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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Institutions involved in international development typically rely on a wide
range of policy and program initiatives to induce improvements in agricul-~
tural and rural sectors around the world. Historically, these initiatives
have amphasized the transfer of new or improved production technologies,
i.e., procedures and equipment used to transform raw materials into finished
goods and services. Managerial technologies, by which we mean the know-how
required to mobilize, adapt and guide policy and prejram initiatives, are
alsn vital to the development process. Unfortunately, managerial technolo-
gies frequently have been entirely overlooked or treated as exogenous to the
development process. This has led the major international development
agencies to pay increased attention to what they refer to as the "mar. jement

gap."

Ncwhere has this management gap been more evident than in the planning and
implementation ¢f agricultural and rural development policies, programs, and
projects. In response, the jssue of improving the management of the deve-
lopnent process has begun to receive substantial attention fram domdr and
host country agencies as well as from contracting institutions. As U.S.
universities have bequn to play greater roles in the planning and implemen-
taticn of development efforts, particularly urler the U.S. Agency for Inter-
naticnal Development's (AID) Title XII program, the ability of these univer-
sities to effectively manage development related activities has been identi-
fiad as the area where strengthening would most quickly lead to improved
development results. AID has awarded a strengthening grant to the Office of
International Agriculture at Oregon State University for this very purpose.

This documen. presents an overview of one activity undertaken by Oregon
State in an effort to improve its ability to manage agricultural and rural
development projects. The workshops described herein were conducted as a
joint effort between the Office of International Agriculture at 0OSU (0IA/
OSU), the International Development Management Cuenter at the University of
Maryland (IDMC/UMCP), and the International Program Deve.opment Office at
Washington State Universitcy (IPDO/WSU). Marcus Ingle and Kerneth Smith from
IDMC, and Jan Noel from IPDO were the principle instructors. They were
actively supported by Paul Kifer, Margaret Lewis, Carol Culler, and Martin
Hellickson from OSU whe served as group facilitators and helped with admin-
istrative support. Artie Kennedy, Carol Cahall, and Jan Bunting of IDMC,
and Karen Engle of OIA/WSU assisted in preparing workshop materials and
making logistical arrangements.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Office of International Agriculture at Oregon State University (DIA/0OSU)
has recently received a strengthening grant fram the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development (AID). This grant was awarded, in part, to prepare a
core of university faculty for international assigmments, and to assure that
they are adequately supported by OSU. More specifically, one of five areas
identified as deserving high priority for strengthening includes, "...crea-
tion of a cadre of faculty with training and experience 1 project design/
evaluation/team leadership..."

The Offi~e of International Agriculture is currently developing and imple-
menting various programs to meet the objectives of the AID strengthening
grant. GIA/OSU is giving high priority to upgrading the skills of a select
number of the University's faculty in the areas of project design, implemen-
tation, and evaluation. After attending a Consortium for International
Development (CID) Project Design and Analysis workshop in October 1983, Dr.
Paul Kifer, Director of the Office of International Agriculture, detemmined
that an expanded version of the CID workshop would be appropriate for 0SU's
strergthening effort. Dr. KRifer contacted one of the CID workshop facilita-
tors, Dr. Marcus D. Ingle, about the possibility of assisting with the
preparation and facilitation of the OIA/0SU workshops.

A pair of integrated project management workshops was proposed, and the pur-
pose and scope of the workshops were negotiated (see OBJECTIVES below). The
first workshop, entitled "Design and Analysis of AID-sponsored Agricultural
and Rural Development Projects," was held in Newport, Oregon, fram February
19 to 23, 1984. The second workshop, entitled "Implementation and Evalua-
tion of AID-sponsored Agricultural and Rural Development Projects", was
conducted fram March 31 to April S, PBoth workshops were attended full-time
by thirty OSU faculty and administrators, twenty four of wham attended ooth
sessions. -

Within the context of each workshop's scope and 4-day time period, an in-
tense learning experience was designed and conducted that focused on the
development of actual competencies needed by OSU personnel in designing,
implementing, and evaluating development projects and programs. Using AID's
Logical Framework as an organizing structure, a pragmatic set of generic
principles, analytic techniques, and human processes for managing agricul-
tural and rural development projects was introduced ard applied.

The workshops were prepared and conducted jointly by the International
Development Management Center at the University of Maryland College Park
(IDMC/UMCP) , the International Program Development Office at Washington
State (IPDO/WSU), and the Office of International Agriculture at Oregon
State (OIA/ OSU). Marcus Ingle and Kenneth Smith of IDMC/UMCP, and Jan Noel
of IPDO/WSU were the principal instructors (biographical data in Appendix
F). They were actively supported by Paul Kifer, Margaret Lewis, Carol
Culler, and Martin Hellickson of Oregon State, who served as group facilita-
tors and provided administrative support for the entire program.



