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PREFAE

The evaluation team experienced a number of constraints and obstacles in
completing this evaluation. As a result the time needed to complete the
evaluation was extended from seven to eleven weeks. The team regrets
this delay and hopes that the PVOs, USAID, and AID/W will be
understano . 4n.

We wish t thank the staff of the PVOs evaluated, the USAID Office of
Fooo for Peace and Voluntaii Cooperation (O/FFPVC) and the many others
who supported or assisteo vith the evaluation in one way or another.
Special tha,'<s go to the intended beneficiaries of the PVO projects, who
wert so dln'u, dno hospitable in receiving us, and to the O/FFPVC
secretaries, Puring Mojica and Beth Martin, who dillgently and uuntiringly
completed trie voluminous amount of typing required to complete the
reports.

The views a-j interpretations expressed in this report are those of the
autnors and srnoidd not be attributed to the Agency t'er International
Development.
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- u, T:VE. SUMMARY

The Project. FVUs are able to collaoorate directly with beneficiarygroups to identify problems, plan solutions and manage developmentinputs; therefore they play an ir.'rrtant role in promoting development,Realizing the importance of this role, USAID initiated the PVOCo-Financing Proje't in 1980. The project funds up to 75 percent of tfcost of development projects sut~rtted by Philippine and U.S. PVOs. 8)the end of FY 1982, 21 of 57 prcposals submitted by PVOs had been fundEfor a total of $4,644,249 . Seven U.S. PVOs have received grants cover14 projects and 66 percent of total. grant funds. The remaining grantfunds are supporting seven projects being implemented by six PhilippinePVOs. in addition, technical assistance and training is being made
available to tri Pv. to -- .. .me 

ngprojects.o the PVus to improve tneir capacities to design and implemepdisroj ts. poetis- "
Adminjstra~i- n, The project is administered by the USAID Officet of Foofor Peace ario Voluntary Cooperation (O/FFPVC), which makes initialcontact with the PVUs, assists trem w:tn proposal preparation, organize,USALIe, s c' proposals, makes recommendations concerning funding,develops grant agreements and uonitors subproject progress. The Missioihas adopted a policy of "maximum flexibility" in the review and approva:of proposals. Consistent with this policy, there is no required standaformat for proposals and criteria for reviewing proposals or makingfunding decisions are not explicit.

Purpose rf Present Evaluation The primary purpose of the evaluation wEto assess progr ss aro ioentify lessons which can be used in developingand revieh-nc a foilowv-or pro ject. Tne evaluation investigated threeinterrelated atects of the project: (1) the administration of theproject, (2) tne impact of the proiect on PVO capacity, and (3) theimpact of PVb subprojects on intende beneficiaries.
Procram Accompishments and Effectiveness. The project has fulfilledmost of .ts Output tarcets in terms of number of PVOs involved and numbeof grants madp. Tno,,gn it is too early to assess impact on beneficiariefor most subprojecLs, the Co-Financing Project appears to be making verygood progress toward tne project purpose of engaging PVOs in the designand implementation of development activities whicn meet the needs oflow-income groups. Evaluation of eleven subprojects reveals that mostare successfull) achieving their objectives; the others are makingadequate progres,, wrile trying to overcome obstacles which were notapparent at thie outset. The ma'n pro:-eT2 with many subprojects appearto be (I wen,: b:.c..iec Cosign j ter77 : unrealistic targets andtimefrarez., lay,: of valic Daseline cant a,io adequate evaluation plans;(2) I@Lac Wsur), .r4, national 3n0 locaL governments; (3) inadequateparticipa--tJo aC ccnrwitment by inLese: beneficiaries: and (4)Difficulty in t mechanisms for sustLining the activity beyondthe grant perioc. Despite these difficulties, the team feels that theVU subprojects are more successful in promoting Oevelopment among the)ooresL Inajority than comparable efforts by other development programs or)rganizations.



Major Finoin7m., and Recommenati~cs

1. Tnc mon.t i mpcrtant finding of the evaluation team is th~at the project hasdemonsrrated tr,- soundness of the co-financing approach and the ability ofPVCJs to prr-te development among rural low-income groups. Thus, theEvaluatior, leam strongly recommends that a follow-on PVO Co-Financing IIProject be ceveloped, approved and implemented.

2. The Team offers a number of recommendations for improving the existingproject and proposed follow-on project. Many of the recommendations stem fromth& tear's view that the Mission snould shift from a policy of "maximumflexibility" to one of "reasonable flexibility" with explicitly statedprocedures for project administration.

3. Nict al PVOS ano Mission staff fully understand existing procedures orcriteria used in reviewing proposals and making funding decisions. To rectifythis situatin- - Mission manual Order should be adopted which clearly explainsthe project purpose, the procedures used to implemeiit it and the specificres:onsiii-i s of Mission staff. The Order should incorporate the followingrecommerdationz: (a) Quality criteria for reviewing and judging proposalsshoulc Dec state, explicitly so that reviewers and PVOs know exactly whatfactors are being used to assess proposals. (b) The Mission must decidewhetrier the primary project objective is 'o help PVOs or to implement itsCDSS; then it must develop subproject sel'ction criteria accordingly.(c) Instead of reviewing proposals semi-annually, the Mission should adopt acor t-1,JS pr2Dosla! review and approval process with a 60 calendar day maximumtir;e imit between receipt of formal proposal ano notifyinq of the PVO onwfle-er cl no- tn1e proposal will be funoec. (d) After a USAiD staff personhas vis~te tv, site of a procosed subproject, a formal proposal revieconm ..tee s~hOj meet, with a representative of the PVO in attendance, toreview the proFosai. (e) After such a meeting, committee members should voteon whether or not to recommend to the Director that the proposal be funded.(f) Tne f-ssiorq shrould encourage PVOs to submit smaller (simpler) proposals,with snorter implementation periods, which would have a more immediate impacton ceveiopmert and incremental funding should be consioered for large, morecomplex projects. (g) The Mission should streamline procedures regardingregistr titor of Philippine PVOs and advancing of funcs, as well as intensifyefforts to provioe technical assistance and traininc to PVOs. (h) Lastly, andperhps most imiortantly, the Mission should consioer very carefully the staffworkloao impicatior-s of new procedures adopted for implementation of thefoio--on piroJect. Regarding this last point, the team feels that adoption ofa standard prse format and clearly specifiec procedures for the review andPC-cesin, O opoisals will improve efficiency and tnus reduce staff workloadrae ,; re';e 4 :



iii

BASIC PROJECT IDENTIFICATION DATA

1. Country: Philippines

2. PVOs, Subproject Grants Evaluated and Grant Numbers:

a. Santa Cruz Mission, Community Education, 492-1709
b. Helen Keller, International, Rehabilitation of the Rural Blind,

492-1694
c. International Human Assistance Program, Crop Diversification,

492-1685
d. Institute of Cultural Affairs, Community Development, 492-1683
e. The Asia Foundation, Ceou-Mactan Water Resources, 492-1712
f. Tne Asia Foundation, Kidapawan Agricultural Redirection, 492-1711
g. kalahan Educational Foundation, Integrated Reforestation, 492-1048h. Project Compassion, Integrated Marine Agro-Forestry for Coastal

Areas, 492-1061
i. Xavier Science Foundation, Goat Dispersal, 492-1068
j. Igor3t tvutual Association, Crop and Livestock Improvement and

Mt rket ing, 492-1118
k. Xavier Science Foundation, Manticao Industrial Tree Plantation and

Settlement

The majority of the aoove listud projects have been underimolemen'rtton for the past one or two years. A complete listing andsurnrtry descrptions of all subprojects approved to date is contained
in ADp rP jX C.

3. Pro , r ervtatior,:

a. First -Poject Agreement: FY 80
u. Fin~i LUKigation: FY 83
c. Fimi lIri t Delivery: Ongoing

4. 1 . Con_.outionn. to Project FundinQ:

FY 1980 - FY 1912: $4,756,493
FY 1983 (Prcgrammed) $2,000,000

Prior to FY 80, Il Operational Program Grants with six U.S. PVOs,
tootalirig $993,295, were implemented. PVO Co-Financing, which wasoue to expirE in F 82 has been extended one additional year. A PID: bee-, s,'-,--ttec to cntnue the program for an aooitional five
YC Z i, :t H ' 6 I; is'/ apov IS peT,cing tr, e results cf' this. ,: L C~rU tir,2 its &ere , Lf tr e iL.

5. Mode ; . tion. FVJ Co-narc"i. Ln, Grants to registered PVOs.

6. Previous Evaluations and Reviehs: None
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PART 1. COLUSI[)S AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings arid conclusior- of this evaluation are summarized in thissection, each followed neiiatey when appropriate, by one or morer1eofom.endaio r) that derive ron the respective conclusions or "findings".Parts I1, I. and IV of this report present the detailed information upon
which these fincings and corclusions are based.

A. Project Description .nd Ebntext

I. Government Sup-ort of PVO Programs. It is evident that PnilippineGovernment policy is supportive of PVO programs. The National Economicand Development Autnority (NEDA) is responsible for developing relatedpolicies, clearing proje:ts which receive external assistance andmonitorino PVo activities in general. Review and clearance of PVO
projects by NLJbA averages three months. In the subproject areas, a close,coope:ative ad supportive relationship does not exist between many of tne
concerned PVjs and local government entities.

Recom,.nnc.-tion: That Us&AD explore with NEDA ways in which its review andclar-ceprocess can be streamlined. This will be especially important
l UIt_ ,l:C ,,es i procedures ano attempts to complete its reviet.

process .a 60 day period.

Reco mmenctior: Tnat USAID explore witn NEDA and PVOs the nature ofprob-ems ~ Hs are experiencing in working with local officials and attemptto imrprove the situation to the extent possible and appropriate.

2. OS'"A-';PD R tio D. IPresently, there is significant interactionoew tWE t7 , Illi- n's Office of Food for Peace ano Voluntary Cooperationan tr1' PVJs[ hc'ev'er, cotact between tne rest of the U5AID anc PVCs ismini .Fr-e 1ission odes share tne CDSS with the U.S. PV3s, but onlyaftE it ha been publisned. The Council for International Voluntary
Aenc:es irn e Pnilippines (CIVAF) - a U.S. PVO organization - could playa F,10,,Jj role in coordination, information sharing, sponsoringtrairn-n, an other activities for botli U.S. and Philippine PVOs.

Recomr~r;iatl~,: That Mission involve U.S. and appropriate Philippine PVOsto tne C:@est extent possible in the development of USAID countrypoi'cies strate ies and programs.

Recotmad-at, -,: That USAID encourage CIVAP to expand its activities andcapabilitie as a PVO coordinating aq. technical body. Consideration
shouic b. .- to the inclusior, of vi-ui" Philippine PV0s who are
effective:y involved in tevelopment programs.

" ' - ~ , I .- L< K U ''s Of ficE. of Food for
Peac VLcr*',Il;nx cOperaoro (O1/F') , wnicri currently has sevenOs'tc, KiusrK two secetarL . in addition, a U.S. personalservices coL-,r, tt cr is hirec full-time witn project funds to provide



technical assistance and training. USAID, in its pID for PVO Co-Financing
II, is proposinQ a second contract "position to assist in handling the
increasing workload.

Recommen0atioF: That the current staffing level of O/FFPVC be retained
and that the proposed second contract position be established as soon as
possible.

B. Project Effectiveness and Impact

1. Purpose of the Po " C-Finaecin, Project. The purpose of the project -
to engage U.S. and Filipino PVOs in the design and implementation of
developmnt activities to meet the needs of low-income groups - is being
accomplishec with a high, decree of success.

Recommencatiori: That the program oe continued ano expanded. USAID has
submitteo a Pi0 for an aoditional five-year period, beginning in FY 64.

The evalusticn team strongly endorses the Mission's request but questions
whetner the $iQ- million, propcseo is adequate to meet the demands for an
anticipatc i c increase in tne participation of new PVOs and
related requests for assista-,'e.

2. CaoabPitv cf PVOs. One of tne main objectives of the project was to
increase the capacity of PVOs to oesign and implement local development
pro Iects. A forner Peace Ccrs, voIunteer hired for this purpose has been
very effetI-ve ad there is e,,de-ie that PVO capacity, already fairly
solid, has beeri improving.

Recomm ene-z:t-". : That tne ._ ion c-dget adequate funds in the follow-or
project to Intensify fts efforts it', providing technical assistance ano
Ualin-nc t," F.: in the desi-, irFlementation and evaluation of projects.

3. PvO Prcects A pruvEd. Trie ojIective in the project paper of funding
20-30 P\o Scj ,CLs ouinrc me tn.ree-year LOP has been met. 'wenty-one
projects, of ./ proposa~s su.-,;.-tte-, have beer, approved; 15 other
proposals are currently unne: coriceration. All of the subprojects meet
tre general criteria of the project ano 75 percent of them are in line
wi..th GOP an: CDSS program developrient priorities. The subprojects are
spread tnrouQiout the country, located in all regions except two.

/4. Reistratic- P of Pnlippne Pvs. While USAID has registered 21 local
Pr~s, m,: prces. usu~y .. . ovEr 'Six months and is not understoco

_______ _.. .... h . t tnt relli -rocedures re qerdir,
recc ag tjI i .t * :' fine the responsinilitirs of

conceyrnc U I'.: stf m '!<r ,:'e ...... b~e issued to tnis effect.c nCC 1C S af1 , i c). i. . d, ;issue'J tC -

5. Invoivrn'. cf PV-". I rI De- forecasted tne involvement of 10-2-
U.S. PV dW 0 4-6 Filioino Po.-D Unily seven U.S. PVOs have received
grants; proposal's subr, 'ttec u> tr,-ef others were not funded. Six Filipino
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PVOs receiveoJ grants. U.S. Pos received 66 percent of the funds for 14subprojects as opposed to 34 percent. for 7 subprojects involving Filipino
PVOs.

Recommendation: That the Mission not earmark funds for U.S. and FilipinoPVOs, but that a conscious effort be made to maintain appropriate andeffective participation of both groups.

6. Expenditure of Funds and Time Frames. Of the $5,000,000 programmed inthe project, trje Mission receiveo and obligated $4,756,493. Of thisamount, $4,644~,249 was expened for PVO subprojects and the remainingamount for technical assistance and training. Tne average amount providedper grant was over $220,000. With one exception, all of the subprojectsare for tr:ree-year periods and many will have to oe extended to accomplisn
their one lye-.

RecomeHatLIc-.: That the Mission encourage PVOs to submit smaller, lesscomplex suo-r-jects t-iat, nave snorter implementation periods and a moreimmeofate amz-ct on develcpmaet. Tnat incremental funding be consioeredfor IruE E, F-:re complex sub-rojects in order that more effective use canbe mace of Iirteo funos available.

7. The Asie Founcation. Because AID's support for TAF has beencontroversi1l the evaluation team focused specific attention on thisPVC. The team concluded that: a. support for TAF's current subprojects
and: 4. e n existing criteria; LD. TAF serves in an importantand unl'cje, "e cecause of its long experience and extensive contacts withman: e,_--,: ~o s ety; c. TArF's subrojects, are experiencinaatis to., rress at thfs time: ano o. altnouoh IAF's administrativeCosts e : hest of all the PVgs participating, they are acceptaleconsLoeing tre unique nature of TAF. However, there is some concernrega.1c:.- te hiri- percentage (23/) of PVO Co-Financing funds being
receved i une orcganization.

Recorrq)d 1':-i: Tnat USAID continue to support TAF but perhaps atreoucer afr::oj', of funding in order that limited funds can be spread morewidelyl to E Ir, number' of PVOs for more development activities.

8. Cost F,. Benficiarv. A thorough study of the cost-benefit or costeffect ve-e- cfi subpIEjects was not possible because of inadequate timeand inform~lk-c,r r-lowever, it is estimated that 287,708 persons willber;efi* Ci: .cty, an 1 &6,192 %i11 receive incirect benefits from 19 oftne - Pro .base on total project costs, the average costs are
0- -an 4i5.30 bner incirect eneficiariel: arerlbc",J,. , r: r y t _ t t: ar7 , p'':v]Ccc bv USL L, the co t ce:

LCene_ , $1a , respectively. es-E- co-' a:rear. _r-. , .:ve as the ruri:,r of beneficiaries inc e.' ec"o~rrC : a" rh t c. .

t.-- _IL ar d the PVL-s continue to obtain betteiinformatio-, or, costs and benefits and explore meaningful methods ofassessing trie-, for PVJ activities.
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9. Administrative Costs. A Quick .analysis of administrative costs
revealed that an average of 21% of total subproject and other resources is
going for administrative requirements. For U.S. PVOs, the percentage is
26% and for Philippines PVOs, it is 13%. However, when overhead costs for
U.S. PVO home offices are not considered in the analysis, there does not
seen to be very much difference between the two groups.

10. Counterpart Funds. Cash and in-kind contributions by the PVOs and
other donors are much less than the overall 50% targetted in the Project
Paoer. The actual requirement is 25% which has been achieved.
Counterpart funoing for the 21 suOprojects is currently estimated at 37%.
Some Prbs are having oifficulties obtaining previously projected
ccu;itcrjarLt contributions.

RecommenociLor,: Tnat USAID take a closer look at counterpart
contriort4ons in proposals ouring the review process and that PVOs keep
better recoros on total project inputs in order to obtain actual figures
at th- erC; cf tre subprojects.

a1 ,,ad, Exenditures. The overall disbursal rate for all 21
subprojects is a lo* 21% for the three-year period. The PVOs' expenditure
rate is even lower considering the fact that they receive three-month cash
advances in most cases. Poor planning on the part of the PVOs in the
utilization of funds is the main reason for the situation, but other
unforseen o::ts:les ano difficulties during subproject implementation also
have c..rioute.

Re -om m,. :'f: lnat USAIZ and thi PVs determine the exact nature of
the proL.'le:': re,:',oinc low disbursal and expenditure rates and take
recilred action to resolve the matter. That USAID continue to provide
PVbs with tra in in budgetting, financial management, accounting and
reporting ard, Ft the same time, focus on these aspects in the review of
proposal s.

