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APPENDIX 1
 

Evaluation Methodology--Narration
 



Cross-Cutting Evaluation Methodology: A Narrative
 

I. Scope of the Evaluation
 

USAID and its predecessor agencies have been active in Guate
mala since the end of World War IT. With passage of the Mutual
 
Security Act of 1953, formal, systematic assistance in the form
 
of project loans and grants with specific sectoral focus was begun.

During the intervening thirty-six years USAID programs have coal
esced around five broad areas: agriculture, health, education,

rural infrastructure, and private sector support. Additional areas
 
have included "food aid" (PL 480 title programs), rural colonization,

and support for land markets, fiscal and judicial reform, labor
 
union development, and government institutional ard administrative
 
development. Since the decade of the 1960s, the main thrust of
 
USAID efforts has been directed towards the rural population of the
 
central and western Highlands.
 

Over the years, USAID has conducted a long series of project and
 
program evaluations. These have been limited both in scope and in
 
time. Intersectorial effects and impacts over time had only rarely

been addressed; there has 
never been a full multi-program review
 
of all development assistance activities from the beginning.
 

As noted in the Preface to Volume 1 of this report, a number

of events occurred during the mid-1980s which heightened the desire
ability of a cross-cutting evaluation: election of a civilian
 
Guatemalan government committed to policies and goals for the rural
 
sector congenial with those embodied in USAID's programs; heightened

attention to Central America stemming from the Kissinger Commission
 
Report and Caribbean Basin initiatives; significant changes in
 
focus within the USAID Mission mandating an extensive reassessment
 
of USAID's own performance and the impacts of its programs in the
 
field.
 

An evaluation of the scope contemplated--covering all of the

five "core" areas of USAID strategy plus additional activities as
 
listed above over a span of nearly forty years--had never been done
 

.before in Guatemala and only.rarely.by-USAID-missions elsewhere.
 
Moreover, with a major CDSS review pending in the Fall of 1988,

complicated by a change of administration in Washington, time was
 
pressing. Actual movement towards undertaking the CCE began in
 
September with the designation of a USDA PASA contractor (the

author of this report) to supervise the activity and to function as
 
overall CCE team leader. The deadline for completion of the final
 
report was set for March 15, 1989. 
 This gave us exactly six
 
months.
 

Working with the USAID Program Office, and with the concurrence
 
of the USAID Mission Director, the author established terms of refer
ence for the evaluation, scopes of work for individual specialists
 



who would comprise the team, and categories of secondary information
 
to be accumulated and individuals to be interviewed prior to the
 
team's arrival.
 

The following basic terms of reference were established:
 

1. The primary focus of the evaluation would be upon
 
USAID's five "core" program areas: agriculture, health, education,
 
rural infrastructure, and private sector support. Other areas would
 
be addressed as time and resources permitted.
 

2. Emphasis would be given to the Indigenous rural
 
-Highlands, principally the departments of Sacatep~quez, Chimal
tenango, Solold, Totonicap~n, Quetzaltenango, El Quich6, San Marcos,
 
and Huehuetenango, where the bulk of UASID/GOG development programs
 
have been concentrated over the years. These departments fall
 
within GOG development Regions I (now VI and VII) and V.
 

3. The evaluation would not be--and indeed could not be-
highly quantitative, given the paucity of reliable statistical data,
 
the limited time available, and the absence of detailed information
 
about USAID projects prior to the early 1970s.
 

4. Thus the evaluation team would necessarily have to
 
consist of a relatively large number of specialists, each with long
 
professional experience in Guatemala and/or other Latin American
 
countries. In this way, both breadth and depth of experience would
 
lend credence to the essentially impressionistic findings of the
 
team. As far as appropriate, "rapid appraisal" techniques would be
 
followed within a broad common framework of guidelines provided by
 
the author and supplemented by the secondary materials accumulated
 
for the team. As much time as possible would be spent by each
 
team member visiting areas having been affected by USAID's programs.
 

5. Guatemalan participation in the evaluation and on the
 
CCE team was deemed essential. Not only would they lend Guatemalan
 
perspective to the processes of evaluation and analysis, but they
 
would lend assistance in a number of key areas meriting special
 
attention in the late 1980s: development information systems,
 
institutional development, agricultural marketing, and agricultural
 
research and extension. In addition, the Guatemalan firm supplying
 
these specialists would be responsible for local administrative and
 
logistical support for the team.
 

6. Specialists would be contracted for the following
 
areas:
 

- Agricultural research and technology transfer (1 US specialist,
 
1 Guatemalan);
 

- Rural Finance (1 US specialist)
 
- Irrigation and soil conservation (1 US specialist)
 
- Agricultural marketing (1 US specialist, 1 Guatemalan)
 
- Rural Health (2 US specialists, 1 Guatemalan USAID specialist)
 
- Rural Education (1 US specialist)
 



- Institutional development (1 US specialist, I Guatemalan) 
- Information/evaluation systems (1 US specialist, 1 Guate
malan) 

- Agricultural economic policy (I USAID specialist) 
- Rural Sociology (1 USAID Guatemalan professional) 

7. Within these broader areas, issues relating to rural
 
infrastructure, cooperative organizations, private sector support,
 
community level organizations, and others would be examined, as
 

appropriate. Greatest weight would be given to agriculture-related
 
categories, in part due to the greater complexity of USAID's rural
 

development portfolio, and in part because individual health and
 

education sector assessments had recently been done.
 

Team members would be contracted via IQC arrangements
8. 

in Washington and locally. Additional team members--team leader,
 

sociologist, agricultural economist--would be drawn from the USAID
 

staff. Other Mission staff, especially those having worked with
 

USAID projects for a long time, would be consulted as the evaluation
 
proceeded.
 

9. The team would use three sources of information:
 
secondary materials available within USAID and GOG offices, inter

views with selected USAID, GOG, and private sector individuals
 

having been involved with Mission projects or having an interest in
 

them, and extended visits to the field.
 

II. Preparations for the Evaluation
 

As designated CCE team leader and overall project manager, my
 

first job was to determine what secondary materials were available
 

with any bearing upon USAID's work over the past forty years. I
 

was anxious to insure that the team would be able to begin actual
 

evaluation right away without having to spend time searching for
 

documents. It was clear from the beginning that, given our time
 

constraints, no single evaluator would be able to spend more than
 

about six weeks working and writing up his findings.
 

As I had expected, the Mission had a great deal of historical
 

material, but it was not organized in ways helpful for anyone
 

interested in genuine historical perspectives. For one thing,
 

each technical division--agriculture, health, education, infra

structure, private sector development--had its own archives, none
 

easy to access for specific purposes. Only the Office
of which was 

of Rural Development had a computer access system based upon key

words, one-which had been installed only one year previously.
 

Materials relating to specific projects could be found in
 

the technical division libraries and in the Program Office files.
 

Yet detailed information going back more than ten years was either
 

sketchy or lacking altogether, due to AID's unfortunate tendency to
 

eliminate records earlier than that period or to relegate them to
 



local warehouses or to Washington-based computer archives. While
 
it would be unfair to say that AID has no memory, it certainly does
 
have a limited one.
 

Fortunately, a document entitled "USAID History" had been
 
prepared in 1984. 
 While this was little more than a chronological

listing of USAID projects by sector, it did provide a basis for
 
ordering the Mission's activities over time and observing broad
 
changes in focus. 
 With its help, I was able to compile the lists
 
contained in Appendices II and III: chronological and categorial

lists by project number and title. This enabled me to trace
 
programs, rather than simply projects, and provided a basis for
 
further search within the archives.
 

The USAID Program Office has collections of old and current
 
project papers and related evaluation documents: PARs (Project

Appraisal Reports), PROPs (Noncapital Project Papers), and PESs
 
(Project Evaluation Summaries). I accumulated as many of these as
 
I could find.
 

During these activities, I was assisted b, Dr. Roberto Castro,
 
recently assigned to the Office of Rural Development and Gregorio

Tum, a Guatemalan sociologist working under the Office of Human
 
Resources Development. Dr. Castro was able to obtain computerized

USAID Guatemala project summaries from Washington. I compiled a
 
volume containing these, in chronological order, together with the
 
appropriate PARs and PESs.
 

Since not all projects had been evaluated, while others lacked
 
PARs or PESs, Tum and I combed the technical division libraries for
 
individually contracted evaluation reports, studies, and other
 
materials relating to specific projects and ordered by project number.
 
Thus, in addition to the specifically project-related volume men
tioned above, 
I began to compile a keyword index file of secondary

materials and a separate project number index for ready reference.
 
In all, approximately one thousand individual items were indexed
 
within three separate files:
 

- Project summary/evaluation book
 
- Keyword index card file
 
- Project number/data file
 

Jointly, these provided the easiest possible access to information
 
relating to specific projects I could devise.
 

The next job was to order the information in ways useful for the CCE
 
team members seeking information about specific components within
 
projects and programs .Appendices V and VI were designed-to focus
 
attenticn upon institutions having been involved with USAID's projects

and to identify components within and across projects which could be
 
traced over time to illustrate continuity of tocus (or lack of it)
 
over time. Some education projects, for example, had agriculture

and/or health related components; these were separated out and
 
added to the sum of agriculture and health activities undertaken by

their respective technical divisions.
 



In addition to all of this cataloguing and filing, Tum and I

undertook a series of briefings for key GOG ministry officials whose
 
offices would be contacted in one way or another during the course
 
of the evaluation. These included agriculture, health, and education
 
ministry officials. In addition, a letter was drafted for the

Director's signature officially announcing the purposes of the
 
evaluation and soliciting GOG assistance; these were sent to the
 
ministries of agriculture, health, education, and finance, and to
 
the National Economic Planning Council.
 

Throughout this time--October through December, 1988--i worked
 
with Deputy Program Director, Tom Kellermann, to write scopes of

work for CCE team specialists, prepare the necessary PIOTs, and to
 
coordinate the IQC contract arrangements. Development Associates
 
(Arlington Virginia) and Consultores Agroindustriales (Guatemala City)

were the IQC contractors eventually selected. 
Specific individuals
 
having unique qualifications to 
serve on the CCE teAm were identi
fied in some cases, with the help of Gordon Straub (ORD) and Liliana
 
Ayalde (OHRD). As far as possible the IQC firms attempted to
 
recruit the individuals designated.
 

Kellermann and I prepared an illustrative budget for the project.

We specified that the local IQC firm should provide administrative
 
and logistical support for the team; 
 this would include office
 
space, three vehicles (1 sedan for city work, 2 four-wheel drive
 
vehicles for the field), computer facilities, and bilingual secre
tarial assistance.
 

During the month of December I prepared individual "packages"

to be given to each CCE evaluator upon arrival in Guatemala. A
 
list of items included is given on the next page. These materials
 
were designed to provide rapid orientation for the team.
 

Finally, in order to keep everyone appraised of progress

simultaneously, I began a series of CCE "Weekly Status Reports."

These contained activities to date regarding items of general

interests and were intended to insure that everyone would have a
 
chance to react to what we were doing in a timely manner.
 

On October 12, I prepared a tentative 20-week work schedule 
for the evaluation and included it with the second Status Report.
I can say with some satisfaction that, in the end, we were off 
schedule by exactly two days. 

As a matter of general interest, here are some lessons learned
 
about organizing a complex operation under pressure:
 

- Thorough preparation of materials and activities before 
the team arrives; 

- Lib.ral time and budget allowances: if you want a lot of 
woik done well in a short time, you have to be willing to 
pay for them. 

- Solid support from all parties (USAID, GOG, Washington based 
personnel) 

- Keep everyone informed at all times about all activities 
- Patience and a sense of humor 



List of Items in CCE Team Member Orientation Packages
 

-- "USAID History"
 

-- Chronological List of USAID/G Projects
 

-- List of USAID/G Projects by Type
 

-- USAID/G Project Component Matrix and Component Code Key
 

-- Chronograms of USAID/G Project Components by Component Code
 

-- USAID/G Institutional Support Matrix and Institution Codes
 

-- Matrix linking USAID/G Projects to 17 Key Program Sequences
 

-- Matrix Linking CCE Team Specialists to Program Sequences
 

-- Matrix Linking CCE Team Specialists to USAID/G Projects falling within Review
 
Period
 

-- Conceptual "Scale Chart" placing CCE in Long Term Perspective
 

-- Ministry of Agriculture Organization Chart 

-- Map showing GOG Development Regionalization Schemes 

-- Typical CATIE-style Farming Systems Diagram of a Small Highlands Farm (orientation 
for Rapid Appraisal) 

-- Copy of Rapid Rural Appraisal and Agroecosystem Analysis (Conway, McCracken) 

-- Summary of the AID Program in Guatemala (1988) 

-- Selected Country Data for Guatemala and Other Central American Countries (USAID, 1988) 

-- Guatemala--Economic Indicators 

-- Memorandum: "Overall GOG Development Priorities and the Ministry of Agriculture 
'Priority Projects' for 1988" (Gary Smith to Harry Wing, April 26, 1988) 

-- Map of Areas to be Covered by Evaluation (1:500,000 Scale) 

-- USAID/G Organization Chart 

-- USAID/G Directory 

-- "Some Basic Questions and Issues to be Addressed During the Cross Cutting Evaluation" 

-- Outline of the CCE Final Report 

-- Reduced Scale Map of CCE Communities having been involved with USAID/G Projects 

-- CCE Weekly Status Report No. 11 



III. The Evaluation
 

The CCE team was scheduled to arrive during the second week
 

in January 1989 and depart on or about February 20. This would
 

provide six weeks of six days each for the actual evaluation.
 

Dr. Mitchell Seligson, Development Associates' information specialistj
 
He would be unable to spend more than two
arrived one week early. 


weeks with us; thus, together with Gregorio Tum, he set about
 

locating Guatemalan information about socioeconomic characteristics
 

of areas where USAID had been working since the early 1950s to the
 
able to compile stapresent. While good data is sparse, he was 


tistics relating to population, basic crop yields, and literacy
 
These data would provide background
rates for 1950 and the 1980s. 


for the team's otherwise impressionistic findings; they would also
 

indicate long term trends in these indicators. Dr. Seligson's
 

tables can be found in Volume 2, Annex I.
 

The majority of the Development Associates group arrived during
 
(less the DA marketing
January 8 and 9. On January 9 the full team 


and irrigation specialists, who arrived during the following weeks)
 

met for initial briefing from Tom Kellermann and myself. Later,
 

we met with USAID Director Anthony Cauterucci and US Ambassador
 
we met with Agriculture Vice Minister de Le6n
Michel. On January 12, 


Prera.
 

By the end of the first week, I had received workplans from all 
team
 

members. In order to disassociate myself from the team's day-to-day
 

work and to avoid biasing their findings, I delegated field 
manage

ment of the CCE team to David Lazar, leader of the Development
 

Associates group, and administrative/logistics management to 
Francisco
 
The


Rohrman, Director of the Consultores Agroindustriales firm. 


team began field work--both in Guatemala City and in rural 
project
 

Roughly, each team member spent about
sites--during the second week. 

80% of his time "outside the office". during the remaining time 

of the
 

evaluation.
 

Most members of the team knew Guatemala well and were 
able to sche

dule their own interviews and field inineraries. Once per week, on
 

Saturday mornings, the whole team met in plenary session 
to share
 

experiences and findings.
 

Lazar managed the fieldwork adroitly and kept me informed 
re up-to-


I spent much of my time fielding
date findings and problems. 

USAID, chatting with individual team
 administrative problems re 


members with questions about projects I had been involved 
with, and
 

I also continued to acquire and index
 clarifying procedural issues. 

I spent one week in the
 materials provided by the team and USAID. 


field myself with Robert Laport, CA rural finance specialist, 
visit

ing Quetzaltenango, San Marcos, Huehuetenango, and 
El QuichM.
 

received excellent help from USAID
 Throughout the exercize, we 

officials interviewed, and we strove mightily to 

keep our intrusions
 

as gentle as possible.
 



Especially helpful to us were Felipe Manteiga (Office of Private
 
Enterprise Development), Gordon Straub (ORD), Liliana Ayalde (OHRD),
 
Barry Lennon, David Fledderjohn, Roberto Figueroa.
 

Administrative and logistics services provided by Consultores
 
Agroindustriales were likewise excellent. The office space--espe
cially the conference room--was ample for our needs; the vehicles
 
functioned flawlessly, and as it turned out, three was precisely th4
 
right number for our purposes. Secretarial assistance, particularly
 
during the demanding report-drafting phase, was outstanding.
 

As the team's findings catz_ in, I tried to indicate some of the more
 
important of them in my Weekly Status Reports. Towards the end, I
 
included photographs taken in the field.
 

Drafts of the team's final reports were submitted during the week
 
of February 18. Both Lazar and I reviewed them, revising where
 
appropriate, mainly organizational changes and correction of the
 
few errors of fact we found. These were incorporated in two
 
"packages." Upon its departure from Guatemala, the Development
 
Associates group submitted a volume entitled "Forty Years on the
 
Altiplano," a compilation of all of that group's reports in the
 
form of "annexes" to the final CCE report to be written by me.
 
Consultores Agroindustriales reports were submitted individually.
 

All of these drafts comprise Volume 2 of this report. I have used
 
the title "Forty Years..." for the main report, conceding that the
 
idea was Dave Lazar's. I happen to like it, so I used it.
 

IV. Preparation of the CCE Report
 

During the three weeks from February 20 - March 10, I reread all
 
contractor reports and made extensive notations and cross references.
 
Some on the team (for example DA specialist Earl Jones and CA
 
specialist Ruben Poinciano) had worked closely together in the field
 
and had submitted a joint report on technology transfer. Others,
 
(for example, William Rhett, DA marketing specialist, and Fernando
 
Garcia-Salas, CA marketing specialist) had worked apart and sub
mitted separate reports. Still others (for example, Dave Lazar,
 
DA institution specialist and Danilo Palma, CA institution special
ist) had worked extensively together, but submitted separate reports.
 
Both joint and separate ventures have their merits, especially in
 
cases where there may be differences in viewpoints among US and
 
Guatemalan counterparts within a given area of expertise.
 

During the week of March 6, I distilled nearly 500 pages of reports
 
into 60 pages with a 7 page executive summary. This was completed
 
on March 17, two days over schedule. Drafts were circulated to
 
main USAID division chiefs for review, and a meeting was held on
 
March 28 to discuss reactions and recommendations.
 

At the time of writing, special debriefings for interested GOG
 
officials are being scheduled, and tranElation of these volumes
 
into Spanish will be done during April.
 



APPENDIX 2
 

Chronological List of USAID Projects in Guatemala
 



II 

USAID/G Projects 

Chronological 

Project Title 
Number 

520-0001 Education Development 


2 Est. Servicio Interamericano de Salud Pfblica (SCISP) 

3 Est. Servicio Interamericano de Agricultura (SCIDA) 

5 Est. Servicio Interamericano de Crdito Agrioola 
Supervisado (SCICAS) 

8 Strengthen Geodetic Services 


11 Est. Servicio Interamericano de Educaci6n (SCIDE) 

12 Training Program for Tropical Forestry 

13 Training Program for Poultry 

15 Public Administration 

16 Industry & Mining 

18 Vocational Training 

19 Training Program: Coffee Culture 

21 Technology: Coffee 

22 Training Program: Cacao 

23 Training: Nutritional Deficiencies 

24 Training: Nuclear Reactors 

25 Training: Food and Nutrition 

26 Training: Audio-Visual Techniques 

27 Training: Wheat Development 

29 Health & Sanitation Activities 


30 Police Administration & Education 


31 Soils Research 


32 Labor 


33 Central Reserve Bank 


35 Dental Profession & Admij.istration 


36 Police Administration (Observation Techniques) 

37 Harbor Administration & Operarion 

38 Geodetic Services 

39 Transportation Development 

43 Civil & Criminal Law 


45 Budget Administration (National) 


46 Tropical Forestry, Fertilization, Liming 

47 Est. Servicio Cooperativo Interamericano de Vivienda) 

List Revised 12/13/88
 

Years Years riYp 
Evaluated 

1950's E 

1950's H 

1950's A 

1950's A 

1950's G
 

1950's E 

1950's A/F 

1950's A/L 

1950's G
 

1950's G
 

1950's A/E 

1950's A 

1950's A 

1950's A 

1950's H 

1950's I 

1950's A 

1950's A 

1950's A 

1950's H 

1950's G 

1950's A 

1950's G 

1950's G 

1950's H 

1950 's G 

1950's G 

1950's G 

1950's I 

1950's G 

1950's G 

1950's A 

1950's G 



1.
 

Project Title Years Years Type 
Number Evaluated 

520-0048 Agriculture &Hare Econcumics (SCIDA) 	 1950's A 

50 Labor 	 1950's G
 

55 Strengthen SCIDA 1950's A 

64 Strengthen Agricultural Extension 1950's A 

65 Quetzaltenango/Retalhuleu/Almlonga Road 1950's I 

67 Health Advisory Services 1950's H 

69 Agriculture &Home Econnics 1950's A 

70 Pacific Slope Highway 1950's I 

72 Land Clearing/Hane Econcuncs 1950's A 

73 Transfer SCICAS to Ministry of Agriculture 1950's 	 A/G 

74 Irrigation 	 1950's A/I
 

77 Public Safety 57-77 	 Evaluations G 
Classified 

79 Public Schools Facilities 	 1950's E 

81 Self-Help Housing 	 1950's PS
 

83 Access Roads 	 1950's A/I
 

85 Health & Sanitation Activities 	 1950's H 

86 Hame Life Education 	 1950's A/E 

88 Teacher Training 	 1950's E 

1950's 	 E
89 Vocational Education 


91 Rural Housing and Water Su-ply 1950's G/CD 

92 Agricultural Development (Marketing) 1950's A 

95 Servicio Nacional de Erradicaci6n de la Malaria (SNEM) 1950's H 

1950's 	 E
96 Vocational Education 


102 SCIDA Agricultural Research 1960's A 

105 Agricultural Research 1960's A 

108 Schools Construction 1960's E 

110 Literacy: Army 1960's E 

1960's 	 A
112 Kanef Production 

119" Stengt heSCIDA 1960's A/G 

A/G120 Agricultural Administration (SCIDA) 	 1960's 


122 Agricultural Research & Extension (SCIDA) 1960's A 

123 Experimental Research Stations (SCIDA) 1960's A 

1960's A124 Agricultural Engineering Training 
1960's 	 A/F
125 Forestry School 


127 Transfer SCIDA Research to Institutio Agropecuaria 1960's 	 A/G 
Nacional
 

128 Agricultural Research: Rubber (SCIDA) 	 1960's A 



Project Title Years Years Type 
Nunber Evaluated 

520-0129 Health Cooperative Services 1960's H 

130 Est. Servicio Cooperativo Interamericano de Salud 
Prblico (SCISP) 1960's H 

131 Establish Roosevelt General Hospital 1960's H 

132 Health &Sanitation Activities 1960's H 

135 Rural Education 1960's E 

136 Rural Teacher Training 1960's E 

137 Urban Educaticn 1960's E 

138 Rural Education Curriculum 1960's E 

140 Research: Rubber, Fruits, Livestock, Diversification 1960's A 

141 Vocational Education 1960's E 

142 Mass Education (Texts) 1960's E 

143 University Development (San Carlos University) 63-74 E 

145 Special Developrent Activities 63-89 CD 

148 Agricultural Policy and Institutions 1963 A 

149 Educational Policies and Priorities 1963 E 

163 Mobile Rural Health Project 1963 H 

167 Rubber Production 59-73 A 

168 El Molino Highway 1960's I 

169 Rio Hondo Highway 1960's I 

170 Custams Modernization 1§60's G 

171 General Surveys and Feasibility Studies 65-74 G 

173 Finance Private Industry & Agricultural Development 67-74 PS 
Bank 

175 Property Tax Development I 67-73 G 

176 Public Administration (National, Minicipal) 65-78 72,74,77 G 

184 Labor Leadership 66-75 72,73 PS 

185 Developiment Planning &Administration 67-76 72,74,77 G 

187 Rural Community Leadership & Modernization 66-74 72,73,74 CD 

189 Population & Rural Health 67-79 72,3,4,7 H 

190 Agricultural Education 1967 A 

192 Primary School Systems Improvement 68-76 E 

193 Rural Primary Education Curriculm 68-76 E 

194 Agricultural Modernization &Diversification 1968 A 

195 Surveys & Feasibility Studies 71-77 G 

196 Municipal Development Institute (INFCM) 70-77 G 



Project Title 
Nunber 

Years Years 
Evaluated 

Type 

520-0197 Agricultural Development (Production, Marketing) 70-78 73,74,77 A 
198 Educational Development 70-77 71,73,74 E 
199 Tax Administration 70-77 71,73,77 G 
200 Cooperatives Development 70-78 71,2,3,4,7 A/PS 
201 Export Development (GUATEXPRO) 70-73 72,73 G 
204 Rural Development 70-76 A 
206 Guatemala Health Services 71-76 I 
214 Rural Electrification I 71-76 76 I 
216 Industrial/Agricultural Services Sectors 72-76 PS 
218 Rural Health Services II 73-80 78,80 H 
225 Property Tax Development II 73-76 G. 
226 Rural Credit & Cooperatives Development 74-77 A 
228 Basic Rural Education 75-81 76,77,79 E 

