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ABSTRACT

. H,_Evaluation Abstract (Do not exceed the soace provided)

The project aims to incrzase the economic well being of Malawians in the key areas of agriculture, off-farm employment and
health, The project purpose is to expand and increase the impact of development activities of non- govcrnmental organizations
(NGO) in Malawi and to strengthen the capacity of Malawian NGOs to provide services wita a positive impact in these key
sectors. The project is being implemented by the Experiment in International Living (EIL), under a Cooperative Agreement
(CA) with USAID/Malawi. The purpose of the "Shakedown Evaluation” was to assess project implementation systems
installed to date and to make recommendations for incorporation into the Second Annual Workplan (AWP).

Major findings and conclusions are:
1) The project is doing well, despite initial difficulties, and with organizational tasks largely accomplished, has high promise for
generating the outputs that will enable it to reach its purpose and goal.

2) USAID/Government of Malawi (GOM) relations during the initial phase of the project have benefited from the balance
struck in the Project Paper (PP) and Cooperative Agreement (CA) which provides for a necessary but limited degree of GOM
involvement in project implementation.

3) The current concept paper format needs to be redusigned into a short, succinct document (i.e., 5-10 pages) which gives
rcaders a synopsis of the problem, the proposed solution, costs and benefits, implementation approach and key information on
the sustainability of the project and the organization.

4) Based on the Datex Report, EIL should design and implement a monitoring and evaluation system (M&E) that compiles
gender disaggregated data under each subgrant, as well as aggregated data to measure overall impact of subgrant activities.
M&E also should measure the degree to which project has achieved its purpose.

5) EIL has accrued a $137,397 budget overrun during the first twelve months of project implementation. Actions to reconcile
this overrun will need to be identified and implemented.

Major lessons learned are: ' :

1) The SHARED project has become a new and dynamic element within the ﬂcdghng Malawian PVO/NGO community.
However, developing cffective and sustainable NGOs which are able to deliver services in a society where literacy rates and
incomes are extremely low will be difficult and management-intensive.

2) While GOM may participate in the acknowledging NGO development activities, it should not be involved in management of
these NGOs/PVOs. '

3) It is important to emphasize that subgrant funding ceilings are not targets and that proposed NGO budgets should reflect
actual needs rather than aspirations. This will help ensure institutional and financial sustainability.

COSTS
1._Evaluation Costs
1. Evaluation Team Contract Number OR |[Contract Cost OR
Name Afflliation TDY Person Days TDY Cost (U.S. $)| Source of Funds
John Blumgart Carderock Consultants, Inc. 28 $19,314 SHARED:
$14,646
PD&S:
$5,168
2. Misslon/Office Professlonal Staff 3. Borrower/Grantee Professional
Person-Days (Estimate) 10 days Staft Person-Days (Estimate)__2() days
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A.L.D. EVALUATION SUMMARY - PART Il

SUMMARY

J. Summary of Evaluation Findings, Concluslons and Recommendatlons (Try not to exceed the three (3) pages provided)
Address the following ltems:

e Purpose of evaluation and methodology used e Principal recommendations
o Purpose of activity(les) evaluated e Lessons learned
¢ Findings and conclusions (relate to questions)
Misslon or Office: Date This Summary Prepared: | Title And Date Ot Full Evaluation Report:l?éb. 1992
USAID/Malawi April 27, 1992 Shakedown Evaluation, SHARED Project

1 Purpose of the Activity

The SHARED Project, with a LOP funding level of $15.0 million, aims to increase the economic well being of Malawians
in the key areas of agriculture, off-farm emplcyment and health. The purpose is to (1) expand and increase the impact
of development activities of NGO/PVOs in Malawi in these key sectors, and (2) strengthen the capacity of Malawian NGOs
to provide services with a positive impact in these areas. The project aims to address inadequate NGO institutional and
service delivery development and a shortage of funds within the fledgling Malawian PVO/NGO community. The project
fits within all of the Mission’s strategic objectives by supporting critically needed drvclopment activities in agriculture,
off-farm employment, and health.

2 Purpose of the Evaluation

This evaluation was a preliminary review or "shakedown" evaluation, held 17 months after project inception, to see how the
mechanisms and procedures designed for the project are working in practice. To this end, the review examined operational
procedures, activity review and grant making systems, reporting, monitoring and evaluation methods, backstopping and
intra-project relationships, and, in general implementation progress and difficulties. The results of the review are to be
incorporated into the project’s second annual work plan.

