENTO SOLICITADO Y A PAR- 
TIR DE QUE FECHA: 

7. NIVEE GERENCIAL DEL CANDIDATO(Ejecutivo, Gerente Nedio ,  Supervisor, otrn)': 

OBJETIVOS DEL SOLICITADO: 



C. 8 
9 .  RELACION ENTRE LAS PRINCIPALES FWCIQNES QUE REkLIZA EL CANDIDAT0 EN SU PUES - 

TO ACTUAL Y LOS OBJETIVOS DEL ADIESTRAMIENTO SOLICITADO: 

. 10. POSIBILIDADES DE TRANSFERLR LOS CONOCIMIENTOS ADQUIRKDOS EN EL ADIESTRAMIENTO 
.-. A OTRO PERSONAL DE LA EMPRESA: 

->* . . 
. . 

. -. i. .> 

. - -. . . -+-. - - 

-11. INDZCAR PROBABLES FUNCIONES-Y RESPONSABILIDADES FUTURAS DEE CAh'DIDATO EN LA - 
EMFRESA: 

12. COMO CONTRIBUIRA EL CANDIDAT0 CON SU REINTEGRACION A MEJORES RESULTADOS DE LA 
EMPRESA: 

NOTA: Este Anexo 5 debe ser  compfetado por cada candidato 
presentado. 
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CONSEJO NACIONAL DE HOMBRES DE EMPRESA, INC. 

PROYECTO DE ADIESTRAMIENTO PARA EL SECTOR P R I V A W  
CNHE/USAID 

PLAN DE ENTRENAMf ENTO EMPMSARIAL 

E l  Plan de Entrenamiento Empresarial es un instrumento para analizar 
la situacibn actual de la empresa dominicana, la cual @ s t 5  
fnvolucrada en la actividad exportadora, tiene la intenci6n de 
diversificar las exportaciones de productos no tradicionales. El 
objetivo especifico es determinar el tipo de capacitacihn que puede 
beneficiar a la empresa dentro del Proyecto para el Adiestrarniento 
del Sector Privado. EL resultado d e l  diagn6stico ayudar6 a 
establecer uh Plan Oe Entrenamiento Empresarial. 

Dentro del Plan existen dreas de coyuntura donde se puede contribuir 
con la colaboracibn d e l  Proyecto y sus eventos de capacitaci6n. El 
disgnbstico es indispensable para determinar en qu& forma y hasta 
que punto el Proyecto pueda contribuir y colaborar con la Empresa en 
sus neces idades . Sin el diagn6stico es imposiblc evaluar con 
certeza'las necesidades de la Empresa. P a r  eso, e l  diagnbstico es 
un requisite obligatorio. 

El modelo de diagnhstico es relativamente simple. 

a) El diagnb~tico revela limitaciones 
b3 Se identifican &reas ;: de l imitacicrnes  en 10s 

recursas humanos. 
c 1 Se identifican destrezas , con6cimientos, . 

attitudes y percepciones necesarids para 
superar las limitaciones, 

d) Se  especifican h e a s  de capacitaci&n, 

EP Proyecto solamente concierne a l a s  sreas de conoci~iliento y no 
limitaciones como, por ejemplo, la Ealta de cridito y Pa falta ,de 
naquinaria. Por ess ,  la capacitacibn se dirige a cbmo adiestrar las  
personas de las empresas para que ellos puedan hacer cualquier 
cambid o soluci6n de las  limitaciones o problemas que les afectan, 

El Plan de Entrenamiento incluido con este instructive debe Ilenarse 
Po m&s completo posible. Por favor, debe analizar y contes tar  todas 
las preguntas. E n  l a  parte de diagnhstico se requiere un anslisis 
de l a  empresa antes de responder. 

Los componentes d e l  Plan son 10s s iguientes .  

~ecci6n I Datos bhsicos sobre la empresa. 
~ecci6n I1 ~iagnhstico de Adiestramiento. 
~eccibn I11 Plan de Entrenamiento. 
~ e c c i 6 n  LV Candidates . 
Resumen d e l  Plan de Entrenamiento, 

E s t e  Plan de E n t r e n a ~ i e n t o  debe estar apxobado por el responsable 
m6ximo de la empresa. 



I. NOMBRE DE LA EMPRESA 

CI UDAD 

PROVINCIA 

TELEFQNO ' TELEX FAX 

2 .  TIPO DE EMPRESA (Marque uno) 

Agroindustria A1 - Agronegocios AN 
Banco de Servicios BN 
Empresa Liv i ana  EM 
Zona Fxanca 20 
O t r o s  OT 

3 ,  TIPO DE PRODUCTOS (describa en deta l le  los productos que sbtiener 
o venden) . 

4. PERSONAL DIRECTIVO DE LA EMPRESA. 

5 ,  FECHA DE LA CONSTITUCION DE LA EMPRESA, 

6 .  OBJETIVOS DE LA El4PRPrS.A. 



7 ,  PERSONAL FOR AREA NO. DE EMPLEADOS 

GERENCIA Y ADMINX STRATIVCI 

VENTAS Y MERCADEO 

PRODUGCION Y OPERACIONES 

FINAMZAS Y CONTABILIDAD 

TOTAL 

9,  FUENTE DE CAPITAL ( % I .  

NAC I ONAL ( % )  EXTRAPTJERO (1% 1 

10 PRODUCYOS Y MERCADO (mbs reciente) 

P RODUCTO VALOR ULTIMO ARO VALORES EXPORTADO. 
b 



11 MIEMBRO DEL CNHE. SI NO 

12 MIEMBRO DE OTRAS ASOCIACIONES. 

13 POLITICAS DE LA EMPRESA, (Describa dos o tres politicas 
sobresalientes de la empresa en relaci6n con 10s beneficios que 
otoraga la empresa a sus ernpleados). 