11. OBJECTIVES

The overall purpose of the two workshops was to strengthen selected OSU
faculty members' understanding of AID's development policies and procedures,
and to create a cadre of 0OSU faculty with the abilities and skills needed to
successfully design, implement, and evaluate AlID-sponsored agricultural and
rural development projects.

Specific workshop objectives included the following:

° To help participants understand AID's policies and procedures
relevant to agricultural and rural developrent project design,
implementation, and evaluation, as these relate to 0SU's inter-
national agriculture program;

® To help participants understand and learn how to apply basic
design, implementation, and evaluation techniques, along with
appropriate team processes, relevant to AID-sponsored agricultural
and rural development projects;

® To help participants identify OSU project design, implementation,
and evaluation policies and procedures in need of further streng-
thening following the workshop sessions, along with next steps for
carrying out high priority improvements; and

° To increase the awareness of opportunities and activities within
the OSU international agriculture program.

A secondary purpose was to expose a group of OSU faculty to principles and
methods of planning and conducting effective training workshops and provide
them with an opportunity to exercise these. It was with this purpose in
mind that the four group facilitators were selected to work with the princi-
pal instructors., Their major responsibilities revolved around providing
guidance to the small groups during croup assigmments and providing feedback
to the groups regarding group process;. In addition, the facilitators assis-
ted the instructors in reviewing eaca day's events, eliciting feedback fram
participants, and redesigning workshop sessions in response to the feedback.



III. WORKSHOP OVERVIEW

The two workshops presented a pragmatic set of generic principles, analytic
techniques, and human processes for designing, implementing, and evaluating
AID-sponsored agricultural and rural development projects in the context of
developing countries. The conceptual centerpiece for the workshops was "he
Logical Framework, an integrated management approach that assists in clari-
fying project objectives in measurable terms, and systematically linking
these objectives to the project's strategy, organiza+ional structure, and
resource requirements. The [.cgical Framework is central to AID's project
system, and is also used extensively by other donor assistance agencies and
"developing countries. Related techniques and team process skills introduced
‘as intergral parts of the Loqical Framework Approach included objective
setting, feasibility analysis, responsibility charting, performance networ-
king, team selection and crientation, resource allocation, consensus buil-
ding, reporting and monitoring formats, and evaluation research (both forma-
tive and sumative).

The workshops themselves were designed and conducted in accordance with
several premises that were established to maximize the learning of the
participants. These premises were as follows:

. The workshiops should follow the principle of "structured flexibi-
lity." while pre-planned, the workshops should be facilitated in
such a way as to be responsive to specific needs of the partici-
pants and to new issues and ideas that arose during the sessions;

° Differing positions, where based on facts and empirical evidence,
should be openly discussed;

] Organized, formal, and informal interactions between participants
all contribute to workshop objectives;

. Workshop participants are the key producers as well as consumers
of workshop information. As a result, participatory dialogue is
given priority over one-way didactic cammunication; and

® The workshops are another step—-neither the first nor the last--of
0OSU's ongoing cammitment to a strong and resilient international
devel opment program.

Both workshops focused on successful agricultural and rural development
projects, viewed in the broader context of three fused management processes:
design, implementation, and evaluation. These processes were presented as
intricately related and camplementary. Emphasis was given to examining the
orchestration of these processes as a basic function of development manage-
ment.

Finally, througnout both workshops, extensive use was made of case simula-
tions, individual exercises, and project illustrations in order to facili-
tate the mastery of appropriate conceptual, technical, and interpersonal
skills needed to successfully design, implement, and evaluate development
projects.



Overview of Workshop #1:

The first workshop, entictled "Design and Analysis of AID-sponsored Agri-
cultural and Rural Development Projects," began on Sunday evening, February
19, and continued through Thursday, February 23, 1984. The agenda and list
of participants are given in Appendices A and E respectively. An overview
of the workshop and the topics covered are presented below.

Sunday evening presented an opportunity for the workshop participants to
became acquainted with one another and begin to gain an appreciation of the
depth of experience represented by the entire group. 1In addition, the
workshop was introduced against the backdrop of 0SU's international develop-—
ment activities and purpose and intent of AID's strengthening grant.

After a preliminary overview of the workshop on Monday morning, the concepts
of project management were introduced to the participants, along with a set
of generic management functions associated with successful development
efforts. These functions served as the point of reference for introducing
the tools and techniques related to project managemenc during the rest of
the workshop. The participants were also introduced to small group exer-
cises and a process of sensitizing them to the things that make groups
operate effectively was begun.