12. SubToject Proaress and Success. As a result of conscientious
subproje:.,' nanauenent, most subprojects appear to be headed for successful
accomplishmernt of objectives. However, like most development projects,
many are suffering from ovei-optimistic designs and unrealistic targets
and timeframes. Wile some subprojects demonstrate impressive local
particiatiori, beneficiary involvement is weak in a number of other
subpro~er' S;nstainability after the grant period is questionable for
most supr i Jets because they lack economic viability or adequate support

f r, ,: aJ .Out ..v......t gercaes and from local communiities In
S PO;. L-1

Recc:r r: .,at U , cC)tirL!e to sjport worthy PVD activities, n
desig r e,,, n arcia provinq subo:rujects USAID and PrOs should give
partacxll.: atrt t: £irle suLpojects th realistic designs and
timetrarro-, active oerieficiary involvement in all aspects of the project,
and sustairu:i1t, ---a indicate:: by economic viability ano support by
government and loca] comunities.
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Recommendation: Ta 0 OFVC expl ore. i the. Peace. Corp the possibility* ~ ~&iei~~e ~ P~'in P0n rogas ', e revie'wofsu jrojec :,proposal's DFvca the concerned POs ol cosdepossile role ofCV~ ,i n' atiy

. ProposaI Processing Sst

*1. l4exibI.1li n Reviewi& and 'Ap roinq Pro osals_..__e,...ission a so171ed -5-f7o)-aiu I exbity" .intthe r ev i e' an d -apio-- 0proposals.. Conssent wi the polit ter sn required standardforma for proposals and no a plicitly ks atedcriteria, are used f'0rreviewn gpropsals'and maing funding decisions. ,Sompe project comit~tee~mebes as well as some.PVO's, have indicate'd tha the do notf* K ddrs~~h oc-sa ot know exa*ctly howfunding deci~sions are

Recommendat'joris: iThat Mission Maual Oder be adpe'hc laleaxplains the prjc uroe n, te pcific6 USA~ID procedures uised to~
SKiplement it. lIn 1,the' adopting of a Manual Order, the Missin shoulud alter

Manul Odershould state expli.citly thepolicies and procedures used toQ*Kimplemnt th~e :project so thtMiso staff,. PV *s anid others willunestr them clearly. Items coee yteMnulOdrsoli*Jnclude: (a*) goals and purposes of the prjc,()alctv rtra
(c),,) exlicit proposal requirements, (d) "composition of proposal review~
comtte an repniblte of eahmme,(e)*prdcedures anid:JIoposal, n () reommedd or required maxiUKime itst fo completing varioutis stages of the proposal revie and *

2. Us eof Allocatn Crtra xetfrgnrlciei eadn AIDpolicies-and proiyF -ga a reacntne &in the Projc _Pper, and
g K aside fromp the functional acon eurmns fAD oseii

criei arej use to allocate grant fmnds amn ifrntgorpiaareas,~ ~~ setrtpsof projects, target groups'ortypes of PV~s.>

the .fuda pa objectiv othe Co-Fnancing Project is to1 help PVOs or
PV C6 inanitinp X11 shoulAd think eriusy about the ProS and- cons of

3.Us of ualty Cr~iteria. At preent reviewer ar prvde itexlcitIY.s.--- cri -a-o reviewigprpsas The concern is not

4 gg~oas
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that criteria should be established AUth minimum quality standards; ratheithat criteria should specify exactly- what factors should be used to judgeproposals.

Recomm ndationr: That explicitly stated, quality criteria be adopted forreviewing proposals. The criteria should indicate which specific factorsshould be used to evaluate eacn proposal. The following criteria shouldbe considered for adoption: (a) technical feasibility, (b) sustainabilityano repIicabiljty, (c) cost effectiveness (or benefit/cost ratio), (d)financial viaoi!lity, (e) institutional and administraive components, (f)track record, qualifications, and commitment of PVO, (g) capability ofimmediate project staff, (h) implementation plan, (i) quality of proposalpresentation, and (j) counterpart total and cash contributions aspercenta, E of total project costs.

.Pre .rsti r, of Proposals. The existing system allows PVO's to consultinformallyA,--. tn USAID about project ideas and to submit informal proposalsfo- U reviw and comment. This system is designed to help PVOs withproject oesicn a.ne proposal preparation. While the Mission is providingPVC&:" KN'ti consioerable assistance, tne time between initial PVP-Missioncontact ani.t formLal proposal submission is still very long, lastinj over ayear in many cases. The current system does not have a required format
for proposals.

Recommendation: That USA!D provide PVs with mare assistance during thepocte ioer'ification and proposal preparation stage. To the degreepossiDIe, sict assistance snould be provided through contracts so as not1Ce. cEr.. existinj worKioad pro i..... Ho ever, USAID technical staff'otne- -, £nolv t-nt iy. iere they can refer PVO's toapprc;r:cte tecn,.-,ic&i sources, crga-,uzaticns ooing similar activities, andother impo-nt. contacts. A Project Design and Support (PD5) fund shouldbe estaovisP-, itnn the PVO Co-Finan_ng Project to hire consultants tohelp PVJ's oevelop their project ioeas, to conduct feasibility studies(when oeem.oe necessary) and to write proposals. A standardized proposalformat shoUlc be adopted. Proo ouidance materials should be preparedand Cistriucje- to PV'Os witn instructions P-, their use.

5. Timinc ant Procedures for Review of Proposals. Each year there aretho prop osai deadlines and two funding periods. Thus, twice a year, theMission review cominjttee evaluate, a batch of proposals. PVO's havecriticizec tne amount of time the Mission process takes. Mission staffhave co.,iairne: otDou' having to process and review a large number ofpr-Oos i c t2:' a Year; they prefer tc spread the workload more evenlyr rr.cr.o 'e year.

RecO' - : : Tat Kission ado.t a continuous pioposal review prucessvereir ea~~cQ propos is reviewed a: it is received. To be fair to PVOsan n to -,ao,. proposals are reviewed and funding decisions made in anexoei:ious mariner, the Mission sho-I2c establish a 60 calendar day maximumtimerc limit between receipt of formal proposal and notifying of the PVO onwhetnhe. or not the proposal will be funded.



Recome-,dations: Triat a formal proposal review committee meet to review
each proposal. The committee should have three permanent members from (1)
0/FFPVC (chair), (2) the Program Office, and (3) the Controller's Office,
as well! as members from concerned technical offices. After the formal
review, meeting to which the PYO should be invited, the committee should
vote on whether or not to recommend to the Director that the proposal be
funded. Within one week of the meeting, the results of this vote should
be forwarded to the Director along with a brief summary of strengths,
weaknesses and issues or concerns surfaced by committee members.

6. Two-Stane Review Process. Some member of the Council for Voluntary
Acencies in the Philippines (CIVAP) indicated they would prefer a
two-stage prcposal process. First, an initial brief summary of the
project (similar To a PID) would be suomitted. Second, if USAID indicated
that trPe idea nao potential (witnout implying that eventual funding is
assured), tneri the FVU would go ahead with the full proposal.

RececrImend.tion: That a two-stage proposal process be adopted.

7. Dcr-:lo:j ications. Several USAID staff have indicated that
implemertet on of tre Co-Pinancing project absorbs a considerable amount
of staff time. It should be noteo that they are involved mainly in the
review of proposals twice a year, wnich has proved to be frustrating and
burdensome to them.

Recom"!nd,)7tir: Staff work-load imlications should be considered
care::liy ir- dvelopirg new procedures for USAID implementation of the
prc'e:.t. A: . east two contract PVu specialists should be hired with
gr'ecct funJ U t inform P'VD's of the oroject, assist them with
registration ano proposal preparation, help with the review process, and
gener~ay.v relieve USAID staff with the numerous day-to-day administrative

reouirements associated with the imn.Imentation of the project. Inr
adiitlor,, proposals which assist PVUs in increasing their capabilities
srould be ecch.'raged such as the present PBSP grant to provide management
training to the staff of 169 organizations.

Recomerdation: Tnat efforts be:in under Co-Financing II to develop the
capacity of an outside orcanization to take over the complete
aor-nistration of tne PVU Co-Financing program. This should be considered

only if it is determined that USAID staffing levels definitely will
continue to be reduced without a reduction in the workload. Otherwise the
prc>grem should be kCpt within W:lD in order that a valuable collaborative
relat-ioriship be expandec cc rrai taime,.. USAID would lose much by having
a ccria:o: acJris.ter_ tne p: 22:a<

8. Hu.. ue;oo.Ttjr. jiie PVJO acrec that quarterly financial reporting is
warreanec aric requ_-reo by AIb/, triey seriously question the need for
qu&:rterly nariative reportinc.
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Hecommerc, otiucn: That narrative reports be required on a semi-annuai basis
insteac of quarLerly.

9. FicdJ VjF S1t The evaluation team observed in its field visits that
PVO project performance seemed to improve following USAlD staff visits toproject sites, especially if problems were being encountered.

Recornmendation: O/FFPVC and/or other USAID staff visits to observeproject imDlementation should be scheduled prior to or following receiptof semi-annual narrative reports to insure appropriate monitoring and toassist in resolving issues er problems which have surfaced.
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PART If. PROJECT CONTEXT

A. Philippine Development Context

The Philippines has limited mineral resources, a modest industrial base
and an adequate but unevenly developed agricultural sector. Although the
economy grew at reasonable rates during the 1970's, averaging over 6%
annually, serious development problems still exist. The rapid rate of
population growth has placed heavy pressure on land and other natural
resources and has led to environmental degradation. It has also
contriouted to growing unemployment and under-employment. An
industrialization program heavily concentrated in Manila and following a
capital-inrensive, import suostitution strategy has exacerbated employment
prop"em _c. Ec&,norric growth over the preceding decade has not signficantly
improvEru tre status of tne majority of poorer Filipinos; over 50% of the
populaticn still live below the food threshold poverty level. Patterns of
growth ir the Prilippines have tendec to reinforce the uneven distribution
of inco.e betweeo uruan an, rural areas, among regions and among income
clssE. Toe 1iciwet 2Oj of householos receive less than 6% of the income
and the hioriEct 20A receive over 53%. In agriculture, the Government's
programs icr increasing rice and corn production have succeedEd in moving
the Priiiippines into a surplus position. Yet food consumption, because of
low purchasing power and inaoequate nutrition education, has not increased
sufficiently to enable the average rural family to meet adequate nutrition
levels. Lo., c7ci market priceE Eince 1979 for coconut oil, the major
expo:t, ha'vE adverselv affected coconut farmers, whose plight has been
exaceros=teJ tLy processing s)stem that favors banking ard marketing
interes ts over sil rccuoe-r.

B. GOP L,-'r r rat-v

The Gcverrment of the Philippines (GOP) lays out a growth with equity
oevclopment strategy in its i983-157 Five-Year Development Plan. The
plan articuistes a2'P coror-iitment to unOertake a broad range of activities
desiqned to strir.Jlate the process of development in the rural areas.
PromInent amoric the GOP's oevelopment goals are the creation of productive
employment oppoiturities to improve the living standard of the poor. The
GOP aLKnovieoges the unique acuilty of the orivate business sector and
voluntary organizations to work directly with groups of potential
beneficiaries, motivating them to become involved in all aspects of
deveicp:ient pr:,jects arid thereb, sign.ificantly contributing to Philippine
national ceelopuert.

1. Tn& Anal,,tic £air fo: the Stratecv. USAID's Country Development
Strat ecv -tat E mert (COS) is tne outgrowth of research on who are the poor
ana tne CL-terminants of their poverty. The dynamics of poverty are
clear. heavy population pressure on natural resources coupled with
accelerated exploitation, is feeding the cycle of poverty. As the rural
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but most relate to a lack of communication, understanding and cooperation
on the part of botn parties.

3. USATL Support for PV0 Programs. USAID provided operational program
grants (OPG) to six U.S. PVjs, wnich totalled $993,295, during fiscal
years 1976-1978 (Appendix K). In fact, the OPG program laid the
foundation for PVO Co-Financing, which already had been established andhad become popular in other Asian countries. PVOs also are getting AID
support for their development work in the Philippines through centrally
funded grants. Altnouch USAID has not received ccmplete funding
information from AID/ -on these activities, it is known that at least 10
U.S. PVjs are supporting numerous activities with indigenous organizations
(Appendix L). In adoition, two U.S. PVOs are involved in P.L. 480 TitleI o o.ram, utilizin._ commodities valued at over $17,000,000 annually.
Other U.5. ano internationa1 ] PVUs are involved in family planning,
cooperative,, labor movement development, refugee assistance, disaster
relief, A)-IA and excess property programs. USAID also is planning to
involve PVUO in their Development Assistance projects.

In spite of tris impressive array cf activities wiich involve PVOs in the
PFilipDjnes, more e.Occs to be don- in promoting this collaboration and
partnership ani to effect a more meaningful role for PVOs in development
programs. For example, PVOs could be involved in the development of the
Mission's CDSS. PVC Co-Financing has been receiving only about one
percent per year of the total DA and ESF program of USAID. Under the
prcpco -d fu1io--on project, the percentage will increase minimally if at
z, 1. 1ri~~cte-it.al for greater PV' involvement is limitless.

E. rot UcL riotio (/,pond. B, Logical Framework)

i. Goal and Purpose. The PVS Co-Financing Project was designed to
increase priv-ite cevelopment activities involvino beneficiaries and
p:ivate, developmert or.4anizations to compliment Government funded and
manraGej developmerit efforts. Tnis was to be accomplished by engaging the
expertise of U.S. and Fiiipino private voluntary organizations in the
desior and implementaticn of development activities to meet the identified
neecs of low income groups.

2. Qualiflyinp Criterda. Tne project design focused priority on
activities of PVUs wnich were addressed to satisfy the basic human needs
of disacvantageb sections of trie Pnilippine population. Efforts aimed at
.ncrea inr incomE anc masinq availbl)e or expanding education, sanitation,
health, fari-y pannirio, nutrition and legal services or assistance.

'the decree of participation of the
Oerv F E3 7 r tt e I v' .... e.-, pocess,; the introduction of a nes

".i~. oi vavc tecnnciocv; ano tine consistency of
........ ith U.S. anro deveione,-rt assistance strategies. In

total e J to previne or obtain a contribution of at
least o tetoa suoproject costs or value. Subproject proposals
also were to t.ake into consideration social and environmental impacts andbe able to demonstrate that subprojects were technically, economically and



administratively feasiole. In general, the criteria emphasized
flexibility in expanding the role of PVOs.

3. Fundino an Time Frame. A total of $5,000,000 in grant funding was
approved for the three-year life of the project, beginning in fiscal year1980. Of this total, $4,730,000 was budgeted for direct grants to PVOs
and the remaining for technical assistance, training and administrative
costs. It was anticipated that PVOs and other donors would furnisn$4,730,003 in counterpart funding, which would bring the grand total for
the program to $9,730,000.

The life of the project was extended for one additional year (FY 1933) and$2,0O0,OJ2 in rant funding was added. In the meantime, the Mis.ion hassubmittec a FIL to AID/ to continue the program for anotnt. fJve years,
FY J964-£5, at a cost of $10,00C,006.

F. Staffinj. The PVU Co-Financing Project is administered by USAID's Office
of Food for Peace and Voluntary Cooperation (O/FFPVC). This Office is
staffed wi,- t .o U.S. direct hire officers, one U.S. personal services
contractor (P19, four Filipino professional staff and two secretaries.
it has resporsioilities not only for PVO programs but also for a major
Food for Peace Program, involving two U.S. PVOs, and some limited
educatior .elated activities as well as disaster preparedness and disasterrelief responsioilities. In addition, O/FFPVC administers the Accelerated
Impact Prccran with the Peace Coro,. One U.S. officer is the full-time
proJect m&nae-: of tne PVU Co-Fiia ncinc Project and the PSC also works
full-tim on! the Project. 1 oters also are involvea in various oegrees
of assistance ari capacities. Durirq the course of tne evaluation, tre

Srescir . armc tre Mission is recruiting to fill the position. The
Office w1ii Le loSirc a Fili-ino staff memoer who is involveo only
mininlly w:n PV Co-Financino. However, USAID has proposed in the PID
for PV ir, 11cing JI that another full-time PSC be funoed to assist
witn projet aoF nistration. Curretly, the participation of USAID
techical Staff ano others in the Mission is limited to the review of
surproje, --oposals, as discussec in more detail in Section IV below
(O/FFPVL Organization Chart is attac ,ed to this section).



CRFNIZATIONAL CHART

OFFICE OF FOOD FOR PEACE AND VOLU.NTARY COOPERATION
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were it'is invo1ved., ;Tis sub'p ojeG has t e greates -impact o: tiaa grs oosleei~Ic nes a:experi e asuch, 5 ccess,-.asi a d at a OCOM'sp!rojece7 ~ eneficiariesu e te*subproject -am ou toa al os't,50% .of~ a 73,000-Airect' anc.,inirect
beneficiarie' of allV22'subp- ec S.

Th sxh iiio P0 hiliopin Businassman ,f or Soci'al Progress (PBSP)'
Fi11in 1oVbs and4 te training Qf suc orga'nizations insoc ial ,evalopmentand mnaement. With S ffl n, tis~ 0V as put- ~oet a a directr0 . Iidr e pover~ 500i indigenous PVOs -t pa et sub 'roje, t ilc onduct training for staff members of 169 di'fferent POs.

' l o' th PhlpiePOs appear~ to hav eadequiate" staffs to admister.~theifrsubprojects althog ahre hav abean some difficulties 7in!-subnitting,S 4-aful and timeily reports to USAID.O e of th main waknsses in PVO
stfin sth ac fexerti ,s e reaig to suchi Aoncarns. as marketing)maaemn sytm an agoffety Poject .Cornpassion perhaps has thebest capability in terms of aeqae an approriat saff±og

divesif~d. aciviies;ninty ercnt f thm hve ad ongand~ valuableThxperi nce, eFh6'co'Run 'dvlopment in 4thej'Piii e eand in Viehtnam.The XaJir ceceFudati'on andSanita Cruz'Mission 'are- right behin~d4PRCMi u~fe tf n upr services.~ HaeenKeller,~~>Intrnatin's counterpart, the, Ministry of Social Ser~vices anrd'Deeopet has capbla qaliie saf assignjed 'to~ the&~' ~ v~
*eadn h eeto n s of fieldworkers have arisenam FIAanTAF ce ) jsentte

staffs,-n relat"' t1n an inmlemeninthei
supojcs Mto te re from the subproject, areas ad speak~ thelnugan ra'sadth'e local culture. This is ev'en true of U.S. and

'~ '~'-~:k., other expatri dte personnel in6vled in~ the~ actua imemetation of the ~ ;subprojecs., .~ ~ - ~- '-'-),~-.~

C. Characteristics of~ Sbproj1ects (~~

*4I. Tyes of Subpro*1ect Activites.~ Mvost the 21subprojects are primarilyaddressing the priority sectoroffdannurtnwhsen
subroect i edcaionan huanresource development land one inpopulation and health. However, 'at least seven of the 'subrojects 'are ~



* u's~ ~. ~ J jpra So ~e ~ 'd~ an iolve'componeijs, JomQ
evra.l, Isec lbls re 6 4 1 oIc b I~~r1~t ~~~

-an he .ee- ea ri -asas' o ow etaie suffry is---

n A

Se Fud SVo

~ roei on uthi-7t dfern tye ret-g

dd1 to21:

79*4'--'

Pi- -nomeula ion Health- 1-- -1-'24 26 5 ">4-%

U,644229, 13 00.0

InThttio uildihg > ' ,, can 2be 8rke donfrhe7nodffrn yesrltn
eto theiyr seiobobjae -1"-'-veopmnt aproche an-benficaris -

~'r4-TypCs of Ac~ivit Uroram PV~ Fiipn --9s Total"'-----1

IncDSS PriortRions -6 5 4 '"i"- 8l -

- C GOP Priorit. Programs '-'-13'" 9 16j3' l9J '4-

"'4Uplan&,Areas 4"' -----2----- 4 7 Q '- 6 '--.'z -

-Lowland Areas , - " ' "4 10 - '-2>' 1-2-"
Uplandand Lowland Areas 4. 1''~ 4 ~.?" 5 -'-

-- - - 2.- :-'Cost'Per Beneflciary.. The evaluation team did not have the time or
-- propiateingomaton ~o~cop~et a4comprehensive and legitimate -'7---cost-bene~f itor-. cost-e ffectiy'enesstistudy' pPfthe overal1l. program .3 The

' ~ numiber 'ad nauef.althe individual projects are~ltbo':,aried, in terms'
'--of ,objectives ahd .rg'm ben' adrs ,t specifialL~d>3- 11 ~

S 'accurately idelt-i'fyr4the ben~cais * Hoeeit is estimiated that
28- 708 -ess wil directly, benefit, fromn the. projects and 186,,192, will 4'IA a' benefit "indirectly' - Uing 'simple~ arithiei'eti&; this meanis-that the6 per

;4~f4 ~capita cost' for directsbeneficia'ries-is -$25.10 and $15.30 including 4

4--- --- Indirect beneficiaries; this'is based bn',t tal project costs of ''"'7-

.$7,230,333 for 19 projects for which bene'ficiaries could be identified-. -
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( two TAF-e'cala's'sis ts ace an' reer rjects ,relatdbg t
conservat d o fuel. d- aio men, were,, not inc~. ) Using t

toa udg ro i ed by USP.I forhse 19 hecs(45,8~
cost-benejici'ary rati & pov es -- $15.83'jor direct' b'e f iciar~ies, and
$9'.60, ai cluing"idrcbefcais.

