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PREFACE

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
understanging.

We wish to thank the staff of the PVOs evaluated, the USAID Office of
Fooo for Peace and Voluntary Cocperation (0/FFPVC) and the many others
who supportec or assisted with the evaluation in one way or another.
Special thanvs go to the intended beneficiaries of the PVO projects, who
WEr'E SO ClArlous ang hospitable in receiving us, and to the O/FFPVC
secretaries, Puring Mojica and Beth Martin, who diligently and untiringly
completec trie voluminous amount of typing required t complete the
TeEpOTts.

Tne views and interpretations expressed in this report are those of the
autnors and snould not be attributed to the Agency fer International
Development,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Project. FVOs are able to collaborate directly with beneficiary
groups te identify problems, plan solutions and manage development
inputs; therefore they play an irpcrtant role in promoting development
Realizing the importance of this role, USAID initiated the PVO
Co-Financing Project in 1980. The project funds up to 75 percent of tt
cost of development projects submitted by Philippine and U.S. PVOs. By
the end of Fy 1982, 21 of 57 proposals submitted by PVUs had been fundg
for a total of $4,644,249. Seven U.S. PV0s have received grants coveri
14 projects and 66 percent of totzl grant funds. The remaining.gyanF
funds are SUPpPOrting seven projects being implemented by six Philippine
PV0s. 1In addition, technical zssistance and training is being made
available to the Pyos to improve tneir Capacities to design and impleme
projects. _

Administraticn., Tre project is adgministered by the USAID Office nf Foo
for Peace ang Voluntary Cooperztion (0/FFPVC), which makes initial
contact with the PVUs, assists them w'tn proposal preparation, organize
USAID reviews o Proposals, makes recommendations concerning funding,.
develops grant sgreements and monitors subproject progress. The Missio
has acopted a policy of "maximum flexibility" in the review and approva.
of proposzis. Consistent with tnis policy, there is no required standa
format for Proposals and criteria for reviewing proposals or making
funding decisions are not explicit,

re
L0 asstss progress ang igentify lessons which can be used in developing
and reviewing z follow-on Project. Tne evaluation investigated three
interrelated as3ects of the project: (1) tne administration of the
project, (2) the impact of the project on PVO capacity, and (3) the
impact of PVU subprojects on intendsg beneficiaries.

Purpose cf Precent Eveluation. Tne primary purpose of tne evaluation we
T

Prograr Accompl i shments anc Effectivenecs. The project has fulfilled
most of its output tarcets in terms of number of PV0s involved and numbe
of grants made. Thoirgn it is top early to assess impact on beneficiarie
for most suoprojecls, the Co-Financing Project appears to be making VETy
good progress toward the project purpcse of engaging PVOs in the design
and implementztion of development activities whicn meet the needs of
low-income groups. Evaluation of eleven subprojects reveals that most
are successfull, achieving their objectives; the sthers are making
adequate Progress, wnile trying to overcome obstacles which were not
apparent &t the outset. The main proziers with many subprojects appear
L0 be (1) wezr Project gesicn in terrs of unreelistic targets and
timeframes, lase of valid paseling gats ano adequate evaluation plans;
(2) lac- of suppart Uy national 3nd locsl Governments; (3) inadequate
participztion ano commitmert by intenses ceneficiaries; and (4)
oifficulty in Establisting mechanisme for sustaining the activity beyond
the grant periog. Uecspite these aifficulties, the team feels that the
VU subprojects are more successful in promoting development among the

Joorest majority than comparable efforts by other development programs or
rganizations.
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Maijor Findinnas and Recommenzations

1. The most impertant fincing of the evaluation team is thiat the project has
demonsirated the soundness of the co-financing approach and the ability of
PVUs to promote development among rural low-income groups. Thus, the
Evaluatior leam strongly recommends that a follow-on PVO Co-Financing II
Project be ceveloped, approved and implemented.

2. The Team offers a number of recommendations for improving the existing
project and pronosed follow-on project. Many of the recommendations stem from
the teari's view that the Mission snould shift from a policy of "maximum
flexibility" to one of "reasonable flexibility" with explicitly stated
procecures for project administration.

3. Not all PVus and Mission staff fully understand existing procedures or .
Criteriz useg in reviewing proposals and making funding decisions. To rect%fy
this situation ¢ Mission Manual Order shoulc be adopted which clearly explains
the project purpose, the procedures used to implemeit it and the specific
responsivilitiss of Mission staff. The Order should incorporate the following
recommendationsz: (a) Quality criteria for reviewing and judging proposals
shoulc pe stated explicitly so that reviewers and PVOs know exactly what
factors are being used to assess proposals. (b) The Mission must deci@e
whether the primary project objective is *o help PVOs or to implement its
COSS; then it must develop subproject selcction criteria accordingly.

(c) Instead of reviewing proposals semi-annually, the Mission should adopt a
comtinious progossl review and approvel process witn a 60 calendar day maximum
tire 1imit between receipt of formal proposal ana notifying of tne PVO on
whetier cr not tne bropesal will pe funcec. (d) After a USHID staff pDersen
has visites tie site of & Prococsed subproject, 2 formal proposal review
comrittee should meet, witn a representative of the PVO in attendance, to
review the proposai. (e) After such a meeting, committee members should vote
on wiether or not to recommend to the Director that the proposal be funded.
(f) Tne Miscion should encourage PVOs to submit smsller (simpler) proposals,
with shorter Implemantation periods, wnich would have a more immediate impact
on cevelopment and incremental funding should be consicered for large, more
compliex projects.  (g) The Mission snould streamline procedures regarding
regisiration of Philippine PVUs and advancing of funcs, as well as intensify
efferts to provige technical assistance and training to PVUs. (h) Ltastly, and
pernzps most impcrtantly, the Mission should consider very carefully the staff
workioad implications of new procedures adopted fer implementation of thg
follow-on project., Regarding this last point, the team feels that adop§1on of
@ standard propocal format and clearly specifies procecures for the review and
processing of proposals will improve efficiency and tnus reduce staff workload

resiirement s,
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2.

iii

BASIC PROJECT IDENTIFICATION DATA

Country: Philippines

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,

492-16€5

Institute of Cultural Affairs, Community Development, 492-1683

The Asia Foundation, Cepu-Mactar Water Resources, 492-1712

ine Asis Foundation, Kidapawan Agricultural Redirection, 4$2-1711

kelahan Educational Foundation, Integrated Reforestation, 492-1048

Project Compassion, Integrated Marine Agro-forestry for Coastal

Areas, 492-1061

Xavier Science Foundation, Goat Dispersal, 492-1068

J. Igorot mutual Association, Crop and Livestock Improvement and
Marketing, 492-1118

k. Xavier Science Foundation, Manticao Industrial Tree Plantation and
Settlement

T o QA

e

The majority of the above listcd projects have been under
implementation for the past one or two years. A complete listing and
summzry gescriptions of all subprojects approved to date is contaimeg
in Appendis C.

Project Implencntalion:

a. 7irst Project Agreement: Fy 80
. Finel Coligation: Fy 83
C. Final Inmput Delivery: Ongoing

{._=. Contrioutions to Project Funding:

FY 1980 -~ Fy 19x2: $4,756,493
Fy 1583 (FProgrammed) $2,000,000

Prior to FY €0, 1l Operational Program Grants with six U.S. PVOs,
totalling $992,295, were implemented. PVO Co-Financing, which was
due to expire in Fy &2 has been extensed one additional year. 4 PID
flas been sunmitted to continue the program for an aaditional five
YeLIs, Unrcui HYowhy AIL/w anproval is penzing tne recults of this

Evaloatlt, toiore conoucting its review of tne FIL.
Mode of Imionortation: PVo Lo-*ingncing Grants to registered PVUs,

Previous Evaluations and Reviemns: None
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PART 1. ZONZLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings and conclusions of this evaluaiion are summarized in this
section, each fcllowed Immeistely, when appropriate, by one or more

Iecomrendations that derive

‘rom the respective conclusions or "findings".

Parts 11, I11 and 1V of this report present the getailed information upon
which these fincings and carlusions are based.

A.

Project Description ¢nd Dontext

1. Government Support of PVO Programs. It is evident that Pnilippine
Government policy is supportive of PVO programs. The National Economic
and Development Autnority (NEDA) is responsible Tor developing related
policies, clearing projects which receive external assistance and
monitoring PVO activities in general. Review and clearance of PVO
projecls by NLDA averages three months. In the subpraject areas, a close,
Cooperalive &nd supportive relationship does not exist between many of the
concerned PVis and local government entities.

Reccmmancation: I
Clesrarce process can be streamlined. This will pe especially important
1T USAIL impToves its procedures ang sttempts to complete its review
process witrin & 60 day period.

Recommencation:  Tnat USAID explore witn NEDA and PVOs the nature of

ec
problems Pv(Us are experiencing in working with local officials and attempt
to improve the situstion to the extent possible and appropriate.

2. USAIN'PVG Relationenio, Presently, there is significant interaction
Detweeir the Miccion's Gifice of Fooo for Peace anc Voluntary Cooperaticn
anc tne FVUs; however, contact between the rest of the USALD anc PvOs is
minimel. Tre Mission ooes share tne CDSS with the U.S. PV3s, but only
efter It hes been puplisned. The Council for International Voluntary

e U.S5. PVO organization - could play

Fgencies in tne Prilippines (CIVAS) - &
& more wzaningful role in coordineticn, information sharing, sponscring
tralring &nd other activities for both U.S. and Prilippine PVO0s.

Recommendetion:  That USAID encourage CIVARP to expand its activities and

Capabilities as g PVO coordinating and technical body. Consideration
should be givesn to the inclusion of viable Priilippine PVOs who are
effectivelv invnlveg in development procgrams.

nlzterec by USALD's Office of Food for
(L/rePVL), whnich currently has seven
ries. In addition, & U.S%. personal
1l-time with project funds to provide

ffi- Tr]t‘- re et o e ey
i - R R I SIORS > odo
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technical assistance and training. USAID, in its PID for PVO Co-Financing
I1, is proposing a second contract p051t10n to assist in handling tne
increasing workload.

Recommendsztior: That the current staffing level of O/FFPVC be retained

angd that the proposed second contract pcsition be established as soon as
possible.

Project Effectiveness and Impac

1. Purposs of the PVO Co-Financing Project. The purpose of the project -
to engage U.S. and Filipino Pv3s in the design and implementation of
development activities to meet the needs of low-income groups - is being
accomplishec with a high degree of success.

Recommencation: That the procram pe continued ano expanded. USAID has

submittes & Fiu for an acditionzl five-year period, beginning in FY &4,
The evalusticn team strongly endorses the Mission's reguest but questions
whetner the $10 million propcsec 1s eadequate to meet the demands Tor an
anticipetec significant increzze in tne perticipation of new PVOs and
reistec requests for assista-ce.

2. Capazilitv cf PVOs. One of tne main objectives of the project was to
increese tne capacity of PV0s to design and implement local development
projec t< A former Peace Ccros velunteer hired for this purpose has been
and there is evidence thzt PVU capacity, alreagy fzirly

very effectiv
sciid, has been improving.
Recomnencatics:  That tne Missicon pudget adeguate funds in the folliow-or

project tc intensify its effcrts in providing technical assistance ano
treining te PVic in the desizn, irglemsntaticn and evaluation of projects

3. PV br

20-30 PVL

Ys Appruved. Tne objective in the project paper of funding

I1CjrCLs Gq]lﬂ“ tne tnree-year LO? has been met. Jwenty-one
prcjects, - proposals surnittel, have been dDDIOVEO 15 other
proposals £ curren le unge: conzigeration. All of the subpro1ecf< mee s
tne generel criteris of the project and 75 percent of them are in line
witn GUP arg CLS5 program deveiopment priorities. Tne subprojects are
spread tnroughout the country, locstecd in all regions except two.