During the afternoon, AID's project design process was introduced, including
the overall process of formulating development strategies, identifying pro-
jects, and assisting with the implementation and evaluation of development
results. The Logical Framew.rk was presented as AID's basic project design
tool. In addition, the Team Planning Meeting methodology was introduced to
the participants while communicating the importance of individual and team
planning before a technical assistance team goes to the field for an assign-
ment. In this context, the Riboko Range Research Project case study was
presented. This case provided the background for many of the examples and
exercises during both workshops.

Tuesday initiated an elaboration of many of the concepts presented the day
before. The morning began with an overview of AID's Project Identification
Document (PID), the first fommal document that identifies and summarizes a
potential project in AID's system. This was followed by a series of presen-
tations and small group exercises that focused on the Logical Framework, the
centerpiece of the PID.

The first of these presentations covered the "vertical logic' of the Logical
Framework; that is, the series of if-then hypotheses plus assumptions that
are fundamental to project design. The second covered the determination of
objectively verifiable indicators and means of verification necessary for
measuring project progress, or 'hor.zontal logic" as it is known. A third
presentation discussed the concept of manageable interest; that is, what the
project manager/implementation team is directly responsible for providing as
a part of the project effort.

In response to these presentations, the participants worked in asmall groups
to construct project design Logical Frameworks based on the Kiboko case


http:related.to

materials, and presented these desi ;ns back to the large group in a role
play situation. These exercises rr.sured that the participants were familiar
with the salient characteristics ~f a good AID project design, and knew how
to use the Logical Framework approach for presenting their designs.

Oon Wednesday, the Project Paper was introduced. The Project Paper (PP) is
AID's formal document for presenting a project design for approval as weil
as summarizing the background, scope, and purpose of the proposed project.
The workshop participants were introduced to the objectives and major compo-
nents of the PP and to the various types of analyses required, upon which
AID bases project approval. These analyses include technical, financial,
econamic, social soundness, administrative, envirommental, and energy.

Small group exercises were used to introduce these analyses.

On Wednesday afternoon, the participants were given a "perception exercise"
that introduced the notion of "filters" that all of u- have, and how these
can influence the way we perceive and deal with reality. In this context,
the concept of Integrated Feasibility Analysis was introduced. Integrated
Feasibility Analysis recognizes the interdependencies between the tradi-
tional types of analysis mentioned above, and incorporates these into a
systematic, integrated approach to project analysis that varies in scope and
nature depending upon the level of the means-end relationship being analyzed
and the assumptions regarding external conditions that apply.

During the late afternoon, several special topics werc presented in small
group forums. These forums looked at the promises and threats of using
microcomputers in project management situations; strategies for targeting,
and getting benefits to, special groups of beneficiaries; and other impor-
tant project design and analysis issues raised during the first several days
of the workshop.

On Thursday, three major topics were introduced: implementation planning,
contracting, and evaluation planning. Planning for implementation during
the project design process addresses determining the types of actions neces-
sary for putting into effect specific project elements (organizing,
managing, staffing, contracting, purchasing, disbursing funds, etc.) and the
actors responsible for carrying these out. Related issues include agreement
between implementing actors on the goal and purpose of the project, clear
articulation of the project strategy, and clear assigrment of roles and
responsibilities.

In the context of implementation planning, the various types of contracts
AID gives for designing and implementing projects were discussed. Of speci-
fic interest were the standard and collaborative modes of university con-
tracting. The collaborative mode is one in which a university is contracted
to do a project design and then, after project approval, is given the con-
tract for implementation without further campetitive bidding. The discus-
sion also showed how the Logical Framework translates into contract lan-
guage; specifically, how inputs and outputs are written into a contract's
scope of work.

Evaluation planning was presented in terms of setting up how a project's
progress is to be measured, determining why the project is or is not
realizing its goals, and establishing whether or not a project is still
consistent with a host country's development needs. The evaluation plan



specifies the data to be monitcred (including baseline data), how it is to
be collected and analyzed, and how the findings will be used. It was

demonstrated that the design Logical Framework contains the basic elements
of the evaluation plan in the indicators and means of verification colu."s.

Late Thursday afternoon there was a summary and review session that included
an evaluation of the first workshop amd an assignment to be completed by the
participants between the first and second workshops. The back-hame assign-
ment given the participants was, working alone or in small groups, to
develop and elaborate a project design using the Logical Framework approach
and including preliminary implementation and evaluation plans for a project
in which they were interested. Eight back-hame assignment topics were
idencified and agreed to by the participants.