* It 'should however', be noted that of: the 'otal number. of, direct an_indirect beneficiaries targetted, 203,178 are .undrroet omasns
Ineg ted Mrine a Agro ForstryoProject fo oastal ras. ,-I~f this'

pro ect and, the related be a iciaries, areexclud'3 drm aanyis
then' thecost- be'icry' ratio jbmps o $80.50 'or _-irect beneficiaries .
and $2l.00 for total ba ' ti ci'arie s. :(See Ap eni'' I -for1 de t~i ie
'ianformation on beneficiaries)Y.

E.mu bproj ect Di Tec. -and mAdmini strat~i ve o ss 'A suyofPV
s ~po~jot ostby~~seof-funds, irdicatesthat a large por ion0,

fundS,~ J9%, wen t o sbproject related costs as opposed to'21 for PVO
admnistrative cOSt s. (There may be a' variation~ of 'sever~al percentage

fa points either way in thes' figures' as some project budgets did not
coti coplt details .) As~ expected,,ad inistrative costs for
F ilipino PV~s (13%) are considerably lessK tan those for U.S. PV0s

(26. (ApndxH

-J~Ttl~hPVO Project Cost( 1 Poject Cost ~ Costs

Phlppines' 2743!;853,, 27 38 5 (7)35236 1%

Toa i?' $71'361,58 $,8,93(9) 15462 2%

ths f te donors,~ the adminisrative costs of PVOs in development~< 1
~P "Oet are quiite reasonable. -

in- studying the administrative cssof olU..PVOs mr lsli
4' c Lbesenthtovrha cost's"'associated with thei'ome& offices-areV'

wha mae temmorelcost1- than 'i Fi pino PV0s; otherwise, there does not
~<seem, tolbe-vey rnuch'difference betweehnthe ,tNwo groups. The Asa

Founatio1ha thlhgetoeha cost 1which averages about.'37% of

~<-progamn. .Ov'erhad ates, of other' U.S'. PVOainly or direct' costs are
*solos HKI - 0,,CS-.%Saet Children Federatiovi -'7.9,.an eet.a detss ol evc, 82. 'IHAI has an overhead

Sratelof 69.2% for onl1j xpatriate staff slais; ICA does not have 2
17 I~ overhead rate arnd absorbs these costs'9s part of its 'Counterpart'A>~

4., Counterpart Funds. Although thie Project Pape 'r requires only 25%.,in'
counterpart funding to be provided in cash or 'kind for each project, it



* rjo ttcoun e part4 unding woul amon 'to 1;4 7 ,3O0 or.50% oftti.project coss 5i ne ~ ssi obligtdter c muto6114,229: f or, e 2.rojects, Icot.nter a 't fU 'ng " - ul av
correspond to thi~s amount. H0wever 'thle in formation outlined bbelojhich was,,a enfrom'b5 get's i6'project poposals, _snows, tha' t etarg'et.of~ 50O' in, USPID funding has -nt beenft achieve -,e6 Although:" the -percentage'*for. fiscal, year. 1980 ca e close to the targetp 'theovera'JA perce'ntage in'counterpart funding for the three-year period is' 371. Appedix G)

F ;rpet f IILoca -other IGOP L Local]ear T Cost U SAID I US/PVOs IPs ,Donors I articipantsI-.

$292,54 $i.,28.,543_2I4144 500 :-J$57,495-J'$250--46-3I$3l ;
I I 00O% I 59% I 5. 1 20,% 8% I 8

11981 1 $l1,4961936 1 $11076t534~ 1~ 0% 1 $302,902 $43,900 1' $73, 600
100 'I 72 1 0E4  1' 20% 1: 3% 15%

.11982 1I295141$)377 $20,523 1 $236,898 1 $1716,4284 $7,13'

S100% 1 I 63% ~ 1 7%~ 1 8%v; 1 6% ~ 1~2~ 6%'

Thnere is the pos sibility that theoealttl n cnae of*counterpart contibutio'ns will increase 'as PVOs repoIrt,'ctua1 iput,for, thdir ,projeqcts Bae'':teosrain of the evaluatioteamr, it Is believed 'that., more 'resources. from-,other donors aregoninto a. 'number, of,. projects' than are~bigrcre an accounted, Ifor'by the PAOs,. This maybe the-base for projects being,£~e~~tdb;
the Santa Cruz~ Mission, ICA ,Helen,-KelleiK'Internationai2 -'ad; 6thers. AJ42On the. obther' hand, 7the6 Kalahan Edctionjfoud'ation,'tne Igorot
Community' AcinPrga IHAP and othei's haverbeen d~nable to'otprvosy rjce onerat onrbtos h' g aagreementsplace,-the repniiiy of~- obanig:herquirdcon rpa
resorce son,th rnesad'ti oficpae tattose currently ,A <4experiencinig prblems ofthis nature, eentually will be abie to 2obtain 'the required counterpart.

~*'The unavailability,.,oc-counterpart resources when required has caused.sri theay sedveralOIlisin the'implenentation 'ofthseraprojects m~entioned~ abov ..As a result', pro1ject designs'andfimplemnentation plans hav Thad or will have to be revised, and the
o<' verall imat orh roet ay be r'educed.- ~ -



0Some POs a e n diated that te 3.e gh proc'ess of. SVIO - w4ichaverage n2 s- tconsidering andoaprovin.g E h e1ir 'poposals."hasrcontdib te to teir Jdiffcu1ties in programng th&ir~ obwnresources ~n obtii.asst ac fo the'donors. PVOs rely, uponcon'ributions- f om be pblic or other' donors n crigo her
programs',an dmost of them-pav pra~jw : oblems.

5.~Dis rsls nd xpendi resWa aysi o~ e :disb rsement ofFfunds~by USAID,. indicatesa amuchlower -rate of disbcirsemtt h'anwould be expected. Only 42% of th~ud obligated fori poecsFapproved in. fiscal y'ear 1980 has been disbursed and 6 iF 21%for :five,
A projects in fiscal year1981 Uner's tandably, the.,rate',of:0 disbursements fori.fisca,-ear 1982 isoy3% as the' te projec'tsinlcluded were appr ved onlydrig :the past two to six months'."

SFiscal T~otal .Grant P, erc entage wNo. of No. ofFyear j r ant 'Funds 'Disbursed Disbursed7 PVOs fProJe t s~
1980 V%,F$2,728543 ~ $722,350" 2.2.981 lA1,76,_534 23'605 219.82 Ii"J~,839 172, 59~6, 31 7' "''io~~

Toal $4,644,249~ $1,005,323 21 (averge).1721~ 
-F'

Th'e rate,-of-. expenditure by PVGsis lowl, cansidering, thatA they~'usually'
~ receiv-e an advance of, "three months' for~ pr"jected ~costs. G\ enerally, 'the~.expenditure o~f-,funds should be heaviest-' in the :early stages of project 1 2implemntation. AA;'A.*A'

~~ FAith ough there are a number "of' reasons wqhich account. for this;-situation,77
the evaluation team feels that ffinancial planning~ is lthe main .resonMany of the projects do not have proper implementation''Olaris or''d' not ~

,.,.FFF~F have realistic schedules for-thecise -of the funds..,Fr"'instanceK"F"F'looking at only the FY 1980 projects 'which -are Fdue ,to expire in lesthan one year, at the present rate of expenditure' tit '~ould take the '~"Santa Cruz Mission ,(SCM)' 26 more mi th's~to expend its complete fund~~' ~~allocation; -Helen 'Keller International,,i25, months'; IHPPf 27 months, anduV'&- ji'The Asia Foudto 2 moth each for its tWo projects. ~ ~

Other unforeseen obsitacles also have cntributed-to the silow rate of'.
0expenditure., For' example, SCM experienced difficulties in procuring,.construction materials; IHP was not able'.to secure"Acun terpart,. ~ ' F~contributionsin a timely manner; and some components, of the FTAF Water '"'A' "~F'F'"F"> Resources..ProjectF'have proven unfeasible., I n many' cases,A among -the 21 ~ '"""~."total projects,.'the life'.of projectF periods and/or"-amount of fundsi'

required are not realistic. 
* ~F~

0. Subproject ProressF and Success 
F

The Evaluation Team investigated eleven separate subprojects (briefly
describedL~V~ in Appendix D) by thoroughly reviewing' project documentation,

o'A'"'F"A'F"
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m aking briea sitIis, adi interie wing subproject managers 0Pvstaf f anld USAID:s rjc of fcers Th ' vsti aos
sU b 0r1jets provided'a, number ofC cncusions.'

* . ~civ~eit6'Subproject Object-ives. It is 'too ,early to -asesadequately to~e im~pact oif most, subprojects. Whiie all subprojects have.
weaesses available 'ifornationsuggests 'that miost ftepoet,semto be headed for successful ac6bon- l"shment of obJ-ct'ives... The-' keyfact~ors explainin~g subproject- succe'sappear'4to be: dt- '6ity nS

4conscientiouisness of subproject, managem~ent andjlocalenhsamad'*participats in sUbproje'ctC activities and' decision-making., 'Asecondary,.
factor is. the quality of the subproject~ design. T e general con csionista h V~ and their Lsubproject a 4aving a positive in mace aonth QPoor~ segeto h oolt

.2. Subpojet esipn. JLik~e many AID assisted idevelopet rjcs/_ Most subprojects, suffer f'rm eitfher ~a wak' dein npprotproatectsrnoeith Iml nainpalc fsial feasibiity~ s'tudies,Sor unrealistic targets 'and 'timeframes. Of hbe th-mlmetto
e ans emt the most'''generl prblej5s '_In ipay cases, th supo'ct objctives mnight

on ;,h Laly' provides, resources, fore a .three-year, ,peiod.' In fewcases ,' PVsA
ji~ the -limited skill capabilities 'of their staffs. ctwcaeb

3.Benfiiar Ivolvemen't. While some sbrjcsdmntaeatv
l ocal participation in subproject, impleme'ntation,~ be4neficiar'yi''involvement is eak ina,,numiber~of 'other--'sub'rojects. The maoiyosubproj ects a'rht 1de ut'li' fI Ing bee fiiari es in subproj ect,~ 4

deblsio-m ai.d implementitn., Therefore en~rthusiastic local >i
the g'a period is noatssred. ~I vra 'cases, the""4 V~s initiated"I-oe generating, ctiVities~withbut adequa tel.y,discussing these. with inten~ded beneficiaries. :TAl~so many 'of -these:

activities were'nt -suported by apgropriate,'fe'i6 t -studies. hs0om PIOiitae aciiisaebt noua i intended
V -eneicirie an, eonoicaly nfesibe.,Thedevelopmrent~iteratureis full- ofem~pirical studies which indicatfe that 'a ke~y to development is''eeiir inbvemn'i rjc decision-m'aking and :incbiffributionoaf resources to: Project activities. 'Without these,-beneficiaries4

~usually vie -the 'activity as a dole-ao4adte iapa.ut programn w~hich willlast briefly Y4~-

4~. Sustainiability.' For most subprojects, continuation of subproject 'actvites aftr te rant period is a majoi~ concern.; Financa~J4  '"'viabilitV.,is ritical; subprojects which are-not financially-viable, 
-'4' 4- even thpuah they may be economically viable', must be subsidized. In-somnecases, subprojects are not demonstrating financial 4or economnic:viability; however many exhibit potential far doing so.' Another-keyfactor is identifying appropirate oraiain ocontinue the
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subpioject acti vity after the PVU completes its work. In some cases,
local cooperatives andor community'organizations can fulfill this role;
in otners, ir)2ai or national government agencies seem appropriate.
Unfortunately, most subprojects are not receiving the cooperation and
support they neeJ from local and national governments.

5. Peace Corps Involvement. While Peace Corps volunteers (PCVs) are
active and well accepteo in most suoproject areas, only two of the 11
subprojects evaluated nave PCV involvement. Their participation in
tnese two SubpTEjects was quite positive; they possessed the skills
reqUired by the two organizations and also were helpful in informing
people about the programs and motivating them to participate. The
evaluation team believes PCVs could participate meaningfully in other
Co-Fjinanciag sutorojects.



PART IV. PRO&OSAL PROCESSING SYSTEIi

Because the existing process is flexible, tias changed through time, and is no
defined explicitly in a USAID Manual Order or other appropriate document, it
is not clearly understood by all of the parties involved. Thus it is
important to take some time in this report to describe the existing process.
The process involves numerous steps which can be separated into four basic
components: a. preparation and submission of proposal; b. Mission review and
selection; c. resolving issues and signing of Grant Agreement; and d.
subproject monitoring and evaluation. Steps in the process are diagrammed in
Figure 4-1.

A. PrepFjrat:on and Submission of Propo5als

1. Orientation of PVLs. PVOs become aware of USAID's Co-Financing
Project in a number of ways. The PVO may learn about the activity from
another PV0, another donor, or from a national or local government
official. The PVO may approach an AID employee witn a project idea and bE
rafErreu to t /OFFFVC an tne Co-Financing Project. Alternatively, members
of the s/FFHVJ st.ff may visit PVOs ann discuss the project with them.
Tnere has Deer, only limited publicity in the local press, radio or other
media.

Before submitting the proposals, PVOs should learn about the procedures
and reouirements of the Co-Financirng project. Such orientation is
accor21 isne- by providing PVjs izh materials describing the prooram,
formal orie-tation and trainn activlties and discussions between O/FFPVC
stat f an PVCS. The O/FFPVC contract PV0 Specialist has preparec a
siplifiec version of the PVC- Co-Financing project paper which describes
in comon terims the Co-Financing program. in addition, simple, logical
cui.eliE. for project aesiri (based or AID's Logical Framework) and
proposal preparaticn have beer, oevelopeC. Tnese materials, along with
discussions with O/FFPVC pers..onnel, provide PVOs with an understanding of
tne Cc-Fjnancing program ano te requirements for proposal submission.

Experiende gained throuah distriouting documents and informal discussions
with PVCjs suggesteo the need to initiate a formal orientation program.
The first formal orientation prog.ams were conducted in June and November
1982.

2. Initial .%ecuireme 'ts. Tne Co-Financing Prooram has two firm
reoiuiremenS tor urartets. Fi', all grantees must be reoistereJ with
e-thJer thr U.S. Govern, r--:t fcU.S. PVOs o vitn tne USZID Missior; for
local .... I' r-,e re:r ti .-'. enera follows quide!-ire::

v, i r,. i .s - co , r3ve vritten ou1oelires fo: the
interrna re-le of itr.icajo S, i consists of a review, by FFPVC,
Contrullel, hrooraqr, -. ntrc L Offices of specific docunents
submitto by ttie P'V an-, a fo~ral d-erminaticr: by the DIrectoi. A look
at the e~x uence to daze ino .d~e tnat the process usually takes o',ei
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iMPLEMENTAT ION PROCESS FOR USAID PVO CO-FINANCING PROJECT

I PVU's learn aout Co-Financing Project opportunities and require- I
Iments through formal, informal, direct, and indirect contacts with I
I USAID

I PVO Submits Formal Proposal I

IO/FFPVC makes initial check for Registration, Counterpart Funds,!
Completeness, Suitability I

I Procosal cistributeo for I I PVO aodresses deficiencies orl
technicai review I withdraws proposal I

IBased or. tecnnLcal review and otner considerations, O/FFPVC makesl

I initial fundino decisions and drafts Decision Memo I

I froject Committ'e clears Lecision Memo I

I Dec'sic,-, Wr1C seI: t,n:oun Deputy to Missior, Director I

It~j~.Yisl Directo sicr-s Decision rMemo! IRejection letter forl

I lunfunded subprojectsl

ILette: of Intere:t with issu._s for seiectej suoprojectsl

INEDA revies & j O/IFFPVu makes I I PVO resolves I
Iclears propos_]l I site visit 1 I issues I

L 4 $'S' jC!CPRU T GRA;,' AGGY[: SiCNEDI

1ubs r- 'ic,-e e-: -,- -a c n1l

IQluarte_:-Y irealric 2 j I rIunc.; IO/FFPVu rrapesl lEvaiuationsl
Inarrativ -i reL5rt: I Iavar,::%jl Iperiodic sitel ISuemitted I
Isuomittej, I visits I

IGrant PFerod Enos - bpriect 41-1- /4brjjc ctivity Coninuesl



six monts a, a there are 'som,d sr re osa~g SI t
t,. the purpose of registration requireme s dn speiirs0 iilts
o'tose 'ivled. Teseco re uireentlsthat heO ' ut p~ ly at1east2%.o total subproject' cost's. 'These, Counterp'artfu ns' ca 6be, incash or i ind~ and may >come. from~~ islo

rri~ff~. IP~0 a neeoriented propel teywi-~ lli havefulfilled thse tw,,imu rcquirementsbeforetea i
p oosalJbr~ UI cc' cofinancin.
3Informal Proposal,. PVO's may submit an informal- ropsa to /FV

Afrcomments rand suggested imrovemens e T FVht r es
proposals ,and provdes feedakto tePVO. S'uc feedb@Ck'M a d i ca t.e*streng ths and weaknsses .of the, project d'sig'; 'sec6tions' o te propoaa'l
wh- ich nee~d additional work, and suiggested changes in", he project-,concepnd esin tts-tg-/FV-a-norage-th RV Oto cb-iue oron -the propoal 'or"USAID f udig,' suggest th e PVO seek fudingro t erdonors ] osugest ithe.PV6 consider other project 'ideas.. Wil'e - ritten'ebackusua~lly, is provided, often the most consti Ch efeedba'i

* -provided in face~ toface mneetings between O/FFPVC and~ te.PV

. Submission of Formal 6Prposal. 'PVO'~s submit formal proposals -in'accordance with USAID a submission deadline eac year ) anuar 31and~'July;31. ITe l1enigth of t'im between in~itial PVO-USAID contaLct anid formal~pro6 posal varies a great deal but is genral'ly four. o te monts. '

tendsal sumte bytedadlines usually are considered a ru nths ed obe comipared tooeaohe _nmkn funding decisions.
B.Mission Review and Selection - ''

J. Initial ScreeninQ by y0/FFFPVC, p/FFPVC makes an initial~ review~ of eachi
.,.. -submi tted proposal..' This revie:.. determines i f: a. the PVO i's regiseredb' the. pro sa ett wnyfv,. ecn onepart requihremen't;; c.
.7'it requi res addikionla~woik because, it! lacs: eseta proposal

information (purpose,,:budget, proj ect analysis, et,,) n .i et
1<:*"I l~;developrental" in the AID context~ as~ opp o sed' toa reuti to fudsc

2 things as civic 'beautificatlon,'&, festivalor costruction of a chc,-

-~Proposals'-whi 'A ch do not m~eet the se cond,, 2 third and fourth criteria above-' <usually are returned to PVOsl who then. may contiiue',t'o work on the ,

proposal and rsubrmit 2 it foconsideration during ,the _next-'funding cycle.--If the' PVO is' not registered, O/FFpVC immediately informs the PVO and7 K <instruicts it tobgntergsrto rcsi it' has not done so~
already.~ The' proposals of et to be registered PVO'scontinue through the ;2:Mission review process'. If such prpsl fr'sletdor: funding, the.PV.O will have to obtain registration before a Gr~ht'Agreement canpbe'
signed'.,

2. Technical Review, ,O/FFPVC summarizes the proposals and identifies
relatedlissues in a mem'orandum whichjis distributed to appropriate
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.wi hees i sped ici'ally state ,,c ozit~a o- be used J. n un'1ak te
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experience a review proposais. Tnere'cord ± idicate6s ;tha reie r
or al ly-re given abt eesto ,reve en; to ff eenros'
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~ . Decision Meo. L a de&csor mePio' a "the USAD i Dire cto', /F
recomm *ds Proposals. ifor fudin ae b "te7co s; a ,the -ev i ewers,.,_its o-nreview a, eroslaoraoati sposa.