C"J‘iﬁ

=+ M

4. Registretic of Pnilippins Pvos. While USAID hes registered 21 local
PViz, the process usdaliy ta-zi Over oix months and is not understoco
cleerly Uy eil USHID staff i-vilves

Hecommer "2t icnt Thel the wizzion crrestiine procedures regarding
regictre~iv. of Phlilicpine =0 &ns c:fine the "ecoan;iailities of
concerncs Usell ctaffl. A Miziicr hotice enouid be issued to this effect,

5. dnvolvemerd cf Pyls.  Tne project forecasted the invelvement of 10-Z0

U.S. PVUs ang 4-¢ Filipino Pvis, Only seven U.S. PV0s have received
grants; proposals submittec vy trree others were not funded. Six Filipino




-3

PVOs received arants. U.5. P¥0s received 66 percent of the funds for 14
subprejects &s opposed tgo 34 sercent. for 7 subprojects involving Filipino
Pv(s.

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

6. Expenditure of Funds and Time frames. Of the $5,000,000 programmed in
the project, the Mission receiveo and obligated $4,756,493. Of this
amount, $4,644,249 was expenced for PVO subprojects and the remaining
amount fcr technical assistance and training. Tne average amount provided
PEr arant was over $220,000. With one exception, all of the subprojects
are for trnrec-vear periods ang many will have to be extended to accomplisn
their obiectives,

Recommendetion: Tha' the Mission encourage PVOs to submit smaller, less
Compiex subprcjects that nave snorter implementation periods and a mcre
immsoiate impact on Gevelcpment. Tnat incremental funding be consigered
for lurger, more complex subgrojects in order that more effective use can

be mece of lititeo fungs availssle.

7. The Asisz Founcation. Because RID's support for TAF has been
controversial, the evaluation team focused specific attention on this

PVU.  The tesm concluded that: a. support for TAF's current subprojects
is Justifies, nazed on existing criteria; b. TAF serves in an important
and unicue role tecause of its long experience and extensive contacts with
Many “ecme~il of society; o, TAF's subprojects, ere experiencing
satisfactor, progress at this time: ang a. altnough TAF's administrative
costs zre U nighest of zll the PVOs participating, they are accepta.le
consicering tne unigue nature of TAF. However, there is some concern
Tegarcing tre high Fercentage (23x) of PVO Co-Financing funds bring

received ULy one organization.

Recommencatinni:  Tnat USAID continue to support TAF but perhaps at =
Tequcer arou t of funding in order that limited funds can be spread more

e

widely to & larger number of PVOs for more development activities,

8. Cost Fer Seneficiary. A thorough study of the cost-benefit or cos
effectivener: o1 subprojects was not possible because of inadequate time
and informstinn, rowever, it is estimatec that 287,708 persons will
berefit cirsitly, and 186,192 wiil receive incirect benefits from 19 of
the 21 proj besed on total project costs, the average costs ece

o fleiaries and 115.30 wnen indirect nencficiarie: are

$or il tel cledt beneficiaries

InCloZuc . wring ondy tre total amouns p:ovicso by USAIL, the cost per
Denelicial ) Collvcie. Lo 15083 anc $v.60 recpectively.  Inese cotts are
reatons le o0 Lowill imocove &3 the numser of beneficiaries increasec.
Recorirc-ont it That USAID and the Pvus continue to obtain bettel

information on coste and benefits and explore meaningful methads of
assessing tne~ for PVU 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
geing for administrative requirements. For U.S. PVOs, the percentage is
26% and for Philippines PV0s, it is 13%. However, when overhead costs for
U.S. PVU home offices are not considered in the analysis, there does not
seem to be very much difference between the two groups.

10. Counterpart Funds. Cash and in-kind contributions by the PV0s and
other doncrs are much less than the overall 50% targetted in the Project
Paper.  The actual requirement is 25% which has been achieved.
Counterpart funzing for the 21 subprojects is currently estimated at 37%.
Some PVUs are having cifficulties obtaining previously projected
counterpart contributions.

Recommenaoation: Tnat USAID take a closer look at counterpart
contrimutions in propesals ouring the review process and that PVOs keep
better recorcs on totel project inputs in order to obtain actuzl figures

et the enc cf tre subprojects.

11. LBisturssle and Excenditures. The overall disbursal rate for all 21
subprojects 1s & low 21% for the three-year period. The PVOs' expenditure
rate iIs 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 crstacles ana 0ifficulties during subproject implementation also

have contrinuter.

Recommznzztione:  Tnat USAIZ and the PVOs determine the exact nature of
the prov.er regeroing low disbursel and expenditure rates and take
reqJired action to resolve the matter. That USAID continue to provide
Pvls with training in pudgetting, financial management, accounting and
repcrting anc, at tne same time, focus on these aspects in the review of
proposels,

12. Suboroject Progress and Success. As a result of conscientious
subproject management, most subprojects appear to be headed for successful
accomplishmerit of objectives. However, like most development projects,
many are suffering from over-optimistic designs and unrealistic targets
and timeframes. while some subprojects demonstrate impressive local
pariicipatior, beneficiary involvement is weak in a number of other

subprojette. Suctainztility after the grant period is gquestionable for
most suoprojects because thney lack economic viability or adequate support
frem metional and lotil government sgencies and from local communities in
SOfE Cater,

Recomm:” ot irmr Trnat USAID continee to support worthy PVD activities. In
desioing, Ieviewing and approving subprujects USAID and PVOs shoulc give
particuiar attention tn:  simole subprojects - th realistic designs and
timefram:z, active peneficiary involvement in all aspects of the project,
and sustairaility ac indicater by economic viability anc support by

government and local communities.
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thet criteria should be established with minimum quality standards; rathes
that criteria should specify exactly.what factors should be used to Judge

propeosals.

Recommendations: That explicitly stated, quality criteria be adopted for
reviewing proposals. The criteria should indicate which specific factors
should be used to evaluate each proposal. The following criteria should
be considered for adoption: (a) technical feasibility, (b) sustainability
ano replicability, (c) cost effectiveness (or benefit/cost ratio), (d)
financial viacility, (e) Institutional and administraive components, (f)
track recora, qualifications, and commitment of PVO, (g) cepability of
Immediete project staff, (h) implementation plan, (i) quality of proposal
presentation, and (j) Counterpart total and cash contributions as
percentage of tgtal projert costs.

4. Preparatico
informaliy wit
Tor USAID revi

i of Proposals. The existing system allows PVO's to consult

N USAID about project ideas and to submit informal proposals

&w 8nC comment. This system is designed to help PVOs with

7 anu proposzl przparation. While the Mission is providing

it consioerable assistance, tne time between initial PVU-Mission

contact anc formel proposal submission is still very long, lasting over a
Y Cases.  Tne current system does not have a reguired format

v

Recommendation: That USAID provide PVUs with more assistance during the
project izertification ang proposal preparation stage. To the degree
pussinle, such wssistance should be providea through contracts so as not
Lo exacerdate existing workload proolers. However, USAID technicel staff

and OtNETs enTuld be involved Lo the point where they can refer PVO's to
ppropriste technical soJrees, crgetizetiens coing similar activities, and
Ner imooriant contacts. A Project Lesign and Support (PDS) fund should
be estatiisnes witnin the PVO Co-Finanzing Project to hire consultants to
help PVG's cevelop their preject ioess, to conduct feacibility studies
(when geemes nececsery) and to write proposals. A standarcized propossl
formet stoulc be sdopted. Proper guioance materials should be prepared
anc distriseied to PVUs witn instructions oA their use.

2. Timinz anZ Procedures for Review of Proposals. Each year there are
w0 proposal deadlines and two funcding periods. Thus, twice a year, the
Micsion review comnittee evaluates & batch of proposals. PV0O's have
criticized tne amount of time the Mission process takes. Mission staff
have complzines zpout Naving to process and review a large number of
TONOsals twice 5 year; they prefer tc spread the workload more evenly

A
TNIGeInGyY

. Lothe year,
Recommzcctisr:  That Mission adopt & continuous proposal review process
wherein each propesal is reviewed s it is received. To be fair to PVUs

ant toc insure trat proposals are reviewed and funding decisions made in an
expecitious manner, the Mission should establish a 60 calendar day maximum
time limit between receipt of formal proposal and notifying of the PVO on
whether or rot the proposal will be funded.



Reconmendations: Tnat a formal proposal review committee mest to review
each proposal. The committee should have three permanent members from (1)
O/FFFVC (chair), (2) the Program Gffice, and (3) the Controller's Office,
as well as members from concerned technical offices. After the formal
reviev meetina to which the PVO 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,
weaxnesses and issues or concerns surfaced by committee members.

6. Two-Stage Review Process. Some member of the Council for Voluntary
Agencies in the Prnilippines (CIVARP) incicated they would prefer a
two-stage preposal process. First, an initial brief summary cf the
project (similar ro a PID) would be submitted. Second, if USAID indicated
that tre ioes nao potential (witnout implying that eventual Tunding is
assured), tnen tne FVU would go ahead with the full proposal.

Recommendation:  That a two-stage proposal process be adopted.

7. worelo & Implicstions. Several USAID staff have indicated that
implementation of tre Co-Financing project absorbs a considerable amount
of staff time. It should be notez that they are involved mainly in the
review of prcposals twice a year, wnich has proved to be frustrating and
burcensome to theni.

Recomnzndation:  Staff workicad imolications should be consicered
carsi.lly in gzveloping new procedures for USAID implementation of the
proiect., AU ieast two contract PVU specialists shoula be hiired with

unds tou inform PvO'e of the project, assist them with

ion ang proposal preparation help with the review process, and
) mz1ly relieve USAID staff wi th the numerous day-to-day administrative
requirements assccisted with the impimentation of tne project. In
additior, proposals wnich assist PvUs in increasing their capabilities
smoul? be entouranged such as the present PBSP grant to provide management
training to the staff of 169 crganizations

rt —h

Recommondetion: Tnat efforts begin under Co-Financing II to develop the
Capazlly of an outside Orﬁaﬁ12ctlUP tc take over the complete
aoministration 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 recuction in the workload. Otherwise the
program shodld be kept witnin U410 in order that a valuable collaborative
relationsnip be expandes ano mei ‘aines. USAID would lose much by having

aLau
a conirector scrinlster tne prosrat.

. Py keporting. wWnile Pves agrec that quarterly financial reporting is
WaIT& leD anc requireg by AiL/n, they seriously guestion the need for
querterly narrative reperoing.
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Recommendaticn:  That narrative reports be required on a semi-annual basis
insteac of guarterly.

9. Field Vicits, Tne evaluation team observed in its field visits that

PVU project performance seemed to improve following USAID staff visits to
project sites, especially if problems were being encountered.

Recommendation: O/FFFVC and/or other USAID staff visits to observe
project implementation should be schieduled prior to or following receipt
of semi-annual narrative reports to insure appropriate monitoring and to
assist in resolving issues cor problems which have surfaced.