The wcrkshop ended with two brief evaluation exercises; the first, a written
exercise, was campleted by the participants as individuals; the second was
done in the large group. The results of the evaluation are presented in the
follawing section (III1. Evaluation).

Overview of Workshop #2

The second workshop, entitled "Implementation and Evaluation of AID-Spon-
sored Agricultural and Rural Development Projects," began on Sunday evening,
April 1, and continued through Thursday, April 5, 1984. The agenda and list
of participants are presented in Appendices C and E respectively.

The objective of the first session, on Sunday evening, was simply to
introduce the new participants to the large group and allow all to become
reacquainted. A "slogan" exercise was prepared to reintroduce the partici-
pants to one another and to the small group process. The slogan identified
for the second workshop, as a result of this exercise, was "Think change
because you will; but at least spend the money."™ A special tribute to
Filbert, who got us started with the right attitide.

On Monday morning, the secorx! workshop was overviewed and expectations for
the session were established. In keeping with the principle of "structured
flexibility," the second workshop was redesigned in light of the evaluation
of the first. Specific redesign implications were as follows:

° Fewer topics were covered in greater depth;

° More attention was given to host country rolas;

® Opportunity was provided for all participants to use each tool
presented, rather than dividing the tools between groups of

participants;

° More attention was given to "indicators", or measures of project
progress;

° More examples fram real and specific projects were provided;



° Small group tasks were made more explicit and more time was taken
to review the team process of the groups;

? The format of the workshop materials (notebook, pre-workshop
reading materials, etc.) was improved;

. Optional special topics were moved to the evening so as not to
take time fram the daily presentations; and

) The actual presentations were varied in fonmat, instructors, and
media.

Following this, the back-home project design assignments were presented by
the participant work groups to the large group, and the presentations were
critiqued. Presentations were made on the fcllowing topics:

. Sewage sludge effluent utilization program;

° Dairy development in Chile;

. Preparation of OSU faculty for overseas projects (2 presented);
) Administrative support for OSU overseas projects; and
) Media support for extension services and support unit in Tunisia.

These presentations led into a brief review of project design tools and
procedures.

Monday afternoon the participants were introduced to the practical side of
project implementation by means of group exercise. Put into work groups and
given the task of implementing the Jama Integrated Coammunity Housing Pro—
ject, the participants operated within a context of formal and informal
procedures to actually construct houses out of paper cards to meet the
higher order objectives of the project. This exercise introduced the parti-
cipants to the necessity of having clearly stated and ~greed upon goals and
objectives, clearly assigned and understood roles and responsibilities, and
access to necessary contextual information for successfully implementing
projects. The exercise also stressed the importance of mobilizing an appro-
priate implementation team and using good group processes for accomplishing
objectives within time and resource constraints.

On Monday evening, several special topics were discussed at optional
sessions. Paul Kifer led a discussion of activities and opportunities
through the Office of International Agriculture at OSU, Marty Hellickson and
Jan Noel provided an opportunity to refine the back-home assigmment projects
and take them on to the next steps, and Marcus Ingle conducted a review of
project design concepts and tools, including the Logical Framework, for the
new participants,

On Tuesday, the participants were given an overview of an eight-step model
toward successful implementation. Rererring to the Jama exercise of the
previous day, the need for a systematic approach to implementation, suppor-
ted by the judicious use of various management tools, was highlighted.



This overview was followed by a discussion of the various implementation
actors and their roles during the project implementation process. Specifi-
cally, the host country, the donor agency, and the contractor were identi-
fied. The participants were dividel into work groups, assigned the above
roles, and given the task of view: the project lmplementation process from
their role group's perspective and :dentifying the functions their groups
would provide during implementation. These role groups then served as the
background for many of the subsequent group exercises.

Following the role exercise, the participants were introduced to performance
networks ard bar charts, two implementation planning tools useful for pre-
paring detailed schedules that integrate procedural activities and project
activities into a realistic time frame for project completion given avail-
able resources. These tools were presented in the context of the Jama
exercise. Following the presentations, the participants, operating in their
role groups, were assigned the task of creating and presenting bar charts
for the Kiboko case.

Late in the afterncvon, a brief presentation was made on the importance of
administrative subroutines and procedures; routine and repetitive activities
that are facilitated by establishing a standard procedure for carrying them
out. Examples are recruiting staff, procuring camodities, and negotiating
contracts. These may be "routinized" in the form of "nested networks", bar-
charts, ard checklists.

On Tuesday evening, the topic of addressing gender roles for successful
project implementation and targeting project benefits was introduced by
means of a film and discussion. The film Andean Wamen was shown, and a
discussion followed that focused on the need for good project designs, as
well as successful implementation efforts, to take into consideration the
social/cultural context of the project; the roles of men and wamen, young
and old, etc.