-m6emoi' ben s~ to t o ewe Di e the "o' olde adIinetecsocal
Project comrittee., co~~~e ~eeai lae~ 1

*~~~~~ reaslb ecirde Di frect ~~e ti~te aea d oce

proect ceom,<dfl VO 0

{~om 0rc~edW f6rfnag Suct osue is bre rolnbved to te Masslo s-_,.
Prsals recmmede ao Grandin a#e~t the ignte' r sed to~ erdi sion mf'em~o So fars 'nacte tha, thee~ ae a q~a
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cto eor rn Agemn-~ be -gn wcihg PVoject' Aprck'

claify) epro jeteig. Sedm r Propsal ",coplet l r asyfo
fundiy~n c an inpleseanpsio to aedciion by pthe iretor fmi

~ v ~ recomenations Asidec~ testin owo
m';:v ~ ys;fan~hncl Peai i fica crti~nai ( fr alreglistr'atind~icosleasetess 25% conepr £dirj ae

Many, provideseonl gtera l cperiteri hav eveigeV'prpsl a
folows: a. baest c thuvar nees;b nreae ofom h P cithrought prdctv
p Iriatnumtrton idnfyr tin lea'sitne d.e~ tetngo
R.fdP1Vs f n c feaibi iandeciionmems (o/a,138l'~:i~ai drd"48g. enalssvaedta

Han o sete e-criteri ape o ae beeeine usedpor of prposal s amrndd /forVC.

Sfunding. 'The reasons 'mentioned were Idistributed as'follows: a% PVO has ipArVen~track' re %cord -31%; b. Pr oposed activity is~ 'a go dao et

kewgo da rmes'



ra~~ ~ 6t 3 ! o rosaist ec nical sou - 2~5 j .ro

ac t ii tis- co si sten i S-1

oIbal-,Of' thirt- e reason s -,ere menl e~b or, o~ i§pooas
ese ci d o obpsals-reeding ad ion a7l or a I o osds i er

* ecowende' fo r -o trigh -:,rejbciohp folio s: a. roposeca 80 vi yyncos a~ec~e, oexpensiveorincluesoeyrea ncs r tocs
3% -b. Po b'ose dac, 't" 6" ,l'ic6ates--exis Ing-actli a es-20 C
Proosascmee %et ereaig; -1 as" or.-

ace .,.- o s udaincap a1e of, success fully._,p lemeqtihg ,project
e; e. ro 0po'seb a t4l 1i"Y i s, otSibl o, 00- inqacig; ,rbject0T oi,

*consis en ait ,rojectojecives,-9'* P.roposai,":'o tecnnicallyso
- -.roposed actii,,- agoo eao oes o e ra e

5. Director's Apr lof Decision a Mmo. T a SAID'Direc ora D
Director-review. the:'decision6 m ad, if acassay, dsc s Juni* ebisions wit'Et e 0 FFPVCI st- r ioni perso al. Ta
1Director diay sign tJe decision aemo appAroig the- u hingecisions
recorqmended by 0/FPVCor. may ask tat chages be ma( an itha funid g*aecisionps before granting approval.' : ith: ow aaexceptions, ,t ae,
Directo has accept.ed th funding 'recommna dtionsof O/FFPV/C.,V

6. N otification of PO Letters' draftad by Q/FFPV0 and signad by th e6:Directorl are sent-to all P'~shic su ITadppo1. aes'sg
pertaihin to ropsals not rcommerfded~for funoingofifer-'er ,sge
other possible funding sources, mlayindcate neeeda impovaemants in the,

~ .proposal- or may encourage the PVdto improve'the proposal ahd-submit it
n' i h next Co-Fiahcing 'funding, cce.'

Letters regarding proposals approved forfuning indicate that US AID is
cu4 .~drin th reviewprocess. can. be rs~~ s lved Iss ae ft ~ ~

K2changes in the prjct fdsin developing of an acceptabla impeett
an evalaton pln gann laace fro ,EDA, obta~ining registratd,

or~~~~~ ~ ~ gtigdcmneevdneo oterpart'fundig.
~ C. Resoliniii Issuesand Sionino of, Grant Aqreement -

1 ~ . Resofvino Issues- <The O/FV uproct~ofid<wrk wit ~he VO
torescilve the issues.' Asitaceis prvie wit maigtehia* 'chane~n-rjc eineeoig imlmnato n e~valuation pans -

,and reso0lya6g' 6the technical. issue's. D0{FPVC withassist caefrom~~.
Mlssioniteci'a1 off i es, deemnswe susaerIesl~dt h

.satisfaction of the Mission,~ This procedure has takeni fro'ri one to 11 ~
~<Months to cornee ih h vrg amount of tieben formonths.

2.FedVisit. N~ormally a field visit by the o/FFPVC subprjectffcer.
ias m-iadet -te prposd 'project site of subprojects 4 approved for 4fundinj- -j .

4 While~ such site. visits are not an absolute requirement, they are conduicted
fo loteeysup.o tgat (It is possible thiat such~ a site visit-



'Ma reve ormation Ic ou1 case USIDt reco d 's~
oecision; h oew6Ve r'-.6" t 6ae tis as; otoccrre Sie Isi p~ ee
su proe o ae an on tegrouq" adesa tno~~ oe

s rojech o To dae .1 ere asbeis-4aJ. a1o,

*techical. staf I intese visits.':

3. Daf o an Smgnin ofGrant!'Aareement.- USAID prepares ~a'Ga
Agieement-wich i'ssignedb teU iDo~c g 0 ficer o issslon
Director an a representative'of the VO., Inee~pfl
-greementthe 0/FFVs iprject officer drafts a ipo/ which .s cleared
by, -the Project~ m6 rt eas~ w a' th Mission Legal Advisor, Controller,
P:rogram Off~icer'a d Mi inDiretor. a Th /Te, e0 goes to th 'M ission

-jor - a tsgrer n- as'don inorma Iaion.n:
th PI'OIT. The a aount a tima bet'ween the'subission ofthprco osal and dthe signing of~ te Gran tAgreemnt depeneds.on ae~f su
need to 4be resolved and ak a ro see 36 aonths with an averae of,

*~~~~~n isou l2o hP~t h r ~ e~~~ igned, thjePV0 requests an
advance of 4funds adLSAID'thenprovids[' iwith fud tsally within a
month of the signing the GrantAg''e~

qureU~t6 -narrtiv statu reor fo ahsbroet ~ subproject i
<fgenera,,vrPvu's ,agree tao collethe 'baseline -data andsunt~afi l< -

qua~kery rep ots, O/FFPVC staff v.isit. each subproject sit at least once
a 4 ,< year and usually mor&~often. 'SuchFi sits are a motn means of>~project monitoring and evaluation. Ivlentin ilvst by~

'"-technical statffhas been 4Minimal. ) ~:

'''E. Issues ~ '"~4"4

*. >~~jl~ Fleibiltyif Review4ing and Aprvn rpsas h iso has---~
adotd a policy.'of' "mpaximnum flexibility" in the revi'ew anpd' appr~oval of

S'~4 proposals.' Consistent with the ol 4 icy,theret-is no reqired standardY2 ,Q
'~~%j~y~ format ~or proposals and no-explicitly stated criteria are utsed for i"

'reviewing 'prdoIsals' and miaking funding.'deisi IonsV Some project cammttee~>I'"
membnersans_ wtell4 ssm PVO'ls,,-have in'dicated It at th'ey :do : at fu,

unesadteprocess' and do not 1knowexactly Doiw fu~nding~ decisions are ':made. 'While the policy of maximumn flexibility"4'allows the Mi~si'on",to do '"~'

essentially what-ft. wants or" feels.#t mqst,. It provides -very, little
,,, ,~ defens cagainst charges that :it-:unfairly. f4o*s'smePO ~ t

ov'< 9Oi~others ,_ .A USAID Man~ual Order, or-arnother~appropriate 4gulda'nce
* "'~'' ~ > ~d6curments'.whichi 4explicitly ,zotines the ,policies" and, p'rocdures~ to be 4usedto implement the project' wod~o'o~~a nipoi''hseitn

situation., Items .sugestd'for inclusion in 'such a docuiment"are:. a" goals



J pr ose~s of -te .proect" '' 'I a oca cr-iteri1a c. a'ex lici6,roposal
e -iele", 'dcoposil ioo f, rQos r eV Co miiteesa 6dr onsib e er e, ,proceoures, ar~ _criteri a s ore~~o~it eo e e ore ie at 4elies

Cog E gvariosis ages. o e. roposa rae aaieawoes* 2.mp se oJ foc ton Cr1. ara a ee aproeral grd g ID'4Us d errity:ogra xaeasCot a or .e e .o cr a e " a D:
-y,. poga-, a ~ eh_- ro efu t4 ,Paaperou

a r e a s ' b t i e o n ,9 afferent: geographical scorsyeso recstaegroutps or tpes of 'VOs Aqui1analystso iecision,.emoran a"'a* ~ex~isting projec'ts suggests ta -somaes I"ld ciei euse'd i''e. activities -should-er atltrg g0 SSo

Somte, projao comriittee~ members -feel .,that ex lic. ail bcati, iishould be~develope4 and used. Jt was suggested tt' h C o-Fnncg0 project be restricted to activitias whch-supor t amajor aeep t 6fthe lission's strateagy-, IWhilcommitteae abrs- did ot favor.g gants, forsupoet n er-aia th3ey feeha gra ssh~ould not~ ae-,~ esIktd~otj ~cf g eographical regIions which are 'the foc 's-,o& ,heL Misio~s strategy. Interest also w\as expressed in irecting more fundsto stenthnindigenous PVOfs an-osuprthipojc.
''The use of allocative. criteriais by def.iniio biased and m~ay be-consdered unfair. Ifalloctve-it&a c slinkad to the.CDSS Wereadptd PV' rquestin~g fuinds fo~r actiities 'suc~h as -aducation, legaI~ services or~ irrigated faringb would be discriminated against .. Still, theMi4ssioni-and th gnc sawholea've specif'ic develena' i 1 ategies,T* andi intereass ift seems~ reasonable~ that PVO jCo-JFinancin suproj'tshould contribuite toteea uha osble.. :Howver, an~ adequate'dere of flxblt inetblsig n r criteriaar dopted shul~d be antained i ode thti tnt o secal

dvlpetnescnbe addresse oa imely basis. -se of allocatiye -*h 'udmena obeciv~ f.C-inancinq Prjct to elp PVOs or to helpthe mission~impement titsCDSS? -- g

3. Us ofQal/\Ciera t present,4 no explic4itly stated criteriware used to review pro-posais. Most -.rviewers~ beliee that explicitly~stated~ critera'jholdbe used in ia se~p i thecu~t o co~.~1
.lucatipn$ .or d-VO~origil) of proposals*.-h coensnttatcieishouldbe, esalsewt'"hnm ult standards;rather that crieria

. sh6ould'speti fy,,exactlyIwhat factors4 shoulld be used to judge proposals., Atprsn-,eib'r d~o know how m c n shoul pai d~to:rechnical ueasbltyfinahcial.'plan, economioiabilitVy,~institutional.capabilit~, administrative fesiift$. PO.'track record andistaff capability,, project'replicability adsustai,.bil itv beyondi the -~~grn period and th uality'o rpsl rsnain
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0O esuggestion 'ista~ P0RV r pbosal's coul dbe ree,( (i1iec66 tor
researc proposalsi~s ing: specifdiayi s~d a eigted critei'a.'
1 tWs6c a syste, reiewers coui .sc'ret e oposr:Ao ach f actor,

Scores c 1 b i : dand, an objective ratqg o f each
coulda co1 obtained PVOs. ol und 'rad'le 1'ryt ere

rieria, a d e, abl e -to prepa re proposal s, accor n. he ag ra bacf, sing prescribed eighted q~ali r1ei t t is tS:,oo rigi a n,
:.nosist~ent with th e Ic' fa tmn hl

A secon option -is the use of exp~licitly stated , t bnwei gh ed or it eri '
is ssi artot ei rocess IDuses -i6 ass-essing PID's d s. teciteria' to~be used r ew n Is P s are all see out -in

H andbook II-I i.e. ehcaanass social, souodness,', e c._- However, no:
Wedts-arde~~dd- e-j~ei~ree : to use:-a a0i o-7 o fof e'

~crit'eria as eli s ators, inreviewing .and approvihg PID s and"
VFP Is.. This, flexibiit y enables~ 'AD1t0 o oc cas ionally o b k poo ±o Ject
quality an to fn rojects it wants to or feels ,ithas to. The use of

0 unpeigfhted~criteria usal eut nec~eiwrusing his or her own~
apploadi YE gse when ratingfproposals, but,'.te'unweighted criteria.Eppoah uedby IDto evewa Indapprove PID 1s 'and PP'Is - as worked
reasonabl welfl. k

A thr pini~ocniu sn the existing-system~ wich~ relies on
*the unstatedimplicit criteria of~ indiv'idual reviewers.

4.~ Piepataion of Proposals. The exit stem allows PVO'srto consultv ?
infrm-ITLlthUSID aboujt project idesadt umtifra rpsl

oproject eiew and romment. Thi system is designed to hel V'swt
pojet'dsdn'n proposa prepahtion Yhilet. t e is ion is prvdnPVO'swith.Iconsderab assstane~ the ile eee ii~thia VMis

-contact aPn# formal prpslsbiso ssilvr og lasting over a
during ttje project ietfiai' an~ro~ preprato stage.A Th

~delyiprocessng-proposals also relates to te lack ofcapability -among,Ssopme PV's to einr J spoel an~d additional Sitnefo

USAD s ee e io(tis' e thd1 -To th ereosbe USAID assistance- rtoUPV~s; sh~ould b o idd-trocontractssoas no oeaebt

sh'oulld~b inovdt h ~in~hr~hyc refer PVO s to appropiate
technical souWces;. organizations, doing ,i~imlar:<activities, and o6th er
imotn b tcs roet~sg 'd upr Fud (bSF) could be 1estabflshe&dwtin,,the PVO:Co'iFinaingh oject buidget to hire or contract7consul -tant5: to 'assis(PVO, s~ i6; deeoigterlrj da' conducting$ feasibility and baseline'stbudies cwhen deedncssr) and' help to
~redraf t -the ir prop~osals., A eis-n s.ote. nee~d :for tehni cal
a ssistanc' and the',alcation of funds~for this purpose could be mriade
durin et project idea/consultation stage of the two-stage prpoa
process su~ggested below. 1+'

A numer of the Mlssiornreviewers believe that proposals should adhere to~
a tndr format~. This ould-facilitate considerably' the'review~j
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* I'ocess.- Wi te n sem hey oftenssactpos
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~~additon' use. oaoutana 6 to oulss anmproe the i ~ lae uait o~fproposal~ J~he c ar nd yte adPr ect Paper do ot requio~~re' elVspeifedora'. h6 iigh be aco0'i~d ebh ino~deali ~~d ~iningp'ri 'urPsit inforr't n must enga sonteudssoeheei eah pre eig.adikigfnirodciirs'o d

preeti;dlund n s--n _to-udn, er iomd s. ,nSL tieaya- h ----Misin eve comiteornrnehateos'aOF~~batcho f poposls',PVttha ef"' .

haecomplined. abot havin t o& pihves.@n reiov lretubeo
proposl wceayar n he rfe.t sra hewrlodmreeel

sysrtofprforeasing eiwn'admkn fundingdecision on~et 6iVFpopsafls

conductte su mee boraent discuss an maefudn
recondtons. It wasProcugeste hPOs b~Je.sgest oinvioe tou1 fohe

pooa.Aohr psugg estiw 4sfraUU ehia ,tf esnt

Proposal.pSoch' vis, oul d proviide th rirs commiital brief suttro
* funding .i~~s assured, fudng t decisou. go ahe0ntvL fu'pooa

TwosaePoisl~ve Poes h suggestion wa offee samast rsueVO~oe preparai or
Voliunitar. gnce afld'ute Philidin~'tte (VPro ebers& isAI ta d theo-tg

-- >- aprom oes ollaoaiofbe Tis predu!Firet wouiI ni .ip biefwt themar oovelrll sy smbing r co en d f'J- 'PD orl b u bmDonitd,. ''Seond if. theAbov
a- a 'beni.: eeta

funding ~ ~ (I is' asrd Itet i PVO ewort.<"aedwiht ulprpslThis~~~~~~~~~~~-----------'' sugsin a, fee a mast eue 'V rpsl rprto
tilme4 a44''"pen e dtu euePOoehed- tas ol mrv

comuictin ad,---es and .'ro -- th prjetbewenUAI ndte
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7. irmlications. Several USAIL) staff have indicated that
implea:entation of the Co-Firancine. project absorbs a considerable amount
of staff, tim. -. The evaluation team found that, other than O/FFPVC, less
than 5% of USAID staff are involvec, and their irvolvement is mainly
limiter to less than 20 proposals per fiscal year. However, with the
adoption of the recommendations Dresenteo herein, the involvement of staff
should be more meaninQful and effective and less frustrating and
burdensome. In any case, staff workload implications should be considered
carefullv, along with the advantages and benefits gained from increased
staff involvement in develcping new proceoures for US!UD implementation of
tne proje t.