14 ADXESTRAMIENTO Y DESAaROLLO DEL PERSONAL, (Describa las 
politicas de la eapresa). 

15 EVALUACION DE LOS EMPLEADCIS EN su DESEMPEJYQ Y PROMOCION. 
(Describa el sistema de Xa empresa), 



C. 23 
I 

16 DESCRIPC ION GENERAL DEL PROGEIAMA DE EXPORTACION 

Describa en detal le  el programa actual de exportaci6n de la 
I empresa , Debe incluir detalles completos incluyendo contratos, 

relaciones con empresas extranjeras, y cualquier evidencia de  SU 
exportaci6n, incluyendo telex d e  negociacibn. 



SECCION I1 

La secci6n 11 contiene el anslisis fundamental de Pa empresa sobre 
sus requerimientos de adiestramiento. El anglisis de la empresa es 
un proceso de reflexihn sobre 10s problemas de la empresa y la§ 
posibles soluciones con e l  adiestramiento, Rasta cierto punto la 
empresa est6  involucrada en un mini diagn6stico de desarrollo 
organizational para lograr la identificacibn de sus necesidades de 
adiestramiento. Lo escrito en este  docurnento es simplemente el 
procedimiento final del anglisis. 

El and1isi.s tiene un flujo l6gico desde el problema hzsta la 
soluci6n, en la forma siguiente, 

A. NOMBRE DE LA LIMITACfBH 0 PROBLEMA DE LA EMPRESA 

B. DESCRIPCION DE LA LIMITACION 

C. ESTIMACION DE LA CAUSA DE LA LIMITACION 

D. LIMITACIONES EN RECURSCIS HUMANOS SOBRE EL P RUBLEMA 

E. DESTREZAS DE RECURSOS HUMANOS REQUERIDOS 

En las tres hojas 
principales de la 
para diversificar 

siguientes hay que analizar tres limitaciones 
empresa que impiden un funcionamiento adecuado 
la producci6n de productos no tradicionales. 

Algunos ejemplos son. 

~iversificaci6n de exportaciones 
Productividad de expoxtacibn 
Calidad de produccihn 
Control Be fnventaxio 
Sistemas de i n f  orm&tica 
Ef iciencia financiers 
~ecnologia apropiada de nuevos productos, 
otros 



ANALISIS DE LIMITACIONES 

A,  LPMITACION NO. I. 

B, DESCRIPCXON DE L A  LIMITACION, 

C ,  ESTIMACI~N DE LA CAUSA DE IrA LPMITACION (Porcentaje hasta 10p;3 

TECMOLOC; I A  , RECURSOS ECONOMICBS RECURSOS HUMZlNOS 

OTROS 

D. LIST& Dl3 LIMXTACIONES EN lU3CURSOS HUMANOS. 

E, LISTA DE DESTREZAS DE RECURSOS RUMANOS (Bestrezas, conocimientos 
y attitudes que se requiexen para superar las limitaciones). 



ANALXSIS DE LIMITACIONES 

A, LIMITACION NO. 2 .  

B e  DESCRIPCION DE LA LIMPTACION. 

C .  ESTfMACION DE LA CAUSA DE L A  LIMLTACION (Porcentaje hasta 100%) 

TECNOLOG I A  , RECURSUS ECONOMICOS , RECORSOS AUMANOS 

OTROS . 
D. LISTA: DE LIMITACIONES EN RECURSQS HUMANOS. 

E. LZSTA DE DESTREZAS DE RECURSOS HUMANOS [Destrezas, conocimientos . 
y attitudes que se requieren para superar las lirnitaciones). 



ANALISIS DE LIMITACIONES 

A ,  LIMITACION NO. 3 .  

B, DESCRIPCION DE LA LIMITACXON. 

C ,  ESTIMACION DE LA CAUSA DE LA LIMITACXON (Porcentaje hasta 100%) 

TECNOLOG I A  - RECURSOB ECCSOMICOS , RECURSOS WUMANOS 

E, LISTA DE DESTPlEZAS DE RECURSOS HUMANOS (Destrezas, condcimientos - 
y actitudes que se requieren para superar las limitaciones), 



SECCION 111 

PLAN DE EMTRENAMI ENTQ 

El Plan de Entrenamiento Empresarial es un documento i n t e r n o  de cada 
empresa como guia  de acci6n para aliviar 10s problemas de la 
institucibn relacionados con 10s conocimientos, Cada empresa 
deberia tener el in t erhs  e i n i c i a t i v a  para determinar sus 
necesidades, Como propbsito d e l  Proyecto, tenemos i n t e r &  en la 
justificacibn d e  su propuesta de adiestramiento que estg de acuerdo 
con los objetivos del Proyecto- Aunque cada P l a n  de Entrenamiento 
es diferente,. sugerimos seguir 10s puntos d e l  bosquejo que se usan 
en p r d u c t o  final de la ~escripci6n de cada ernpresa, 

BOSQUEJC DEL PLAN DE ENTRENAMIENTO 

I ,  Objetivos Generales y ~specificos del Plan de 
Entrenamiento. 

11, Areas criticas de adiestramiento. 

111 . ~elaci6n deP adiestramiento con 10s ob jetivos del 
Pxoyecto de Adiestramiento del Sector Privado d e l  CM3E- 

IV . ~elaci6n del adiestramiento de 10s candidatos con el Plan 
de Entrenamiento de ha enpresa, 

V, Transferencia de conocimientos del candidata hacia la 
empresa y sus colegas, 

VI Formas para mejorar pasibilidades de exportaci6n de la 
empresa de'bido a los resultados de adiestramiento, 

V I I  . Resultados esperados en la empresa c o m o  resul tado  del 
adiestramiento de 10s candidatos, 



CANDI DATOS 

Escriba una l i s t a  de 10s candidatos propuestos para becas. Incluya 
en este P l a n  de E n t r e n a m i e n t o  el Formulario de Solicitud de Beca 
para CADA candidate. Escriba aqui un resumen de 10s candidatos. 

NOMBRE DEL CAHDIDATQ NO. 1 , 

CARGO EN LA EMPRESA. 

OBJETIVQ ESPECIFICO DEL ENTRENAMIENTO. 