PART II. PROJECT CONTEXT

Philippine Development Context

Tne 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
capitel-intensive, import suobstituticn strategy has exacerbated employment
proclemc. Economic growth over the preceding decade has not signficantly
improvec tne status of tne majority of poorer Filipinos; over 50% of the
populaticn still live below the food threshold poverty level. Patterns of
growth in the Prillippines have tendec te reinforce the uneven distribution
of incom¢ hetween urvan and rural areas, among regions and among income
classec. Tne lowest Z3» of householos receive less than 6% of the income
and the highect 203 receive over 53h. 1n agriculture, the Government's
programs fer increasing rice and corn production have succeeded in moving
the Philippines into a surplus position. Yet food consumption, becsuse of
low purchasing power and inageguate nutrition education, has not increased
sufficiently to enable tne average rural family to meet adequate nutrition
levels.  Low world market prices cince 1979 for coconut 0il, the majeor
expcrt, have saversely affectea coconut farmers, whose plignt has been
exacerpates oy & processing sysiem that favors banking ard marketing
interests over small proavcers,

GOF Deve lcnment Strateny

Tne Governmant of the Philippines (GOP) lays out a growth with equity
oevelopment strategy in its 1983-1957 Five-Year Development Plan. The
plen articulstes GOP comnitment to undertske a broad range of activities
designed to stinulate the process of development in the rural areas.
Frominent among the GOP's gevelopment goals are the creation of productive
employment cpportunities to improve the living standard of the poor. The
GOP auxnowleoges the unique avility of the private business sector and
voluntary crganizations to work directly with groups of potential
beneficiaries, motivating them to become involved in all aspects of
gevelepnent projects and thereby significantly contributing to Philippine
national oevelopment,

Croe PR .
USnic Strete

C+

1. Tne Anzlyvtic Besic for the Stratecv. USAID's Country Development
trategy Statement (CLDsS) is the outgrowtn of research on who are the poor

anag trie ceterminante of their poverty. Tne aynamics of poverty are

clear. heavy population pressure on natural resources coupled with

accelerated exnioitation is feegding the cycle cf poverty. As the rural
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but most relate to a lack of communication, understanding and cooperation
on the part of both parties.

3. USATU Support for PVO Programs. USAID provioed operational program
grants (rG) to six U.S. PV0s, which totalled $993,255, during fiscal
years 1976-1978 (Appendix K). In fact, the OPG program laid the

foundation for PVO Co-Financing, which already had been established and
had become popular in other Asian countries. PVOs also are getting AID
support for their development work in the Pnilippines through centrally
funded grants. Although USAID has not received comolete funding
information from AID/W on these activities, it is known that at least 10
U.5. PVUs are supporting numerous activities with indigenous organizations
(Appendix ). In adcition, two U.S. PVUs are involved in P.L. 480 Title
11 programs, utilizing commodities valuea at over $17,000,000 annually.
Other U.&. ang internetional PVUs are involved in family planning,
covperatives, laber movement development, refugee assistance, disaster
relief, ASHA and excess property programs. USAID also is planning to
involve PVUs in their Development Assistarice projects.

In spite of tnie impressive array of activities which involve PVOs in the
Pnilippines, more needs to be done in promoting this collaboration and
partnership anc to effect a more meaningful role for PVOs in development
programs. fFor example, PVOs ceould be involved in the development of the
Mission's CDSS. PVO Co-Financing has been receiving only about one
percent per year of the total DA and ESF program of USAID. Under the
propesed follow-on project, the percentage will increase minimally if at
all. Tne potentisl for greater PVO involvement is limitless.

Project Descrintion (Appencis b, Logical Framework)

The PVU Co-Financing Project was designed to

pment activities involving beneficiaries and
anizations to compliment Government funded and
orts. Tnis was to be accomplished by engaging the
expertise of U.S. and Filipino private voluntary organizations in the
design ang implementaticn of development activities to meet the identified
neecs of low income groups.

2. wualifying Criteriz. Tne project design focused priority on
activities of PvUs wnich were addressed to satisfy the basic human needs
of disacvantaged sections of tre Pnilippine population. Efforts aimed at
increasing income ang ma<ing available or expanding education, sanitation,
health, family planning, nutrition and legzl services or assistance.

Other concioerations incluces the gegree oV participation of the
peneficiarics Ir the developrent precess; the introduction of a New
cevelopment meinodniogy or inmovative technaleocy; ang the consistency of
fre gotivities with U.S, ano GOF development assistance strategies. In
agcition, trie PVU waS reguired to provide or obtain a contribution of at
least z54 of the total suoproject costs or value. Subproject proposzls
also were to take intc consideration sccial and environmental impacts and
be able to demoristrate that subprojects were technically, economically and
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administratively feasinle. In general, the criteria emphasizeao
flexibility in expanding the role of PVOs.

3. Funding and Time Frame. A total of $5,000,000 in grant funding was
approved for the three-year life of the preject, beginning in fiscal year
1980. Of this total, $4,730,000 was budgeted for direct grants to PVOs
and the remaining for technical assistance, training and administrative
coste. It was anticipated that PVOs and other donors would furnisn
$4,730,000 in counterpart funding, which would bring the grand total for
the pregram to $9,730,000.

Tne life cf the project was extended for one additional year (FY 1932) and
$2,000,00C in grant funding was added. In the meantime, the Miscion has
submittec & FIL to AID/w to continue the program for anotne:r five years,
FY 1954-85, at & cost of $10,000,000.

staffing. Tne PVO Co-Financing Project is administered by USAID's Office
of foud for Peace and Voluntary Cocperation (O/FFPVC). Tnis Office is
steffed witr two U.S. direct hire officers, one U.S. personal services
contracter (Fili, four Filipino professional staff and two secretaries.

It has responsisilities not only for FVO programs but also for a major
Food for Pesce Program, involving two U.S. PV0s, and some limited
educatior related activities as well as disaster preparedness and disaster
relief responsioilities. In addition, O/FFPVC administers the Accelerated
Impact Procram with the Peace Corps. One U.S. officer is the full-time
project manzoer of the PVU Co-Financing FProject and the PSC also works
fuil-time on the project. All othners also are involved in various aegrees
Cf essistence ano capacities. During the course of tne evaluation, tne
PSC resiom o ans tne Mission ic recruiting to fill the position. The
Uffice will be losing 2 Filipino steff member who is involveg only
minimally witn PVO Co-Financing. However, USAID has proposed in the PID
for PVO Co-finencing 11 that anotrer full-time PSC be funced to assist
with project administration. Currently, the participation cof USAID
tecnnical staff and others in the Mission is limited to the review of
subpreject proposale, as discussec in more detail in Section IV below
(O/FFPVC Crganization Chart is atteched to this section).
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subproject activity after the PVU completes its work. In some cases,
local cooperatives and/or community-organizations can fulfill this role;
in others, lnocal or national government agencies seem appropriate.
Unfertunately, most subprojects are not receiving the cooperation and
suppert they need from local and national governments.

5. Peace Corps Involvement. While Peace Corps volunteers (PCVs) are
active and well acceptea in most subproject areas, only two of the 11
subprojects evaluated have PCV involvement. Their participation in
tnese two subprojects was guite pesitive; they possessed the skills
required by tne two organizations and also were helpful in informing
people auout tne programs ang motivating them to participate. The
evalustion team believes PCVs could participate meaningfully in other
Co-Financing subprojects.




PART IV. PROPOSAL PROCESSING SYSTEM

Because the existing process is flexible, hias changed through time, and is no
defined explicitly in a USAID Manual Crder or other appropriate document, it
is not clearly understood by all of the parties involved. Tnus 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. Preparation and Submission of Proposals

1. Grientstion of PVUs. PV0s become aware of USAID's Co-Financing
Froject in a numoer of ways. The PVO may learn about the activity from
another PV0, another conor, or from a national or local government
official. The PVO may approach an AlD employee with a project idea and be
referrec to U/FFPVC ana tne Co-Financing Project. Alternatively, members
of the U/FFPVC steff may visit PVOs ano aiscuss the project with them.
Triere has ceen only limited publicity in the local press, radio or other
media.

Befcre submitting the preposals, PV3s should learn about the procedures
and reauirements of the Co-Financing project. Such orientation is
accomplished by providing PVis with materials describing the program,
formal orientation and treining activities and discussions between G/FFPVC
staff anc PV0s. The O/FFPVC contract PVOD Specialist has preparec a
simplifies version of the PVC Co-Financing project paper which describes
in comicn terms the Co-Financing program. In aodition, simple, logical
culdelines for project design (basec on AID's Logical Framework) anc
proposzi preparation have been geveloped. Tnese materials, along with
discussions with U/FFPVC personnel, provide PVOs with an understanoing of

tne Co-Financing program ang the reguiremerts for proposal submission.

Experience gained through distributing documents and informal discussions
with PV0s suggestec the need to initiate a formal orientation program.
The first formzl orientation programs were conducted in June and November
1987,

2. Initial Reguirements. Tne Co-Financing Program hes two firm
requiremente for grantess. First, all grantees musi be registered witn
E ot for ULS. PYOs or witn tne USAID Miscion fcr

locel Pvo'e.  Tne rezistraticn prozess generaily follows guidelines
provigec &y ~Ib/w. Tne Miscion coss not hisve written guidelines for the
internsl review of anglicetions, it concists of a review by FFPVC,
Conmtrellier, Procran, Cuntrect erc Legsl Offices of specific cocuments
submittes Ly the PVU anc & fornel determination by the Director. A look
at the experience to date ingicates tnat the process usually takes oer
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7. Worklecas Imnlications. Several USARID staff have indiceted that
implemzntation of the Co-Finmancing. project absorbs a considerable amount
of steff time. The evaluation team found that, other than O/FFPVC, less
than 5% of USAID staff are involvec, end their involvement is mainly
limited to less than 20 proposals psr fiscal year. However, with the
adoption of the recommendations presented herein, the involvement of staff
should be more meaningful and effective and less frustrating and
burcensome. In any case, staff workload implications should be considerec
cerefullv, along with the advantages and benefits gained from increased
steff involvement in develcping new proceoures for USAID implementation of

the project.

8. PVU Repcrting. wnile PVU's aaree that guarteriy financial reporting
i Lel and reguirec by AID/w, they seriously guestion the need for

jarrantel
Guarterly narrative reporting. Memyv PVO's are experiencing difficulties
in submitting narretive quarterly regerts in & timely manner; many reports
arrive at USAID two to tnres montns late.

. 1he evaiuation team observec in its field visits that
, OQurirz the implementation of their oubprojects, seemed to
lowing USAIL staif visits to project sites, especially if

PVl per G
L2
re beling encountered.

improvi
proulems w

o
T O
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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 invclvement with these types of activities. However, a word of
caution is in orger because these lessons were gained in the Philippine
context and thus may not be fully applicable in other situations.

A.

Charecteristice of PVO Activities

1. PVJ subproiects can succeed in promoting development and are
particularly weli-suited to areas where mutual accessibility between
pecple anc government is constrained by physical distance, by lack of an
effective organizational network or by lack of a functional service
delivery systei.

2. ine sesians of PVO subprojects are generally similar to those of other
Ail-zssistes projects in thet targets usuelly are overly optimistic,
tlmeframc are often unrealisticelly short, and potential technical,
administrative, and sociocultural dlfflcultles are not fully understood
before implementation is well underway.

<
=
L.