3. Findings and Conclusions

The project has gotten off to a promising start despite delays and an initial mismatch of USAID/implementing agency
viewpoints and relationships. USAID/PMU relations bave been poor, but with recent staff changes, should improve
dramatically. SHARED has established visibility, credibility and good working relations with its PVO/NGO clientele and
other donors. It has recruited a talented and hard working Malawian staff. As a result, SHARED’s Program Management
Unit (PMU), coordinated by EIL, is becoming increasingly effective as a mechanism for providing the fledgling Malawian
PVO/NGO commuuity with guidance, technical assistance and managing the subproject preparation and review procedures.
As a result, the "shakedown” phase of the project has been virtually completed and SHARED can now directly pursue its

purpose and goal.
a. SHARED/GOM Relations

The SHARED/GOM relationships and approval procedures viorked out in project design have held up reasonably well but
it is clear that the GOM continues to feel uneasy about an undertaking that is quite out of step with the top/down approach
which the GOM follows on many other matters. The current situation provides for a degree of involvement in
acknowledging NGO activities without direct GOM control. Maintenance of this situation is crucial to project success.
EIL’s strategy of carefully moving ahead with implementation appears to be a good one.

b. Budget Overruns

EIL has accrued a $131,397 budget overrun during the first twelve months of project implementation. Actions to reconcile
this overrun will need to be identified and implemented.
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SUMM AR Y (Continued)

¢. Annual Work Plan

The AWP continues to be a critical tool for planning and management purposes. The development of the next AWP should
include the participation of SHARED’s Malawian staff as well as members of the NGO/PVO community.

d. The Concept Paper and Approval Process

The current concept paper format nceds to be redesigned into a short, succinct document (i.e., 5-10 pages) which gives
readers a synopsis of the problem, the proposed solution, costs and benefits, implementation approach and key information
on the organization. Additional ai.ention should be placed on the financial sustainability of the proposed activities and the
NGO.

e. Funding Thresholds

It is important to emphasize that subgrant funding ceilings are not targets and that proposed NGO budgets should reflect
actual needs rather than aspirations. Otherwise, fledgling NGOs might develop organizational structures which will be
difficult to sustain and may rot reach the intended beneficiaries.

f. Status of Project Outputs

Project outputs for organizing, establishing and gaining acceptance of the SHARED apparatus have been largely
accomplished. However, the grant review and award process is lagging behind projections. Review and award targets were
not met, and actions to facilitate the process without lowering quality standards should be an important priority for the next
stage of implementation. Increased experience, greater collaboration and procedural improvements (as recommended in
this evaluation) should greatly improve matters.

g Technical Assistance Needs and Availability

PMU-funded technical assistance will change focus from sectoral and technical workshops to grants management and
assistance. The second AWP will include a project monitoring and evaluation workshop for key staff of subgrant recipient

organizations.
h. Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring and reporting requirements included in subgrant agreements should be reviewed and streamlined to lighten
NGO reporting burden to PMU without jeopardizing effective grant management.

Based on the Monitoring and Evaluation System developed by Datex, PMU should fully develop and implement a M&E
for collecting and evaluating gender disaggregated data at the subgrant and overall project levels. This system should
measure the degree to which project has achieved its purpose.

4, Principal Recommendations

a. Instruments, Procedur d Funding

i. The preparation of the Annual Work Plan (AWP), which is a critical tool for project planning, should actively
involve the Malawian staff of PMU, USAID’s Project Assistant, and members of the NGO/PVO community in Malawi.

ii. Greater collaboration between USAID and PMU during development and review of concept papers and proposals
should be encouraged to expedite approval of subgrants.