Basic Village Education 73-78 
229 Education & Human Resources Development 75-82 78,79 E 

230 Education System Evaluation 76-78 78 E 
231 Village Water Systens & Latrines 75-77 77,78 H 
232 Food Production & Nutrition Inprovement 75-81 77,78 A 
233 Smal.l Farner Development (Research, Planning, 76-85 83,85 A 

Infrastructure, Training) 
236 Micipal Earthquake Recovery 76-83 82 G 
237 Population & Family Planning 77-80 78,79 H 
238 Small Fanrer Marketing 78-84 82 A 
241 Earthquake Disaster Relief 17-81 R 
242 Primary School Reconstruction 77-83 E/R 
243 Earthquake Housing Reconstruction 76 R 
244 Rural Potable Water/Latrine Methodology 77 77 H 
245 Rural Enterprises Developoent 79-86 PS 
248 Rural Electrification II 79-88 85 I 
249 Integrated Areas Development .78-82 82,83 G 
251 Cmrunity-Based Health & Nutrition Systems 80-90 83 H 
255 Smal Farm Diversification Systems (Research, 81-88 85,87 A 

Extension, Infrastructure, Credit, Marketing) 
258 Guatemala Bilingual Eudcation 79-85 82 E 
259 Education Administration 80-85 82 E 
261 Private Sector Low Cost Housing 8891 PA 
263 Integrated Family Planning Services 80-85 85 H 



Project 
Number 

Title Years Years 
Evaluated 

Type 

520-0266 Municipal Enterprises Development 78-81 80 G/PS 
267 Training School for Prcmotors 79-82 E/CD 
269 Camunity Education 80-84 82,84 E/CD 
270 Development Administration Lrprovement 80-84 84 G 
272 Integrated Rural Development: San Narcos 80-84 83 C) 
274 Highlands Agricultural Development i (Infrastructure) 83-88 87 A 

Highlands Agricultural Development II (Research, 88-93 A 
Extension, Infrastructure, Credit, Marketing, Training) 

276 Agribusiness Development 85-90 A/PS 
279 Improved Health Outreach H 
281 Integrated Nonformal Education 82-88 85 E 
282 Rural Primary Education Improvement 85-90 87 E 
284 w*ren in Development 81-84 83,84 F 
286 Cooperatives Strengthening 86-91 A/PS 
288 Expansion of Family Planning Services 82- 91 84 H 
290 Small Fish Pond Development 81-86 A 
298 Rural Potable Water & Sanitation 84-86 H 
299 Training for Rural Development Pr.attors 82-85 E/CD 
304 Altiplano Higher Education 86-91 .E 
309 Economic Support Loan. Fund S 
311 Adult Literacy 85-88 E 
317 Ixc~n Cardamon Cultivation and Carnercialization 84-88 88 A 
320 Primary Education Management Improvement 87-90 E 
324 Private Sector Skills Training 89-90 PS 
329 Displaced Persons Resettlement 84-85 R 
330 Pilc'. Commercial Land Markets 84-87 A 
332 Farm to Market Roads 85-91 A/I 
335 Rural Potable Water &Sanitation 8588 H 
336 Water, Wumen, and Health(CARE Rural Water Project) 85-91 H/CD 
337 Private Sector Development Coordination 85-90 G/PS 
339 Immunization & Child Survival 85-91 H 
341 Private Enterprise Development 87-92 PS 
343 Small Ccmnmercial Land Markets II 85-92 A 
347 Balance of Payments Support 86 S 
348 PACT/ASINDES PVO Support 86-90 88 PS 
351 Aquaculture Eftension 86-89 A 



Project Title 
Number 


520-0352 Tertiary Roads 


353 Rural Electrification III 


355 Guatemala Dairy Development 


357 Improved Family Health 


359 FY 87 Economic Stabilization (ESF) 


362 Central American Peace Scholarships (CAPS) 

363 Agricultural Production & Marketing Services 
364 Private Sector Education Initiatives 

369 Improved Administration of Justice 

371 Fiscal Administration 


372 FY 88 Economic Stabilization (ESF) 

373 FY 89 Economic Stabilization (ESF) 

374 Basic Education Strengthening (BEST) 

376 Guatemalan Judicial Development 

377 Microbusiness Promotion 


378 Election Systems Support 


379 Volcanic Hazards Preparation 


380 Entrepreneurial Development 


381 Small Farmer Cbffee Improvement 


383 Special Project Assistance Fund 


384 Development Training and Support 


386 Strengthening of Democracy 


Years Years 
Evaluated Typ 

I 

88-95 I 

86-89 89 A/PS 

88-91 H 

87-90 S 

87-92 E 

87-90 A 

86-91 PS/E 

88-91 G 

89-92 G 

88-91 S 

89-90 S 

89-95 E 

87-90 G 

87-90 PS 

87-90 G 

87-90 R 

89-92 PS 

89-97 A 

88-91 PS 

88-92 E 

88-90 G 



APPENDIX 3
 

USAID Projects by Sector and by Component Categories
 



USAID/G Projects: 

By Type 
NTE: 	 Not all projects listed here were exclusively oriented towards the type of activity 

indicated; scme projects nevertheless contained significant components relating to the 
activity. 

Activities are arranged in alphabetical order. Not all possible types of activity are 
listed; for others. see the Project Ccr[onent Index) 

Type of Project Project Title Years Years 
Project Number Evaluated 

AGRICULTUMAL 520-0003 Est. Servicio Interamericano de Agricultura 

(SCIDA) (NOTE: Forerunner to DIGESA/DIGESPE) 1950's 

005 Est. Servicio Interamericano de Cr6dito 
Agropecuaria Supervisado (SCICAS) (NOTE: 1950's 
Forerunner to BANDESA) 

012 Training Program for Tropical Forestry 1950's 

013 Trainpq Program for Poultry 1950's 

019 Training Program for Coffee Culture 1950's 

021 Coffee Technology 1950's 

022 Training Program for Cacao 1950's 

025 Training: Food and Nutrition 1950's 
026 Training: Audiovisual Techniques 1950's 

027 Training: Wheat Development 	 1950's 

031 Soils Research 	 1950's 
046 Tropical Forestry: Fertilizer, Liming 1950's 

04B Agriculture and Hame Eonomics 1950' 

055 Strengthen SCIDE - Administration 1950's 

064 Strengthen Agriculture Extension 1950'. 

069 Agriculture and Home E ooiidcs 1950's 

072 Land Clearing, Home Economics 1950's 
073 Transfer SCICAS to Ministry of Agriculture 1950'. 

074 Irrigation 	 1950's
 

083 Rural Access Roads 1950's 

086 Hoie Life Education 1950's 
092 Agricultural Developnent - Marketing 1950's 
102 SCIDA Agricultural Research (NOTE: 1950's 

Forerunner to ICTA) 

105 Agricultural Research 	 1950's
 

112 Kanef Prouction 1950'. 

119 Strengthen SCMA -. 1950's 

120 Agricultural Adniniatration 1950's 

122 Agricultural Research and Extension 1950's 

123 Experimental Research Stations 1950's 

124 Agricultural Engineering Training 1950's 

125 Forestry School 1950's 

127 Transfer SCIDA Research to Instituto 1950's 
Agropecuario Nacional (Forerunner to ICTA) 

128 Agricultural Research - Rubber 	 1950's 

140 Research: Rubber, Fruits, Livestock, 1950's 
Diversification)
 

148 Agricultural Policy & Institutions 1950's
 

167 Rubber Production 
 59-73
 

190 Agricultural Education 1950's
 



'4
 
Type of Project Project Title Years Years 
Project Number - Evaluate 

AGRIOJL URE (Cont.) 520-0194 Agricultural modernization &Diversification 1968 

197 Agricultural Development 70-78 73,74,77 

200 Cooperatives Development 70-78 71,2,3,4,7 

204 Rural Development 70-76 

226 Rural Credit &Cooperatives Development 74-77 

232 Food Production & Nutrition Improvement 75-81 77,78 

233 Small Farmer Development 76-85 83,85 
238 Small Farmer Marketing 78-84 82 

255 Small Farm Diversification Systems 81-88 85,87 

274 Highlands Agricultural Development (HAD I) 83-88 87 

Highlands Agricultural Development (HAD II) 88-93 

276 Agribusiness Development 85-90 

286 Cooperatives Strengthening 86-91 

290 Small Fish Pca Development 1-86 

317 Ixci'Cardam n Cultivation &Cabmarcalizatn 84-88 88 

330 Pilot Cormercial Land Markets 84-87 

332 Farm to Market Roads 85-91 

343 Small Commercial Land Markets II 85-92 

351 Aquaculture Extension 86-89 

355 Guatemala Dairy Development 86-89 
363 Agricultural Production & Marketing Svcs 87-90 

381 Technification of Traditional Export Crops 89-90 

CQMMITY AND 520-0015 Public Administiation 1950's
MUNICIPALDEVICIPtL 
 030 Police Administration & Education 1950's 

036 Police Administration 1950's 

077 Public Safety 57-77 Evaluation
 
Classified 

081 Self-Help Housing 1950's 

091 Rural Housing and Water Supply 1950's 

096 Vocational Education 1950's 

135 Rural Education 1950's 

141 Vocational Education 1950's 

145 Special Development Activities 63-89 

163 Mobile Rural Health Project 1963 

176 Public Administration (Minicipal) 65-78 72,74,77 

187 Rural Communicy Leadership &mdernization 66-74 72,73,74 

190 Agricultural Education 1967 

196 Municipal Development Institute (INFM) 7-77 

204 Rural Development 70-76 

226 Rural Credit &Cooperatives Develo-iit 74-77 
Basic Village Education 73-78 

231 Village Water System &Latrines 75-77 77,78 
233 Small Farmer Development 76-85 83,85 

236 Mniclpal Earthquake Recovery 76-83 82 

241 Earthquake Disaster Relief 77-01 

243 Earthquake Housing Reconstruction 76 

244 Rural Potable Water/Latrine Methodology 77 77 

245 Rural Enterprises Development 79-86 



1,8
 

Type of Project Project Title Years 	 Years 
EvaluatedProject Number 

Ml4UNITY AND 520-0248 Rural Electrification II 79-88 85 

MUNICIPAL 249 Integrated Areas Development 78-82 82,83DtVtIWPMEN 
(Cont.) 251 Community Based Health & Nutrition Services 80-83 83 

255 Small Farm Diversification Systems 81-88 85,87 

266 Municipal Enterprises Development 78-81 80 

267 Training School for Promoters 	 79-82
 

80,84 82,84
269 	 Community Education 


272 Integrated Rural Development: San Marcos 	 80-84 83
 

274 Highlands Agricultural Development I & 1I 	 83-93 85 

85-90
276 	 Agribusiness Development 


281 Integrated Nonformal Education 	 82-88 85
 

284 Women in Development 81-84 83,84 

298 Rural Potable Water &Sanitation 84-86 

299 Training for Rural Developnumt Prcmotrs 	 02-95 

317 Ixc~n Cardmavn Cultivation & ommercializtn 	 84-88 88 

329 Displaced Persons Resettlement 	 84-85
 

335 Rural Potable Water & Sanitq ation 	 85-88 

85-89336 	 Water, Women, and Health 


353 Rural Electrification III 	 88-90 

87-90
377 	 Microbusiness Promotion 


CREDIT AND CREDIT 520-0005 Establish Servicio 	Interairericano de Crtdito 1950's 

RLATD PRIoECS Suervisado (SCICAS: Forerunner to BANDESA) 

1950's033 Central Reserve Bank 

073 Transfer SCICAS to Ministry of Agriculture 1950's 

1950's119 Strengthen SCIDA 

120 Agricultural Administration 1950's 

148 Agricultural Policy and Institutions 1963 

173 Firnace Private Industry &Agricultural 67-74 
Development Bank
 

196 Municipal Development Institute (INFCM) 70-77 

Mktg) 70-78 73,74,77197 Agricultural Development (Production, 

204 Rural Development 70-76 

216 Industrial/Agricultural Service Centers 72-76 

226 Rural Credit &Cooperatives Development 74-77 

233 Small Farmer Development 76-85 83,85 

238 .*mall JcmamrMarketing 79-84 92 

Rural Enterprises Development 79-86245 


249 Integrated Areas Development 78-82 82,83
 

255 Small Farm Diversification Systems 	 81-88 85,87 

261 	 Private'Sector Low Cost Housing ? 

Municipal Enterprises Development 78-81 80266 


272 Integrated Rural Development: San Marcos 	 80-84 83 

274 Highlands Agricultural Development I & I 	 83-93 87 

85-90276 	 Agribusiness Development 

284 Women in Development 	 81-84 83,84 

286 Cooperatives Strengthening 86-91 

317 Ixchn Cardamon Cultivation & Commercializn 84-88 88 

84-87330 	 Pilot Ccmaercial Land Markets 




d1
 
Type of 
Project 

Project 
Number 

Project Title Years Years 
Evaluated 

CREDIT ANDCRUMT REUATE 520-0337 Private Sector Development Coordination 85-88 
PREDIT (Cont.} 341 Private Enterprise Development 87-92 

343 Small Commercial Land Markets II R5-92 

355 Guatemala Dairy Development 86-89 
363 Agricultural Production & Marketing Svcs 87-90 

377 Microbusiness Promotion 87-90 

381 Technification of Traditional Export Crops 89-90 

ECONOMIC 
STABILIZATION 

520-0309 
347 

Economic Support Loan Fund 
Balance of Payments Support 86 

359 ESF Econnic Stabilization Program 

370 Eoonmic Stabilization/Structural Adj. 
373 Eoncic Stabilization/Recovery 89 

EDX)CATICN PRO3BTS 520-0001 Education Development 1950's 

Ol Establish Servicio Cooperativo Inter- 1950's 
americano de Educaci6n (SCIDE) 

018 Vocational Training 1950's 

079 Public Schools Facilities 1950's 

086 Hare Life Education 1950's 

088 Teacher Training 1950' 

089 Vocational Education 1950's 
096 Vocational Education 1950's 

108 Schools Construction 1950's 
110 Literacy: Army 1960's 

135 Rural Education 1960's 
136 Rural Teacher Training 1960's 
137 Urban Education 1960's 

138 Rural Education Curriculum 1960's 

141 Vocational Education 1960's 

142 Mass Education (Texts) 1960's 
143 University Development (San Carlos) 63-74 
149 Education Policies and Priorities 1963 

190 Agricultural Education 1967 
192 Primary School Systems Improvement 68-76 
193 Rural Primary Education Curriculum 68-76 
198 Education Development 70-77 71,73,74 
228 Basic Rural Education 75-81 76,77,79 

Basic Village Education (BVE) 73-78 
229 Education &Humian Resources Developme t 75-82 78,79 
230 Education System Evaluation 76-78 78 
242 Primary School Reconstruction 77-83 
258 Guaterala Bilingual Education 79-85 82 
259 Education Adninistration 80-85 82 
267 Training School for Promotors 79-82 
269 Community Education 80-84 82,84 
281 Integrated Nonformal Education 82-88 85 
282 Rural Primary Education Improvement 85-90 87 



Type of Project Project Title Years Years 
Project Number - _ Evaluated 

E1EATON4 PRFDJD 520-0299 Training for Rural Development Pramotors 82-85
 
nt.) 304 Altiplano Higher Education 86-91
 

311 Adult Literacy 85-88 

320 Primary Education Management Imrovement 87-90 

362 Central America Peace Scholarships (CAPS) 87-92 

374 Education Sector Improvement 89-90 

EMER 1CY RELIEF 520-0236 Municipal Earthquake Recovery 76-83 82 
ANDRB2OEX 241 Earthquake Disaster Relief 76-81
 

243 Earthquake Housing Reconstruction 

329 Displaced Persons Resettlement 

339 Immunization and Child Survival 85-91 

379 Volcanic Hazards Preparation 87-09 

FA9ILY/HOUSDOLD 520-0048 Agriculture and Home Econcmics 1950's
 
O 
 069 Rural Home Economics 
 1950's 

072 Land Clearing/Hare Economics 1950's 

081 Self Help Housing 1950's 

085 Health and Sanitation Activities 1950's 

086 Hae Life Education 1950's 

091 Rural Housing and Water Supply 1950's 

228 Basic Rural Education 75-81 76,77,79 

Basic Village Education 73-78 

231 Village Water Systems and Latrines 75-77 . 77,78 

237 Population, Family Planning' 77-80 78,79 

244 Rural Potable Water & Latrine Methodology 77 77 

251 Camumnity-based Health & Nutrition Systems 80-88 83 

263 Integrated Family Planning Services 8-85 95 

269 Camnunity Education 80-84 82,84 

272 Integrated Rural Development: San Marcos 80-84 83 
284 Women in Development 81-84 83,84
 

288 Expansion of Family Planning Services 82-88 84 

298 Rural Potable Water and Sanitation 84-86 

335 Rural Potable Water and Sanitation 85-88 

336 Water, Wmen, and Health 85-89 

339 Im.unization and Child Survival 85-91 
357 Inproved Family Health 89-91 

FORESTR PFO3ECS 520-0012 Training Program for Tropical Forestry 1950's 

046 Tropical Forestry, Fertilization, Liming 1950's 

125 Forestry School 1950's
 

145 Special Development Activities 
 63-89
 

274 Highlands Agricultural Development I & II 83-93 87 

HEALTH P a=M 520-0002 Establish Servicio Cooperativo Inter- 1950's 

americano de Salud P~blica (SCISP)
 

023 Training: Nutritional Deficiencies 1950's 

025 Training: Food and Nutrition 1950's 



Type of Project Project TitleN~terProec ________________________ Years Years 
____ Evaluated 

HEALTH PFLCTS 520-0029 Health and Sanitation Activities 1950's(Cont.) 035 Dental Profession & Administration 
 1950's

067 Health Advisory Services 1950's
 
085 Health and Sanitation Activities 
 1950's
 
066 
 lkoxe Life Education 1
950's 
091 Rural Housing and Water Supply 1950's 

Servicio Nacional095 de Erradicaci&. de la 1950's
 
Malaria (SN2') 

129 Health Cooperative Services 1960's

130 Strengthen SCISP 

1960's 
131 Establish Roosevelt General Hospital 1960's132 Health & Sanitation Activities 1960's 
145 Special Development Activities 63-89
 
163 Mobile Rural Health 
185 Developruit Planning and 

1963 
Aniatraton 67-76 72,74,77

189 Population and Rural Health 
 67-79 72,3,4,7

206 Guatenala Health Services 71-76 
218 Rural Health Services II 
 73-80 78,80

231 Village Water Systems and Latrines 
 75-77 77,78
232 
 Food Production and Nutrition Improvement 75-81 -77,78237 Population and Family Planning 77-80 78,79
244 Rural Potable Water/Latrine Methodology 77 77
251 Community based Health and Nutrition Sys. 80-98 83263 Integrated Family Planning Services 80-85 85 
279 Inproved Health Outreach 
288 Expansion of Family Planning Services 82-88
298 Rural Potable Water &Sanitation 

84 
04-86

335 Rural Potable Water &Sanitation 85-88 
336 Water, Women, and Health 85-89
339 Immunization and Child Survival 85-91 
357 Improved Family Health 88-91
 

HOUSING PRFJ..rS 520-0047 Establish Servicio Cooperativo Inter- 1950's 
americano de Vivienda 'SCIV)

081 Self-help Housing 
1950's

091 Rural Housing and Water Supply 1950's 
243 Earthquake Housing Rconstruction 76
249 IntCraladhLrou Development -9-82 82,83 
261 Private Sector Low Cost Housing 

D4FRAS nIrnJp 520-0008 Strengthen Gecdetic Services 1950's 
016 Industry and Mining 1950's
 
024 Trainingt Nuclear Reactors 1950'9 
031 Soils Resecrch 

1950'
037 Harbor hdministration & Operation 1950's
035 Geodetic Services 


19504'

039 Transportation Development 1950's
065 Ouet zatenango/Retalhuleu Road 1950's

070 Pacific Slope Highway 1950's 
074 Irrigation 


1950's
 



rpe or 
:oject 

*RASTRUCTURE 520-0083 
168 

169 

214 
233 

248 

255 

274 

332 

352 
353 

INSTITUTIONAL 
MREfl7 ING: 

520-0002 

A1ID ST IVE 003 

005 

008 

iuaea 

Access Roads 1950's 
El Molino Highway 1960's 

Rio Hondo Highway O's 
Rural Electrification I - 76 76 
Small Farmer Development 76-85 83,85 

Rural Electrification II 79-88 83 
Small Farm Diversification Systems 81-88 85,87 

Highlands Agricultural Development I II 83-93 87 
Farm to Market Roads 85-91 

Tertiary Roads 
Rural Electrification III 88-90 

Est. Servicio InterameLicano de Salud 1950's 
Ptblica (SCISP) 

Est. Servicio Interamericano de 1950's 
Agricultura (SCIDA) 
Est. Servicio Interamericano de Cr&dito 1950's 
Agropecuario Supervisado (SCICAS) 
Strengthening Geodetic Services 1950's 
Est. Servicio Interarericano de Educaci6n 1950's 
(SCMIE) 

Public Administration 	 *-O's 
Industry &Mining 	 1950's 
Police Administration and Education 1950's 

r tral Reserve Bank 	 1950'. 
A.,ice Administration 	 1950's 

Harbor Administration & Operation 1950's 

Geodetic Services 	 1950's 
Transportation Development 	 1950's 
Civil and Criminal Law 1950's 
Budget Administration (National) 1950's 
Est. Servicio Cooperativo Interamej 'o 1950's 
de Vivienda (SCIV) 
Labor Administration 	 1950's 
Strengthen SCIDA) 1950's 

Strengthen Agricultural Extension 1950's 
Health MlIsory Services 1950'. 
Transfer SCICAS to Ministry of Agriculture I1 . 
Public Safety 5 .77 	 Evaluatn 

Classified 
Public Schools Facilities 1950's
 
Servicio Nacional de Erradlcacl6n de la 1f50's
 
Malaria (SNEM) 

SCIDA Agric-ultural Research 1950's 
Strengthen SCIDA 1960's 
Agricultural Administration 1960's 

Agricultural Research &Ext-nslon 1960's 

Agricultural Rerearch Stations 1960'. 
Forestry School 	 1960's
 
Transfer SCIDA Research to Instituto 1960's 
Agropecuaria Nacional (IAN)
 

Health Cooperative Services 1960's
 
Est. Servicio Cooperativo Interamercano 1960's 
de Salud Pablico ISCISP) 
Establish Roosevelt General Hospital 1960's 
University Dwelopment (San Carlos) 63-74 



Type of Project 

Project Number 


INSTITUTICNAL 520-0148 
SREUMGflING: 149 
SMCARAL, 
ALM1NISThTIVE 170 

173 

175 

176 

184 

185 

195 

196 

199 

201 

206 


218 

225 

233 

236 

249 

255 


259 

270 


274 


320 


337 


369 


371 


376 


378 


MARKETING AND 520-0039 
MWEING RED 065 
PIUJECLIS 

070 


083 


092 

145 

148 


168 


169 


170 


171 


195 


197 


201 


204 


236 


245 


249 


255 


Project Title Years Years 
Evaluated 

Agricultural Policy and Institutions 1963 
Educational Policy and Priorities 1963 

Custons Modernization 1960's 
Finance Private Industry and Agricultural 67-74 
Development Bank 

Property Tax Development 1 67-73 
Public Administration (National, Municipal) 65-78 72,74,77 

Labor Leadership 66-75 72,73 

Development Planning and Administration 67-76 72,74,77 

Surveys and Feasibility Studies 71-77 
Municipal Development Institute (INFC ) 70-77 

Tax Administration 70-77 71,73,77 

Export Development (GUAGEPRO) 70-73 72,73 

Guatemala Health Services 71-76 

Rural Health Services II 73-80 78,80 

Property Tax Development II 73-76 

Small Farmer Development 76-85 83,85 

Mufiicipal Earthqupke Recovery 76-83 82 
Integrated Areas Development 78-82 82,83 

Snall Farm Diversification System 81-88 85,87 

Education Administration 80-85 82 

Development Administration Improvement 80-84 84 

Highlands Agricultural Development I & II 83-93 87 

Primary Education Management Impnovment 87-90 

Private Sector Development Coordination 85-88 

Improved Administration of Justice 88-90 

Fiscal Administration 88-89 

Guatemalan Judicial Development 87-90 

Election System Support 

Transportation Development 1950's 
Quetzaltenango/Almlonga/Retalhuleu Road 1950's 