=

U"‘J

3. Like otner development projects, the successful implementation of PVO
subprojects is isvuely dependent upon dedicated and conscientious project
management as well as active participation by intended beneficiaries in

all sspects of tne project. Evidence from the Philippines suggests that,

whnilie PVi: rz; nct have the technical expertise of some otner development
agencies, tne, more than make up for tnis slight deficiency by the
dedicaticn anc conscientiousness of their staffs and their apility to
promote direct peneficiary involvement in developmert projects.

4, S;stazﬁ
Because Fvi:s do not work olrectly tnrough government agenc1es, there is no
obvious o::;fL:atlon to continue sunproject activities after the
subproject perioc has ended. Thus some PVO activities may last only as
long as trete is subproject funding from some external doncr. To avoid
this situstion, susteinability should be a critical concern in the design,
review anc implementation of cevelopment projects. PVO subprojects that
are technicelily sounc, financially viable, and engender active local
perticipaticn are readily sustainable if proper attention is paid to this

aspect of tne subproject.

LA L

Do walle mvl dndepenoence from covernment is an agvantazs in many ways,
supi.oTt anc ccoperation of locel snc national governmertel agencies

VEeIy imslTianl to tre success of PVU subprojects.

73
S

wa
g
.
1

volunteers can make a valuable contribution to the success

-

Lorps
of PVO preojects.
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7. Indigenous PVOs, at least in the Pnilippines, are very capable of
designing and implementing successful activities. AID should give greater
finarcial and technical assistance to indigenous PV0s.

Mission Co-Financing of PVD Activities

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

2. Direct Mission administraticn of & co-financing program requires
considerable staeff time. Workload implications should be an important
consideration in designing end administering a ceo-financing program.
Efforts should be made tou streamline such programs ang reduce staff
requiremerts. When staff constraints are critical, consideration should
be given to hiring an outside sgency to administer a co-financing program.

3. PVUs should be provided with concise, clear information on the
co-financing program including program objectives, PVO eligirility, all
proposal requirements, the proposal review process and selection criteria,
as well as all AIDL implementation regulations and requirements.

4. Wwnile the main objective of most PVO subprojects is to have positive
impact on intended beneficizries, an important secondary objective should
be to Improve the institutionszl capacity of PVUs.

2. Tne evalustion of a single PVO subproject can be as complicated ang
time conzuning as evaluating & mainstream Mission assisted project which
may £e ten Lo fifty times as big in terms of budget levels. The scope of
work ver tne Pnilippine eveluation was overly optimistic when it allocated
ceven weexs 10 & four percson team to evaluate tne administration of the
co-flinencing program and to conduct field evaluations of eleven
subprcjects.



APPENDIX A

EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

I. PURPOSE AND TIMING

PVO Co-Financing I (492-0345)

The primary purpose of the evaluation is to identify lessons which can be used
in developing a follow-on PVO Co-Financing 11 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 Aavisory 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 198Z.

I1. QUESTIONS TO BE ADDRESSED

The evaluation will 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 pctential effects of the subprojects

on beneficiaries.

A. Project Implementation Process

For the purpcses of this evaluation, process is defined very broadly to
include, inter alis, initial contact with PVOs, assistance with subprojec
design and propcsals, and subproject menitoring and evaluation. The
following questions will be addressed:

1. How dces the Mission publicize the availahility of grant funds? Wnat
proportion of PVOs are aware of the co-finmancing grant program?
Sriould publicity be imprcvec?

What recommengations can be made for improving publicity?

wnat is the total number ang 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 which are ready for review?

Are these criteria adequate?

How does the Missiorn work with PVUs to improve the quality of

subproject oesigns?

How can such assistance be imoroveg?

Aside from assisting witn subproject designs, how do project

activitiec improve the capzrity of FVU57

Does the Mission assist Pvus with subproject implementation?

wnat process 1s used te makg cecisions cencerrniing the allocation of

subprc ject funds?

e
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C. Potential Impact ol Subprojects

Though some subprojects are gquite 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?
Rre baseline data adequate?
what can be done to improve subproject evaluation systems?

2. Do the identified beneficiaries of all subprojects fall within the
RIU “pocr mejority"?

Wnet ere the socioeconomic characteristics of subproject
beneficiaries?

2. wnal evidence is tnere that SUJDrOJECtS have had (or potentially
will nave) an impact on beneficiary incame, employment,
institution-building or quality of 1life?

4. Whzt are the gpecific festures of subproject design, method of
imzlementetion, or subproject environment that contributed to or
innicited Jmpact’

Will subproject activities be sustained and/or replicated after the
stbproject grant expires?

What are the suggestions for improving subprojects?

Are supprcjects aligned with the highest priorities of beneficiary
groups”

Fre the veneficiary groups perticipating actively in subproject
implementation?

Fre tney conating labor and cash to the project?

D. Generz. {uestione

n the experience of subprojects?

1. Wwnhat has bee
Wnat ars the characteristics of successful as well as unsuccessful
subproiects?
Wratl recommendations can be made for improving implementation of
suburojects?

2. Wnzt gre the Jessons from the project which should be incorporated
into the design and implementation of the follow-on project?

2. wnat general lessons uncovered by the evaluation can be used to
improve other projects in the Philippines and PVO projects inm other

it}

countries”
4. what reccmamzndstions can be mage for improving the use of PVUs in
otrer Missior-gssisted projects?

ITL. METHLULLO

Tne evaluaticn tear will coliect information by reviewing documents,

conducting inte:visws anu ma<ing field observations. The evaluation will
take roughly seven weeke from assemsling of evaluation team to completion of
the final report.










APPENDIX C

TABLE 1
PVD CO-FINANCING PROJECT
OVERVIEW OF PROPGSALS SUBMITTED AND PROFOSALS FUNDED

DECISION PERIOD

Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Total
1980 1980 1981 1581 1981

PROPOSALS
SUBMTTTED
Us FVO's
NG . 7 9 5 4 8 33
Amaunt* $1,414 $3,775 $1,111 § 818 $2,862 $ 9,980
RP PVD's
No . 1 8 6 3 6 24
Amaunt $ 484 $3,707 $2,748 $ 399 $ 851 $ 8,189
US & RP PVD's
No. 7 17 11 7 14 57
Amount $1,832 $7,482 $3,859 $1,217 $3,713 $18,167
PROPOSALS
FUNDEL
us mvo's
No. 5 0 2 0 7 14
Amount $1,246 0 $ 315 ) $1,443 $3,004
RP PV0O's
No. 1 2 1 3 0 7
Amount $ 484 $ 268 % 493 3 395 0 $1,640
US & RP PVO's
No. 6 2 3 3 7 21
Amaunt $1,730 $ 268 $ B08 $ 395 $1,443 $4, 644

*}n thousands of dollars









~Eh

B

[
.

[8aS
.

(W e

G

PVO: The Asia Foundaticn (TAF)
Sub-CGrantee: Notre Dame Educaticrnal Association (NDEA)
Project: Kicdapawan Agricultural Redirection
Project Director: Bro. Angel Bertomo
Funoing: AID - $227,865
Couriterpart - 130,763

Total - §358.625

Ltocation:  Kidapawan, South Cotabato
Project Eescrlotlon' To sugment and to improve the
acricultural eaucation proarans of the Notre Dame Educeational
Association. TU revise and implement a practical curriculum
thatl oveltor ecurecses the agriculture neeas of the local
commonity.
Dete Stertea: 05 Sept. 80 PACU:  March 85
PV kalahan Education Founcdation, Inc.
Project:  Integrated Reforestation DIL e:t
Priject Director: Or. Delbert Rice
Funcing: AID - $223,€75

lounterpart - 120,586

fotal - 2208,551

Locztiorn:  Imuazn, Santa Fe, Nuosve Vizeava

Project Descripticn: G0 contince and to expand various

dewelaﬁﬁeft actjv't,ﬂs reiaten to the refcrestation of

apiz oxin: eiy 1a,Ul) hecteres leasec to tne Kalahan

ionel Founcaticn., These activities inzlude:

terrzcing, construction of {iresrea<s, upland crup production

end orcnzrn plsnteticn.  Tne proiect seers to develop and to

CTOLETY the natural Tescurces cf tne arez anc to increase the
o of tne lkalahan cultural

inzume of approximately 2,000 psopl

minority croun,

Date Sterted: 10 Jun &l PACD: 11 Jun b4
PVL: Inter ndtlunal Humar, Assistance Program (I1HAP)
Froject: Coconut 11 Crarcoa: Manufacture

Project Lirector: Mr. Geralo k. Davey
212,565

runcing: Rl

Counteroart 73,60z
Total - .z:f*;‘s"a_é_._;?;






K. 1, PVO: The Asia Foundation (TAF)
2. Project: Law and Social Justice Project
3. Prcject Director: Ms. Edith S. Coliver
4. Funding: AID - $102,540
’ Counterpart - 43,500

Total - $14¢,440

. Location: University of the Philippines (U.F.) 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
Clinicel Legsl Ecucation Seminmars and to hold "legal
titeracy"™ seminars in eight provinces; ESLaDllShlﬂg a
U.P.-centereg ASEAN regional network of human rights
documentaticn; and conducting research on the efficacy of the
Barangzy Justice syster.

7. Dzte Started: 01 Sept &1 PACD: 31 Aug. 83
L.*1. VU' orot Mutuel Association (IMA)
2. Projecti: Crop ang Livestock Improvement and Marketing Program
3. P“c1€:t Director: Ffr. Jose Eancic
4, Funoing: Al - $134,274
Loanterpars - 134,685
Total - JE, 658
S. bLeoceticn:r Comner ang Dinu:pak, kalinga, Apayso
6. Prciect Dosoription: Tne preject aims to improve the living
stangzrs of coltural mincrities in Nerthern Luzon through
crop clversifacation and enimal creeoing and dispersal. The
rroject involves the plzniing of coifee, caceo, oSananas,
vegetanies, and cction,  Tne profect alsc envisions the
breecing anc clisper o cattle and swine.

In edrition to the

grimzl and crop procduction the grant will
orovigs funds for es "
oo

ablisning an effective marketing system
I
rati &s

for the varicus coc snciateg with IMA

7. Dete llerted: 20 April EX PACD: 27 Rpril 85
Mo*i. BVor Xavier Sciente Fgumoaticn (85
2. Project: Manticer Incustirial Tres Flantatict & Settlement
Project.
2. Project Uirecior: fr.owilliam Masterson
4, Funcing: kil 391,264
Counterpart 30,627

iotal - $121,510
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PVO: Cstnclic Relief Services (CRS)
Prcject: Integrated Farm Management Program
roject Director: Mr. Rodrico Custodio

Funding: AIb - $120,616
Counterpart - 95,069
Total - 225,685

Location: Municipalities of LlLanera, Talavera in the
Province of Nueva Ecija
Project Description: The project will provide direct
technicel and organizational training to 1600 farmers. The
treining will be designed to increase 51gn1f1cantly the rice
production of the farmers and therefore increase their
Incomes. The training will take place in the villages of the
farmzrs so that they can "learn by going". The project will
use the CUHJaLt farm method in which a group of farmers will
centrect the services of a professional agriculturel
mariagsment group. The management group will provide the
nesosn training and supervise the application of the advanced
farwing technologies.