8. PvO Re -crtJio. Wnile PVU's agree that quarterly financial reporting
as warrat. ano reqire.f by AiDi , they seriously question the need for
quarte; ,arr.tive reportinc. Ma,-,v PVO's are experiencing difficulties
in sutdtinri nairtive quarterly reports in a timely manner; many reports
arrv at SA1D, ! twu to trcee montns late.

.C. -e2i \'.1V3ctE. t1he evaluation tear observeo in its field visits that
F'Vuo pe :r;.rJ, durir,- the iiamementatior; ff tneii -ubprojects, seemed to

imnrc '~ folio ,inc USA,-staTI visits to project sites, especially if
prCo-, ems were neing encountered.



PART V. LESSONS LEARNED

The evaluation team uncovered a number of lessons concerning PVO subprojects
and the administration of Mission Co-Financing for PVO activities. These
lessons may prove useful for other missions who are currently involved or who
plan future involvement with these types of activities. However, a word of
caution is in order because these lessons were gained in the Philippine
context and thus may not be fully applicable in other situations.

A. Ca.r teistics of PVO Activities

1. PV,) su .ojects can succeed in promoting development and are
particularly well-suited to areas where mutual accessibility between
people anc goverrnent is constrained by physical distance, by lack of an
effectie\' orqgrdzational network or by lack of a functional service
deliver), systei.

2. Tne cesicns of PVO subprojects are generally similar to those of other
AiD-n-ssistt: projects in that targets usually are overly optimistic,
timeframes are often unrealistically short, and potential technical,
administrative, and sociocultural difficulties are riot fully understood
before implementation is well uncerw ay.

3. Like )'Lne: de,'elopment proiects, the successful implementation of PVO
subprojects .- la:;eiy oependent upon dedicated and conscientious project
managememt as well as active participation by intended beneficiaries in
all aspect-_" of tne project. Eviden-ce from the Philippines suggests that,
whi.le PV- ./ rct have the technical expertise of some otner development
aoercies, t-,e, more tran make up for tnis slight deficiency by the
dedicat-i,-, conscientiousness of their staffs and their aDility to
promoIte:' benreficiary involvement in development projects.

4. Sus-a.r.iity is a particularly important issue in PVUi subprojects.
Because FvLs do not work directly through government agencies, there is no
obvious c: 7a nzation to continue suoproject activities after the
subproject perioc has ended. Inus some PVO activities may last only as
long as tr-!eF is suoproject funding from some external donor. To avoid
this sitati .o, sustaaqaoility should be a critical concern in the design,
reviev an: im,72-rmetation of oevelopment projects. PVO subprojects that
are technr, ic&Iy sourw, financially viable, and engender active local
participao-, .re readily sustaina''e if proper attention is paid to this
aspect Lf trie subproject.

5. -n-ic -K .ir ienoe from ccv:nment is an aOvanta2e in many ways,
supi.,:r t at.: ccperatloF, of local an: national governmental agencies is
very amps:::a:, to trne success of FVO subprojects.

6. Peace Corps volunteers can make a valuable contribution to the success
of PVO projects.
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7. Indigenous PVOs, at least in the Philippines, are very capabhe of
designing and implementing successful activities. AID should give greater
financial and technical assistance to indigenous PVOs.

B. Mission Co-Financing of PVO Activities

1. Mission Co-Financing, as opposed to AID/W central support, has the
advantage of facilitating constructive communication and cooperation
between PVO and mainstream Mission activities, especially when the Mission
administers the co-financing program directly.

2. Direct Mission administraticn of a co-financing program requires
considerable staff time. Workload implications should be an important
con:sideratican in designing and administering a co-financing program.
Efforts stiould e made to streamline such programs ano reouce staff
requiremerts. When staff constraints are critical, consideration should
be given to hiring an outside agency to administer a co-financing program.

3. PVjs should be provided with concise, clear information on the
co-firiancrnq program including program objectives, PVO eligiLility, all
proposal requirements, the proposal review process and selection criteria,
as well as all AIL, implementation regulations and requirements.

4. Wnile the main objective of most PVO subprojects is to have positive
impact on intended beneficiaries, an important secondary objective should
be to improve tbe institutional capacit, of PVUs.

5. Tne evaIuatio of a single PVO subproject can be as complicated and
time Lo ,sur,.lnL as evaluating a mainstream Mission assisted project which
may ne ter to fifty times as bic ir terms of budget levels. The scope of
work fcf tne Pnilippine evaluation was overly optimistic when it allocated
seven wee.:s to a four person team to evaluate tne administration of the
co-financing program and to conduct field evaluations of eleven
subuodrje cts.



APPENDIX A

EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

I. PURPOSE AND TIMING

PVO Co-Financing 1 (492-0345)

The primary purpose of the evaluation is to identify lessons which can be used
in developing a follow-on PVO Co-Financing II project. The lessons gained
will be used by the Mission to develop the best possible design for the new
project and by the Mission and AID/W Asia Project Aovisory Committee (APAC) to
make decisions concerning project approval. The proposed follow-on project is
scheduled for initial obligation in early FY 84. To meet this deadline and
enable time to complete the evaluation report and develop the Project Paper,
the evaluation is scheduled to begin in September 1982.

11. QJESTIONS TO BE ADDRESSED

The evaluation Aill focus on three interrelated aspects of the project: the
process used to implement the project, the impact of the project on the
direction ano capacity of PVUs, and the potential effects of the subprojects
on beneficiaries.

A. Project Implementation Process

For the purposes of this evaluation, process is defined very broadly to
include, inter alia, initial contact with PVOs, assistance with subproject
design and proposals, and subproject monitoring and evaluation. The
following questions %ill be addressed:

1. How does the Mission publicize the availability of grant funds? What
proportion of PVOs are aware of the co-financing grant program?
Should publicity be improved?
What recommenoations can be made for improving publicity?
Wnat is the total number ano total amount of proposals received during
each six-month period since project initiation?
Are enough proposals being received?

2. What criteria are used to determine which proposals need further work
and wnicn are ready for review?
Are these criteria adequate?
How does the Mission work with PVOs to improve the quality of
subproject desi?
How ca7; sucr assistance be improved?
Asidu frr-m assistirc witri suoproject designs, how do project
act ivi tie imo)rove the caa.ity cf PVOW?
Does the f-lission aEsist PVJs vitn subproject implementation?

3. Wnat process is used to make cecisions concernig the allocation of
subproject funds?
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0 Yhat~~criteriar are used'tojak 0f~~ ions?
How an he'allocation po110 C tie ~ prcess be im'pio d

4. Th rocess for reviewing ad-approving proposais is a majorcomponent ofgjW~i rtton. Ar the "best" prpsa 5 eingifu~ded t
~rpsla. 4t are achof.thestepn I-onthe, process from recepSproppoal...'t;o sign'ii n gof grant agreempent?; epb. -tWhat spcific,2criteria are us.ed to review'eah 'proposal?.~Shouldte ciriteria be mnore. rigid or. mor~e f'lexible?.Y~~ ' C.V What 1 is the coiiposition of the committee whi4ch used' the criteria4~ ~V. to evaluate proposals? 'Does this commiittee ful'y unesn

* ~ ~cifteria? 
-

d.Do the crtracvrtcnical, finaa,' legal, policy, a'swelaspliia aspects?.et How are these fact'ors ~ieighted?..,---,---..H~w- -a e-,hesepara tze-rat-ings--of ea ch-evaluator-combined into -aSfinal iiahking- of proposas
ji<< <~4 f. Is the existing~ review process working effectively ,and equitably 4* ~ ~' from the point of view of the. PVOs?~ ,the review commi~ttee~ membes~'~ the:USAID prjc ipentation~ staff? 4thef USI sno sta

g. '-What~ recommendation canbe made fo imrvn the iosa-~review an pi'oppprsal, proc 
"0

5. valate'~proursdosthe~ Mison use to continuaiy monitor anrd.
How can-these 4be..impproved? 4Are 'existing reporting requirementsinecessary 

,and/of useful? AHow' ca rprig.ruie ensand-documetati n b
6.'~at wtxteq'do s the Missioini enco6urage the&'active in~volvement ,of ~;
' th'e GIOP' Nation al,'Economiic & Developmpent Autity,(AAD ~ How loiul NEOA play a mores active role in the ' NeDA)9'Should NEDA serve as a clearijnb hous fr al PVO proposals and only

7. Is 'the present system-~of obligating by 'sibgirnt agreement effective?Would it be better t6 sign an annual obligationr with 'NEDA and thensubobligate by grant' agreement?.:
8. What ideas do PVOpersonnel'have for improving the Mission's) rimplementatio of the'project? , .- 

'What aspects do theyf eel rare' I atclrned 'of' improvemjent? "~What aspects are' they particularly' pleased4'with? j~~'What problems 'do they have ;with1Mission' practices? 
'Do they feel that NEAsol~aea oeatv oe

B. PVO Drection and Capacity

Components of t[heproject purpose includ:-increa sed PVO collaboration 
'-'with local groups in local development prjcsn a e VOactivities which correspond with GOP and AID policy priorities; andincreased capacity of PVOs to design and implement local development,projects.. This latter topic involves both impact and process.* ImprovedPVO direction and capacity is an impact 'of the PVO.Co-Financing project'~~o~ and the process of improving the~ design. and implmen-tation of the

subprojects. The following questions will be addressed:
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I .The Project Paper i enti'fied th followin~g assumpions regarding th.e'P 0 project: rnza erv te lty oVa. Pri~iae voluntary oraiaions~hv prvnthi biiyt
recogniz~ead respond fo local area~ needs wit'aproriateDnd

b. VTeir activities are usually sh~ort t'erm,, involve inptendedbeeiire inalapct fLh developmhent process,Land&are
<designed~ to moake a direct ipac~tthat satisfies bommunuity identife

eds.~~if~
~c SV~ omietimes,~ -inaddition~ to the: direct impact, project activities'

S.;;:test the feasibility of an innovative technolo~gy or ane
'~~ deeopmnirt mehdlg hci ucsfl can be applied~to thei

desine l of nain arl. prctms
d_ __ ___rj c t f e b rs sD a h local iangu age ; a~knoff Ied g_655f Fea udFul ca 1,,c u I ur e andJive Jin the impact area:.
T htextent are .hs~supin ai forthe assisted sbrjcso What eap, so the aoe poitscb b dcuened

S2. What evidence is there~thatth project 'has Vcontributed toicrae.PVO collabora'tion with-oa grusinlocl development proje ,cts~or~additional PVO,,activity~in subsectors of top GOP or .ID pioites
~~ HOW Can~ this cortribiltionbe- enhanced?

Do the criteria for evaluaigpooasaeutl elc O nAID priorities? utig rpsl djaeyrfetGPad2P~
Should all ~proposals meet' established pri'orities or should

~~ :flexibil ity be allowed?.
3. .What prpsl hav bensbitd oudetk ciiisi

'technology jtransfer, improved rural livelihood (especially in
<~rainfed and coastal areas), o6ff-far%m i~nDlmeht'generatibn, ,reduced

infan t mortality and fert~ility, or improved~enrgy efficiecy?.~
~Were they given special consideration in the approval process?,
Were any of~these funded? Why,,why~ not?

4. Whatcan be done to generate greater.PVO interest and action in
subsectors of topGOP orAID 'priority?.<
Are PVO's awai'e or 2concerned about GOP-or, AID priority subsectors?
H Savem~ PV' en ie heiso' Country Development Strategy

-~~ 5. What evidence is there 'that PVO capacity to desigw and implement
projects has improved as a result of the 'project?~
W~hat has been done under the project to improve PVO capacity?.
>Do PVOs have adequate staff (numbers, training, background,.

Has the quality of proposals (both funded and unfunded) improved
duiring the course of the project?.~ iIH~ave PVO's obtained'additional funds from other donors as a result
of improved capacity resulting from the PVO Co-Financing Proje ct?
Wnich PV01s have experienced the most and least improvement in
capacity as a result of the project?
What are the reasons for such differences?&

0~
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C. Potential Impact or Subprojects

Though some subprojects are quite new, the evaluation will assess the
impact or potential impact of subprojects on target beneficiaries. The
following questions will be addressed:

1. Do subprojects have adequate evaluation systems?
Do subproject evaluation systems provide information on impact?
Are baseline data adequate?
What car, be done to improve suhproject evaluation systems?

2. Do tne identified beneficiaries of all subprojects fall within the
AID "poor majority"?
Wnat are the socioeconomic characteristics of subproject
beneficiaries?

3. Wriat eviaence is tnere that subprojects have had (or potentially
wii nave) an impact on beneficiary income, employment,
instItL!_ion-building or quality of life?

4. What are the specific features of subproject design, method of
im-Ieme:,tton, or subproject environment that contributed to or
innirijitec irmpact?
Will- suoproject activities be sustained and/or replicated after the
subproject grant expires?
What are the suggestions for improving subprojects?
Are suDprojects aligned with the highest priorities of' beneficiary
groupsD
Are the beneficiary groups participating actively in subproject
i mpi er voE ati orI ?
Are tr<,y conating labor and cash to the Project?

D. Qe-ier., ijestions

1. WLat ,as been the experience of" subprojects?
Wniat ar' the characteristics of successful as well as unsuccessful
surpro iec ts ?
Wr;c't recommendations can be made for improving implementation ofsubprc~ets?

2. WriEt @:e the lessons from the project which should be incorporated
into tne design and implementation of the follow-on project",

3. W*)l t Qere:al lessons uncovered Dy the evaluation can be used to
improve otrie; projects in the Philippines and PVO projects in other
countr i enr ?

4. Wnct eacimmed tior~s caL cc mace for improving the use of PVUs in
otrser Ks sic r-assited projects?

III. M-- ;HL J :.

Trie evW uati , t.%, will cou-cjt r-formation by reviewing documents,
conductiyi., nt iews and ma,r, g field observations. The evaluation will
take rouqrly seven, weeks from assembling of evaluation team to completion of'
tne final report.



ADocuments-

{t e ev'aluation team~ f rIevie the fo116wng: dcuments.:(..Project Pape or C'Ffaci o
- rjo.oo ~ n~g, I Project and PID for foliow''

2. Hva teri a I-,s developed to inor PV~s of te project and 'assist them indevelopinig subpiroJ6ct~ propoals.oasoaioa' us

4.~ Funded an urnfunde -proposals,,to assess Mission gperformarice' i'n
using criteria to make funding decisions andy to assess trends in

qualty f fudedand- unfup ddproposais *.

5Progress iandY financialreports and4 supJport-ing 'aterials from PVOs
.6 Bakr-idmteil ngas staff, bddge, Kexperience,,

caT abiiy,andh other institutional haract eristics of-the PYOswh6>
~ <~ ~- ave' -s-bm-tt--d- -rb - - -M

4,-rlate to specificsubproject activitijs
-7.-~-~ 8. -Correspondencea nd;other relevan tdocuments as idenitif-ied by the

;<Z.MKIission or PVOs. 
-

;ji~~r:4 B. l 44 r -v-K:,->-,

~~ ~~~ The evalu'ation team1 will interviewv: ~~ T1 USAID/FFPYC staff and PVO4 Co-Financin Prjc omite
2. Relevant NEDA staff.j~~ A44 .

3-~ Staffs of a randomly- selected sample of US~ and indigenous PYOs 2

4.' Subp'roject officers;,apd sta.ff. of all subprojects funded during
-~~ -- - ~~firstltwo years.' ~ r~-

5. Target beneficiaries. ~ K 4

62 "Others as identified by- USI or PV~s

-~~ , ~C. Field Observations 
4 .-.

- Evaluation team~members.will visit sites~ of all subprojects,,-funded
during,,tlhe first two years and interview implementation staff and-44~444target beneficiaries. ~ ~ '

I2 V. REPORT FORMAT - - ~ .,. 2 - - 4 .~.4-.--

44The report will inld, ne aliaL the following sections.:
- ~ ~~A Project IderntificatinData S9ieet' -,j+j

- B.~ Executive Summary (not to'exceed tw4o sipgle1 spaced pages),, ~ .-.

.4- C., Major Conclusions,, Recommendat-ions,' and Lessons I earnedl(not to
(4- exceed eight2 single'spaced pages).

- -* - D. Background and ProjectStatus -.. ~--~ -
- - ~E. Process for Implementing the Project -,, --- ~ ~

F. Impact on Project on PVQ Direction and'Capacity7-------T7V-.A
G. Impact of.Subprojects on Tar et Beneficiaries'~ . 4.~42

4
-- f- H. Annex-m-4 1-< -- - i:I. - ~ 4; *

1.~ Methodology including scope of work >i~-
~~- 2. Lessons learned~ ~ 4

4 ~-4 4
4

-
-.. 144.--

~41 3.~ Written reactions of PVOs --



LL' 'I

1' A'

-j 

IIL

~~a :1 
0 f l

0 
~ 

r. -

*j C '4z 2

- ~ ~a0.

w 
C)
0~ 

.)