Pacific Slope Highway 1950's
 

Access Roads 1950's
 

Agricultural Development 1950's 

Special Development Activities 63-89 

Agricultural Policy and Institution. 1963 

El Molino Highway 1960's 

Rio Hondo Highway 1960's
 

Custom Moderniz..Aon 1960's
 

General Surveys and Feasibility Studies 65-74 

Surveys and Feasibility Studies 
 71-77 

Agricultural Developrent 70-78 73,74,77 

Export Development (GATEIRO) 70-73, 72,73 

Rural Development 70-76
 

Small Farmer Marketing 
 78-84 82
 

Rural Enterprises Development 79-86
 

Integrated Areas Development 78-82 82,83
 

Small 'arm Diversification Systems 81-88 85,87
 



'Type of Project Project Title Years Years 

Project Number _ Evaluated 

MARKETING AND 520-0266 Municipal Enterprises Development 78-81 80 

MARKETING RELA = 272 Integrated Rural Development: San Marcos 80-84 83 
PR 'rs 
(Cont.) 274 Highlands Agricultural Development 11 88-93 

276 Agribusiness Development 85-90 

284 Women in Development 81-84 83,84 

286 Cooperatives Strengthening 86-91 

317 IxcSn Cardamon Cultivation & Carrercializn 84-88 88 

330 Pilot Camercial Land Markets 84-87 

332 Farm to Market Roads 85-91 

341 Private Enterprise Development 87-92 

343 Small Ccmercial Land Markets II 85-92 

352 Tertiary Roads 

355 Guatemala Dairy Development 86-89 

363 Agricultural Production &Marketing Sv= 97-90 

377 Micorbusiness Promotion 87-90 

381 Technification of Traditional Export Crops 89-90 

Na.RMAL M CTIGN520-0001 Education Develop ent 1950's 

011 Est. Servicio Interamericano de 1950's 

Educaci6n (SCIDE) 

018 Vocational Training 1950's 

086 Home Life Education 1950' 

089 Vocational Education 1950's 

096 Vocational Training 1950's 

135 Rural Education 1960's 

141 Vocational Education 1960's 

145 Special Development Activities 63-89 

149 Educational Policies and Priorities 1963 

187 Rural Comunity Leadership &Modenization 66-74 72,73,74 

190 Agricultural Education 1967 

228 Basic Rural Education 75-81 76,77,79 

Basic Village Education 73-78 

251 Community Based Health & Nutrition System 80-88 83 

267 Training School for Prootors 79-02 

269 Community Education 80-84 82,94 

272 Integrated Rural Development: San Marcos 80-84 93 

281 Integrated 1onformal Education 82-99 85 

299 Training for Rural Development Prcmotors 82-85 

311 Adult Literacy 85-88 

NUIRITICN 520-0023 Training: Nutritional Deficiencies 1950's 

025 Food and Nutrition 1950's 

029 Health and Sanitation activities 1950's 

048 Agriculture and Home Economics 1950's 

069 Agriculture and Home EconUics 1950's 

085 Health and Sanitation Activities 

086 Hare Life Education 1950's 

132 Health and Sanitation Activities 1960's 

189 Population and Rural Health 67-79 72,3,4,7 



Type of Project Project Title 
Years Years 

val_ d 
P r oj _ Nt _E _t 

NUTIUTICt (Cont.) 520-0206 

218 

Guatemala lealth Services 

Rural Health Services II 

71-76 

73-80 78,80 

232 Food Production and Nutrition Improvement 75-81 77,78 

237 

251 

Population and Family Planning 

Ccmunity Based Health L Nutrition Systems 

77-80 

80-88 

78,79 

83 

255 Small Farm Diversification Systems 
81-88 85,87 

263 Integrated F&iily Planning Services 
80-85 85 

275 Improved Health Outreach 

298 Rural Potable Water and Sanitation 
84-86 

335 Rural Potable Water & Sanitation 
85-88 

339 Immunization &Child Survival 

357 Improved Family Health 
.88-91 

PLANNING, ANALYSIS, 
DE 

520-0001 
008 

Education Development 
Strengthen Geodetic Services 

1950's 
1950's 

ADINISTPATIN9 
015 Public Adrinistration 

1950's 

C 9 Transportation Development 
1950's 

045 Budget Administration (National) 
1950's 

120 Agricultural Administration 
1960's 

145 Special Development Activities 
63-89 

148 Agricultural Policy and Institutions 
1963 

149 Educational Policies and Priorities 
1963 

171 General Surveys and Feasibility Studies 
65-74 

176 Public Administration (National, Municipal) 
65-78 72,74,77 

185 Deve-lopment Planning and Administration 67-76 72,74,77 

187 Rural Cnmnunity Leadership & Modernization 
66-74 72,73,74 

195 

197 

198 

Surveys and Feasibility Studies 

Agricultural Development 

Educational Development 

71-77 

70-78 

70-77 

73,74,77 

71,73,74 

200 

229 

Cooperatives Development 

Education & Hiuman Resources Development 

70-78 

75-82 

71,2,3,4,7 

78,79 

230 Education Systems Evaluation 
76-78 78 

233 Small Farmer Development 
76-85 83,85 

249 

255 

Integrated A'eas Development 

Small Farm Diversification Systems 

78-82 

81-88 

82,83 

85,87 

259 Education AMninistration 
80-85 82 

270 

272 

274 

320 

Development Administration Improveiment '" 

Integrated Rural Development: San Marcos 

Highlands Agricultural Development I & II 

Primary Education Management Improvement 

80-84 

80-84 

83-93 

87-90 

84 

83 

87 

337 Private Sector Development Coordination 
85-88 

348 

369 

PACT/ASINDES FVO Suport 

Improved Administration of Justice 

86-88 

88-90 

88 

371 Fiscal Adminlstration 
88-89 

374 Education Sector Improvement 
89-90 

384 Development Training and Support 88-89 



Type of 
Project 

Project 
Nunlvr 

Project Title Years Years 
Evaluated 

POLICY FORMATION 520-015 Public Administration 1950's 

030 Police Administration & Education 1950's 

033 Central Reserve Bank 1950's 

037 Ilarbor Administration & Operation 1950's 

039 Transportation Development 1950's 

043 Civil and Criminal Law 1950's 

045 Budget Administration (National) 1950's 

073 Transfer SCICAS to Ministry of Agriculture 1950's 

077 Public Safety 57-77 Evaluation 
Classified 

120 Agricultural Administration 1960's 

127 Transfer SCIDA Research to Instituto Agropec. 1960's 

Nacional (IAN) 

145 Special Development Activities 63-99 

148 Agricultural Policy and Institutions 1963 

149 Educational Policies and Priorities 1963 

170 Cust-ir.s 'bdernization 1960's 

171 General Surveys and Feasibility Studies 65-74 

175 Property Tax Development I 67-73 

176 Public Administration (National) 65-78 72,74,77 

185 Developrent Planning and Administration 67-76 72,74,77 

195 Surveys and Feasibility Studies 71-77 

199 Tax Administration 70-77 71,73,77 

225 Property Tax Development II 73-76 

249 Integrated Areas Development 78-82 82,83 

270 Development Administration Improvement 80-84 84 

309 Economic Support Loan Fund 

347 Balance of Payments Support 86 

359 ESF Economic Stabilization Program 

370 Econoiic Stabilization and Structural Adjustment 

371 Fiscal Administration 88-89 

373 Economic Stabilization and Recovery 89 

PRIVATE SECIR 520-0081 Self Help Housing 1950's 
SUPPORT AND 145 Special Development Activities 63-89 
PFVM0TION 

170 Customs Modernization 1960's 

173 Finahce Private Industrial and Agricul- 67-74 
tural Development Bank 

184 Labor Leadership 66-75 72,73 

200 Cooperatives Development 70-78 71,2,3,4,7 

201 Export Development (GUATEDPROi 70-73 72,73 

214 Rural rlectrification I 71-76 76 

216 Industrial/Agricultural Services Sectors 72-76 

245 Rural Enterprises Develolment 79-86 

248 Rural Electrification II 79-88 85 

249 Integrated Areas Development 78-82 82,83 

261 Private Sector Low Cost Housing 

266 Municipal Enterprises Development 78-81 80 

272 Integrated Rural Development: San Marcos 80-84 83 



Type of Project Project Title Years Years 
Ptuict Nuitbcr Evaluated 

PRIVATE SECIR 520-0276 Agribusiness Development 85-90 
SUPPORT AND 
PRO ci111O1(Cont.) 284 Women in Development 81-84 83,84 

324 Private Sector Skills Training 89-90 

337 Private Sector Develofment Coordination 

341 Private Enterprise Development 87-92 

348 PALT/ASINDES PVO Support 86-88 88 

353 Rural Electrification III 88-90 

355 Guatemala Dairy Development 86-89 
377 Microbusiness Promotion 87-90 

381 Technification of Traditional Export Crops 89-90 

PROUCT ORIEN f 520-0013 Training Program for Poultry 1950's 
OJECS 019 Training Program for Coffee Culture 1950's 

021 Technology: Coffee 1950's 

022 Training Program for Cacao 1950's 

027 Training for Kneat DevelopTent 1950's 

112 Kanef Production- 1960's 

128 Agricultural Research: Rubber 1960's 

140 Research: Rubber, Fruits 1960's 

167 Rubber Production 59-73 

255 Small Fanrer Diversification (Vegetables, 81-88 85,87 
Fruits, Livestock) 

274 Highlands Agricultural Development I 88-93 
(Vegetables, Fruits, Livestock) 

317 Ixcn Cardamon Cultivation & Commercializn 84-B8 88 

355 Guatemala Dairy Development 86-89 
381 Technification of Traditional Export Crops 89-90 

RESEAIBiI PROJECTS 520-0031 Soils Research 1950's 

046 Tropical Forestry, Fertilization 1950's 

102 SCIDA Agricultural Research 1960's 

105 Agricultural Research 1960's 

122 Agricultural Research and Extension 1960's 

123 Experimental Research Stations (SCIDA) 1960's. 

127 Transfer SCIDA Research to IAN 1960's 

128 Agricultural Research - Rubber 1960's 

140 Research: Rubber, Fruits, Livestock 1960's 

171 General Surveys and Feasibility Studies 65-74 

194 Agricultural Modernization &Diversification 1968 

195 Surveys and Feasibility Studies 70-77 

232 Food Production and Nutrition Improvement 75-81 77,78 

233 Small Farmer Development 76-85 8385 

244 Rural Potable Water & Latrine Methodology 77 77 
249 Integrated Areas Development 78-82 82,83 

255 Small Farm Diversification Systems 81-88 85,87 

274 Hlighlands Agricultural Development II 88-93 

290 Small Fish Pond Development 81-86 

381 Technification of Traditional Export Crops 89-90 



Type of 
Pro1cct 

Project 
Nunder 

Project Title Years Years 
Evaluated 

TPAkivNG PmimT 
AND PRLITMOM WilliSI NIFICANT 

520-0008 
012 

Strengthen Geodetic Services 
Training Program for Tropical Forestry 

1950's 
7950's 

TRAINING C1-MEM 013 Training Program for Poultry 1950's 

015 Public Administration 1950's 
018 Vocational Training 1950's 

019 Training Program: Coffee Culture 1950's 

021 Coffee Technology 1950's 

022 Training Progra: Cacao 1950's 

023 Training: Nutritional Deficiencies 1950's 
024 Training: Nuclear Reactors 1950's 

025 Training: Food and Nutrition 1950's 

026 Training: Audio-visual Techniques 1950's 
027 Training: Wheat Davelopment 1950's 

030 Police Administration and Education 1950's 

036 Police Observation Techniques 1950's 

037 iarLbor Adnir.-_rati,n and OF.'ration 1950's 

045 Budget Adkninistration (Mational) 1950's 

046 Tropical Forestry 1950's 

048 Agriculture and Hcme Econamics 1950's 

064 Agricultural Extension 1950's 

069 Agriculture and Ibzre EconaTdcs 1950's 

072 Land Clearing 1950's 
077 Public Safety 57-77 Evaluation 

Classified 
086 Iome Life Education 1950's 

088 Teacher Training 1950's 

089 Vocational Education 1950's 

092 Agricultural Developrent 1950's 

096 Vocational Education 1950's 

102 SCIDA Agricultural Research 1960's 

110 Literacy: Army 1960's 

112 Kanef Production 1960's 

120 Agricultural Administration 1960's 

122 Agricultural RPeearch & Eftension 1960's 

124 Agricultural Engineering Training 1960'5 

125 Forestry School 1960's 

135 Rural Education 1960's 
136 Rural Teacher Training 1960's 

137 Urban Education 1960's 

138 Rural Education Curriculum 1960's 

141 Vocational Education 1960's 

113 -University Development (San Carlos) 63-74 

145 Special Development Activities 63-89 

148 Agricultural Policy & Institutions 1963 
149 Educational Policies and Priorities 1963 

175 Property Tax Development I 67-73 
176 Public Administration (National, Municipao) 65-78 72,74,77 

164 Labor Leadership 66-75 72,73 

185 Development Planning and Administration 67-76 72,74,77 



Type of 
Project 

Project
Number 

Project Title 
_ 

Years 
_ 

Years 
Evaluated 

313 
TRAINJNG 
(Co, t.) 

PJUJDS 520-0187 
189 

Rural Conain mity Leadership & Mtodernization 
Population & Rural Ilealth 

66-74 
67-79 

72,73,74 
72,3,4,7 

190 Agricultural Education 1967 
192 Primary School systens Improvement 68-76 
193 Rural Priumary Education Curriculum 68-76 
194 Agricultural Wxdernization & Diversificatn 1968 
197 Agricultural Development 70-78 73,74,77 
198 Education Development 70-77 71,73,74 
199 Tax Administration 70-77 71,73,77 
200 Cooperatives Development 70-78 71,2,3,4,7 
204 Rural Development 70-76 
206 Guateirala Health Services 71-76 

218 Rural Health Services II 73-80 78,80 
225 Property Tax Developm~nt II 73-76 

226 Rural Credit and Cooperatives Development 74-77 
228 Basic Rural Education 75-81 76,77,79 

Basic Village Education 73-78 
229 Education &Human Resources Development 75-82 78,79 
231 Village Water Systems & Latrines 75-77 77,78 
233 Small Farmer Development 76-85 83,85 
237 Population and Family Planning 77-80 78,79 
244 Rural Potable Water & Latrine Methodology 77 77 
245 Rural Enterprises Development 79-86 
249 Integrated Area Development 78-82 82,83 
251 Cmmunity based Health & Nutrition Systems 80-88 83 
255 Small Farm Diversification Systems 81-88 85,87 
258 Guatemala Bilingual Education 79-85 82 
259 Education Administration 80-85 82 
267 Training School for Promotors 79-82 
269 Community Education 80-84 82,84 
270 Development Administration Inproveuent 80-84 84 

272 Integrated Rural Development: San Marcos 80-84 63 
274 Highlands Agricultural Development I & II 83-93 87 
281 Integrated Nonformal Education 82-88 

282 Rural Primary Education Improvement 85-90 
286 Cooperatives Strengthening 86-91 
290 9mall Fish Pond Development 81-86 

298 Rural Potable Water &Sanitation 84-86 

299 Training for 1Rwat-1 werupitt-raiotors 
304 Altiplano Higher Educat.on 86-91 

311 Adult Literacy 85-88 
320 Primary Education tianagement Improvement 87-90 
324 Private Sector Skills Training 89-90 

335 Rural Potable Water and Sanitation 85-88 
336 Water, Wonen, and Health 85-89 

339 Imimunization and Child Survival 85-91 
351 Aquaculture Extension 86-89 
357 Inproved Family Health 88-91 
362 Central A-e.rica Peace Scholarships (CAPS) 87-92 



Type of 
Project 

Project 
Nuwber 

TRAING PFiiJ=S 
(Cont. 

520-0369 

371 

374 

376 

377 

381 

384 

Project Title Years Years 
Evaluated 

Inproved Adinistration of Ju3tice 
Fiscal AdUnistration 

88-90 
88-89 

Education Sector Improverent 

Guatemalan Judicial Development 
Microbusiness Pruootion 

89-90 

87-90 

87-90 

Technfication of Traditional Export Crops 
Development Training ad Support 

89-90 

88-89 



APPENDIX 4
 

Project Chronograms by Sector and by Component Categories
 



-CODE 1959 61/62 63164 65166 67/68 69/70 71/72 7 77/78 79/80 81/82 83/84 85/86 87/88 /90 tTlE 

520-197 520-2 2 

_____520-167 _________ _____ 

520 255 
520-274

I 

Agricultural 
Production 

5 0-204 520- 33 120-290 _ 520-351 

.__520-272 
520-274 I 

" *TCNOA CF USAID U-- -- - 0 O520-381 

P195T
1959 -

19
1990 

52 -204 
_52 

5 
-238 

520-2"4 1 I 

Agricultural 
Marketing 

"520-31 - 520-276 1 

A 520-167 . . 
52 341

1 520-381 

3 520-211,502 
520-226 

________ 520 -233 ____ 

Agricultural
Credit 

52 )-238 
520-1 45 

520 255 
520-274 I & II 

520-276 
520-330 

520-343 
520-877 

520- 381 

A4 520-226 

520 233 
52 -238 

__ 

"zu-255 ___ 

Cooperatives 
Promotion 

520-171 520-1 5 

520-24 I & II 
520-276 

520-26 
Land Use, 

S-ZU 
520-24' 

233 
520-31' 

Seitlenvnt, 
Markets 

-20-171 - -
520-330 

520-343 

A6 520-18 

5211 5 
- 520 233 ____ 

Agricultural 
Infrastructur( 

520- 241 
0520-245 

520-2 4 1 & II 
520-332 



q/60 61/62 63/64 65/66 67/68 69/70 71/72 "/74 /76 77/78 79/80 81/82 83/84 85/8t, 87/68 99/90 1-I-V EN' 

AB II-

- -
-520-171. -

-

- 52o-x8., 

510- -

52_- 95 
-- 75 5-20Ti -

2018 _____ 

520-85 
_. _520-1 7 

520-2 0 
04Q-2o4 

-

Agricultural 
520-2 9 Research, 
5 -22 Planning52z 2 320-27652---341 

520-252 -3415- 222 520-317 "..... 520 233 2-3; 
22 45 

520- 8452[ 255 
-- - 520?74 - I 

2-33Tr.1nll 

520-290 520-3242 52G-33 
525-37 

50-341 
520-2 - 5 5 

-22 352 -362 
520 .233 

5- 45 
. 52T-25-5 

520-.7 4 i 

aa*520-276 

520-226 520-26i7 
5-23( 5201337 Rur -a-l-rs 

4-45 520- 377 Enterprise 

520-276520- )84 520-324 

A10~ ~ 501 - -___ 

5-54__52o-2( 
-- 520 -2 

520-35 
.. 

20.--. Institutiona 
.te~jhn 

All 

A. 1 1 __ __ 520-8 ____520-

520- 173 

5°- 8- - -
. ..520-2(0 

5 2_520-21 

520-23 
520-233 

:45Pr at 

52-(): 49 

525 5255 
520 2746I-2 

520-317 

5 2 0 -33752 0- 32 4 

r20-341 
520- 363 

52o- 45 Private 
520-276 S c o 

,520_266 520-74 Se to 

520 -284 -- 520- 8C) -
{i 1 

5 2 0  3 7 
20-3 324 



261/62 6/64 65/66 67/68 69/70 71/72 1 7 77/7 79/80 81/82 83/84 85/86 87/8I 
-A1- -2 - -

52u-,- 52)-238 

52520 255 

A13 01 520367 
520- 229 520-299 

: 520 245 520_
520 337 

520-354 

52o 20-381 
14520-16 

520-_75201 " -- -- m 

-5 -

52-01 

520- 5 
5)20--] 572 

520-27( 
52)-238 59-

347 

520-2337 
520-276 

520-529 520-3 ! 
5 U-274 I 

A15 

- ' ____0-34 552-32 

520-1 F2
52-0-198 

. .. 
-52 

0
29320-282 

520-24 -- 5-374 

-520- 8-

-4 -2- -2_ -o_50_1 520-259 
T520-198 _ 520-25- 520-3 14 

. .. 520-58 
5 & 5-274 1: 

520 267 
520-336 

--
520-259 

520-299 

E { 4 5M 520-19 52G-25'3 

520 -311 

520-282 
I {20-981I II I520 -311 

TME 

Construction 

Artisanry,
Agriculturally 

Related 
dustry 

1Agricultural
 
Eport
 

aProtion 

Food Aid 
(PL 480) 

Primr
 

Education
 
Improvement
 

Higher 

Iprovement 

Non Formal 
Education 

Literacy &
 
Language
 

520-374 g 



61/62 63/64 65/66 67/68 69/70 71/17T2 . 14 77/78 79/80 81/82 83/84 85/86 87/38 ..i90 pt 

E ~520-15 
520-198 

520-2 8 
520 229 -

520-24 2 
520-2511 

520-!59 

520-!81 520-374 

520-282 

520- 320 
52 -362 

Training 
" 

E6 520-185 
520-2 

520 
8 
229 

520-2 5200282
520-282 

520-374 D'-Oxtion 
Planning 

520-21 ,520-384 

7 520-1 520- 29 Constrtction 
520-24 Y -

520- 81 

E8 520-1 -198 Institutional 

520-2 
520 

8 
229 

-
5 

.25 

520-2 1 

520 
20-374 

311 
520-282 
. 520-38 

Strengthening 

________ 520-18 

H_ 520-18 

520-11 

5-

520-196 
520-198 

""-

520-25 
/ 

520-35 Rural 
Health 
Services 

5 !0-230 
520-2 

520-263 
4____ 0-267 

1520-272 
520-29 

2 ____ _52 -189 _____ 

_. 520 _-25T O520-263 
. . . ... 

Population, 

H3 

3 

520-206 

20-1! 
520-1 _ 

520-23, 
i220-44 

_520-2 

520- 118 
9 

5;2 

-288 

-298 
520-3355;0-336 

357 Family 

Water, 
Sanitation 

.-4. 



--

-- 

__ 

COE " 6 
 i/6 7/8174
COE 1--/60 61/62 63/64 65/66 67/68 69/70 71/72 ""'6 7/8 79/80 81/82 838 5i'6 97/8876 77/78 7/01 tq/90 Ia1c~B~ 
- - - a - - - - a -I 

H4 
 520-18 7,T526--191- 520-198 I T L E 
Nutrition 

20-232
 
- 520-290 520-351
 

520-292
 
520-25
 

520-355

"s
-5 a--a __21-20-25j
ua-'-
 - -I 2-75O-218520-351 ao 

1150- - Traiin120-2 18 
 -3
 

244
 
520-33)
 

H
6 
 520-256
 

520-2 520-218 
 -- 52-335
 

50-249
 

-
"-- - 1
7 

520-357
S0- . 52 -218L-istitutional 

52G-302G- 23 
 2-8 Strengthening
 

520-185 
 52G-27 
 20-33'
 
5 0520-84
 

520-206
1520-1-9 570-351 Information
 
52020-530
H8 

Tf T- 20-2-30 52G-270 Pann 

244 52D-263 
52- -339 

H9 

-H- 520-251!
9 - - Credit-
 - - -

1 5---196 
' -- 52 - 335
520-171


1 


-,5211-196 Electrifi-- 52 0--
21 4 
 520-236 520 -24 8 . 5 0 - 5
 cation 

.I 2
 - 520-1!5011 
 . . .. 520-233 
 Soil
 
5-55205 -2 1 Conservation
 

- -5--2 

-- I
 

1319 520201 ___ 33
20-19 __5250-, 
 I {520-2'?4 Irrigation
1 & I!
 



CODE 19! 61/6 63/64 65/66 67/68 69/70 71/7214 7. 77/78 79/80 81/82 83/84 85/86 87/88 ..,/go 
520-171 

115 

---.-- -. 