Date Zterted: I Sept. 82 PACD: 31 Aug. 85

Pvi: Cstholic Relief Services (CRS)
Pro et Tar; “tec Meternal anc Cnilo Health Community
sources Development rrogram
Froiect Dv*ﬂftu.: Mr. Francis Xx. Carlin
Fur: fur‘; A1 $241,331
unterpett - 76,309
tal - 3317,640

Locetion: dre Dioceses of Capiz, Nzga, Davao and tanqued,

P'oje:t Ded_ription' The aim of tne project is tc assist CRS
in initieting specific focd procuction and/or income
Gereratior ectivities in order to increase the ircome of
familiez currently peing assisted by P.L. 480 Title 11 focd
comnncities. By doing this, the project seeks to ease the
effect of tre anticipated P.L. 480 phase out on recipients
and tc provide for & smocther transition. In adoition, tniz
Grant wi.l conmtritute training funds to reorganize
recrienlale ana strengthen th— staff of the targetted Social
A‘tlg: entere (SACe) and TMCH centers. The trzining nilA
= omemhers Lo ”cJJLu, Irglement ano mansge specifis
GEVEquﬂ*"t projecte.
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Initially, the project will be implemented in four target
uioceses, it may te extended to other dioceses if it proves
to be successful und replicable.

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

PVO: Save the Zhildren Federation Inc. (SCF)

Project: Community Based Integrated Rural Development
Project (CBIRD)

Project Director: Mr. Michael Novell

Funding: AID - $340,497
Counterpart - 122,185
Total - 62,682

Location: Municipality of Nueva Valencia, Guimaras a
sub-province of Iloilo preovince
Projert Description: the project will effectively enable
Save The Cnildren to mobilize the residents of four targetted
barancays to identify, design, implement ano evaluate their
own d=velopment projects. Tne project will provide community
awareness, community development, and project management
training Tor barangay residents. The residents themselves
will select and implement specific development projects
designed to enhance their income or increzse “heir food

proauction capsbility.
Date Sterted: 1 Aug. 1982  PACD: 31 July 85
PVO:  Seventin Dey Adventist werld Services (SAWS)

Project: Smell Scale Fishermen-Supported Tuna Export Industry
Project Director: PDra. Engie Domondon

Fundinz: AID - $410,836
Counterpart - 429,203
3

Total. - $840,08

Location: Talucsangay, Mercedes, Milu-Muluan and Sangali -
four depressed barangays of Zamboanga City,
Zamboanga del Sur

Project Decerirtion: The project will desian and organize a
small scaie tuna export industry for the penefit of poor
fighermzn living in four deprescen barangaye. Under the
project, clirect link: will be estatlished betwsen the
fisnermon &no several internctionei marketing companies. The

veTal
project wiil increase the income of tne fisnermen by
developing cirect marxet outlets for their fish, thereby

reducing their dependence on middlemen. In addition to
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returring part of the proceeds from the fishing industry
back to the flsnermen, some monies will also be used to fund
various nealth, nutrition, education and other social
services for the targetted heneficiaries and their families.

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

pva: The Asia Foundation (TAF)
Project: FPalawan Agro Forestry and Upland Development Program
Project Director: Or. Carlos Fernandez

Funding: AID - $220,699
Counterpart - 102,319
Totel - §253,018

Location:  Wwuezon - Aboabo Municipality, palawan province
Project Description: The project is designed to improve the
socic-economic concditions of ucland communities through
various aaro-foresty activities coupled with necessary
services in heelth, nutrition, education and legal
ascistance. The preject will relp to train the participants
to unceTLaxe development projects and to deal effectively

witn tneir pressing social ang land tenure problems.

')

Date Started: 20 Aug. 82 PACG: 31 Aug. 85

¢

PVG:  Tne Asis Founcatlon (TRT)
project: foslwoio fesessment and Rural Energy Development
Project Director: Mo, Ecitn Coliver

Funding: A1V - $24,941
Ccunterpart - 15,020
Total - §A3,97l
Locetion: 1locos Nerte

Project Deccription: 10 85S€%5S tne fuelwood supply and

demanc belance in the province of Ilocos horte. First place
involves an inventory of woccdfuel Tesources and a survey of
their uses. Ine data will be computerized and serve a basis
for the formulation of pclicy program for woodfuel resource

management .
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PvO: TAF
Project: Pnilippine National Energy Conservation
Project Director: WMr. Bruce White
Funding: AID - $64,190
' Counterpart - 23,090

Total - 587;090

Location: Manila

Project Description: The project is designed to spearhead
the development of a coordinated conservation program in the
Pnilippines, identify major conservation issues anao concerns
and to develop a strategy adoressing concerns and issues on
conservation.



PVOs:

TAF
CRS
ICA
ICAP
THA®
KEF
NRECA
PSP
PROCON
SANS
SCF
SCM
XSF
yYMCA

OTHERS:

CDSS
CIVAP

CO-F1
FSN
GOP
LOP
NEDA
0/FFPVE
PG
PCV
POSF
PID
PP
PSC
PVO
USG

APPENDIX M

ACRONYMS

The Asia Foundation

Catholic Relief Services

Institute of Cultural Affairs

Igorot Community Assistance Program (formerly IMA)
International Human Assistance Program

Kalahan Education Foundation

National Rural Electric Cooperative Association
FPnilippine Business for Social Progress

Project Compassinn, 1nc.

Seventh Day Adventists World Service

Save the Cnildren Federation

Santa Cruz Mission

Xavier Science Foundation

Young Men's Christian Association

Country Development Strategy Statement

Committee for International Voluntary Agencies in the
Philippines

Co-Financing

Foreign Service National

Government cf the Philiprines

Life of Project

National Economic and Development Authority
Office of Foud for Peacs and Voluntary Cooperation
Uperstionzl Program Grant

Peace Corp Volunteer

Project Development Support Fund

Proiect Igentification Uccument

Project Paper

- Personal Services Contract

Private Voluntary Organization
United States Government



Private and voluntary Organizations Co~Financing Project

~2PENDIX E

USAID/Pnilippines
TIME REQUIRED TO PRGCESS APPROVED PROJECTS
| ! (A) | (B) ] (c) | (D) | (E) ! (F) | (G) ! (H)
| Project Title | Initial I Proposal | Issues Memo | Action Memo | PIO/T | Agreement Ravance 17otal M
PvO | __& Fiscal vear |__Contact |__Received | _Prepared | to Director | Signed | _Signea | Rec'd by PVG |from B |
I 1 | ]| ] T T '
1. Santa Cruz |Community I 11776 | B8/77 | 8/25/77 | 6/24/80 | 8/21/80 | 8/28/80 | 1G/80 1 36
Mission (P) | Educat ion Fy 80 | | ] | I ] ! |
1 I 1 I ] I 1 i
2. telen Keller IRenabilitation of | early 77 I 172779 I 2712779 | 6/24/80 | 7/8/80 | 7/17/80 | FRLC i 18
InternationaiuS))the Rural Bling Fvy 80 | | ] ] | ] i |
1 | Phase | ] 1 ] [ I ]
oIt Human {Crop Diversi- | with an I 9/7/779 | 2/26/80 | 6/24/80 | 6/9/80 | 7/5/80 i Mig July ] 16
Assistance ification Fy 80 | OPG | ] I | ] | 1580 ;
__Program  (us) | | i i | | | ! ;
{us) [ IRID haa ear- | | I ] | f
4. Institute of }Community | lier granted) 11779 ] 3/31/80 b 6/24/80 | €/2/80 | 6/26/8C ! 7/80 i S
Cultural affairsiDevelopment Fy 80 | support | | | | | ; ;
] ] [ ] ] ]
5. The Asia ICebu-Mactan Level One | Late 1978 I 174779 I 1/9/75. | 6/24/80 | 8/27/80 | 9/8/80 | S/80 I 20
Founcation (US) |water Resources FY 80 | ] | | | ] |
i ! ] ! ] ] ] i
6. The Asia | Kigapawan Agricul- | early 1979 | 12/10/79 | 2/27/80 | 6/24/80 | 8/22/8C I 9/8/8D | 9/80 | 1G
Foundation (US) Itural Redirection FY 80| | | | | | | |
| ] | | | | | ] !
7. Kalahan Educ |Integreted | mid 197¢ | 3/3/80 i S/22/80 | 10/15/80 | 5/27/81 I 6s/4/81 | 6/23/81 ] 15
Foundation (P) |Reforestation Fy 81 | | | |’ | | | |
] ! f ] ] ] | i |
8. Int'l human |Coconut Shell Char- | 7/30/80 | 7/30/80 | 4/9/81 I 3/17/81 | 8/26/81 | 8/28/81 | 11/16/81 | 11
Assistance Jcoal Manufacture | | | | | | | |
Program (us) Fy 81 | ] | | | | : :
] I I | I ] ]
9. Project }Integrated Marine | 5/80 ! 1781 | 4/9/81 | 3/17/81 | 8/12/81 I 8/19/81 | Mid Sept. !
Compassion IAgro Forestry for | I I i | ] | 1581 I 8
() _lICcoastal Areas FY Bl j | | | | | : |
] ! i | ] ] | ]
10. Xavier Science |Goat Dispersal | early 1980 | 8/1/80 | 8/1as80 | 10/15/80 I B8/13/81 | 8s28/81 | 12/1/81 | 13
Foundatiaon(p) | Fy 8l ! ! | f I l ! !

(P) = Philippines

(US) = U.5 PVO's



(8)

l (A)
Project Title Initial

(c) I iD) 1 (E) (F) (c) (H)
Proposal Issues Mema | action Memo PIO/T Agreement Advance Total Months
PVD | & Fiscal Year | Contact | _Recelved | Prepared | to Director | Signed | Signed | Rec'd by Pv0 |from B to F
! ] ] { | | | ] !
11. The Asia iLaw and Soclal | 5/80 | 7/28/80 | 2/11/81 | 3/15/81 | 9/30/81 I 9/31/82 | FRLC | 14
Foundat ion(US) JJustice Fy 81 | i | i | i - | |
] | ] | ] ] ] |
12. Igorot Mutual lCrOD and Livestock | - | 4/21/811 | 8/24/81 | 10/2/81 | 4/28/82 15710782 | 6/25/82 ] 13
Assoclation(P) |Improvement & M«tg FYB2| { ] I | | ! |
| | ] | ] ] | } f
13. Xavier Science [Manticao Tree | esrly 1980 | 6/81 | 8/24/81 | 10/2/81 | 4as28/81 I 5/10/82 | 6/82 | 11
Foundat ion |IPlantation and i | | | | ! ! l
(P) ISettlement Fy 82) | | : | | { |
| | | . I ] ] [ |
la. Phil.Business [Social Development ] 7/81 | 8rs3/81 | 8/24/81 | 10/2/81 | a4/1/82 | 6/21/82 | 9/82 | 11
for Social IManagement Trg ] [ | | | I | |
Progress (P) | Fy 82| ; : ; : ! ] |
] ] | |
15. Catholic (us) | Integrated Farm ] 10/81 I 2/712/82 I 2/724/82 | 4/26/82 | 8/20/82 | 8/24/82 | 0 | 6 172
Relief Services|Menagement Fy 82§ : : : : : ] ]
] ] | |
16. Catholic |Maternal & Child | 2/82 | 2/74/82 I 3/2/82 | 4/26/82 | 8/6/82 | 8/27/82 | 0 | [
Relief Services|Health Community | ] | | | | ! |
(US) |Resources Dev Fy 821} | | ! i | | |
¥ 1 1 T ] ) 1 ] 1
17. Save the |ICommunity Based | 10/81 I 1/29/82 | 2/25/82 | 4/26/82 | 7720/82 | 9/5/82 i FRLC | 7
Children | Integrated Rural | ! | ] | | | 1
Federation(US) |Development Fy 821 : : ] { | |
I ! i ] |
18. Seventh Day iSmall Scale | 10/6/81 I 1/7/82 | 4/28/82 | &4/26/82 | 8/20/82 | 8/30/82 | 0 | 7
Aaventist (US)IFJshermen | { | J I | | |
world Services |}Tuna Export Fy 82| | | | | ] ]
] ] I | [ | 1 |
19. The Asia {Palawan Agro- | 1782 I 1/21/82 | 3/10/82 | 4/26/82 | 6/2/82 | 8/31/82 | 0 | 7
Foundation |Forestry & upland | | | | | | | |
(US) |Dev Areas FYy 82 | | i ! | | | |
] ] | | ] ! ] H ]
20. The Asia INat fonal | 5/81 | 7/31/81 | 9/20/81 i 5/82 | 6/2/82 | 7/14/82 | FR.C } 11 172
Foundation(US) |Conservation Fy 82 | | [ ]I ! | | !
| ] I | ] ] i | {
2l. The &slia |wood Fuel Develop- | 6/81 I 7/31/81 | 8r24/81 | 5/82 | 4/27/82 | S/11/82 | FRLC | 9
Foundation(uS) |ment Fy 82 | | ] | | ] |

|
Total Months (B - F):