On Wednesday meorning, the discussion of the night before was continued and
elaborated upon. A brief history of Woamen in Development as viewed by AID,
up through the present, was presented. This was followed by a slide presen-
tation on the Sudan, which clearly showed the integrated roles of both men
and wamen in the agricultural production process. Gender Role Analysis,
therefore, is understood to be focused on the need for a proper understan-
ding of gender roles within the context of project design and implementation
to ensure that the potential for project success is maximized. Based on
this discussicn, the participants were given a case study on the Arusha
Planning and Village Development Project in Tanzania to review in th. light
of a series of questions that focused on the relationship between gender
roles and successful project implementation.

On Wednesday afternoon, a presentation was made on authority issues during
project implementation. Tne tcpic was focused on the roles and responsibi-
lities of the various actors involved in implementation, including indivi-
duals such as the hcst country project manager and the contractor chief of
party, as we.l as actor groups. The tool introduced for determmining and
agreeing on roles and responsibilities was the respcnsibility chart. The
responsibility chart is useful not only for identifying the specific officer
or individual accountable for an activiiy, put also for ensuring that all



mambers of the implementation team have a clear understarding of their
responsibilities.,

Late Wednesday afternocn, the participants were introduced more fully to thre
processes of monitoring and reporting project progress during implementa-
tion. The difference between observations/findings and conclusions, which
was introduced during the Jama exercise, was reviewed. Emphasis was placed
on the identification of important monitoring points, relevant data, and
proper reporting procedures. These latter include the concepts of providing
only the information that is needed to make necessary decisions, and provi-
ding this information to the right decisiommaker.

On Thursday morning, the process of planning and conducting project eval-
uations was discussed. Such issues as when to evaluate, who/what should be
evaluated, and by wham, were addressed. Again, the delineation between
findings and conclusions was mentioned, as a basis for making recommenda--
tions. The purpose of evaluation, it was agreed, is to review the implemen-
tation of a project to date, so as to arrive at recamendations for change
that will make implementation more successful, and present these recammencia-
‘tions in a way that they are accepted and implemented by the parties
involved.

A methodology for creating an evaluation plan was presented. The caponents
of the plan included: 1) the important decisions to be made; 2) when the
decisions are to be made; 3) the questions needing to be answered before the
decision can be made; 4) the information necessary for answering these
questions, ie., indicators; and 5) tne sources of this infogmation. As an
exercise, the participants were again divided into their role groups and
asked to develop an evaluation plan for the Kiboko project.

Oon Thursday afternoon, the final day of the workshops, a "Next Steps" exer-
cise was conducted. The participants were divided into groups according to
their technical backgrounds and roles at CSU. These groups were asked to
identify specific areas at OSU related to international development in need
of strengthening, and prepare an initial implesentation plan for carrying
out a strengthening effort, using the design and implementation tools and
techniques presented in the two workshops. This exercise was provided to
allow the participants to apply their learning to specific areas of need at
Oregon State in such a way that concrete suggestions for improvement/
strengthening were derived and initial action steps identified. The exer-
cise was very successful and the outputs are presented below under section
V. NEXT STEPS.

Following the Next Steps exercise, the workshop was reviewed and sumarized,
evaluations were campleted by the participants, and the group was dismissed.
Evaluation results are presented below.



IV. EVALUATION

Workshop #1

Evaluation guestions for the first workshop focussed on: the overall organ-
ization and management of the workshop; specific topics to be added, expan-
ded, shortened or deleted; and the quality of instruction and materials.

Regarding the organization and management of the workshop, the evaluations
were very positive, noting the need for better integration between members
of the instruction team. The flexibility of the team in scheduling and
ability to respond to specific requests was appreciated. A camnon concern,
however, was the need for better clarification of work group assigmments.

Regarding the specific sessions, the evalvations indicated that nearly all
of the presentations were both needed for the overall subject of project
design and analysis, and appreciated by the particirants. Wh'le there was a
consensus that more clarity was needed regarding the tasks of the smail
groups, there was a great discrepancy in the evaluations of the work group
exercises overall, On the one hand, many felt that the exercises and group
experiences were extremely helpful and positive, and should not be reduced.
On the other hand, there were responses requesting less exercises and more
didactic instruction.

Regarding specific topics, those presented were evaluated positively over-
all. The participants also identified additional topics they would have
liked to see addressed. There was a desire to see more content regarding
the role of politics in international development in general, and in project
identification and design in specific. There was also interest in further
elaboration on actor roles, including the roles of the host country, the
donor agency, and the contractor team., Within the host country, there was
Interest expressed no* only ir the roles of project related authorities, but
also in the roles of beneficiaries as distinguished by gender, age, social
status, and the like. Finally, there was interest in the role of OSU's own
Office of International Agriculture, and how it should go about motivating
faculty members and other university personnel to get involved with and
support international development activities.