52-18 " 

526-: 95 

52- 95 

520-174 1 1:z 

__520-146 . 520-236 

- - - - - -5 

520-173 

-5200-73 

520-201 
520-21 

UT T4- --

520-245 

523
1 

520-177 

52---6 520-2 02--276 
520Z 

502-23245 0369 

C52 520-1457 

20----253 
520'2V 50-251 

52- 2675 520-299 

F/HH 

Is 520 077 
520-17 

520 LL 

520-2 1 
52§ 

244 

S TP 
2050137 

520 237 

-

520 -263 5 :F55520-357 

I 52 )-288 

_5!0-28- --
520 :335 

5 !0-376 
520- !84._ 

520-85 52027 

1 20-196 1 
S20-20152-3 

-

-
520-2236 

- - 50-2 54 0-369 
520- 176 

520-378 

MR 52 -241 521 -236 -

5L

--3 
52&-41E 

520-3 2 _9 
520-37, 

_ITE
 

Reforestation
 

Roads
 

F520-y274 


Private
 
Sector
 

Support 

port
 

Cmmity
 
D-2elo36 et
 
Related
 

niy
 

Household
 
Related
 

Institutional
 
Strengthening 
(General)
e-oe7
 

ergency
 

Relief and
 
Recovery
 



APPENDIX 5
 

List of Guatemalan Public and Private Sector Institutions
 
Supported by (or Supporting) USAID Projects
 



V1 

Public and Private Sector Institutions
 
Assisted by USAID/Guatemala
 

1957 - 1988
 

by Institutional Code Number
 

CODE INSTITUTIc?' SUPPORTING PROJDT NLBERS 
01 National Police 077
 

02 San Carlos University 143 198
 
03 Local Ccnmunities (associations, municipal 145 176 187 228 231 241 244
 

governments) 
 245 249 251 266 267 269 272
 
281 284 298 299 317 329 335
 
336 341 377 

04 Bank of Guatemala 167 276 
05 National Planning Council (CNP£) 171 176 185 195 249 259 384 
06 FIASA 173 216
 

07 National Geographical Institute (IGiN, IG,) 175 185 225
 
08 Ministry of Finance 175 199 225 270 381
371 


09 INAD 
 176
 

10 flFM 
 176 196 236 249 266
 

11 ANAM 
 176
 
12 Servicio Civil 
 176
 

13 Ministry of Labor 184
 

14 Ministry of Education 185 189 192 198 228 229 242
 
258 259 282 320 374 384
 

15 Ministry of Health 185 189 206 218 230 231 237
 
251 263 272 288 339 357 384
 

16 Ministry of Cormunications & Public Works 185 233 249 255 384
 

17 Ministry of Agriculture: USPADA 185 197 233 249 255 384
 
18 DIGESA 185 197 204 228 232 233 255
 

274 290 317
 
19 ICTA 185 197 204 232 255 274 317
 
20 BANDESA 185 197 226 233 255 274 276
 

21 INDE2A 185 197 204 255 274
 

22 INAFOR/DIGEBOS 274
 

23 INTA 233 317
 

24 DIGESEPE 255 272 274
 

25 Penny Foundation 187 226 290 330 343
 

26 Landivar University 185 198
 
27 INTECAP 
 187 228 245 324
 



CODE INSTITUTION ST PPORTING PRO=JW ERS 
28 APROFAM 189 237 263 288 357 
29 Del Valle University 189 198 
30 ITA (Bdrcenas) 197 

31 POW 198 

32 ANACAFE 381 

33 FENE)"L 200 238 286 
34 FEAR 200 226 238 

35 GUATEXPRO 201 
36 Ministry of Ecormics 201 

37 INDE 214 248 353 
38 FLWMC 337 377 
39 PACT/ASINDES 348 

40 CAEM 337 341 
41 FUNDAP 337 377 
42 INCAP 255 336 
43 ASEC 311 
44 M 299 

45 Rotary Club of Guatemal4 284 
46 Gremial (Non-Traditional Exports) 255 276 
47 HOPE 272 

48 FUNDACED 269 

49 movimiento Guatemalteco de Reconstrucci6n 267 
50 AITDC 266 377 
51 CORFINA 245 
52 Agua del Pueblo 244 298 335 
53 CARE 231 290 317 336 351 
54 Peace Corps 200 231 255 290 

55 Guatenalan.Academy of Sciences 230 
56 National Board for Nonformal Education 228 255 269 281 336 

(Educaci6n Extra Esolar) 



Public and Private Sector Institutions
 
Assisted by USAID/Guatemala
 

1957 - 1988
 

in Alphabetical Order 

INSTITWTION 	 CODE SUPPORTING PRJE=T NUBERS 

Agua del Pueblo 	 52 244 298 335
 

AITEC 	 50 366 377 

ANAAFE 	 32 381
 

ANAM 	 11 176 

APRCFAM 	 28 189 237 263 288 357
 

43 311
 

ASINDES 	 39 348 

BANDESA 20 185 197 226 233 255 274 276 

Bank of Guatemala 04 167 276 

CADI 40 337 341 

CARE 53 231 290 317 336 351 

(CNPE (National Planning Council) 05 171 176 185 195 249 259 384 

Cummications & Public Works Ministry 16 185 233 274 332352 

Camnity Organizations & local Goverments 03 145 186 187 228 231 241 244 
245 249 251 266 267 269 272 
281 284 298 299 317 329 335 
336 341 377 

CORFI 51 245 

DIGESA 18 185 197 204 228 232 233 255 
274 "290 317 

DIGESEPE 24 255 272 

Del Valle University 29 189 198 

Econmics Ministry 36 201 

Educaci6n Extra-Escolar 56 228 255 269 281 336 

Education Ministry 14 185 189 192 198 228 229 242 
258 259 282 320 374 384 

FER 34 200 226 238 

FENBXJA 33 200 238 286 

FIASA 06 173 216 

Finance Ministry 08 175 199 225 270 371 381 

FUNDD 48 269 

FUNDAP 41 337 377 

FUNTIC 38 337 377 

GRE4IAL (Non-Traditional Exports) 46 255 276 



tj4 

INSTITUTION CODE SUPPORTNG PRIO-HT NUMBERS 
Guatemalan Academy of Sciences 55 230 
GUATEXPRO 35 201 
Health Ministry 15 185 189 206 218 230 231 237 

251 263 272 288 339 357 384 
HOPE 47 272 
ICrA 19 185 197 204 232 255 317 
IGN (Instituto Geogrfico Nacional) 07 175 185 225 
INAD (Inst. Nac. de Administraci6n Desarr.) 09 176 
INAFOR (DIGEBOS) 22 274 
INCAP 42 255 336 

INDE 37 214 248 353 

IMECA 21 185 197 204 255 274 
INFRN 10 176 196 236 249 266 
Instituto Geogrcfico Nacional (IGN) 07 175 185 225 
INTA 23 233 317 
INTECAP 27 187 228 245 324 

ITA (Instituto T~cnico de Adiestraminto) 30 197 
Labor Ministry 13 184 
Larxiivar University 26 185 198 

Local Caxlnity Organizations (see 
Community Organizations) 

MMR 44 299 
Ministry of Agriculture (See separate listings 

for BANDESA, DIGESA, DIGESEPE, ICrA, INAFOR, 
INDCA, INfA, USPADA) 

Ministry of Economics 36 201 

Ministry of Ctmmunications & Public Works 16 185 233 274 332 352 
Ministry of Education 14 185 189 192 198 228 229 242 

258 259 282 320 274 394 
Ministry of Finance 08 175 199 225 270 371 381 
Ministry of Health 15 185 189 206 218 230 231 237 

251 263 272 288 339 357 384 
Ministry of Labor 13 184 

Movimiento Guatemalteco de Rconstrucci6n 49 267 

National Board for Non Formal Education 56 228 255 269 281 336 
National Planning Council (CNPE) 05 171 176 185 195 249 259 384 
National Police 01 077 
National Geographical Institute (ITG) 07 175 185 225 

PACT 39 348 



INATI 'TION 

Peace Corps 


PE4EP 


Penny Foundation 


Planning Council (CNPE) 


Rotary Club of Guatemala 


San Carlos University 


Servicio Civil 


Universidad del Valle 

Universidad Rafael Landivar 

Universidad de San Carlos 


OJDE 


54 


31 


25 


05 


45 

02 

12 

29 

26 

02 


SUPPORTING 

200, 231 


198 

187 226 

171 176 

284 

143 198 

176 

189 198 

185 198 

143 198 

P1F=ECT NUMBERS 

255 290
 

290 330 343
 

185 195 249 259 384
 



. Pro)ect Title 


077 Public Safety 
143 Improvernt-San Carlos University 
145 Special Development Activities 
167 Rubber Production 
171 General Surveys & Ecasibility St. 
173 Pvt Ind & D'rpn Bank 
175 Property Tax Developmt-i I 
176 Public Admin IfMunicipal, National) 
184 Labor Leoaiership 
1o: Lauvlopmet klannqn &lnvesmrnt 
187 Rural Camty Ldsp & xdniztn 
169 Population & Iural Health 
ity errilzr' WWI Oystew &N&jrt 
195 Surveys & Feasibility Studies 
196 Wuncial Deve c mmt Institute 
197 Aricultural Development 
198 Educational Develcqmt 
199 Tax Adunistration 
200 Cooperatives Development 

201 Export Devehamft 

204 Rural Development 

206 Guatemala Health Services 

214 Rural Electrification I 

216 Ind/Ag Service Sectbrs 

218 Rural Health Services II 

225 Property Tax Development II 

226 Rural Credit & Cooperative Developmet

228 Basic Rural Education 
229 Education & Humma Resources Dvpmet
230 Rural Health System Evaluation 
231 Village Water Systers & Latrines 
232 Food Production & Nutrition Imp
233 Small Farer Development 
236 Muicipal Earthquake Idxery
237 Pcplation a Fam.ly Planning 
238 Small Fanner Marketing 
242 Primary School Reconstruction 
244 Rural Potable Water/Latrines 
245 Rural Enterprise Developmet 
248 Rural Electrification II 

249 Integrated Area Dewc.ai-ffmt 

251 CcFmziity Health & Thutr Services
255 Small Farm Diversif:cation System' 
2TA La-umn 1aa Bilinaual Education 
259 Educatior Administration 
263 Integrated Famuily Planning Services 
266 Municipal Enterprise Development
267 Training Sch-ol for Prcroters 
269 Cmmunz ity Education 

270 Develcpment Ani]rnistration Impimt

272 Integrated Rural Dvpmt: San Marcos 

274 Highlands Agricultural Dvpmt I 


Highlands Agricultural Dvpmt II 

276 Agribusiness Developrent 
279 Imrproved Health Outreach 
281 Integrated Non Formal Ed-ication 

USAID Guatemala lnstitutcaI Support Matrix 

INSTITUTION -CODES
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2.2 2 2 2 3 3 33 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 516 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 12 3 4 5 6
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x
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 x
 
Xx
 

x
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x
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 x
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 x 
 x
 
x
 

x
 



No. Project Title 
 0 000 0 0 0 0 0 INSTITUTION
1 1 111 CODES
282 ___ra! 
1 1 2 2 2 2 22 2 2 233333
_r_,, ______,___________n__1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 

3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 
2 3 4 5 6


282 Ruiral Primary
284 Education IvpvmtWomen in Deyelopent X 
286 Coeratives Strnthening X 
288 Expansion Family Planning Servie x 
290 Small Fish Pond Development x X 

_ x
298 Rural Po-table Water & Sanitaticn XX
 
299 Training 
Rural Dvpmt Prcoters x 

X304 Altiplano Higher Education
311 Adult Literacy 
317 Ixchn Cardam Cultivation Xx x 

x
320 Prinary Esxtic anaqamnt Inz~wrz X 
x324 Private Sector Skills Training 


X330 Pilot (Canercial land Markets 
332 Farm-to-Market loads x 
335 XRural Potable Water &Smitatin 

x 

336 Water,.1oe, and 1eath X 
337 Private Sector Dvpmt Cordination x x XX 
339 Immzation/Child Survival x xx 

x
341 Private Enterprise Development 
343 Snell Cornercial Land Markets II X 
348 PACr/ASINE- Supprt X 
351 Aquaculture Extension X 
352 Tertiary Roas X 
353 Rural Electrification III X 

X355 Guateala Dairy Develoment 
357 Imrproved Family Health 


x X 
x 

371 Fiscal Administration 
374 Education Sector Isnroret 

x 
X377 Microbusiness Promtion 


381 T.chnification Trad.Ag. Exports 
 X XX
384 EXveko nt Training & Support f X x 



APPENDIX 6
 

Project Component Category Matrix
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APPENDIX 7
 

CCE Team/Project Sequence Matrix
 



CCE Team/Project Sequence Matrix (Preliminary) 

I II III IV V VI I II III Ih n h IIIh Pd ID ID PS CD 

Agricultural Econist x x x x x x x x 

Sociologist x x x X x x x X X X x X X 

Institutional Development x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Applied Research/Technology 
Transfer 

AgroncFnist 

x 

x 

x x 

x 

x 

x x 

Rural Finance x X X X x X 

Marketing x X x X X x x 

Rural Education x x x x x x 

Rural Health x x x x x x 

Information/Evaluation x x x x x x x x x x x x 

KEY: I a 

IIa 

IIIa 

IVa 

V aLana 

VIa 

I eInprovede 

II 

IIIe 

I h 

IIh 

IIIh 

Research and Techrloci TMransfer 

Cooperative Strengthaning 

Marketing 

Credit/Rural Finance 

Use, Markets, Settlement 

Institutional Strengthening (Ag) 

Primary Education Systems/Managenent 

Coamunity-Oriented Nonformal Education 

Institutional Strengthening (Ed) 

Basic Cmnmunity Level Health Services 

Potabl-l Water and Sanitation 

Population ar1A Family PlaLairi-j 

RI 

IDm 

IDn 

PS 

CD 

USAID Rural Infrastructure Support 

Support for Public Sector Institutions: 

Support for Public Sector Institutions: 

Support for Private Sector Organizations 

Comnunity and Local Self-Help Strategies 

Municipal 

National 
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CCE Team/Individual Project Matrix
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Map of CCE Team Field Visit Sites
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CCE Team Leader Weekly Status Reports
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USID Cross-Cutting Evaluation Weekly Status Reports 

Attachment: CEE Status Report No. 1
 

of "Weekly Status Reports" I willaThe attachment is the first in series 

be submitting to all of you summarizing activities to date connected with 

will continue until submission of 
our Cross-Cutting Evaluation (CCE). Thcy 


our final report next February.
 

Given the scope and magnitude of the job, Tom Kellerman and I have decided 

to adopt the principle of "Parallel Processing": Keep everyone informed, 
way

and assign tasks to everyone simultaneously. The status report is one 

of doing this.
 

to two pages and will follow the format shownThese reports will be limited 
in the attachment. Detail will necessarily be limited. Please feel free 

at any time with questions and/or suggestions. I can be reachedto call me 
at ORD, or after hours and or weekends/holidays at home via 681020. As of 

today, I am permanently working 6 days per week.
 

I'd like to take this cpportunity to thank you all personally for the help 

Tom and I have received and, above all, for your patiencel the job can be 

to have to make pests of ourselves doing it.done, but we're going 
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Mr. AMauterucci,DIR 
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Mr. AAkers,CCZNT
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C7E Weekly Status Report No. I Gary H. Smith
 
.;Eek Ending October 15, 1988 
 CCE Team Leader
 

Activities Planned for the Week
 

- Collect cor-ents from USAID officials concerning draft #2 of the CCE 

scope of work;
 

- Continue efforts to staff the evaluation team;
 

- Review existing secondary materials re USAID projects;
 

- Write initial draft outline of CCE workplan.
 

2. Accomplished During the Week
 

- Received comments from Cauterucci, White, Straub, Ayala, Manteiga; 
Tom Keller-man is incorporazing these into draft #3 to be presented during 
the Senior Staff meetirg Oct. 17. The new draft will focus more sharply
 
on the specific purposes of the CCE to indicate clearly that much more
 
than a simple "assessment of accomplishments" is contemplated. I've been
 
pointing out that
 

Evaluations, as opposed to assessments, begin with a discrete set of
 
hypotheses, together with an indication of the kinds of evidence
 
needed to confirm or disprove them; in the cise of the CCE, these
 
would be the goals and purposes of the various USAID projects over
 
the past twenty or so years;
 

These goals and purposes would be examined from the standpoint of long
 

run strategies for Guatemala in the agricultural, health, and education
 
sectors: have the sequences of USAID projects reflected coherent long
 
run trends, have changes actually taken place (e.g., among the target
 
populations, participating institutions, etc), and have these changes
 
been sustainable? The period for the CCE review will be the past 20
 
years, inasmucn as good secondary documentation really begins about
 
1968-9.
 

- Contacted Cher Plunkett in Washington and Dina Way in Annex II re obtaining
 
CCE team members via IQCs. Some of the positions, for example, marketing
 
specialist, institutional change specialist, irrigation and soil conserva
tion specialist, data/information systems specialist, might be obtained
 
locally; scopes of work for other positions have been DHL'd to Plunkett
 
(the fax machine was running two days behind during most of the week).
 

- I reviewed and inventoried the USAID project records in Maria Elena de
 
Hernandez's office. I will index and crossfile these for the CCE team
 
members before they arrive (on or about Nov. 7); 
 Maria Elena will have these
 
materials available for 
use in one of the Annex III conference rooms. We
 
may Xerox selected items as 
needed during the actual evaluation. I have also
 
selected documents from the ORD library relevant to 
the review period (1968-88).
 

- I wrote additional scopes of work for specialists in land marketing/settlement
 



and rural enterprise specialists, but these will not 
necessarily represent

actual positions per se; 
they will likelv be incorporated into the scopes

for other specialists already specified (e..., 
the Agricultural Economist
 
may look into land issues, the Marketing specialist into rural enterprise
 
activities).
 

- I have begun a draft outline for the CCE workplan; this divides tre CCE
 
activities into two broad phases:
 

?HASE : Infor-mation gathering, analysis, and evaluation by 
individual
 
team =embers following common terms ef 
reference and SAID
 
evaluation methodology (November 7 - December 23);
 

PHASE II: Synthesis of individual team reports into a broad overiiew of
 
USAID strategy during the past twenty years in relation to
 
Guatemala's long term needs as 
a developing country (January 2 
-
February 28)
 

The workplan will be completed by Friday, October 21.
 

-. ?rob'es ncu-ntered 

These were mainly mechanical: comunicating with Washington, with local people,

transportation, 
etc. At the moment, I am acting both as future Team Leader and


ing ?resent ?r:3ecr Xa-a:er. Much of my time has 
been taken up with routine
 
"boilerplate" activities revolving around trying to get the team established and
staffed 
on a crash basis. 
This has taken away from time needed to write a substantive workplan and to prepare materials for the CCE team members.
 

.4. Solutions
 

So far long hours and persistance. 
 We're trying to do three months' work in three
 
weeks, and our problems 
are quite normal for the circumstances.
 

5: Assistance Needed 
frn USAID
 

So far, Tom and I have 
received excellent help from everyone, especially in view of
 
their own busy schedules :his tine of year.
 

6. Comments
 

79exibilitv is critical if we're 
to pull the CCE off successfully. At bottom, I'm

nit overly concerned with exactly who gets to be 
on the team or exactly when. More

important will 
be the synthetic and long-term nature 
of the analysis of USAID's

activities; 
 if we keep the terms of reference fcr the Team broad enough and take
 care not to 
bog down in the details of individual projects, the precise composition

cf the team won't matter that much.
 

7. Activities for Next Week
 

- Complete and submit CCE workplan
 

- Complete all paperwork needed for PlOTS for IQC personnel; pass all relevant
 
information to AID/W; try to get personnel commitments from AID/W
 

- Final approved draft of CCE scope of work, incorporating all comments
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CCE Weekly Status Report No. 2 	 Gary H. Smith
 

Week Ending October 22, 1988 	 CCE Team Leader
 

1. Activities Planned for the Week
 

- Complete and submit CCE workplan
 

- Complete all paperwork for PlOTs for IQC personnel; pass all relevant 

information to AID/W; try to get personnel commitments from AID/W 

--Final approved draft of CCE scope of work; incorporate all comments
 

2. Accomplished during the week
 

-. The third draft CCE scope of work, together with PlOT face sheet, was
 

distributed during the Senior Staff meeting on October 17.
 

- On October 18, we received calls from Cher Plunkett, who, after reviewing
 
faxed copies of the proposed CCE team list and individual scopes of work,
 
expressed doubt that all the positions indicated could be filled during
 

November. Following conversations with Tom Kellerman and Gordy Straub, I
 

prepared a "stripped down" list of core skills which would have the effect
 
of reducing the team size to approximately nine people, only three or four
 

of which would need to be contracted under our Washington IQC.
 

- Kellerman, Straub, and I met briefly with the Director in the afternoon of
 

October 18 to discuss the situation with him. Tony indicated that his main
 
concern was that the CCE be done well; if that meant moving the final report
 

date back, say, to the end of March, then we would have to do it, so long
 

as he was kept fully informed re progress and so long as the broad outlines
 
of our findings were reasonably clear by February.
 

- Armed with our "adjusted" time schedule, I prepared a tentative work 

schedule covering approximately twenty work weeks (six days each) The
 

CCE team would begin work on January 9 and remain for six weeks, departing
 

Guatemala on or about February 18. Six weeks seem to me more realistic
 

than the four we had originally contemplated when we were pressed to get
 
everybody here and finished before Christmas. Between now and Christmas
 

(the period I'm calling "Phase I"), I'll be gathering secondary materials
 

for the team, cross indexing them, and outlining specific terms of reference
 

for the individual project and component types to be evaluated. The first
 

draft of our time schedule is appended to this report.
 

- On October 21, Kellerman, Straub, and I met to "finalize" the list of CCE 

team specialists to be sent to AID/W. The remaining specialists will be 
obtained via our local IQC and from in-house sources. 

3. Problems Encountered
 

i	No serious problems. We've had some difficulty in communicating by fax to AID/W
 

and with specific individuals identified as good candidates for the team, but
 

these have not been serious.
 



4. Solutions
 

Our biggest continuing peoblem--the extremely short time span originally contempla
ted for the evaluation--has been greatly eased, now that we have authorization to
 
bring the team in after Christmas. While the job remains enormous, we now have
 
more time to staff the group properly and to insure each team member more time to
 
do his job properly.
 

5. Assistance Needed from USAID
 

We've continued to receive excellent cooperation from all offices. Before long,
 
I'll be needing to spend time in Annex III indexing and cross-tabbing USAID's
 
project files. Maria Elena de Hernandez has generously offered to place these
 
files at my disposal in one of the Annex III conference rooms. I hope to begin
 
indexing at some point next week. At Maria Elena's request, I will not be taking
 
any of the files out of the building; but I will identify sections of documents
 
for later photocopying, especially those likely to be of interest to two or more
 
of the CCE team members. I'_i try to keep this kind of thing to a minimum.
 

6. Comments
 

We hope to have Roberto Castro, our "Agricultural Economist Designate", on board
 
early in November. He'll help me in preparing materials for the CCE team and in
 
setting up appropriate interview schedules with GOG officials. We will locate and
 
cross index relevant Guatemalan materials and identify individuals having been
 
involved with key USAID projects in the past. Our objective will be a more
 
detailed workplan and time schedule to guide the week by week activities of the
 
team. This will be incorporated in my formal interim progress report to be
 
submitted by the end of Week 10 (December 17).
 

7. Activities for Next Week
 

- Prepare and submit PIOT for local IQC personnel and services
 

- Revise draft workplan schedule
 

- Prepare preliminary list of key questions and issues to be addressed by the
 
CCE, together with hypotheses concerning project impacts and evaluation
 
indicators
 

- Begin indexing and cross tabulation of USALD project materials and supporting
 
documents.
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CCE Weekly Status Report No. 3 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending October 29, 1988 
 CCE Team Leader
 

1. Activities Planned for the Week
 

-
Prepare and submit PlOT for local IQC personnel and services
 

- Revise draft workplan schedule
 

- Prepare preliminary list of key questions and issues to be addressed by the
 
CCE, together wirh hypotheses concerning project impacts and evaluation
 
indicators
 

- Begin indexing and cross tabulation of USAID project materials acd supporting
 
documents
 

2. Accomplished During the Week
 

- Tom Kellerman now has the annexes for the local IQC PlOT (background info
 
re the CCE, scopes of work). 
 I have written scopes for four Guatemalan
 
professionals to serve as counterparts for the Tech Transfer, Institutional
 
Development, Information Systems, and Marketing specialists, arguably the
 
most important on the team. These fellows will, in addition to their pro
fessional duties, function as 
local facilitators for the US specialists,
 
guiding them through the GOG labyrinth and helping with field visits
 

- The US IQC PlOT should be on its way to Washington early next week. We've
 
been able, with Gordy Straub's help, to contact most of the really good in
house AID people available, and it looks like Development Associates will
 
be the IQC source. At the moment, we're recalculating the budget, but
 
all that should be done by Monday or Tuesday next at the latest.
 

- The Ag Economist/Assistant Team Leader, Dr. Roberto Castro, will be arriving
 
on November 9 for a three week TDY. 
 He'll help me with collection and clas
sification of USAID and GOG secondary materials for the team, refining the
 
evaluation design, and setting up interviews to brief GOG officials about
 
the CCE. A cable officially requesting his services went out during the week.
 

- I've begun writing up "key questions and issues," starting with our
 
agriculture projects. These are very general yet, and I expect to get
 
help from Dr. Castro. Meanwhile, if I can manage to finish a preliminary
 
draft by next week, I'll circulate it among you for comments.
 

- I began working to classify USAID projects on Thursday, using a special

worksheet. Eventually, I'll wind up with a cross-indexing permitting each
 
team member to trace components of interest to him throughout the 40-odd
 
years covered by the CCE.
 

- So far the draft workplan schedule hasn't elicited adverse reaction, so
 
I'm sticking with it for the time being. 
It will be revised routinely
 
as plans/circumstances change and copist circulated.
 



3. Problems Encountered
 

None worth mentioning, beyond the usual ones we all share; commuting between
 
Annex III and the Main Building is a pain, and the phone system lacks something
 
to be desired, and who needs working on Saturdays?
 