Average Months par Prniect:

252

12
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Privat> =-: .olg =Ty C-ganizations Co-Financing Proiect ACPENDIX T
JSAIU/P111ppings
FUNDING EY SECTORS AND DISBURSEMENTS
] ; . i Funding Breakdown By Sectors (US$'s) | Tota | Total
|  Project Title iGrant Agree-!{iermination|Food and [Educ & Human [ Population] Special Dev] [ Funds | Disbursec
2v0 | & Fiscel Year | ment Date i Date {Nutrition}Resource Dev. } & Health | Activities | Other :Providedlas of 9/30/82
| ] ! | | |
L Tt Traz {Community | 8s/28/80 | B/27/B3 | 484,385%| | | | 484,385 | 207,61«
v i) |Education FY ¢0 | | | ] I ! | | |
'—" - i i 1 il | | ] ] | ]
" ROl F e |Rehatilitation of | 7/17/80 | 7/31/83 | | | 184,205 | | {184,205 | 68,052
[oowmozitoealluS)ithe Rursl Blind FY 80 | [ | | | ! ! I |
““ - [ i I f i I I I I B
I.Int e =iagm ICrop Diversi- | ! ! | ! I ] ] ]
Rt S URE Ty fake [fication FY 83 | 7/8/80 | 7/7/83 | 267,385 | i | | 1267,386 | 121,39%.71
Pcmtam us) ] ! | i | | | | |
T [CSY i I I ! l | l I I
- Imetitgta of  |Commonity | 6/26/80 | 6/25/82 | 125,000 | I [ | 125,000 | 124,680.04
ot -.tTal AffairsiDevelopment Fy 80 | I(comoleted)= % : | | | |
' | i i ] I I
S, Tz e {Cebu-Mactan Level FY 83| 9/8/80 | 8/30/83 | | | 439,652%+] | 439,692 | 122,792
foomeation (US)|One Water Respurces | | i : } i l : :
] ] | | |
. Tho nsia IKidapawan Agricul- ! 9/8/80 | 8/30/83 | 227,865 | | | | |227,865 | 77,8iC
Forgztion {US) ltural Redirection FY 80| | | | ] } | | ]
] | ] ! ] | ] | ] ]
7. Kallan Zduc tIntegrated | 6/4/81 | 6/11/82 | 223,675 | | ! ) | 1223,675 | 59,36€.74
Fooooszion (P)  |Rreforestation  Fy 81 | i ! | | | | i |
' ! ] | ] { | | ] ] I
B. Int" w®R_m3an [Coconut Shell Uiazcozl | i | l | ! | ] j
leo. aoce IManufacture Fy 8l | B8/28/81 | 9/1/84 | 212,585 ! | | | 212,566 | 8,905.77
S R (us) | ! | ] | i | I |
| | { | I ] | | |
5. TG Tt |Integrated Marine | 8/19/81 | 8/18/84 | 91,233 | 125,775 | 276,000 | | 493,008 | 91,233
lom.ss:cn (P)  {Agro-Forestry for | | | | | | ] | |
|Coastal Areas Fy 81 | i | i | i ] |
1 { { | } 1 1 i |
10 xavier Science |[Goat Dispersal | 8/28/81 | 9/1/84 | 44,745 | | | | | 44,745 | 9,581.51
Foundation (P) | Fy 81 | I | | ] | ! | |

*Incluges $276,781 provided in Fy 81 = Philippine PVD

P)
us) = U.S. PVO

o~~~

*#Includes $24,000 provided in FY 81



o Funding Breakdown By Sectors (US$'s) | Total | Totel
Froject Title Grant Agree-;Termination|Food & uc n pulation C ev { Funds | Disbursed
te

|
1
-1
oy | & Fiscal Year | ment Dat i Dite INutrition|Resource Dev | & Health | Activities | Dther |Providedjas of $/30/82
T ] i ] ] i | 1 |
11, Tme Acia fLaw and Social | 8/31/81 | 8/31/83 | | 102,540 | | | 1102,540 | 44,518
fuangation (US){Justice Fy 31 ]I } | : ]l : ] 1I
] i ]
©  Tmarot Mutual  {Crop and Livestock | S/10/82 | 5/9/85 | 134,274 | | | | [136,274 | 13,55E.85
..ootiation(P) |Improvement & Mxtg FYB2| | ] | | | | | |
- ] i ] T ] ] | | I
~.er Science iManticao Tree i ] | J ] | | | i
comzrtion {P) {Plantation and | 5710/82 | 5/9/85 | ] 21,288 | | | } 91,288 | 12,6iC
) iSettiement Fr 82 | I | I I | | !
o ] | I { | | | T !
vo o ... 3usinec, |Social Development ! | | | | ] | | }
o Sooizl |Management Fy 82 | 6/21/82 | 6/20/85 | i | | 170,480 | 1170,480 | io,£31
frocress (P | } | | | ! | | | i
b 7 I | ] | | { 1 K j
Cav olic {US) |Intecratec Famm | 8s20/82 | Bs19/85 | | 130,616 | i | 1130,616 | -
2271ef Services [Management Fy 82 | | | | ] | | | |
I I T I I ] | [ ] |
14. “zthelic  (US)!iMaternzl & Cnila Fy 82] | | | I I | ! |
e lisef Services{Health Community | 8/27/82 | B/26/84 | | | 200,091 | 41,240 | 1241,331] 12,705
{Pesources Development | { | | l | | | ]
- i | ] I T 1 ] ] I I
17 Save the [Comnunity Based | | | | | [ | i ]
rilaren lIntegrated Rural | 8s27s/82 | 8/s15/85 | 183,739 | 66,415 | 90,353 | | 1340,507 | -
~.Jeration(LS) {Development Fy 82 | ] J | | ] | | |
. 1 | | | i R I ] B T
1z rsventn Day |Small Scalie Fishermen | | | | | | ] ] |
irvantist (US) |Tuna Export FY 82 | 8/24/82 | 8/23/85 | ] 102,979 | 9,556 | 298,301 | 1410,836 | -
<arld Service | | } | } | | ] i |
- ] | I | ] I | 1 | |
37T iz Asia {Palawan Agro-Forestry | 8/24/82 | 8/23/85 | 230,699 | | | | 230,699 | -
T: y3ation(US) fand Upland Develop- ] i | | i i | | |
iment Areas Fy 82 | | ] | | i | i |

(P, = Philippine PVO
(US) = U.S. PVD



i : . | funding Breakdown By Sectors (US$'s) | Total | Total

| Project Title IGzant Agres-:Teminecion{Food and JEGUC & Human | Population| special Devl ] Funds | Disbursed
Pyl | & Fiscal Year . ment Cate
I ]

: Date lNutritionsResource Dev. | & Health | Activities | Other |Providedias o7 $/30/82
} ¥ H | ] 1
20 Ths Asia iNational | 7/8/82 i as7/83 | ! | | 64,190 | | 64,190 | -
“neotation(US) [Conservation Fy 82 | | i i ] | | | I
] I | ! ] | | ! | ]
21, Tr~ Asia |wood Fuel | 4/5/82 I 10/5/82 | | | | 24,561 | | 24,941 | -
T xtion(US) |Development  FY 82 ! { ] ! I I I : !
— ‘ ] i | ] | 1 ] | 1 |
P |Technical Assistance | 9/1s4/82 | 9/13/82 | ! | | 177,505 | 77,509 | 23,951.5G
__o. -1fEz Tont. |FY Bl & 82 - QFFPVC | I | | I | [ l |
’ : — O/FFPVC | I I ] ] 1 [ I k]
oFoEL o |Orientetion/Training | N/A | N/A | : ! : | 8,000 ; 8,000 } 7,005.35
] ! ! | i |
26. 77, (+ |PV0 Survey -~ Fy 81 { 10/1/81 | g8/31/81 | ] ! | 126,765 | 26,765 {1,009,50C
L | | ! | | | | | | |
1 ] i | ! ] | 1 ! ]
— } TOTALS | | }2,225,567] 619,613 11,199,897 { 599,152 1112,274 4,756,503 1984 ,888.57
| ] | | i ] !
PERCENTAGES ! | ] 42% | 18 | 25 ] 13 | 2 | 100% | 21%

(P} = =::ilippine PVO
(US) = U.S. ®v0



Prcject Title
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2 ¥eluntacy Organizations Co-Financing Project

USALD/Pniilppines
7ct2l Project ceosts and Sources of Funds

(U.5. Doliars)

APPENDIX G

! ] | i | Local | Local | |
2v0 | & Fiscal Year ! TOTAL | USAID | GOP | UsS PVO | Participants| PVO | Other Donors |
- | i ] - | | 1 h ] !
LT3 Jruz [Community | 1,058,890 | 484,395 | | | | 574,495 | }
= -«ime (P}  |Education FY 580 | ] ! ] | : =
T : I I [ [ i I
E et weller {Rehabilitation of | 305,105 | 184,205 | 101,350 | 19,550 | | | !
<+ naticnal{US) ithe Rural Blind FYy 80 | | = : % | H
T 3 ] ] ] i
=1l Homan Zrop Diversi- [ 357,041 i «&7,386 | 57,507 | | 21,748 | | !
azsistance ification Fy 80 | i | | i | i i
__fromam (US) | | I | I | I !
(us; I ! ] | ] ] | ]
Irstitute of |Community ] 255,000 | 125,000 | | 130,000 ] ] |
_ Tultural Affzirs|Development Fy 80 | I | I | ! !
] | ] ] ! ] | | i
The fAsia |Cebu-Mactan Level One | 593,850 i 439,692 | | | 32,312 ] | 127,856 |
Tsuncdation (US) |wWater Respcurces FY 80 | ] | | | | ]
] ] ] ] | i | | ]
- The Asia iKidapawan Agricul- | 358,628 | 227,865 | 8,156 | | | | 122,607 |
founoation (US) jtural Regirection FY B0/ | | | i ] | |
| | | ] ] | l i ]
* xzlahan tduc |Integrated b 344,262 | 223,675 | | | - | 120,587 | i
_Toungation (F)  iRcforestation  Fy 81 | | | | | ] | |
! ! | ] ] | } | ]
< :nt'l Haman |Coconut Shell Char- | 286,166 | 212,566 | 73,602 | | ] | i
sssistance lcoal Manufacture i | | | | | | |
Program {us) | Fy 81 | i | } |
T ] | | | {
oiect {Integrated Marine | 660,336 | 493,008 | | | | 167,328 | |
Zempassion |agro Forestry for | | i | | | ! |
(P) |Coastal Areas FY 81 | | i | |
| ] i | | |
iD. Xavier Science |Goat Dispersal = 59,730 = 44,745 = | : = 14,985 I

Foundation(P)

] Fy 81

) = Philippine PVD

(us) = u.S. PVO



(US) |Dev Areas

Fy 82

v Prplient Tit ! ! | | | Local | tLocal | i

¢ ! & Fiszal ve: fooroma I USAID ] GoP | US PVO | Participants| PVO | Cther Donors |

i | | | | } 1 1 H

11, The Asia {Law anc Social | l4s,440 | 102,540 | | | ] | 43,900 |
Tondation{US) !lustice Fy 81 | | | | ] i | !