Regarding the instruction and materials, the evaluations were again mostly
positive. The instructors were aiven good marks, though it was observed
that a greater sense of :eamwork was needed. The energy level of team was
viewed as high and their attitude positive. It was noted that the junior
members of the team would berefit from more experience in presenting the
material. The team approach and varied presentation styles were appre-
ciated, however. There were many positive suggestions regarding the work-
shop materials. These focussed on better organization of the notebooks,
documentation of material in the formm of handouts, and use of various
presentation media.

Overall, the first session was given a very positive evaluation. The

material was viewed as important and beneficial, and the instruction as very
good. As always, there was room for improvement.
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Workshop #2

Evaluation questions for the second workshop focused on three areas: over-
all evaluation of the organization, management, and presentation of the
workshop; how well the objectives of the workshop were met; and to what
extent the workshops will result in improvements in OSU's ability to parti-
cipate irn ATD projects, and improvements to those projects themselves.

There was a consensus that the organization, management, and presentation of
the second workshop was improved over that of the first. The instruction
team was seen as working tcgether mores smoothly, the presentations more
varied, the depth with which topics were covered more appropriate, and the
exercise assigmments more clear. The redesign effort for the second work-
shop, based on the evaluation of the first, was seen as successfully imple-
mented. In addition, the high level of interaction on the part of the
participants contributed to the positive evaluation.

There was also a consensus that all three of the stated objectives of the
workshops were reachzd to a degree. The first objective, to gain an under-
standing of AID's policies and procedures relevant to agricultural and rural
development project design, analysis, implanentation, and evaluation, in the
context of OSU's international agricultural program, was seen as success-
fully addressed to a great extent. The second objective was to understand
and learn how to apply basic project design, analysis, implementation, and
evaluation tools and techniques, along with appropriate team processes,
relevant to AID-sponsored agricultural and rural development projects. This
objective was als¢ seen as being achieved to a mea-virable degree, though
there is an evident need for further learning and r - _. 2. The third
objective was to improve awareness of opportunities arw activities within
the OSU international agricultural program., Wwhile this objective was not as
successfully addressed as the two previous, there was a consensus that a
start had been made.

In all cases, the evaluations revealed that there was positive movement
toward achieving the objactives of the workshops. It was also observed that
there is more to learn, a need for practice with the tools and techniques,
and a need for follow up to maintain the level of learning and the interest
and commitment built by the workshops. Harking back to the operating
premises for the workshops, the evaluations supported the premise that these
workshops need to be only "...another step--neither the first nor the last--
of 0OSU's ongoing camitment to & strong and resilient international develop-
ment program,"

Finally, there was a strong feeling that these two workshops have contri-
buted to OSU's ability to participate effectively in AID-sponsored agricul-
tural and rural development projects. Whether or not this will contribute
to the success of AID projects remains to be seen, though the potential is
there.

11



V. NEXT STEPS

The Next Steps exercise conducted on Thursday, April 5, was designed to pro-
vide an opportunity for the workshop participants to identify areas related
to international development work in need of improvement or strengthening at
0SU, both tc practice iearned skills related to project planning and imple-
mentation, and to identify specific steps that can be taken by the Univer-
sity to strengthen ard enlarge its role in international development work.

Dr. Kifer introduced the exercise against the background of a new Inter-
national Council having been set up at 0OSU, its first meeting having been
held earlier on Thursday. The outputs of the exercise were to be presented
to the University's Dean and Associate Deeans on Tuesday, April 10. The spe-
cific assigrment was to: list up to five international development areas at
OSU that need strengthening; rark these arexs by priority based on feasibi-
lity, cost, and impact; select the two hicnest prioricy areas; ard develop a
simple implementation plan fcr addressing them. 7he implementation plar
should include a statement of purpose and desired outputs, specific activi-
ties to be undertaken and a suggested schedule, and identification of who
should have responsibility for, who should support, and who should partici-
pate in the affort.