. Y
AID 1330-5 (10-87) Page 4



S UMM A R Y (Continuad)

iii. Duplication of time and effort can be reduced by redesigning the concept paper as the key decision point
document - a short but succinct articulation of the concept, the problem it is designed to address, costs and benefits, mode
of implementation, and the experience and capability of the proposer. USAID, through the Project Implementation
Committee (PIC), would take the lead on concept papers and include, where necessary, conditions, provisos or arexs for
clarification or additional information to be satisfied during proposal preparation. PMU would take the lead on proposal
review to assure that PIC guidance was reflected in the final document. The foregoing division of labor and responsibility
should be allowed to evolve over a period of months as confidence and good will build between the two parties.

iv. GOM review and acknowledgement can be made more efficient and timely by introducing a tracking system for
DAG concept papers and appointing SHARED liaison officers in the relevant technical ministries.

v. SHARED funding guidance to applicants on funding thresholds should be strzngthened/clarified to be more need
and demand driven. The three tiered thresholds themselves should be kept, but an organized procedure for exceptions
should be introduced. Thresholds should be lowered to permit the award of "micro grants” to worthy communities or
associations to help them qualify for ISGs.

vi. Technical assistance is a key ingredient in the project. Empbasis in the future should be on utilizing the growing
expertise of PMU’s Malawian staff, local consultants and local and regional training facilities.

vii. The next AWP needs to take a hard look at the SHARED budget to see if economies can be effected without
damaging the project.

b. Reporting, Monitoring, Evaluation

i. There is an overload of reporting and monitoring requircments in the initial subgrant agreements. PMU should
critically review and streamline subgrant reporting and monitoring requirements.

ii. The proposed DATEX M&E system provides a good model for SHARED, but modifications are needed to adapt
it to Malawian realities and to PMU and subgrantee capabilities. A PMU-administered M&E for SHARED is of growing
urgency and PMU needs to gear up for this task by staff changes or reassignments.

¢. Implementation Issues

i. The USAID Project Assistant should be invited to play a growing role in PMU'’s grant review and approval
process, thereby improving and streamlining it.

ii. The allocation of funding among program sectors in the original PP should be maintained as a rough guideline
and funding allocated to the "other” sector should be devoted to valid targets of opportunity or to supplement successes
in the other sectors.

5. Lessons Learned

The SHARED project has become a new and dynamic element within the fledgling Malawian PVO/NGO community.
However, developing effective and sustainable NGOs which are able to deliver services in a society where literacy rates and
incomes are extremely low will be difficult and managzment-intensive.

While a government may participate in the acknowledging NGO development activities, it should not be involved in
management of these NGOs/PVOs.

It is important to emphasize that subgrant funding ceilings are not targets and that proposed NGO budgets should reflect
actual needs rather than aspirations. This will help insure institutional and finar.cial sustainability.
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ATTACHMENTS

K. Attachments (List atiachmonts submitted with this Evaluation Summary; always atlach copy of full evaluation report, even if one was submitied
__oarhar; attach studles, survoys, elc., from ~on-going” evaluation, il relavani 1n_the evaluation report, )

Shakedown Evaluation: Services for Health, Agriculture, Rural and Enterprise Development (SHARED) Project

COMMENTS

c t i A nd Borrower/Grantee On Full Report

The "Shakedown Evaluation" of the SHARED Project was fair and complete. Important achievements were noted, in
particular, that the project has gotten off to a promising start despite delays and an initial mismatch of
USAID /implementing agency viewpoints and relationships, and that the SHARED Project is becoming increasingly
effective as a mechanism for providing the fledgling PVO/NGO community with guidance, technical and financial
assistance.

Important weaknesses were also noted such as budget overruns and a grant submission process which is lagging behind
projections. These should be addressed through the actions outlined in Section E. Some of the major recommendations
to address these weaknesses include: 1) streamlining the concept paper and proposal review and approval process; 2)
reviewing NGO monitoring and reporting requirements to lighten NGO reporting burden without jeopardizing effective
grant management; 3) emphasizing that NGO budgets should reflect actual needs rather than aspirations in order to help
ensure institutional and financial sustainability; 4) taking a hard look at the SHARED budget to see if economies can be
effected without damaging the project. .

The evaluator recommended that the PMU should award "micro grants” (grants for less than $10,000) for technical
assistance to help individuals, groups or communities to start up Malawian NGOs working in key project arcas. USAID
and EIL concluded that technical assistance for these "micro grants” could be provided through the PMU line item.

The evaluation provided answers to all the questions posed in the scope of work. The evaluator was objective and
carefully analyzed project and interview data before drawing up principal conclus‘ons and recommendations. The findings
and lessons learned which are listed in the report generally concur with the conclusions reached by A.LD. staff and the
NGO community. -
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