NOMBRE D 5  CANDIDATO NO. 2 .  

CARGO EN EZh EMPRESA. 

OBJETIVOS ESPECIFICOS DEL ENTRENAMIENTO. 

A m A S  DE ENTRENAMIENTQ. 

DURACION Y FECHAS. - 
SUGERENCIAS Y LUGARES DE ENTRENAMIENTO. 



FtESUMEN DEL PLAN DE ENTRENAMIENTO 

SECCION f 

PROGRAMA DE EXPORTACION (RESUMEN, SECCION I. 16) 

SECCIOM II 

LISTA DE U S  TRES LIMITACCIONES (SECCIUN 11. A DE TRES HOJAS) 

1. 

LIMITACIONES DE RECURSOS HUMANOS (SECCION 11. D DE TRES HOJAS) 

DESTmZAS DE RECURSOS HUMANUS (SECCION 11. E DE TRES HOJAS) 

SECCXOE? I11 RESUMEN P W  DE ENTRENAMIENTO. 

* 

SECCION IV, CANDIDATOS PROPUESTOS, CARGOS, AREAS DE ENTIIENAMIENTO. 

1 L 



PROECTO DE EhTRENAMIEWO PARA EL DESARROLI-0 

SECTOR GOBIERNO Y SIN FINES DE LUCRO 

' El Plan d i  Entrenamicnto - ss un instrumcqio para. analizar la situaeidn actual dc lo - 
lnsliklicioncs gubcrn~rncntalcs y sin fines dc lucro dominicanas, las cualcs jucgnn un 
papcl en la csiratcgia para cl dcsarrollo patrocinada por la ' A I D .  cn La Rcpliblica 
Dominicana. Ei objctivo CS~CCII~CO cs dc~cminar  cl tipo dc cnpn~ilaciun quc pucdc 
bcncficiar a la insti~ucibn dcntro dcl Proyecto. El resultado dcl diagndstico ayudari a 
establcccr un Plan bc Eritrcnarnicnto lnstitucianal. * 

, . .  

-*Dcntro dcl Plan cxistcn jrcns dc coyuntura dondc s c '  pucdc contribuir con la 
colaboracion del Proyccto y sus  cventos dc capncitscibn. El diagn6stico cs 
indispcnsablc - para dctcrminar cn qu6 forma y: hast:! quc punto cl Proycctn pucda 
contribuir y colaborar con la lnstitucidn en sus neccsidadcs. Sin cl* diagnbstico es 
imposiblc cvaluar con ccricza Ias neccsidades ddcl sector. Por eso. cl dingn6stico cs. un 
rcquisito obrigatorio. 

. . * El diagn6stico rcvcla limiracioncs. 
* - Sc idcntificao heas dc lirnitaciones en 10s rccursos hurnanos.. 
* %  Se idcniifican dca~rezas, conocirnien~o. ac~itudcs y gcrccpcioncs 

ncccsarias para supcrrtr 1as lirnitacioncs. 
. -  Sc cspccifican 5rcns d c  capaciracibn. . - 

El Proyccro soIarncn!e concicmc a las dread dc corlocin~icnio y .  no !in~iiacioncs como. 
- por cjcmplo, 1.3 Inlta dc crCdito y la Ialta dc maquinaria. Por cso. la copacitnci6n sc. * - 

dirigc a cdmo adicstrar las  personas dc las inslituciones para quc cllos pucdan:haccr - 
cunlquio) carnbio o solucidn dc 13s- lirnitacioncs o problcrnas quc les afccian. Q *  - - - 

. - 

El Plan dc Enircnamicnto incluido con esta instructive dcbc licnanc 'to mas complc~o 
pos ib l i  For favor, dcbc analizar y conrestar todas las pregunlas. la partc dc . 
diagu6stico se rcquicrc un anilisis dc la cmprcsa antcs dc responder. . 

. .. . 
Los cornponcntcs dcl Plan son 10s siguicntcs - 

Sccci6n . f '* ' Scccidn I1 . 

' Scccidn 111 ' 
Scccidn I V  ' 
Rcsumcn dct Plan' 

la 

Daros Bisicos sobrc Ia 'Instituci6n - 

Diagn6siico dc Adicstramicrlto . . - 

Plan : dc Entrcnamicnto 



. * 
Estc pian de Entr~narni~nto  debc cstar aprobndo por c1 rcsponsablc rt~dxinlo dc lo 
Instituci6n.  

'a ..... 
.".. . .  ...-.......... _.-_--- - - - - -  . . .  

. . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  , .  II NOMBRE DE LA INSTITUCION -- . 
: , , :-<.., , .. :.:. . ,PI< ... . . .  , . . - . . . ... ..- .... ..... .. ./ . ' .  4;;y>8.e,<,t::;f.... L ,, - .  , :; . . . .  . 1-  : ;::t l........ ::::-*a ; .- ? : ,.-;.;-', :- --  . . . . .  . .. - DIRECCION u r n  . a .  i*, 1 

;; .. , . .!'. ;::: ,- .<:I,,, < .j ,:+.;'?;;,J>.S.;-. : ;:: . . . . . . .  -,>:* . ,::. ;. -. 
. .. .. ... . ... .. . ..... . . ...., I . . ... . . 

: - .  .-n;.-  .,* .' . I,., $ ;::!.:t!.. ,$.. , ',.. r.: .  ,, >- ___..-. .*:':;2 .:...! .:.: > at:{ ;%' ;.<;?:. :. ....: '.:: .? .: . . . . .  .(;,j :. .. :..::'.: ..: -:I: . . - . . .  4 - .  . . . .  ....... ..:.::;.. : - .  , ..,;cI ..::;.;\!;.., *Dm- . ' d t  7 . . -2.,t-; ,- .: :. . .,:.: 4 ..,.. t.,. :;;.;:*?.;.:::. . , .,; 
BARRro . - ...... . . . .  ... . . . . . . . .  ... ..!..: - . . . .  . . .;,!, .;.,...-. . . . ,  . . ... . . . . . . . . . . .  ,, ,. , . <-*:!.h * . : a .  , :. , L.. , - r  - 1 .  