As a result of the exercise, many areas for activity were identified. These
areas, as synthesized by Dr. Kifer and presented by him at the meeting of
April 10, are as follows:

1. Plan for activities and expenditures related to the Memorandum of
Understanding, including establishing the areas of cooperation
with Tuskeegee;

2. Develop an International Activities information program designed
to improve understanding of and commitment to international acti-
vities on the part of faculty, adiministrators, and citizens of
Oregon., One means of doing this would be the establishment of an
Information Forum;

3. Define and develop areas of specialization on which 0SU should
concentrate. Areas of expertise, including ability to work in a
team mode, should be identified within the faculty. Specializa-
tion areas should include back-up support for project development,
and project evaluation;

4. Increase faculty participation in international development acti-
vities by means of training, creating and publicizing incentives,
career opportunities, etc.;

5. ©Dnild a program of international training activities, utilizing
foreign students where possible, that would include language
training, further workshops on project design/implementation/
evaluation, cultural sensitivity, communication skills. Predepar-
ture orientations should be included in this program;

12



6. Expand OSU's capacity to manage and support international develop-
ment programs not only through developing faculty and staff exper-
tise, but also by establishing administrative procedures (travel
requlations, purchasing procedures, etc.) that support such acti-
vities;

7. Formalize Department gvpport by the Office of International Agri-
culture;

8. Coordinate the support of Administrative and Department units; and

9. Address the need for centralized coordination of international
activities.

In summary, the above list of areas for strengthening indicates that there
is both an interest in continuing the international activities of 0OSU and
improving the University's performance in this field by developing areas of
expertise and by building appropriate support structures. As only one step
in 0SU's ongoing process of building a strong and resiliant international
development program, it appears that the ‘Project Design, Implementation, and
Evaluation Workshops have been successful in helping to identify same of the
next steps.
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APPENDIX A
OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURE
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

"DESIGN AND ANALYSIS OF AID-SPONSORED
AGRICULTURE AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS"

February 19-23, 1984

— Workshop Agenda ~—

SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 19

Evening (7:30) Opening and Introductions

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 20

Morning Overview and Expectations
Development Projects and Management

Afternoon AID's Project Design Process
Selecting and Preparing Teams

Evening Independant Assigrments

TUESDAY, FPEBRUARY 21
Morning Project Identification Exercise

Afternoon Logical Framework for Project Design
Workgroup Presentations

Evening Independent Reading

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 22

Morning Project Paper Exercise: Finalizing the Project Design
Afternocon Perception Exercises

Integrated Feasibility Analyses

Special Issues

Evening Group Assignments
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 23

Implementation and Contracting Considerations

Morning
Evaluation Planning

Next Steps Planning Exercise and Assigrments
Review and Summary of Workshop #1
Closing

Afternoon
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APPENDIX B

CONTENTS OF WORKBOOK ~ WORKSHOP &1

Introduction

Day 1

Day 2

Day 3

Workshop Overview
Learning Objectives
Workshop Agenda

List of Participants
Instructor Bicdata

Workbook Contents

PROJECT MANAGEMENT: BRIEF REVIEW OF DEFINITIONS
11 PAGES

A MANAGEMENT APPROACH TO PROJECT DESIGN
7 PAGES

THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK
35 pages

A COMMON PROJECT DEVELOPMENT FRAME OF REFERENCE
A Question Approach to Eliciting a Project Design
5 pages ( 2 are numbered Attachments I and II)

A MANAGEMENT AFPROACH TO FEASIBILITY STUDY 9 PAGES

PROJECT ANAZYSIS: TOWARDS AN INTEGRATED METHODOLOGY
8 pages

MICROCOMPUTERS AND AGRICULTURAL ORGANIZATIONS: MANAGEMENT
APPLICATIONS IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 28 Pages

REACHING THE POOR THROUGH DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE: AN OVER-
VIEW OF STRATEGIES AND TECHNIQUES 17 pages
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Day 4

Appendices

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND CONTRACTS

4 Pages

NIM Chapter 500

Apperdix A

State 080589 of 24 Mar 83 2 pages
Subj: PP Implementation Plans

ELEMENTS OF AN EVALUATION PLAN -- 1 page

Project Assistance (Handbook 3)
approx. 96 pages (Chapters 1, 2, 3, 9, table of contents (TC),
and Preface)

Chapter: 00

Section: GLOSSARY

Transmittal: USAID Order 83-04 9 pages

Glossary of Project Management Systems (PMS) Terms 5 pages
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APPENDIX C

OFFICE OF INIERNATIONAL AGRICULTURE

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

"IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION OF AID-SPONSORED
AGRICULTURE AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS™

SUNDAY, APRIL 1

Evening (7:30)
MONDAY, APRIL 2

Morning

Afternoon

Evening

TUESDAY, APRIL 3

Morning

Afternoon

Evening

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 4
Morning

Afternoon

Evening

April 1-5, 1984

— Workshop Agenda --

Opening and Small Group Introductions

Overview and Expectations

OSU Project Presentations

Review of Project Design Tools and Procedures
Jama Project Implementation Exercise