] ] ] ] ] | | ] i

Soolporot Motuzl  iCrop ang tivesio ] 268,955 | 134,274 | | 48,524 | ] 51,921 | 34,240 !
{Improvem2nt & M«to FYR2| ! i | i ] i !

| i I | ] ] | i i

1 iManticae Tres | 121,510 | 91,288 | | } | 30,622 | H
[Plantation ang | ! i ] | | ! !

!Settlement Fy g2 i | i ! ] ! i

i | | | ] ] ] ] i

~s Pnii.Zcinzss  {Sorcial Developns i 225,765 | 170,480 | | ] | 59,286 | |
for Sccial !Management ! ] ! I | | | |
Progress  (P) | Fy B2| | | ! | | ! {

[ J ] | ] ] | ] g

12, Catnslic (US) jintegrated Famm | 225,685 | 130,616 | ! | | 95,065 | ]
Relief Services|{Management FY 82| | | ] | i i

] | ! | i ] | |

Is. Zataolic |Maternal & Ohilo | 321,764 | 261,331} | | 37,81z I &2,615 | | |
Relief Services|Health Community | ] | | | ! | |
(US) |Resources Dewv Fy 82! | i | | ! |

! i ] | i i ] i

1° Save e {Community Based | 462,682 | 340,457 | | 122,185 i - I | i
Cnilzren 'Tntecrated Rural ! i | | | | | |
___Feogerotion{us) IDevslopment Fy 821 | ! ] | | |
| | ] | | ] | ]

£, Ssventr Cay |Small Scale | 837,089 ] 410,836 | | ' 315,135 | ] 111,11€ |
Aaventist  (US)|Fishermen | ] | | J | | }
__.mrl-” Servicec |Tuna Export Fy 821 J | v | | |
| | } ] | | | |

15. The Asia |Palawan Agro- | 333,018 | 230,699 | i | 102,319 ! | |
Foundation |Forestry & Upland } } | : ’ { } :




| Project Title | | | I | Local | Local | |

PVOD | & Fiscal Year |  TOTAL | USAID GoP | US PVD Participants PVO Other Donors |

| | | | ]

25. The Asia {National ] 43,971 | 24,941 | 19,030 | | ] } }
pundation(US) |Conservation Fy 82 | | | i

| | | ! |

21. The Asis lwood Fuel Develop- I 87,280 | 64,150 | | ] | i 23,090 i
Foungation{US) Iment Fy 82 | ] | | | | ] |

1 i ] ] | | i ]

| TO7ALS | 7,363,584 | 4,644,229 | 260,045 | 358,073 | 524,133 11,114,293 | 462,811 ]

] ] | ] ] i ] | |

| PERCENTAGES | 100% } 63 i 4 | 5 | 7 ] 15 } 6 |




APPENDIX H

Privats zns vVciuntary Organizations Co-Financing Project
USAID/Pn1lippines
Eugoet Breskdown by Cost Component/Use of Funds
| | ! (R) ] (8 ] () | o) I (E) | (F)
| | I |Equip/Supplies | | Travel, Per | ]
| | Total | Services, ITransport of | Construction {Diem Transport | Training |
! roject Title | Project |wages, Salaries |Goods, | Bldg. Msterials | of persons, | workshops | Other Costs
Sy | & Fiscal Year | Cost { Honoraria |Mzintenance | Land |Aoministration | Seminar | Cverhead
T ! | | ] I | ] ] |
s Truz |Community | 1,058,822 | 155,68¢ | 142,302 ! 655,500 | 51,293 } ] 14,109
Mlgioo {F) lIEducetion Fy 80 | | | I | | | |
T i | ! T f ] { 1
R <z ler |Renanilitation of i 305,105 ! 202,060 | 19,550 | | 24,4030 | 16,900 | 3£,195
mncnzioerzl(US) ) the Rural Bling FY 83 | i ] i I !
l I ! | ] | }
: HyTan {Crop Civersi- ] 357,061 | 12C,6458 | 120,192 | 16,027 { 5¢,025 } 2,288 | 43,861
ance ification Fy 80 | | | | | | |
- {us) | | ! | ! I !
wey | I i ] ] i !
&, Imstitote of ICommunity ! 255,000 | 54,030 | 84,000 ] I 30,000 ! SG,000 | 37,000
cu.toral 8f7sirsiDevslooment Fy 80 | ] | ] : |
_°' | ] | ] ] |
2. The &siz |Cebu-Mactan Level One | 599,860 | 127,856 | | 254,762 ] 8,550 | 3,600 | 205,092
__fcondation (US) {water Resources FY 80 | ] | | | |
] ] | i ] | |
£, The 3sis IKidapawan Agricul- } 358,628 | 25,130 | 148,162 | | | 77,905 | 107,431
Feunaation (US) ltural Redirection Fy 80 | : = -
1 | ]
7. Xglznan £duc |Integoatea | 344,262 | 208,013 J 9,546 | 68,273 | 21,52C | 4,401 |} 32,509
Temoacion (P)  |Reforestation  Fy 8l | ! |
' ] | | ]
€. o'l Human {Coconut Shell Char- | 286,168 | 99,562 | 35,540 | 69,120 | 27,5910 { 2,685 | 51,351
2s:istance lcoz21 Manufacture | | | | | | |
TooTTan (Us) | Fy 81 | | ! |
| | ] ) |
9. Project |Integrated Marine | 660,336 | 97,092 | 9,428 i 327,219 | 44,819 I 112,140 | 69,638
Comaassion |Agro Forestry for | | | | | | |
(P) ICoastal Areas FY 81 | | | | i ] ]

DY _ DRIVIiAanTman~

f11cY _ 11 © vt~



| i ! 153 i 16:)) } ©) ] (D) ] {) I (F) |
| | ! |Equip/Supplies | | Travel, Per | | |
| I Total | Se:vices, Transport of [ Construction |Diem Transport | Training | |
| Project Title | Project |wages, Sslaries {Goods, | Bldg. Materi=ls | of persons, | workshops | Other Costs |
] | & Fiscal Year | Cost | Hongraria iMaintenance | Land [Administration | Seminar Overhesg j
} ] ] | | | | ]
1G. xavier Science |Goat Dispersal | 59,730 | 21,848 | 21,966 | | 2,667 } 1,760 | 10,489 |
“rundztion(P) | Fy 81 | ! I | | [
] | ] ] | ] ]
2 2% in {Law and Social | 146,440 | 5,100 | 3,800 i 5,200 | 20,500 | 70,500 i 41,340
_ .7 asition(us) [Justice Fy 81 | ! | ! | I |
] ] ] ] ] ] I ]
12 erouoeutual  |Crop and Livestook | 265,959 | 77,565 | 112,463 | 43,825 | 18,072 | 9,440 | 7,594
.2=tion(P) |Improvement & Mktg FY821 I % I ! | |
- 7 ] | | ] [ ] !
12, Xs.i2r Science |Manticazo Tree | 121,¢i0 | 16,151 {104,743 | 576 | ! !
“=uncation |Plantation and ! i | | | | |
(F) iSettlemet FYy 821 I | ! | { |
1 ] ] ] ] ] | 1
1¢ Pril.Business 1Socizl Jevelopament | 225,766 | 52,160 | | | 12,386 | $5,52C | 25,3G0
Tar Social IManagement | | | ] | ] |
Progress (P) | Fy 82] | |
] | . | {
15. Catholic (US) {Integrated Famm | 225,685 ! 65,907 ! 22,095 | | 11,890 | 100,537 | 21,256
RFelisf Services|Managsment Fy 82 } |
| | }
16, Catholic {Maternal & Chilg | 321,764 | 130,452 { 11,615 i | 20,460 | 18,945 | 140,281
Pelief ServicesiHealth Community | | | | | | |
(US) |Ressuices Dev FY B2 "
| :
17. %ave the {Community Based | 462,682 | 169,568 | 125,685 ] | 121,650 ] 16,000 | 29,779
Zrildren |Integrated Rural | | | | i | |
federation(US) |Development Fy 821 | |
| | | ]
i8. S=venth Day |Small Scale | 837,089 [ 224,725 | 582,500 ] | 25,864 | |
Raventist (US){Fishermen | | | | | | |
world Services |Tuna Export Fy 82} | : ]l
| |
19. The Asis |Palawan Agro- | 333,018 ] 121,666 | 108,688 | | 38,896 ] | 63,768
Foundation |Forestry & Upland { | i }
! ] |

{US) |Dev Areas Fy 82




| i : (&) | (8) ] ) | (D) | (E) | (F)
i { H [Equip/Supplies | | Travel, Per | ]
I | TJotal } Services, {Transport of | Construction IDiem Transport | Training |
| Project Title | Project iwages, Salaries |Goods, | Bldg. Materials | of persons, | wWarkshops | Other Costs
| & Fiscal Year | Cost | Honoraria {Maintenance i Land Administration | Seminar | Overhead
| | i | | |
Ll oAsndn INational ] 87,280 i 28,955 | 12,078 i | 12,660 | i 23,587
<o wam on{US) |Conservation Fy 82 | ] 1I ]
o H ] ! ]
212 {woncg Fuel Develop- i 43,971 | 6,590 | 18,500 ] ] 3,820 ! | 14,661
watrot{usS) fment Fy 82 | ! | | |
] | ] ] | |
| TOTALS | 7.363,584 | 2,070,781 | 1,693,257 | 1,440,902 | 598,382 | 584,021 97£,24]
} i | | | ! ]
| PERCENTAGES | 100% | 28.12 | 23.00 ] 19.57 | 8.13 | 7.93 | 12.25




Private & Voluntary Organizations Co-Financing Project
USATD/Philippines

By Cost Components/Use of Funds

a) (B) ©) (D) (E) (F)
Equipment Construction
Services Supplies, Trans Building Travel, Per Diem Training
Wages of Goods, & Materials Trans of Persons, Workshop Other Costs
PVO Project Cost Salaries Maintenance Land Administration Seminars and Overhead
U.S5. Based $4,617,731 $1,402,226 $1,292,809 $345,109 $406,625 $360,360 $812,600
307 281 Tz 9% 8% 182
Pilipino $2,743,853 $668,555 $400,448 $1,095,793 $191,757 $223,661 $163,639
247 15% 287, 62 8% 62
TOTAL $7,361,584 $2,070,781 $1,693,257 $1,440,902 $598,382 $584,021 $976,239
8% 23% 207 82 8% 132
Note Percent (1) Administrative Cost