. . 
L .  . . .  . -*- :  . . . . . . . .  .i - . . . .  ....,. : . . . . . . . . - .  ... ... . . . . .  .. . . .  . . .  PROVINCIA TELEFQNO 

'..<.: .I .: , 
, -, ,... ' . . .,. . . .  . . .  , .:, t .  L I...::.. ... 3 ...I.... :..- ,i . .. .  

' .-  . *  1 - .  L 8 .' 
7 :.:: . . ;. *; ,. . . - .. . : ' 1 .  . 
.a' TELEX . ::. . - . .- . 

. . . - 
*.!.$,.;t-...*-, , , . < . .  : ' - . - . * -  r . * , .  . "  . . .  . . . .  , . ... .-.:,,; { b . < , J  !;!,j:-?;;,;.* 1- . . -  . -.: . ,,., .-:. .. .:. .; ..': ' ..'it I :. . -  . . 

OTMS OFLCNAS . . ,;as<.- ,: . ,; : 4:. ; ; !.. * . . .  - -. 
.*.!-.+.I ..?\..:.. ,.,;. j . -  . ::..J,.:.. ,. ,. . 

, . ,. ... i , : . . , . I  .. .t:? _. :.-. . - I : > . . : .  -., . , ,J . . . .  b r . .  :J, . 
2'" . . . . .  

2. TWO DE INSTITUCION: 
I 

! 
i 3.AKEnDE'lRABMO . 

AGRICULTURA I *  . . 



5. PERSONAL DLRECTIVO DE LA INSTITUCION: 

NOMBRE I CARGO I 'I-EUFONO 

6 FECHA DE CREACIQN DE LA INSTITUCIQN: 

7. BASE LEGAL: LEY DECliETO NO. 

DE FECHA 

8. OBJETlVO DE LA INSTITUCION:(MISION LQUE ES? LQUE HACE? ) 

9. PERSONAL POR AREA TOTAL FIJO VOLUNTARIO 

GERENCIA Y ADMLNISTRATIVO 

. OPERACIONES -- 

FINANZAS Y CONTABlLIDAD 

NFORMATICA 

PROC;IWMACiON 

10. FUENTE DE FONDOS (%) NACIONAL % EXTRANJERO % 

(MONTO) REC. PROPIOS AGENCIA ImL, 

DONAC. SECTOR PRlVADO OTROS 



I f .POLITICA DE COMPENSACION DE LA rnySTiTUCION. Describa dos o tres 
politicas sobresalientes de la i.nstituci6n en relaci6n con Ios benezicios que 
otorga a sus ernpleadas. 

Ii 12. ADIESTRAMIENTO Y DESARROLLCP DEL PERSONAL. Describa fas politicas 

13. EVALU ACION DE LOS EMPLEADOS EN SU DESEMFERO Y PROMOCION. 
Describa el sistema de 'la instituci6n. 



"1- DESCKIPCION GENERAL DE LOS OBJETIVOS DE LA INSTIETdCION 

Describa en detalle 10s principales objetivos de la instituci6n. 



La SccciQi I1 conticoc cl allalisis fundamcrltal dc la institucibn sobrc sus 
requerinlicntos de adicstramiento. E l .  ailalisis de la institucidn es ud 
proceso d c  reflexid11 sobre sus problemas y las posibles soluciones con el 

ddiestramiento. ilasta cierto pnto  la instituci6n esta involucrnnda en un 
mini . diagnbstico . de desarrollo organizational para lograr -la identificaci6n 
de sus necesidades de adiestramiento. Lo escrito 'en este documento es 
siri~plerncntc el procedimiento final del ai~ilisis. . 
Hi rnPlisis tiene un fluio 16- desde el problems' hasta la solucibu, en la -. %;ma siguieute: 

- A. NOMBRE DB LA LBAITACION O PROBLEMA DE LA INSTEUCION. . 

I ias ires hojas siguientes hay que annlizar tres iirnitaciones principalbs 
dc  la irlstitucidll que -ilnpidcn un funcio~lamie~~to adccoado dc in instituci6il 



D. DESCR~PCZON QE LA LIMI'TACION 

C. E%~MAC~ON DB LA CAUSA DE LA WMLTAClON @orccn~aj?jes hassta 100%) 
f 

TECNOLOGIA REC. ECONOMICOS ECURS~S HUMANOS a 

OTROS - - - 

D. LlSTA DE LIMITACIONES EN RECURSOS I-IUMANOS 

.E. LISTA DE DES.rREZAS DE RECURSOS HUMANOS (Dcsirczas, cbnoch i~n!~s ; ictiiudcs A 

c ~cquiercn para supcrar Ias lirniiaciones. 

. - .  

. . 

- - 
-. * 

. . 
. . . . .  

. - 



C, ESTlMACION DE LA CAUSA DE LA LIMITACION (Porccnlajcs Insfa 100%) 

TECNOLOGIA REC. ECONOMICOS ~i~cunsos HWMANQS 

D. LISTA DE LIM!TACICNES EN KECURSOS HUMAN.@ 

E. ElSTA DE DESTREZAS DE RECURSOS IIUMANOS (Dcstrczas, conachicr~tos y actitudcs 
qtic sc rcquicrcn para sugcrar Eas lirnitacioncs. ' . . - #- 



C. B'L'IMACION DE LA CAUSA DE LA LIMITACION (Parccntajcs Iaasta 100%) 

TECNQLOGLA REC. ECONObUCOS RECURSOS XIUMANOS_,_ 

13. LISTA DE DES'f'PZZAS DE RECURSOS I-IUhfANGS (Dcstrczas; conocjnlicntos .p acriludcs 
quc sc' rcquicrcn para supcxar las Iimilacioncs. 