~u

t 73'~ 

if-

'U IN -. 
:1



APPENDIX C

TABLE I
PVO CO-FINANCING PROJECT

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSALS SUBMITTED AND PROPOSALS FUNDED

DECISION PERIOD
Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Total
1980 1980 1981 1981 1981

PROPOSALS
SUBMTTTED

US PVO's
No. 7 9 5 4 8 33
Amunt* $1,414 $3,775 $1,111 $ 818 $2,862 $ 9,980

RP PVO's
No. 1 8 6 3 6 24
Amount $ 484 $3,707 $2,748 $ 399 $ 851 $ 8,189

US & RP PVO's
No. 7 17 11 7 14 57
Amount $1,832 $7,482 $3,859 $1,217 $3,713 $18,167

PROPOSALS
FUNDEL,

US FVO's
Nc. 5 0 2 0 7 14
Amount $1,246 0 $ 315 0 $1,443 $3,004

RP PVO's
No. 1 2 1 3 0 7
Amount $ 484 $ 268 $ 493 $ 395 0 $1,640

US & RP PVO's
No. 6 2 3 3 7 21
Amount $1,730 $ 268 $ 808 $ 395 $1,443 $4,644

•Jn thousands of dollars



A PPENDIX, D-

Otlined b el ar, rei s eeo eP s rojec ave'

e funded a September 1,1982 under, te PVOI Co-A nanoigProject (T ~e eleven subprbjects evaluated n-this report areindicateb
c d ,asteris s~

A.*1.' PVO: Sant C ruz Hission- (SCM )2. Projeoct: Commun ity E Jcti roject
3. rject, riector: Fr.,,Rex Mansmann