4. Assistance Needed from USAID
 

I'm definitely going to need workspace in Annex III once Maria Elena de Hern~ndez
 
returns. We'd discussed using one of the conference rooms, at least, putting one
 
bookcase there with the PPs, CPs, PESs, CDSSs and all the rest. I'll be working
 
on that next week.
 

5. Comments
 

Tom Kellerman gave me a set of printouts summarizing AID Special Evaluation
 
Studiespritten over the past twenty years relating to agriculture, health, and
 
education projects. I'd read quite a few of the original studies myself earlier
 
in the year (we have most of them in the ORD library), but having all the sum
maries in one place makes it easier to compare evaluation methodologies and to
 
identify chronic problem areas, especially those afflicting multi component
 
projects and multi project strategies and portfolios. Castro will be bringing
 
additional material of this kind. An important thing for us to do when he gets
 
here will be to work out the tradeoff between generality and specificity in
 
selecting specific projects over the past 40 years to use as exemplifying trends
 
and facets of USAID strategy for evaluation. In some instances we may need more
 
information about a project than USAID has here, and'we'll have to get it from
 
Washington (for example, technical assistance quarterly reports for projects
 
going back further than the Mission's present 6-year storage horizon.) On the
 
other hand, we'll be looking at long-run issues and strategies; the amount of
 
detail re any one project will have to be severely limited.
 

6. Activities for Next Week
 

- Get US IQC PIOT to Washington and finalize local IQC PlOT
 

- Initiate USAID letters to GOG entities to be involved in the evaluation
 

- Continue indexing USAID materials; include index of GOG and other
 
materials available, together with lists of specific offices/individuals
 
linked to USAID projects over the years
 



CCE Weekly Status Report No. 4 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending November 5, 1988 CCE Team Leader
 

1. Activities Planned for the Week
 

- Get US IQC PIOTto Washington and finalize local IQC PIOT
 

- Initiate USAID letters to GOG entities to be involved in the evaluation
 

- Continue indexing USAID materials; include index of GOG and other
 
materials available, together with lists of specific offices/individuals
 
linked to USAID projects over the years.
 

2. Accomplished During the Week
 

- Tom Kellerman rewrote the PLOT, incorporating the suggestions we've received 
from all of you and recalculating the illustrative budget. At the time of 
writing, this was being circulated for final clearance. 

- A country clearance cable has been drafted and circulated for Dr. Roberto 
Castro, who is scheduled to arrive Wednesday, Nov. 9. 

- I have drafted a "generic" letter re the CCE to be signed, presumably, by 
Tony and sent to the Ministers of Agriculture, Education, Health, Finance, 
and Communications & Public Works. It explains the purposes of the CCE, 
requests cooperation with such members of the CCE team who might ask for 
interviews with key people 'and for information relating to USAID supported
 
activities nuw and in the past.
 

- I had a long conversation with Don Fiester who's here on another of his 
seemingly endless TPYs. For those of you who don't know him, Don's been 
involved with USAID/G for at least 25 years in one form or another, and, 
together with Dave Fledderjohn, is one of the few in the Mission who've 
been here longer than I have. Don and I discussed individuals--both US
 
and Guatemalan--with long experience in development related work here who
 
would be important for the CCE team to interview and who, collectively,
 
might serve as a "council of elders" to help the team interpret and synthe
size its findings.
 

- Gordy Straub tells me that Development Associates has identified at least
 
three of the team of seven it will be sending in January. It looks as if
 
there will be no problem filling the remaining slots. I am still holding
 
out for Guatemalan IQC counterparts for the key areas of Technology Transfer,
 
Institutional Development, Information Systems, and Marketing. These are all
 
included in the draft local PlOT which Tom Kellerman now has.
 

- Indexed twenty USAID projects, covering the years 1972-03. Thus, I am about
 
midway through this exercize, since there have been approximately fifty
 
projects in all directly or indirectly touching upon Highlands target groups
 
and supporting institutions. I have a stack ofadditional materials in my
 
office, together with an USPADA bibliography of data sources within the GOG.
 
These still need to be reviewed and indexed. Roberto Castro will help me
 
with some of this.
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3. Problems Encountered
 

Mainly communications difficulties with Washington. 
Telephone connections have
been sluggish, and faxing hasn't been much better, since it relies on the phones.
Cher Plunkett evidently didn't get the word right away that we are going ahead

with Development Associates, rather than a buy-in to DESFIL. 
A nose or two

temporarily out of joint, I gather, but nothing really serious.
 

4. Solutions
 

Tom and I will keep a tighter watch over items we need to communicate to
Washington. 
 As soon as Dr. Castro and I have refined the evaluation methodology

and scheduling to everyone's satisfaction, I'll fax them to Development Associates
 so that they'll have a chance to look them over and comment before the team
 
arrives in January. 
I want to minimize "briefing time" in-country as much as
 
possible.
 

5. Assistance Needed from USAID
 

Just my standing request for 
a table, desk, whatever in Annex III while Castro and
I continue collecting and indexing USAID project materials. while here, Dr.
Castro may need help from a secretary from time to time, although we'll try to
keep that to a minimum. For the record, Gordy Straub has done yeoman duty in
helping us find people in Washington for the team and putting up with pestering

from Tom and me.
 

6. Comments
 

Tom tells me 
that he's been on the receiving end of some fairly skeptical questions

and doubts about what the CCE is all about, the scope of the evaluation, and
whether or not meaningful quantitative information-can be generated relating to
USAID's programs as a whole. 
 These kinds of questions are perfectly natural, and,
under the circumstances, inevitable. 
I have appended to this report a list of
 some of the long term issues to be addressed by the evaluation to give all of you
an idea of the kinds of things Tom and I have in mind for the evaluation which
would be meaningful for Tony in his -communications with Washington. 
Castro and
I will revise this list over 
the next few weeks, but I'd very much appreciate your

comments and suggestions.
 

7. Activities for Next Week
 

- Get the local IQC PlOT out of the office
 

- Finalize USAID letters to GOG officials
 

- Continue indexing USAID and GOG materials
 

- Meet Roberto Castro, brief him, and hold initial round of meetings -with
 
Kellerman, Straub, and others at USAID
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Some Basic Questions and Issues to be Addressed
 
During the USAID/G Cross Cutting Evaluation
 

It's important to recognise at 
the outset that the Cross Cutting Evaluation (CCE)

will, in important ways, be different from the kinds of individual project

evaluations and program assessments we are accustomed tD. For one thing, the
 
focus will be more qualitative than quantitative. We will be looking at very

broad strategic issues facing the country over 
long time spans, both past and
 
future. Statistically reliable information for anything is sparse in Guatemala,

and such concepts as institutional change, socio/cultural impacts, and policy

evolution are intrinsically difficult to quantify. Where data does exist there
 
are inconsistencies and variations in quality (e.g., from one 
sector to another,

from one 
time period to another). Wherever possible we will devise quantitative
 
surrogates and indicators to shed light on fundamental questions; but these will
 
necessarily have to be evaluated with caution. 
We will use whatever secondary
 
sources we believe to be reliable, augmenting these with input from individuals
 
with long experience in Guatemala, and, where indicated, with brief, informal
 
sondeos in areas covered by USAID projects over the years.
 

The "bottom line," 
of course, will be whether or not USAID's activities have had
 
a permanent (i.e., 
sustained) impact upon its chosen target populations. Project

evaluations seek to find out if the project's purposes and outputs have been
 
attained. 
 The CCE goes beyond this to see whether or not there has been movement
 
towards project goals (e.g., "the well-being of the small Highlands farmers").

Like program assessments, the CCE will do this in the context of sequences and
 
combinations of projects. 
But we will also be looking at sequences and combina
tions of programs and asking such fundamental questions as: Have we been addressing

the appropriate target groups? 
Has USAID's portfolio exhibited flexibility, and
 
has it addressed fundamental long-term problems facing the country? 
Has USAID
 
achieved a sustained thrust in its strategies, and is this reflected in enhanced
 
GOG ability to frame realistic development policies, maintain priorities, and,
 
above all, design and implement its own sustainable projects.
 

The CCE, then, will take what we 
know (or can find out) about our projects' impacts

and set it against the broader issue of what Guatemala must do if it is ever to
 
achieve a measure of socioeconomic independence in its own development strategies.
 

The following is a list of some of the things we'll be looking at. 
 It's meant to
 
be illustrative only at this point. Constrained as we are by time and logistics,

the team will have to set priorities and establish focus. Questions, suggestions,
 
and/or comments any of you may have would be welcome.
 

]. What are 
the long term issues facing Guatemala important for development
 
strategy?
 

- Population growth
 
- Achievement of real growth in personal incomes and savings of the poor
 
- Net domestic capital formation; acheiving optimum balance between domestic
 

and foreign investment for development
 
-
Acheiving a balance between public and private sector development initiatives
 
-
Alleviating land constraints; upgrading developmental infrastructure
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- Food security vs. investing scarce agricultural land for exportable com

modities and importing cheaper food
 
- Agricultural vs. other kinds of exports: dealing with international compe

tition
 
- Upgrading labor quality and quantity: food consumption, health and education
 

outreach
 
- Market vs. "interventionist" solutions to economic problems
 
- Land redistribution
 

- Social balance/integration/equity
 
- Permanent institutional change
 

- Political stability
 

2. 	Have USAID strategies addressed these? What have our priorities been? Have
 

we been "treating symptems" or have we made real progress in helping Guatemala
 

to alleviate the root causes of poverty and economic underdevelopment?
 

3. 	Have Mission strategies been
 

- Balanced?
 
- Coordinated?
 
- Consistent?
 
- Flexible and responsive to changed circumstances?
 
- Congruent with GOG strategies?
 

- Sustained?
 

4. 	What key lessons have been learned? Has USAID taken appropriate action following
 

past project evaluations and program assessments? Have these evaluations and
 

assessments touched upon longer term issues?
 

5. 	Have the target populations and institutions chosen by USAID in the past been
 

appropriate? Have the institutions profited from USAID assistance and are the
 

client groups served by them better off than they otherwise might have been?
 

6. 	Has achievement of USAID project and program purposes and sub-goals had a
 

sustained, positive impact upon the rural poor?
 

- Incomes/savings
 
- Employment
 
- Consumption/nutrition
 

- Enhanced income-earning opportunities and other areas for choice
 
- Improved status of women
 

- Improved health status and educational opportunities
 

- Better access to public services geuerally
 

7. 	If the answer to any or all of the preceding is "yes," have public and private
 

sector mechanisms used to acheive these results been "institutionalized" so
 

that the Guatemalans can continue on their own? Are the mechanisms reasonably
 
insula-ed fromshort term social and political unrest?
 

8. 	What lessons from the Guatemalan experience can be applied to other Missions
 

in other countries?
 

9. 	Where should we go from here?
 



qll,
 

CCE Weekly Status Report No. 5 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending November 12, 1988 CCE Team Leader
 

1. Activities Planned for the Week
 

- Get the local IQC PlOT out of the office
 

- Finalize USAID letters to GOG officials
 

- Continue indexing USAID AND GOG materials
 

-
Meet Roberto Castro, brief him, and hold initial round of meetings with
 
Kellerman, Straub, and others at USAID
 

2. Accomplished during the week
 

-
The US IQC PlOT finally was cleared on Thursday and DHL'd to Washington.
 

- I circulated copies of the "generic" letter to GOG ministers the CCE
re 

to several people, including Liliana Ayalde and Gordy Straub. I've in
cluded a draft with this report, in case the rest of you might have
 
comments and suggestions.
 

- Met Dr. Roberto Castro at the airport on Wednesday, and we had a long chat
 
afterwards at the Casa Grandej where he's staying. The following day we
 
conferred with Gw'dy Strab,. and Gregorio Tum, the CCE sociologist designate.
 
Since Friday was a holiday, we took advantage of the tomblike quiet that
 
prevails in the main building on such days for a longer chat with Gregorio

and an orientation session with Felipe Manteiga re the USAID Private Sector
 
program in relation to the upcoming CCE.
 

-
Dr. Castro had brought with him a computer printout from the AID/CDIE/DIHF
 
Development Information Center, listing all USAID/G projects since the late
 
1960's. Since I hadn't known such a compact summary even existed, this
 
was a real windfall for me, and it's immeasurably eased the job of indexing
 
and cross tabbing projects by type, geographic areas covered, components,
 
inputs and outputs, and other such criteria. Armed with all this info, I'll
 
be able to put together at least three items helpful for assigning tasks to
 
CCE team members and coordinating their efforts:
 

o Project/program chronograms by types to identify the evolution of USAID 
strategies in agriculture, health, education, institutional strengthen
ing, and other areas;
 

A project-project (i.e., double entry) matrix linking projects/programs
 
into logical "packages" for specific time periods (E.G., CDSS focus
 
areas) to see if, in fact, USAID did so combine them;
 

*A skills-tasks matrix linking project types with individual (or combina
tions of) CCE team specialists in order to estimate who should be
 
working with whom on what in January-March.
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If I can get these things done by the end of November, I'll include them in
 
packages of materials DHL'd to Development Associates in Washington; that way
 
they'll have time to react to our plans, make suggestions, and land in Guatemala
 
with a minimum need for briefing time.
 

- The LOCAL IQC PlOT is still pending; all of us were especially busy this 
week, and it was a holiday week, to boot. It'll be a hot agenda item next 
week (I hope). 

3. Problems Encountered
 

Nothing serious, other than the usual bother of having to commute between the
 
Main building and Annex III.
 

4. Solutions
 

With luck, I'll be moving permanently to Annex III next week. ROCAP needs my

"office" in the main building, and I'm more than happy to give it to them. I'll
 
regret being farther away from my friends in ORD, but having an office in
 
Kellerman's shop will make it much easier for Tim and me to coordinate things.
 

5. Assistance Needed from USAID
 

Keep up the good work. As anticipated, Tom and I have had to be pests from time
 
to time, and, if anything, it'll get worse as we add numbers to our ranks. We
 
very much appreciate the patience you and your staffs have shown so far.
 

6. Comments
 

Dr. Castro, Gregorio Tum, and I seem to be pretty much "on the same wavelength"
 
re what needs to be evaluated and how to go about it. As for Felipe Manteiga, I've
 
known him for a long time and have a high respect for his common sense about
 
development and the private sector's role in it. This is one of the really im
portant issues from a long term perspective, since it cuts across almost everything
 
else USAID is trying to do in Guatemala. Similarly, social/cultural/institutional
 
issues have virtually universal relevance for our strategies; Gregorio and his
 
CCE institutional development colleagues will definitely have their work cut out
 
for them, especially since institutional strengthening has been a major component
 
of USAID's strategies for a long time.
 

7. Activities for Next Week
 

-	 CUother stab at getting the local IQC PlOT cleared 

- Initiate arrangements for local administrative services, office space, etc, 
possibly as part of local IQC agreement 

-	 Followup on USAID letters to GOG officials 

- Begin arrangements for interviews for Team Leader and appropriate USAID 
officials with GOG officials to discuss purposes, goals, and methods of 
evaluation 

-	 Work with Dr. Castro in indexing materials, determining needs for field 
sondeos, and reviewing in detail such key documents as Clara Carr's famous 
"USAID History" and the 1987 Health Projects Sustainability report. 



REVISED DRAFT LETTER FROM USAID DIRECTOR
 

TO: Director of SEGEPLAN
 
Ministers of Agriculture
 

Health
 
Education
 
Economics
 
Finance
 
Communications & Public Works
 

Re the Cross Cutting Evaluation
 

During the next five months, USAID will undertake an extensive review and
 

evaluation of its agriculture, education, health, and rural infrastructure
 

activities in Guatemala during the past thirty years. Special attention will
 

be given to seeking identifiable long range impacts upon the rural population
 

in the Highlands and upon public and private entities involved with related
 

USAID- supported projects.
 

With the approach of the decade of the 1990s, and in view of the Guatemalan
 

Government's strong interest in creative solutions to the problems facing the
 

rural sector, we feel that such an evaluation would be especially useful at this
 

time. It additionally represents a logical extension of efforts undertaken in
 

recent years by USAID to assess its health, education, and other programs. The
 

findings of the evaluation, and in particular the lessons learned, will provide
 

an objective, global view of USAID's role in contributing to Guatemala's develop

ment efforts in the past and how USAID might more effectively support the country's
 

future development strategies.
 

The evaluation team will be in Guatemala from January 9 through February 18.
 

During that time, one 
or more members of the team may wish to interview individuals
 

in concerning relevant aspects of USAID-supported activities, both past
 

and present. Apart from helping the team to obtain important information, the
 

purpose of the interviews will be to insure the fullest possible Guatemalan
 



participation in the evaluation. The cooperation of your office in this effort
 

will be very much appreciated.
 

I'll have this, together with any changes you might suggest, translated, and it
 
could provide the basis for setting up interviews, as deemed appropriate, with
 
key GOG officials, both here and in the regional offices.
 

For those of you having worked with other GOG entities or with private sector
 
organizations, do you think a comparable letter of introduction for individual
 
CCE team members should be drafted?
 

What additional organizations should we be dealing with? I have been compiling
 
a list based on what I've found in our project files and upon my own experience,
 
but neither of these sources is by any means complete. How about key GOG and
 
private sector people?
 

If you have suggestions about the wording of this letter or the items mentioned
 
above, just write them directly on these pages and rout them to Tom Kellerman's
 
office. Thanks in advance.
 



CCE Weekly Status Report No. 6 Gary H. Smith
 

Week Ending November 19, 1988 CCE Team Leader
 

1. Activities Planned for the Week
 

- Get Local IQC PlOT cleared 

- Initiate arrangements for local administrative services, office space, etc.
 

- Followup on USAID letters to GOG officials
 

- Eegin arrangements for interviews for Team Leader and appropriate USAID officials 

with GOG officials to discuss purposes, goals, and methods of evaluation 

- Work with Dr. Castro in indexing materials, determining needs for field sondeos,
 

and reviewing ii detail such key documents as Clara Carrs "USAID History."
 

2. Acccmplished durin: the Week
 

- The local IQC PlOT is being "walked about" at the time of writing. I apologise
 
for having to bug people about this, but, as I've said, we're in a hurry; I've
 

insisted that we get the best people for this evaluation that time and resources
 

allow, and that means "short circuiting" the system from time to time.
 

- Local administrative services, including office space and vehicles will be
 

arranged by our local contractor, and they're all included in the PIOT.
 

- The letter officially notifying the various ministers and GOG officials has
 

been translated and will be cleared next week. We've asked Gordy Straub and
 
Liliana Ayalde to help arrange interviews with the agriculture, health, and
 

education ministers. These interviews and others will take place during the
 

next two weeks (we hope).
 

- Dr. Castro and I, with the help of Gregorio Tum, have completed two (fat)
 

volumes containing summaries of all USAID/G projects since 1957 and copies of
 

related evaluation summaries (PARs and PESs). These are arranged in
 

chronological order, and I will have copies made for the Team Members who
 

will be reviewing all projects (e.g., the institutional development specialist,
 

sociologist, information system specialist, etc.). I will have subsets made
 

for other specialists (e.g., technology transfer, rural finance, education,
 

health) as appropriate.
 

- I am constructing chronograms illustrating sequences of USAID activities and
 

projects illustrating major areas of Mission focus through the years. These
 

in turn will form the basis for matrices linking individual Team members to
 

specific areas of focus and identifying logical "task groups" or combinations
 

of Team members who will be working together. Finally, we are identifying
 

areas where we lack information; Dr. Castro may be able to get some items in
 

D. C., and we will design sondeos and other interviews to seek information
 

locally.
 

- Dr. Castro and I discussed the scope of work outlining his prospective tasks
 

as agricultural policy advisor, a job he'll undertake beginning next year.
 

Much of this overlaps with his CCE work, and the time was well spent.
 



3. Problems Encountered
 

Nothing of consequence this week. We're falling slightly behind the schedule I
 
circulated with my Week 3 report, but I'd deliberately made liberal allowances for
 
inevitable "slows." I'll circulate an updated version within the next week or two.
 

4. Solutions
 

I've finally moved permanently to Annex III. Beginning next week I'll be working
 
in the old Administration of Justice office next to Dale Humphrey's office.
 

5. Assistance Needed from USAID
 

Just another few days of patience. We're alomst done with administrative "boilerplate"
 
(clearances, etc.). We'll continue to welcome comments and suggestions.
 

6.. Comments
 

Once done with my charts, matrices, and other paraphernalia, I'll pass them around
 
for your comments. I was reminded that the summary of issues circulated with my
 
Week 4 report didn't include environmental impact questions. That was an oversight,
 
of course, and we'll definitely have something to say about those, too.
 

Castro and Tum have been very helpful, both in ordering materials and in filling gaps
 
in my own thinking about the evaluation. Now that I'm physically relocated, we'll
 
be able to look at the materials I've accumulated other than project-related documents
 
per se. My big job in the weeks ahead will be to check out GOG materials.
 

7. Activities for Next Week
 

- Begin interviews with appropriate GOG personnel in Guatemala City 

- Get cleared local IQC PlOT to Contracts Office 

- Discuss D.C. information sources and local sondeo instruments with Dr. Castro; 

- Prepare more detailed version of CCE Team workplan.
 

- Bid farewell to Dr. Castro, who'll return to D.C. on Wednesday.
 

- Gear up for Thanksgiving dinner
 



CCE Weekly Status Report No. 7 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Endirg November 26, 1988 CCE Team Leader
 

I. Activities Planned for the Week
 

- Begin interviews with appropriate GOG personnel in Guatemala City
 

- Get local IQC PlOT to Contracts Office
 

- Discuss D. C. Information sources re USAID projects with Dr. Castro
 

- Prepare detailed version of CCE team workplan
 

2. Accomplished during the week
 

- At the time of writing, the local IQC PlOT is in the Controller's office.
 
The Contracts office has a copy, however, and I expect that negotiations
 
will be underway next week with the local contractor.
 

- Roberto Castro left for Washington on Wednesday, armed with a list of projects
 
for which we need more detailed information than we have in our files here.
 
These are older projects, most of them ancestors of our present portfolio
 
illustrating continuity of USAID focus since the 1960's.
 

- Gregorio Tum, Dr. Martin, and I had an interview with Ricardo G6mez Galvez,
 
the Minister of Education. He expressed enthusiasm about our evaluation and
 
pledged full ministry support.
 

- I'm still working on the detailed CCE workplan. This will depend, among other
 
things, upon the "skills-task" matrix for the evaluation team, and that depends
 
on the final sorting of USAID activities by sector and project subcomponents.
 
I'm hoping to have the latter done in the coming week.
 

- Had an excellent Thanksgiving dinner at Tom Kellermen's. Aside from totally
 
ruining my diet, I had very nice conversations with the invited Peace Corps
 
Volunteers. I'-e known a lot of PCV's here over the years, and their work
 
has been very much complementary with both the substance and philosophy of
 
USAID programs.
 

3. Comments
 

I've sorted USAID projects b-y sector and-subcomponents. A list of these, together
 
with originally contemplated time spans and evaluation dates, is included with this
 
report. I'd appreciate your reviewing the list and adding any items which might be
 
missing. Activities involving personal services contracts (e.g., special studies
 
and evaluations) still need to be tabulated, as do such things as PL 480 assistance
 
and other donor activities related to USAID programs over the years.
 

The lists will be used to make chronograms showing the principle long term USAID
 
strategies by sector, an essential step in demonstrating the sustainability of our
 
present efforts. I'll also begin a preliminary review of the evaluation summaries
 
(PARs und PESs) accompanying the major projects with an eye to classifying lessons
 
learned. All of this is intended to make life a bit easier for the evaluation team
 
when they get here in January.
 



4. Activities for Next Week
 

- Continue with GOG ministry interviews
 

- Be done with the local IQC PIOT once and for all
 

- Prepare project component chronograms and begin evaluation summary reviews.
 

- Check status of evaluation team recruitment in Washington.
 

- Outline revised CCE team workplan.
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CCE Weekly Status Report No. 8 
 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending December 3, 1988 CCE Team Leader
 

Tom Kellerman suggested that I make these reports even briefer than they've been,
 
concentrating mainly on highlights of general interest. 
That's fine with me, since
 
I don't believe in writing more than I absolutely have to nor more than the busy

USAID division chief has time to read. Besides, the work has gone fairly smoothly
 
so far and roughly according to schedule. So I'll see if 
I can keep the thing to
 
one page.
 

1. Accomplished During the Week
 

a. 
The local IQC PIOT is in Contracts, and negotiations will begin this week.
 

b. The official letter to the GOG ministries announcing the CCE was making the
 
rounds during the week and will be sent sometime this week.
 

c. 'I spent much of the week constructing a "USAID Guatemala Institutional
 
Support Matrix." This is another item in 
a series designed to sort out
 
thirty years' worth of USAID projects and place them against the background
 
of our strategies. 
 This matrix is especially useful, since institutional
 
strengthening has been an important, sustained part of our strategies over the
 
years.
 