El Pla~l dc Erllreoanliento para el Dcsarroilo: Sector Gobierno y Sin Fines de 
Lucro es uh doculllcnto intcrno de cada instiiucibn como guia de accidn 
para aliviar los problemas dc  la ins ti tuci6n relacionados con 10s 
conocimicntos. Cadn instituci611 deberia tener el inter& r: iaiciativa para - 
determinar sus nccesidades. Como prop6sito del Proyecto; tenelnos interis 
eil la justificnci6n d e  su propuesta dc adiestramiento que estd de acucrdo 
con los objetivos dcl' .l'royecto. Aunquc cada Plan de ~nt re l~amie~l tu  es 
diferente, sugcrituos scguir los puntos del. bosquejo que se usan en 

I. Objetivos Gencrales y Especificos dcl Plan de Entrenarnien~o. 

11. Areas criticas d e  Adiestramicato. 
- 

III Reiaci6n dcl * adiestrarnicnto con 10s obj~iivos dcl Proyecro de  
Adiestrainic~l~o de fa instituci6n. 

1V. Rclnci6n dcl adiestramiento de los candida~os hacia la 
. - 

instituci6n y sus colcgns. 

V. Transfere~~cia de  conocitrzicrltos dcl candidates hacia la. 
instituci6n y sus colegas. 

V1. For~nas para mcjorar posibilidades de  exportaci6n de fa . 
- 

instituciBn debido a Ios resultados tle adiestrarnicnto. 

VII Resultados cspcritdos en la i~~stitucibn coma resuitado ' dcl 
adieslrarniento de 10s cnndidatos. 



Escriba untr lista dc 10s candidates propucslos para bccas. . lncluya cn estc Plan dc' 
En~rcnar~~icnto  cI Fornlulario dc Solicitud dc Dcca para c a d  a candidate. Escriba . aqui 
un rcsurn.cn dc 10s carldidalos. 

NOMBRE DEL CANU~DATO ~ 0 . 1  

CARGO EN LA INSTITUClON 

OB3ETIVO ESPGCFICC! DEL ENTRENAMIENTO 
. . 

AREAS DE ENTRENAPVIIEN'TO 

. - 
. . . . 

DUKAClON Y FECI-IAS 

NOMI3RE DEL CANDIDATO N0.2 

CAI330 EN LA JNSTLTU.CION 

OUJETIVO ESPECJFICO DEL ENTENAMIENT'O 

DURACION Y EECI-IAS 



LIS'TA DE LAS TRES LIMITACIONES (Sccci6n 1I.A dc trcs Ilojas) 

I ,  

Llh.tflACIONES DE RECURSOS I - ~ U M ~ ~ O S  (~ccci6i  1I.D dc ucs hojas) 

DE RECUIXSOS 1IUMANOS (Scicicin 1Z.E dc trcs hojas) 

' SECCZON I11 RESUMEN PLAN DE ENTENAMENTO 





Financial Restructuring 

Exportacibn de Textiles 



Fe.3eriro L a  lane p r f s i d e n t e  ceder ico Lalans ,F&er ic42  La- 
rfOS& 9. r: - -  . , :ZS& .-,. r t3 . - ,~ la f  E:= lane U. 
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FOMULARIO PARA ENTREVISTAS 

1. NOMBRE: 

CARGO : - 

EMPRESA: 

2, NOMBXE DE LQS PARTICIFANTES EN EL PROGwA DE MAESTRIA 

3. COMQ SE ENTERAXON DEL PROGRANA? 

5 ,  COMO FUE EbTE PROCESO? 

7. LOS BECARIOS HA& PRESTADO AYUDA PARA LA ELABOSIACION DEL 
DOCUMENTO PLAN DE CESARROLLQ EMPRESARIAL? 

8.  CUANTO TSEMPO DE TRABAJO SE MECESITA PARA LA ELABORACION DEL 

PLAN? 

9 .  HAN GSADO ESE INSTRUMENT0 CON OTRO PROPOSITO ADEMAS DEL REQUE- 
R I D 0  POR ESTE PROGRAMA? 

10. USANDO UNA ESCALA DE 1 A 10, CUANTA UTILIDAD TIENE ESTE PROCE- 
SO EN SU EMPRESA? 

11. UNA VEZ DETECTADAS LAS NECESIDACES, COMO DETERMINARON CU,4LES 
ERAN LAS PERSONAS MAS IDONEAS PARA PARTICIPAR. 



- - - 

12. QUE PROGRAMAS 0 UNIVERSIDADES HA RECOMENDADO LA EMPRESA? 

13, QUE VAN A FACER LOS BECARIOS CUANDO IEGRESEN? 

i4. SOBEE EL P U N  DE ENTRENAMIENTO EMPRESARIAL: 

WTIL INUTIL 

DEMASIADO GENERAL DEMASIADO 
ESPECTFICO 

DIFICIL DE HACER - -- FACIL DE 
HACER 

15. SOBRE EL PROGRAMA EN GENERAL 

FACXL XNFORMACION ----- DFFICIL INFORM. 
MUCHOS CANDIDATOS POCOS CANDIDATOS 

WmATO - - - - - COSTOSO 

16. CUANTO TIEMEO NECESITA LA EMPRESA PAM RECUBERAR ESA INVERSION: 

rnSES. 

17. OBSERVACIONES. RECOMENDACIONES. 



FORMULARIQ PARA ENTREVISTAS 

I - !:;q{,.~ -. - --. -. !k!i-<t : 
-111-1-111-1A__11__--------------------------------------- 

2 ,  ftjCjMsF:E DE EpipREZ&: ------._-- ll--"-l_________-lll--- -------------- --------. 
7 ..>. 7-ELEFDNO: 

111&---1111--_1__1--__11------1___---------------- 

4. CUbLES 3 3 ~  i u : ~  P R - J D ~ J ~ T ~ S  QUE L A  EMFKES,C, EXPOfiTA I2 P I E f S A  

S F -  -. 7, 
EX~'URTA~~:.-------------------------------------------------------- 



. - I --' . 

.- 
I*. 