-, bCunterpart -$574,95 -
Total- ~58

05. Location:- LaeSebu~ Sura'llah - Sout 'Cotab ato
6-Prjet escription: 'A ~ut-aeed effo'rt to im e, e

croup., Uer the project 1niti1atives, hav benaken 'to
teejua1ity of feofthe ete a .1 loli in-h aeso

~~~~~~PI~~~~~~~a~~~~~ce ~ ~ i deevel,~ opment and~aik~ue~ eevedhn cioji4v1f'jt~ ra
project-containsemns of othforma1, and non'formEal~

and xt~ si n worker_, among the trifbals' Cropj

divrsiiction a ela gvrite ilas* ; r be inrdujed. Ante imotn roject comiponent is the '~Sstrengthening of Cultural Center, througwhich -to cntinu: ,
the evlpmn of PTboii arts and crafts.

7. at t~Started: 28 Aug. 80 :: TCD: 27 Aug 83~-2 Y -f Yji-

-~ ' '~ 3,(1 PV0: H Felen~ $ eller, Irnternational (fiKI) ~---~
k~7 . Project: Rethabilitation of the"Rural Blind -

2" 3. Project~ Director: Ms. Marita Capadocia ~ -- '~--

~ 4. Fundinjg: AID~' - $184,25YK~ ~S~, ~ Counterpart-- 19, ~ ~4550<-
*~~ ~ Others 101 350- -- -A

C-V1, CagayanyVal1ey, -Albay, -and C~amlie' u
* > -2-A~-46. Project Description: '- Trainini for, poor, 5rural'blird IPens ------ -torie them, greater' physic'al"-oibity "as, well:,'' voainl

a11 trade sid11s._ .The" project' is, ud.e.ie to. increase the-
L~Prodoct lvi ty and incom'e'o 0 the bin~d epe

*-.->7 .. L Dae~ Started: >225 Aug. 80 PAO 21 Aug.83



P0 Irntoa Huan ssis tahce ogr Z p:
~.Projec~t rop D vriicai
- A), -,I HPDirector:- er1 I . pDavey

B r) e iDr e to r:- eso' :Delorios"
,Funding. AID- 2638

YCount~erpart 9 5

51- Location: So r'so g c ,ProvAince, B'icol
P rojectDescriptionv: To~epn~h 'dev~elpmento f e

qofee~caa~ndpepper' ind nt Sorsogbn, ro'vipc
Aliso, to maximize t~he use"o idl~e an -ude tilized lands,,inldn hs htare undercoconut u Thr Is,h'at der cuitThere"
also a project component designed to help'.armers with.

7. atestarted: 08 Jul. 80 PC: 0 u.8

Date. P/V: 07tiut ofl CutrlAfar3IA

Project: ommidunityveopmn
3V~~ . Project Director: Mr. Steve Lennhauts
4. Funding: AID-C~ $125,000 ~

~Coun~terpart-~, 125,0002

I5.~ Location:,Mca Cb and Langub, DavaoA
6. ~ & Project Description: To codctmuit eeomn
..~jativitiesin 124,-villages onMca.:sad ebuand 6.~

V ~:ilvlages in Davao City. Th nertdaprahivle
actiitis i heltheduatin,-nd emp~loyment.

7. Dat St.arted: ~*26 Jun 80~ PACD: 25 Jun 82 4

3. Purate:esrc CeteSa ar.los Unilversi ty', Cebu. City I

3*Poject,:, Cebu-Mactan Lev'e.Oe Water Resource~
41Project.Director: Fr. Van ngle

Counterpart - ~ 160 168 ~ t

~ .4i~jOTotal -

S6. .Locationl: Hactan Island, f4inicipaities of uumonyug and1 San
~~ ~. emigio, Leu4.4

7. roec.De scription: ,Tlo improv~e existing water resources~ an
.to develop:-a meth'od~of'proydnpoal water tocertain~

ec~onomica1.3y-depressed areas-6of Cebu and Mactan tIsland.~
2 8. ~Date started: 08 Set.8 PACD: 7 et 83A: It
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F. l. P\0: The Asia Foundation (TAF)
2. Sub-Grantee: Notre Dame Educatfonal Association (NDEA)
3. Pro ject: Kiciapawan Agricultural Redirection
4. Project Director: Bro. Aicel 8ertomo
5. Funoino: AID - $227,865

Counterpart - 130,763
Total - $.62.

6. Location: Kidanawan, South Cotabato
7. Project Description: To augment and to improve the

aoricuIt'jiia ecucation programs of the Notre Dame Ecucational
Association. To revise and implement a practical curriculum
that ,et :" adc:reses the agriculture neeos of the local
C omIrr! '1 .

6. Date Otn:taa: Om Sept. 80 PtaC: March 85

G.*I. V.: Kalahar Education Foundation, inc.
'" J Po- :,. REforestation Prcject
3. Prolect Director- Dr. Delbert Rice
4. Fu I.i. A1,D- $223,675

oun - 120,586

]otal - 5L,,93i

:i. oc~ jcr ]r<, n. Ena,- Fe, 14,.-ev- Vi va.'

6. Prc '-, o C OntirJE arc to expan.i various
devta t relateci to tne refcrestation of
ap:,1 ×JX ,' , r -'v ,L.n, : _rec cc to trne Kalaha,
Eouc a'r Fourtcr c hese activities include:

t¢- rc t_ nf fire:reaks,uplaad crop production
o: plantarc . ,_ pro co seevs to develop and to

prote.t tr, natu:ai r rr'e.- cr trne area anc to increase the
intone j f ..a .r.. ox. atejy 2,000 peopi- of tne ikaianan cultural
fI.. ," , .... C I CU J:

7. D3te arted: 10 Dun " PACE,: 11 Jun 8q

H. 1. PV: internationaI Humar, Assistance Program (IHAP)
2. Pi icC oc, .1-i t Srmel -arcoai Mtinufacture
3 Pro ject lir--ctox : Mr. Geraic K. Davey
4. F-rcJ r1;: [iD -$2,5,

Co"riterz,ar- 7.37 0
Iotal- v



00

5 Loaon B~ oro gan astern aa

6. Pojec Dsipt 0i4 ac me s t
produce s~'-' chacoa frm -ocnu sheJlls that' are in abundantSupply for. use as an-energy*proaucE fo industi al and~ 1~'dome6qstc ue.Iadiion to other'4by-produicts, gaied' from

theoconts, the aciiywudices the income of the" '< . -
* small farm~ers by at ,east 15%. ,

'~k7.1 Date Started: 28 Aug.~ 81 PCD Sept. 84 i- >

2. Project: In~tegrated Marine 'Agro.Forestry Pojec-t for Costal~ '

p'-' ~ ~ 3 P troject Directo6r:~ Mr. RamonR P.4 Biparpira ' X'

4' ~ 4' 4-Counterpart - : 60' 3 
4

'4424I'-

~~'-. 4 Dawis,<'Baclayan; Bohol; Pagbiiao, 4 Quezon 2XKJ

6. 'Project Descriptio: Will' undertak<e threepilot projects opn'
how to address~efcieytemlil prbem of4-depeted ---marineznd agro-foestryiesoirces through a comprehensive
educ6ational capaign. This 'illThole,ethe, overall '

4-4'~ parti~cipatin of theicoimdijiity arid.'goernnment officials and -1

wilb nertdwt~aiuscoeooi activities
- rsged to-improve h living conditions of the pol
lving in c'oastal areas'.

7.DaeStred:-19 Aug 81 PACD: 18 Aug 84

J.*1 PVO: Xavier Science Foundation,Inc.--
'2. Project: 2Goat Dispersal Project 444

2 3. Project Director: '-Fr. William Masterson ' 4* <4. Funding: AID-4--,,~-- 4 4 $4417f45 44444

Counterpart 14285
4 4 ~Total-i.

45 . Location: 'Cagayan de Oro, Misamis Oriental
6.Project Description: To' undertake a goat dispersal project 4''for selected rural poor famrilies and todemonstrate that it-------~4. 49 4 - '- is apractical and economic source of' meat and other-- 4 -4

4' '-4- - by-products for the rural areas. -The project'-also seeks to -~4
44 - 4 rnimizethe useof land preently undercoconut cul~tivation '

-and to gaher addtional infrozmation on the economic value of

S 47. Date-Started: 28 Aug.4 81 PACD: 27 Au~g. 84
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K. 1. PVO: The Asia Foundation (TAF)
2. Project: Law and Social Justice Project
3. Project Director: Ms. Edith S. Coliver
4. Funding: AIb - $102,540

Counterpart - 43,900
Total - $146,440

Location: University of the Philippines (U.P.) College of Law
and Law Center

6. Project Description: Furnishing of a Clinical Legal
Education Ceter at the U.P. College of Law to involve
Metro-Manila students in community service through practical
law training; enabling the U.P. Law Center to conduct a
Clinlcal LeCl Education Seminars and to hold "ileoal
. Lt a .Y" seminars 4n eiht prcvinces; estanlishing a
U.P.-centerec ASEAN regional network; of human rights
documentatjin; and conductinc researcr on the efficacy of the
Baanc:y Justice syste'.

,.Date D JI Spt 81 PACD: 31 Aug. 83

L.*I. PVr: loorot Aitual Association (IMA)
2. Prolect: Crop and Livestock Improvement and Marketing Program
3. PrcEzer Director: Fr. Jose Banc :,o
4. Funrvlr , : In A -"134,27

oLe.- cp .:t - 141
l0,1ta - ]y __

5. L c Lt -: Conner a,: Pin7a- -oK, Kalinga, Apayco
6. Ppc.e. L~jr'i T,- Iect. aims to improve the living

ta-,o . of c u rr::ae: in N.rthern Luzon through
....- cOina), a i cbreed-ing and dispersal. The

r:,C: iett invlves the ~. 1g of coffee, cacao, nananas,
ve toarea a ct, Tne proj-c t also envisions the
bree----* fl ar spc of cattl- an swine.

in, ad-f-in to! t'~e ,- and crop production the grant will
LroviD: furnds for estalis -ir an effective marketing system
for the various cocperative associated with lMA.

7. D2Lte &rtD: : 27 April 85

2. Proiect: Mrtic:: :r, J~tri& re-: Plantatic,, & Settlement

7 D .,- C i 
-

. .jsct L *..u L,: F-.. ,' iaVl2 m stersor
4. Funcin,: AIL" $9],288

Cou nepart 30,622
lotai -$4~



5.Loaio: aticao), Misa s' Oriental,
. B S y Tsprjectaso eop d

denuded area leased from the Bureau 6of Forest Devel~opment
~(BD) into a productive, andd fuly integrated commnunity.
Approxmately 18 fa~lle li i., the area ~have. been

'~' ~tdt omn~oganized and incorpoa't opeate: arnd omngth
project'. 'Technical asistane'for project implemnetation

oprtoswl-cvr 310 hectaes 4to be ,1~tt'vate with
i . , icfeclmnipurel' ad~ mJ~ango The project ~~

will'asist X cFinasettn u an, effective-e-maiketin gsystem
fbi btthe crops to bepoue. ianilassac ill be
in t'a4e form of agrath over a peri.od of three yers, after

NI1 PVO: Philippine Business for :Sociai Progres(PBSPYWv")-
2 Project' Building Comipetence in'Sca Development

~Management throughResou-rce,'Cenr',s
3.Location:; Trainings will take~placeiin~centers located-i~n--;

Manila, Iloilo and Cebufor development ,groups,
located throughout the Philippines'e, <

4. Project:L Director: Mr. -Bi :nvei'do 7an i'::
5.Funding: AID

, ~~Counterpart ,~8,0 ~-~~,
'-Total 2300

------- ;6 Project Description: ,The-projectaims to increase the '

capabilities of at least 169 institutions 'and/or
organizations engaged in develpment -work by,,probviding
training and technical assistance in the planning,
implementation and evalu'atirh of. development projects. __ his '

- will be accomplished through three reina cetrs. ,The 7
ben~eficiary organizations are those which have been assessed- --

7 - ~by IBPas having the basic skillsto manage a project, ~
effectively. It is~presumed that' the 'improved management-
s kills from PBSP will reslt in more effiien-t operations and ,

A ~~subst'antial saings of resoujrces for participating' ' "
organizations. Thpemethodologynd techniques employed are

- those developed by PBSP after many-years of experience in- -

conducting similar tra.ining and 'in providing technical-
assistance. Through the regional centers, the project will
enable PB~SP to continueto provide needed development,.~ 2~

A 'assistance to target organizations.:, ~-

7. Daestarted: 21 Jun 82 -AD 20Jn8

Date PACD:'2:0 Junm++ 85+++. ++:++ + + +

,+a++ .++,..... ...... ..... ...- ,++ +-+++++ i+ a+ &-'p !++ +:2++ :i + 9 ;i ++ ++ i ''? ' + ...... p: ++++++++++++ ++--a ' +, a, ++. '++++++++.++ .- + '-+ a
S-++++++++ ++++ ++.++++" ++++ +++ i+ + e+ + "+ ++ ++ +++ + ++++++ +

Si2+ ? : - + ++
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0. 1. PVO: Catnolic Relief Services (CRS)
2. Project: integrated Farm Management Program
3. Project Director: Mr. Rodrico Custodio
4. Funding: AID - $130,616

Counterpart - 95,069
Total - 1225,685

5. Location: Municipalities of LLanera, Talavera in the
Province of Nueva Ecija

6. Project Description: The project will provide direct
technical and organizational training to 1600 farmers. The
traininn will be designed to increase significantly the rice
production of the farmers ano therefore increase their
income. Trie training will take place in the villaoes of the
farmers sc that they can "learn by Ooing". The project will
use tne, comact farm method in wlicn a group of farmers will
ccntrac t the services of a professional agricultural
mariag:me.7t group. The management group will provide the
neeoe:c , a.ng and supervise the application of the advanced
farm-;:c technol ogies.

7. Date Itarte: i Sept. 82 PACD: 31 Aug. 8.5

P. 1. PV'- : Catholic Relief Services (CRS)
2. Pi- L : 'rlcte. Mtaternal ann CrilO Health Community

ktsources Development F roqra
3. F:Lec - re- c :E Mr. Francis X. Carlin
4. Furc:ir;: AL[ - $24L ,331

ot rp:rt 76.309]otal - $ 3 J7

5. Lca-i:.: Te ioceses of Capir, raga, Davao and Bangued,

6. Project Description: The aim of tne project is to assist CRS
in initiatr, specific focd production and/or income
Gene:-a:icr activities ir, order t- increase the income of
f'amilies currently oeinc assisted' bv  .L. 480 Title 11 foud
coUm i S. Dby doing tris, tne pr-oject seeks to ease the
effect cf tre anticipated P.L. 4C0 phase out on recipients
and tc pr:,v'Je fo: a smoocther tr-nsitior. In addition, tis
:r~t 1 t cottri, ute taining fudjs to reorganize,
renrr : anc strengthen the staff of the targetted Social
Ac t St , (S C) and ICH center. The tr-*aiiQ will

tcK , ne, r ti C,( , ano rnan~ue wd
o, e v E 1 r, : 7, pro jects.
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Initially, the project will be implemented in four target
dioceses, it may te extended to"other dioceses if it proves
to be successful und replicable.

7. Date Started: 27 Aug. 82 PACD: 27 Aug. 85

Q. 1. PVO: Save the £nildren Federation Inc. (SCF)
2. Project: Community Based Integrated Rural Development

Project (CBIRD)
3. Project Director: Mr. Michael Novell
4. Funding: AID - $340,497

Counterpart - 122,185
Total - T462.6,2

5. Location: Municipality of Nueva Valencia, G-imaras a
sub-province of Iloilo province

6. Project Description: the project will effectively enable
Save The Children to mobilize the residents of four targetted
barangays to identify, oesign, implement ano evaluate their
own d.velopment projects. The project will provide community
awareness, community development, and project management
training fnr barangay residents. The residents themselves
will select and implement specific development projects
oeS.onrec to enhance their income or increase their food
prcouct]~ cap :i" tv'

7. Date Sin':ted: I AuQ. 1982 PACD: 31 July 85

R. 1. PVO: Severtr DeaY Adventist World Services (SAWS)
2. Proiect.: Small Scale Fishermen-Supported Tuna Export Industry
3. Project Director: Dra. Ergie Domondon
4. Fundrinc: AID - $410,836

Counterpart - 429,25:,1
Total. -

5. Location: Talucsangay, Mercedes, MJlu-Muluan and Sangali -
four depressed barangays of Zamboanga City,
Zaboanga del Sur

6. Project Descr.irtion: The proIect Yili desion and organize a
small scale tuna export industry for the beriefit of poor
fisierm- nm in fc,,r dep ressen barenoays.. U oer the
pr.; i e esalishej het e& the
fisrnerc,, a s',,:al intern.tion6i m-retin. cornlpaies. The
project i increase the incomrn of tne fisnerme'j by
deve1c,',ln direct mar.et outlets fc:" their fisti, thereby
reducIn. their dependence on middlemen. In addition to
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returngn part of the proceeds from the fishing industry

Stothe fisnermen, some monies will 
also be used to fund

back toS th nutrition, eduction and other social
services for the trgetted beneficiaries and their families.

7. Date Started: 1 Sept. 82 PACD: 31 Aug. 85

S. 1. PVLi: The Asia Foundation (TAF)

2. Proiect: Palawan Aoro Forestry 
and Upland Development 

Program

3. Project Director: Di. Carlos Fernandez

4. Funding: AID - $230,699

Counterpart -
1319

Total -
3 ____8

5. Lorat <"fl: IUeZof - Aboabo Knicipality, 
Palawan province

6. Project. Descripton: The project is designed 
to improve the

socio-economilc conditions 
o upland communities through

various aoro-foreStY activities 
coupled with necessary

service? in healtri, nutrition, education and 
legal

assistance. The prcject will help to 
train the participants

to unctrtae development projects and to 
deal effectively

with tneil pressing social and land tenure problems.

7. Date ,tartecC -0 Auo. 82 PACL: 31 Aug. 85

T. 1. PV6: Tne Asia Fodr'c-tior (09)
2. ,wcoo AsseES-- arnd Rural Energy Development

3. Project Directoi: M,. Ecitln cliver
$24,9414. FunidJOing: i. -

19 030

Ccunterpar. -
- 0

Ic~~l- $4397 1

5. Location: 1locos Norte

6. Project D
Ce Cipt n: lo assess the fuelwood supply and

deman: balar,ce in the province of Ilocos Norte. 
First place

involves an inventory of woodfuel resources and a survey of

tneaT' uses. Ine datas will be computerized 
and serve a basis

for the formulation of policy program for woodfuel resource

management •
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U. 1. PVO: TAF
2. Project: Pnilippine National Energy Conservation
3. Project Director: lVr. Bruce White
4. Funding: AID - $64,190

Counterpart - 23,090
Total- $87,090

5. Location: Manila
6. Project Description: The project is designed to spearhead

the development of a coordinated conservation program in the
Pnilippines, identify major conservation issues ano concerns
and to develop a strategy adOressing concerns and issues on
conservation.



APPENDIX M

ACRONYMS

PVOs:

TAF - The Asia Foundation
CRS - Catholic Relief Services
ICA - Institute of Cultural Affairs
ICAP - Igorot Community Assistance Program (formerly vIMA)
IHAP - International Human Assistance Program
KEF - Kalahan Eaucation Foundation
NRECA - National Rural Electric Cooperative Association
PBSP - Philippine Business for Social Progress
PROCOti - Project Compassinn, inc.
SAWS - Seventh Day Adventists World Service
OF - Save the Children Federation
SCM - Santa Cruz Mission
XSF - Xavier Science Foundation
YtCA - Young Men's Christian Association

OTHERS:

CDSS - Country Development Strategy Statement
CIVAP - Committee for International Voluntary Agencies in the

Philippines
CO-FI - Co-Financing
FSN - Foreign Service National
GOP - Government cf the Philippines
LOP - Life of PioJect
NEDA - National Economic and Development Authority
O/FFPVC - Office of Fooo foi Peace and Voluntary Cooperation
OPG - Operational Program Grant
PCV - Peace Corp Volunteer
PDSF - Project Development Support Fund
PID - Project Ioentification Document
PP - Project Paper
PS0 Personal Services Contract
PVO - Private Voluntary Organization
USG - United States Government



LOPENDIX E
Private and Voluntary Organizations Co-Financing Project

USAID/Pnillippines
TIME REQUIRED TO PROCESS APPROVED PROJECTS

I (A) I (B) I (C) I (D) I (E) I (F) I. (G) i (H)
I Project Title I Initial I Proposal I Issues Memo I Action Memo I PIO/T I Agreement I Aovance ITotal f*

PVO I & Fiscal Year I Contact I Received I Prepared I to Director I Signed I Signed I Rec'd by PVO ifrom B I

III 
I I II -I1. Santa Cruz ICommunity I 11/76 1 8/77 I 8/25/77 1 6/24/80 I 8/21/80 I 8/28/80 i 10/80 36

Mission (P) lEducation FY 80 I I I I I __ __2. vlen Keller lRehabilitation of I early 77 I 1/2/79 I 2/12/79 I 6/24/80 I 7/8/80 I 7/17/80 i FRLC I 18
InternationialUS)Ithe Rural Blino FY 80 1I I I I __

1 1 Phase I I V T -' - - I  T. -1 Human lCrop Diversi- I with an 1 9/7/79 I 2/26/80 1 6/24/80 I 6/9/80 1 71b Mid July 10
Assistance Iflcatlon FY 80 1 OPG I I I I I 1980Pro-arn(US) I I I I I I I(US) I IAID ac ear 1 7 I4. Institute of Community I lier grantedI 11/79 1 3/31/80 1 6/24/80 I 6/2/80 I 6126180 7/80 ECultural AffairsDevelop[Tent FY 80 I suort I I I I ,5. The Asia ICebu-Mactan Level One I Late 1978 I 1/4/79 I 1/9/79. 6/24/80 I 8/27/80 I 9/8/0 I 9/80 I 20Founcation (US) Iwater Resources FY 80 I I I I I I I T i I6. The Asia IKicapawan Agricul- I early 1979 1 12/10/79 i 2/27/80 1 6/24/80 8/22/80 I 9/8/80 I 9/80 I 10
Foundation (US) Itural Redirection FY 801 1I I I I 
7 aaaEuc llntgr7edI 

7f
7. Kalahan EIuc llntegreted mid 1976 I 3/3/80 I 5/22/80 I 10/15/80 I 5/27/81 I 6/4/81 I 6/23/81 1 15

Foundation (P) IReforestation FY 81 1 I I ____II I I. I I I8. Int'l Human ICoconut Shell Char- I 7/30/80 I 7/30/80 I 4/9/81 1 3/17/81 I 8/26/81 I 8/28/81 I 11/16/81 I 11
Assistance Icoal Manufacture I I I I I IProgram (US) I FY 81 I I I I I

9. Project lIntegrated Marine I 5/80 I 1/81 I 4/9/81 1 3/17/81 I 8/12/81 I 8119/81 1 Mid Sept. I
Compassion lAgro Forestry for I I I I I I 1981 1 8(P) ICoastal Areas FY 81 I I I I I II I l T 7 l I10. Xavier Science IGoat Dispersal I early 1980 I 8/1/80 I 8/14/80 1 10/15/80 I 8/13/81 I 8/28/81 I 12/1/81 I 13Foundation(P) I FY 81 I I I I I 

(P) = Philippines (US) = U.s PVO's



I Project Title I (A (B) (C) JD) (E) (F) (G) I (H)
PIO/T Agreement I Advance I I nthsPVO I & Fiscal Year l Contact I Received I Prepared l to Director I Signed I Signed I Rec'd by PVO Ifrom B to F

I 1 I11. The Asia Law and Social I 5/80 1 7/28/80 1 2/11/81 I 3/15/81 1 9/30/81 I 9/31/82 I FRLC 1 14Foundetion(US) lJustice FY 81 1 I I I
I I I I I12. Igorot Ritual lCrop and Livestock I - 1 4/21/811 1 8/24/81 I 10/2/81 1 4/28/82 15/10/82 I 6/25/82 13Association(P) lImprovement & Mktg FY821 I I II I . I I

13. Xavier Science Imanticao Tree I early 1980 1 6/81 1 8/24/81 I 10/2/81 1 4/28/81 1 5/10/82 I 6/82 I11Founr dation IPlantatlon and I II I I(P) ISettlement FY 821 I i I
I I II f I14. Phll.Pjslnes, ISocial Development I 7/81 I 8/3/81 I 8/24/81 I 10/2/81 I 4/1/82 1 6/21/82 I 9/82 I 11for Social lanagement Trg I I I I I I IProgress (P) I FY 821 I I I II I1 1 I 1 I 1 1

15. Catholic (US) Ilntegrated Farm I 10/81 I 2/12/82 I 2/24/82 I 4/26/82 I 8/20/82 1 8/24/82 I 0 I 6 1/2Relief ServicesiNenagement FY 821 I I I 1 1 _ _7 1 I 1 1 1 116. Catholic IHaternal & Child I 2/82 I 2/4/82 I 3/2/82 I 4/26/82 I 8/6/82 I 8/27/82 1 0 I 6Relief ServiceslHealth Comm.unity I I I I I r(US) IResources Dev FY 821 I I I I I I I
17. Save the ICommunity Based I 10/81 I 1/29/82 I 2/25/82 I 4/26/82 I 7/20/82 I 9/5/82 I FRLC I 7Children IIntegrated Rural I I I I I I I IFederation(US) IDevelopment FY 821 I I I I I I _

18. Seventh Day ISmail Scale I 10/6/81 I 1/7/82 I 4/28/82 I 4/26/82 I 8/20/82 8/30/82 1 0 I 7
Acventist (US)IFJsherme-n I I IWorld Services ITuna Export FY 821 I I I I _

1 1 119. The Asia IPalawan Agro- 1 1/82 1/21/82 I 3/10/82 1 4/26/82 I 6/2/82 1 8/31/82 I 0 I 7Foundation IForestry & Upland II I(US) lDev Areas FY 82 1 I__
I I I20. The Asia INational 1 5/81 1 7/31/81 I 9/20/81 I 5/82 1 6/2/82 1 7/14/82 I FRLC I 11 112Foundatlon(US) IConservation FY 82 1 1III1 I I1

21. The Asia IWood Fuel Develop- 1 6/81 1 7/31/81 1 8/24/81 I 5/82 4/27/82 I 5/11/82 I FRLC I 9Foundatlon(US) Iment FY 82 I
Total onths (B F): 257

Average Months ner Prom et- 17



Privat - .:v C.:ganizations Co-Financing Project APPENDIX F
USM.At-7'1iJ12Ippanes

FLINDIt. EY SECTORS AND DISBURSEENTS
Funding Breakdown By Sectors (USS's) I Total I Total

! Project Title 'Crant Aoree-:)erminationlFood ann IEduc & Htuman I Population! Special Devl T Funds I Disbursec