Independent Reading
Special Topics

Introduction to Implementation Start-up
Implementation Planning Tools and Techniques

Project Scheduling Workgroups
Administrative Routines and Procedures

WID Film and Discussion

Gender Role Analysis and Case Application

Authority Issues and Responsibility Charting
Monitoring and Reporting

Group Assigrments
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THURSDAY, APRIL 5

Morning

Afternoon

OSU Project Presentations
Evaluation Planning and Conduct

0GU Next Steps Plannirg Exercise

Review and Summary of Workshop
Closing by 4 p.m.
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APPENDIX D

CONTENTS OF WORKBOOK -~ WORKSHOP #2

Introduction
l. Objectives and topics
2. Workshop Agenda
3. List of Particiants

4. Instructional Staff

Day 1
Lessons in Development Project Management
8 pages

Day 2
Planning for successful project implementation
1 page

LAy 3

DAY 4
Women in Development: Bibliography
15 pages

DAY 5

1. Type III Evaluations: Consultation and Consensus

6 pages

2. Evaluation Planning: Concepts and Steps
12 pages

3. Conducting an AID - Sponsored Evaluation
4 pages

4, Presentation of Evaluation Results
17 pages
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APPENDIX E

WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

Participant Department*

Both Sessions

Tam Bedell Rangeland Resources

Garvin Crabtree Horticulture

Carnl Culler Women in Development,/Rural Development
Kent Daniels Office of International Agriculture
E. A, Elgasim . . . . . ., . . Animal Science

Nomman Goetze Extension/Crop Science

Martin Hellickson Agricultural Engineering

Barbara Isely Sociology

Bruce Johnson Agricultural Camminications

Paul Kifer . . .. .. ... Office of International Agriculture
Roger Kraynick Rural Development

Charles Langford Sociology

Margaret Lewis Rural Development

J. Ronald Miner Agricultural Engineering

William Mansour . . . . , . . Horticulture

Arsalan Mazaheri Soil Science

James Moore Agricultural Engineering

Kenneth Rowe Statistics

William Sandine Microbiology

Gerald Simonson . . . . . . . Soil Science

Alvin Smith Veterinary Medicine

Lloyd Swanson Animal Science

Maxine Thampson Horticulture

John Young Anthropology

First Session Only

Te May Ching Crop Science

Patricia Harris Tuskegee Institute
Harold Kerr Extension

Margaret Thamas Wcamen in Development
V. Van Volk Soil Science

Philip D. Whanger Agricultural Chemistry

Secord Session Only

Floyd Bolton Crop Science

Frank Conklin Office of International Agriculture
Richard Cuenca Agricultural Engineering

Thamas Doerge Soil Science

LeMoyne Hogan Washington State University (Sudan)
Steven Sharrow Rangeland Resources

*At Oregon State University unless otherwise specified.
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APPENDIX F

PROJECT DESIGN WORKSHOP

Instructional Staff

MARCUS D, INGLE, Ph.D.

Dr. Ingle is an international management specialist. His experience encam-
passes project design, implementation, and evaluation work jn more than
fifteen Asia, Latin American, and African countries. He has directed and
conducted numerous management training programs and workshops for university
and both private and public sector staff ip developing countries and the
United States. He has also headed Yp Or served as a team member On numerous

(with both AID and USDA), a private consultant, and a University staff
member, Dr. Ingle is currently the coordinator of the International Deve-
lopment Management Center a* the University of Maryland. He has a Ph.D. in
Social Science fram Syracuse University ard a Master's of Public Administra-
tion fram the University of Washington.

JANET C, NOEL, DVM
— e WEL

and Asia. Dr. Noel's experiance encaipasses project Planning and adminis-
tration as well ag clinical veterinary medicine and veterinary research.,

tural Development and Western Sudan Agricultural Research Projects, and has
training exercises, Dr. Noel received her DVM from Washington State Univer-

sity and is currently the Project Coordinator of the International Program
Development Office at Washington State,

KENNETH A, SMITH, MPIA

Mr. Smith has hag extensive training in development Planning and administra-
tion and has specialized in Project planning, ﬁqplenentation, and informa-
tion systems. My, Smith was Instrumental in the establishrent of the Inter-
national Development Management Center at the University of Maryland and now
Serves both as the Center's Administrative Officer and as & Research Assis-
tant. In the latter capacity, he ig currently managing a research effort
into the impacts of using microcamputer technology for development manage-

ment. As a consultant to the Development Project Management Center of UsDa,
for USAID Sponsored projects in Thailand. Mr. smith received his MPIA fram

the Graduate School of Public and International Affairs at the University of
Pittsburgh,
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