2. Comments
 

Interviews with Health Ministry personnel are being arranged. 
Gregorio Tum and I
 
had a long conversation with Dr. Jorge Chang Quan of USAID's Health office. 
 He gave
 
us an extensive list of names of Guatemalan health professionals having been in
volved with our programs.
 

The inclosed institutional support matrix can be read three ways: 
 First, public and
 
private sector organizations having received support from a given project can be
 
read along the horizontal row entries. Second, the total support having been received
 
by any given organization during the past 30 years can be read vertically along the
 
column entries (e.g., 
all of the projects having involved that institution in one
 
way or another). Finally, reading down the page provides a view of USAID's changing

emphasis over time. For example, notice that the upper right hand section of page 
1
 
of the matrix is relatively blank, whereas the left hand sections contain many entries.
 
Codes 10  24 contain most of the GOG public sector institutions; private sector
 
organizations predominate from codes 25 
- 56. As you pass down the page, notice that
 
starting with Project 238 (Small Farmer Marketing), the "private sector" section
 
begins to receive more attention. This, of course, reflects the heightened emphasis
 
given to private sector initiatives since the late 1970's, and as a glance at page 2
 
will show, USAID's portfolio is almost evenly balanced between support for public and
 
private sectors. It's a crude way of looking at it, bur it does show how these
 
matrices can quickly reveal long term patterns.
 

I have enclosed a copy of a proposed outline of the CCE's final report. 
 It's meant
 
to show how I plan to structure the thing logically. The outline is incomplete at
 
this stage, because we don't yet have all the materials describing non-project forms
 
of USAID's activities; nor do I indicate just what annexes there will be. 
 Individual
 
CCE team member reports will be among them, of course, but such things as tables, key

supporting documents, and other paraphernalia will eventually be included. As always,
 
please feel free to give me your suggestions.
 



CCE 	Weekly Status Report No. 9 
 Gary H. Smith
 
-Week Ending December 10, 1988 
 CCE 	Team Leader
 

1. 	Accomplished During the Week
 

a. 
Gregorio Tum, Dr. Jorge Chan, and I had interviews with key people in
 
the Ministry of Health during the week, explaining what we're trying to
 
do with the CCE. One of the most important of these, Dr. Francisco
 
Bermudez, is General Director of Health Services, one of the Ministry

offices having been most activiely involved with USAID health projects,
 
both past and present.
 

b. 	Roberto Castro says that the PlOT negotiations with Development Associates
 
in Washington are moving right along, and Jack Sullivan feels there'll be
 
no problem getting everyone down here and working by the week of January 9.
 
We'll be getting CV's on all the DA people shortly.
 

c. 	I broke USAID's project chronology down by areas of program emphasis, an
 
activity that took most of the week. 
This is the last major step in my

efforts to sort out the project records we 
have in forms useful for the
 
CCE team. Next week, I'll focus on the 
team itself, tentatively assigning
 
members 
to specific sets of projects and other USAID recorded activities
 
and 	cross-tabbing members by professional 
areas to establish "task groups"

whose interests would logically overlap. I'll also be reviewing the PARs
 
and PESs to classify "lessons learned." Finally, Gregorio Tum and I will
 
begin assembling questions and evaluation criteria/indices for use by the
 
CCE professionals in designing their individual detailed work strategies.
 

2. 	Comments
 

I've inclosed copies of the USAID Project Components Chronograms with this report.

Note that in all of the project summaries we've done so far, I've not included
 
projects having begun much before 
1965, namely those in the 520-0001 through 0150
 
series. This is partly due 
to lack of detailed documentation for those earlier
 
projects and partly due to the significant shifts in both USAID and GOG public

sector policies during the late 1960's. 
 Thus the major emphasis of our review will
 
be on the past 25 years. 
 However, I will revise the project listings originally

prepared last month to incorporate the older activities. 
 That way, those not familiar
 
with USAID's history (especially in D. C.)won't get the imprebsion that nothing
 
important happened before 1965.
 

So far I've gotten little feedback from any of you re what I've been writing in
 
these reports or inclosing with them. 
 I'll take that to mean you're all with me
 
so far. Again, I want 
to stress that, if Tom and I have been "pushy" lately, it's
 
due to the urgency of the CCE: 
 the need to give Tony solid ammunition about USAID's
 
accomplishments in his dialog with the GOG and the brass in Washington. 
As is often
 
the case with bureaucracies, the explosive expansion of USAID's operations in recent
 
years has been accompanied by an inverse impact on the velocity of its internal
 
operations. A corollary of 
one or another of Parkinson's laws, I think. Anyhow,

we're still on track, and as always, I want to thank all of you for that.
 



CCE Weekly Status Report No. 10 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending December 17, 1988 CCE Team Leader
 

1. 	Accomplished During the Week
 

a. 	Using Clara Carr's "USAID History," I prepared revised lists of USAID projects
 
to include activities ranging back into the early 1950's. For those of you

who didn't know, the very first in our present day series of projects,
 
520-0001, was an education sector project. While we don't have documentation
 
for projects earlier than the late 1960's, the new lists confirm that the
 
Mission has, in fact, been focusing on the same basic areas for over 30 years.
 

b. 	We now have a list of specialists selected by Development Associates for the
 
CCE team:
 

- Institutional Development: David Lazar (also DA team leader)
 
- Applied Research/Technology Tnsfr: Earl Jones
 
- Rural Finance/Credit: Robert E. LePort
 
- Marketing: William Rhett
 
- Rural Education: Edgar G. Nesman
 
- Rural Health: Laurence M. Day
 
- Information/Evaluation 	 Mitchell Seligson
 

An additional specialist in agronomy will be recruited shortly. I've been
 
told that the DA contract will be officially signed on or about Dec. 20.
 

c. Negotiations are presently underway between the Contracts Office and Seeve
 
Stewart's firm, and the specified Guatemalan CCE team members should be on
 
board shortly.
 

d. Prepared a revised outline for the CCE final report and, as indicated in my
 
week 2 weekly status report, a summary interim report for Tony. So far, I'm
 
(cautiously) pleased to say, we're right on schedule.
 

e. 
Asked Gregorio Tum to help me prepare a list of key individuals in the GOG
 
and USAID for the CCE team to contact. Roberto Castro is collecting addi
tional materials re selected projects for us in Washington, and Mitch
 
Seligson will cull the University of Pittsburg's archives for background
 
items relating to development in the Highlands.
 

2% 	Comments
 

As advertised, this will be the last weekly status report until January. 
As we all
 
know, December is a very disordered month, and, parenthetically, I'm supposed to be
 
on leave for the next two weeks (fat chance!). Tom, Tum, and I will continue, but
 
I'll take a vacation from weekly report writing for awhile. Meanwhile, we'll be
 
busy setting up specific sets of questions and issues fov each team specicliLt to
 
investigate. Seligson will arrive a week early (Jan. 2) to help us prepare

"rapid appraisal" formats for interview and sondeo instruments. Together with
 
Stewart's people, Tum and I will be seeing to all necessary administrative arrange
ments. Holidays notwithstanding, it'll be a busy time.
 



CCE 	Weekly Status Report No. 11 
 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending January 7, 1989 
 CCE 	Team Leader
 

1. 	Accomplished During the Week
 

a. 
Dr. Mitchell Seligson of the University of Pittsberg arrived Monday. 
He is
 
an authority on information and evaluation systems, and his arrival a week
 
in advance of the main CCE team proved to be a boon for Gregorio Tum and me,

since we're in the final phases of preparing orientation materials for the
 
team specialists. 
Aside from reviewing the evaluation methods to be used,

Mitch and Gregorio mined the information archives of the GOG Census Office
 
for data re the areas 
to be visited having been involved in USAID's work
 
over the past 35 years.
 

b. 	Prepared a provisional travel itinerary for the team, together with a
 
map indicating likely site visits. 
 I gave copies of these to Jerry Wilson,
 
the US Mission Security Officer.
 

c. 
Briefed Paul White and Tony Cauterucci about our work to date.
 

d. 	Prepared information "packages" to be given to each CCE 
team member upon

arrival next week. These include classified lists of USAID projects,

the various matrices organizing the projects in various ways, a manual on
"rapid appraisal" techniques, lists of USAID's quantifiable indicators and

"concepts papers," USAID organization chorts, copies of the USAID D4:ectory,
 
and area maps.
 

e. 
Visited the offices prepared by our local IQC contractor, Consultores Agro
industriales" and conferred with its director, Lic. Francisco Rohrman, whose
 
firm's contract was signed last week.
 

f. Continued cataloguing the large piles of secondary materials accumulated over
 
the 	past three months.
 

g. Seligson and I gave Tom Kellerman a final briefing re the former's work and
 

findings, prior to Seligson's departure Saturday.
 

2. 	Comments
 

Although I'd not intended to 
resume report writing until next week, enough happened

this week to justify going "on the air" a bit early. 
Seligson's visit was enormously

useful. 
For one thing, he confirmed the worth of what we've been doing so far to
 
prepare for the evaluation; 
 aside from a boost to my ego, his endorsement went a long

way towards dispelling lingering doubts about the "doability" of the thing and our

ability to do it. More important have been his suggestions about the overall evaluation

methods, especially those relating to the last phases of the exercize when we'll be

pulling together the diverse findings of the individual team members.
 

As Mitch pointed out, a big problem will be what's often called "confounding." After,

say, twenty years of effort mounting education related projects in a given area,

how can we separate out effects of USAI'D efforts from the impact of whatever else
 
may have been going on there related to education, health, agriculture, general community development programs, etc? 
 One 	way is to prepare overall area "profiles" using

key 	indicators (e.g., infant mortality, population data, children in school) in
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places where USAID has been active, beginning in the early 1950's before we were
 
there and again in the 1980's to see what changes have taken place over the years
 
in the same indicators. We then do the same thing for comparable areas where USAID
 
has had no activities at all. The changes in USAID-involved areas and in non-USAID
 
areas are then compared between the 1950's and the 1980's. If we use enough
 
indicators of different kinds, anc if enough of these jointly show favorable changes,
 
we can say that USAID has had a positive impact on its rural poor targets. Much of
 
Seligson's time was devoted to ensuring that enough information exists, both here and
 
in the US to make 	these kinds of comparisons.
 

Of course, changes in quantifiable indicators, however reliable, won't be enough in
 
themselves. That's why we'll spend a lot of our time looking for qualitative
 
information to complement the quantitative "diagnostic" data: interviews with key
 
national, regional, local officials having been involved with USAID activities,
 
direct observations in key .field sites, and sondeo interviews with past and present
 
project beneficiaries.
 

Four team members 	arrive Sunday evening and two more Monday morning. I'll be meeting
 
with them at the airport, and we'll have informal chats at the hotel (Dorado) before
 
coming to Annex III Monday morning. Attached to this report is our prospective
 
schedule for the next week. It'll be a busy time, what with all the obligatory
 
protocol and orientation meetings, both here and at the GOG. I'll be bringing appro
priate team members around to meet some of you as time permits. We'll try to keep
 
any disruption to your busy schedules to a minimum. In line with my "parallel
 
processing" strategy, I'll encourage Dave Lazar (DA team coordinator) and Francisco
 
Rohrman (CA coordinator) to let each disciplinary "subteam" operate as independently
 
as possible within our broad guidelines, so that normally your offices won't have to
 
contend with more than two or three CCE people at any one time, and then for relatively
 
short periods. As always, your cooperation will be very much appreciated.
 

I will divide my time roughly as follows: 2 days per week here in Annex III, two
 
days at our CCE team office, and two days in the field with different "subteams" to
 
observe progress directly. I can be reached at the following:
 

Tom Kellermann's office in Annex III
 

CCE Team Office: 	 EDIFICIO INTACUSA Tel 318493, 322015
 
4th Avenue 3-68, Zone 9
 
Rooms 309 and 310
 

lease feel free to contact me at any time for questions and suggestions.
 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Cross-Cutting Evaluation Team
 

POSITION 


Team Leader, Agricultural-Economist 


Agricultural Economist 


Sociologist 


Institutional Development 


Applied Research & Tech. Transfer 


Rural Finance 


Marketing 


Rural Education 


Rural Health 


Information Systems 


Agronomist 


NAME 


Gary Smith 


Roberto Castro 


Gregorio Tum 


David Lazar 


Danilo Palma 


Earl Jones 


Robert Leport 


William Rhett 


FIRM
 

USAID/USDA/PASA
 

USAID Contractor
 

USAID/OHRD
 

DA (Coordinator)
 

CA
 

DA
 

DA
 

DA
 
Fernando Garcia-Salas CA
 

Edwin Nesman 


Laurence Day 

Sheldon Annis 


Mitchell Seligson 

Josg Alvarez 

Francisco Rohrman 


Edwin French 

Ruben Poinciano 


CA
 

DA
 
DA (Two Weeks)
 

DA (Two Weeks)
 
CA
 
CA (Two Weeks)
 

DA
 
CA
 

Additional USAID Informants:
 

Cooperatives 


Infrastructure 


Private Sector 


Agriculture 


Land MarIats 


Human Resjrces 

Economic Issues 


USAID Programs, Project Development 


Barry Lennon
 

David Fledderjohn
 

Roberto Figueroa
 

Felipe Manteiga
 

Gordon Straub, Tom Ivers, Brian Rudert
 

Rodney Tsugi
 

Liliana Ayalde, Jorge Chang, John Massey,
 

Jane Lyons
 

Samuel Skogstad, Mary Ott
 

Richard Burke, Christina Schoux, Tom Kellermann,
 

Richard Steelman
 



Environmental Issues 
 Jack Vaughn, Audoun Trujillo
 

"Old Timer3 Group": 

Don Fiester
 
Dave Fledderjohn
 
Roberto Figueroa
 
(Others, as identified during evaluation, including GOG personnel)
 

GOG Ministries Contacted:
 

Agriculture
 
Economics
 
Education
 
Health
 
Finance
 
Communications and Public Works
 
Energy and Mines
 

Some of these have designated specific individuals as "contact people." The Vice
 
Minister of Agriculture has indicated a desire for a meeting with the CCE Team
 
during its first week.
 

Others within USAID and the GOG will be interviewed as events unfold during the
 
evaluation.
 



Approximate Agenda for 	the CCE Team During the Week January 9 - 14
 

Monday, January 9: 	 -Meeting with Tom Kellermann, Annex III (9 AM)
 
-Visit to CCE Team Office prepared by Consultores Agroindustriales
 
-Meeting with USAID Director and Formal Briefing (Main Building,
 

2 PM)
 
-Working Meeting with Team Leader, CCE Office
 

Tuesday, January 10 -Meeting with Minister (and/or Vice Minister) of Agriculture,
 
(National Palace; time and exact date to be donfirmed)
 

-Assignment of "task groups" witbin CCE Team
 
-Scheduling of Meetings between Task Groups, Team Leader, and
 

Appropriate USAID and GOG ministry personnel)
 

Rest of Week: -USAID and GOG meetings as arranged
 
-Preparation of individual task group work plans and provisional
 

field visits, based on review of key projects and sequences
 
-Meeting: CCE Team Leader
 

DA Team Coordinator
 

CA Coordinator
 
Agricultural Economist
 
Sociologist
 
Institutional Development Specialists
 
Information/Evaluation Specialist
 

to discuss overall strategies and to establish intersectorial
 
evaluation framework
 

-Team Leader to work with each specialist to develop rapid
 
appraisal instruments
 

Saturday, January 14 -Each CCE Team Member Submits Informal Written Summery of his
 
Week's Activities
 



CCE 	Weekly Status Report No. 12 
 Gary H. Smith

Week Ending January 14, 1989 
 CCE 	Team Leader
 

1. 	Events During the Week
 

a. 	Arrival of CCE Team members Lazar, Laport, Annis, Jones, Day (Jan 8,9)
 

b. 	Meetings Involving CCE Team
 

- Orientation w/ Kellermann, Smith (Jan 9 - AM)
 
- With USAID Director (Jan 9 - PM)
 
- With Ambassador Michel (Jan 9 - PM)
 
- With Agriculture V±ce Minister de Le6n Prera (Jan 12 
- AM)
 

c. 	Individual Team members' review of available secondary materials in their
 
respective areas; initial interviews with GOG.and USAID ofiicials
 

d. 	Preparation of individual Team member workplans, including travel schedules
 
for next week (Week 13)
 

e. 
Formation of sub-groups within team according to overlapping and related
 
areas of focus; examples:
 

- Technology transfer specialist 
 with agronomist
 
- Institutional development specialists with sociologist and technical
 

specialists
 
- Health and education specialists with sociologist
 

2. 	Outputs During the Week
 

a. 
Informal summary of week's activities, workplan (including interview issues),

and preliminary work/travel plans from each sub-group:
 

- Institutional Development (Lazar, Palma)
 
- Technology transfer/agronomy (Jones, Poinciano)
 
- Rural Finance (Laport)
 
- Rural Health (Day, Annis, Lopez)
 
- Sociologist (Tum, Palma)
 
- Information (Rohrman)
 
- Rural Education (Nesman)
 
- Marketing (Garcia-Salas)
 
- Economics (Castro)
 

b. 	Report: "The Guatemalan Economy: A Historical Review" (Castro)
 

c. 	Tentative overall logistics/travel plan/vehicle use schedule for team for
 
Week 13
 

3. 	 Narrative 

Met 	 Development Associates members Lazar, Laport, and 	Jones at the airport. Annis 
arrived with Lazar and Laport, and Day had arrived over the weekend.
 

On Monday Jan 9, Tom Kellermann and I met with entire team (including Consultores 
Agroindustriales members Rohrman, Garcia-Salas, Palma, Poinciano, and Lopez);
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Roberto Castro and Gregorio Tum also attended. Reviewed all items in team's orienta
tion packages and discussed logistics arrangements, including office space, vehicles,
 
computer facilities, and secretarial help.
 

Following the meeting, the team visited the CCE office where I had previously moved
 
our accumulated secondary materials, project documentation, and index files.
 

During the afternoon meeting with Tony Cauterucci, the Director welcomed the Team
 
and discussed his concerns relating to the evaluation and its importance for USAID
 
and Guatemala.
 

Ambassador Michel met with the Team later in the afternoon. He indicated his strong

interest in the outcome of our work and encouraged us to keep him informed re progress.
 

The rest of the week was devoted to reviewing the accumulated materials, preparing

field trip schedules, and individual interviews with USAID and GOG officials by
 
individual team members.
 

During our meeting with Vice Minister de Le6n Prera on Thursday, Carlos reviewed the
 
GOG's efforts to promote decentralization of planning and project design and implementa
tion in order to involve people at the municipal and community levels; he stressed
 
the Agriculture Ministry's intention to work more closely with other ministries to
 
foster more integrated community level activities. He pledged full ministry support
 
for the CCE Team's work.
 

4. Comments
 

a. Team Integration: As I'd hoped, the team is "melding" very well, naturally

sorting itself into logical sub-groups based upon related and overlapping concerns.
 
Judging from the many conversations I've had with individuals, sub-groups, and the
 
Team as a whole, there seems to be a broad consensus already about suLh things as
 
evaluation methods, cross-cutting objectives and appropriate scale of our review, places
 
to visit, what kinds of things to look for, who to see, etc. Everyone is "getting
 
along" very well with everyone else; we all definitely speak the same language.
 

Professionalism, plus long years' experience in Guatemala, have contributed to this
 
and have made it easy for each specialist to identify links with the work of others
 
on the Team. While my various "matrices" may have helped here, the encouraging thing

is that the team has been evolving in the "right" direction on its own. Everyone is
 
conscious that the CCE is a pioneering effort, and the challange has stimulated
 
enthusiasm and synergism.
 

b. Team Hierarchy
 

I've placed Dave Lazar and Francisco Rohrman in charge of team field operations and
 
logistics, respectively. We three are in full agreement with objectives and methods
 
so far, and our efforts have been directed to orienting the team towards its
 
work schedules, broadly standardizing field procedures, identifying key issues for
 
each component area, and specifying the overall format for final report-.
 

For those of you familiar with World War II history, I see the "command structure"
 
for the CCE as follows:
 

Commander-in-Chief: Tony
 
Army Chief of Staff: Tom Kellermann
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D-Day Theater Commander (Eisenhower in WWII): Smith
 
D-Day Administrative Chief-of-Staff (Biddell-Smith, in WWII): Rohrman
 
D-Day Tactical Field Commander (Bradley and Patton): Lazar
 

This may sound a bit inflated, but it does roughly represent the relationship which
 
makes management of such a large team practicable. Dave Lazar has many years'
 
experience in managing USAID efforts in Latin America, and he knows the Guatemalan
 
scene well. From what I've seen so far, he's an excellent manager and an effective
 
leader. He and I share ideas about long-term development issues and evaluation methods.
 
By putting him in charge of day-by-day management of the Team, I've been free to
 
discuss individual professional concerns of team members, to attend to overall routine
 
team matters which would otherwise distract Lazar, and to insure ove'ill adherance to
 
CCE objectives and methods. Lazar and I meet frequently to make sure we agree about
 
matters as they arise, and I channel all team-related items through him and Rohrman.
 

Francisco Rohrman has done a fine job in providing for the team's administrative and
 
logistic needs. We have three excellent vehicles, and we'll be able to rent additional
 
ones as necessary to eliminate transportation bottlenecks. The office spaces are more
 
than adequate for our needs. In addition to a central area for PC's and the secretaries,
 
we have the use of a large conference room for meetings and daily interaction among
 
different combinations of team specialists. Aside from the caliber of its technical
 
specialists, having Consultores Agroindustriales with us has facilitated interaction
 
with both public and private sector organizations, and they are proving to be valuable
 
counterparts for the Development Associates specialists in key areas.
 

c. The "Generalists"
 

Four areas--economics, institutional development, information systems, and sociology-
are interwoven throughout the CCE effort. Castro, Lazar, Palma, Rohrman, and Tum
 
have been closited at one time or another with each of the other specialists in order
 
to define issues relating to policy, institutional structures, information needs and
 
flows, and intergroup communications within the broad guidelines Kellermann, Lazar, and
 
I have specified. All these relate to the central matters of acceptability, diffusion,
 
and sustainability of what USAID and the GOG have been promoting over the years. Dave
 
rid I have discussed them in detail with each other and with the "generalists." The
 
latter, in turn, have been circulating among the area specialists in order to coor
dinate strategies and field visits. For their part, the area specialists, for example

Nesman (Education) and Day (Health) have identified ways they might help each other
 
in the field; this makes life easier for the generalists in their efforts to "stitch
 
together" common themes cutting across sectors.
 

d. My Relationship with the Program Office
 

Tom Kellermann has given me solid support from the beginning and especially during the
 
past busy week. He has left Lazar and me entirely free to "run the show," and I have
 
taken care to keep him up to date re our daily activities. He has additionally been
 
helpful in reminiding me of issues, important for USAID, which might otherwise get lost
 
in the shuffle, for example women in development, the matter of insurgency and violence,
 
and USAID's present-high priority accorded to democratization.
 

Dick Burke is keenly interested in the CCE, and he's directed my attention to important
 
additional sources of information, for example, USAID's record of project activities
 
by geographic area over the past fifteen years. This has made the job of programming
 
fieldwork much easier.
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e. Team Security
 

Jerry Wilson, US Embassy Security Officer, has provided us with up to date information
 
about areas in the western and central highlands where travel might involve varying
 
degrees of risk. He has a list of places we'd like to go, and we'll avoid those he's
 
indicated as definitely dangerous. Of courre, all visits will be cleared by the
 
appropriate GOG officials, and we will be in communication beforehand with local
 
civil and military authorities.
 

f. In General
 

A glance at my 20-week workplan prepared in October will reveal that we're still
 
precisely on schedule. The secret: good, experienced people for the Team, a detailed
 
yet flexible plan (with liberal allowances for contingencies), creative delegation,
 
solid USAID and GOG support, and--not least--good luck (so far).
 

William Rhett (DA marketing specialist) will arrive on Jan 16, and Edwin French
 
(DA agronomist) will arrive on Jan 22. I've sent French copies of the Team's orienta
tion materials, and I will brief Rhett personally following his arrival Monday morning.
 



MLMORANDUM 

TO: AC January 13, 1989 

Gary-.yLeader CE 

SUBJEC: CE Team Meeting with Agriculture Vice inister de Le6n Prera 

On January 12, the CCE team met with Vice Minister de Le6n Prera at the National 
Palace at 11 AM. The Vice Minister had asked that we meet with him, when Gordy 
and I spoke with him two weeks ago. 

I dispensed with my usual reprise of the project, since we'd already discussed its 
objectives with him at our prior meeting, and proceeded with introductions around 
the table. Carlos noted that he remembered Earl Jones frcom earlier times and that 
he was familiar with Bob Leport's work during the rucent BANDESA review. Of course 
he knows each menber of Francisco Rohrman's Consultores Agroindustriales group 
personally. 

Carlos reviewed a nunber of the GOG's initiatives for agriculture, including efforts 
to decentralize program management and the focus upon comurdty involvement. He 
indicated that there is interest j-n seeking -ways to work more intimately with other 
ministries, especially health and education, to provide oordinated assistance to 
rural commnunities. 