(Colums D & F)

U.S. Based
Pilipino
Total

27%
13%
21%




APPENDIX 1
Private zn3 veluntary Organizations Co-Financing Project

USAID/Philippines

BENEFICIARIES
I ] i | |Per Capita Cost of Beneficiaries
| Project Title [No. of Direct | Estimated No. of | | Direct | Total
ovo | & Fiscal Year | Beneficiaries | Indirect Beneficiaries | Total | Beneficiaries { Beneficiaries
I { ] | 1
1. Santa Crus {Community i 23,000 ! 1 25,000 ] $42.40 | $42.50
Miscion (P} |Education Fy 80 | ! | ] |
1 ] T I 1
Z. ~eler Keller {Renabilitation of } 1,200 | 6,000 (family | 7,200 | $254.30 | $42.40
_-termationzl(US) Itne Rural Bling FY 8O | ! members ) = | |
] ] i ! I
T imT'l Human {Crop Diversi- ! | | | |
Zesistance ification Fy 80 | 454 | 2,280 | 2,736 | $783.00 | $130.5G
frezrarm (US) | | ! | ] |
Y H ] 1 { 1
L, Imztitute of |Community ! 15,000 | | 15,000 | $1£.70 { $16.7C
Cuitural AffairsiDevelopment FYy 80 | | { | ]
] 1 J | j i
5. Tre Asisz iCebu-Mactan tevel One | 36,575 ] 3,72C | 40,395 ! $16.40 } $14.80
Foongation (US) Iwater Resources FY 80 | { % | {
] | ] i
€. The Asia kidapawan Agricul- | 1,200 { &,600 | 7,800 ] $258.9C | $46.0C
Foconzation (US) jtural Redirection FY 80} % | | |
{ R ] P - 1
7. =zlahan Educ {lntegyratea | 2,000 | | 2,000 | $172.10 ! $172.10
___Founcation (P) IReforestetion  FY Bl | | ; | |
] J ] I T
&, Int'l Human |Coconut Shell Char- | 720 | 50,100 | 50,820 | $397.50 | $5.30
zesistance lcoal Manufacture ] | | i |
rizram us) | Fy 81 | ] l i |
- | ] T 1 1 1
S. Project |Integrated Marine | 202,178 ] | 203,178 | $3.30 | $3.30
Compassion |Agro forestry for | | | | |
(P) |Coastal Areas Fy 8l | : ]I : ]l
1 ]
17, xavier Science |Goat Dispersal 1 150 | 675 | 825 l $398.20 | $72.40
Foundation(P) | Fysl | I I | |

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



Project. Title

VG & Fiscal Year

—] —— —— —

No. of Direct

Estimated No. of
BeMeficiaries

Ingirect Beneficlaris

Total

|Per Capita Cost of Beneficiaries|
Direct I Total |

Beneficiaries Beneficiaries |

11.

1

The Bsiz |Law and Social |

Foundation(US) |dustice Fy a1 |
!

410 1,500

1,910

$357.20 { $76.70

12.

1
Igorot Mstual |[Crop and Livestock |
i

1,650 8,250

9,900

$163.00 $27.70

Association(P) |Improvement 3 Mktg FYB2
T

Xavier Science |Mgnticao Tree
Foumcation iPlantation and

300 1,650

1,950

$406.40 $62.50

- Zhil.Susiness

{Social Development
[Meragement
) 1

{

I

{(P) [Settlement FY 82|
] I

|

|

¥or Social

>Togress

9,660

11,593

$118.90 $19.80

1 1
Catholic (US) |Integrated Farm ]

2,200 11,000

13,260

$10z,60 $£17.10

i€. Catholic

Relief Services |Msnagement
|

fuaternal & Child |
Relief Services|Health Community ]
(US)  |Resources Dev

1,830 9,000

10,800

$178.80 $29.80

17, Save tte

|Community Based !

Tnildrzn |Integrated Rural i

Federation(US) |Development
1

4,787 24,463

29,211

$96.70 $15.80

Seventh Day :3mzll Scale |
dgventist (US) [Fishermen |
world Services {Tuna Export

550 41,294

41,844

§1,527.40 $20.10

he Asia
Foundation

|Palawan Agro- |
|Forestry & Upland

(US) [Dev Aress FY 82
1

2,000 10,000

. e ] e s v = e s 2o e e S e ] e iy e s s - e ] — = ] e v e f o Ao —

12,000

$166.50 $27.80

Technical Assistance and Research

. The Asia

Foundation(US) |Conservation Fy 82
|

|Wwood Fuel Develop-

I
I
The Asia INational ]I
|
Foundation(US) |ment :

Fy 82

Technical Assistance and Research

i
|
i
!
I
1
|
|
1
!
|
I
|
|
I
1
1
!
I
|
]
!
!
]
|
|
I
|
|
|
I
I
|
!
|
1
|
I
|
I
!

u..__._...__J__._._...._..__..._._.__l._..._....__.._‘_____1_...___J_.__._._.._.




APPENDIX J

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

|3 I |3 I
I Fod
I 5 [__| 4 I

I
| | |
Subprojects in CDSS Subprojects Activitie:

Priority Regions

5 I |2 I
I . | I
I 6 |__| I 6 :__J

| I |
SubproJects Focusing Subjprojects Focusing
with Institution

on Income Generation

Building
I 2 | I 4 I
| | I |
I R
Subprojects with Subprojects with
Innovative Methods/ Technical Training
Technical Transfer
T I T2 I - I
I | I | ] | ||
I 2 || I 2 | I 10 I
| | I I I I
PVOs in Upland Areas PVOs in both Upland PVOs in Lowland
and Lowlands Areas
|5 I |3 | 1.0 I
| I I | | ||
| 8 |__| I 4 I__1 I 1 ||
| | | I I I
Food & Nutrition Sector Education and Population and
Human Resources Sector Health Sector
| _Fhil. PVOS |

| |
| 1.5 Dased |_ |
| s |

L e



APPENDIX K
Operatiornal Program Grants (OPGs)
Mz jor Qutputs and Inputs
FY 76 to FY 79

i 1 i 1 ! 1 i
i Major Outputs & Inputs ‘ FY 76 } FY 77 ‘ FY 78 i FY 79 } Cunulative Totals ’
}
! 1 | | 1 1 |
{1. Number of PVOS | 4 | 1 | 3 | 2 | |
: Participating | | I | | I
: | 1 1 I 1 I
{2. Number of OPGs Begun | 4 [ 3 } 3 : 1 |
' | | | I
i 1 1 1 k] 1
I3. Number of OPGs Completed ; 3 I o* I o* : o* I
f
{ 1 ! | [ | |
4. USAID OPG Dollers 1$400,113.17 | $400,843.85 | $81,309 | $111,029 | $993,295.02 I
! Inout (%) | | | [ |
! } I | | 1 !
{5. PVO and Other Donor 1$326,026 | $302,168.42 | $106,2409 | $71,782.90 | $806,386.32 |
i  Contributions Inout (%) I I I | I |
{ 1 ) I | l I
I6. Total Project Costs |$726,139.17 | $703,012.27 | $187,718 | $182,811.50 | $1,799,681.34 |
| (4 +5) | I | | . | I
7. Total Beneficiaries: 254,777 Types of Projects:

- Animal Husbandry
3. Cost per Beneficiary: - Family Planning and Nutrition

USAID Funds: $3.90
Total Costs: $7.06

Integrated Rural Development
Agricultural Training
Tuberculosis Eradication
Crop Diversification
Distance Study

Agro-forestry

Participating PVOs

- Heifer Project International

- Internztional Human Assistance Program (&4 projects)
Catholic Relief Services

The Asia Foundation (3 projects)

YMCA

- Institute of Cultural Affairs

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



Operational Program Crants (OPGs), Total Project Costs

By Donor Contributisn and Cost Components

8y Donor Contribution/Source of runds:

FY 76 - FY 79

APPENDIX K-1

P | B! 1 ) I 1
i Tatal Project | USAID | Central & Local | US PVO | Local | Local PVO | Other
i Costs | | Government | | Participants | | Donor
; [ I | 1 1 |
! %$1,799,681.34 | £992,255.02 | $202,759.69 | 346,606 | $178,753.34 | $355,378 1$23,109.29
100% | 55% | 11% | 3% | 10% | 20% | 1%
By Cost Components/Use of Funds:
| | | 1 | 1
| Total | Equipment, | Construction |[Travel, Per Diem | Training [
Total Project | Project |Supplies, Trans-| Building, | Transp.of Persons| Workshops, | Other
Costs | Cost Iport of Goods |[Materiais, Land| Administration | Seminars | Cost
I | [ | [ [
[ o | ] i |
$1,799,681.34 | $605,133.81 | $646,031.34 | $188,996.24 | $151,083.10 [$155,833.45 [%$52,603.34
| 3% ! 56% | 10.5% | 8% [ 9% | 3%

!
l
5
|
I
i
!
i
!

100%

— s r—— — E— S——



U.Z. PVO Programs - Philippines

Partially Funded by AID/W

As of July 19, 1982

APPENDIX L

Institutional Dev. Grant

ment

PVO I Funding Level l
Grant Type, | ($000's) | Activity
Fiscal Year AID PVO Total |
|
world Vision Relief | a4 | 159 | 313 | Community Development
Organization (WVRQ) - I . | and Training
Matching Grant, FY 81 | |
' | I
Coordination in | UNK | UNK | 71 | Agricultural Training
Development (CODEL) I I | | & Human Development,
Fy 81 | I | | Primary Health Care,
I | | | Agro-Industrial
| : | | Resource Development
I I |
Salvation Army World | 183 | UNK | 182 | Animal Husbandry,
Service Office (SAWS0)- | I I | Women's Income Gene-
Matching Grant - FY 81-83 | | I | ration, Nutrition/
| | | | Day Care, Practical
| Skills Development
|
World Education, Inc. | UNK | UNK | 263 | Women in Development
(WEI) - Matching Grant I I | I
FY 81-83 |
|
Seventh Day Adventist | UNK | UNK | 62 | Health & Nutrition
world Service (SAWS) - | | | | Education
Matching Grant, FY 82 I I
I I
Coordination in | UNK | UNK | 283 | Ag. Training & Human
Development (CODEL) - | | | | Dev., Community Dev.,
Matching Grant, FY 79-82 | | I | Agro-Industrial
I | | | Resource Dev., Small
| Enterprise Credit
!
Heifer Project, Int'l | UNK | UNK | 70 | Small Animal Agricul-
(HPI) - Matching Grant, | | I | ture
FY 82-84 }
YMCA - Matching Grant, | UNK | UNK | 16 | Local Enterprises/
On-going I I Employment
j [
Global Outreach (GO)- | 18 | 14 | 32 | Agricultural Develop-
I |
I I

FY unknown




-2 -

PVO | Funding Level |
Grant Type, l ($000's) l Activity
Fiscal Year AID PVO Total
World Relief Corporation | 4 | UNK | 5 | Training/Rural
(WRC) - Management Support | | l | Development
Services Grant, FY 81 |
1
International Institute | UNK | UNK | UNK | Rural Development
of Rural Reconstruction | | I, | Training
(IIRR) -~ Matching Grant | |
| 1
TOTALS: { I i I
|
10 PVO's | 350% | 173% |1,397 | 23u%

* Complete information unavailable from AID/W or PVO's.

## Discrete activities being implemented under general categories listed above.