v0 I & Fiscal Year I ment Date I Date INutritionlResource Dev. I & Health I Activities I Other IProvidedlas of 9/30/82I 1I 1 I 1

--. IComi nunity I 8128180 1 8/27/83 1 484,385*1 I I I 14B4,385 1 207,61-
..-,. ,o; IEducation FY CO I I I I I I IF II I 1 1

:- IRhatilitation of I 7/17/50 7/31/83 1I 184,205 I I 1184,205 1 68,063'!26) 1the Rural ,lind FY 80 I II II I IF i '1 1 T I
3 ICrop Diversi- I I I I I I

Ification FY 80 7/8/80 7/7/83 1 267,386 I 80I I 1267,386 I 121,395..
-- --: , "( S ) tIIII_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __s_ _ _ _ _ I _ __t _ _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ I I _ _ __ I _ _ _ I _ _ _ I _ _ _

us1 62/0 1 6/25/82 11 1 1'- lte '~ of IfCommvunity 6/26/80 6/25/82 125,000 I I I I 1125,000 I 124,680.04
'-2: .ffa i-rDevI,:;rent FY 80 I(comoleted) I I I I I I1 1 I 1 I 1
.ICebu-.ectan Level FY 801 9/8/80 1 8/30/83 1 1 I 439,692-1 1 1439,692 I 122,792

_ _ Lion-(US)-lcIOne water Resources I I I I1 11 1 T I
STh S s IKidapawan Agricul- 918/80 8/30/83 1 227,865 I I 1227,865 I 77,8i0

.c:-on (US) Itural Redirection FY 801 I I II II III
7. .nar Educ Ilntegrated 1 6/4/81 1 6111/82 1 22.3,675 II 1223,675 I 59,366.74

Fc__._a:ion (P) lifnrestation FY 81 II I II 1i I I I T 1 1
8. Int 'rr3a r Coconut Shell I, 31 I I I I I I I I

- .anufscture FY 81 I 8/28/81 I 9/1/84 I 212,54 6 I I 1212,566 I 8,905.77
,-" r .: ' (US) I I I I II I I

SI T I 1 I 1 1 T I I
IIntegrated Marine I 8/19/81 I 8/18/84 I 91,233 I 125,775 I 276,000 I I 1493,008 I 91,233

(P) IAgro-Forestry for I I I I 1 I I I
ICoastal Areas FY 81 I I I l I I I I .I.
II I I I 1 I I I

10 Xavier Science IGoat Dispersal I 8/28/81 I 9/1/84 1 44,745 1 l I I I 44,745 I 9,581.51
Foundation (P) I FY 81 I I I i I I I

*Incluoes $276,781 provided in FY 81 (P) : Philippine PVO
(IS) : U.S. PVO

**In.luoes $24,000 provided in FY 81



I I Fundin Breakdown By Sectors (US$'s) I Total I Total
Project Title Grant gree-:TermdiationlFooO I Ouc auman I PopulationI Sdpeclal Devl i Funds I Disbursed

11.Th' P! & Fiscal Year ment a__teI_ _te IWe NutritionfResource Dev I & Health I Activities I Other IProvidedjas of 9/30/82

7 - A1sI I I 1 0',i! o sa ILaw and Social 8/31/81 1 8/31/83 I102,540 1 1102,540 4-4,518
FuJnOation (US) IJustice FY 81 _ I _ __ I 1 1f 1 I I 1I 1
- ,rot .iJtual ICrop and Livestock 5/10/52 I 5/9/85 I 134,274 I I 1134,274 1 13,96E.85

.-,-ation(P) 1Imorovement & Mktg FY821I __ I_ I

S • ,eS i- ce Manticao Tree I I I I
:r" uon (P) Plantation and 1 5/10/82 I 5/9/85 91,288 I I I 91,288 1 12,01C

_5eztlement FY 82 I I I_ I

, .usi, ISocial Development I
I-anaoement FY 82 6/21/82 I 6/20/85 I I 170,480 I 1170,480 i lO,601

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -_ __ess_ _ _ (_ __ I)_ __ I I I _ _ _II_ _ _ _

i I '1 f 1i
-a r;oIic (US) Integrated Farm 8/20/82 I 8/19/85 I 130,616 I I (130,616 1
_;= Services I.naoement FY 82 1 ._ .I__ I _1 f1I1I 1 f 1

I . ... oeic (US)I.ternal & Crild FY 821 I I I I 1
Rtlief ServicesILealtn Community 1 8/27/82 1 8/26/84 I 200,091 I 41,240 I 1241,3311 12,705

IPesources Development II I I I1t1I I I F 1
iP Save the IComxunity Based I I " I I I

-", -L- en lIntegrated Rural 8/27/82 8/15/85 183,739 1 66,415 90,353 I I 1340,507 1 -
>:ieration(CS) MDevelopment FY 82 1I I I _

-- - I I i I I I1! ,=_'en~nDay ISmall ScalIe Fishermen IIIIII
-v. .ntist (US) ITuna Export FY 82 I 8/24/82 8/23/85 I I 102,979 9,556 I 298,301 I 1410,836 I -
-fi -L ServiceI I I I I I II... II I 1' I I I I

Asia IPalawan Agro-Forestry i 8/24/82 I 8/23/85 I 230,699 I I I I 1230,699 1 -
.-:oation(US) land Upland Develop- I I I I I i I I

Iment Areas FY82I I I I II I I I

(P= Philippine PVC
(US) U.S. PVO



; I Funding Breakdown By Sectors (USS's) I Total I Total
I Project Title '=ant Agree-; Te-rmi nEionijooo and IEouc & Human I Po5altioni Special Devi I Funds I Disbursed
I & Fiscal Year ment Date Date INutritionlResource Dev. I & Health I Activities I Other IProvidedlas of 9/30/82

20 The Aia INational 1 7/8/82 4/7/83 I I I 64,190 I 1 64,190 1 -
c, --tion(US) IConservation FY 82 1 I I I _ I I II Ii I f iT

71. , Asia IWood Fuel I 4/5/82 I 10/5/82 I I I 24,941 I I 24,941 1
"tin(US) IDevelopment FY 82 1 _ I I I _I I f 1 I 1 1

-- ITechnical Assistance I 9/14/82 i 9/13/82 I I I I77,509 I 77,509 I 23,951.50
..... :.ont. IFY 81 & 82 - O/FFPC I I I I I I I

- O/FFPVC I I 1 i
2lOrientation/Traininc I N/A I WA I 8,000 I 8,000 I 7,005.351 I I I I 1 1
24. (p; IPVO Survey - FY 81 I 10/1/81 1 8/31/81 I I I 126,765 I 26,765 I1,009,500

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ II I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _ I _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ _ _
i I 1 1 I 1 1

I TOTALS 1 12,225,5671 619,613 11,199,897 I 599,152 1112,274_14,756,5031984,888.97
I I I I I

PERCENTAGES I I I 42% 18 25 I 13 2 1 100% I 21%

(P) z -T:iippine PVO
(US) U.S. VO



- - l Vountar Organizations Co-Financing Project APENI X

L$4U,/Pnilippines
T-tal Project costs and Sources of Funds

U.S. Dollars)

Project Title I I I I Local I Local I
=vo I & Fiscal Year I TOTAL I USAID I OP I is PVO I Participantsi PVO Other Donors Ii i1I I I I
- .ruz jCo.munity I 1,058,890 I 484,395 I I I 574,495 I

c- (P) IEducation FYSO 50I II I _1 1 I 1 1 1
Ke1er IR-ehabilitation of 1 305,105 I 184,205 I 101,350 1 19,550 I I

*,atil.a(US)!the Rural Eiino FY 80 I I________

wHman rop Diversi- I 357,041 '27,386 57,907 31,748
-,Z-31;tance Ification FY 8o I I
: :-_ am (US) II _

(uS) III
irstitute of ICommJnity 255,000 1 125,000 130,000
,.-tura r AefairslDeveloonent FY 80 1

The Asia ICebu-Mactan Level One 1 599,860 1 439,692 32,312 i127,856

7oundation (US) IWater Resources FY 80

The Asia lKidapawan Agricul- 1 358,628 1 227,865 1 8,156 1 122,607
Founcation (US) Itura! Redirection FY 801 1 1 1 1 1

-:alahan E jc lIntegrated 1 344,262 223,675 120,587
7c,.n.ation (P) ; forestation FY81 1_

K:it'1 H,. an ICoconut Shell Char- 1 286,168 1 212,566 1 73,602 1
-ssistanze Icoal Manufacture
..i-,ram (US)! FY 81i 1 1I I I 1

oiect lIntegrated Marine I 660,336 493,008 I I I 167,328 I
Zcmpassion lAgro Forestry for I I I I I

(P) ICoastal Areas FY 81 I I IIII I 1 1 1 1 1 I
i0. Xavier Science IGoat Dispersal I 59,730 1 44,745 I I I I 14,985 I

Foundation(P) I FY 81 I I I I I I II
,P) = Philippine PVO

(US) = U.S. PVO



DW 'L-t Ti I I I Local Local I I
& Fis:sl Y:I TUSAID I L 6J PVO ParticipantsI PVO I Other Donors I

I II i
l. The Asia ILaw ant Social I 146,440 102,540 I I 43,900 I

;'oJnation(US) 1justice FY 81 I I
1 II

.-':rCt Mutual !Crop and Livestock I 268,959 134,274 48,524 51,921 34,240
socI3!icn<P) I~ erove.,-en: & Mtc FY82i _

S er SCience itnticao Tree 1 121,910 91,288 30,622 I
7juno;tio IPlantatii an I

.... Set tl....n FY 821 1

II T7 -i..iness Social DeveloZrrent 1 229,766 1 170,480 59,286 I
fr SoZial inagement I I
mrocress (P) I FY 821 IiII
Za trz lic (US) jintecated Farm 1 225,685 1 130,616 1 95,069 I
Relief Services Irnacement FY 021 1

1 1 1it. catnclic INaternal & ilo 1 321,764 1 241,3311 1 1 37,814 42,619 I
Relief ServicesIHealth Cormunity II

(WS) I Resources Dav FY 82 I
I I1- Save t-o Iommunity Based 462,682 340,497 1 122,185 1

,!--- -=en !nteateC Rural
oee : ticn(US) I -L)eo;rent FY 821

Sevent y ISmall Scale 1 837,089 1 410,836 1 315,135 111,118
Z iyentist (US)IFishermen I I*r1- Services ITuna Export FY 821 1I~II II I

15. The Asia IPFalawan Agro- 333,018 230,699 I 102,319
Foundation IForestry & Upland I

(US) IDev Areas FY 82 I



I Project Title I I I I I Local I Local I I
PVO I & Fiscal Year I TOTAL I USAID I GOP I US PVO I Participantsl PVO I Other Donors I

II 'i I I I i I I

Z. The Asia INational I 43,971 I 24,941 I 19,030 I I I I
'o.jndationi(US) IConservation FY 82 I I I i I I I iiI i I I I i I

21. Tne Asia IWood Fuel Develop- I 87,280 I 64,190 I I I I 23,090 i
Foun-_dtion(US) Iment FY 82 1 I I I I I I

iII I I I 'I 1
I TOTALS I 7,363,584 I L,644,229 I 260,045 I 358,073 .. I 524,133 11,114,293 I 462,811 I
I P R N Ai I I I ISPEIRZENTAGES I 100% I 63 I 4 i 5 I 7 I 15 I 6 I



APPENDIX H
Private az - -untary Organizations Co-Financing Project

USAIDi.ilippines
Euoget Breakdown oy Cost Component/Use of Funds

(A) I (B) I (C) I CD) I (E) (F)
I tEquip/Supplies I Travel, Per I

Total I Services, ITransport of I Construction IDiem Transport I Training I
I Project Title Project Iwages, Salaries IGoods, I Bldg. Materials I of persons, I Workshops I Other Costs

& Fiscal Year I Cost 1 Honoraria IPaIntenance I Land IAoministration I Seminar I Ovcrheae

ICommunity I 1,058,59 155.686 I 142,302 1 655,500 1 91,293 14,109
-. D-. P) lEoucation FY 80 I

,- -ier Renacilitation of I 305,105 1 20£,060 1 19,550 1 1 24,400 I 16,900 I 36,195?:.- orai(U5S)Ithe Rural Blind: FY 80 I I 

7 I,- 7a Irop Diversi- I 357,041 120,649 1 120,192 16,027 56,025 1 3,288 I 40,861
ification FY 80 1 1

,US) I II'us) t
-. -- E:e of 1Co.T.iPity 255.000 1 54,000 84,000 1 30,000 1 50,000 I 37,000-ral fairs IDeveioonent FY 80 1 _ _

I I I.TersaICetu-?-actan Level COne I 599,860 I 127,856 II 254,762 I 8,550 1 3,600 I 205,092
rr j'ation (US) thater Resources FY 8,0 I ______ ____________________

'. sia !Kidapawan Agricul- 358,628 25,130 1 148,162 1 I 77,905 1 107,431
F+-,mqation (US, Itural Redirection FY 801 I "

7. Ka]--.-an Educ Ilnte=r atec 1 344,262 208,013 9,546 I 68,273 21,520 4,401 1 32,509
..aion (P) IReforestation FY 81 1

E. i'1 '-txaan ICoconut Shell Char- 1 286,168 1 99,562 1 35,540 I 69,120 27,910 2,685 51,351
As s:a.-ce Icoal manufacture

(US) I FY 81I i I F I I i i
9. Project lIntegrated Marine 1 660,336 1 97,092 I 9,428 I 327,219 1 44,819 1 112,140 I 69,638

Compassion lAgro Forestry for I I I I I I I
(P) ICoastal Areas FY 81 I I I i I iI

____________________________________ I ____________________________



I (B) I (C) ( D) () (F)
IEquip/Supplies Travel, Per

Total I Sevices, Transport of I Construction lDiem Transport I Training IProiect Title Project lWages, Salaries IGoods, I Bldg. Materials I of persons, Workshops I Other Costs
PVO I & Fiscal Year I Cost I Honoraria Maintenance I Land [Aministration I Seminar I Dverhead

10. Xavier Science IGoat D_'spersal 1 59,730 1 21,848 1 21,966 3,667 1,760 10,489
-'nd~tion(P) I FY 81

ILaw and Social 1 146,440 5,100 1 3,800 5,200 20,500 70,500 4 .1,340..t...uS) IJustice FY 81 1 1
I 1 I -mI I

. ua1 ICr"P and Livestock 265,959 77,565 112,463 -43,825 18,072 9,440 I 7,594*<::.-..1.on(P) Ilmo-ovement & Mkto FY82 Ii t
!i. <. e: Science Imanticao Tree 1 121,910 1 16,191 104,743 976 I

unoation IPlantation and II
(P) Settleme-it FY 821

II
" If i. Eusiness ISoci.l Developnent 1 229,766 1 92,160 12,386 95,920 1 29,300

j: Social I Management I I I?rooress (P) I FY 821 I 1

15. C2tholic (US) llnteg!ated Farm 225,655 69,907 22,095 I 1 11,890 1 100,537 21,256
Relief Services Ianaqpment FY 821

16. C::ihlic [Maternal & Child 1 321,764 130,459 11,619 1 20,460 18,945 i140,281P-22ief Services IHealtn Comnmnuity I I I
(US) lResuzces Dev FY 82! 1I jII

17. : the ICommunity Based 462,682 169,568 125,685 121,650 16,000 29,779 I
L iren lIntegrated Rural I

F; Je.,ation(US) IDevelopment FY 82 II I I I I T
18. S!verth Day ISall Scale I 837,089 224,725 I 582,500 I I 29,864 I

Aventist (US)IFishermen I I I I I
World Services ITunaExport FY 821 I.I_ I

I I I 1 I I I 1
19. The Asia IPalawan Agro- 1 333,018 I 121,666 I 108,688 I I 38,896 I I 63,768 IFoundation IForestry & Upland ! I I I i I I I

(US) IDev Areas FY 82 _ I I I I I I I



( ) I (B) I (C) I (D) ICE) I (F)
IEquip/Supplies I I Travel, Per I I

Total I Services, ITransport of I Construction IDiem Transport I Training I
I Project Title I Project lWages, Salaries IMoods, I Bldg. Materials I of persons, I Workshops I Other Costs
I & Fiscal Year Cost I Honoraria Iaintenance I Land IAdministration I Seminar I Overhead
II I I I 1 1

22 _... National 1 87,280 i 38,955 I 12,078 I I 12,660 I 1 23,587
.... <tUS) Conservation FY 82 1 I I_.I I If 1 T 1 1 1 1

*1 ;-'- _'-i Iwo'cd Fuel Develop- I 43,971 I 6,590 I 18,900 I I 3,820 I I 14,66l
o -:C. (US) Iment FY 82 I _ I I I I I1 1I I i I 1

I TOTALS I 7. 33,554. I 2,070,761 I 1,693,257 I 1,440,902 I 598,382 I 584,021 _I 976,241
I 1 I I I I I I
I PERCENTAGES I 100% I 28.12 I 23.00 I 19.57 I 8.13 I 7.93 ! 13.25



Private & Voluntary Organizations Co-Financirng Project
USAID/Philippines

By Cost Components/Use of Funds

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F)
Equipment Construction

Services Supplies, rans Building Travel, Per Diem Training
Wages of Coods, & Materials Trans of Persons, Workshop Other CostsMrV Project Cost Salaries Maintenance Lad dmi nistration S-m --ar and Oerhad

U.S. Based $4,617,731 $1,402,226 $1,292,809 $345,109 $406,625 $360,360 $812,600

30% 28% 7% 9% 8% 18%

Pilipino $2,743,853 $668,555 $400,448 I $1,095,793 $191,757 $223,661 $163,639

24% 15% I 28% 6% 8% 6%

TTAL $7,361,584 $2,070,781 $1,693,257 $1,440,902 $598,382 $584,021 I $976,239

2p 23% I 20X 8% 87. 13%

Note: Percent '%) Administrative Cost
(Columns D & F)

U.S. Based 27%
Pilipino 13%
Total 21%



APPENDIX I
Private a-d Volntary Organizations Co-Financinq Project

USAID/Phil ippines
EN-FIZIARIES

I I I IJPer Capita Cost of Beneficiaries
I Project Title INo. of Direct I Estimated No. of I Direct I Total

CVO 1 & Fiscal Year I Beneficiaries I Indirect Beneficiaries Total I Beneficiaries I BeneficiariesSI T
. Santa rruz IComnity I 25,000 I 25,000 I $42.40 I $42.50

issir (P) lEducation FY 80 I I I I
I I !

- ie'e- Keller IRe,-abilitation of I 1,200 6,000 (family I 7,200 I $254.30 I $42.40

-e:-,tona (US) Itne Rural Blind FY 80 I members) I _ I

i j1 'an Cr'op Diversi- I I I
assistance Ification FY 80 I 45 I 2,280 2,736 I $783.00 I $130.50=rc:ra. (US) I I_________ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ________ ________ I________I I I I I

.nszitute of lComunlty I 15,000 15,000 I $16.70 I $16.70
.L:tural AffairsiDevelpnent FY 80 I _ _

1 I I
5. The Asia 10enu-Mactan Level One I 36,675 I 3,720 40,395 $ $16.40 I $14.80

;7onoation (LUS) lwater Resources FY 80 I _ I _I .1 1 1 I
6 The Asia !Kldapawan Agricul- I 1,200 6,600 I 7,800 I $298.90 I $46.00

Fcj-)atioF (US) Itural Redirection FY 801 1 I _I I 1- 1
-.-j ahan Educ Ilnteuratea I 2,000 I 2,000 I $172.10 ! $172.10
r.Cnuation (P) IReforestatiur, FY 81 I I1 1

I I 1
, r:'1 mnan ICoconut Shell Char- I 720 50,100 I 50,820 I $397.50 I $5.30

-s stance Icoal Manufacture I I I I
r'-,am (US) I FY 81__ II _II I I I 1 1

9. Project Integrated Marine I 203,178 I I 203,178 I $3.30 I $3.30
Compassion lAgro Forestry for I I I I I

(P) ICoastal Areas FY 81 I I I III I 1 I 1 I
1;. Xavier Science IGoat Dispersal I 150 I 675 I 825 I $398.20 I $72.40

Foundation(P) I FY 81 I I I I I

(P) = Philippines (US) = U.S PV's



I i I I IPer Capita Cost of Beneficiariesl
I Project: Title INo. of Direct i Estimated No. of I I Direct I Total IpVg I & Fiscal Year I Beneficiaries I Indirect Beneficiaris I Total I Beneficiaries I Beneficiaries III I I I T

11. Te Asia ILaw and Social I 410 I 1,500 I 1,910 I $357.20 i $76.70 IFoundationCuS) IJustice FY 81 I I I I __ I
12. Igorot Mutual ICrop and Livestock I 1,650 I 8,250 I 9,900 I $163.00 1 $27.70 IAssociation(P) lImprovoeent & W<tq FY821 I I I II I 1 I T
. Xavier Science Imanticao Tree 1 300 I 1,650 1,950 I $406.40 I $62.50 iFoCnation IPlantation and I I I I I(P) ISettlement FY 821 I I I iI [ I r I I I
I- di.Business ISocial Development I 1,932 I 9,660 I 11,593 I $118.90 I S19.B0 If7or Social I snagement I I I I I I?ro;ress (P) IYS2t I I I I I

I I I -- TCatholic (WS) llntegrated Farm 1 2,200 I 11,000 I 13,200 I $102,60 I $17.10 IRelief ServiceslManaeent FY 821 1 I I 1 I
16. Catholic Iaternal & Child I 1,800 I 9,000 I 10,800 I $178.80 I $29.80 IRelie' ServicesIHealth Community I I I I I(uS) lIResources Dev FY 821 II I II t *I 1 1I
1V. Save tfe ICoiwunity Based I 4,787 I 24,463 29,211 I $96.70 I $15.80 ICnildrn lIntegrated Rural I I I I IFederation(US) IDevelopment FY 82 II I I
!F Seventh Day ;S1] Scale 1 550 I 41,294 I 41,844 I $1,527.40 i $20.10 IAdventist (US) IFisherat I I I I IWo:ld Services ITuna Export FY 82 I i I __ II I 'I1 T T I

The Asia IPalawan Agro- 1 2,000 I 10,000 I 12,000 I $166.50 I $27.80 IFit.z)dation IForestry & Upland I I I I I(US) IDev -eas FY 82 I I I I IIII I I 1
20. The Asia I.ational I Technical Assistance and Research I I I IFoundation(US) IConservation FY 82 1_I ! III I I f 1 I
21. The Asia IWood Fuel Develop- I Technical Assistance and Research I I I IFoundation(LS) Iment FY 82 I I I II



APPENDIX J

USAID/PHILIPPINES
PVO CO-FINANCING PROGRAMS
TYPES OF PVO ACTIVITIES

. 3 I 13l II I I
ET

I 5 II I 4 II

SubproJecTsinCDS5 Subprojects Activitie,
Priority Regions

I I I I I I
I 6 II I 6 III I - I . ... I -

stbpro ecSFocusing SuJpro]ects ocusing
on Income Generation with Institution

Building

I 1 I I I 7 I I

Sbpro3jects with SubproJects with
Innovative Methods/ Technical Training
Technical Transfer

K 4 =  I I .. . . .I I
2I I I I I I I I
2 I --___ ___ I I0 I .. .. . . I

PVOs in Upland Areas PVOs in both Upland PVOs in Lowland
and Lowlands Areas

5 II 3 0I

I 8 I I I 4 I I I 1 I I

Food & Nutrition Sector Education and Population and
Human Resources Sector Health Sector

I-1. - P-VO SI
I -m r I a -

I!5 U. i.Thed I
.... .! 'U . . .I. .



APPENDIX K

Operational Program Grants (OPGs)
Major Outputs and Inputs

FY 76 to FY 79

i ' I I1
I Major Outputs & Inputs I FY 76 i FY 77 I FY 78 I FY 79 Cumulative Totals! I I _ __ _I __ _ _I __ _ _I

11 1 I11'
I1. Number ofPros I I 1 I 3 i 2 I

- ParticipatingII!II

f2. Number of 0PGs Begun I 4 I 3 I 3 I 1
I ! _ _ _ I __ _ _I __ _ _I __ _ _I _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1I I I
13. Number of OPGs Completed I 3 I 0* I * 0* Ii _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ II _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _I _ _ _ _ _ _

t 1 ! 1
14. USAID OPG Dollars I$400,113.17 $400,843.85 I $81,309 1 $111,029 I $993,295.02
1 Input(%) I I I1 I T l
i5. PVO and Other Donor 1$326,026 I $302,168.42 1 $106,409 $71,782.90 I $806,386.32

Contributions Input (%) I I I !

16. Total Project Costs 1$726,139.17 I $703,012.27 i $187,718 I $182,811.90 I $1,799,681.34
! (4+5) I I ! I .

7. Total Beneficiaries: 254,777 Types of Projects:
- Animal Husbandry

3. Cost per Beneficiary: - Family Planning and Nutrition
USAID Funds: $3.90 - Integrated Rural Development
Total Costs: $7.06 - Agricultural Training

- Tuberculosis Eradication
Participating PVOs - Crop Diversification
- Heifer Project International - Distance Study
- International Human Assistance Program (4 projects) - Agro-Forestry
- Catholic Relief Services
- The Asia Foundation (3 projects)
- YMCA
- Institute of Cultural Affairs

*All were completed in FY's 80 and 81 except a TAF project, "Palawan Agro-Forestry",
which is due to be completed by the end of CY 82.



APPENDIX K-i

Operational Program grants (OPCs), Total Project Costs
By Donor Contribution and Cost Components

FY 76 - FY 79

By Donor Contribution/Source of Funds:

II I i i I
otal Project I USAID 1 Central & Local US PVO I Local I Local PVO Other
i -sts I I Government I Participants I DonorI I Ii III

$,.799,681.34 I5993,295.02 I $202,759.69 $46,606 I $178,763.34 I $355,378 1$23,109.29 1
i00% I 55%I 1% 3% I 0% 20% I1%

By Cost Components/Use of Funds:

II I I i i iI
I I Total I Equipment, I Construction ITravel, Per Diem I Training I
Total Project I Project ISupplies,Trans-I Building, iTransp.of Personsl Workshops, I Other I

I Costs I Cost Iport of Goods IMateria.1s, Landl Administration I Seminars I Cost
I I I I I I ISI I I I i* II
I $1,799,681.34 1 $605,133.81 I $646,031.34 1 $188,996.24 1 $151,083.10 I$15,833.46 1$52,603.34 I

i0 I 3a 1 36% I 10.5% I 8% I 1 3



APPENDIX L

U.22 PVO Programs - Philippines

Partially Funded by AID/W
As of July 19, 1982

Grant Type, I ($O00's) I Activity
Fiscal Year I AID-I PVO (Totall

World Vision Relief I 144 I 159 I 313 I Community Development
Organization (WVRO) - I I I . I and Training
Matching Grant_,FY8 I I_

Coordination in I UNK I UNK I 71 I Agricultural Training
Development (CODEL) I I I I & Human Development,
FY 81 I I I I Primary Health Care,

SI I I Agro-Industrial
I I I I Resource Development

Salvation Army World 183 1 UNK I 182 I Animal Husbandry,
Service Office (SAWSO)- I I Women's Income Gene-
Matching Grant - FY 81-83 I I ration, Nutrition/

I I Day Care, Practical
___ Skills evelopment.

World Education, Inc. UNK I UNK I 263 I Women in Development
(WEI) - Matching Grant I I I
FY 81-83 I I I

Seventh Day Adventist UNK I UNK I 62 I Health & Nutrition
World Service (SAWS) - I I I Education
Mathing GrantjI 82__-----I I

Coordination in UNK I UNK I 283 I Ag. Training & Human
Development (CODEL) - I I I Dev., Community Dev.,
Matching Grant, FY 79-82 I I I Agro-Industrial

I I I Resource Dev., Small
I I Enterprise Credit

Heifer Project, Int'l UNK I UNK I 70 I Small Animal Agricul-
(HPI) - Matching Grant, I I I ture
FY 82-84I

YMCA - Matching Grant, UNK I UNK I 16 I Local Enterprises/
........ ..-... Employment

Global Outreach (GO)- 18 I 14 I 32 I Agricultural Develop-
Institutional Dev. Grant I I I ment
FY unknown I I . I



-2-

Grant Type, I ($000s) I Activity
Fiscal Year AID PVO I TotalhI I I

World Relief Corporation I 4 I UNK 1 5 I Training/Rural
(WRC) - Management Support! I I I Development
STrvicesGrant,_ FY 81 - I I I

International Institute I UNK I UNK I UNK I Rural Development
of Rural Reconstruction I I I , Training(IRR) - Matching Grant JIII....

~~~ I !_____ 1______I______ I

TOTALS: I I I- - --I I I I
1 OPO s . I50 173 I l397 I 23**

* Complete information unavailable from AID/W or PVO's.
** Discrete activities being implemented under general categories listed above.