-"_ - -.--- _ ___l-l-----I----II-.-..---lII- --I----------------------- 

~ i - i ~ t  ES SL zp- IN I BI\l SOERE : 

;"j <; :-;--- i ., I C- ,- i 2 3 4 5  

j.- . ..: ;+., -, .., . ,L Llk* 4 1 . L 3 4 J  .- C 

Or:; 1 E?.jTg,i; 1 1 2 3 4 5  

2F;zCESc; DE SELECZ,i&N 1 2 . 5 4 C J  

f ELEV&P!,- 1' " 
. d L t - f  : 1 2 3 4 5  

DiARh2 20% :!EL PRQEF:A?!A : 

CERTE ------ ----- ------ ------ LARGCS 

I N I e,pj 5QFHE iaS f NSTfiGCTaRES: 

&B!J,C;:K Ga.s ----- ------ ------ ------ Ai'!ENCIS 

EXCE;-.EpjTES 
--Ad- -we-- -  ------ ----- ----- DEFICIENTES 

" r:pv n r d . 0  LOGISTICS* 

T,r,--T-..*- 7 

-cr i L * *,NTc------ ------ ------- ------ ------- EXCELENTE 
TENAS OFRECXGES: 

- 3,: 9k,TAMTE AVANZADOS 
__I-_ _____  _____  GEM. ELEMENTALES 

CGNCEEIDES EN BASE A PfiTEGfiES: 

7. - .-, 
U L A - E S  ---A ----- ----- ----- ---- EXTRANJEROS 

FHQGRkMACfGN DE ACTIVIDADES: 