Carlos specifically mentioned the eastern regicis (Zacapa, Jutiapa, Jalapa) as, 
perhaps, more deserving of development attention than heretofore. "Small farms in 
the West are very important, but there are many small farms in the East, too," or 
words to that effect. 

He stressed the need to improve training of gulas agrlcolas and representantes 
agropecuarios, inasnuch as they are the government's principal means of expanding 
and maintaining contact with farmers. He specifically referred to publication of 
a series of simple, basic manuals on individual crops, particularly fruits and 
vegetables, which will guide fdrmers in the selection of economically promising 
combinations appropriate for their specific areas. He showed us a chart prepared 
by the MOSCAME people suTmarizing basic information about a wide variety of 
fruits usefuL- for- e-xtensionists, gulas and representantes. 

He reiterated the importance the Ministry attaches to the evaluation and invited 
to advise him of any problems meriting his attention.us 

Following a brief period of "chitchat" the meeting was adjourned at 12:25. 

cc/ Paul White 
Richard Burke 
Tan Kellermann 



MEMRANDUM 

TO: Anthony Cauterucci DIR 	 January 10, 1989 

FROM: Gary Smith, CCE Team Leader 

SUBJBTC: CCE Team Meeting with Ambassador Michel 

On January 9 the CCE team net with Ambassador Michel at 4 PI. Gorden Straub, Tom 
Kellermann, and Ray Matin attended with us. 

Pollowing a brief introduction, Gordy asked me to review the purposes of the 
evaluation and our current plans. I gave a five minute rundown, emphasizing the 
points contained in the list of "issues" I'd given you earlier in-the day. We 
then went around the table, each team member introducing himself and briefly 
describing his background. 

The 	Ambassador welccmed the group and expressed his views about the importance of 
the 	evaluation, not only for USAID but for Guatemala and US policies generally. 
He "invited" us to take note of overall impacts of US presence in the localities 
we'll be visiting, emphasizing that USAID's activities represent a subset of the 
broader range of events affecting the rural sector. I replied that we would 
certainly try to do that, as far as time and resources permitted, inasmuch as 
USAID's work in long term perspective must necessarily be seen against the back
ground of virtually everything of importance having taken place in the areas select 
for 	visits. I did caution that tradeoffs would have to be made, given our limited 
resources, and that our mandate renains to estimate specifically USAID impacts. 
He ag-reed with that. 

My impression is that Ambassador Michel is genuinely interested in what we're tryin 
to do. I said that I'd send him copies of our weekly status reports; he said he'd 
look forward to receiving then. With that, the meeting adjourned, approximately 
4:35. 

Additional note: Dave Lazar and I seen to be getting along very well. I've made i 
clear to the team that he is in charge of coordinating the team's activities, both 
here and in the field, and that Ing. Rohnman is responsible for administration and 
liaison with the GOG. I want to give Dave as much latitude as possible, within the 
broad outlines Trn and I have developed. 

We are scheduled to meet with the Vice Minister of Agriculture at llam on Thursday, 
January 12. He had asked to meet the team upon its arrival. I will give you a 
memo re that meeting later on Thursday. 

cc/ 	 Paul White DIR 
Tan Kellermann 



CCE Weekly Status Report No. 13 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending January 21, 1989 CCE Team Leader
 

1. 	Events During The Week
 

a. 	Arrival of William Rhett, CCE Marketing Specialist
 

b. 	Field visits by "Health Team" (Day, L6pez, accompanied by Tum) to Solola,
 
Totonicap5n, and San Marcos; by "Technology Transfer Team" (Jones, Poinciano)
 
to Chimaltenango
 

c. 	Combined meetings with institutional development specialists (Lazar, Palma)
 
with information systems specialists (Rohrman, Smith) to discuss terms of
 
reference for both areas and to define concepts and linkages
 

d. 	Interviews by La Port (Marketing), Nesman (Education), Palma (Institutions),
 
and Castro (Economics) with USAID and GOG personnel
 

e. 	Departure of Sheldon Annis (Health) for the US
 

f. 	Receipt of data from Mitchell Seligson (Information) characterizing rural
 
areas 
in the regions covered by the CCE to be used in comparing commuy.ities
 
having received USAID help and comparable communities not having received
 
help.
 

g. 	Plenary "debriefing" meeting at the end of the week to review findings of
 

field visits
 

2. 	Outputs During the Week
 

a. 	Individual weekly activities reports
 

b. 	"Wrap up" report by Sheldon Annis, summarizing his week's work, impressions,
 
ideas about the role of community organizations in promoting development, and
 
tips re what to look for in evaluating health impacts
 

c. 	Summary reports of findings by Day, L6pez, Tum, Jones, Poinciano
 

d. 	Resumg of key agricultural policy issues by Castro
 

3. Narrative
 

Official CCE field visits began this week with trips by the Health and Technology

Transfer teams. Objectives included interviews with local promoters and public
 
sector officials, assessment of facilities and offices supported by USAID/GOG
 
activities, past and present, and conversations with participants in various
 
programs having affected the communities visited. A review of their activities
 
and 	initial impressions took place during a full team meeting on Saturday.
 

Bill Rhett, newly-arrived Marketing specialist, reviewed our marketing-related
 
materials and discussed marketing issues with other team members.
 

Lazar, Smith, Rohrman, and Palma met at various times during the week to define
 
interrelationships between institutions and development-related information systems.
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Ed Nesman (Education), returned from a brief TDY inHonduras, and Danilo Palma
 
(Institutional Development) interviewed Ministry of Education officials involved
 
with primary education, nonformal education, adult literacy, and education research
 
programs.
 

Roberto Castro (Economics) discussed agricultural policy issues with representatives
 
of USAID, USPADA, DIGESA, and DIGEBOS. He also met with the Guatemala Peace Corps
 
Director Ed Butler to review past and present PC activities in the Highlands.
 

4. Some Preliminary Findings
 

In future reports, I"ll try to organize this section according to specific areas-
agriculture, education, health, etc. At this point, our findings, while en
couraging, are still broad and rather fragmented. Some of them will need followup
 
and sharper focus during the next two weeks' of field visits. Meanwhile, here's
 
a sampling:
 

- In the central highlands (mainly Chimaltenango and portions of Guatemala and 
Sacatep~quej, miniriego and soil conservation have been the most readily accepted
 
and profitable innovations for small farms; USAID's role inassisting DIGESA with
 
these programs is understood by farmers and promoters alike. According to Earl Jones,
 
the terraces he's seer are "the best he's seen anywhere."
 

- DIGESA extensionists, gulas agrfcolas, and representantes agropecuarios generally
feel the need for training in the kinds of non-traditional crop technologies 
promoted under 520-0255 (Small Farm Diversification). This was, of course, a 
primary justification for combining diversification with the irrigation and con
servation activities under HAD. Our findings so far confirm that lack of production
orienLed components probably retarded full development of at least some of the 
original HAD I sites. 

- "Gufas" and "representantes" programs seem to be successful inRegion V, and 
most regional authorities and farmers see these as comprising a "key to the future"
 
inextending GOG outreach. Individual paraextensionists interviewed by Jones and
 
Poinciano appeared to be dedicated and "very intelligent and well informed." Many,
 
however, are overworked and receive little or no remuneration for extra hours.
 

- Logistic support (especially vehicles and per diem) are significant bottlenecks 
adversely affecting morale and feasible outreach. 

- Irrigation and conservation systems are generally well maintained by the 
farmers themselves, and the impacts of 520-0233 (Small Farmer Development) are 
evident after six or more years. lo some-areas farmers are even "upgrading" 
their irrigation systems, replacing hoses and plastic pipes with more durable 
materials. Pumping systems, especially at places like Rinc6n Grande, are working 
well, albeit at high cost. Evidently INDE provides little help installing such 
systems and associated transmission lines and poles. 

- Marketing is seen by all as the "largest single problem" looming on the
 
horizon. Lack of good, all year roads is a major constraint. Roads built with
 
USAID help (e.g,, under 520-0233) are well maintained, but there aren't enough of
 
them. There also seems to be a general mistrust of marketing cooperatives (e.g.,
 
FECOMERQ) among farmers and local promoters, although CLUSA-supported activities
 
inRinc6n Grande appear to be bearing fruit (no pun intended!).
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- Community organizations, coupled with long-term resident promotors are
 
clearly the most effective mechanisms for galvanizing popular support for health,
 
agriculture, and education related activities, Health-related associations seem
 
to be especially effective as catalysts, since the benefits are immediate and
 
obvious, at least in the realm of basic health care. Both CCE health and
 
agriculture teams saw evidence of "synergy" among these areas in Region I and V
 
communities visited.
 

- Basic health promotors, family planning personnel, and midwives having been
 
trained under USAID-supported programs, often many years previously, are still in
 
place in some of the communities visited.
 

- The quality and sustainability of health outreach seem to be mixed. In San
 
Marcos and Tejutla community organized basic health services are doing well, with
 
health posts manned in spite of the holidays and health workers actively "getting
 
out" to rural households rather than passively waiting for people to come to the
 
clinics. In other areas, for example SololS, fewer posts were manned during the
 
visits (vacations, holidays), and greater passivity reigned.
 

.- The CCE team encountered evidence of resistance to family planning programs,
 
judging from interviews with promoters and household members. Only 5% of USAID's
 
projected 30% coverage seems to have been achieved. Nevertheless, according to
 
Petra Reyes, APROFAM has had greater success in "selling" family planning where
 
it's been packaged with other kinds of health interventions, and there appears to
 
be a substantial latend demand for such services in one form or another.
 

- Immunization and child survival activities have reduced infant and child mortali
ty to a measurable degree, but, again, results are mixed from one area to another.
 

These don't exhaust our findings, but they are a representative sample. The bulk
 
of the CCE team will be in Quetzaltenango and surrounding areas next week, and we'll
 
be pursuing these and other findings. We'll especially look for factors differ
entiating areas with low vs high receptivity to USAID supported programs.
 

For us, the most encouraging finding so far is that USAID impacts are recognizable
 
and that many of the local participants are aware of them. Jones, arguably the
 
most seasoned veteran on the team, commented that nowhere else has he found so many
 
farmers conscious of what USAID is and what it's trying to do.
 

5. Some Questions Raised by our Findings
 

- We've seen some fairly solid, evidently permanent changes as a result of
 

USIAD's work: but are these dependent on continuing USAID support?
 

- If so, is this necessarily a bad thing? Does "continuing support" imply 
permanent intervention, or wilt-there eventually come a tine, sooner or later, 
when merely "sticking with it" will have created enough long term GOG and private 
sector capability for local sustainability? 

- How to deal with the logistical support problem plaguing the GOG? Is this
 
an important element in deciding the tradeoff between public vs private sector
 
initiatives for rural development? Stay tuned to this station.
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OCE Weekly Status Report No. 14 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending January 28, 1989 
 XCE Team Leader 

1. Events During the Week 

a. Arrival of Edwin French, OE agronnirst 

b. Field Trips 

- Rural Finance: LaPorte, Smith,Castro, Nakatsuma to Quetzaltenango,
San Marcos, Huehuetenango, Aguacatfn, Santa Cruz Quichg 

- Agricultural Research/Technology Transfer: Jones, Poinciano to Quetzaltenango, San Marcos, Chimaltenango, Sacatep~quez 

- Rural Education: Nesman, Tun to Solol9, Santa Lucia Utatlfn, Nmostenango,
Najual. 

c. Institutional Devel.opment (Lazar, Palm) and Iziformation/Evaluation Systems(Alvarez, Rohrman): numerous interviews with GOG and USAID personnel, plusjoint meetings during week to discuss interrelated issues 
d. Plenary meeting of Team on Mbnday, January 30 to review week's activities,

discuss findings regarding USAID impacts, functioning of public sectoragencies, and emerging general conclusions. [NOTE: these plenary meetingsare normally held on Saturdays; this week's session was postponed tothe following Monday due to field trips' extending into Saturday] 

2. Outputs During the Week 

a. Individual weekly activities reports 

b. Report: "Brief Overview of the Behavior of Guatemalan Economy 1950-1988"
Consultores Agroindustriales (Rohrman, draft) 

3. Narrative 

Field trips focused on the Western Highlands areas this week: Sololc, El Quich6,Quetzaltenanto, San Marcos, Huehuetenango ("old" Region I, "new" Regions VI and VII).All three groups sought information about public sector performance (achievements,constraints), residual impacts of past projects upon institutions and target groups,regional, subregional, and local cammmity organizations and problems. Camnfindings include strong cammitment on the part of most GOG field personnel, inadequateresources, logistical support and communications for public sector offices at alllevels, strong and lasting impacts of such programs as diversification, soilservation, miniriego, bilingual education. 
con-

Slow and convoluted administrativeprocedures retard public sector activities virtually everywhere, and cast doubt aboutthe effectiveness of GOG efforts towards regionalization of public sector decisionmaking. Tentative conclusion: strong and positive USAID inpacts in same key areasyet the GOG continues to be a frail reed in delivering essential support for itsown regional and local agents; USAID and other donor support will continue to be
ieeded for the forseeable future. 



4. Sae Representative Findings
 

a. Rural Finance
 

Robert Laporte, Roberto Castro, Alfred Nakatsuma, and Gary Smith visited BANDESA field 
offices in Quetzaltenango, San Marcos, Huehuetenango, and AguacatAn. BANDESA Region 
VI (old Region I) headquarters is in Quetzaltenango. With deletion of Huehuetenango and 
El Quich6 departments and the addition of Retalhuleu and Suchitep&quez, BANDESA, to
gether with the other Agriculture Ministry offices, is in the throes of reorganization. 
Its Region VI director is presently chairman of the Region VI OOREDA. Subregional 
BANDESA offices are located in San Marcos and Huehuetenango. A typical "caja rural" 
is located in Aguacat~n (Department of Huehuetenango). 

Laporte discussedmplications for BANDESA of the GOG's present efforts towards de
centralization ot decision making with the Region I director. Inasmuch as lengthy
 
loan approval procedures has been identified as a chronic barrier to wider acceptance
 
of credit among small farmers, it is significant that regional BANDESA directors still
 
do not have final approval authority in their respective regions.
 

Ccarications among BANDESA offices are hampered by lack of corputer facilities at 
subregional levels, and the caja rural in AguacatAn has no telephone link with its
 
subregional headquarters in Huehuetenango.
 

DIGESA field personnel outnumber BANDESA agents by a wide margin. Working under such
 
projects as 520-0255 (Diversification), their efforts have created a demand for credit
 
difficult for local BANDESA agencies to meet and to supervise adequately.
 

Yet the personnel we encountered were of excellent quality, highly motivated, and 
working long hours. With improved communications and training, the quality of loans
 
and recoveries would likewise improve. Moreover, local offices would be in a better
 
position to compete with local private bank branches in providing for savings
 
mobilization, thereby lowering future reliance on special trust fund mechanisms for
 
development projects requiring small farm credit.
 

Credit is an important factor in development programs, but we found evidence that
 
it may not be as critical as is often assumed. Significant numbers of farmers, at 
least in the Huehuetenango/Aguatgn area, have installed miniriego systems wilhout it.
 
In any case, savings and credit cooperatives exist in the places we visited, and
 
alternative sources of credit (local merchants, family members) are available, al
though often at higher interest rates than offered by BANDESA.
 

Marketing appears to be a more inprotant current constraint than credit per se. 

b. Research/Technology Transfer
 

DIGESA and DIGESEPE regional personnel expressed satisfaction with the results of
 
520-0233 (Small Farmer Development) and 520-0255 (Diversification) in (old) Region I. 
Miniriego and soil conservation programs have been especially successful, and in 
virtually all cases vegetables and fruits are being harvested on irrigated terraces. 

All GOG institutions, and in particular ICTA, complained of tardy delivery of 
equipment and materials under development programs. ICTA has suffered severe 
"logistical malnutrition" in recent years, and this has hampered their efforts to 
develop and validate new technologies for nontraditional crops.
 



Communities adopting miniriego systems have formed associations with generally
 
good credit repayment records and with good prospects for eventually becoming formal
 
cooperatives.
 

DIGESEPE is working closely with DIGESA and BANDESA in pursuing their "livestock
 
module" program. After initial startup problems in 1986 and 87, loan delinquency 

rates among adopting farmers is only 9%.
 

The combination of efforts under 520-0233, 0255, and 0274 have definitely had an
 

integrative effect among the GOG institutions in the Western Highlands.
 

The bulk of adaptive agricultural research on individual farms is still bLing done
 

by DIGESA.
 

The USAID-supported community agroforestry project, presently overseen by DIGEBOS
 

and CARE, seems to be functioning well, especially the villaqe organization work of
 

the local promotors. [NOTE: It's becoming more and more clear that village level
 

groups and associations are very effective means for local promotion and motivation;
 

we ve seen evidence for this in all three of our major areas of field focus:
 

agriculture, health, and education].
 

Work in developing community forests seems to be well underway, although handicapped
 

by the present restrictive forestry laws and tardy movement of supplies and materials.
 

To quote from the conclusion of the Jones/Poinciano weekly report: "Despite...
 

problems, the team emphasizes that there are many, easily identified, successes from
 

the projects in the last few years. Slow starts, late provision of operations and
 

credit funds, and some administrative problems have made the effedts less widespread
 

than expected, even though there is ample evidence of some difusion from one project
 

insist that baseline and evaluation
participant to others. These cause the team to 


data collections cannot be expected to show region wide results. They should be
 

done on a project sample basis ....
 

c. Rural Education
 

The education team encountered significant residual impacts of the 1970's Basic
 

Village Education project in Momostenango. Radio audio tape promotion of agricultural
 

activities is still provided on local stations, although there is no longer followup
 

via village-level facilitators who, under the BVE, would meet with participating
 

farmers to discuss the programs. Educaci6n Extraescolar is providing materials for
 

current promotion efforts.
 

The bilingual education programs have clearly been effective. According to Nesman,
 

past participants, in discussing their experiences, "begin calmly, then become
 

quite emotional." Individual and community self-respect has been enhanced with
 

greater access to general education, and the impact upon community leadership has
 

been definite and lasting.
 

There has been interinstitutional cooperation between DIGESA and education sector
 

promotors in the development of radio programs relating to agriculture, especially
 

miniriego and soil conservation. These have been local initiatives, however. There
 

has been little formal follow-up on a systematic basis of BVE activities. Again,
 

local community groups appear to be the main mechanism for generating local
 

motivation and follow through.
 

5. Some Early Conclusions
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The following are some general conclusions distilled from all of our observations
 
so far. We've discussed them at length during plenary team sessions and have
 
achieved broad consensus.
 

- Deforestation is proceeding at an accelerating pace. There isalready
 
evidence that some miniriego sources are beginning to dry up prematurely due to
 
loss of trees and associated ground cover. San Martfn Sacatep~quez (Quetzaltenango)
 
is an example, and conditions are worse in San Marcos and in the Cuchumatan regions.
 
This has grave implications for future diversification strategies, especially when
 
the virtual certainty of a doubling of the highlands population by 2010 is taken
 
into account.
 

- Decentralization of the GOG will only succeed if decentralization of 
authority accompanies it. So far, all of the regional and local GOG personnel
 
interviewed complain of cumbersom administrative procedures involving central
 
headquarters rules and regulations and tardy flow of budgeted funds and materials.
 

- Information the team has been getting from central office officials and 
from local personnel strongly suggest a "perceptions gap" about what is actually 
going on in the field. Feedback information from the field is inadequate, and 
often inappropriate, for proper monitoring of programs. This leads to overly 
rosy pronouncements about the success and durability of development strategies 
and diverts attention from structural problems retarding actual progress. Again, 
a good example is the GOG's present decentralization policy. Some activities have 
been "bucked down" to regional levels; but crucial ties remain to central offices 
which, in effect, render the regional offices little more than an extra layer of 
bureaucracy. To paraphrase a comment made by a rural teacher, "Now, instead of 
having to wait hours in a long line inGuatemala City to receive our pay, we have 
to wait hours in a long line inQuetzaltenango; it takes about the same amount of 
t ime." 



CCE Wenkly Status Report No. 15 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending Feuruary 4, 1989 CCE Team Leader
 

1. Events During the Week
 

a. Ed Nesman (Rural Education) and Bob Laporte (Rural Finance) completed field
 
work and left for the U.S.
 

b. Dave Lazar and Danilo Palma (Institutional Development) visited municipalities
 
in Chimaltenango, Sacatep~quez, and El Progreso with Gregorio Tum (sociolo
gist)
 

c. Roberto Castro (Economist) and Bill Rhett (Marketing) visited Quetzaltenango
 
to meet with representatives of the 0255 Technical Assistance Team, the
 
Gremial de Exportadoras de Productos No-tradicionales, and various Almo
longa Indian farmer cooperatives
 

d. Plenary meeting of Team on Saturday to discuss issues raised by findings of
 
the Research/Technology Transfer and Institutional Developmeiit 
teams
 

e. Nesman/Laporte debriefing meetings with Gary Smith and Tom Kellermann
 

2. Outputs During the Week
 

a. Ed Nesman's preliminary draft of findings in rural education
 

b. Smith memo to Joe Lombardo re Education Sector Strategy Paper
 

c. Bob Laporte's preliminary draft of findings in rural finance
 

d. Larry Day's revised draft of findings in Rural Health
 

e. Individual weekly activities reports
 

3. Narrative
 

The CCE fieldwork is about 90% complete. Nesman and Laporte will be revising their
 
draft reports during their remaining contract time in the U.S. Castro and Smith are
 
planning one final swing through the Quetzaltenango-Huehuetenango-Solola-Totonicapan
 
circuit during week 16 in order to follow up on questions raised during earlier
 
team visits and to fill-in remaining "blank spaces" as opportunities (and time)
 
permit.
 

At various times during the week I've been asked-to participate in a number of
 
discussions related to past, present, and contemplated Mission activities: meeting
 
with UNDP representative, discussions relating to HAD II and to the proposed Small
 
Farmer Coffee project, and review of the Health Sector Strategy paper. These kinds
 
of things are useful for the CCE since they give us further perspective on USAID's
 
present strategies, and, perhaps, we've been able to bring some collective "wisdom"
 
to bear.
 

Increasingly during the next two weeks, the team "generaVssts"--Lazar, Palma, Tum, 
Castro, Alvarez, Rohrman, and Smith will be synthesizing the team's findings and 
seeking consensus. So far, no significant disagreements have surfaced, and we're 
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seeing convergeance in a variety of important areas re USAID impacts, institutional
 
issues, lessons learned, and the like. I've already referred to some of these in
 
past status reports.
 

4. Some Issues
 

During our weekly plenary "debriefing" meeting on Saturday, two matters came up
 
which I think are important enough to mention here, since they cut across much of
 
our work to date: population growth and Guatemalan participation in project
 
selection and design.
 

It's no secret that, even under the most optimistic projections, Guatemala's popula
tion will double by the year 2020, and probably much sooner than that. By 2010,
 
my guess would be that Guatemala's population will be about 16,000,000, of whom
 
8,000,000 will be under twenty years of age. While outmigration may retard the
 
rate of growth in the western Highlands, already the most densely populated part of
 
the country, the growth there in absolute numbers will imply farm sizes everywhere
 
approaching those now found in Totonicap~n and parts of Sololg: about five cuerdas
 
on the average (around one-fifth of a hecatere). Among other things, this means
 
very heavy future burdens for the health and education sectors, quite apart from
 
the gains in agricultural productivity needed to (1) provide present levels of
 
consumption for all, (2) provide for improved diets over and above present levels,
 
and (3) provide a surplus for export.
 

The permanent contributions of USAID and other donors have, indeed, been real and
 
substantial. In spite of the lamentable resource shortages suffered by public
 
sector institutions and the sometimes intolerable conditions their staffs labor
 
under, there is a substantial and growing pool of expertise addressing problems at
 
community levels in all parts of the Highlands. But what we've been able to glean
 
from such reliable numbers as there are strongly suggo.st that the efforts of all
 
donors combined have merely slowed the country's rate of rural decline: the steamboat
 
is functioning well, the machinery is fundamentally sound, and the paddlewheels are
 
churning mightily; yet the current is still carrying the boat backwards.
 

Obvious options: retard population growth and/or accelerate support for basic
 
services.. How to do those things in the face of the institutional inefficiencies
 
and attitudinal barriers to fundamental change? These are pretty basic questions,
 
and the CCE team is wrestling with them. Clearly, whatever viable solution there
 
may be will have to involve a greater degree of interated and coordinated efforts
A 

across sectors and donors that we've seen heretofore. These may include more
 
attention to urban and non-agricultural industrial approaches and (if I may permit
 
one of my biases to show) much more attention to development-related information
 
systems.
 

On the matter of Guatemalan participation in project selection and design, a number
 
of informants have told us that there has been dissatisfaction in some quarters
 
within the GOG concerning, not only selection of projects, but of their focus and
 
structure. This seems to be most pronounced in the case of agriculture projects.
 
