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13. Summary

1. Essentially, the project consists of three major el ements:

A. Technology Transfer Services:. Expand VITA Isexisti.ng tech­
nical assistance mechanisms through on-site and by-mail
consulting services, and alternative energy publications and
training. .

B. International Alternative Energy Network: Expand and develop
the existing network of VITA and appropriate technology users
and suppliers to facilitate transfer of alternative energy
infonllation.

C. Program Implementation Fund: Support the ability of local
implementing organizations to carry out successful small­
scale energy efforts through a small grants program.

2. The team found that VITA has generally done a good job in managing
the program. They have formed regional committees, organized staffing
patterns, hired headquarters staff and designated regional coordinators.
The allocation of staff between regions has been reasonable, and the
response time has been relatively quick. VITA has decided to spread
its technical coverage to the entire range of renewable energy tech­
nologies (~.g., biomass, solar, wind, micro-hydro). VITA has indicated
that twoirnportant program interests emerged during the first 18 months
of the program, appropriate technologies for food processing and
cooking, especially woodstoves, and technologies for tropical coast­
lines. These are areas where VITA appears to have a special capability,
not duplicated by other public organizations or the private sector. .
On the other hand, VITA expertise in the whole range of renewable energy
technologies does not appear to be particularly unique, though their
del ivery methodolog'y" appears hi ghly effective. '

The evaluation team believes that some concentration of VITAls efforts,
especially in light of the budget level constraints on the program,
would be desirable, although uhis would require a different allocation
of the Cooperative Agreement resources than VITA has suggested.

3. The evaluation. team concluded during discussions with the V'ITA staff
that VITA should have separate line item funding to, support direct
AID mission requests for VITA assistance. 'This will require, especially
for volunteer consultancies, a revision in the structure and organization
of the VITA agreement since at pres'ent VITA has only responded to these
requests, consistent with its cooperative attitude, by informal agree-
men'ts. .

4. The evaluation team believes that the small grants program is an important
part of the AID-VITA Cooperative Agreement. VITAls decision to embargo
this element of the program in January 1981, because of funding uncertain-



ties and because this component of th.e program was more quickly con ...
trollable than the more or. less fixed costs elements of cooperative
agreement, appears reasonable. With funding uncertainties removed
asa result of this evaluation, the evaluation team would expect the
embargo on grants to bel i fted, .and that this e1ementof the Cooper­
ative Agreement be between 20 and 25 percent of VITA's effort. Whether
the grants component should increase to 30 to 35 percent of the program
should be considered during the next evaluation.