LENTAS ----- _---- ----- ----- RAP I D A S  

~~~~S ----- ----- ----- ----- _---- MUCHAS 

MUCHA V A R i  AC ION - ----- ----- ----- POCA VARIACI6N 

RESULTADC! DE L A  FROGRAMACIGN EN RELACION CON LOS PARTICIPANTES: 

" " -' '* 

3 ~ 1  r a F E C + ! m  ----- ----- ---- ------ ZNSATISFECHQS 
r.r>;- n 7. :-':;~Fza ---- ---- ----- ----- ---- MrlCH.45 

- -  4% ,-b. i w  ,.!QS 'FM -..= - i - , * k L J  ----- ----- ----- ----- _---- MALOS TEMAS 

.--. r-: tc;NST x' f  :jC 13s 3EL GzsF'O, 



1 .- A - F : ; r E C i ~ p [ ~ ~ f i g , ~ e  k7 Q-TR&S FETJ-JNAS, s I LA F;'ES~UESTA ES A F  IRMAT i { j A  

C!J&P;T&S F'l~f":siJ~.!r~S'~ : _~-____ll____l____l--------_-d-------------.---- 

"t -. "-t .. E -r 6 T T -:I -.- . .L 2 r -  J E S i B  A MS I ST i 'R fi UTEDS SEN I NAF: IGSe:?--.- - 

. Ci4iIF;Ii=RCti5;\! DE1- SEIYIPIARIO < 1 - I Q i  ------- ----___,__,,_.--,,-, 

, I ~ L ~ R A N - ~ E  EL- FREGRAPlA HAS HECi-ID !=ONTACTO CON C L  I ENTES 

DISTRIBL j IDORES 0 SiJF:LIDaF:ES? 

(ESF'ECiFiCAE NGiqERf3 EXPiICAR SI D& SEGu3MIEL\JTE A DiCHOS 

CCtNTACiGSj : 

__-_-LI_II-_--_II11-------------------------------------------------- 

-r 
L .  EN EASE A ESTA EXF;ERiENCIA2 QiiC EST6N HAULENDCl DIFERENTE EN SU 

*t.. C i t i t iBA30.  ESPECIFiSUE: 

__--__ll_l_l_-l-lll---------------------A------------------Ad-------- 

2h. HAM HECHO ALGUNAS REUNIUNES DE EGRESADQS, DESPUE~S DEL PROGRAMA? 

LII_I-__-_-1__-_11_----------------_--------------------------------- 

7,-  " P  ?F:OF'&SITO DE LAS M ~ z M t i a :  - 

--d-111__-11111___-d--------------------_--d-------------------d--d-- 

27. CUbNTi3 TIEMF'D NECESITA L A  EMBRESA PARA REZUF'ERAR ESTA IttlVEF:SItiN 

_l--l__--AA&_ll-ll-----.--LIII 
MESES . 



".! .I ,-.. .:., , .>qG !*.::.:. - -- .- -.--- .- .& .--- .-..- - -- - --. ". -- - !-I ,d - ..... ... . . . . .  ... ..... . .  ....... . 

[;: ,2 i: s, 
..... -...-..-.-..-.-.-,,~~-u--...--.-.-..--. - -----.--..-.------- .... -.. -.-.-.---.4- .-.. *---- 

: "-. : i-! ?' y 2 v- 5; .i- ;.,: " I ... ... ..... ". .... I... ... " .-.--.--.-.-.---.-. -. .-.-..-- -- -.-. -.---- 

$j h y I-; 2 r e '7 .. --.- . . .-.----.-..---..--.---,---...----..---. .-..--.-.- 

E:?-!fi y 1 c : . j ~ k -  ... -- .- .......-. - -..-- I ndus t ry  / F r a d ~ ~ ~ t s  .-----.-..-,-- 

.............. ....... -.--A, "-."- - .......... --.--..---.--. -------.---..--,.-- 

..-. . .=: <= ;" 
,- - i ,-. , , 

'7 c-.- .cx ..,> -. ;- "- + .- 
-.-" , -.-..,--<, .-= .-...-.-.- -- 

$.ifjs2t 63 yz:-:. e;:psct t~ cjo &hen =a hack? 
.--~- --.-..---- -- - -- 



........... .....*. -.- _.-. ........ -.._ _--_ ............. -..-.--.. ... - ...--.--- -.---------..--- 

P r ~ v i o u s  Salary -...--..-.A- ..--- ,.---.--..-- E x p e c t f d  Salary ......... . 

, . ;?as r-mp.lo:.;er- keel? a z y  ir?g ycur 5.3 ia!-y ~ t 7 l  IF) in prizgram? -- - 
L-,: 1 " -z 
; L ; ....... .. Timely r e c e i p t ?  ,,--,--- 



i I h  ,ez wi l l YE:_! c ~ m p l s i e  ycur  pragran;? -.-.---.,--- 

.-.-..- , ,..-.,.-,-" .-.--.- . --------.----.---..--.--- - .---.-.- - --------------.------.--,.--- 

z c w  4 x 2  ;/.zu l e a r n  a b o u t  'his gr.zgraz-? ----. .---..-.- .- -- 



EVALUACION DEL PARTICIPANTE 

1. Datos Genexales 

Nombre : 

N o m b s e  : 
- .  

. . 

. . 
. . 

.Duracidn: ~ e c h a  de I n i c i o  - - - - 
. . . . 

~ e c h a  de ~ ~ i r n i n o  - 
* . . 

. . 
.. -3 .  Evaluaci6n d e l  Proceso 

En cada und de estos Xterns de la izquierda, escoja la respuesta . - 
," - - 6 s  adec'uadd; Fxprese su opadn paniendo en---ufic1?eulo el neme 

ro que mejor describa su posici6n de acuerdo a la escala que s e  
presents. S i  el espacio en la columna de la derecha no e s  s u f i  - 
ciente,  hzgalo a1 dorsa de la pzgina.  

- 
l ~ sca la  de Respuestas 

0 Malo 1 Mediocre 2 Aceptable 3 Bueno 4 Excelente  

Comentarios 
s 

Proceso de trami- 0 1 2 3 4  
taci6n de su s o l i  - 
citud. 

 lar rid ad de Xos - 0 1 2 3 4  
Formularies a l l e n a r  
y ser entregados a1 
CNBE , 

0rientaci.cn recibi 0 1 2 3 4  
da para su particz - 
paci6n en el Pro-- 
grama . 



Comentarios 

Df Proceso de Ubica-- 0 1 2 3 4  
c i 6 n  en su progra- 
ma en el extranjero. 

1 

E) Facilidades y proce 
. dimientos  d e l  Examen 

MQdico. 

. . 
F) Procedimientos para la 0 1 ? 3 4 

obtenci6n de la visa. 
. - , - . . . -... . .- . - .  -. 

. - 

- GI ~decuaci6n d e l  apoyo 0 - 1  2 - 3  4 
f inanc ie ro .  d e i  .prograxa, 

. . . . 

' 0 1 2 3 4  - H) Apoyo de. la empresa. 
gatrocinadora. 

I) Alojamiento y facili 0'.1 2 3 4 
dades en el curso. 

t - 
J) Arreglos para v i a j e  de 0 * 1 

ida y vuelta. I 

- 
- K) Trato d e l  Personal - 0 1 2 3 4  

del CNHE. 

I 

I 
L) Trato d e l  Persona l  - 0 3 2 3 4  

de la Instituci6n -- 
responsable de impar - 
tir el curso. 



4 ,  Evaluaci6n del Curso 
Comentarios - 

1 

M I -  adecuacidn d e l  conte 0 1 2 3 4 
nido a las necesida- 
des del pars .  

N) Desarrollo de la te- 0 1 2 3 4  
rnztica prop ia  d e l  -- 
curso. 

I 
R) Capacidad y e x p e r i e n  0 .  1 2 3 4 

cia de 10s profesores . 
en gene ra l .  . . 

P .  . . 
I 

I 
Otros comentarios generaies: 

-.. .- - _  - 
0) Material entregado dg Q 1 2 .  3 4 

. ' rante el curso. . ,  

, . 

. . 
* - . . I - 

5 .  Evaluacidn d e l  Impacto - P 

. . 

P ) S a t i s f a c c i 6 n g e n e r a l  . O  1 2 3 4 
con el Curso. 

En cada uno de los Ztems de la izquierdn escoja la respuesta de- 
seada. Exprese su opci6n haciendo una cruz(X1 debajo d e l  encabg 
zado de su elecci6n. Signtase libre de hacer 10s cornentarios -- 
que estime per t inente s .  Si e3 espacio en la columna de la dere- 