We often hear of cases where key participants never get to see project papers, and
 
some informants, for example, told CCE team members that 0255 (Small Farmer
 
Diversification Systems) was originally intended to focus upon basic agronomic
 
research in the Peten! If this kind of misperception can still exist after five
 
years, we still have a long way to go to improve effective communications and "meetings
 
of the mind."
 



OCE Weekly Status Report No. 16 Gary H. Smith 
Week Ending February 11, 1989 

1. 	 Events During The Week 

a. 	 Writing preliminary drafts of final contractor reports: 

- Information Systems (Alvarez) 
- Institutional Development (Lazar, Pama) 
- Research/Technology Transfer (Jones, Poinciano)
 
- Marketing (Rhett)
 
- Sociologist (Tm)
 

b. 	 Received revised Rural Education draft (Nesman) 

c. 	 Meeting: Kellerman, Lazar, Castro, and Smith with Charles Costello
 
to discuss preliminary findings of CCE
 

d. 	 Interviews by Edwin French (Irrigation, Soil Conservation) with ICTA
 
personnel re PRoGEIAPS project in relation to USAID diversification
 
and ag. infrastructure activities
 

e. 	 Interviews by Roberto Castro (Econaomics) with ICTA personnel in (old)
 
Region VI (new Region IV - Jutiapa area)
 

f, 	Smith review of HAD II RFP from CZE perspective 

2. 	 outputs during the Week 

a. 	Report diafts as indicated above
 

b. 	 Smith memo to Alfred Nakatsuma re HAD II RFP 

c, 	Preliminary photographs of areas visited by CCE team 

d. 	 Individual weekly activities reports 

3. 	Narrative
 

team will finish its work next week. We will be seeingThe majority of the CCE 
to som~e final matters (e.g., food aid, infrastructure), but the main focus will 

be on completion of contractor reports and working on formats and summaries. 
the 	ball w'.ll be in a court, as I begin to pull thingsFollowing February 20, 

it now, the final report willtogether for 	the main OCE final report. As I see 
be in three broad sections, possibly in separate "volumes:" 

Volume I: Main Report w/ executive Summary
 
Volume II: Contractors' Reports w/ individual executive surraries and
 

appendices
 
Volume III: 	 General Appendices to Main Report (e.g., Methodologies, photo 

section, main reference materials, indices and charts of USIAD 
projects) 

All 	of these will be extensively cross-indexed so that any reader can reach the v,;,.dv 
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depth of detail and can check the opinions of the principal author (namely me) 
against those of the appropriate contractor(s). Actually, we've had few 

substantive disagreements so far. Nevertheless, while I will be exercizing 

editorial authority in preparing the final report and expressing my o~n opinion 
I want as much of the final document as possible towhere conflicts do occur, 


reflect the findings of the team. The cross-indexed format shown above will do
 
that.
 

4. Some Representative Photos
 

In my experience, people are more inclined at least to leaf through a report if 
a few photos are included here and there. I expect to sprinkle some throughout 
the main report, and there will be a more detailed photo section in the main 
appendix section. I've included a few samples with this week's status report. 
All were oritionally in color and come out rather contrasty black and white in
 

Xerox form. We may be able to improve on this in the final printed version of 
the OCE report.
 

rotView of the town of Najual. 
. '-'in the western part of 

- -- I-11 11 1-I- F. Solol Department. Densely 
. - .populated, heavy deforestation; 

Basic Village Education 

project, other USAID supported 
education, health, and 
agriculture programs 

Roberto Castro and Gary 
Smith chatting with a 
typical Najual6 farmer on
 
road into town; five
 
cuerdas, mainly corn &
 
beans; located near lcal 
health center ad run~ral 
school 
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.Roberto Castro and Gary Smith 
a -looking out over the Aguacat~n 

-. valley in Huehuetenango; a 

- .. mjor garlic producing center, 
Aguacatdn farmers received 

* * :'° :t -assistance from the USAID-supported 
Small Farm Diversification project 
in replanting much of the area in 

v nmproved Mexican garlic varieties 

. .
.t° . .. 

Castro interviewing an 

elderly Aguacat~n farmer-
garlic, corn, beans, some 
vegetables. Interestingly, 
he's installed his own 
miniriego system without 
recourse to official credit 

-

4 * 2 

, o
... 

~ie 

-.rk,;*f at. 

its. 

Group of Aguacatin farmers
 
visiting local BANDESA "Caja
 
Rural"; these "cajas" are 
BANDESA's primary source of 
credit for farmers seeking
 

- agricultural production and
 
irrigation loans. This office
 
made over 700 loans last year, 
yet they don't even have a
 
telephone connecting them to
 
BANDESA' s Huehuetenango main 
agency office
 



- •- 1o 
q 

. 
, .; , .,.~ - . .... . ,,-- , ,°%7 

CCE Rural Finance " ""' "-'"' 
specialist Bob Laporte 
asking Najualg far-mer if " " ".. - " " 

.......... " " he uses credit. The w" 


"no", but this ".'"-' "-i-'.:
answer was . . . - Akind of answer isn't 

unusual. Wh1le BANDESA
 
:- ,- . ,
credit doesn't reach all 

A" . ' *_needy farmers, other forms 
".. ..
 

-.
often do 


: .. 2.,- t' - . . 

Na]ualS health center (fore
ground) and a major secondary 

next door. Interestingly,_,, ,.school 
an Evangelical religious center
 

is under construction across the 
road, and the tbron temple is 
nearby, thereby guaranteeing 

- . full-service spiritual and ,- . . 
. "_ - . secular attention 

. .. = , -. ...- +.- ..?, 

V .**,.."I~~ 

. . •-.r... . ,Acto.:~ 

The old and the new: theo
 

original primary school,
 
...together with a recently 


built annex just outside e "
 
Cofalapa, Chimaltenango. -

Part of USAMD-supported ' ,
 

L""MOH programs 

14.•.$' 



+ j.. - .... Ibl
 

S6 . , .,.1 . 

Rub n Poinciano (Tech Transfer) 
,..., . 'talking with farmer about soil
 

.1 . ,. . conservation with DIGESA pramotor 

,-,IJ 1 rin Patzdn, Chimaltenango: area of
 
Smajor USAID conservation focus 

'.-.'..a] under the Small Farmer Developrent 
* 

-," 
t: . project (1976-83) 

.', . ,--" s 

Irrigated Smowpea and 
snap bean project in 
Tecp~n, Chimaltenango;
This crop has been one of 

i"J 
00..a.. 

bell 
j 

the mst profitable ex-
ports for guatemala (not 
bad business for the 

ia 

bamboo people, either!) 

.4..~ 5. ww"P... ,' ,W . =-,*., 

.... W..,, Poinciano looking on while 
J. 

-1 ~-7~~technician 
DIGESA Region V miniriego 

discusses farer's 

'7USAID 
- 'project 

irrigation and conservation 
needs in San Jos6 Poaquil, another 

Small Farmer Development 
area 



View of the highly . 
successful cooperative . - . . . . b. 
Rinc6n Grande, Zaragoza, .. .v 

Chimaltenango: field of [ . 
(pUmp) irrigated straw
berries 

SBoxed strawberries in main 
Rincn Grande warehouse; we' ve 

. C*. ':all enjoyed sctp of these 
.- * . lately; it's only fiar, since 

- UR USAID's had a lot to do with 

•" " .* - ".P. u. the cooperative's success 
-" ..- -- "-.. 

Alfred Nakatsuma and • 
Bob Laporte shivering
 
at P~quix, Chiantla, 
Huehuetenango, altitude
 
nearly 12,000 feet. USAID Je 
has supported livestock and .. ". 
range inprovements near r, , . 
here (520-0255) , . - .. " ' . _-;; "-"** ,. "' - " ° 

";1".".. "' "-.. . "j ' '"* .4'P- ", i" .
 

~ * *~.~h -I**-. . .. * . j 

. ' '"Y':--' ... *' - .' : ", ' 



Two of the major products of 
Guatemala's real "altiplano": 
sheep, goats, and maguay (the 
latter is used mainly for 
fencing for corrals, since wood 
is in short supply above 11,000 ft. 

• .. I',. 

Typical "farm" near
 
P~iuix: not much grows up 
here other than hardy
 

-grains like oats and 
barley; sheep are the 
most important products, 
and USAID is supporting 
genetic improvement and 
range management activities 

.'What it's really all about:
 
Alfred Nakatsuma and Roberto
 
Castro with a very poor and very
 
cold family living near the
 
Capillania "overlook" above
 

-

Huehuetena-ngc 



Roberto Castro looking over a typical farm 
in NajualA, Sololl. Notice the 

This is a very densely populated area,
 deforestation alony the ridgelines. 


and, given its location on the approaches 
to the climb up to "Alaska" just outside
 

This is one
 
Quetzaltenango, it's likely to beccme 

even more densely populated. 


of the more successful sites for USAID 
education and health proyrams since the
 

early 1970's
 

M-.
 

D2 



Loking out across the Chijmtla Valley on the road from Huehuetenango to
Capillania. USAID has supported diversification, conservation, andirrigation activities here during much of the 1980's. 
The land is very
steeply sloped, with an average altitude over 8500 feet. (Unfortunately my
scotch tape shows up in Xerox copies. The original color version is in my

office, if anyone's interested) 

Me* 

A -7 2 



OCE 	Weekly Status Report No. 17 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending February 18, 1989 	 CE Team Leader
 

1. 	Events During the Week
 

a. 	Completion and editing of individual team specialist final reports
 

b. 	Special debriefing by CCE team mmbers Lazar, Jones, arn Smith for
 
USAID Director, attended by Liliana Ayalde, Gordon Straub, Felipe Manteiga,
 
Joe Hill, Dick Burke
 

c. 	Official "despedida" for CCE team
 

d. 	Lazar and Jones leave for the US
 

2. 	Outputs During the Week
 

a. 	Individual specialists' final reports
 

b. 	 Summary report by Development Associates group: "Forty Years on the 
Altiplano"
 

3. 	Narrative
 

The CE team office officially closed on February 17. Fran now on all matters
 
relating to the evaluation will center on my office in PRM, Annex 3.
 

Two 	tasks will receive priority during the next week: translation of the
 
Development Associates report into Spanish, and completion of reports by the
 
Consultores Agroindustriales specialists. The latter will be included with
 
the 	Development Assoiae. !u'nle nd fully cross indexed to the appropriate 
individual DA reports. The Mission will have five copies of the combined volume,
 
and I will circulate copies of individual reports to the appropriate USAID
 
technical divisions and individuals as soon as I have a complete set. These will
 
be for your reaction and comments.
 

Tom 	Kellermann and I are discussing possible "debriefing" schedules for each
 
USAID office and for the various GOG ministries and organizations. These will
 
take place after I have drafted the final CCE summary report, most likely
 
beginning the week of March 20, after Tony has had a chance to see it and comment.
 

Roberto Castro and I plan to take one final swing thr6ugh the western altiplano
 
area (Quetzaltenango, San Marcos, Huehuetenango, El Quichg, Totonicap~n, and
 
Sololg)during the week of February 27 in order to tie up some loose ends relating
 
to agricultural marketing, health centers, and infrastructure. People wishing to 
come along are welcome. For those of you who haven't had a chance to "get out" 
much, U .. s would be a good chance to get a concentrated tour of areas where 
USAID's past and present programs have been focused, and, if I do say so, I make 
a pretty fair guide. 

4. 	Same Final Photo Samples
 

I've included another photo "sampler" with this report. All these and more will
 
be included in a special section of the final (CE report.
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IT
 

Earl Jones (Technology
 
Transfer) chatting with
 
farmers participating in
 
DIGESEPE's "Livestock
 
Module" program, San Marcos
 

DIGESEPE technician obtaining
 
information re BANDESA live
stock loan on San Marcos farm
 
of Juan Gonzalez; these loans
 
have been highly successful by
 
usual small farm standards:
 
defaults have run less than 10%
 

OSin Marcos farmer Manfredo 
Futnitu-s and his award for 
successful participation in
 
irriqation, soil conservation,
 
d livestock module programs.
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"Mobile corral" trials at 
ICTA experiment station, 

"r 
- ~-~# ~Quetzaltenango. Mobile 

corrals allow farmers to 
make maximum use of limited 
land via control over where 

V their smaller animals graze 

7.r 

ICTA experimental onion
 

field, Quetzaltenango.
 
Q .ons and garlic can be
 

isely planted in limited
 
_-nd, and they both enjoy
 
excellent domestic and
 
,reign markets
 

Seeds for nontraditional
 
-- ees-- epecially improved

varieties--are hard 
to come
 
by and often expensive in
 
Guatemala. ICTA's seed
 
development program (cabbage
shown here) in Quetzaltenango
 
seeks to improve in-country
 
supply
 



.Well-maintainedprimary
 
school in Santa Lucia
 
Ixcamal, San Marcos. Note
 
the new building (left), 


E .,:.

the well-kept grounds, 
 Rand the permanent basket
ball court.
 

77-7 

Local MOH family planning
 
clinic, San Marcos. Family

planning is still in limited
 
demand, but both the MOH and
fl jI_* 
 * APROFAM have been experimenting 

m ',MCWJW.Mo with innovative ways of 

packaging" the programs
A ,tJ

NIIUIhIto up IJOI 

€kIIk|RV CUANW 

Given the prevalence of child
 
malnutrition and related
 
gastro-intensinal disease in
 
Guatemala, oral rehydration
 
centers 
like this one in San

"'ircos serve 
a vital purpose
 

U"An 



r;.-... . 
Municipal improvement. Both USAID 
and the GOG have given a lot of 
attention to municipalities over theyears. The present government has 

" 
given high priority to urban street 
paving, even in remoter areas. Here 

, ,.-.Alfred 
.cement 

, "El 
Nakatsuma stands by a simple
"cobble machine" in Sacapulas,Quich6. 

H, e's a stack of new cobbles
 
ready for placement. The
 

*nciple's the same as for the
 
:-fe traditional method of
 

cobblinq, but the streets come
 
out much smoother!
 

"*
. ,.Pm. . 

-114 It also makes keeping the 
~ streets clean much easier 



Communal tree nursery in 

" ,. ,' .- [ - & Totonicap~n: part of the USAIDsponsored "Bosques Comunales" 

. ...*.. -- - -program, presently overseen by 
I. DIGEBOS. This has been a very 

well received program, and it's 
consistent with the present 

.... "GOG/USAID - focus on community 
directed activities 

Combined diversification,
 
soil cohsev-ation, and
 
mini-irrigation on a small .
 
(2 huctart) far2 in 
iiuehuetenango. 

Poberto Cas-ro and Bob 
Laporte (CCE rural finance) 
interviewing loan officers 
a' BANDESA's "caja rural" 

Agruacatn, Huehue
tango
 



DIGESA office in San Martin 

r inThis 

Sand 

S. 

ca"gvegetables, 
I '.'-scale 

Sacatepquez, uetzaltenango. 
community has been adopting 

soil conservation, 
mini-irrigation on a largeunder USAID's diversifica

• ..| '.'tion project. 

Diversification has become 	 jai
''
 increasingly profitable for.lt I . 

San Martin farmers, as this 5 
recently enlarged farm 

hr e attests. With its new
 
F ed road to the coast via
 
L.-omba, San Martin should
 
become a stiff competitor
 

r Almolonga
 

• 	.. , ... ..... 

h
 

. . ....... 	 . .., 

. --	 A new "control center" for
 
1 
 Yepach, Quetzaltenanoo farmers
 

using mini-irrigation. Here,
 
.. 
 valves will be used to direct
 

the main flow of water at
 
different times to different
 
sections of the system, thereby
 

..,insuring adequate pressure
 



--

The,* remember USAID in Najualg,
 
:olola: here's a typical plaque

found on countless small bridges 
 '
 

nany parts of the Highlands
 

" 

4 
.- [ . 

In San Marcos, Huehuetenango, 
and Solola, signs like these, 

-.-. .
freshly painted, attest to the 
GOG's emphasis on child nutrition 

. ._ .and basic health care 

.6 
,1 

h i 1it; it'Is ha 6 to see in 

this Xerox version of the
 

Aliance for Progress" 
can being used as a flower
 
pot in Sacapulas, E1l
uich-. Foreign aid takes- . . .
 

y guisesfs 

pn , t t t
 



- .MEMBERS OF THE CCE TEAM
 

My chief assistant: Dave Lazar, leader
 
of the Development Associates group
 
and Institutional Development specialist
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ran.ci_-co Roharman, Consultores
o:'-.:oi tr'-&1-s and Jose o.us cdirector, 

Aivarez, information/Evaluation -


Specialist for the CCE team """
 

Fernando Garcia-Salas, assistant
 
director for Consultores Agro

- industriales, and CCE marketing

~specialist
 

*I .- o- -..-

I:' ... ,,.,;. 

OHRD sv of • o • 

* Jose Baudillio L6pez, rural health 'J. ';
cialist "on loan" to the CCE team"'' 

courtesy of OHRD .''[ 



Bob Laporte (Rural Finance)
 
pondering over his final
 
draft. Consultores Agro
industriales made four PCs
 
available to the team and two
 
excellent secretaries
 

. *-o. Ed Nesman, Rural Education 
. . specialist. Ed, together with his 

Rural Health counterpart, Larry Day, 
,-160i had to leave Guatemala relatively 

early, and we've had their final 
reports for some time 

Roberto Castro (Economics),
 
yours truly, and Ruben Poinciano
 
(Technology Transfer)
 

I. 

4,
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CCE Weekly Status Report No. 18 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending February 25, 1989
 

1. 	 Events During the Week 

a. 	 Distribution of sections of the Developrent Associates report among the 
appropriate technical offices 

b. 	 Caupletion of reports by Gregorio Tun and members of Consultores Agro
industriales 

c. 	 Conference including Smith and members of Interamerican Bank agriculture 

sector assessment team 

d. 	 Initial steps towards arranging for translation of 0CE final report 

2. 	 Outputs During the Week 

a. 	 Draft report by Gregorio Tuzn 

b. 	 Memo to Ttn Kellermann outlining scope of work for specialist to assist 
in improving USAID's information system 

3. 	 Narrative 

During the coming week, all consultant CCE reports will be in my hands, and I will 
submit a final revision to earlier draft outlines for the final 0CE report. I 
expect to have a preliminary version of the latter by March 10. 

Several members of the BID agricultural sector assessment team and I met informally 
on Friday. I 'ye been in contact with its leader, Jerry Owens, for several months, 
and we'd agreed there was a lot for us to talk about. The BID team totals over 20 
specialists who'll be working through next September. (And we thought the CCE 
was 	a big deal!)
 

Like our team, the BID people include both Americans and Guatemalans with long years 
of experience with Guatemalan and Latin American problems. Thus, while they've 
just begun their work here, we were able to agree on a number of points right away: 

- Guatemala's population growth is pushing the country backwards at an 
accelerating pace -,n spite of solid achievements in development programs; 

- Guatemalan public sector institutions are overstaffed in the Capital and 
overloaded in the field; 

- Decentralization of public sector decision making is a very good idea and 
should be undertaken with utmost dipatch, but it's not happened yet to any 
significant degree; 

- Nevertheless, the increasing attention paid in recent years to community, 
municipal, and local decision making is a good sign and should be encouraged; 

- Given the historical volatility of Guatemala's political scene,we cannot 
assume that today's favorable environment for innovations in development 



will necessarily continue. Especially sensitive areas include restructur
ing of the public/private sector balances, land redistribution, tax 
reform, the role of the military, and support for such democratic 
institutions as farmer syrdicates and urban labor unions.All of these 
fall within the realm of political and national sovereignty issues and 
are therefore vulnerable to shifts within Guatemala's political and 
economic power structures. For these reasons we applaud USAID's 
heightened attention to constructive policy dialogue with the GOG yet
caution that the GOG in itself is but one of several powerful decision 
making centers in the country; 

There needs to be more systematic ccmmunication among donors, at least to 
the extent of regular interchange of information about ongoing activities 
in order to identify both substantive and geographic areas of cmplimentarity
and to share ideas about strategy. 

A good example of the need for better donor collaboration is in the area of 
small farmer diversification, soil conservation, and water use. Both USAID and 
BID give these matters high priority. USAID's HAD II project and the BID/FIDA
PROGEITAPS project address them directly and in detail. As it happens, these 
projects have similar agricultural and watershed managment emphases, and both 
are focused on the highlands. Both also place heavy demands on the public
agricultural sector institutions, especially ICTA. and DIGESA; yet, unless there' s 
something I've not seen, there's no mention of PRDGETAPS in the HAD II Project
Paper, nor does Luis Lara, BID's local representative, know much about HAD II, 
or our other diversification efforts, for that matter. Since this kind of thing
contributes to the "institutional overload" problem we'll refer to in the CCE 
report, the issue is of more than academic concern. 



CCE Weekly Status Report No. 19 Gary H. Smith
Week Ending March 4, 1989 CCE Team Leader 

1. Events During the Week 

a. Moved CCE files and data/information center back to Annex 3. 

b. Reread all O1 contractor final reports contained in "Forty Years on 
the Altiplano" 

c. Revised outline of CCE final report volume I 

d. Attend meeCting to discuss USAID's Wanen in Development strategy paper 

2. Outputs During the Week 

a. Final report by Gregorio Tun 

b. Final Report by Fernando Garcia-Salas (Marketing) 

c. Memo to Liliana Ayalde re the high quality of work done by Gregorio Tn 
and Dr. Baudilio L6pez 

3. Narrative
 

The CCE work is in its final stages. Although two reports are still outstanding,
the broad outlines of our findings in all areas are clear. Throughout next week
I'll be boiling down more than 250 pages of contractor reports into a 50 page
summary plus executive summary; this will comprise Volume I of the CCE report.
I hope to have the preliminary draft done by March 10. Following that will cmeVolume IIlwhich will camprise sections on methodology, lists of materials now
available in the Program Office re the evaluation, and photographs similar tothose I've included in these reports. If I wander about seemingly preoccupied

or disappear for prolonged periods, you'll know why.
 

For your amusement, I've inclosed an item included in an earlier report (No, 10)
showing'an hypothetical USAID mission in short and long term contexts, whereinindividual programs exhibit short term ups and downs while the long term trend is
both consistent and solidly upward; yet the "situation" is worsening in spite of
the mission's efforts. At the time (December 17) that was my "gut" feeling about 
our situation. The CE has essentially confirmed it. As Dave Lazar points out
in his Development Associates report summary (to appear in Volume II) the
population crisis in Guatemala is grave and has gone far towards negating the
effects of otherwise real progress in our programs. We can take some comfort in
the notion that without USAID, Guatemala would be significantly worse off than
she is. That' we can now say with confidence. But it seems to me that one lesson
is clear: continued focus and increased intensity of effort will be absolutely
essential during the troubled final years of the Twentieth Century in Guatemala.This is no time to stint on resources or attention to actual efforts in the field. 
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CCE Weekly Status Report No, 20 
 Gary H. Smith
 
Week Ending March 11, 1989 
 CCE Team Leader
 

1. Events During the Week
 

- Preparationi of first draft cf final CCE summary report
 

- Review of miscellaneous documents relating to aspects of USAID
 
activities other than those directly reviewed by the CCE team
 

2. Outputs During the Week
 

- Final versions of all reports by Consultores Agroindustriales
 

- Two drafts of the agriculture section of the final CCE report
 

3. Narrative
 

This is the final status report I'll be preparing for the CCE. From
 
now until the end of the month I will devote most of my time to
 
finising and revising drafts and putting together the appendices.
 

Drafting has proved to be a tougher job than I'd anticipated. The
 
problem is the sheer volume of i,-
 t. accumulated information
 
contained in the twelve individual contractor reports comprising

what will be Volume II of the final report--over 400 pages of it in
 
all. In my final summary (Volume I), I'm having to be very slective,
 
boiling each individual report down to essentials, inevitably

omitting numerous items which, nevertheless are important to specific

individuals and technical offices within USAID. 
 I'm cross referencing

each section of the summary to the appropriate Volume II reports,

however, and I urge each of you to read in full those which apply to
 
your areas of interest.
 

Not the least of my problems has been the fact that I've been obliged
 
to do all of this myself, inasmuch as all USAID secretaries are
 
heavily burdened with other work themselves.
 

I'd like to take this opportunity to thank all of you for the out
standing cooperation Tom Kellermann and I have received from the
 
Mission throughout this exercise. The evaluation was undertaken at
 
a very busy time for the Mission, yet everyone took time for inter
views and to help expedite administrative chores relating to setting
 
up the evaluation and selecting individuals to participate on the team.
 
Special thanks are due to Liliana Ayalde, Gordie Straub, Felipe

Manteiga, and Roberto Figueroa for invaluable help and advice.
 
Roberto Castro (ORD), and Gregorio Tum and Dr. Boudillio L6pez (OHRD)

did excellent work on the CCE team. We were 
fortunate to have the
 
best available specialist from the two IQC firms contracted for the
 
evaluation, but it would have been very difficult, if not impossible
 
to do the job in the time available without your cooperation.
 


