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May 22, 1975

INFORMATION MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, LA

FROM : LA/MRSD, Donor M. Ilon>}

SUBJECT: TIssues Paper - Operational Program Grant (OPG) Proposal
for Guatemala: CARE Rural Potable Water and La‘rine
Construction Program

A meeting of the DAFC will be held on Friday, May 23, at 2:30 p.n.

in Room 6258 NS to discuss the subject proposal.  This gront would
provide $250,000 cver a three-year period ($100,0600 for TY 73) to
CARE to finance construction of rural vater svatoens and latrines,

in the State of 11 2uiche for roughly 25,000 poer Tndiane. The
project is also expected to have long=tern boenetits since 4t will

be a deronstration projcect applving improved methodoleyy,  fThe
introduction of wiater and winte=disposal Tooilicies will irnrove
public healtth and will have the additicnal boenelit of cnnaneing: rural
development by involving comnunity orgasivations copable of carrving
ou . the projoct
CARE will cnpage an cxpericreed sanftary enginecr os project manogper,
to work out ccurdination of the project ¢t all levels and aaticipete
any difficultices din vither buiiding ccliedules, supriy and relaticn
with the hose povernrent.  Helere cotpletion of

education prooram will be conducted Lo shou aroper use of the Taell- 4
ities, iucluding maintenance procedurcs ond personal and houschotd
hygiene. Host governrent cennterparts will work closely with CARE
technicians in crder to learn skills neceded for vveatually conduct ing
similay projects, wichont ountside help, atter a three-yens training
period.  CARYE intonds o utilize an eveluation svoten which wil3
identify implementation preblons, solve prabless throvuch vroper
investigaticn ang analveis, ond ensuce that Food
uscd in minimizing, Tuture istolen.,
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Additionally, the srant appears attractive to USAID/ Cuaternla becauas
of its concurrence with an o enisting AL Tenn crecrin, Dy osupporting
the health TSRs (povernrent pavimedica! technician 5) locateu in

El Quiche, their potential irpact in their corsmunitics may be dncreased.
Funds are available if the OPG is approved.

Issues to be considered include
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1. The CARE proposal states that AID would not be accorded
prior review of the contract which CARE wishes to sign with the
Ministry of llealth. The USAID believes that the important inter-
relationship which will be involved between CARE and the TSRs who
are working in Quiche, as well as the resources required as the
Ministry's contribution to this project will necessitate AID
review of the draft CARE/Ministry of Hcalth contract hefore signing
the grant with CARLE, and review of the final contract with AID apprcval
as a condition precedent to disbursement of funds under the grant.,
Would this degree of USAID involvement be acceptable ard/or cdesirable
in a PVO project?

2. The budget annex of the proposal indicates that Call will
attribute $15,768 p=r ycar as overhead cost for the adminis.ration of
the project. Howeves, page 38 of the nroposal itscll, sub~paragraph c),
indicates that after the first project year CARD expects the Covernmont
of Cuaterala to assunc this adwministrative cverbead pavoent, N cloge
look at the budget, therefore, indicates that tle totan CARY contribuericon
to this $647,000 project will amount o S15,708, 11 one alse notes that
the grant proposes a 77 overhead fee {op CAUE headenartors crerationnt
cost, which over the 1 7, of the project amonnts te S17,500, the ool
CARE contribution to the project appeirs o be nerative.  Sheuld the
CARE contributicon be increased?

3. The por cipita cost of the DToposed wetor tatriloe
construction is fn crcess of 82
which summarices petable water svatoems widceh b o
CARE in Guatemala frea 1963 to 1974 dudicates thnt
experience [or construction of wiler svstens aleae
of about $3.50 per capiva. 1o this wide difference
and/or acceptable?

oo Hawever, appendizx Boor Uhe propeusd

4. The proposal does not spell out dun dotai)l the relat rouship
nd the Minierry

wivich CARE capects to establish betweon its personned

of llealth TSRs in Cuiche.  Sinee one of the Lorertant aspocts of the
proposal is the degprec te wiiich (it supperts the existing TS8R progran,
is more dnfcrmation/conbasis necded?

5. The [inancinl plun for this precesal indicates that the
Ministry of Health will contribute a tesal of $350,000 in matericls.
It is not «¢lear how that contribution will be used in the project noxr
is it evident that the Ministry is plaaning to budget for costs other
than materfals which w.11 be necessary to centinue this project when
the AID grant tcrrinates. VWhat specifie indiecations are there that
the host govcrnment will continuc the project en its own?
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6. The grant proposal does not address the issue of cost or
procedures for maintenance of the water systews. CARLC has indicated
to the Mission that the community organizations will be responsihle

for maintenance and that a $0.25 per month charge is being contemplated

to defray maintenance costs. Should these plans for maintenance be
added to the proposal?

7. Is this a proposal for a new project or is it a continuation
of ongoing CARLE/host government activities? How much of the rroposed
construction would cventually be done without this project? Vhat is
the advantage of having CARE involvement?

8. The proposal states that CARE will not attenpt an analvsis
of the impact of the construction projects en public Lealth (. 42).
Is this acceptoble? Ave the proposcd cvaluat ien procodures wdegnuate?

9. ¥hat is the extent of beuefis to wonon in the pPrepesed

construction (e.g., tiwe soved in lens dlstanco corryin: of water
can be used in corrunity dnvolvenment)?

10.  The proposal wenticus a possible 57 million lean Crom the
! t

Inter-Amcvican lLeveleopment Donb (p. 39).  Lhoat ave prospecte for actual

authorization ol the loan? VWould it permit funding o rural potebice

wate” development jproject:?

1. Ave decaile of the cducation phase s e fent (oo B4 Who wil

preparce the uatevials?  Vho will condnet the training?  Peen the host
soverminent already have a health cdueation proeran in rural
) i ;

12, Vho/houw/when dees actual project 5ite cselection tare nlace?
proj i
Is there a need/requicenent for coapletion of feasibilicy studies?

(Section 611 FAAL)

13, The proposal ctoces that CARD has not had any ennericnoe in

constructing latevines In Cuatemala (p. 12). Will this Tactor he Tilely

to causc any problens?

14, The proposal lists two project consbyeint: s ()
1 o
to "seck out the cormunitics"

projects d (L) the ecounterpart agency 15 reluciant te decentralize

CART will have
thatt are suftable for and willing to have

cperations (p. 25 and 26). Arce the consuraines obotacles to o successful

project? las CARE adequately planned in overcenting these constraints?:

15. MNave cother sivilar projects been implenented in Quiche Iadian

areas? What dilficulties were expericnced?  Are here eultural factors
tha* should be counsidered prior to initiating projects here? (E.g., is
has becn noted on occasion that women prefer to have water sources some
distance from their heme, enabling them to chat with their neightors on

wvay to the well.)

the
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16. The propesal indicates CARE will ask the host government
to match funding approximately dollar for dollar (p. 29). 1Is this
acceptable to GOG? Has specific GOG approval for the project been
obtained? What is the extent of GOG's concern in helping these
Indians?

17. DAEC will discuss extent f required environmental
considerations for the project.

18. The stated goal of the OPU is to turn all responsibilities
over to the GCG agency by the end of three vears.,  The document,
however, docs not indicate how this is to be accomplished, e.qo.,
will the CARE personncl be Lirved by the GCC, will the GOG hire people
to replace the Peace Corps Volunteers?