cha no es s u f i c i e n t e ,  BSgalo a1 dorso de la pzgina,  

- .  . . c .  

. . 
. . 

. . . . 

SI NO Cornentar  ios 

A )  Estima que reeibi6 
un t r a t o  adecuado en - - su empresa. 



F. 4 

SI NO Comenta r i s s  

B) Ha sido cambiado de 
pos ic idn  despugs de -- su regreso? 

C )  ~ E s t i r n a  que ahora lo 
toman m6s en cuenta? -- 

. . 

D) - Coonsidera que el cur - 
. , so- lo ha hecho mds - 

_ _ _ C  titi1 en su empresa. 

. . . -... -- - . -. 

El) Considera su experiey! , . - .  

cia en -el curso c o m q  
< .  

I. fructzfera. - .  . . 

. . . , 

. * . . 

F) Ha hecho algunas  ini- . 

c ia t ivas  en tgrminos 
de traspasar sus con2 -- 
cimientos a otros co- 
hegas. 

H a q a  un breve lnforrne d e l  Programa en el cual part icip6.-  
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GROUP I 

NAME FZELD 6. P, A, TOEFL GRE GMAT ACCEPTED AT 

I. Ayda Alrnonte Finance 3 . 5  497 -- 290 U n i v . o f  
Illinois 

2. Mirna Alonzo mtg 3.26 450 -- 2 3 0  -------- 

4 .  Jose Chevalier Ind. 3.0 470 290 -- Geo, Wash, 
Eng . 360 

5 ,  Yolanda Delgado Mgt. 2 . 5  597 -- 330 -------- 
S c i  , 

6. Ruben Diaz Int 1 3 . 4  557 -- 4 3 0  Scuth 
Busi. Carolina 

7 .  Pietro D i m i t r i  MIS 2 . 7 8  497 290 -- -------- 
4 4 0  

8 .  Juan Fernandez A g r i .  3.6 583 320 -- Purdue 
Econo . 590 N.C. State  

D. Florida 

9 ,  R a f a e l  Hernandez MHS 3,4 467 200 -- New H a p .  
370 College 

10. Romeo Hernandez Intfl 2 * 8 9  557 -- 320 -------- 
Busi, 

11. V i c t o r  Martinez Int'l 3.35 593 -- 350 -------- 
flusi . 

12. Ramon Mejia Int'l 3 . 8  59C 380 410 South 
Brasi. 580 Carol ina 
Agri. Econ, Purdua 

13. Juan Noboa Ind. 3.2 573 390 -- Perm State 
Eng . 7 2 0  

1 4 .  Ingrid Qufnones Mgt. 2.71 463 -- 230 -------- 
Sci. 



FIELD G.P.A. TOEFL GRE GMkT ACCEPTED AT 

15. Jose Sanchez MIS 470 510 Penn State 
63  0 Rochester 

Tech 
Stevens 
Tech 

Drexel 

16. Fabio Santoni 4 0 0  4 4 0  Drexel 
690 Worcester 

Polytech 

-- 340 Univ. of 
I l l i n o i s  

18. Francisco 
Valencia 

Finance 2 . 7  570 

Int 1 
B a s i .  

19. Lumi Yania 3 - 1  570 -- 390 . American 

FIELD G . P . A .  TOEFL GRE GMaT ACCEPTED AT 

I. Ricardo  Arbaje Hktg -- - - I C I I I I Y  

-- Geo. Wash. 2 ,  Miguel Arias 
510 

Computer 3.0 470 37 0 
'Science 450 

3 .  Nestor Basara Computer 3 - 3  550 
science 

5 .  Nelson Brito -- Univ. of 
Illinois 

6 ,  Margarita Diaz Mktg 

7. Ramona Femandez --- 

330 -- Univ. of 
380 Illinois 



NAME E L  G.P.A. TOEFL GRE - 
--- 

ACCEPTED A T  

Georgetown 
Geo. Wash. 
Temple 

8 .  Pedro Gamundi Comp . 3 . 3  603 
L a w  

9 .  Jose Jimenez Tnt'l 3,s 510 
Busi . 

18. Gregory Ll inas  Ag.Econ 3 . 0  520 
Dbevelop. 
Banking 

American 

11. Norma Nunez mtg 3 . 5  513 

12. Candida Olivo Intll 3.9 --- 
BUS~. 

13, Pura Pellerano Mktg 3.8 547 Univ. of 
Illinois 

14. Augusto Ramirez Mktg 3.09 517 

15. E ~ r i q u e  Ramirez Mktg 3.09 4 2 0  

16, Grace Rivera MIS 3.2 537 

17, Jose Rodriguez Finance 3 . 0 4  563 
Mgt Sci 

18. Eduardo Sanchez MIS 3.01 567 Geo .  Wash. 

19. Riccarda I n t  l 2 .47  450 
Seravalle Busi. 

2 0 ,  Ray V i c t o r  mtg 3.3  603 U n i v .  of 
Illinois 

Geo. Wash. 21. Miguel Yeara Computer 3.54 4 6 0  
Science 
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9 AID,  
D ~ m i  ni  can Republ i c . 

517 -0216 D e v e l o ~ m n t  train in^ Project. Develo~ment Assocbtes  Financial 
Infomation. FY 89-90, AID, Dominican Regubl%c. 

51 7-0216 Devel o~ment Associ ates Contract 0216-C-00-7089-00 Vouchers. FY 
88-89, AID, Dominican Wepubl i c .  

-oft o f  USAID/DR F o r m  Traininq Programs And Oninions o f  
Returned Parti c i    ants, Martin f . Murphy and Mari cel a Ramirez, Human Resources 
Division, USAID, Santo haingo, Dominican Republic, duly ,  1988. 

517-0216 Devel o~ment f rai n i na Pro-iect (CNHE Grant 1 Corres~ondence . FY 86-87, 
A ID ,  Dominican Republic. 

317-02 16 Oevel o~ment Trai nins Project lCNHE Grant Corres~ondence. FY 89, 
AID ,  Dominican Republic. 

Dominican Renublic. Project Paper, Graduate Wanaaement Traininq, United 
States International Bevel opment Cooperation Agency, Agency for International 
Devel opmnt , Washington, D. C., 8983. 

HRD Development Trainina Project 517-0216 Bevelo~ment Associates Pr~~osal, 
T.A. CMHE, AID, Dominican Wepubtbc, 1982. 

IFZ and Hersera Skills Traininq Needs Assessment, 
Freauences for Demand Studv, Vol urn 2, f nternat i anal Science and Techno1 ogy 
Institute, Inc., Washington, D.C., 1988. 

Ueetina Labor Needs of the industrial Free Zones in the Dominican Re~ublic: 
Assessment o f  train in^ Needs and Resources, International Science and 
Becknalogy Institute, Ine., Washington, D.C., 1988. 
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Technical Assistance For the Devel o~ment T rain1 na ProSect, RFP No. 
PR-899-084, Development Associates, fnc., Arlbngton, Ydrglnfa, 1989. 

Carta Mensual, Consejo Nacional de Hombres de Empresa, Santo Damingo, 
~0miIIican Republic, December, 1989. 

l a  Actualizacidn De Lss Planes De Desarrollo De Recursos Humanos: E-jg 
Primordial Del Pro-~ecto, Jorge Max FernAndez, Consejo Nacional de Hombres de 
Empresa, Santa Domingo, Dminfcan Republic, July, 1989. 

Pomf ni can Re~ubl  f c Project P a ~ e r  Devel a ~ w n t  Tral  n i  nq, United States 
Internat1 onal Development Cooperation Agency, Agency for International 
Devel~gment, Washington, O.C., 1986. 

Dominican Reuublic Prdect Paoer Develo~ment Trainins Amendment Number 4, 
Uni ted States f nternat ional @eve1 opment Cooperati on Agency, Agency for 
International Development, Washington, D.C., f 988. 


